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WELCOME to the May edition of 
Callsafe Today.

News
Included within the News of 

this edition are the following 
articles:

• Draft Bill to deliver post-
Grenfell Hackitt reforms due 
‘by end of May’

• Good Practice Guideline, 
Temporary Works Procedural 
Control

•	 BS	XXXX	Specification	for	
the use of counterbalanced 
edge protection systems in 
permanent applications

• NBS National BIM Report 2019
• Labour MP seeks MHCLG 
clarification	on	pre-Grenfell	
cladding guidance

• Network Rail Early Focus 
on Constructability and 
Temporary Works
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• Night shifts ‘possibly’ cause 
breast cancer after long 
exposure, WHEC concludes

Free Telephone Compliance
Check Offer
Callsafe are offering a free 
compliance health check, by 
telephone, to discuss your current 
and future health and safety 
needs. Please see page 11 for the 
‘Health Check Your Compliance – 
Can We Help?

Callsafe Accreditations
Callsafe Services Limited have 
successfully renewed our 
Principal Designer accreditation 
with Avetta and Safety Schemes 
in Procurement (SSIP), and our 
corporate membership of the 
Association for Project Safety 
(APS).

Best wishes

Dave Carr
Director | Callsafe Services

http://callsafe-services.co.uk/newsletter/
https://www.facebook.com/callsafeservicesltd
https://twitter.com/callsafesvcsltd
https://www.linkedin.com/company/callsafe-services-limited
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Elaine Knutt reported in the Health 
+ Safety at Work magazine on 30th 
April 2019, about the imminent 
publication of a Draft Bill containing 
reforms in response to the post-
Grenfell Hackitt report.

The Ministry of Housing, 
Communities and Local Government 
(MHCLG) is preparing to publish a 
draft bill implementing the key legal 
changes required under the post-
Grenfell Hackitt reforms as early as 
next month, conference delegates 
heard this week. 

The legislation would be needed 
to create a new regulatory body 
for higher risk residential buildings 

(HRRBs) and potentially other 
buildings, and to create new duty-
holders	with	specific	duties	in	law	–	
changes that are likely to be modelled 
on the CDM Regulations.  

Graham Watts, chief executive of 
the Construction Industry Council 
and chair of the Steering Group 
on Competencies of the Industry 
Response Group, suggested that the 
draft would be published “before the 
end of May” for consultation. 

Afterwards, it would return to 
parliament in winter 2019 and early 
2020, before being passed into law 
and taking effect in 2021. 

Delegates at the Fire Protection 
Association (FPA) event, Building 
a Safer Future: the government’s 
implementation plan for the Hackitt 
Review, also heard about industry 
plans to create a new “competency” 
framework for all professionals 
involved in HRRBs. 

This task that involves no fewer that 
12 working groups covering 110 
organisations, with a report and 
recommendations also likely to be 
published by the end of May.

Draft bill to deliver post-Grenfell 
Hackitt reforms due ‘by end of May’

Speakers at the event emphasised the 
government’s desire to demonstrate 
clear progress on post-Grenfell 
reforms before the two year 
anniversary of the Grenfell tragedy, 
which happened on 14 June 2017. 
The	fire	led	to	the	deaths	of	72	
people.   

Legal changes in the draft bill, which 
could include requirements for 
“safety cases” for HRRBs, mandatory 
“gateways” that projects would need 
to pass, and increased enforcement 
powers and sanctions, are being 
developed by a team of around 
180 civil servants in the MHCLG’s 
Building Safety Group.

We hope that this will be hand 
in glove with the government 
consultation on post-Hackitt 

legislation
Graham Watts, chair of Steering 

Group on Competencies

This number was contrasted with 
the	diminishing	presence	of	fire	
safety experts in government prior 
to the Grenfell tragedy, when the 
decreasing	number	of	fires	in	the	
years before Grenfell was seen at the 
time as a “good news story”. 
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The draft bill is likely to establish a 
legal duty on duty-holders to hire 
“competent” advisers, contractors 
and installers. 

To achieve this without the need for 
a government-mandated scheme, 
the industry will propose a new 
over-arching competence body that 
will ensure that the schemes put in 
place – for instance for designers, 
contractors and building safety 
managers	–	are	sufficiently	rigorous	
and accountable.

Of the 12 working groups examining 
this issue, delegates heard that the 
groups examining competencies for 
Fire	Risk	Assessors	(FRAs)	and	fire	
engineers have already made their 
final	recommendations,	and	five	
other groups are close to concluding 
their reports.

Watts said that these which would be 
added to a consensus report covering 
all the groups. This report would also 
be published for consultation by the 
end of May. 

“We hope that this will be hand 
in glove with the government 
consultation on post-Hackitt 
legislation. We plan to have one or 
two major events or conferences to 
get feedback from the industry,” he 
said.

However, the working group seeking 
to devise a way of accrediting 
installers	of	fires	safety	products	
and systems – which covers around 

70 different specialisms – were still 
trying to reach a consensus view.

Duty-holders would include the new 
role of Building Safety Manager, 
which could be carried out by an 
individual or a company and entail 
responsibilities over the lifetime of an 
HRRB. 

However, the Working Group looking 
at the requirements for this new role 
was also behind schedule, he said. 

Howard Passkey, a principal 
consultant at the FPA, outlined the 
latest thinking on competency for 
FRAs, where only a limited number of 
individual assessors and companies 
are currently registered with the 
four schemes accredited by the UK 
Accreditation Association (UKAS), 
see table below.
	That	figure	contrasts	with	the	100	
or so training bodies offering to train 

FRAs, on courses ranging from “four 
weeks face to face to one and half 
hours online”. One of these training 
bodies is the FPA itself.

“Not many trained people have 
proved their competence in 
undertaking FRAs,” Passkey noted, 
adding that that the Regulatory 
Reform (Fire Safety) Order 2005 only 
requires	that	a	fire	risk	assessment	
has	to	be	“suitable	and	sufficient.”

The proposals published in May 
are likely to include the idea of 
establishing three types of FRA: 
trainees, general practitioners and 
those with additional training that 
can assess high-risk buildings. 

Passkey also suggested that FRAs 
would be required to registered on a 
system similar to health and safety’s 
OSHCR – the Occupational Safety 
and Health Consultants Register.



Good Practice Guideline, Temporary
Works Procedural Control
The New Zealand 
Temporary Works 
Forum (TWf NZ) has 
published its Good 
Practice Guideline, 
‘Temporary Works 
Procedural Control’ 
(TWfNZ GPG01:19).

The document has 
been endorsed by 
Construction Health 
& Safety New Zealand 
(CHASNZ) and is 
available at:
https://www.
chasnz.org/articles/
temporary-works-
forum-nz-temporary-
works-procedural-
control-good-
practice-guideline.

