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Health and safety has become such an important in construction and rightfully so. ‘The fatal injury rate in construction is 1.64 per 100,000 which is almost four times higher than the average ratio across all other industries of 0.42 per 100,000’ (safetyaccess, 2020). This figure being so high is evidence that health and safety is still not where it needs to be. Years ago there would not have been any though of employing health and safety advisors or consultants but now they are more far more common. These professionals offer their expertise to companies on the best way they should approach health and safety in all aspects of work. I have been appointed as a health and safety intern to work with the UWTSD health and safety manager. I intend by the end of this investigation to be able to highlight the root causes of the four accidents and submit a report outlining improvements that I believe will improve the health and safety of the company.
[bookmark: _Toc102643521]Working on contaminated ground
The first accident I am going to look at is where 2 employees develop skin irritation from the land fill site they had mistakenly been working on. As a result of this UCL were served an improvement notice in May 2021. ‘Improvement notice is a notice under the Health & Safety Act 1974 which identifies a contravention of legal requirements and requires that the contravention be remedied within a specified time’ (lecture notes, 2022). This notice is provided to the company and they are therefor expected to carry out these improvements within 28 working days. These improvements are not a choice for UCL but are a legal requirement.
Contaminated ground is legally defined as ‘contaminated land where substances are causing significant harm to people property or protected species, significant pollution of surface water, harm to people as a result of radioactivity.’ (UK Government, 2022) Exposure to the substances by reading the report has caused significant harm to the employees and therefor the ground is classed as contaminated. The purpose of me looking into this is to find out what is the root cause of this accident, whether the company could have done more to protect its employees, or the employees should have been more cautious perhaps. My first observation of this is that UCL were incompetent in their ground investigation both from physical investigation and secondhand research. Negligence from HCL seems to be the root cause of this accident on the surface of it. Appropriate risk assessments should have been carries out before letting any worker enter the site. It is clear that an EPA was not completed by UCL and therefore must take accountability on their behalf. On the other hand, an argument can be made that perhaps the adequate risk assessments of the site were provided but the workers did not comply with the solutions to these risks. Workers may have been advised to wear the associated PPE to carry out the tasks but they did not comply and they are then liable. This PPE must have been provided in accordance with the ‘personal protective equipment regulations 2002’ (legislations, 2022). 
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The second issue I am going to look into tis where the laborer is not using ear protection while in the vicinity of the jackhammer being used. As a result of this UCL were issued an improvement notice by HSE. UCL will have had to take action to this case and make the adequate improvements. Construction sites are often very noisy and dusty environments, and the correct PPE and site knowledge is important to protect all employees from these.
Looking for the root causes of this incident it is clear that correct supervision was not issued on these employees, the laborer and also the rest of the staff using handkerchiefs as opposed to using masks. Supervision should be carried out by the site managers or the foremen on site and therefor this should have been picked up on. Risk assessment management surveys should have been carried out from the health and safety coordinator for UCL. This will have highlighted that ear protection should have been used. As said by the Control of Noise at Work Regulations 2005, ‘an employer who carries out work which is liable to expose any employees to noise at or above a lower exposure value shall make a suitable and sufficient assessment of the risk’ (UK Government, 2005). If this assessment was completed and the employees did not read or take the appropriate actions then they are then liable for their injuries. While working on the jackhammer, the laborer should not have been near the suite in question and picked up the broken parts once the jackhammer is turned off. This is something an up to standard risk assessment survey will have picked up.
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The third incidents that occurred on site were two separate issues. One of these being the scaffolding punching a hole through the sidewalk and it collapsing. The second one being the bracing of the scaffolding failing due to an employee climbing the cross bracing. These incidents concluded in UCL being handed a prohibition notice. UCL did not report these incidents to RIDDOR, incidents reportable to are defined as ‘a work related death, a work related specified major injury, a work related over 7 day incapacitation injury, a work related 3 day work incapacitation or work related dangerous occurrence’ (safewell, 2022). This just about covers any major injury in the workplace and it is clear that a fall from height from scaffolding will fall under this umbrella. 
Analysing the first incident, failure to investigate the scaffolding is a root cause that is clear to see. A competent person should always be elected to do a scaffold check each week. This report will have picked up that a base plat was not on one end of the scaffold pole. The base plate spreads the load of the scaffolding to the ground and stops situations like this from happening. The person doing this check should have picked this up and is therefore somewhat liable for the collapsing of the scaffold. With the second incident where the employee climbed the scaffold, negligence of the employee ultimately was the root cause of the scaffolding collapse. Then looking further at the issue, lack of supervision also could be looked at as to why it did collapse. This incident was reportable to RIDDOR for the fact that it was of a height more than 5 meters. Under regulation 2013 this is a violation. ‘A prohibition notice comes from the HSE and is the highest form of health and safety sanction. It is a warning to stop work immediately where there is an imminent threat of injury or death’ (prosafetymanagement, 2020). 
