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WELCOME to the August edition 

of Callsafe Today.

The handover of the Managing 

Director of Callsafe Services 

Limited to Duncan Cooper has 

been delayed, due to paperwork.  

This will probably not happen 

untill the end of September, or 

even October.

News
Included within the News of this 

edition are the following articles:

• Dame Judith Hackitt’s 
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proposed Joint Competent 

Authority will bring in an era 

of stronger enforcement and a 

new package of sanctions

• HSE Safety Alert - Catastrophic 

rupture of dead-leg pipework

•	 More	fire	risk	assessors	could	
be prosecuted in a post-

Grenfell world, leading lawyer 

warns

• Plan to regulate construction 

professionals to reduce building 

failures post-Grenfell

• Uniting the construction 

industry to ‘Think Health’

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 15 for the 

‘Health Check Your Compliance – 

Can We Help?

Best wishes

Dave Carr

Director | Callsafe Services
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Jamie Hailstone reported in the 

Safety & Health Practitioner (SHP) 

online magazine on 8th August 2019, 

on the speech made by the Chairman 

of the Fire and Security Association at 

Firex International.

‘Dame Judith Hackitt’s proposed 

Joint Competent Authority will bring 

in an era of stronger enforcement 

and a new package of sanctions,’ says 

Chairman of the Fire and Security 

Association

Speaking at Firex International, Tom 

Brookes said overall Dame Judith 

made 53 recommendations in her 

final	report,	which	was	published	in	
May 2018 and the government said 

they will take forward all 53.

We are looking to set up a joint 

competency authority and we are 

aiming	to	local	building	control,	fire	

Dame Judith Hackitt’s proposed Joint Competent 
Authority will bring in an era of stronger 
enforcement and a new package of sanctions

and rescue services and the Health 

and Safety Executive,” he told the 

event.

“It will bring in stronger enforcement 

and package of sanctions.”

Dame	Judith’s	final	report	
recommended joined up thinking and 

a fundamental reform of the system, 

a stronger and tougher regulatory 

regime which should consist of a 
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Joint Competent Authority (JCA) 

comprising the Health and Safety 

Executive, Local Authority Building 

Control,	fire	and	rescue	authorities.

She said it must “ensure they bring 

their different competencies to the 

table”.

Mr Brookes, who has working on 

working group 2 for installers and 

maintainers of objects going into 

buildings also talked about the 

group’s	final	report,	which	he	said	has	
now gone to ministers.

Among the proposals are third party 

certification	for	companies,	level	
two	or	level	three	qualifications	for	
industry and some sort of register or 

card scheme as proof of competency.

Mr Brookes said they have put 

forward the Construction Skills 

Certification	Scheme	(CSCS)	card	as	a	
possible scheme.

“Dame Judith recognised the CSCS 

card as a proof of competency,” 

said Mr Brooke. “It proves that the 

cardholder	is	qualified	to	carry	out	the	
work on the card. It’s an identity card 

for employers to check who you are.

“Employers can also log into a 

database and all the information is 

there for them to see. It is industry 

backed. I believe there are more than 

160,000 people with various types 

of	CSCS	cards,	including	5,000	fire	
alarm engineers with these cards 

currently.”

He added the working group has 

also recommended ongoing CPD for 

all tradesmen who install items in 

buildings and to make sure everyone 

has	a	basic	knowledge	of	fire	safety	in	
buildings.

Mr Brookes also spoke about the 

various	findings	in	Dame	Judith’s	
report, starting with the current 

ignorance and misunderstanding of 

guidance and legislation.

“Dame Judith said the government 

needs to strengthen existing 

guidance, before the responsibility is 

passed to industry,” he told Firex.

“That’s what we are looking at the 

moment. As part of the working 

groups, we are trying to build up 

various competency levels.

“She was also not happy with the race 

to the bottom. Her exact wording was 

the speed and cost of construction has 

been put before the safety of buildings. 

I think we can all agree with that.

What” Dame Judith said there has 

to	be	got	to	a	be	a	significant	culture	
change to increase ownership of 

risk and responsibility in building, 

clear accountability for the clients 

and more rigorous and transparent 

testing of products. She said there 

was a total lack of clarity and 

responsibility around the safety of 

buildings throughout the life cycle 

of a building. This is what we keep 

deeming is the golden thread – the 

life cycle of a building.”