Temporary Works 
Forum (NZ) is a 
Special Chapter 
of The Structural 
Engineering Society 
of New Zealand 
(SESOC) and has 
been established 
to encourage open 
discussion on any 
matter related to 
temporary works, for 

the	benefit	of	the	New	
Zealand Construction 
Industry.  More 
information can be 
found at
www.twf.sesoc.org.nz.

This document 
is based on 
BS5975:2008+A1:2011 
Code of Practice for 
temporary works 
procedures and the 
permissible stress 
design of falsework, and 
contains some excellent 
options for compliance, 
including	flowcharts	and	
other examples, such 
as Appendix E: Check 
Category, which shows 
some examples of what 
types of temporary 
works could be included 
in each design check 
category.

6

https://www.chasnz.org/articles/temporary-works-forum-nz-temporary-works-procedural-control-good-practice-guideline.
https://www.chasnz.org/articles/temporary-works-forum-nz-temporary-works-procedural-control-good-practice-guideline.
https://www.chasnz.org/articles/temporary-works-forum-nz-temporary-works-procedural-control-good-practice-guideline.
https://www.chasnz.org/articles/temporary-works-forum-nz-temporary-works-procedural-control-good-practice-guideline.
https://www.chasnz.org/articles/temporary-works-forum-nz-temporary-works-procedural-control-good-practice-guideline.
https://www.chasnz.org/articles/temporary-works-forum-nz-temporary-works-procedural-control-good-practice-guideline.
https://www.chasnz.org/articles/temporary-works-forum-nz-temporary-works-procedural-control-good-practice-guideline.
http://www.twf.sesoc.org.nz.
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NBS National BIM Report 2019

The ninth NBS National BIM Report 
is now available. Read the latest 
on the state of BIM, representing 
the views of nearly 1,000 industry 
professionals.

Included in this year’s report
As	well	as	the	findings	of	this	year’s	

BIM survey you will articles from a 
range of industry perspectives.

•  An introduction from NBS CEO, 
Richard Waterhouse

•  Vicki Holmes from contractor 
Multiplex explains how they 
promote BIM and collaboration 
across the project team

•		 Sean	Kerney	from	engineering	firm	
Mott MacDonald talks about their 
involvement in a project that uses 
BIM to reduce poverty around the 
world

•  Turner & Townsend’s George 
Mokhtar talks about the potential 
role	that	Artificial	Intelligence	can	
play in construction

•   Robert Klaschka from EvrBilt 
explains how to as-built point cloud 
scans can provide the construction 
verification	that	clients	increasingly	
require.

•  Paul Shillcock, co-author of PAS 
1192-2, and author of ISO 19650-2 
and the UK National Annex, talks 
about the journey to ISO 19650.

•  Velux’s Barbara Entwistle gives us a 
manufacturer’s perspective on the 

use of digital technology to improve 
communication and product 
innovation.

•  Our own Sarah Delany shows how 
the	Uniclass	2015	classification	
system is being used on projects 
around the world.

•  Jenny Archer from NBS pulls 
out highlights from the parallel 
BIM survey we ran with the 
Construction IT Alliance (CitA) 
for	the	first	time	this	year	among	
professionals in Ireland.

The report can be downloaded from: 
https://www.thenbs.com/knowledge/
national-bim-report-2019

BS XXXX 
Specification 
for the use of 
counterbalanced
edge protection 
systems in 
permanent 
applications

The British Standards Institute (BSI) 
has published a proposal to prepare a 
standard specifying the requirements 
for the design, performance, 
testing, marking, and instructions of 
manufactured free-standing guardrails 
that rely on mass and friction and that 
are intended to protect workers from 
a fall hazard. These guardrails are not 
fixed	to	a	structure.

To review the BSI proposals for this 
standard and provide comments, 
see: https://standardsdevelopment.
bsigroup.com/projects/9019-02877.

EN 13374 covers temporary 
edge protection. Permanent edge 
protection installed into the structure 
is covered by BS 6180. BS XXXX 
will cover counterbalanced edge 
protection systems that are installed 
and remain in place for the life 
expectancy of the facility.

BSI is inviting comments by 25th June 
2019.

https://www.thenbs.com/knowledge/national-bim-report-2019
https://www.thenbs.com/knowledge/national-bim-report-2019
https://www.thenbs.com/knowledge/national-bim-report-2019
https://standardsdevelopment.bsigroup.com/projects/9019-02877
https://standardsdevelopment.bsigroup.com/projects/9019-02877


8

As reported by Elaine Knutt the 
Health + Safety at Work magazine 
on 21st May 2019, the Labour MP, 
Steve Reed, is pressing the Ministry 
of Housing, Communities and 
Local Government (MHCLG) for a 
clear timeline on when guidance 
to	the	construction	sector	clarified	
expectations on the “limited 
combustibility” of the inner material 
in sandwich cladding panels.

Reed, the MP for North Croydon, 
has posed a series of written 
questions on the guidance available 
to construction teams in Approved 
Document	B		–	the	official	guidance	
to the Building Regulations – prior to 

June 2017, when the Grenfell Tower 
blaze led to 72 deaths. 

Reed’s questions, directed to the 
secretary of state for housing, 
communities and local government, 
James Brokenshire, explore what 
was known and understood by the 
construction sector at the time of the 
fire,	and	whether	or	not	there	were	
gaps in the government-endorsed 
documentation.  

Following	the	fire,	the	MHCLG	
discovered that around 600 tower 
blocks in England and Wales had 
cladding panels said to be non-
compliant with AD B.

After [Citiscape] I began to 
investigate how this cladding had 

gone on such a number of buildings 
in the first place and discovered 
a web of regulatory failures and 

financial conflicts of interest ignored 
by the government that led to 

dangerous cladding being put on 
buildings all across the country

The	panels	failed	a	round	of	fire	tests	
aligned with AD B’s associated British 
Standards, which have the same legal 
status as AD B itself. 

Buildings that failed included the 
Citiscape apartment complex in 
Croydon, Reed’s constituency, where 

Labour MP seeks MHCLG clarification
on pre-Grenfell cladding guidance

https://www.parliament.uk/business/publications/written-questions-answers-statements/written-questions-answers/?page=1&max=20&questiontype=AllQuestions&house=commons&member=4268
https://www.parliament.uk/business/publications/written-questions-answers-statements/written-questions-answers/?page=1&max=20&questiontype=AllQuestions&house=commons&member=4268
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95 leaseholders were originally told 
they would have to foot a £2m bill to 
replace it. 

However, the original builder, Barratt, 
stepped in with an offer to pay.

In an email to Health and Safety at 
Work, Reed explained that Citiscape 
and	the	Lakanal	House	fire	in	July	
2009 prompted his questioning. 

