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Welcome to the September 2021 edition 
of Callsafe Today. Sorry for the lateness of 
this month’s edition; the months appear 
to be passing quicker than normal!.

Articles & News
Included within this edition are the 
following articles and other news provided 
by the government, the construction 
industry and health and safety 
publications, and selected by the editor, 
during September.

•		£66,000	fine	for	Anglers	Association	
following volunteer fatality

•		Expansion	of	the	‘grey	fleet’,	gig	
economy and new technology prompts 
Health and Safety update on driving and 
riding for work

•  Safety case principles for high-rise 
residential buildings

•  Good ventilation in the workplace can 
help reduce the spread of coronavirus

•		Hybrid	work	benefits	make	it	most	
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popular model but risks must be 
managed, warns IOSH

•  Reporting of injuries, diseases and 
dangerous occurrences 2013 (RIDDOR) 
– ignore them at your peril

Training
Callsafe are still not providing of face-to-
face training due to our risk assessment 
still not considering this to be reasonably 
practicable. We are still offering our 
e-learning courses, which are listed on 
page 22 & 23, and are available on our 
website at: www.callsafe-services.
co.uk/e-learning.

We are also providing Live Online Training, 
with	our	first	offering	as	a	public	course	
being	the	APS	accredited	CDM2015	
Awareness	Course,	as	advertised	on	pages	
18	and	19.	The	delegates’	feedback	from	
these courses have been complimentary. 
All	of	our	face-to-face	courses	are	also	
available in the Live Online Training format 

for organisations wishing to book courses 
for their staff as an “in-house” course, but 
with delegates participating from various 
locations (home).

Are You Prepared?
Callsafe are ready to assist organisations 
with the arrangements for opening up again 
post-Covid. See page 10-11.

Best wishes

Dave Carr
Editor | Callsafe Services

http://www.callsafe-services.co.uk/e-learning.
http://www.callsafe-services.co.uk/e-learning.
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was	affiliated	to	a	recreational	leisure	
activity. This, despite the fact that 
they were carrying out work including 
forestry activities, which in many 
scenarios	would	come	under	the	HSE’s	
remit. Therefore, the subsequent 
insight provided by our specialist 
arboricultural consultant was 
invaluable.’

‘So it took a bit of head scratching to 
get right. If it did go to a prosecution, 
we	didn’t	want	the	case	compromised	
or thrown out because of questions 
raised	as	to	jurisdiction.’

At	a	hearing	On	28	April	2021	at	

Worcester	Magistrates’	Court,	BAA	
admitted	breaching	the	Management	
of Health and Safety at Work 
Regulations and Section 3(1) of the 
Health	and	Safety	at	Work	Act,	for	
failing to ensure the safety of those not 
in its employment. The organisation 
was	fined	£66,000,	and	ordered	to	
pay costs of £17,500 plus a victim 
surcharge of £181.

In summing up, the District Judge 
pointed out that in response to the 
incident,	the	BAA	had	suspended	
volunteer work and advertised for 
a	paid	fisheries	officer,	which	was	a	
reflection	of	what	the	organisation	

should have been doing prior to the 
accident.	The	Judge	said	the	BAA’s	
health and safety procedures were 
out of date and volunteers were not 
properly trained.

‘THIS INCIDENT ALSO HIGHLIGHTS 
AN IMPORTANT MESSAGE: DON’T 

THINK RELYING ON THE GOODWILL 
OF VOLUNTEERS IS AN ALTERNATIVE 
TO HAVING PROPER TRAINING AND 

PROCEDURES IN PLACE’

NICK SAID: ‘THIS WAS NOT 
LIKE A TYPICAL WORKPLACE 

ACCIDENT INVESTIGATION – WE 
WERE DEALING WITH MAINLY 

RETIRED GENTLEMEN WHO ALL 
GO FISHING TOGETHER AND 

WERE SUPPORTING THE CLUB BY 
MAKING THE MOST OF THEIR TIME 

CLEARING THESE AREAS WHERE 
THEY HAVE FISHING RIGHTS.

‘We	were	also	mindful	of	Mr	Taylor’s	
family throughout the investigation – 
after the tragedy of losing their loved 
one, we hoped the verdict would 
provide	some	degree	of	closure.’

‘But	this	incident	also	highlights	an	
important	message:	don’t	think	relying	
on the goodwill of volunteers is an 
alternative to having proper training 
and procedures in place. Where you 
need	salaried	officers	–	whether	it’s	a	
health	and	safety	officer	or	an	external	
contractor to undertake potentially 
dangerous activities – do not accept 
shortcuts just because you are 
working	with	volunteers.’

that the group of volunteers had 
received no formal health and safety 
instruction, had not been properly 
trained for the kind of work they 
were carrying out, and were using 
inadequate equipment.

No documented risk assessment was 
carried	out,	against	the	BAA’s	own	
policy;	guidance	from	The	Angling	
Trust had been ignored; and a proper 
exclusion zone around the felling site 
had also not been set-up.

‘THIS WAS NOT LIKE A TYPICAL 
WORKPLACE ACCIDENT 

INVESTIGATION – WE WERE 
DEALING WITH MAINLY RETIRED 

GENTLEMEN WHO ALL GO 
FISHING TOGETHER’

Speaking to IOSH magazine, WRS 
senior	technical	officer	Nick	Fowler	
GradIOSH, who led the investigation, 
said: ‘The group was clearing the 
fishing	platforms	and	strimming	the	
riverbanks.	Among	the	party	there	
were several members who operated 
chainsaws if needed. 

‘They decided to remove some of the 
larger branches from a path linking 
some	fishing	platforms	and	it	was	
during	that	operation	that	Mr	Taylor	–	
who	wasn’t	operating	a	chainsaw	but	

had been working nearby – was struck 
on	the	head	by	a	falling	branch.’

Aside	from	the	tragic	nature	of	the	
case, the status of the working party, 
activity undertaken and location 
meant it was not straightforward  
to identify which agency – the local 
authority or the Health and Safety 
Executive (HSE) – was responsible for 
enforcement. 

‘It was a slightly unusual investigation 
in that there was some uncertainty as 
to the volunteer or employee status 
of	Mr	Taylor.	It	was	important	to	
establish that to inform the legislation 
that we needed to work to. The 
company	[BAA]	pleaded	guilty	to	a	
section 3(1) offences – in other words, 
Mr	Taylor	was	eventually	classed	as	a	
non-employee,’	Nick	said.

‘The other thing that slightly 
complicated things was that the 
volunteers were peripatetic workers 
on what was ostensibly farmland. In 
terms of enforcing authority remit and 
not operating ultra vires, there was a 
bit of a question mark about whether 
it	was	us	or	HSE	that	was	responsible,’	
he told IOSH magazine.

‘In the end it was decided by main 
activity and the fact that the group 

Published	in	the	IOSH	magazine	
of 13 September 2021 was the 
following	article	written	by	Matt	Lamy,	
regarding a prosecution following the 
death of a volunteer.
 
An anglers association has been 
ordered to pay a £66,000 fine after 
admitting breaching health and 
safety laws that led to the death of 
one of its volunteers.

On 9 October 2019, a group of 
volunteers	from	the	Birmingham	
Angler’s	Association	(BAA)	were	
carrying	out	routine	fisheries	
maintenance working, cutting 
back and clearing vegetation along 
the	riverbank	near	Pershore,	
Worcestershire.	As	fallen	branches	
were being cleared with the use of a 
chain	saw,	Maurice	Taylor,	a	member	
of the party, was hit on the head by a 
thick falling branch.

Mr	Taylor	was	treated	at	the	scene	
and then taken by air ambulance to 
University Hospital, Coventry having 
suffered	a	traumatic	brain	injury.	A	
week later, when it was clear he would 
not	recover,	Mr	Taylor’s	family	made	
the decision to turn off his life support.
An	investigation	by	Worcestershire	
Regulatory Services (WRS) – on behalf 
of Wychavon District Council – found 

£66,000 fine for Anglers Association 
following volunteer fatality



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.

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

book your 
place on one 

of our live 
webinars 

6 7



8 9

commented:

“The	Health	and	Safety	at	Work	Act	
sets out the legal duties of employers 
and those engaged to work for them, 
their responsibilities to manage 
WRRR are nothing new. However, the 
landscape is changing and we wanted 
to	ensure	guidance	reflects	these	
changes and also remains relevant for 
years to come.

“Companies who otherwise have 
robust health and safety policies 
sometimes fail to consider their 
responsibilities adequately when it 
comes to driving or riding for work. 
Everyone should come home from 
work	safe	and	well,	whether	they’re	
working behind a desk or behind the 
wheel.”

Prosecutions	could	lead	to	significant	
fines	and	custodial	sentences,	as	
well as driving bans and/or operator 
licences being revoked. In 2020, a 
company found guilty of failing to 
effectively manage fatigue for their 
employees	driving	for	work,	was	fined	
£450,000 and ordered to pay £30,000 
costs after two men lost their lives in a 
motorway collision.

All	drivers	and	riders	have	an	
individual responsibility for their 
driving	behaviour	under	road	traffics	
laws. However, when driving for 

when they are occupied. It will 
complement existing building and 
fire	safety	legislation,	and	require	
those responsible to think critically 
about	the	potential	fire	and	structural	
hazards in their buildings, and show 
how they are keeping their buildings 
safe. 

Safety cases will be a new concept to 
many of those involved.	We’ve	been	
working with a group of early industry 
adopters and other housing providers 
to provide some insights to help those 
who may have new roles to prepare 
for the changes and better understand 
what a safety case is.
Safety case principles for high-rise 
residential	buildings	(PDF)	provides	
early support on taking sensible, 
risk-based steps to keep people safe 
in and around buildings. It will also 
help residents, developers, and others 
with how safety cases can ensure 
building	safety.	More	material	will	
follow	to	reflect	the	new	legislation	as	
it emerges. 

I am grateful for the help and input of 
the early adopter organisations, trial 
participants, members of the Joint 
Regulators’	Group	and	the	Ministry	
of Housing, Communities and Local 
Government. 

work, the organisation they work 
for has legal responsibility for their 
employees’	health	and	safety.	For	
example, ensuring employees do not 
drive an excessive number of hours 
and checking their vehicle is properly 
maintained, even if it belongs to the 
employee. The regulations apply to all 
workers including those using two-
wheeled vehicles, such as motorcycles, 
scooters and ebikes.

The updated guidance is informed 
by HSE research which included 
a literature review, survey and 
interviews with those working in the 
sector.