He added that the government 

released a document two weeks ago 

stating they want an accountable 

person in tall buildings, whether its 

during construction or in the life cycle 

of the building.

“That will be a legally responsible 

person to check that people working 

within that building are competent 

to	do	so	in	the	field	of	work	they	are	
taking on,” added Mr Brookes.



HSE Safety Alert -
Catastrophic rupture of dead-leg pipework

On 20th August the Health and Safety 

Executive issue Safety Alert, Bulletin 

Number CEMHD2 - 2019A as a 

result of a recent incident of localised 

corrosion in a dead-leg resulted in 

catastrophic full-bore failure of the 

line and a large loss of containment of 

extremely	flammable	material.

Pipe-work dead-legs have long 

been considered as an elevated risk; 

corrosion can be aggressive, leading to 

accelerated thinning of the pipe wall, 

and they often receive less attention 

than line pipe.

This safety alert was issued to remind 

operators of relevant good practice 

for dead-leg inspection to help avoid 

similar incidents.

It is also relevant to designers of new 

build, amendment or repair of process 

plant and pipework.

Incident details
A	recent	failure	on	a	UK	refinery	
involved an 8” diameter vertical relief 

line, approximately 5m in length, 

which catastrophically failed during 

normal operation part way along 

its length, releasing approximately 

75	tonnes	of	extremely	flammable	
material at elevated temperature and 

pressure. Connected to an insulated 

process header and vessels, the failure 

involved complete separation of the 

relief line (which was not insulated).

Subsequent examination of the line 

revealed excessive internal thinning 

which was very local to the failure 

point, but relatively normal wall 

thickness elsewhere along its length. 

The inspection regime included 

regular thickness testing at four 

locations, but not at the area local 

to the failure. Notably, an adjacent 

relief line was also found to have very 

similar localised and severe internal 

corrosion, which had also gone 

undetected.

The incident is similar in nature, 

and on related plant, to an incident 

in	2003	at	another	UK	oil	refinery.	
In that instance, internal corrosion 

resulted in thinning along a horizontal 

section of a relief line, which again 

went undetected and resulted in 

catastrophic failure. Liquid partially 

filling	the	line	resulted	in	a	particularly	
aggressive interface, whilst 

condensation local to pipe supports 

was also a factor. In this and the recent 

incident, harm was avoided because 

personnel weren’t in the vicinity, and 

escalation was avoided because the 

resulting vapour cloud dispersed 

before	finding	a	source	of	ignition.	
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Industry Guidance and Relevant 
Good Practice 
API	570	[1]	defines	dead-legs	as:	
“Components of a piping system that 

normally	have	little	or	no	significant	
flow.	Some	examples	include	blanked	
(blinded) branches, lines with normally 

closed block valves, lines with one 

end blanked, pressurized dummy 

support legs, stagnant control valve 

bypass piping, spare pump piping, 

level bridles, pressure relieving device 

inlet and outlet header piping, pump 

trim bypass lines, high-point vents, 

sample points, drains, bleeders, and 

instrument connections. Dead-legs 

also include piping that is no longer in 

use but still connected to the process.”

This incident has again highlighted 

the risks of dead-leg corrosion, and 

that existing integrity management 

regimes may be inadequate to 

manage the risk of highly localised 

and aggressive internal corrosion, 

particularly when  thermal gradients, 

deposits, liquid interfaces and 

condensation locations (such as 

supports and clamps) may be present 

along the dead-leg. 

Operators of plant have a duty to 

maintain the pipework in accordance 

with Regulation 5 of the Provision and 

Use or Work Equipment Regulations 



(PUWER). In addition, regulation 6 of 

PUWER mandates regular inspection 

where deterioration can take place. 

There are additional requirements 

for operators of plant subject to the 

Control of Major Accident Hazards 

Regulations (COMAH) to ‘take all 

measure necessary’ to avoid incidents 

(including risks to the environment), 

and in the offshore regime the 

Offshore Installations (Prevention of 

Fire and Explosion, and Emergency 

Response) Regulations 1995 have 

similar safety requirements to 

COMAH. Both sets of regulations 

for the major hazard sector require 

operators to adopt a hierarchal 

approach, seeking elimination of risk 

ahead of prevention, control and 

mitigation strategies.