“After [Citiscape] I began to 
investigate how this cladding had 
gone on such a number of buildings in 
the	first	place	and	discovered	a	web	
of	regulatory	failures	and	financial	
conflicts	of	interest	ignored	by	the	
government that led to dangerous 
cladding being put on buildings all 
across the country.”

“Despite claims from ministers that 
this cladding was not in line with 
regulations I have been trying to get 
to the bottom of how this cladding 
was put up so that lessons can be 
learnt and homes made safe.”

Reed’s	first	question,	posed	in	April,	
focuses on the interpretation of 
paragraph 12.7 in the prevailing 
version of AD B, which refers to the 
need	for	“filler	material	etc	used	in	
external wall construction” to be of 
limited combustibility. 

However,	filler	is	generally	
understood in construction to mean 
foam-type insulants and sealants.

In further questions, Reed asked 

when	the	term	“filler	material”	was	
added to the 2006 edition of AD B, 
and “how [Brokenshire’s] department 
communicated to stakeholders that it 
must be understood as covering the 
core of aluminium composite material 
(ACM) cladding”.

Another question asks which other 
types of cladding are deemed to 
include	“filler”.

Reed’s most recent question, asked 
on	15	May,	asks	for	clarification	of	
the legal status of Building Control 
Alliance Technical Guidance Note 18 
(BCA TGN 18), published in 2015. 
The Building Control Alliance 
represents both local authority 
and private sector building control 
officers.

BCA TGN 18 does state that the rules 
on limited combustibility apply to all 
components of a cladding system.

However, while the MHCLG can 
formally adopt industry guidance or 
British Standards into the building 
regulations, it is understood the 
ministers neither adopted nor 
rejected BCA TGN 18.

MHCLG minister Kit Malthouse 
replied, on 20 May, saying: “The 
BCA is not a body designated by the 
Secretary of State for the purposes 
of Section 6 of the Building Act 1984 
nor was the document approved 
by the him. BCA technical guidance 
notes are intended to provide 
information, promote good practice 

and encourage consistency of 
interpretation.”

Following the 2015 inquest into 
the six deaths at Lakanal House, 
the coroner argued that AD B was 
confusing and should be urgently 
clarified.	

However, a full review was not 
carried out. 

Reed said: “After the tragic deaths 
of six people in the Lakanal House 
fire	in	2009,	the	coroner	warned	
the government that they should 
review their regulations, particularly 
Approved Document B to make sure 
they could be understood by the wide 
range of people and bodies engaged 
in construction, maintenance and 
refurbishment of buildings. 

“It seems that this was a crucial 
missed opportunity to make crucial 
changes to regulations and the 
government has yet to explain why 
they chose to ignore the coroner’s 
warning.

“It is incredibly frustrating and 
worrying that Aluminium Composite 
Cladding remains on buildings across 
the country nearly two years after 
the	Grenfell	Tower	fire	and	that	it	
continues to be permitted on a range 
of buildings including schools and 
hospitals. Equally troubling is that 
despite a wide range of warnings 
the government is only now looking 
at other types of cladding that may 
prove to be similarly dangerous.”

https://www.labc.co.uk/sites/default/files/EXT.Approved-Document-B-Fire-Safety-Vol2-Buildings-Other-ENG-2013.JMCN_.v1.200417.pdf
https://www.labc.co.uk/sites/default/files/EXT.Approved-Document-B-Fire-Safety-Vol2-Buildings-Other-ENG-2013.JMCN_.v1.200417.pdf
http://buildingcontrolalliance.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/04/BCA-GN-18-Use-of-combustible-cladding-materials-Rev-1-Jun-15.pdf
http://buildingcontrolalliance.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/04/BCA-GN-18-Use-of-combustible-cladding-materials-Rev-1-Jun-15.pdf
https://www.lambeth.gov.uk/elections-and-council/lakanal-house-coroner-inquest
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Network Rail has updated its 
Guidance Note, Early Focus on 
Constructability and Temporary 
Works (15.5.19).

The purpose of this guidance 
document is to improve awareness 
of, and to promote early focus on, 
Constructability and Temporary 
Works. 

Constructability	can	be	defined	as:
“the extent to which the design of 
a building or construction project 
and its environment facilitates 
ease of construction, subject to the 

overall requirements of the building 
or construction project and its 
environment”

Temporary	works	can	be	defined	as:
“those parts of the works that allow 
or enable construction of, protect, 
support or provide access to, the 
permanent works and which might 
or might not remain in place at the 
completion of the works, including 
states of the permanent works which 
are temporary, loading conditions of 
the permanent works not envisaged 
by the permanent works design and 
structures	in	states	of	modification	or	
demolition”

Network Rail experiences a 
disproportionately high number 
of incidents/problems relating to 
Constructability and Temporary 
Works, some of which have had 
serious consequences including 
injuries, operational disruption, 
cancellation of work and “last minute” 
re-working/re-design, which imports 
safety risk and contravenes the 
principles of CDM. 

Proper understanding and planning 
for constructability and temporary 
works are a pre-requisite for the safe 
and smooth running of our projects 
and failure to do these imports 

Network Rail Early Focus on 
Constructability and Temporary Works

unnecessary risk.

Although this guidance is Network 
Rail	specific,	it	has	some	very	good	
examples of best practice and 
poor practice, as well as extensive 
references, which can be applied to 
other sectors.

The contents table opposite shows 
the extent of the guidance’s coverage.

A copy is available at:
https://safety.networkrail.co.uk/
wp-content/uploads/2016/04/
Safe-by-Design-Early-Focus-on-
Constructability-and-Temporary-
Works-Guidance-V3-15.5.19.pdf

https://safety.networkrail.co.uk/wp-content/uploads/2016/04/Safe-by-Design-Early-Focus-on-Constructability-and-Temporary-Works-Guidance-V3-15.5.19.pdf
https://safety.networkrail.co.uk/wp-content/uploads/2016/04/Safe-by-Design-Early-Focus-on-Constructability-and-Temporary-Works-Guidance-V3-15.5.19.pdf
https://safety.networkrail.co.uk/wp-content/uploads/2016/04/Safe-by-Design-Early-Focus-on-Constructability-and-Temporary-Works-Guidance-V3-15.5.19.pdf
https://safety.networkrail.co.uk/wp-content/uploads/2016/04/Safe-by-Design-Early-Focus-on-Constructability-and-Temporary-Works-Guidance-V3-15.5.19.pdf
https://safety.networkrail.co.uk/wp-content/uploads/2016/04/Safe-by-Design-Early-Focus-on-Constructability-and-Temporary-Works-Guidance-V3-15.5.19.pdf


DEAR READER

As one of our Callsafe Today readers, 
we wanted to reach out to you in order 
to review your current and future 
health and safety needs.