Nicola Jaynes added:
“The shocking number of injuries and 
fatalities associated with driving for 
work demonstrates that more needs 
to be done to manage WRRR.  This 
updated guidance will give employers 
the guidance they need to ensure the 
safety and wellbeing of their drivers 
and riders.  Organisations with a 
positive safety culture and clear, well 
managed policies for driving and 
riding	for	work	can	have	a	significant	
influence	keeping	our	roads	safe	for	
everybody.”

This updated guidance can be found 
at: www.hse.gov.uk/roadsafety/

We would also like to hear feedback 
and examples of good practice from 
anyone who may have a potential role 
in safety cases. This will make sure 
that future advice meets the needs of 
everyone involved. 

Peter	Baker,	Chief	Inspector	of	
Buildings

On 7 September 2021, the Health 
and Safety Executive (HSE), working 
in partnership with the Department 
for Transport (DfT), has published 
updated guidance on work-related 
road risk (WRRR) for employers and 
workers. The gig economy and the 
increasing use of personal vehicles for 
work purposes – the so-called ‘grey 
fleet’	–	has	created	some	confusion	
over where responsibility for legal 
compliance lies, says the regulator.

Driving for work is likely to be 
the most dangerous activity most 
workers will ever undertake.

Every week there are around 200 
deaths and serious injuries involving 
people using the road for work.

It is estimated that 40,000 people 
working in occupations such as sales, 
deliveries or taxi-driving are involved 
in	road	traffic	collisions	every	year
Company car drivers in the UK are 
49% more likely to be involved in 
traffic	collisions,	even	after	correcting	
for demographic variables and their 
relatively high mileages

Countless other will suffer stress, 
anxiety and/or minor injuries from 
unreported incidents.

HM	Inspector	for	HSE’s	Transport	and	
Public	Services	Unit,	Nicola	Jaynes,	

The following notice has been 
published by the Health and Safety 
Executive (HSE) on the proposed 
changes to the law on building safety.

The Building Safety Bill is making its 
way through Parliament. As it passes, 
we will get a clearer idea of what it 
might mean to the building safety 
reforms. We will share information as 
we learn more.

The	Building	Safety	Bill	has	now	been	
introduced	in	Parliament.	It	proposes	
changes to building safety law that 
will place new duties on those who are 
responsible for the safety of high-rise 
residential buildings in England. These 
are buildings that are seven storeys 
or more, or 18 metres and above in 
height. 

Fires	and	serious	structural	incidents	
in these buildings are rare, but when 
they do happen the consequences 
can be catastrophic for many people, 
their	homes	and	communities.	The	Bill	
proposes a proportionate, risk-based 
and systematic approach to prevent 
and reduce the severity of serious 
incidents and ensure safer buildings. 
A	key	element	of	the	proposed	
changes is that high-rise residential 
buildings will need a safety case 

Expansion of the ‘grey fleet’, gig economy and new technology 
prompts Health and Safety update on driving and riding for work

Safety case principles 
for high-rise residential 

buildings

https://www.hse.gov.uk/building-safety/news/safety-case-principles.pdf
https://www.hse.gov.uk/building-safety/news/safety-case-principles.pdf
http://www.hse.gov.uk/roadsafety/
https://www.hse.gov.uk/building-safety/news/safety-case-principles.pdf


With further Covid-19 restrictions lifting, you might be 
preparing	your	office	for	re-opening.	There	are	a	number	
of points to consider to ensure that employees can enter 

premises safely as well as how Covid-safe measures can be 
maintained.

• Social distancing measures 
•	Walkways	and	traffic	routes

• Kitchen and bathroom facilities
• Sanitisation stations

• Cleaning regime 
•	PPE	requirements

• Important maintenance inspections 
•	Employers’	policies	for	symptomatic	staff	&	vaccinations

•	Procedure	for	visitors	to	site
• Staff training 

• Updated written procedures

It is so important that we all do everything we can to help 
drive those Covid-19 numbers down whilst getting back 

to some level of normality. Callsafe Services can help. 
We have been working with our Clients throughout the 

pandemic to ensure safety at work.

If you would like to chat about your health and safety 
requirements, please contact our Consultancy 

Workstream	Manager,	Tam	Bream,	on	07471	228208	or	
email: enquiries@callsafe-services.co.uk 

Are You 
Prepared?

mailto:enquiries@callsafe-services.co.uk 


Good ventilation in the work-
place can help reduce the 

spread of coronavirus
On 8 September 2021, as more people 
return to the workplace, the Health 
and Safety Executive (HSE) is stressing 
the importance of good ventilation to 
support businesses minimise the risk of 
coronavirus.

Alongside	cleaning,	hygiene	and	
handwashing, good ventilation is one of 
the best ways to reduce the spread of 
coronavirus in the workplace as it reduces 
the amount of virus in the air helping 
protect workers and their families.

As	coronavirus	spreads	through	the	
air, the virus can build up in poorly 
ventilated areas which increases 
the risk of infection, and it is a legal 
requirement that employers must make 
sure	there’s	an	adequate	supply	of	fresh	
air (ventilation) in enclosed areas of the 
workplace.

HSE’s	updated	guidance	looks	at	how	
to identify poorly ventilated areas, the 
use of carbon dioxide (CO2) monitors, 
how to improve natural and mechanical 
ventilation, balancing ventilation 
with keeping warm and ventilation in 
vehicles.

Maximising	the	fresh	air	in	a	space	can	
be done by:
•  natural ventilation which relies on 

passive air flow through windows, 
doors and air vents that can be fully 
or partially opened

•  mechanical ventilation using fans 
and ducts to bring in fresh air from 
outside, or

•  a combination of natural and 
mechanical ventilation

Dr	Alexander	Tsavalos,	HSE’s	Head	of	
COVID	Sector	Policy,	said:	“As	more	
and more people return to their place 
of work, employers and workers need 
to continue to work safely to keep 
coronavirus at bay and this includes 
having good ventilation systems in place.

“Ventilation helps reduces how much 
virus is in the air. It helps reduce the 
risk from aerosol transmission, when 
someone breathes in small particles 
(aerosols) in the air after a person with the 
virus has been in the same enclosed area.

“You can improve natural ventilation in 
the workplace by doing simple things 
like opening windows and doors and 

can improve mechanical ventilation by 
understanding how your systems work 
and	by	making	sure	they’re	working	
properly.

“The use of CO2 monitors in the 
workplace	can	also	help.	Although	
CO2 levels are not a direct measure 
of possible exposure to COVID-19, 
checking levels using a monitor can help 
you identify poorly ventilated areas.

“Updated guidance on ventilation 
in the workplace is available on our 
website which will help more and 
more businesses operate in a safe 
environment while protecting their 
workers.	Covid-19	isn’t	going	away	and	
complacency	isn’t	an	option.

“Good ventilation should be considered 
alongside other control measures 
needed to reduce risks of transmission 
as part of working safely, such as 
updating your risk assessment, keeping 
your workplace clean and frequent 
handwashing.”

Managing	Covid	risks	in	the	workplace	is	
everyone’s	responsibility	and	workplace	

risk assessments need to include how 
your premises is ventilated and fresh 
air is brought into your building, along 
with other control measures, including 
cleaning, hygiene and handwashing.
To support businesses in understanding 
the working safely guidance and how to 
implement Covid measures, the Health 
and Safety Executive is continuing to 
carry out spot checks and inspections by 
calling, visiting and inspecting all types of 
businesses.

The spot check programme provides 
expert advice during the calls and visits, 
advising businesses on how to manage 
risk and protect workers, customers 
and visitors. The HSE is also working 
closely with local authorities, assisting 
them in the sectors they regulate such as 
hospitality and retail.

Please	ensure	your	workplace	is	
working safely by following the latest 
guidance. The updated information 
on ventilation is available on the HSE 
website at: https://www.hse.gov.
uk/coronavirus/equipment-and-
machinery/air-conditioning-and-
ventilation/index.htm.
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https://www.hse.gov.uk/coronavirus/equipment-and-machinery/air-conditioning-and-ventilation/index.htm. 
https://www.hse.gov.uk/coronavirus/equipment-and-machinery/air-conditioning-and-ventilation/index.htm. 
https://www.hse.gov.uk/coronavirus/equipment-and-machinery/air-conditioning-and-ventilation/index.htm. 
https://www.hse.gov.uk/coronavirus/equipment-and-machinery/air-conditioning-and-ventilation/index.htm. 


Hybrid work benefits make it 
most popular model but risks 

must be managed, warns IOSH
Published	in	the	IOSH	magazine	of	10	
September 2021 was the following 
article written by Nick Warburton, 
regarding	the	benefits	and	risks	
associated with hybrid working.

The benefits of hybrid working 
mean it is likely to become the most 
common employment model in 
the future, but organisations need 
to ensure work arrangements are 
managed in a healthy and safe way, 
IOSH has warned.

A	survey	of	senior	employee	benefits	
professionals at 121 UK companies 
by employment consultancy Willis 
Towers Watson found that around two 
in	five	employees	could	split	their	time	
between onsite and remote working in 
the future as the employment sector 
gradually recovers from the global 
COVID-19 pandemic.

In a separate national survey of 3,000 
UK	adults,	financial	services	company	
LifeSearch found that 44% of its 
respondents would like to work on a 
hybrid basis compared to 51% who 
would rather be exclusively home or 
work-based.

IOSH, which has published guidance 
on managing staff who are remote 
working, notes that the hybrid 
model	offers	important	benefits	to	
employees but also raises some issues. 
It	argues	that,	while	the	model	isn’t	
practicable for all roles, where hybrid 
work is promoted, employers need 
to manage the process effectively to 
protect employee health, safety and 
wellbeing.  

Michael	Edwards,	OSH	content	
developer at IOSH, says that it is 
critical that employers make it clear 
what they expect from employees 
when they are working remotely 
as part of their hybrid work 
arrangements.

‘One of the issues is people working 
longer hours at home and not 
having that face-to-face interaction 

14 15

and so they may not get the right 
communication from their employer 
to say, “You should only be working a 
certain	number	of	hours.	You	shouldn’t	
be spending large amounts of time 
working at home, over and above what 
you	would	do	if	you	were	in	the	office”.’

Employers should review absence 
management policies to reflect 
pandemic’s impact, says CIPD

Malcolm	Staves,	global	vice	president	
of	health	and	safety	at	L’Oréal,	concurs.	
He	says	it’s	important	to	prepare	staff	
while also making sure employers 
don’t	invade	employee	privacy.	

‘What	we’ve	done,	and	it	is	global,	
is create videos, presentations and 
booklets, which show employees how 
to set up their computer workstation 
at	home	correctly,’	he	says.	