Guidance on the inspection of 

pipework, including dead-legs, is 

contained within API 570, API RP 574 

[2] and advice published by the Energy 

Institute [3]. These publications are 

regarded as relevant good practice 

for the purposes of reducing risks 

to as low as reasonably practicable 

(ALARP), particularly for process 

plant on a COMAH establishment or 

offshore installation. Operators of 

such plant should use the advice they 

contain when they consider the risk 

of failure of pipework and derive a 

suitable examination regime. 

Advice relating to dead-leg inspection 

can be found within Section 6.6.2 of 

API 570 and Annex I.6 of the Energy 

Institute guidance, and includes 

comment on the level of rigour that 

needs to be applied; over and above 

regular pipework examination. The 

API guidance includes the following 

points pertinent to the cases outlined:

•  Operators should consider the 

removal of non-essential dead-

legs;

•  Dead-legs can require special 

attention due to increased 

corrosion rates;

•  Risk assessment should be 

employed for lines at risk of 

accelerated corrosion, or which 

may	be	difficult	to	isolate.	Any	
thermal gradient, liquid interface 

or other feature that could 

exacerbate corrosion should be 

included in the risk assessment as 

this may lead to highly localised 

deterioration.

•  Various non-destructive testing 

methods are available depending 

on the size and duty of the 

pipework, but for high risk dead-

legs, a reliance on spot UT is 

not considered adequate, and 

operators should ensure that a 

significant	proportion	of	the	entire	
dead-leg is tested for remaining 

wall thickness to help identify local 

corrosion.

Pipe-work minimum thickness / 

retirement limits are provided in API 

574. 

Note that the Energy Institute 

Guidance suggests ‘…a dead leg is any 

segment of piping extending below 

the horizontal plane of the pipe…’ – 
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this does not take in to account the 

vertical nature of relief piping, which 

is accommodated in the API guidance 

and should not be overlooked. 

Actions Required
Operators of process plant should 

ensure that their pipework 

examination regime takes account of 

dead-legs, and in particular that:

•  Dead-legs are eliminated wherever 

possible, and minimised thereafter;

•  The risk assessment and 

associated examination regime 

takes account of conditions which 

may be peculiar to dead-legs, 

including thermal gradients, 

interfaces, solid/corrosion 

deposits, condensation points 

etc., and that the frequency of 

examination and level of scrutiny 

reflects	potentially	aggressive	and	
localised deterioration. Where 

there is additional environmental 

threat, an absence of secondary/

tertiary containment should 

influence	the	risk	assessment.
•  The integrity regime should 

monitor pipework wall thickness 

so that localised deterioration is 

captured, checks are undertaken 

with	sufficient	frequency,	
and repair or retirement and 

replacement is undertaken in good 

time;

•  Process lines which are redundant 

but retained for future use are 

left in a safe state, and thoroughly 

checked for integrity before being 

reinstated.
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As reported by Jamie Hailstone in the 

IFSEC GLOBAL Magazine on 31st 

July	2019,	fire	safety	professionals	
could	be	held	accountable	for	fire	
safety breaches in the same way as 

building owners, according to an 

expert	in	fire	safety	law.

Speaking at FIREX International 

2019, Kizzy Augustin, a partner at 

Russell Cooke LLP, said: “We’ve seen 

it a bit in general health and safety, 

where risk assessors have been 

prosecuted in a personal capacity for 

failing to provide adequate advice or 

adequate risk assessments for the 

use of a business.

“For	the	first	time	in	2014,	a	risk	
assessor went to prison for nine 

months for a breach of health and 

safety rules. That sent shockwaves 

through the risk assessor community. 

Before that a risk assessor had never 

been prosecuted successfully and 

facing prison. It’s a real prospect now.”

Ms Augustin said some of the 

common issues which are being 

investigated after the Grenfell Tower 

tragedy	including	a	lack	of	fire	risk	
assessment, evacuation planning and 

the use of appropriate material.