Following the dreadful events of 
Grenfell Tower and the outputs from 
The Hackitt Review there are industry 
wide concerns that there is a lack of 
knowledge of the Construction (Design 
and Management) Regulations 2015 
(CDM 2015).

Despite companies carrying out health 
and safety training, we have found 
that this does not always transpire 
into adequate/compliant Policies, 
Procedures and practices. This, 
along with the transient nature of 
construction type workers, means that 
many organisations are left exposed 
and potentially negligent.

There is an incorrect perception that 
“Construction”	means	specifically	
‘building something’. However, the 
definition	of	“Construction”	contained	
in the CDM Regulations is far more 
wide-ranging and incorporates 
the repair and maintenance of the 
structure and the eventual removal, 
demolition and dismantling, if, and 
when necessary.

As one of our readers we would like 
to arrange with you a free telephone 
consultation to discuss your current 
position and review any additional 
needs you may have.

As one of the few Health and Safety 
Consultancies in the UK that specialises 
in CDM 2015 and the Construction 
Industry (with a pedigree of more than 
30 years), Callsafe Services Ltd is able 
to help businesses of all sizes to remain 
compliant and to help all Duty Holders 
to have a better understanding of the 
specific	needs	of	CDM	2015.

Please feel free to view our website at 
www.callsafe-services.co.uk to see the 
range of services we can provide.

If you would like to take us up on this 
offer, please contact Gemma Esprey 
by email or telephone, so that we can 
arrange a convenient time best suited 
to yourselves for one of our health and 
safety consultants to contact you to 
discuss your needs.

Gemma Esprey
Senior	Office	Administrator

Tel: 01889 577701
Email: gemma.esprey@callsafe-
services.co.uk 
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Are you compliant
with PAS 1192-6?

Additional benefits include:
> 30+ years Construction Health & Safety and CAD experience at your fingertips.
> Information attached to 3D symbols from secure cloud-based databases
> Not reliant on external software and compatible with industry utilised design/drawing software
> QR codes also generated for each 3D symbol to access the associated information
> Bespoke Design Risk Register, Temporary Works Register and RAMS databases
> Guidance on risks provided by linking to the HSE website, CIP Knowledge and Callsafe Hazard Videos
> Access to Health and Safety, CAD and BIM advice and training
> A 'single source of truth' for health and safety information

Along with a whole host of additional features, BIMsafe is fully compliant with the NEW PAS 1192-6

BIMsafe provides a best-practice solution to incorporate health and safety information into the BIM process 
and 3D models, as required by PAS 1192-6, with compliance methods for CDM 2015 and BS 5795.

http://www.bimsafe.co.uk
mailto:marketing%40bimsafe.co.uk?subject=Demonstration%20Request
http://www.bimsafe.co.uk


D E S I G N E D  &  D E V E L O P E D  B Y

arrange your free demonstration

book your 
place on one 

of our live 
webinars 

https://www.bimsafe.co.uk/demonstrations/
https://www.bimsafe.co.uk/demonstrations/
https://www.bimsafe.co.uk/demonstrations/
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Elaine Knutt reported in the Health 
+ Safety at Work magazine on 28th 
May 2019 on the evidence review 
by the Health and Safety Executive’s 
(HSE’s) Workplace Health Expert 
Committee (WHEC) on the vexed 
question of whether night shift 
working raises the risk of developing 
breast cancer.

The WHEC has concluded that 
a causal link is ‘possible’, but that 
elevated “risk rations” found in 
studies could also have other 
explanations. But if there is a causal 
link between working nights and 
breast	cancer,	then	the	review	firmly	
relates this to multiple years on night 
shifts,	with	most	studies	only	finding	
that a woman’s risk is elevated after 
10, 15 or perhaps 20 years of working 
at night.

The study Shift work and breast 
cancer: Evidence review paper 
followed continuing uncertainty 
about the strength of the long-
suspected link between breast cancer 
and long-term night shift work. 

The International Agency for 
Research on Cancer (IARC), part 
of the World Health Organization, 
concluded in 2007 that working night 
shifts was a “probable carcinogen”, 

basing its view on human studies 
combined with animal studies. The 
latter had found evidence for “the 
carcinogenicity of light during the 
daily dark period”.

Many respected experts believe 
that excess risks only really emerge 
after long-term exposure to light at 
night (eg 15 to 30 + years) and the 
evidence reviewed here would be 

largely consistent with this
 
The IARC committee examining the 
carcinogenicity of “shift work that 
involves circadian disruption” is due 
to meet in Lyon, France on 4-11 
June as part of its work to examine 
whether	that	finding	still	holds	true.	

That conference, will look at evidence 
published since the 2007 report 
which the WHEC evidence review 
describes as “mixed”. 

In October 2016, a research project 
funded by the HSE, Cancer Research 
UK and the UK Medical Research 
Council and carried out by the 
University of Oxford found little or 
no heightened risk of breast cancer 
for women who work night shifts. 

However, a smaller study with data 
on	women	in	five	countries	published	

Night shifts ‘possibly’ cause breast cancer 
after long exposure, WHEC concludes

in October 2018 found that the “odds 
ratio” of workers who spent 10 years 
on night shifts being diagnosed with 
breast cancer compared to the risk 
for a woman who had never worked 
at night was 1.12. 

This rose to 1.8 if the decade’s worth 
of night shifts had occurred on three 
or more nights a week. 

In epidemiological case-control 
studies, an “odds ratio” or “risk 
ratio” greater than one indicates an 
increased occurrence of an event.

The WHEC review studied the 

https://webcommunities.hse.gov.uk/connect.ti/WHEC/view?objectId=689221
https://webcommunities.hse.gov.uk/connect.ti/WHEC/view?objectId=689221
https://monographs.iarc.fr/iarc-monographs-meetings/
https://monographs.iarc.fr/iarc-monographs-meetings/
https://www.healthandsafetyatwork.com/health/no-link-night-work-breast-cancer
https://www.healthandsafetyatwork.com/news-and-prosecution
https://webcommunities.hse.gov.uk/connect.ti/WHEC/view?objectId=689221
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findings	of	around	25	papers	
published worldwide between 2001 
and 2017, and the “risk ratios” for 
contracting breast cancer after a 
history of night work versus having 
had no exposure. 

But the authors conclude that 
elevated risk ratios determined 
in these studies could have other 
explanations. 

According to the review, “risk ratios 
of the magnitude reported in many 
positive reports from the current 
review (eg less than 1.5 in long-
exposed night workers) lie in a range 
that could possibly be explained by 
confounding [factors]”. 

In summary, the review says, “it 
is WHEC’s view that a causal 
association is ‘possible/uncertain’ 
… which differs from that of IARC, 
which gives more weight to animal 

evidence”.