‘We remind them of the importance of 
breaks, hydration and moving around 
and that working from home can be an 
invasion of personal life and that this 
needs to be taken into consideration. 

When	in	the	office	the	commute	gives	
a break between work and home 
which	gives	us	time	to	switch	off.	At	
home	this	doesn’t	naturally	happen.	
Also	many	family	members	may	be	
working at home at the same time 
which	can	be	problematic.’

Michael	reiterates	the	importance	
of considering ergonomic issues and 
making the relevant adaptations 

where required. This also applies to 
lighting if employees are working off 
documents	for	long	periods.	Another	
consideration is portable appliance 
testing.

‘If	the	employer	doesn’t	have	the	
correct systems in place, employees 
could be working off potentially 
dangerous portable equipment while 
they	are	hybrid	working,’	he	says.	

‘So, what sort of home working 
risk assessment processes have 
organisations got? Have they 
accounted for all the potential risks to 
that individual while they are working 
at	home	and	in	the	office?’

EU-OSHA’s prevention measures to 
counter prolonged sitting risks

Historically, many employers have 
been wary about allowing employees 
to work at home several times 

a week but as the Willis Towers 
Watson survey notes, COVID-19 
has transformed the way businesses 
operate and remote working has 
become more acceptable. 

Before	the	pandemic,	82%	of	
employees mostly worked onsite with 
less than one in ten working remotely. 
However,	this	changed	significantly	
with	three-in-five	employees	working	
remotely when the survey was carried 
out	in	May	and	June	this	year	and	only	
one-in-four working mostly onsite.

The survey findings suggest that as 
the economy opens up and restrictions 
are lifted, 85% of employees plan to 
move	back	to	the	office	by	the	end	of	
2021. 

However, the expectation is that in 
two	years’	time,	most	workers	will	
have a hybrid work arrangement, with 
around	two	in	five	employees	mixing	

https://iosh.com/coronavirus/outbreak/remote-workers/
https://iosh.com/coronavirus/outbreak/remote-workers/
https://iosh.com/coronavirus/outbreak/remote-workers/
https://www.ioshmagazine.com/2021/07/19/employers-should-review-absence-management-policies-reflect-pandemics-impact-says-cipd
https://www.ioshmagazine.com/2021/07/19/employers-should-review-absence-management-policies-reflect-pandemics-impact-says-cipd
https://www.ioshmagazine.com/2021/07/19/employers-should-review-absence-management-policies-reflect-pandemics-impact-says-cipd
https://www.ioshmagazine.com/2021/07/28/eu-osha-emphasises-prevention-measures-counter-prolonged-sitting-risks
https://www.ioshmagazine.com/2021/07/28/eu-osha-emphasises-prevention-measures-counter-prolonged-sitting-risks
https://www.willistowerswatson.com/en-GB/News/2021/08/the-future-is-hybrid-as-employers-plan-for-post-pandemic-working-patterns


onsite and remote working. The 
survey also found that about a quarter 
of the workforce will work remotely 
on a full-time basis. 

Willis Towers Watson also predicts 
that in the future only about three 
in ten organisations will have their 
workforce	mostly	onsite.	Two	in	five	
organisations will have most of their 
employees using a hybrid model or 
exclusively working remotely.

In the LifeSearch survey, the most 
popular option for those who favoured 
a hybrid setup was a 50/50 split 
between home and work (44%). Of the 
remainder who wanted a split, 29% 
said they would like to spend three-
quarters of their time in the workplace 
and a quarter at home while 27% 
would prefer the opposite split: three-
quarters of their time at home and a 
quarter in the workplace.

\More	than	third	(35%)	responded	
that they would prefer to be in the 
workplace full-time, while just 15% 
said they would like to work from 
home full-time. 

Malcolm	says	that,	where	practicable,	
the	French	cosmetics	giant	was	already	
working towards a hybrid model 
across its global operations before the 
pandemic. What COVID-19 has done is 
accelerate this process. 

‘Pre-COVID	we	were	responding	to	
the needs of employees who wanted a 
better	home-life	balance,’	he	explains,	
‘and the pandemic “forced” us to 
accelerate this.

‘This	will	require	a	more	flexible	way	of	
working to create win-win conditions 
both	at	work	and	at	home.’

While IOSH calls on employers to 

ensure hybrid work arrangements are 
managed in a safe and healthy way, it 
points out that this model also offers 
strong	benefits	and	is	preferable	to	the	
option of working at home fulltime. 

‘There is less likelihood of isolation 
issues,’	warns	Michael.	‘Also,	it	helps	
with things like childcare, so very much 
from a wellbeing perspective, it is very 
beneficial.’

Michael	also	argues	that	from	a	more	
physical health and safety point 
of view and demographics, hybrid 
working	could	reduce	traffic	on	the	
roads, leading to fewer road-based 
fatalities. 

Destination unknown: the future of 
the travel and tourism industry

‘This	links	back	in	to	IOSH’s	road	safety	
policy, which talks about managers 
considering alternatives to driving such 
as	video	conferencing,’	he	adds.

However,	there	are	also	benefits	to	
having	staff	onsite.	While	L’Oréal’s	
philosophy worldwide on the future 
of work is largely hybrid, Staves 
concludes that one of the reasons why 
it	hasn’t	put	in	100%	working	at	home	
(where it is practicable) is because 
personal	contact	is	part	of	business’	
DNA	whatever	company	you	work	for.		
‘It’s	having	the	chat	in	the	corridor	
around	lunch,’	he	says.	‘A	lot	of	
business relationships and decisions 
are	made	outside	of	the	meetings.’

Adam	Pavey,	a	director	at	law	firm	

Pannone	Corporate,	warns,	however,	
that some employers may not 
support	more	flexible	work	patterns	
post-pandemic and may pressure 
employees	to	return	to	the	office	on	a	
more full-time basis. 

‘The extent to which an individual can 
work at home will often depend upon 
their	employer’s	particular	view	of	
home-working,’	he	says.

From	his	legal	work,	Pavey	believes	
there could be an increasing number 
of employment tribunals in the 
future that involve employees who 
have either been dismissed or have 
resigned because their employer 
will not support their home-working 
preference.

‘The big issue and where it seems to 
be cropping up more is in relation to a 
health	condition,’	he	continues.	

Pavey	argues	that	many	employees	
with disabilities have found that 
working at home has helped them 
better manage their condition. 
‘Employers are going to have to be 
very careful about discrimination 
and less favourable treatment and 
specifically	reasonable	adjustments,’	
he says.

‘Because	people	have	been	working	
from home for such a long time, and 
for the most part without that causing 
real	issues	for	organisations,	it’s	much	
harder now for an employer to say, 
“Continuing	to	work	at	home	isn’t	
a	reasonable	adjustment”	when	it’s	

proven to have worked over the past 
18	months.’

For	those	employees	who	do	want	
to	return	to	the	office	or	those	
who cannot work remotely, safety 
protocols in the workplace remain an 
important safeguard. 

Interestingly, however, the Willis 
Towers Watson survey found that 
only	one-in-five	employers	have	
encouraged their employees to get 
vaccinated.	What’s	more,	none	of	the	
organisations surveyed have asked 
their employees to get vaccinated 
before they return to the workplace. 
Two-in-three organisations admitted 
they had no intention of doing so.  

Covid-19 pandemic inspires 
new European workplace safety 
standards for home-workers

The	survey	findings	also	reveal	
businesses are still undecided on 
whether they will drop or maintain 
safety protocols and social distancing 
while at work. 

IOSH argues that these safety 
protocols	are	critical.	‘All	organisations	
should have a policy on COVID-19 on 
what they do and what they expect 
their employees to do when they 
return	to	the	office,’	says	Edwards.	
‘That’s	down	to	them	doing	their	
workplace risk assessment on how 
they are going to keep their employees 
safe and the outcome of that will help 
to	determine	their	policy.’

As	Staves	points	out,	hybrid	working	
isn’t	practicable	for	all	roles.	L’Oréal	
employs more than 85,000 employees 
plus temporary workers and for some 
of its staff, particularly those who 
work in its factories, it was ‘business as 
usual’	during	the	pandemic	especially	
as the company converted its 
manufacturing processes to provide 
sanitiser to hospitals and care homes 
during the pandemic.

This pattern has continued as the 
employment sector recovers from the 
pandemic and because manufacturers 
need to be on-site, there is a 
requirement for managers to spend time 
in these locations supporting their staff. 

Also,	because	L’Oréal	has	had	staff	
onsite during the pandemic, health and 
safety protocols have been a priority 
throughout to ensure a safe working 
environment is provided for employees 
wherever they are in the world. 

He adds that the future of work 
cannot	be	a	one-size-fits	all	approach.	
For	this	reason,	the	French	cosmetics	
giant has adapted its working models 
to individual business needs, as well as 
the	culture	of	the	workforce	in	specific	
countries.

‘It’s	critical	to	get	the	right	approach	for	
our employees no matter what role they 
have	or	where	they	are	in	the	world,’	he	
says. ‘That means companies must be 
flexible	and	adapt	their	approach.’	

IOSH calls for caution around return 
to workplaces

https://www.lifesearch.com/hwh
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With live online training courses, you get all the benefits of face-to-face learning with the 
convenience of online study wherever you are.  

Benefits 
• No travel or accommodation costs.

• No hours spent on long journeys to and from the course.

• Converse with the tutor in real time.

• Interactive group break-out sessions.

• All the course materials sent electronically prior to start.

How it Works 
Our courses are delivered by the tutor in the same way as face-to-face training. Delegates 
download the software in advance and receive the course handouts before joining, then they can 
join the course remotely through their own device. 

The platform allows delegates to interact with the tutor in real time and they will also take part 
in group break-out sessions with other delegates to work through exercises just as they would 
in a classroom. 

All exams are done virtually at the end of the course and results can be viewed immediately.

What our delegates have said

“Course was good and well delivered.” “I found the introduction, legislation and 
relationships between the duty holders at the beginning very valuable.” “Clear, 
engaging and well time-managed course."

Our next APS CDM2015 Awareness Course will be available Live Online with 
limited spaces available: 

Cost includes: 
• 2 x half days professional virtual training, includes presentation, group & individual

exercises, and course examination
• APS fee
• APS-accredited electronic certificate on passing the course
• Electronic main and additional handouts

If you would like to book Live Online training for a group, please get in touch! 

enquiries@callsafe-services.co.uk 

01889 577701 

£199.00 + VAT per delegate 
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13th	Dec	9.30am-12.30pm	–	Part	1		 14th	Dec	9.30am-12.30pm	–	Part	2	 Book	Here

18th	Jan	9.30am-12.30pm	–	Part	1		 19th	Jan	9.30am-12.30pm	–	Part	2	 Book	Here
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Construction (Design & Management) 
Regulations 2015 

CDM2015 Awareness 
Live Online Training Course 

 
This 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. This course 
is accredited by the Association for Project Safety (APS). 
 