“We are seeing as a trend moving 

forward that owners, occupiers and 

responsible persons are starting to 

say we are owners, ‘we are not safety 

professionals. We go out to look at 

people who are more experienced, so 

we went to a manufacturer and asked 

what’s	the	best	fire	door	for	our	hotel.	
They	suggested	a	particular	fire	door.	
They made no mention of the need 

for testing or appropriate standards. 

We went on that basis and the advice 

of experts’,” she explained.

“Push liability down”

“You can start to see how it might be 

used	to	fire	safety	risk	assessors	or	
anyone	who	is	an	expert	in	their	field.	
There is now scope for owners and 

occupiers to push liability down to 

those who are advising on the use of 

various items at work or in a building.”

She added that the responsible 

person	as	defined	under	the	

Regulatory Reform Fire Safety Order 

(RRO) is normally the owner, occupier 

or the employer of the building.

“The problem is there are additional 

duty holders, by way of a contract or 

a tenancy that says something about 

your responsibility for maintenance 

or safety, which will bring you into 

play as another duty holder,” she 

added.

“But	you	are	only	responsible	for	fire	
safety to the extent of your control. 

There are a number of people who 

can be deemed to be duty holders. 

But how do you assess the extent of 

your control or liability when it comes 

to	fire	safety?”

According to Augustin, the general 

definition	of	corporate	responsibility	
is	that	it	is	a	duty	to	take	general	fire	
precautions that will ensure as far as 

reasonably practicable the safety of 

employees.

There is a corresponding duty under 

the Health and Safety Act that talks 

More fire risk assessors could be prosecuted in a 
post-Grenfell world, leading lawyer warns



about the health and safety duties 

owed to employees, and non-

employees.

But she added that Section 37 of 

the Health and Safety At Work Act 

states that if an individual manager 

or senior manager has committed a 

health and safety offence by way of 

consent, connivance or attributable 

neglect, the individual as well as 

the organisation could be guilty of a 

health and safety offence.

“It does not matter whether you are 

defined,	it’s	about	what	you	do	day-
to-day,” she explained.

“If	you	have	influence	over	decision-
making in your business, you manage 

finances,	you	supervise	people	or	
you are responsible for projects, you 

could be placed in that very category 

as a senior manager.

“It means you in your individual 

capacity	could	be	investigated	for	fire	
safety breaches, and in the worst case 

scenario be prosecuted.”
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Plan to regulate construction professionals to 
reduce building failures post-Grenfell

Elaine Knutt reported in the Health 

and Safety at Work magazine on 20th 

August 2019 on the government’s 

forthcoming building safety regulator 

will hold a register of individuals 

and	firms	deemed	qualified	to	act	
as “principal designers”, “principal 

contractors” and “building safety co-

ordinators”, as part of a far-reaching 

post-Grenfell plan to reduce the 

risk of building failures and on-site 

hazards.  

The future regulator would have the 

power to “strike off” any individuals 

or organisation in breach of 

accredited standards for the three 

groups, which would “relate to their 

overarching role” in ensuring the 

safety of the buildings in scope and 

the people who live in them. 

Broadly, the scope of the scheme 

covers	any	firm,	installer	or	
professional involved in designing, 

building,	maintaining	or	fire	risk-
assessing “higher risk residential 

buildings” (HRRBs) over six storeys, 

although some specialisms may 

choose to apply the rules to a wide 

range of buildings.  

The plan is outlined in Raising the bar, 

a 149 page consultation document 

produced by the construction 

sector as part of the joint industry-

government response to the Grenfell 

Tower disaster. 

It has been compiled by the 

Competence Steering Group (CSG), 

which brings together multiple 

organisations in the construction 

sector. 

In turn, the CSG reported to the 

Industry Response Group, which 

spans the construction sector, the 

Ministry of Housing, Communities 

and Local Government, with 

support from the Local Government 

Association and National Fire Chiefs 

Council.

The CSG was also set up in response 

to Dame Judith Hackitt’s post-

Grenfell review, which spelled out 

that the construction industry 

needed to raise standards in its 

ranks, or there would be a case for a 

mandatory	qualification	framework	
imposed by government.