It continues: “In contrast, WHEC 
takes differences in the strength of 
the human data to indicate potential 
differences in the likelihood of a 
causal relationship in humans.”

	The	WHEC	classification	of	
“possible/uncertain” is part of its own 
proposed system of five qualitative 
descriptors of epidemiological risk, 
which are “almost certain”, “probable”, 
“possible/uncertain”, “unlikely” or 
“improbable”.

These are set out in an earlier WHEC 
report, Confidence and uncertainty. 
On the question of the length of time 
spent working night shifts that is 
required to raise a woman’s risk ratio, 
the report notes that “quite a lot of 
evidence points to risks not being 
elevated with short-term exposure”. 

It goes on to say that: “Many 
respected experts believe that excess 
risks only really emerge after long-
term exposure to light at night (eg 
15 to 30 + years) and the evidence 
reviewed here would be largely 
consistent with this”. 

The report concludes that, although 
a “precautionary stance” should be 
adopted by policy makers, health and 
safety practitioners and employers, it 
is not yet possible to provide advice 
on “the design of safer work”.

While night shift work could be 
limited once an individual passes a 

threshold number of years, the report 
says that this might “restrict the 
freedoms of individual workers and 
employers”. 

The report goes on to suggest that 
such a move would have a weak 
evidence base. 

“This would be against a backdrop in 
which the American Cancer Society 
classifies	night	shift	work	as	a	factor	
with “unclear effects on breast cancer 
risk”, Cancer Research UK states that 
“working night shifts could possibly 
slightly increase breast cancer risk”, 
and some reviewers have felt unable 
to exclude the possibility of there 
being no cancer risk at all (Cherrie et 
al (2017).” 

Possible r confounding factors 
mentioned in the report include 
women mis-remembering or mis-
classifying  their past exposure; 
alcohol consumption; use of the 
contraceptive pill; additional 
occupational exposure to 
carcinogens; individual variation in 
response to sleep loss and lifestyle 
factors.  

In addition, the WHEC experts 
note that there is inconclusive 
epidemiological evidence on the 
impact of “chronotypes”, namely 
whether women who are early-rising 
“larks” could adapt better to working 
night shifts than those who are late-
rising “owls”, with the latter being 
more at risk.   

https://webcommunities.hse.gov.uk/connect.ti/WHEC/view?objectId=687621
https://webcommunities.hse.gov.uk/connect.ti/WHEC/view?objectId=687621
https://webcommunities.hse.gov.uk/connect.ti/WHEC/view?objectId=687621
https://webcommunities.hse.gov.uk/connect.ti/WHEC/view?objectId=687621
https://academic.oup.com/occmed/article/68/1/5/4866353
https://academic.oup.com/occmed/article/68/1/5/4866353




Who should attend?
Clients, designers, principal 
designers, contractors and principal 
contractors performing duties 
under the Construction (Design 
and Management) Regulations 
2015 (CDM2015) and are likely to 
perform these duties on projects 
that will comply with the Building 
Information Modelling (BIM) 
requirements,	and	specifically	PAS	
1192-6. This course would also 
be useful to facilities and asset 
managers who may be considering 
the	benefits	of	BIM.

Introduction and Setting Course 
Objectives

Overview of BIM
A summary of the BIM 
requirements, with reference to the 
BIM standards.

Overview of CDM2015
A summary of the CDM2015 legal 
requirements, including the main 
duties of all of the duty holders 
and the considerations for the 
pre-construction information, the 

INCLUDING THE NEW BIM ISO STANDARDS & PAS 1192-6

construction phase plan and the 
health	and	safety	file.

The EIR and the PCI
A discussion on the synergy 
between the requirements of BIM 
and the requirements of CDM2015 
in the similar requirements 
for the Exchange Information 
Requirements and those of the Pre-
Construction Information.

Design and Design Coordination
A discussion on how applying the 
BIM processes to design will allow, 
and encourage, the design team 
to act as a collaborative team, 
ensuring that the various design 
organisations and disciplines work 
together to provide a coordinated 
design, that works in its entirety.

Construction Management
How BIM can provide for real-
time build sequencing, so making 
the planning of the construction 
processes easier and more accurate.

Health & Safety File and Asset 
Management

The development of BIM to 
include	the	health	and	safety	file	
and discussion on how this can be 
further developed into an asset/
facilities management tool.

PAS 1192-6
Requirements of PAS 1192-6:2018 
Specification	for	collaborative	
sharing and use of structured 
Health and Safety information 
using	BIM,	and	the	benefits	that	this	
brings.

Examination
Multi-choice, open-book 
examination.

Learning Objectives
Upon conclusion of the course, 
delegates should:
• Have an increased understanding 

of BIM and CDM2015;
• Appreciate the synergy between 

BIM and CDM2015;
• Understand the requirements of 
PAS	1192-6	and	benefits	that	this	
brings.

Maximum No. of Delegates - 16



Further details of these, and other, courses can be found on our website: www.callsafe-services.co.uk, or
by contacting Gemma Esprey at: gemma.esprey@callsafe-services.co.uk or by phone on: 01889 577701

CALLSAFE PUBLIC COURSES
We have programmed a number 
of public courses as follows. The 
detailed programme of courses is 
shown on the previous page.

MANAGEMENT OF PRE-
CONSTRUCTION HEALTH AND 
SAFETY 3 DAY COURSE
This APS accredited course is 
aimed at those 
persons who will 
be performing 
the duties of the 
Principal Designer on behalf of their 
employer, who has been appointed 
to this role by the Client.

It provides knowledge on the 
requirements, methods that 
could be used to achieve these 
requirements and the personal 
qualities necessary. The course 
also provides for the additional 
services that could be offered 
by the Principal Designer, or as a 
separate commission, for advising 
and assisting the Client with the 
Client’s duties. 

DESIGN RISK MANAGEMENT 
AND CDM2015 FOR DESIGNERS 2 
DAY COURSE
This APS 
accredited 
course is 
aimed at Designers and Design 
Risk Managers, providing a full 
understanding of the Designers’ 
duties under CDM2015 and the 
options that are available for 
achieving these obligations.

The course could also be suitable 
for Principal Designers if they 
are experienced in the design 
requirements of CDM2007. 
Discussions and debates are 
encouraged throughout this course.

CDM2015 AWARENESS
1 DAY COURSE
This APS 
accredited 
course is 
designed to provide all persons 
involved in construction projects, 
including current and potential 
clients, project managers, principal 
designers, designers, principal 
contractors and contractors with 
a broad overview on the CDM 
Regulations 2015.

