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1.0 Introduction 
The UWTSD Construction limited (UCL) is a Small-medium and sized Enterprise that works across Wales delivering bespoke and flexible construction solutions. Their work force is a mixture of ethnicities and cultural back grounds, and over the years have encounted a series of accidents which include both major and minor injuries along with near misses on company work sites. These events caused the company to be served four different notices from the Health and Safety Executive (HSE) who is “Britain’s national regulator for workplace health and safety” (Government Digital Service, 2012). Their primary role is to ensure that the working environment is safe for workers and to prevent work related, death, injury, and ill health. The notices and cases will be reviewed in order of dates and recommendations will be given.










2.0 Incident Review, Root Cause, Legislation Violation and Consequences 
2.1.0
Incident Review

Workers being hit by falling objects at UCL amounted to two prohibition notices being served. On one site a labourer who was working on the ground was struck by falling metal acro-pole that at the time was being used to prop the soffit of a slab on the fifth floor, luckily the labourer was wearing a helmet but was injured on the shoulder. On another site where renovation was being done a door prematurely collapsed from the fourth floor shortly after the client team visited the site.
2.1.1
Root Cause 

-The worker who placed the arco-pole did not place it properly which shows he was both incompetent, lacked training and unsupervised. 
-The method statement for the renovation work did not identify the sequence required to prevent accidental collapse of structure.
-There was no control of access to the site which will allow passer-by moving around the site.
-Failure to establish exclusion zones and hard-hat areas, clearly marked and with barriers to prevent pedestrians from approaching.



2.1.2
Legislation Violation(s)

1) Violation of sections of Work at Height Regulations 2005
· Section 4- lack of organisation and planning to ensure work is done in the most practicably safe way 
· Section 5- allowing an incompetent worker to work at height without being properly supervised.
· Section10- not taking sufficient steps to prevent injuries that are caused from falling materials.
· -Section 11- for not marking out a danger area on site. 
2) CDM (2015) Regulations 17 & 18 for the breach of safe places for construction work, good order, and site regulations.
2.1.3
Consequences

· The serious injury cased because of UCL’s negligence through the incompetent worker’s slip up only caused an injury to the workers shoulder it could’ve been fatal. 
· Thew was a risk of fatality of an innocent person which shows lack of security control.
· Because of the prohibition notice this will halt all construction on those sites until proper H&S measures are put in place and followed.

· The incidents will damage UCL’s reputation.
2.2.0
Incident Review
This notice was issued because of two occurrences of scaffolding collapse which happened on UCL sites. On one site the collapse was due to the scaffold punching a hole through the sidewalk it was placed on and seriously injured two (2) workers. The second occurrence on a different UCL site where a worker tried to access a scaffold through cross bracings, his allies tried to deter him, but he persisted, and the scaffold collapsed because of the brace loosening and the worker fell from a height in both instances UCL tried to hide the incidents by not reporting it. 

2.2.1
Root Cause 
· Failure to investigate the site the scaffold was being erected on to determine if it is safe to erect a scaffold.
·  The scaffold pierced through the sidewalk because base plates were not used.
·  No competent person was present to inspect scaffold for visible defects to see if they were fit to use. 
· the workers own negligence and perception and a supervisor should have been present to stop him and not just allies.


2.2.2
Legislation Violation(s)
· The first occurrence UCL violated  the Construction (Design and Management) (2015) regulation 19 act “All practicable steps must be taken, where necessary to prevent danger to any person, to ensure that any new or existing structure does not collapse if, due to the carrying out of construction work” (Legislation.gov.uk, 2015), The Reporting of Injuries, Diseases and Dangerous Occurrences Regulations (RIDDOR) 2013 was violated because UCL failed to report the incidents and according to RIDDOR because in both incidents the collapse of the scaffold was more than 5 m high it should be reported.

· The employee can also be prosecuted under the Health and Safety at Work Act (HASAWA)(1974), section 6(3)because they erected the scaffold on an unsafe or risky manner to health. 
2.2.3
Consequences 

· UCL will have incurred costs paying for the treatment of injured workers, and if the scaffold or any equipment was damaged by the collapse will need to be fixed or replaced. 

· Time will be lost because of the prohibition notice where work must be halted until the problem is rectified. 

· prohibition notice will cause cost and completion time will increase.

· it will negatively affect UCLS’s reputation thus making them lose clients and investors causing the company to lose money.
2.3.0
Incident Review
This improvement notice was issued because a HSE inspector found that workers on a UCL demolition site were breaking concrete and to do this a jack hammer was being used. However, although the workers who were breaking or cutting the concrete were using Personal Ear Protectors (PEP) the labourers who were packing the broken concrete were not. This will cause those without PEPs to be exposed to a noise level above their peak sound pressure. The inspector also noticed that all workers were tying handkerchiefs over their nose and because of the breaking of concrete and other demolition work the site is quite dusty. 
2.3.1
Root Cause 
Though no illnesses or injuries were reported, over time if these breaches of health and safety can cause significant health issues. The root cause for these breaches is the lack of supervision on site by either a Site Engineer or Health and Safety officer also, the company didn’t not consider noise assessment and the lack of PPE’s being made available for all onsite workers.