According to the report, “the CSG’s 

goal was to ensure that ALL individuals 

involved in HRRBs, including those 

who do not identify with being a 

“professional”, cannot accidentally (or 

deliberately) slip through the net – 

and moreover, that their obligation to 

carry out their duties competently is 

spelt out to them”.

Twelve working groups have each 

developed proposals to drive up 

standards and expectations among 

specific	professional	groups,	including	
installers,	site	supervisors,	fire	risk-
assessors	and	fire	engineers.	

The proposed systems of competence 

checks would be based on existing 

qualifications	and	frameworks,	which	
would	be	certified	by	third	party	
assessors, professional institutions or 

trade bodies. 

Anybody	involved	in	certification	
would maintain a “register” of 

accredited	individuals	or	firms,	while	
the certifying body would itself need 

to be accredited to carry out its role, 

by either the Engineering Council or 

the United Kingdom Accreditation 

Service (UKAS).

Having dedicated people is positive 

but the details will need to be worked 

through, the level and nature of the 

required	skills	fully	defined	and	for	
the role to be insurable in terms of 

professional indemnity insurance 

otherwise no one will be able to take 

on the roles at all

Lesley McLeod, Chief Executive, 

Association for Project Safety (APS)

A thirteenth working group 

devised plans for a Building Safety 
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Competence Committee (BSCC) that 

would oversee and review the entire 

qualifications	edifice.

The BSCC would “drive continued 

improvement” in standards, 

by developing “new national 

competence standards, robust 

assessment frameworks and 

guidance”. 

But	while	nine	of	the	identified	
professional groups would see 

standards raised “bottom up” by 

building	on	the	existing	qualifications	
and assessment routes, there would 

also be a “top down sharp focus” 

on the roles of principal designer, 

principal contractor and building 

safety manager.  

Here, the BSCC would itself hold the 

register	for	firms	certified	to	perform	
these roles, while also advising the 

forthcoming statutory regulator 

– itself the subject of an ongoing 

government consultation – on the 

application of professional standards. 

The Association for Project Safety 

(APS) welcomed the proposals, as 

a means of raising safety standards 

across the board, and not just 

in addressing the “life safety” of 

residents. 

It told Health and Safety at Work: 

“The APS is right behind emphasis on 

skills and training in the construction 

sector – APS believes this is vital 

to cut the stubbornly high cost the 

industry can still levy on lives, health 

and wellbeing. We also think Raising 

the Bar will go a long way to ensure 

people – in the wake of Grenfell – can 

sleep soundly in their beds knowing 

that everyone, at every step of the 

construction process, is properly 

skilled and no one can slip through 

the net and lower standards of 

safety.” 

However, it thought that the 

language of the report was vague 

in places, and that the potential 

level of responsibilities could raise 

professional indemnity insurance 

premiums to unaffordable levels. 

This issue has recently come to the 

fore with a number of “approved 

inspectors”,	private	sector	firms	
offering building control services, 

saying they had been forced out of 

business by post-Grenfell premium 

hikes. 

The APS said: “The suggested 

building safety co-ordinator - as well 

as a possible new statutory role of 

principal designer - puts a welcome 

emphasis on safety and co-ordination 

in construction. 

“Having dedicated people is positive 

but the details will need to be worked 

through, the level and nature of the 

required	skills	fully	defined	and	for	
the role to be insurable in terms of 

professional indemnity insurance 

otherwise no one will be able to take 

on the roles at all.”

The Federation of Master Builders 

(FMB) welcomed the idea that the 

role of principal contractor would 

be regulated. However, the FMB 

has itself launched a pan-industry 

working group to examine the idea of 

a mandatory licensing scheme for all 

contractors, not just those involved in 

mid- to high-rise residential buildings, 

and wanted to see co-ordination 

between its plan and the competence 

agenda. 

Speaking to Health and Safety at 

Work, Sarah McMonagle, the FMB’s 

director of communications, said: 

“The recommendation regarding the 

mandatory register of individuals 

should align with the existing 

work being undertaken by the 

Construction Licensing Task Force, 

which with support from government 

is developing a licensing scheme for 

the UK construction industry.”