CDM2015 FOR FACILITIES 
MANAGERS 1 DAY COURSE
This non-accredited course is designed 
to provide Facilities Managers, and 
designers and contractors working 
for Facilities Managers, with an 
understanding of their duties under 
the CDM Regulations 2015. Larger 
fit-out	and	refurbishment	projects	
will be discussed as well as planned 
maintenance and reactive repair 
activities.

MANAGING SAFELY IN 
CONSTRUCTION 5 DAY COURSE
This IOSH approved course 
has been developed to provide 
managers, designers, etc. the 
knowledge and skills necessary 
to enable them to recognise the 
hazards likely to be present in the 
construction 
industry and the 
actions needed 
to control and 
manage them.

The course is 
suitable for Principal Designers, 
Designers, Project Managers, 
Facilities Managers and Managers 
of any construction-related 
organisation. 
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CDM2015 and BIM Synergy and 
PAS 1192-6 1 DAY COURSE
This non-accredited course is 
designed for clients, designers, 
principal designers, contractors and 
principal contractors performing 
duties under the CDM Regulations 
2015 and are likely to perform 
these duties on projects that 
will comply with the Building 
Information Modelling (BIM) 
requirements. This course would 
also be useful to facilities and asset 
managers who may be considering 
the	benefits	of	BIM	in	managing	
assets. 

ASBESTOS AWARENESS 1/2 DAY 
COURSE
This UKATA 
accredited 
course 
provides 
supervisors and trades personnel 
employees whose work could 
foreseeably disturb the fabric of 
a building and expose them to 
asbestos containing materials 
with the knowledge necessary to 
recognise where these materials 
may occur and the precautions/
actions necessary. The course 
satisfies	the	requirements	for	
training as contained in the HSE 
document, L143, for personnel who 

may disturb asbestos containing 
material, but does not qualify them 
to work with asbestos. Construction 
industry	designers	will	also	benefit	
from this course.

IN-HOUSE COURSES
The above public courses, and 
many other CDM and other health 
and safety courses are offered 
as ‘in-house’ courses, where the 
trainer presents the course at a 
venue provided by the delegates’ 
employer, and are priced at a daily 
rate.

Details of all courses
offered can be found at:
www.callsafe-services.co.uk, most 
of which can be customised to a 
particular customer’s needs.    

http://
http://www.callsafe-services.co.uk


Greater London Authority 
prosecuted after wall and 
hoarding collapsed onto family

On 2nd May, the land and 
property arm of the Greater 
London Authority was found 
guilty of serious failings in safety 
management after an advertising 
hoarding collapsed onto a man in 
front of his wife and two children.

Southwark Crown Court heard 
how, on 25th January 2014, a 
family of four were hurrying along 
a  pavement to Catford Station 
to shelter from a storm when 
a wall and hoarding was blown 
onto the father, causing him to 
lose consciousness and end up 
hospitalised. The man, 45, suffered 
facial and skull injuries including 

a fractured eye socket and had to 
have a titanium plate inserted into 
his left cheek area. The whole family 
including the children, four and nine 
at the time, remain affected by the 
incident.

A Health and Safety Executive 
(HSE) investigation found that 
GLA Land Property LTD (GLAP) 
employed a company to manage and 
maintain this site. The investigation 
found that GLAP failed to oversee 
the contract properly, resulting 
in the wall not being maintained. 
The wall developed a crack which 
weakened, with the hoarding to 
acting like a sail in the strong winds, 
it eventually lead to its collapse.

NHS trust fined after
asbestos failings

Shrewsbury and Telford Hospital 
NHS	Trust	was	fined	on	9th	
May after refurbishment work 
undertaken in an accommodation 
block at Royal Shrewsbury Hospital 
exposed Trust employees and 
contractors to asbestos.

Telford Magistrates’ Court heard 
how in June 2012, Trust employees 
were	removing	fixtures	and	fittings	
from	the	empty	flat	when	they	
disturbed asbestos containing 

materials (ACMs). The Trust then 
failed to take adequate measures 
to deal with the initial release of 
asbestos, exposing other contractors 
who	later	worked	in	the	flat.

The HSE investigation found that 
the Trust did not properly record 
the presences of ACMs on their 
estate. The Trust had arrangements 
in place to manage asbestos, 
however, the overall management 
plan for dealing with asbestos 
was not recorded in a clear and 
concise manner or effectively 
communicated to its employees and 
contractors working on site.

The	Trust	had	insufficient	auditing	
procedures to ensure that the 
arrangements contained in the 
policy and management plan were 
fully implemented, working properly 
and effective. The procedures in 
place upon the discovery of asbestos 
were inadequate and the Trust 
failed to prevent re-entry into the 
contaminated area by other workers.

Shrewsbury and Telford Hospitals 
NHS Trust pleaded guilty to two 
breaches of the Control of Asbestos 
Regulations	2012	and	were	fined	
£16,000 and ordered to pay costs of 
£18,385.80.
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Contractor sentenced after 
worker falls through fragile roof

A Lincolnshire based construction 
company received their sentence 
on 10th May after an employee 
received serious injuries from 
falling through a fragile roof.

Boston Magistrates’ Court 
heard how, on 2nd May 2017, 
an employee of Foundations and 
Buildings Ltd was constructing the 
roof of a new agricultural building 
adjacent to an existing barn in 
Louth, Lincolnshire. While doing so 
he stepped onto the fragile roof of 
the	adjacent	barn,	fell	five	metres	
onto	the	concrete	floor	and	broke	
his back.

The investigation by the HSE into 
the incident revealed that the 
system of work in use to control 
risks from work at height was 
fundamentally unsuitable.
It relied on workers wearing 
harnesses to control the risk of 
falling when it would have been 
more appropriate to use edge 
protection or nets. In addition to 
this the investigation determined 
that although harnesses had 
been provided, their use was not 
enforced by the company.

Foundations and Buildings Limited 
pleaded guilty to breaching 
Regulation 4(1) of the Work at 
Height Regulations 2005 and has 
been	fined	£30,000	and	ordered	to	
pay costs of £4814.04.

Two companies prosecuted after 
worker falls through a rooflight

Principal Contractor Weiser 
Construction Ltd and Complete 
Cladding Systems Ltd were both 
sentenced on 13th May for safety 
breaches after a worker suffered 
life changing injuries.

Leeds Magistrates’ Court heard 
how, on 4th January 2016, Brian 
Robinson was working as a sheeter 
cladder at the Weiser Construction 
site at the John Cotton factory in 
Mirfield,	West	Yorkshire.	He	was	
on	a	factory	roof	fixing	sheet	metal	

cladding and capping to the gable 
end of an adjoining building. Whilst 
tying the cappings to the roof, 
Mr Robinson fell through a roof 
light 9.7m into the active factory 
area below. He suffered an open 
fracture to his femur and multiple 
fractures to his pelvis. Mr Robinson 
underwent operations to insert six 
pins into his pelvis, two pins to the 
top and two pins to the bottom of 
his femur.