Session 1 Introduction and Setting Course Objectives 

Session 2 Legislation 
History, application and definitions of CDM. CDM2015 transitional provisions. 
Domestic clients. Accident statistics and causations. 

Session 3 Relationships between the Client, Principal Designer, Designers, Principal 
Contractor and Contractors 
An outline of the interfaces between the parties involved in the construction 
process from concept to maintenance. Relationships between design, PCI, CPP & 
HSF. 

Session 4 Client 
Who is the client? Duties of the client. Evaluating competence and resources. 
Information to be provided by the Client. Notification to HSE. 

Session 5 Principal Designer 
The appointment and duties of the principal designer. Pre-Construction 
Information. Assessment of the design and the use of BIM. Health and Safety File. 
Optional assistance to the client. 

Session 6 Designers 
Who is the designer? The designers’ duties. An illustration of the requirements to 
eliminate and reduce risks by design. Information transfer and co-operation with 
the principal designer and other designers, etc. 

Session 7 Principal Contractor 
The duties of the principal contractor. Development and implementing the 
construction phase plan and the requirements for the health and safety file. 

Session 8 Contractors 
The duties of the contractors. Management, co-operation, co-ordination, 
communication, information and training. Summary of CDM2015, Part 4, General 
Requirements for all Construction Sites. 

Session 9 Examination 
Closed book, multi-choice examination. 

Session 10 Course Review and Conclusion 
 

Course Objectives 
Upon completion of the course, delegates should: 

 understand the need and application of the CDM regulations; 
 appreciate the framework of the regulations and the interfaces between the key 

parties; and 
 understand the duties and responsibilities of the client, principal designer, designers, 

principal contractor and contractors. 
 

Maximum number of delegates: 8 
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Reporting of injuries, diseases and 
dangerous occurrences 2013 (RIDDOR) 

– ignore them at your peril

The following article was published in 
the	Safety	&	Health	Practitioner	(SHP)	
magazine on 7 September 2021.
In	the	recent	case	of	R	(HSE)	v	Paul	
Adams	2021,	there	is	a	salutary	
reminder of the importance of prompt 
reporting of serious accidents to the 
appropriate regulatory authority, as 
Philip	Tracey,	Head	of	Regulatory	Health	
and	Safety	Law	at	Plexus	Law,	explains…
 
Over the last 18 months we have been 
living and working through a period 
of uncertainty which most of us have 
probably never experienced before. 
The focus for most has probably 
been to ensure business survival 
and maintaining normal output. 
Nevertheless, perhaps what might be 
considered routine functions as remain 
important as ever and you ignore them 
at our peril.

RIDDOR places an obligation on 
employers (and in certain cases others) 
to notify the appropriate authority of 
accidents resulting in specified injuries, 
disease or occurrence which arise 
from a work-related activity. Reg 4 of 
RIDDOR sets out the specified injuries 

which must be reported. It includes 
amputations. It also includes accidents 
which result in absence from work for 
more than seven consecutive days. 

The report to the regulator in respect 
of specified injuries must be made 
within 10 days (15 days for seven-day 
absences).

This is a self-reporting requirement 
and places the burden firmly on 
the dutyholder to report serious 
accidents, usually to the Health and 
Safety Executive (HSE), or in some 
circumstances the Environmental 
Health Office of the local authority (see 
Health	and	Safety(Enforcing	Authority)	
Regs 1998).

The report is the first notification to the 
HSE and is usually the catalyst for any 
HSE	investigation.	A	failure	to	report	
can have serious consequences for the 
dutyholder	as	Mr	Adams	found	to	his	
cost.

Mr	Adams	was	engaged	in	constructing	
a	two-storey	house	in	New	Malden.	He	
employed a Simon Lewis to assist. On 

Philip	Tracey,	Plexus	Law

18 January 2019, Lewis was clearing 
part of the site using an excavator, which 
tipped and trapped his leg. His leg was 
subsequently	amputated.	Mr	Adams	did	
not report the accident in accordance 
with	RIDDOR.	Mr	Lewis,	however,	
did lodge a complaint with the Health 
and Safety Executive some 7 months 
later.	Mr	Adams	had	no	EL	insurance,	
no health and safety documentation 
and had not obtained any health and 
safety qualifications during his 50 years 
of work in the construction injury. 
He had not investigated the accident 
and	blamed	Mr	Lewis.	Mr	Adams	was	
prosecuted for breach of RIDDOR in 
failing to report the accident. There 
were clearly aggravating factors which 
demonstrated a general failing to treat 
health and safety sufficiently seriously 
by	Adams.	Mr	Adams	was	sentenced	to	
24 weeks in prison.

Complying with legislation
The case serves to emphasise the 
importance of complying with health 
and safety legislation – it is not an 

optional	extra.	A	failure	to	comply	does	
not just run the risk of a significant 
fine but can lead to incarceration. 
Any	injury	in	the	workplace	can	have	
serious consequences for a business 
particularly small and medium size ones. 
It is important not to ignore the legal 
requirement.

RIDDOR reporting is a simple process. It 
is now completed online. There are a few 
points to bear in mind when completing 
the online document as follows:

•  Record the facts only as you know 
them. Do not offer any opinion, 
supposition or guesswork as to the 
cause of the accident.

•		 Make	sure	you	print	out	and	keep	a	
copy of the RIDDOR before sending 
it to the HSE.

Because	of	the	time	limits	involved	in	
reporting, by the time you have to report 
any investigation into the circumstances 
is still likely to be ongoing as to what was 
the cause of the accident and therefore 

you are unlikely to be able to comment 
on the cause of the accident at that 
stage. It may be necessary to engage 
an expert to advise on the cause of the 
accident.

Finally,	it	is	important	to	notify	your	
insurers (make sure you have EL 
insurance as it is an offence not to do 
so)[1].	A	serious	accident	is	likely	to	be	
disconcerting and has a potential to have 
a devastating impact on your business. 
It is likely to be a novel experience for 
you. It will not however be a novel 
experience for your insurers who will be 
able to assist you by engaging specialist 
legal and other expert advice on your 
behalf to guide you through the difficult 
process.

Click here to read more about this 
prosecution.

[1]	It	was	reported	that	although	Mr	
Adams	had	no	employer’s	liability	
insurance, it seems he was not 
prosecuted in relation to that offence.
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ONLINE UKATA ASBESTOS 
AWARENESS TRAINING £25.00 
+VAT

ONLINE CPD ASBESTOS 
AWARENESS TRAINING £20.00 
+VAT

ONLINE CDM REGULATIONS 2015 
– OVERVIEW £25.00	+VAT

ONLINE CDM REGULATIONS 2015 
- THE CLIENT £25.00	+VAT

ONLINE CDM REGULATIONS 2015 
– THE PRINCIPAL DESIGNER / 
DESIGNER
	 £25.00	+VAT

ONLINE GDPR COURSE
	 £15.00	+VAT

DUE TO THE CORONAVIRUS 
PANDEMIC CALLSAFE SERVICES 
LIMITED HAVE SUSPENDED 
ALL OF OUR FACE-TO-FACE 
TRAINING, BUT WE STILL HAVE 
OUR E-LEARNING COURSES 
AVAILABLE, THAT CAN BE 
ACCESSED THROUGH OUR 
WEBSITE AT: WWW.CALLSAFE-
SERVICES.CO.UK, AS FOLLOWS:

onlinetrainingcourses
ONLINE ENVIRONMENTAL 
SAFETY
	 £35.00	+VAT
IN-SERVICE INSPECTION 
AND TESTING OF ELECTRICAL 
EQUIPMENT PAT TESTING 
(REFRESHER) AWARENESS
	 £15.00	+VAT
ONLINE CONTROL OF 
SUBSTANCES HAZARDOUS TO 
HEALTH COSHH
	 £15.00	+VAT

ONLINE CONTROL OF 
SUBSTANCES HAZARDOUS TO 
HEALTH COSHH REFRESHER 
£10.00	+VAT

ONLINE DISPLAY SCREEN 
EQUIPMENT TRAINING £15.00 
+VAT
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ONLINE DISPLAY SCREEN 
EQUIPMENT TRAINING 
REFRESHER £10.00	+VAT

ONLINE FIRE SAFETY TRAINING
 £15.00	+VAT

ONLINE FIRE SAFETY TRAINING 
REFRESHER	 £10.00	+VAT

ONLINE ABRASIVE WHEEL 
TRAINING
	 £15.00	+VAT

ONLINE ABRASIVE WHEEL 
TRAINING REFRESHER £10.00 
+VAT

ONLINE HEALTH AND SAFETY 
LEVEL 2
	 £25.00	+VAT

ONLINE LOCAL EXHAUST 
VENTILATION TRAINING £15.00 
+VAT

ONLINE LOCAL EXHAUST 
VENTILATION TRAINING 
REFRESHER	 £10.00	+VAT

LEGIONELLA AWARENESS
	 £15.00	+VAT

LEGIONELLA AWARENESS 
REFRESHER
	 £10.00	+VAT

ONLINE OFFICE SAFETY  £25.00 
+VAT
FIRE WARDEN TRAINING £30.00 
+VAT

FIRE WARDEN TRAINING 
REFRESHER
	 £18.00	+VAT

ONLINE FALLS PREVENTION-
WORKING AT HEIGHTS £15.00	+VAT
ONLINE FALLS PREVENTION-
WORKING AT HEIGHTS 
REFRESHER £10.00	+VAT

ONLINE FOOD SAFETY TRAINING
£15.00	+VAT

ONLINE FOOD SAFETY TRAINING 
REFRESHER £10.00	+VAT

ONLINE SLIPS AND TRIPS 
TRAINING
 £15.00	+VAT

ONLINE SLIPS AND TRIPS 
TRAINING REFRESHER £10.00	+VAT

ONLINE BASIC FIRST AID 
TRAINING 
	 £15.00	+VAT
ONLINE RISK ASSESSMENTS 
TRAINING
 £15.00	+VAT

ONLINE LONE AND REMOTE 
WORKER (PERSONAL SECURITY) 
£15.00	+VAT



appropriately supervised.