The working groups are: 

• overarching competence body 

(WG0);

• engineers (WG1);

• installers (WG2);

•	 fire	engineers	(WG3);
•	 fire	risk-assessors	(WG4);
•	 fire	safety	enforcing	officers	

(WG5);

• building standards professionals 

(WG6);

• building designers, including 

architects (WG7);

• building safety managers (WG8);

• site supervisors (WG9);

• project managers (WG10);

• procurement professionals 

(WG11); and

• products (WG12).



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.
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The Health in Construction 

Leadership Group was set up in order 

to unite the construction industry to 

‘think health’. Its vision is:

‘By 2025, construction is a leading 

industry for occupational health, 

wellbeing and disease prevention’.

The Group is looking at its future 

direction and strategy, and is 

welcoming feedback on its progress 

so far, as well as on where it ought to 

focus moving forwards.

What do you see as the key issues on 

health? What are the main obstacles 

Uniting the construction
industry to ‘Think Health’

preventing progress on tackling 

health? Is the industry making 

progress in its approach to health?

Share your views on these and other 

issues, by completing this short 

survey.



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 





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. 

training&events
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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.    



COMPANY AND DIRECTOR 
SENTENCED AFTER MULTIPLE 
WORKERS DIAGNOSED WITH 
HAND ARM VIBRATION 
SYNDROME
On 1st August a company providing 

specialised services in rock 

drilling, cliff stabilisation and rock 

anchors, and its director, have 

been sentenced after a number of 

workers were diagnosed with hand 

arm vibration syndrome (HAVS).

Plymouth Magistrates’ Court 

heard how three employees had 

developed and reported symptoms 

of HAVS, but no action was taken. 

The employees used tools such 

as rock drills and jack hammers 

for cliff stabilisation work which 

is often carried out by abseiling 

down a cliff and using the tools 

horizontally while working from 

ropes. The affected persons began 

to experience symptoms such 

as pins and needles and aching 

hands, in one case since 2000. An 

occupational nurse was employed 

in 2016 and the HAVS problem was 

identified.

An investigation by the Health and 

Safety Executive (HSE) found the 

risk assessment did not identify the 

actual exposure to vibration and 

had used out of date vibration data. 

The investigation also found there 

was no health surveillance in place 

until 2016 and employees were 

not made aware of HAVS and its 

symptoms. When symptoms were 

reported, the company had failed to 

take action.

Celtic Rock Services Limited 

pleaded guilty to breaching Section 

2(1) of the Health and Safety at 

Work Act 1974. The company has 

been	fined	£36,667	and	ordered	to	
pay	costs	of	£3,560.

Alwyn	Griffith	Hughes	Thomas,	
director of the company, pleaded 

guilty to breaching Section 37 of 

the Health and Safety at Work Act 

1974. He has been given a 12 week 

custodial sentence, suspended for 

one year, a 12 week curfew and 

ordered	to	pay	costs	of	£3,560.

CONSTRUCTION COMPANY 
AND AN EMPLOYEE SENTENCED 
AFTER WORKER CRUSHED AND 
KILLED BY AN EXCAVATOR
On 2nd August a construction 

company and one of its employees 

were sentenced for health and 

safety breaches after another 

worker was struck by an excavator 

and was killed.

Southwark Crown Court heard how, 

on 2 March 2014, during night work 

at a construction site in Stratford a 

site operative, Kevin Campbell, was 

struck by an excavator mounted 

vibrator (EMV) attached to a 

35-tonne excavator that he was 

working in close proximity to. Mr 

Campbell had been disconnecting 

lifting accessories from a metal 

pile that had just been extracted 

from the ground when he was 

crushed against a concrete wall a 

short distance away. Mr Campbell 

died from his injuries. Another site 

operative who was directly next to 

him also faced a risk of being struck.

The subsequent HSE investigation 

found the construction company, 

which was the principal contractor; 

Clancy Docwra Limited, failed 

to ensure the safety so far as 

is reasonably practicable of its 

employees and of others who were 

not their employees working on the 

site. The investigation also found 

that Daniel Walsh, who was the 

site supervisor for the site and the 

person operating the excavator at 

the time, failed to take reasonable 

care for other persons on site at the 

time.