[bookmark: _Toc102643524]Workers being hit by falling objects
Two separate prohibition notices were handed to UCL for two separate incidents. One being an acro-pole falling from height and striking a labourer on the floor. The second being given for  collapsing door falling shortly after the client team visited site. This prohibition notice being given will have resulted in UCL having to act immediately in order to commence work again. The root causes of these incidents lie with employee incompetence. This ultimately then points at the management and training providers. Before any employee is allowed to set foot on site they should be properly trained on the tasks they are doing. All employees must have a CSCS card which tests employee on their competence and knowledge on site. Site inductions from the site managers should also be given to ensure that all walkways on site are highlighted. This lack of training was an issue with the employee dropping the acro-pole which then injured a member of staff. The root cause of the second issue was the failure on the behalf of management to highlight walkways for employees. If this situation was not possible to get past, the walkway should have been a hard hat zone which will give protection to the client beneath.
[bookmark: _Toc102643525]Review of the company’s health and safety records
After looking at the past four incidents highlighted in the report on UCL, it is clear that they have not been complying with health and safety standards. In the first example given the Health and Safety at work act 1974 section 2 (1) was violated. This section reads ‘It shall be the duty of every employer to ensure, so far as is reasonably practicable, the health, safety and welfare at work of all his employees’ (UK government, 1974). Alongside this violation, UCL also violated the Site Waste Management Plans Regulations 2008 section 5 (a), ‘the client and principle contractor will take all reasonable steps to ensure that all waste from the site is dealt with in accordance with the waste duty of care section 34 of Environmental Protection Act 1990’ (legislation, 2008). 
The second incident also violated regulations which in turn resulted in them getting an improvement notice. One of these is the Control of Noise at Work Regulations 2005 section 5. This states that the employer must ‘make a suitable and sufficient assessment of the risk from that noise’ (UK government, 2005). This makes the employer liable as the correct risk assessment was not completed to ensure the employees safety. Another regulation that this violates is the Personal Protective Equipment regulation 2002. This regulation is in place to ensure that all employees are given the adequate PPE to carry out the works that they are being asked to complete, this duty by the employer was not caried out.
The incident with the collapse of scaffold was given a prohibition notice which means that the task on site must stop immediately until improvements are completed. This offence was different to the others as the contractor did not notify HSE about the incident. This action does violate RIDDOR as no incident was reported that could easily have resulted in loss of life. The prohibition notice given will be kept on record and will in turn be detrimental to the business’s reputation. UCL also violated CDM 2015 regulations during this accident. Regulation 19 states ‘ant temporary structure must be of such design and installed and maintained so as to withstand any foreseeable loads which may be imposed on it.’ (UK government, 2015) This structure was clearly not maintained to withstand the loads and therefor puts the onus on the supervisor.
The final incident was given a prohibition notice in the same way as the third incident was. This will have hurt UCL financially as it is available as public knowledge on the HSE website. The reason this notice was given was due to them violating work at height regulations 2005. Section 5 of this regulation states no person engages in activity in relation to work at height or work equipment for use in such work unless he is competent to do so’ (UK government, 2005). The lack of supervision and poor delegation ultimately was the reasoning behind this breach. 
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To check the records of UCL, I will begin with assessing the management teams and reviewing how they engage with the employees. This will be the likes of toolbox talks, method statements given to the site and the instructions they give the site. Toolbox talks should be when the management or supervisors are updating all the employees on their training and codes of practice on site. Another aspect I would look deeper into is their health and safety meetings. These meetings should take place outlining the risks and conveying the risk assessments that the management have made. The risks and dangers on site should be outlined to all employees in order to avoid the incidents highlighted in this report. Training records should be regularly checked, and this is where I would assess next. I would check that all employee training is in date and all CSCS cards are valid. This will be the likes on manual handling and working at heights, but also that all employees are qualified to work on the equipment they are working on. 
In order for UCL to improve on their current health and safety records the improvements must start at management stage. The leadership on site seems to be the root cause to the majority of the incidents conveyed. Communication between the leaders on site and the ground workers needs to be improved in order to get the rules and regulations up to date with all workers. Once this is improved upon then the site will see far less accidents and make UCL a safer company.
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