“Companies should be aware that HSE 
will not hesitate to take appropriate 
enforcement action against those that 
fall below the required standards.”

CONTRACTORS SENTENCED AFTER 
EMPLOYEE BREAKS BACK IN FALL 
FROM HEIGHT
On 2 September 2021 a building 
contractor	and	a	roofing	contractor	
have	been	fined	after	an	employee	fell	
five	metres	from	a	first-floor	extension,	
breaking several vertebrae in his lower 
back. 

Liverpool	Magistrates’	Court	heard	
that	on	11	June	2018,	Grayton	Building	
Contractors Ltd was undertaking a 
first-floor	extension	to	a	residential	
bungalow	in	Noel	Gate,	Aughton.	An	
employee	was	fitting	fascia	boards	
and	soffits	to	allow	roofers	employed	
by Thomas Dean, who had arrived 
on site a week early, to commence 
work. Whilst stepping across a gap 
in the incomplete working platform 
to descend from the roof, the ladder, 
which was not tied, slipped sideways, 
causing	him	to	fall.	As	a	result	of	his	
injuries, he was unable to work for eight 
weeks.    

The resulting HSE investigation found 
that	both	Grayton	Building	Contractors	

Ltd	and	the	roofing	contractor,	Thomas	
Dean, had failed to properly plan the 
work, to assess the risks and to provide 
appropriate supervision. Subsequently 
the work at height equipment selected 
was not suitable and the work was not 
carried out safely.

Grayton	Building	Contractors	Ltd	
pleaded guilty to a breach of Regulation 
4(1) of the Work at Height Regulations 
2005.	The	company	was	fined	£15,000	
and ordered to pay costs of £3,742 
Thomas Dean pleaded guilty to a 
breach of Regulation 4(1) of the Work 
at Height Regulations 2005 and was 
fined	£400	and	ordered	to	pay	costs	of	
£3,000 

DIVING CONTRACTOR FINED FOR 
SAFETY BREACHES
On 3 September 2021 diving 
contractor, Orkney Dived Scallops Ltd, 
was	fined	for	breaches	of	the	Diving	at	
Work Regulations 1997, following an 
investigation by the HSE.

Kirkwall Sheriff Court heard that the 
company were carrying out commercial 
diving operations for scallops without 
the required safety measures in place.
The HSE investigation found that, in 
2016, the dive contractor carried out 
a diving operation where two divers 
were in the water, leaving only one 
person on board. One of the divers 

was a young person who did not have 
the	necessary	diving	qualification	or	
certificate	of	medical	fitness	to	dive.
In 2017 there was a further incident 
where a diver went missing whilst 
diving	for	scallops	in	the	Pentland	
Firth.	He	was	found	alive	11	hours	later	
drifting off the Scottish mainland near 
Duncansby.

Neither of these dives were planned, 
managed or conducted safely and the 
dive contractor has important legal 
duties to ensure the diving operations 
are carried out properly.

Orkney Dived Scallops Ltd pleaded 
guilty to breaching Section 15 and 33 
of	the	Health	&	Safety	at	Work	etc	Act	
1974 and Regulation 6 of the Diving at 
Work Regulations 1997. The company 
has	been	fined	£15,000.

After	the	hearing,	HSE	inspector	of	
Diving	Bill	Elrick	commented,	“The	
company showed a complete lack 
of duty of care to their divers. Young 
people are vulnerable and need to be 
protected in their workplace. Having 
only one person on the vessel meant 
it would be virtually impossible to 
recover a stricken diver and divers 
must	be	appropriately	qualified	and	
medically	fit	to	dive.”

“Orkney Dived Scallops Ltd failed 

latestprosecutionslatestprosecutions
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FENCING MANUFACTURER 
AND SITE OWNER FINED AFTER 
EMPLOYEE FATALITY
On 2 September 2021 a fencing 
manufacturer, and the owner of the 
yard where the business operates, have 
been	fined	following	the	death	of	an	
employee at the site.

North	Somerset	Magistrates’	Court	
heard	how	on	14	August	2017;	
Roderick	McKenzie	Hopes	was	
working	for	PA	Fencing	Ltd	at	the	yard.	
A	telescopic	forklift	(telehandler)	used	
to move timber, was lifted too high. 
It tipped over, knocking over some 
stacked	timber	which	fell	on	to	Mr	
Hopes resulting in his death.

An	investigation	by	the	Health	and	
Safety Executive (HSE) found that the 
telehandler’s	safety	device,	designed	
to stop loads being lifted so high, 
had not worked for a long time and 
maintenance had failed to identify this. 
Furthermore,	the	machine	operator	
had not received full training in its use 
and the machine was regularly used to 
lift overly heavy loads.

The yard supervisor did not know how 
the machine should be used safely. The 
yard	wasn’t	laid	out	to	allow	the	safe	
stacking of material.

The	investigation	also	found	that	PA	
Fencing	Ltd	shared	the	machine	with	

Mr	David	Crossman,	who	owns	the	
neighbouring farm and rents the yard 
to	PA	Fencing	Ltd.	Neither	PA	Fencing	
Ltd	nor	Mr	Crossman	had	ensured	that	
the machine was properly maintained 
nor that it was independently 
thoroughly examined, a test which 
must be done at least annually.

PA	Fencing	Limited	pleaded	guilty	to	
breaching Section 2(1) of the Health & 
Safety	at	Work	Act	1974.	The	company	
was	fined	£35,000.00	and	ordered	to	
pay costs of £7500.00.

David	Crossman	of	Ham	Farm	
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	and	was	fined	
£3000.00 and ordered to pay costs of 
£7500.00.

Speaking after the hearing HSE 
inspector Tania Nickson said:

“This incident could so easily have been 
avoided by simply ensuring that the 
vehicle in question had been properly 
maintained and thoroughly examined.
“This	failure	was	compounded	by	PA	
Fencing	Ltd	not	ensuring	their	yard	was	
set up to safely store timber or that 
their drivers were properly trained and 



AN INSTALLER OF FIRE 
SUPPRESSION SYSTEMS AND A 
MANUFACTURER OF ALCOHOLIC 
DRINKS FINED AFTER AN 
EMPLOYEE WAS CRUSHED BY 
MACHINERY
On 6 September 2021 an employee 
of	Fire	Protection	Group	(FPG)	was	
working	at	Chivas	Brothers	Limited	
(CBL)	premises	when	he	was	crushed	
and trapped in a Kardex Remstar 
Shuttle	XP500	machine.

Dumbarton Sheriff Court heard that 
on	22	February	2017,	a	fire	alarm	
engineer,	employed	by	FPG,	was	
undertaking a visual inspection of 
fire	suppression	systems	at	CBL’s	
bottling plant in Kilmalid, Dumbarton. 
Side	panels	that	act	as	fixed	guards	
preventing access to dangerous moving 
parts inside of the machines were 
removed	so	that	the	FPG	employee	
could gain access inside to carry out the 
inspections. Only part of the machine 
was isolated from power sources. 
The	FPG	employee	was	crushed	and	
trapped when the extractor device 
of the machine was activated. He 
sustained crushing injuries to his right 
side.

The HSE investigation found that both 
FPG	and	CBL	had	duties	to	ensure	that	
there was an appropriate exchange 
of important health and safety 

information in advance of, and during, 
the work activity. They failed to ensure 
that all the systems were isolated 
before removing the covers.

Fire	Protection	Group	pleaded	guilty	
to breaching the Health and Safety at 
Work	etc	Act	1974,	Sections	2(1),	2(2)
(a)	and	(c),	and	was	fined	£50,000.
Chivas	Brothers	Limited	pleaded	guilty	
to breaching the Health and Safety at 
Work	etc	Act	1974	Sections	3(1)	and	
33(1)(a)	and	was	fined	£50,000.

FOOD MANUFACTURER FINED 
AFTER WORKERS ARE EXPOSED 
TO SULPHUR DIOXIDE
On 6 September 2021 a food 
manufacturing company, based in 
Holbeach	Lincolnshire,	was	fined	after	
employees were exposed to sulphur 
dioxide (SO2) gas released as a result 
of poor planning and unsafe systems 
of work during the commissioning and 
operation of a new potato processing 
line. 

Lincoln	Magistrates’	Court	heard	that	
AH	Worth	Ltd	(formerly	known	as	QV	
Foods	Ltd)	purchased	a	new	potato	
processing line in 2018. The purchased 
line dipped the cut potatoes into a 
substance	(Microsoak)	to	prevent	them	
browning. The purchase, installation 
and commissioning work was poorly 
planned. During commissioning, the 

Microsoak	gave	off	sulphur	dioxide	gas	
that affected workers in the packhouse. 
The	company	made	modifications	to	
the line to attempt to cure the problem, 
but it caused the nozzles on the line to 
repeatedly block up and more sulphur 
dioxide	to	be	given	off.	A	maintenance	
engineer attempting to unblock the 
nozzles on the 11 June 2018 was 
badly exposed to the sulphur dioxide. 
The factory had to be evacuated and 
other workers in the vicinity were also 
affected. The maintenance engineer 
and another worker were so badly 
affected that they were not able to 
return to work due to the effects of the 
gas on their lungs.

An	investigation	carried	out	by	the	
HSE found that the work should have 
been properly planned mindful of 
the risks involved. There should have 
been	adequate	flows	of	information	
between	QV	Foods	Ltd	and	the	
contractors involved. Commissioning 
should have been properly planned.

When they started to have problems, 
they should have stopped and properly 
evaluated the solutions before going 
ahead and modifying the line. The 
maintenance workers and those on the 
line should have been provided with 
adequate information, instruction and 
training about the new line and what 
to do. There should have been a safe 
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to comply with health and safety 
regulations which led to the incident 
in 2017. It is very unusual for a missing 
diver to survive in Scottish waters for 
this length of time.”
While carrying out the investigation, 
the inspectors wore body-worn CCTV 
cameras which is now common practice 
and is an excellent way of capturing 
evidence.

CONSTRUCTION COMPANY 
PROSECUTED FOR MULTIPLE 
SAFETY FAILINGS
On 3 September 2021 a construction 
company	was	fined	after	repeated	
health and safety breaches, giving rise 
to	significant	risk,	were	found	on	a	site	
in	Bolton.

Manchester	Magistrates’	Court	heard	
how inspections at the construction site 
at	Manchester	Road,	Bolton,	had	taken	
place three times between October 
2019	to	January	2020	by	the	HSE.	As	
a result of these inspections, multiple 
Prohibition	and	Improvement	Notices	
were	issued	to	Venus	Properties	and	
Development Limited for various 
Health and Safety failings. Work at 
height breaches were found on every 
occasion and other breaches included 
sleeping on site, lack of guarding on 
a metal guillotine, electrical safety, 
wood dust and safety during lifting 
operations.