Clancy Docwra Limited pleaded 

not guilty to breaching Section 2(1) 

and 3(1) of the Health & Safety at 

latestprosecutions
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Work etc. Act 1974. The company 

was	found	guilty	and	was	fined	
£1,000,000	and	ordered	to	pay	
costs	of	£108,502.30.

Daniel Walsh of Eastcote, pleaded 

not guilty to breaching Section 7(a) 

of the Health & Safety at Work 

etc. Act 1974, but was also found 

guilty, and was given a 6 month 

custodial sentence, suspended for 

12 months and ordered to pay costs 

of	£15,000.

“All those with legal responsibilities 

must be clear that HSE will not 

hesitate to take appropriate 

enforcement action including where 

appropriate prosecution against 

those that fall below the required 

standards”.

WEST MIDLANDS COMPANIES 
SENTENCED AFTER WORKERS 
EXPOSED TO RISK OF FALLING 
FROM HEIGHT
On 5th August two companies 

where	fined	after	putting	workers	
at risk of falling whilst accessing a 

roof to repair pipework.

Dudley Magistrates’ Court 

heard how, on 12th April 2016, 

contractors who worked for 

Kingswinford Engineering Co 

Limited had been hired to repair a 

section of pipework on the roof of 

a warehouse in Bilston owned by 

James Durrans & Sons’ Limited.

The court heard how workers had 

climbed onto the roof from a ‘man-

cage’ lifted into position by a fork-

lift truck. The ‘man-cage’ fell short 

of the roof level by about three feet 

and there was a gap between the 

cage and the roof which workers 

needed to climb across. Once the 

workers were on the roof, it was 

slippery and wet, with no barrier in 

place to prevent a fall.

An investigation by the HSE 

identified	failings	in	relation	to	how	
the	work,	specifically	access	to	the	
roof, was planned, managed and 

monitored. In particular, neither 

company had undertaken a suitable 

and	sufficient	risk	assessment,	nor	
had they agreed a safe system of 

work for the repair of the pipework 

which required access to the roof. 

Instead each company had assumed 

that the other had put into place 

systems that would protect workers 

from the risks of working at height.

Kingswinford Engineering Co 

Limited pleaded guilty to breaching 

Section 2(1) of the Health and 

Safety at Work etc Act 1974 and 

has	been	fined	£18,000	and	ordered	
to	pay	costs	of	£9,000.

James Durrans & Sons Limited 

pleaded guilty to breaching Section 

3(1) of the Health and Safety at 

Work etc Act 1974 and has been 

fined	£100,000	and	ordered	to	pay	
costs	of	£20,000.

PRINCIPAL CONTRACTOR FINED 
FOLLOWING MULTIPLE SAFETY 
FAILINGS ON CONSTRUCTION SITE
On 7th August a construction 

company	was	fined	after	failing	
to ensure the safety and welfare 

of workers on site during the 

renovation of a property.

Preston Magistrates’ Court heard 

how, between 12th December 

2015 and 14th June 2018, Navkaar 

Limited put its workers at serious 

risk of personal injury or death at a 

construction site in Blackpool. The 

company failed to prevent risks 

from falls from height, exposure to 

asbestos and dangerous electrical 

systems. There were no suitable 

welfare facilities and no measures 

to	prevent	fire	on	site.

The investigation by the HSE found 

that workers on site had carried out 

work in an unsafe manner without 

the appropriate measures in place 

to ensure their health, safety 

and welfare. The employees and 

contractors on site did not have 



the appropriate skills, knowledge 

and experience to complete the 

work. Navkaar Limited failed to 

comply with their duty as principal 

contractor to plan, manage and 

monitor the work being carried out 

on site.

Navkaar Limited pleaded guilty 

to breaching Regulation 13(1) 

of the Construction (Design and 

Management) Regulations 2015. 

The	company	was	fined	£35,000	
and	ordered	to	pay	costs	of	£3,860.

COMPANY AND DIRECTOR 
FINED FOLLOWING DANGEROUS 
CONSTRUCTION WORK 
AROUND A DOMESTIC BOILER 
On 16th August a building company 

and	its	director	have	been	fined	for	
unsafe construction work around a 

domestic gas boiler which resulted 

in a gas escape.

