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Introduction
In this report, we would be discussing an investigation that was carried out on a company namely UWTSD Construction Limited (UCL) about the management initiative of their health and safety records. We will be mentioning some cases that were recorded in their records, the causes of these safety and health issue on the work site, the legislative violation of said health and safety issue and the consequences faced due to breaking said health and safety issue. 
We will carefully review the company health and safety practices and identify the reasons for poor health and safety records and offer many ways in which health and safety can be improved at UWTSD Construction Limited.






















Case 1 – Working on contaminated grounds
Our first investigation takes place in an area where excavation is being done. “One ground worker at one of the UCL building sites informed the site manager that he would be missing owing to sickness. Two days later, another worker at the same site fainted and was later hospitalised and diagnosed with a significant disease caused by an inhaling problem and skin irritation. An examination into the tragedy revealed that the place they were working on had previously been utilised as a landfill.”
Because the workers are working on a site that was once a landfill area, their bodies were exposed to the hazardous substances in the form of dust and fumes and potentially dangerous substances that may have been absorbed through their skin causing the worker the workers to get ill due to them not wearing appropriate face covering and also not wearing the correct clothing on the work site, also the worker were unaware of the site's history, thus leading to them being unaware of the dangers of working on this site.
The UCL Company Health and safety management team were also negligent in communication with the client to determine if a site investigation and risk assessment were conducted in accordance with environmental agency guidelines about potential contamination of the site and the company was not following the duty of care and hazardous/special waste regulations when it came to the disposal of the excavated material.
Legislative violations broken
There were some legislations that were broken by the employer when it came to their employee safety and material handling, those legislation violated are:
· Health and Safety at Work act (HASAWA 1974) Section 2, that is a general duty of care which states; “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.” www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/1974/37/data.pdf

· 1987 act which means the consumer protection act 1987(5) - personal protection equipment regulations 2002 by not providing appropriate safety wear for specific work condition as classified in schedule 2 which states “(a) filtering respiratory devices for protection against solid and liquid aerosols or irritant, dangerous, toxic, or radiotoxic gases.” https://www.legislation.gov.uk/uksi/2002/1144/made/data.pdf

· Site waste management plans regulations 2008 section 6/5 and HASAWA section 2/2(b) states that “It must contain a declaration that the client and the principal contractor will take all reasonable steps to ensure that – (a) all waste from the site is dealt with in accordance with the waste duty of care in section 34 of the environmental protection act 1990(3) and the environmental protection(duty of care) regulation 1991(4) and (b) materials will be handled efficiently and waste managed appropriately.” https://www.legislation.gov.uk/uksi/2008/314/made/data.pdf


Consequences for breaking violation
1. An improvement notice has been served to UCL Company which states: you carry out work which is liable to expose your employees to risks from exposure to harmful and dangerous contaminated soil and must failed to carry out suitable and sufficient assessment of these risks to identify the measures that need to be taken.

2. Time wasted attending to fallen workers and conducting investigations, resulting in production delays.

3. The company will incur cost to pay medical treatments, compensation, and wages for replacement workers to carry on work.





















Case 2 - Working on Demolition Site
Our next case was taken during the demolition of an area. “When an HSE inspector discovered employees cracking concrete on the UCL demolition site, he issued an improvement notice. Workers were breaking a big concrete foundation using jackhammers. Even though the fact that the employees cutting concrete were wearing personal ear defenders, the labourers packaging the broken concrete were not. As a result, labourers were exposed to noise levels over their peak sound pressure. The HSE saw that all the employees were covering their noses with handkerchiefs, and that the whole building site was extremely dusty due to the breaking process.”
Working on a demolition site, it imperative to have the essential protective equipment so that you can avoid being injured during work. It is possible the labourers were not communicated with properly about when they should discard the rubble after being demolished, however when on a construction site they should have been wearing respiratory face protection to protect them self from dust particles and ear covering to protect their ears from being damage from above normal noise.
But the workers are not to totally be blamed in this situation as it was the responsibility of the health and safety management team to provide adequate notices. The company may have done poor noise assessment as required by the control of noise at work regulation or even provide enough safety equipment to call worker on this site. The company could have even drench the area with water to reduce the amount of dust particle that would rise when using the jackhammer.
Legislative violations broken
· Control of noise at work regulation 2005 (Section 5) by failing to analyse the dangers posed by noise exposure in the workplace. 

· [bookmark: _Int_xwTh0xsj]Control of pollution act 1974 and environmental protection act 1990 for not taking all reasonably practicable steps to prevent noise and dust from causing nuisance. (“Advice on being a considerate contractor”)

· Personal protective equipment regulation 2002, the last line of defence was breached because of not wearing protective face covering or ear covering.

Consequences for breaking violation
1. An improvement notice has been served to UCL Company which states: You have failed to establish and implement an appropriate programme of organizational and technical measures, excluding the provision of personal hearing protectors, to ensure that employees exposed to noise at or above an upper exposure action value have their exposures reduced to the lowest level reasonably practicable.

2. This occurrence resulted in an environmental hazard, resulting in air and noise pollution that jeopardised worker safety.

3. This might easily have resulted in hearing loss and persistent ringing in the labourer’s ear, as well as dust inhalation, which can cause major health problems.



