The HSE investigation found that 
Venus	Properties	and	Development	
Limited failed to properly assess, plan 
and implement health and safety 
procedures and measures resulting 
in repeated breaches giving rise to 
significant	risk.

Venus	Properties	and	Development	
Limited pleaded guilty to breaching 
Section 2(1) of the Health and Safety 
at	Work	etc.	Act	1974	and	was	fined	
£23,000 with costs of £6,917.40.

RUBBER PROCESSING COMPANY 
FINED AFTER WORKER SUFFERS 
SERIOUS INJURIES AFTER BEING 
TRAPPED IN MACHINERY
On 3 September 2021 a rubber 
processing	company	was	fined	after	
a	worker’s	arm	was	trapped	in	in	a	
conveyor.

Tameside	Magistrates	Court	heard	
how, on 4 January 2018, an employee 
of	Marple	Polymers	Processors	Limited	
was cleaning a stationary conveyor 
belt	on	a	Banbury	mixing	machine.	
Unaware cleaning was taking place, 
another employee started the conveyor 
belt	system.	The	original	employee’s	
left arm became trapped between the 
conveyor belt and the tension idler 
causing serious injuries to their arm and 
hand.

An	investigation	by	the	HSE	found	
that	the	company’s	system	of	work	
was unsafe as it relied too heavily on 
effective communication between 
employees who were working on 
the machine in a dark and noisy 
environment.

Marple	Polymer	Processors	Limited	
pleaded guilty to breaching Section 2(1) 
of the Health and Safety at Work etc. 
Act	1974	and	was	fined	£20,000	and	
ordered to pay costs of £7,269.30.

After	the	hearing	HSE	inspector	Simon	
Bland	said:	“This	injury	could	have	
easily been prevented had a robust safe 
system of work been in place which 
included, for example, the isolation of 
power to the machine whilst cleaning 
was carried out.  Employers should 
properly assess the hazards associated 
with the operation of machinery and 
put in place effective control measures 
which employees understand and 
follow when operating, maintaining and 
cleaning machinery”.
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of	the	online	course	pre-requisites,	Mr	
Roberts determined that the planned 
dive would be a free diving session 
and fun dive rather than a training dive 
where	he	would	check	the	students’	
abilities in-water and provide feedback 
to them prior to enrolling them on the 
course and starting the training the 
following day.

Mr	Roberts	determined	that	they	
would complete an assessment dive 
to a maximum depth of 45 metres 
to	assess	their	competency.	After	
entering the water, they descended a 
shotline	slowly	to	13	metres,	when	Mr	
Roberts’	friend	disappeared	from	view.	
Mr	Roberts	travelled	back	up	the	line	
to the surface to check on his friend to 
find	he	had	abandoned	the	dive	as	his	
dry suit was leaking water.

When	Mr	Roberts	returned	down	
the line to a depth of 13 metres, the 
two students were out of sight, having 
continued	to	the	seabed.	Mr	Roberts	
travelled	down	the	line,	but	couldn’t	
locate them.

Once they had reached the seabed, 
they	encountered	difficulties	and	Mr	
Peace	became	unresponsive.

His dive buddy made several attempts 
to	rescue	Mr	Peace	but	was	forced	to	
return to the surface for his own safety. 

Mr	Peace’s	body	was	later	recovered	by	
police divers using a sonar search.

The resulting investigation by the 
HSE	found	that	Ashley	Roberts	did	
not conduct a suitable assessment of 
the competence of the pupils prior to 
commencement	of	the	dive.	Although	
an assessment dive was carried out 
it	was	not	sufficient	to	measure	the	
capability of the divers and should 
have been carried out at a depth 
much shallower than 45m. There was 
also a failure to verify the number 
of	rebreather	hours	Mr	Peace	had	
completed during his previous dives 
or	to	check	each	diver’s	rescue	ability.	
The men should have been under the 
supervision of an instructor at all times 
and particularly during an assessment.
Ashley	Roberts	pleaded	guilty	to	
breaching Section 3(1) and Section 
37(1) of the Health & Safety at Work 
etc	Act	1974.	He	was	fined	£2,300.
Ash	Roberts	Technical	Limited	was	
dissolved on 9 July 2019.

Speaking after the hearing, HSE 
specialist	diving	inspector	Alister	
Wallbank said: “This was a highly 
traumatic incident for all involved and 
a	tragedy	for	William	Peace	and	his	
family.	Mr	Roberts	was	responsible	for	
the appropriate level of assessment, 
instruction and supervision. The 
conduct	of	Mr	Roberts	undertaking	

at the pre-dive and assessment stages 
exposed	William	Peace	and	his	co-pupil	
to increased risks to their health and 
safety than might otherwise have been 
the case.

“Diving is inherently risky and 
particularly more so when divers are 
undergoing training and assessment. 
There are many potential risks and it 
is ultimately the responsibility of the 
diving instructor to manage these risks 
when supervising, training or assessing 
in what are often dynamic situations.”

He	added:	“Many	diver	training	courses	
require an initial assessment dive 
in order to establish that divers can 
demonstrate the required pre-requisite 
competency before progressing to 
formal training and assessment of 
more advanced skills and techniques. 
Competency is a combination of skills, 
knowledge and experience, it is a 
recognised fact that many previously 
learned diver skills can fade over time if 
not routinely or recently practiced. It is 
vitally important that a diving instructor 
adheres to the training guidance 
provided by the diving federation under 
which they are instructing and conduct 
these initial assessment dives in such 
a way as to reduce any risks so far as is 
reasonably practicable.”
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system of work in place for unblocking 
the nozzles and the workers should 
have been provided with additional 
PPE.

AH	Worth	Ltd	pleaded	guilty	to	
breaching Section 2(1) of the Health 
and	Safety	at	Work	etc	Act	1974	in	
that it failed to ensure, so far as was 
reasonably practicable, the health and 
safety at work of its employees. The 
company	were	fined	£300,000	and	
ordered to pay costs of £9924.90 with 
a victim surcharge of £170.

Speaking after the hearing HSE 
inspector	Mr	Martin	Giles	said:	“This	
was a tragic and wholly avoidable 
incident, caused by the failure of 
the company to plan properly for 
the introduction of new plant and 
equipment. It made alterations to the 
new plant without adequate thought 
and planning, failed to implement safe 
systems of work and failed to react 
adequately when things started to go 
wrong”.

COMPANY FINED AFTER WORKER 
CRUSHED AT COAL FACE
On 10 September 2021 mining 
company,	Three	D’s	Mining	Ltd,	was	
fined	for	safety	breaches	following	a	
fall of ground on the NW9 coal face at 
Dan-y-Graig No 4 colliery located near 
the village of Crynant, South Wales.

Swansea Crown Court heard that, on 
15 November 2017, two workers were 
preparing the roof for the erection of 
supports with the use of a pneumatic 
chisel when 0.6 tonne of stone fell from 
the roof and hit one of the workers on 
his	back.	He	suffered	significant	crush	
injuries, large pelvic haematoma and a 
three spinal fractures.

The HSE investigation found that 
the company had not carried out 
an assessment of the strength of 
the timber. The 24mm timber used 
to support the roof was not strong 
enough. The timber was not industry 
standard half rounds or split bars which 
are 65mm thick.

Three	D’s	Mining	Ltd	Dan-y-Graig	No	4	
Colliery were found guilty of breaching 
Sections 2(1) and 3(1) of the Health 
&	Safety	at	Work	etc	Act	1974.	Also,	
Regulation	3(1)	of	the	Management	of	
Health and Safety Regulations 1999.
The	company	has	been	fined	£100,000	
payable over four years. Costs were not 
awarded as the company is entering 
administration.

Speaking after the hearing, HSE 
Principal	inspector	Adrian	Taylor	said:	
“Small coal operators should follow 
industry guidance on the use of support 
material	on	small	coal	faces.	Any	
changes should be fully assessed to 

check suitability.

“Companies should be aware that HSE 
will not hesitate to take appropriate 
enforcement action against those that 
fall below the required standards.”

DIVING INSTRUCTOR SENTENCED 
AFTER TRAINEE DIES DURING DIVE
On 14 September 2021 a technical 
diving instructor has been sentenced 
after he failed to properly assess the 
competency of two pupils prior to a 
deep-water dive in Scotland, which 
ended in a fatality.

Edinburgh Sheriff Court heard how, 
on	8	July	2017,	William	Peace	and	
another pupil were due to take part in 
a 45m dive off the coast of Dunbar to 
the wreck of the U74E – a 755-tonne 
German mine laying submarine, which 
sank in 1916. The men were taking 
part in closed-circuit rebreather 
diving, which is more technical than 
scuba diving and enables divers to dive 
to greater depths. They had joined 
technical	diving	instructor	Ashley	
Roberts,	sole	director	of	Ash	Roberts	
Technical Limited, to complete their 
Technical Diving International (TDI) 
mixed gas closed-circuit rebreather 
course. They were also accompanied by 
a	friend	of	Mr	Roberts.

As	the	students	had	not	completed	all	
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Briar	Chemicals	Ltd	failed	to	take	
all necessary measures to prevent 
the explosion and pleaded guilty to a 
breach	of	Regulation	5	of	the	COMAH	
Regulations 2015. The company was 
fined	£1million	and	ordered	to	pay	
costs of £10,967.20.

Speaking after the hearing, HSE 
inspector	Frances	Bailey,	who	led	the	
three-year investigation, commented:
“This was a complex and highly 
technical investigation, due to the 
chemical hazards on site and the 
number of underlying issues which 
combined to cause the explosion. 
HSE hope that this case helps to 
communicate important safety 
messages to wider industry so 
that	other	fires	and	explosions	are	
prevented in future.

“Any	company	handling	or	storing	
flammables	should	consider	the	
potential	risk	of	fire	and	explosion	and	
ensure they have robust procedures 
in place to minimise and control risk 
at all times, including during planned 
maintenance work.”

RECYCLING COMPANY FINED 
FOR POOR HEALTH AND SAFETY 
MANAGEMENT
On 16 September 2021 a waste and 
recycling	company	was	fined	after	HSE	
inspectors discovered widespread poor 

management of health and safety risks 
at their site in West Drayton, London.
Westminster	Magistrates	Court	heard	
that,	on	21	March	2019,	inspectors	
attended Iver Recycling (UK) Limited, 
Holloway Lane, West Drayton, to 
carry out a routine inspection, where 
they discovered widespread risk to 
employees and poor health and safety 
management of the site.