Birmingham Magistrates’ 

Court heard how MD Building 

Contractors Ltd was contracted 

to undertake construction work 

at Brooklyn Avenue, Aston, 

Birmingham, between 26th July and 

28th August 2017. The work was an 

extension to the kitchen.

The HSE investigation found that 

prior to the work commencing, a 

pre-existing gas boiler had been 

located	in	the	kitchen	with	its	flue	
going out of the rear wall. During 

the	work	the	original	flue	outlet	was	
removed, and an external wall was 

built around it. This had the effect of 

completely	enclosing	the	flue	inside	
the wall with no direct external exit 

point for the boiler to safely vent 

outside.

As a result, the family of six living 

in the house were exposed to the 

risk of inhaling the products of the 

boiler burning, including Carbon 

Monoxide (CO), a poisonous gas 

that has no smell or taste.

Manjit Singh Dhaliwal (Director) 

pleaded guilty to breaching Section 

37 of the Health and Safety at 

Work etc Act 1974. He has been 

sentenced	to	a	fine	of	£2,000	and	
ordered	to	pay	costs	of	£431.50.
MD Building Contractors pleaded 

guilty to breaching Gas Safety 

(Installation and Use) Regulation 

8(3). The company has been 

sentenced	to	a	fine	of	£16,000	and	
ordered	to	pay	costs	of	£513.10.

CONSTRUCTION COMPANY 
FINED AFTER PUTTING 
WORKERS AT RISK OF FALLING 
FROM HEIGHT 
On 21st August a construction 

company	has	been	fined	for	failing	

to comply with work at height 

regulations, placing employees at 

greater risk of injury.

Westminster Magistrates’ Court 

heard that during an inspection on 

23rd May 2018 at Dudley House, 

The Grove, Hounslow, a number 

of issues in relation to working 

at	height	were	identified.	These	
included several unprotected 

edges, where a person could fall 

a	significant	distance	and	also	a	
floor	that	was	being	removed	by	a	
handheld breaker whilst workers 

were standing on it. No measures 

were in place to prevent them 

falling	if	the	floor	collapsed.

The HSE investigation found that 

the	risk	assessment	identified	
measures that needed to be 

implemented. These measures were 

not implemented and therefore 

created	a	significant	risk	of	people	
falling and causing serious or fatal 

injury.

STS Constructions Limited, pleaded 

guilty to breaching Regulation 6(3) 

of the Work at Height Regulations 

2005,	and	was	fined	£26,666	and	
ordered	to	pay	costs	of	£1135.10	
plus	a	victim	surcharge	of	£120.
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VEHICLE SERVICING COMPANY 
FINED AFTER TRUCK ROLLED 
AND CRUSHED EMPLOYEE
On 22nd August Volvo Group 

UK	Limited	was	fined	after	an	
employee at the Cardonald Depot 

was crushed by a truck, leading to 

serious injury.

Glasgow Sheriff Court heard that 

on 7th June 2016 an employee of 

Volvo Group UK Limited was testing 

the brakes of a low-loader truck unit 

and trailer at the Cardonald depot, 

Glasgow. He had raised the trailer 

off the ground using a pit jack. He 

did not apply the truck handbrake 

or use any wheel chocks to prevent 

the vehicle rolling. Whilst adjusting 

the	brakes	at	the	first	axle,	the	truck	
unit rolled forward causing the jack 

to slip off the axle of the trailer, roll 

towards him and strike him on the 

body, crushing him against a set of 

steps in the pit and fracturing his 

spine

An investigation by the HSE found 

that Volvo Group UK Limited 

had	failed	to	provide	a	sufficient	

number of wheel chocks for use 

by its employees and failed to 

provide information, instruction, 

supervision and training of its 

employees in their use. Volvo Group 

also failed to provide a suitable 

induction of the employee in safe 

working practices.

Volvo Group UK Limited pleaded 

guilty to breaching Section 2 and 

Section 33(1)(a) of the Health and 

Safety at Work etc. Act 1974; and 

was	fined	£13,333.33.

ALL THE LATEST 
INDUSTRY NEWS, 
REPORTS, PROJECTS 
AND PROSECUTIONS 
STRAIGHT TO YOUR 
INBOX
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