Case 3 - Incidents of Scaffolding Collapse on Site
This case deals with a scaffolding issue where the worker ignoring the warning of allied working. “Two incidents of scaffolding collapse happen on UCL sites which led to the prohibition notice being served. On one site, a scaffold collapsed because the scaffold punched a hole through the downtown sidewalk. The incidents seriously injured two workers. On another site, a worker was trying to access a scaffold through cross bracings. His allies tried to stop him, but he resisted, and the scaffold eventually collapsed due to the loosening of the bracing and the worker fell from height. The company tried to hide the incidents by not reporting according to Reporting of Injuries, Diseases and Dangerous Occurrences (RIDDOR) Regulations 2013.”
When erecting a scaffold there should be a competent person there at that area because the area would need to be inspected before scaffold is placed, because of the absent of this person, the scaffold was place on a sidewalk that had a void below which later allow the scaffold to punch a hole through it which cause the scaffold to collapse and injured two workers. 
On work site, there tends to be workers who would use “short-cuts” to make their work easier, but they put their selves and others at risk of injury especially on a construction site. Because of lack out supervision on this site one of the workers thought it was a smart idea to access the scaffolding through the cross bracing in which his fellow workers told him not to. It later lead to scaffolding collapsing due to loosening of the cross bracing. This does not have to be the first time this worker is doing this, but because there were little to no supervision around, him continuously entering the scaffolding via the cross brace cause the scaffold to loosen and later collapse. Due to these incidents being a “near miss” on the work site, the company took it upon their self to hide the incidents by not reporting to RIDDOR Regulation 2013.
Legislative violations broken
· CDM (2015) regulation 19 for failing to ensure the temporary structure's stability and failing to protect workers from harm

· RIDDOR regulation 2013 for failing to disclose occurrences that may easily result in death. The collapsed scaffold on both occasions was greater than 5 metres high, which is required to be reported by RIDDOR.

· HASAWA 1974 section 6(3) the worker could face charges for erecting or installing a scaffold in an improper or health-hazardous manner.

Consequences for breaking violation
1. Work came to a stop and prohibition notice was served to UCL Company which states: You have failed to take reasonable and sufficient means to prevent any person from falling a distance calculated to cause bodily damage from the tower scaffold because it was not constructed with the base plate and was not checked on a regular basis.

2. Injuries and expense of treatment, new material purchases, and other monetary losses.
3. Work time lost due to the prohibition and the delay for workers to replace injured workers and it also impacted the project's length and expense negatively.

4. ACL's market reputation has been tarnished, and client satisfaction has decreased. As a result, the company's workload was lowered.

























Case 4 - Workers being hit by Falling Objects
This final case deals with objects that fell from height. “Two prohibition notices have been received from different sites because of incidents of falling objects. On one site, a labourer working on the ground was hit by a falling metal acro-pole used to prop the soffit of a slab on the fifth floor. The labourer was lucky to have been protected by helmet but injured on the shoulder. On another renovation site, a premature collapse of a door from the fourth floor happened shortly after the client team has visited the site.”
On a work site, every individual is responsible for their area of work. An iron worker who was working on propping up a soffit of a slab was negligent and did not double check his work which resulted in the prop screw not being locked in place causing an acropole to fall onto a worker on the ground. This iron worker had little knowledge of working with arcopoles and there were no supervision with him to guide the installation which resulting another worker being injured.
Working on any construction site, there should be barriers, caution tapes and exclusive zone to indicate to workers and the public that there is area to be caution about or barriers to prevent the public from entering site because of the dangers, but because these barriers were not in place it almost resulted in a passer-by getting injured from premature collapse of a door falling from a fourth-floor building.
Legislative violations broken
· Violation of sections of work at height regulation 2005
-S4 for failing to organise and arrange tasks in a practical and safe manner
-S5 for allowing inexperienced workers to operate at heights without being monitored by a supervisor.
-S10 for failing to take enough precautions to prevent accidents from falling materials
-S11 for failing to clearly indicate the risk zone on the job site

· CDM (2005) Regulation 17 and 18 for breaching safe places of construction work, good order, and site security regulation

Consequences for breaking violation
1. Work came to a stop and two(2) prohibition notice was served to UCL Company which stated
- Appropriate and sufficient precautions have not been taken to prevent a material fall from a great height.
- People who are in danger of being seriously injured by falling items. You have not taken appropriate and adequate precautions to prevent people from entering the worksite.

2. The failure to use a competent worker or to train and oversee new personnel resulted in a shoulder injury. This may have resulted in death.

3. Due to a lack of security management, an innocent person could have died.

4. Workdays were lost due to work suspensions to repair the impacts of the accident and to comply with the HSE notification.










































Conclusion

After reviewing the cases above, I have come to the conclusion that the health and safety at UCL Company will need some improvement, I would suggest having pep talks with employees on a day to day basis an how work should be performed safe and efficiently, employ safety training 2-3 times per month to help the employees understand the importance of safety at work, employ supervisor to check all workers to make sure these workers are doing what they were hired to do and not doing what they were not hired to do and lastly get the health and safety management team to organize a health and safety plan in place to handle and situation that may happen on sit (a health and safety plan is ever changing, so it will need to be updated on a daily basis).
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