2.3.2
Legislation Violation(s)
· This violated the Control of Noise at Work Regulations 2005 (section 5) which states “An employer who carries out work which is liable to expose any employees to noise at or above a lower exposure action value shall make a suitable and sufficient assessment of the risk from that noise to the health and safety of those employees, and the risk assessment shall identify the measures which need to be taken to meet the requirements of these Regulations.” (Legislation.gov.uk, 2022). 
· The Control of Pollution Act 1974 and Environmental Protection Act 1990 was also violated because both the dust and the noise are harmful. 
· Lastly, the Personal Protective Equipment Regulations 2002 because all workers were not outfitted with the proper and required PPEs.
2.3.3
Consequences 
· An environmental nuisance causing air and noise pollution.
· The lack of use of PEPs could’ve led to hearing loss or tinnitus
· Serious health problems caused by dust inhalation. 




2.4.0
Incident Review
This improvement notice was served because a ground worker from UCL who was working on one of their construction sites, called in sick then two days later another worker on the same site collapsed at work and was admitted and diagnosed with a serious illness due to an inhalation disorder and began to develop a skin irritation. These two occurrences sparked an investigation which found that the site was previously used as a landfill site. Because of the site’s previous use this made the ground contaminated exposing workers hazardous chemicals and substances.
2.4.1
Root Cause 
· The company and workers were unaware of sites previous use because either no ground investigation was carried out or a proper one, this should have been known by UCL before any construction on the site began. 
· Also, the history of the site as not known by either the company or its workers, had this been known the correct measures would have been put in place. 
· Because it was unknown by the company that the soil was contaminated it was treated as regular soil so its removal and transportation was not treated in the correct way as contaminated soil should be and workers were not given the proper protective clothing because of the company’s ignorance.

2.4.2
Legislation Violation(s)
· This violated the HASAWA (1974) section 2 which states that every employer has a duty as reasonably practicable to ensure the health, safety, and welfare at work of all their employees (Legislation.gov.uk, 2011). 
· They also violated the Personal Protective Equipment Regulations 2002 because their ignorance did not allow for them to provide Personal Protective Equipment (PPE) for their employees. 
· And lastly they violated the Site Waste Management Plans Regulations 2008 section 6/5 and HASAWA (1974) section 2/2b because the contaminated soil was not disposed and transported properly and by employers who were unaware and not wearing the appropriate PPE. 

2.4.3
Consequences 
· Due to these incidents the company lost money having to cover for the affected employee’s medical treatment and compensation costs and pay wages for replacement workers. 
· Time was lost having to deal with the worker collapsing at work and to investigate it which will cause a delay in project completion 
· The notice issued to the company by HSE which will now put them on conviction and notice register thus tainting the integrity of the company which can also cause them to lose customers. 
3.0
Health and Safety Management practise review

UCL fell short in the below mentioned H&S management practices:

1) There were no safety pep talks (toolbox talk) occurring.
2) Over the past twenty years of the company’s existence there has been only two H&S meetings.
3) There is either no actual training of workers on current practices, new equipment, and no training to test new workers on if they have enough knowledge on H&S or their work competency.
4) The health and safety plan has been the same since the company started. 
5) UCL does not record and report all accidents as RIDDOR stipulates.
6) There is no method or Safe System of work where in this document it outlines the way in which tasks should be completed and includes information like the outline of hazard with systematic guides on how to complete the job as safely as possible 








4.0
Conclusion and recommendation 

The UCL has a mixed work force both ethnicity and cultural background this causes a communication barrier because different people do and understand things differently or speak a differently languages. The message of health and safety should be brought across in a way that everyone understands even with the communication barriers and leaders should ensure the message is well or even received at all.
Better site management allows for toolbox talks, proper supervision, it can pinpoint workers weaknesses and training can be given if needed and risks will be seen before hand over before it puts workers or passers-by at risk.
Hold regular Hand safety meetings these will increase the workers awareness of H&S
Have regular training especially for newer workers or where new equipment or practices are introduced
An updated health and safety plan needs to be created and followed this will outline the path to making the UCL in sync with H&S standards.
Ensure that all incidents that are required to be reported in accordance with RIDDOR
Implement a safe system for work for every project this will minimize the number of mishaps than occur.

Though all incidents cannot be prevented following these recommendations and improving Health and Safety and making workers more aware will see a reduction in the notices being issues by HSE.
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