An investigation by the HSE found 
the original scaffold that had been 
constructed upon the roof  had 
been removed prior to cladding 
works being completed. Spandeck 
boards with guardrails were the 
preferred control measure but use 
of these boards meant that workers 
could	not	affix	the	handrails	in	situ.
No nets had been scheduled to be 
used in the area of the factory and 
as Mr Robinson fell, the top half of 
his legs struck the top of a storage 
cage, approximately 2.4m high, 
before continuing his fall to the 
floor	behind	the	storage	cage.

Weiser Construction Ltd (now 
in liquidation) pleaded guilty to 
breaching Section 3(1) of the Health 
& Safety at Work etc Act 1974 and 
was	fined	£145,000	with	£5,046.30	
costs.



Complete Cladding Systems Ltd 
pleaded guilty to breaching Section 
3(1) of the Health & Safety at Work 
etc	Act	1074	and	has	been	fined	
£165,000 with £5,114.49 costs.

Waste Management Company 
Sentenced after employee was 
killed by reversing vehicle

On 13th May, Sanders Plant and 
Waste Management Limited was 
sentenced after an employee was 
fatally injured when he was struck 
by a reversing JCB loading shovel.
Newcastle upon Tyne Crown Court 
heard that, on 15th June 2015, a 
wheeled front-loading shovel was 
being operated in the main waste 
processing shed at the company’s 
waste recycling facility in Morpeth. 
The vehicle, driven by another 
employee, was loading waste into 
both a trommel (a large waste 
separation and sifting machine) and 
a parked haulage vehicle. During 
the course of this operation the 
vehicle struck a site operative, Mr 
George Richardson. Mr Richardson 
was fatally injured and died at the 
scene from his injuries.

The resulting HSE investigation 
found evidence of a lack of 
pedestrian and vehicle segregation 
in the waste shed meaning that 

pedestrians and vehicles could 
not circulate in a safe manner. The 
company had carried out a risk 
assessment prior to the incident 
that	identified	some	control	
measures to reduce the risks from 
operating the loading shovel and 
a Fork Lift Truck on site. However, 
these control measures had not 
been fully implemented nor were 
they	sufficient	to	manage	the	risk	
of collision between vehicles and 
pedestrians. There was also no risk 
assessment	or	traffic	management	
plan considering the safe movement 
of vehicles across the site.

Sanders Plant and Waste 
Management Limited pleaded guilty 
to breaching Regulation 2(1) of the 
Health and Safety at Work etc. Act 
1974	and	was	fined	£500,000	with	
costs of £14,041.96 awarded.

Contractor sentenced after 
worker suffers multiple injuries 
after falling 2.4 metres

A plastering contractor was 
sentenced on 16th May after a self-
employed plasterer fell from height 
during the construction of a house.
Peterborough Magistrates’ Court 
heard that on 9th July 2018, the 
plasterer was due to start work on 
the	project	and	visited	Highfield	

Caldecott, Cambridge on his way 
back from another job. He helped 
a labourer to move plaster boards 
from	ground	level	to	the	first-
floor	landing,	without	any	edge	
protection. The plasterer fell 2.4m 
from the landing. He spent three 
weeks in hospital and suffered 
fractures to his wrists, ribs, eye 
sockets, skull and nose.

The investigation by the HSE 
found the work was not properly 
planned, managed and monitored 
by the plastering contractor, 
Michael Fletcher. There was 
a failure to plan for the right 
equipment, such as guard rails, to be 
provided. There was also a failure 
to manage the work to ensure 
that effective preventative and 
protective measures were put in 
place to control the risk of falling, 
and a failure to monitor the work 
effectively as the need for guard 
rails	was	not	identified	during	
routine checks.
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Michael Fletcher pleaded guilty a 
breach under Regulation 6(3) of the 
Work at Height Regulations 2005. He 
was	fined	£2,000	and	ordered	to	pay	
full prosecution costs of £935.60.

Company fined after sub-
contractor is hit by a steel beam
A house building company was 
sentenced on 16th May after a sub-
contracted worker suffered serious 
facial injuries when struck by a 
falling beam.

Llandudno Magistrates’ Court 
heard how the self-employed 
sub-contractor was injured on 
25th November 2015 when he 
was struck on the head by a steel 
beam during the construction of 
a timber frame house at a site on 
Tremeirchion Road, Bodfari.

An investigation by the HSE found 
that the principal contractor, Williams 
Homes, did not adequately supervise 
the work to ensure it was properly 
planned, managed and monitored.
Williams Homes (Bala) Limited 
pleaded guilty to breaching 
Regulation 15(2) of the Construction 
(Design and Management) 
Regulations 2015. The company has 
been	fined	£60,000	and	ordered	to	
pay costs of £7,233.66.

Company sentenced after worker 
suffers crush injuries after being 
struck by a steel gantry
On 20th May, a steel fabrication 
company were sentenced at 
Reading Magistrate’s Court after an 
employee was injured when he was 
struck by a steel gantry which fell 
from a forklift.

The Court heard that on 20th 
October 2017, a worker and his 
colleague were moving a steel 
gantry with a forklift when it fell 
from the forks of the forklift onto 
him, crushing both of his legs.
The HSE investigation found that 
the company had failed to ensure 
that the lifting was properly 
planned by a competent person, 
appropriately supervised and 
carried out in a safe manner.

NLS Fabrications Ltd pleaded guilty 
to breaching Section 3(1) of Health 
and Safety at Work etc Act 1974. 
The	company	was	fined	£6,000	and	
ordered to pay costs of £2,960.75.

Unsafe lifting operation results 
in injury and fine for Kent based 
company
On 20th May, a telecommunication 
inspection and maintenance company, 
was sentenced after a forklift truck 
overturned during an unsafe lifting 

operation which could have exposed 
several workers to the risk of death or 
serious personal injury.

On 3rd May 2019, Southend 
Magistrates’ Court heard that on 
11th February 2017, two forklifts on 
Springwood Industrial Estate were 
being used to level a support column 
by repeatedly pushing it with one 
truck and then “catching” it with the 
other. This operation was high risk 
and one worker was left to carry out 
this unsafe work practice on his own.

As a result, the column rolled on its 
base and fell, pulling over the forklift 
truck it was attached to. The operator 
escaped injury as he was operating 
the other forklift truck at the time. 
The company then went on to use 
two forklift trucks to try to right the 
overturned truck which was also 
unsafe and put workers at risk.
An investigation by the HSE found 
that Swann I&M Services Limited 
did not properly plan and supervise 
this lifting operation to ensure it 
was carried out in a safe manner.
Swann I&M Services Limited 
pleaded guilty to breaching 
Regulation 8(1) of the Lifting 
Operations and Lifting Equipment 
Regulations 1998 and has been 
fined	£54,000	and	ordered	to	pay	
costs of £2,442.80.