HSE	revisited	the	site	on	1	April	2019	
with electrical engineering, mechanical 
engineering and civil engineering 
specialists to assess the site. In total, 
the	HSE	issued	nine	Prohibition	
Notices and seven Improvement 
Notices. Conditions were so bad that 
an investigation was conducted to help 
understand the underlying causes of 
the conditions seen. The investigation 
concluded that a lack of competent 
advice, risk assessment and poor 
management had led to deterioration 
of conditions on site, despite previous 
enforcement being issued by HSE.

Iver Recycling (UK) Limited failed to 
appear at the hearing on 16 September 
2021, and the case was heard in their 
absence.	The	court	found	that	HSE’s	
case, a breach of Health and Safety 
at	Work	etc.	Act	1974	Section	2(1)	
had been proved. The company were 
issued	with	a	£200,000	fine	and	order	
to pay cost of £7,125.72 and the victim 

surcharge of £170.

Following	the	hearing,	HSE	inspector	
Sarah	Pearce	said:	“Companies	should	
be aware that if they fail to operate 
their businesses in a manner which 
protects the health and safety of those 
who work there, HSE will pursue those 
responsible to the highest possible 
level. The conditions seen at this site 
should not occur in 21st-century 
Britain.

PRINCIPAL CONTRACTOR 
PROSECUTED AFTER SPOT CHECK 
REVEALS MULTIPLE BREACHES
On 17 September 2021 a construction 
contractor	has	been	fined	after	multiple	
health	and	safety	issues	were	identified	
during a proactive Covid spot check at a 
site	in	Manchester.

Manchester	Magistrates’	Court	heard	
that, on 9 July 2020, a HSE inspector 
performed a proactive Covid-19 spot 
check at a construction site in the city.
During the inspection, a host of safety 
issues	were	identified	including	
working at height, welfare, Covid-19, 
site security, and electricity. The 
principal contractor was served 
with	a	Prohibition	Notice	and	two	
Improvement Notices.

A	return	inspection	was	made	on	
the	17	August	2020,	after	very	little	
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FOOD PROCESSING COMPANY 
FINED AFTER WORKER SUFFERED 
THUMB AMPUTATION FROM 
MACHINERY
On	16	September	2021	Troy	Foods	
Ltd was sentenced for safety breaches 
after a production supervisor suffered 
a serious injury when his hand came 
into contact with dangerous parts of a 
potato processing machine.

Leeds	Magistrates’	Court	heard	that,	on	
2 September 2019 at the site at Royds 
Farm	Industrial	Estate,	Farm	Road,	
Leeds, the supervisor was cleaning 
out machinery between product runs 
when his hand came into contact 
with a rotating auger which was not 
adequately guarded. He sustained 
injuries which resulted in a thumb 
amputation	and	a	broken	finger.

An	investigation	by	the	HSE	found	that	
access to the dangerous rotating auger 
was possible because the bagging 
unit conveyor and auger were not 
adequately guarded, and the machine 
did not comply with safety reach 
distances	set	out	in	BS	EN	13857.
Troy	Foods	Ltd	pleaded	guilty	to	
breaching Regulation 11(1) of the 
Provision	and	Use	of	work	Equipment	
Regulations 1998. The company has 
been	fined	£33,333	and	ordered	to	pay	
£670.53 in costs and a victim surcharge 
of £180.

After	the	hearing,	HSE	inspector	Julian	
Franklin	commented:	“Employers	
should make sure they properly assess 
and apply effective control measures to 
minimise the risk from dangerous parts 
of machinery.

“This incident could so easily have been 
avoided by simply carrying out correct 
control measures and safe working 
practices”

CHEMICAL COMPANY FINED 
£1MILLION FOR FATAL EXPLOSION
On 16 September 2021 chemical 
company,	Briar	Chemicals	Ltd,	has	been	
fined	£1million	after	a	man	died	in	an	
explosion	at	its	site	in	Sweet	Briar	Road,	
Norwich.

Chelmsford	Magistrates	Court	heard	
how, on the 27 July 2018, maintenance 
contractor, Rob Cranston, aged 46, 
was carrying out repair work on a 
mixing vessel during a planned period 
of shutdown maintenance. t is thought 
that his welding torch or grinder 
accidentally	ignited	flammable	Toluene	
vapour inside the vessel, which should 
not have been present when the work 
commenced.	Mr	Cranston’s	son	Owen,	
aged 22, was working alongside his 
father when he was killed in the blast.

The HSE investigation found that a 

quantity of Toluene residue had been 
left inside the vessel after shutdown 
cleaning at the beginning of June 
2018. Two damaged valves situated 
above the vessel in the Toluene supply 
pipe, were also found to be leaking. 
Operatives had been instructed to 
transfer a large quantity of Toluene 
from one storage tank to another via 
this pipe which allowed additional 
flammable	liquid	to	leak	into	the	vessel	
which was supposed to be empty and 
clean.

In a Victim Impact Statement read out 
in	court,	Mr	Cranston’s	widow,	Claire,	
said:

“We	married	on	16	August	2003;	
he would have been 50 years old 
this year. He was so well-known and 
liked. I had his funeral at the Norwich 
Cathedral, there were over 750 people 
in attendance.

“This has obviously been horrendous 
for both our sons, particularly Owen 
having to deal with actually being there 
at the time. Our lives changed forever 
that day. We will never forget him and 
are only left wondering what the future 
would have held for us all together. 
We were still young enough to have 
had years of happiness ahead. He will 
miss	seeing	our	sons’	lives	develop	and	
grandchildren in years to come.”
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associated with working at height are 
well known. This incident could so easily 
have been avoided by simply carrying 
out correct control measures and safe 
working practices. Temporary stairwell 
covers need to be inspected the same as 
any other working platforms.

“Companies should be aware that HSE 
will not hesitate to take appropriate 
enforcement action against those that 
fall below the required standards.”

UPVC MANUFACTURER FINED 
AFTER WORKER SUFFERED LIFE 
CHANGING INJURIES DUE TO 
FALLING MATERIALS
On	-21	September	2021	UPVC	
manufacturer, Solarframe Limited, was 
sentenced for safety breaches after a 
machine operative was crushed under 
falling materials.

Sheffield	Magistrates’	Court	heard	that,	
on 19 July 2017, an agency worker was 
assisting the driver of a forklift truck 
(FLT)	in	cataloguing	and	sorting	UPVC	
materials that were stored on long metal 
frames	called	‘stillages’,	which	in	turn	
were stacked on top of one another 
on	top	of	a	wheeled	dolly.	The	FLT	was	
being used to pull out the dollies and 
stacks and lift each individual stillage 
down so the contents could be inspected 
and	tidied	at	the	yard	in	Fields	End	
Industrial	Park,	Rotherham.

The	FLT	driver	began	to	restack	the	
completed stillages onto a pile on 
the	dolly,	when	the	tips	of	the	FLT	
forks protruded beyond the dolly 
and caught underneath the stillages 
stacked behind it. The stillages became 
unbalanced and fell on to a 56-year-old 
worker who was in the yard looking for 
materials.

He sustained a double broken pelvis, a 
broken and dislocated left arm, broken 
ribs left and right side, punctured 
lung, broken scapula, double broken 
clavicle, double fractured jaw, fractured 
cheekbone which involved the eye 
socket, and two trapped vertebrae 
in the back of his neck. He was kept 
in an induced coma for three weeks 
following the incident.

A	HSE	investigation	found	that	the	
company had failed to carry out a suitable 
and sufficient risk assessment, which 
identified the risk of lifting equipment 
making contact with other items located 
nearby.	The	FLT	in	use	was	too	large	for	
the planned activity and the height of the 
stillages was too great, which presented 
a danger of them becoming unbalanced. 
Measures	should	also	have	been	taken	
to segregate pedestrians from moving 
vehicles at the site.

 Solarframe Limited pleaded guilty to 
breaching Section 2(1) of the Health 

&	Safety	at	Work	etc	Act	1974.	The	
company	was	fined	£30,000	and	
ordered to pay costs of £5,346.

KITCHEN MANUFACTURING 
COMPANY FINED AFTER WORKER 
INJURED BY MACHINERY
On 23 September 2021 kitchen 
manufacturing	company,	Omega	PLC,	
were sentenced for safety breaches 
after a worker severely injured their 
finger	in	unguarded	machinery.

Sheffield	Magistrates’	Court	heard	
that,	on	8	May	2018,	the	worker	was	
processing wood panels on an edge-
banding machine at a kitchen unit 
manufacturing factory in Doncaster. 
A	panel	became	stuck	in	the	process.	
When the worker accessed the inner 
part of the machine to clear the 
blockage, his hand entered the milling 
block area, which caused a severe 
laceration	to	the	middle	finger	on	the	
left hand resulting in amputation.

An	investigation	by	the	HSE	found	that	
the machine was inadequately guarded 
at the front. It found that employees 
would climb onto the machine bed 
from the unguarded front and were 
able to access the area of danger when 
carrying out activities such as routine 
maintenance and to clear blockages.

Omega	PLC	pleaded	guilty	to	breaching	

communication from the principal 
contractor. Little or no improvements 
had been made regarding the issues 
and additional enforcement action 
was required, including a further 
Prohibition	Notice	regarding	an	
unsupported excavation.

It was subsequently established that 
the contractor had failed to comply 
with any of the Improvement Notices 
HSE had served.

Principal	contractor,	Umar	Akram	
Khatab, pleaded guilty to breaches of 
Section 2(1) of the Health & Safety at 
Work	etc.	Act	1974	and	Regulation	
13(1) of the Construction (Design 
and	Management)	Regulations	2015.	
He was sentenced to a 12-month 
community order. He was also ordered 
to pay £3,000 towards costs and a 
victim surcharge of £95.

Speaking after the hearing, HSE 
inspector Rebecca Vaudrey said: “HSE 
prides itself on being a proportionate 
and evidence-based regulator. Since 
the beginning of the pandemic HSE 
has carried out more than 316,000 
Covid spot checks, with the priority to 
urgently make workplaces safe from 
transmission risks, rather than heavy-
handed enforcement.

“These checks have demonstrated that 

the majority of employers want to do 
the right thing to ensure their workers 
go home safe and well.

“This	is	the	first	prosecution	to	arise	
from the Spot Check programme. 
We’ve	repeatedly	stressed	that	
prosecution is a last resort, but this case 
clearly illustrates that where there is 
consistent disregard to Covid or other 
risks	to	employees’	health	and	safety,	
HSE will use its powers to take action.”

CONSTRUCTION COMPANY FINED 
AFTER THREE CONTRACTORS FELL 
FROM HEIGHT
On 20 September 2021 a construction 
company	has	been	fined	following	an	
incident where three contractors fell 
from height suffering serious injuries.

North	Somerset	Magistrates’	Court	
heard how, on 18 July 2018, three 
bricklayers fell approximately 2.5 
metres	onto	a	concrete	floor	sustaining	
serious injuries ranging from a broken 
back, a broken sternum to a swollen 
knee. The three workers fell through a 
temporary stairwell cover, which gave 
way underneath them because it had 
not	been	correctly	fitted.

The resulting investigation by the HSE 
found	that	St	Modwen	Homes	Limited	
did not have a robust system in place 
to ensure that the temporary stairwell 
cover	was	identified	as	a	temporary	
working platform and treated as such. 
It failed to coordinate matters relating 
to the safe use of the temporary 
platform and it failed to plan, manage 
and monitor the installation, inspection, 
maintenance and use of the temporary 
working platform.

St	Modwen	Homes	Limited	pleaded	
guilty to breaching the Construction 
(Design	and	Management)	Regulations	
2015, contravening Regulation 13(1). 
The	company	has	been	fined	£200,000	
and ordered to pay costs of £13,332.

Speaking after the hearing, HSE 
inspector	Stephan	Axt-Simmonds	said:	
“Falls	from	height	remain	one	of	the	
most common causes of work-related 
fatalities in this country and the risks 
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load from a mechanical excavator.

Leeds	Magistrates’	Court	heard	that	
Britcon	(UK)	Ltd	were	appointed	as	a	
contractor to construct a surge pit as part 
of a renewal and refurbishment project 
at	the	McCain’s	Foods	(GB)	Limited	site	
at	Havers	Hill	in	Scarborough.	Part	of	the	
process involved removing sheet piles 
from the ground.

An	investigation	by	the	HSE	found	
that,	on	21	March	2018,	66-year-old	
Stephen Gouldthorpe was assisting 
with cleaning sheet piles as they 
were removed from the surge pit by 
a Doosan DX 225 LC3, 360-degree 
excavator. The excavator had an 
attachment	known	as	an	EMV	300	pile	
attachment	fitted	to	remove	the	sheet	
piles from the ground. The mechanical 
excavator was removing a seven-metre 
sheet pile weighing approximately 190 
kg to a lay down area when a safety 
chain slipped causing the pile to fall and 
strike	Mr	Gouldthorpe.

He suffered a fractured left tibia 
and	fibula	and	ankle,	a	fractured	
right clavicle, seven fractured ribs, 
pulmonary contusion and fractured 
vertebrae.

Britcon	(UK)	Ltd	pleaded	guilty	to	
breaching Section 3(1) of the Health 
&	Safety	at	Work	etc	Act	1974.	The	

company has been fined £570,000 and 
ordered to pay £40,054.68 in costs.
After	the	hearing,	HSE	inspector	
Paul	Thompson	commented:	“There	
was insufficient supervision and 
communication during the lifting 
operations. There was no specific 
exclusion zone in place and workers had 
to approach the sheet pile to clean it.

“This incident could so easily have 
been avoided by simply carrying out 
the correct control measures and safe 
working practices”

ENGINEERING COMPANY FINED 
AFTER EMPLOYEE SUFFERED 
SERIOUS INJURIES DUE TO BEING 
TRAPPED BY MATERIAL
On 30 September 2021 an engineering 
company	was	fined	after	one	of	its	
employees, a blacksmith, sustained 
life-changing injuries whilst welding an 
industrial steel fabrication.

Dundee Sheriff Court heard that on 
23	June	2017,	Kenneth	McIntosh	was	
undertaking work to fabricate and 
weld dolphin jackets, devices which 
are secured to the seabed and used for 
mooring	boats.	A	dolphin	jacket,	which	
weighed approximately 7.7 tonnes, 
moved in an uncontrollable manner 
trapping	Mr	McIntosh	and	crushing	his	
feet.	Half	of	Mr	McIntosh’s	left	foot	was	
severed in the incident and a further 

portion had to be surgically amputated. 

His right foot could not be saved and 
was later surgically removed below his 
right knee to enable a prosthetic limb to 
be	fitted.

An	investigation	by	the	HSE	found	
that no written risk assessments or 
work method statements had been 
produced.	A	method	was	devised	by	
the workers to move the dolphins 
into position and secure them using 
a	combination	of	forklift	trucks	(FLT)	
and temporary steel supports, which 
failed. While the company may 
have	had	significant	confidence	in	
their	employees’	abilities,	it	was	the	
company’s	responsibility	to	ensure	
work was carried out in safe manner at 
all times.

D Copeland Engineering Limited 
pleaded guilty to breaching Section 2(1) 
of the Health and Safety at Work etc 
Act	1974.	They	were	fined	£25,000.

Regulation	11(1)	of	the	Provision	and	Use	
of Work Equipment Regulations 1998. 
The company were fined £50,000 and 
ordered to pay £6,000 in costs.

DONCASTER ENGINEERING 
COMPANY FINED AFTER 
WORKER DIAGNOSED WITH 
OCCUPATIONAL ASTHMA CAUSED 
BY METAL WORKING FLUID
On 23 September 2021 Lantern 
Engineering Ltd was sentenced 
for health breaches after workers 
were exposed to metal working 
fluid	(MWF).	MWF	is	hazardous	to	
health, and exposure can cause health 
conditions including irritation of the 
skin/dermatitis, occupational asthma, 
bronchitis and irritation of the upper 
respiratory tract.

Sheffield	Magistrates’	Court	heard	that,	
in	February	2016,	a	visit	was	conducted	
by the HSE and enforcement taken, 
requiring the company to provide 
health	surveillance	and	manage	MWF.	
In September 2016 an employee was 
diagnosed with occupational asthma. 
Further	enforcement	was	taken	in	
December 2016 with an Improvement 
Notice issued to develop a system for 
managing	MWF.

An	investigation	by	HSE	found	that	
a	water	mix	MWF	was	in	use	in	the	
majority of machines including saws, 

machine centres and milling machines. 
None of these machines had local 
exhaust ventilation (LEV) and some 
door seals were observed to be in 
poor	condition.	The	MWF	sumps	to	
some machines were in visibly poor 
condition,	with	fines,	swarf	and/or	
tramp oil being present.

Lantern Engineering Ltd pleaded guilty 
to breaching Section 2(1) of the Health 
&	Safety	at	Work	etc	Act	1974.	The	
company	has	been	fined	£15,000	and	
ordered to pay £7,500 in costs.
After	the	hearing,	HSE	inspector	Laura	
Hunter	commented:	“The	company’s	
failure	to	manage	MWF	exposed	
employees to risk.

“Companies should be aware that HSE 
will not hesitate to take appropriate 
enforcement action against those that 
fall below the required standards”.

SHOPFITTER FINED AFTER 
EMPLOYEE FALLS FROM A TOWER 
SCAFFOLD
On	24	September	2021	a	shopfitting	
company	was	fined	after	an	employee	
suffered multiple fractures after falling 
fifteen	feet	from	scaffolding.

Manchester	Magistrates	Court	heard	
how, on the 24 October 2019, an 
employee	of	TA	Knox	Shopfitters	Ltd	
was working from a tower scaffold at 

the	front	of	the	Footasylum	Store	in	
the	Trafford	Centre,	Manchester,	when	
the scaffold moved throwing him off 
balance. He fell backwards against 
the safety rail of the scaffold, which 
gave	way	and	he	fell	fifteen	feet	to	the	
ground. The employee suffered ten 
fractured ribs, a fractured shoulder and 
a collapsed lung.

The HSE investigation found that the 
safety	rail	had	not	been	fixed	in	place	
correctly, causing it to give way when 
the employee fell against it. It also 
found that the tower scaffold had not 
been erected by somebody with the 
appropriate skills, knowledge and 
training. If the edge protection been 
suitable	and	sufficient	and	the	tower	
constructed by somebody competent 
to erect tower scaffolds, the incident 
could have been prevented.

TA	Knox	Shopfitters	Ltd	pleaded	guilty	
to breaching Section 2(1) of the Health 
and	Safety	at	Work	etc.	Act	1974.	
The	company	was	fined	£18,000	and	
ordered to pay costs of £4,623.

CONSTRUCTION COMPANY 
FINED AFTER WORKER SUFFERED 
MULTIPLE FRACTURES FROM A 
FALLING LOAD
On	28	September	2021	Britcon	(UK)	
Ltd was sentenced for safety breaches 
after a worker was struck by a falling 
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COMPANY FINED AFTER WORKER 
PARALYSED BY FALL AT WATFORD 
FOOTBALL STADIUM
On 30 September 2021 a company 
was	fined	after	a	worker	was	paralysed	
after falling 11 metres down a stairwell 
at a football stadium when the concrete 
floor	he	was	working	on	collapsed.

Peterborough	Magistrates’	Court	
heard that, on 14 June 2016, workers 
were constructing a new hospitality 
and seating stand at the stadium of 
Watford	Football	Club.	The	concrete	
floor	and	associated	formwork	
collapsed causing a number of workers 
to	fall.	Most	of	the	workers	were	able	to	
cling to the structure to escape serious 
injury.	However,	Ashley	Grealish	fell	
approximately 11 metres down the 

mouth of a stairwell to the basement 
below sustaining multiple injuries 
including spinal damage, which caused 
permanent paralysis from the waist 
down.

The HSE investigation found that 
the	company’s	temporary	works	
management system was lacking. The 
contractor should have had a suitable 
design for the temporary works, which 
are part of a construction project 
needed to enable the permanent 
structure to be built, taking proper 
account of the vertical load and the 
need for horizontal stability. There 
should also have been a robust system 
to check the temporary works were 
properly installed and thoroughly 
assessed before starting to load it with 

the	wet	concrete	to	form	the	floor	slab.

ECS Groundwork Ltd pleaded guilty 
to breaching Regulations 19(1), 19(2) 
and 19(3) of the Construction (Design 
and	Management)	Regulations	2015.	
The	company	was	fined	£40,000	and	
ordered to pay costs of £14,505.

Speaking after the hearing, HSE 
inspector	Rauf	Ahmed	said:	“The	
injuries	suffered	by	Mr	Grealish	are	life	
changing and the incident could easily 
have been fatal. This serious incident 
and devastation could have been 
avoided if the company had planned 
a safe system of work to prevent 
the support system used to cast the 
concrete	floor	from	collapsing.”
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