Lack of safety checks lead to 
£30k fine for granite worktop 
manufacturer
On 21st May, a granite worktop 
manufacturer was sentenced after 
failing to ensure that lifting equipment 
was examined and maintained to 
ensure it was safe to use.

Mold Magistrates’ Court heard how 
Grantech Limited was not having 
regular statutory examinations 
carried out on lifting equipment and 
also failed to carry out repairs when 
defects had been found.
Following an inspection on 18th 
June 2018 by the HSE at the site 
in Buckley, it was discovered that 
the examinations were not carried 
out at the required six monthly 
intervals and when they were 
carried out, the same faults were 
reported, as the company were not 
taking action to effect the repairs.
Grantech Limited pleaded guilty 
to breaching Regulation 5(1) of 
the Provision and Use of Work 
Equipment Regulations 1998 
and Regulation 9(3) of the Lifting 
Operations and Lifting Equipment 
Regulations 1998. The company has 
been	fined	£30,000	and	ordered	to	
pay costs of £4906.

Contractor receives community 
service order and fine after wall 
collapse
On 21st May, a Colne based 
building contractor received his 
sentence after a wall collapsed 
on a home owner., resulting in life 
changing injuries.

Manchester Magistrates’ Court 
heard how on 1st May 2018, 
Stephen Farnell, trading as 
Farnell Building Contractors, was 
demolishing a garage when a wall 
collapsed at the site in Colne, 
causing serious injuries to the home 
owner; his leg was amputated below 
the knee, he suffered head injuries 
which resulted in memory loss and a 
serious shoulder injury.

An investigation by the HSE found 
that the company had failed to 
provide	suitable	and	sufficient	
measures to prevent the structure 
collapsing during demolition. In 
addition, they failed to prevent 
other people entering the work area 
including the next-door neighbour.

Farnell Building Contractors pleaded 
guilty to breaching Regulation 
19(1) of the Construction (Design 
and Management) Regulations 
2015. Mr Farnell was given 120 
hours community service order and 

ordered to pay costs of £1,500.

Two contractors sentenced after 
worker killed after exposure to 
toxic fumes
A	supplier	and	a	flooring	company	were	
sentenced on 23rd May following the 
death	of	a	floor	layer	in	London.

Westminster Magistrates’ Court 
heard that on 4th September 2015, 
30-year-old Paul Tilcock was found 
deceased by the owner of house 
in	Mitcham	on	the	bathroom	floor.	
The	adhesive	used	to	fix	the	flooring	
contained a large amount of toxic 
substance.

The HSE investigation found 
that T Brown Group Ltd had not 
implemented any systems or 
procedures adequately to control 
the risks to its employees from 
working in an enclosed space with 
a substance known to be hazardous 
to health, namely dichloromethane. 
The decision on whether to wear 
respiratory protection (face masks) 
or on what type of respiratory 
protection should be used was left 
up to employees. When Mr Tilcock’s 
body was found he was wearing a 
completely ineffectual face mask.

Altro	Limited,	the	flooring	company	
who supplied the adhesive, was 
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found not to have ensured so far as 
reasonably practicable that the product 
supplied was safe to use at all times.
T Brown Group Ltd pleaded guilty 
to a breach under Section 2(1) of 
the Health and Safety at Work etc 
Act	1974.	The	company	was	fined	
£250,000 and ordered to pay full 
costs of £23,936.

Altro Limited pleaded guilty to a 
breach under Section 6(4) of the 
Health and Safety at Work etc 
Act	1974.	The	company	was	fined	
£500,000 and ordered to pay full 
costs of £34,773.

Fatal fall through fragile roof 
results in fine for Football Club
A	football	club	was	fined	on	23rd	
May after the death of a volunteer 
who fell through a fragile roof.
Luton Magistrates’ Court heard 
how, on 18th July 2017, the 
71-year-old St Albans City Football 
and Athletic Club Limited volunteer 
suffered fatal injuries after he fell 
through fragile roof sheeting onto 
terrace steps below.

An investigation by the HSE found 
that St Albans City Football and 
Athletic Club Ltd had failed to 
ensure a suitable system was in 
place to authorise certain work. 
It was also found that inadequate 
supervision, together with 
volunteers being provided with keys 

to gain uncontrolled entry to the 
football ground, resulted in access 
to the roof to carry out repairs in an 
unsafe manner.

St Albans City Football and Athletic 
Club Ltd pleaded guilty to breaching 
Section 3 of the Health and Safety 
at Work Act 1974 and has been 
fined	£1000	and	ordered	to	pay	
costs of £1000.

Essex company prosecuted after 
worker killed during concrete 
pumping operations
An	Essex-based	company	fined	on	
24th May, following the death of 
concrete worker, Garry Louis, at a 
dockside apron-upgrade project on 
the Port of Felixstowe.

Chelmsford Crown Court heard how 
R. W. Hill (Felixstowe) Limited was 
employed as the main contractor 
working to replace the Berth 7 
roadway at the Trinity Terminal of 
the port and had sub-contracted 
a specialist concrete pumping 
contractor to pump the concrete and 
a concrete laying contractor to lay 
the concrete.
On	7th	August	2015,	a	flexible	
delivery hose through which 
concrete was being pumped became 
momentarily blocked, then cleared 
under pressure, causing it to 
violently whip round. Mr Louis, an 
employee of the concrete laying sub-

contractor was killed, and another 
worker suffered cuts and bruising.

The investigation by the HSE 
found that R. W. Hill (Felixstowe) 
Limited had failed to effectively plan 
and manage the safe pumping of 
concrete, in that an exclusion zone 
around	the	flexible	delivery	hose	
was not enforced. The investigation 
also found the company did not 
adequately supervise, instruct nor did 
it provide suitable information to sub-
contractors, and failed to monitor the 
pumping operations to ensure the 
ongoing safety of workers.

A good practice guide has been 
published by the Construction 
Plant-hire Association (CPA), 
working in partnership with the 
Health and Safety Executive (HSE): 
Safe use of concrete pumps (2013). 
The guide is available at: www.
cpa.uk.net/... and states in Section 
9.6: “The danger zone is the area 
around the delivery hose in which 
the delivery hose can strike out. The 
diameter of the zone is twice the 
length of the delivery hose.”

R. W. Hill (Felixstowe) Limited 
pleaded guilty to breaching 
Regulations 15(2) and 15(8) of 
the Construction, (Design and 
Management) Regulations 2015 
and	has	been	fined	£15,000	and	
ordered to pay costs of £13,883.60.
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