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News

Company Fined After Employee Suffers Severe Injuries From Fall

A David and Company Ltd of Bishop Sutton pleaded guilty of breaching the Health and Safety at Work etc. Act and have been fined £3,000.

An employee working for the firm suffered severe injuries when he fell from a ladder and it was found that the accident might have been prevented had the appropriate Health and Safety measures been in place.

Falls from height are the most common kind of fatal injury to workers. According to Health and Safety Executive figures, last year 45 workers died following a fall from height and £3,750 were seriously injured.

A third of all reported falls from height incidents involve ladders and stepladders. Many of these accidents are a result of inappropriate or incorrect use of the equipment.

Because of these high accident statistics, the Health and Safety Executive has identified the need to reduce falls from heights as a priority and they are currently running a campaign entitled ‘Shattered Lives’ to raise awareness of the issue.

Salus Be Wise
Work at any height can cause injury; a fall from a height of just one or two steps can cause serious injury. In Great Britain in 2007/08, there were 58 fatalities attributed to falls from height, 59% of which occurred in the Construction Industry.  Falls from height also caused 3,600 major injuries (reported under RIDDOR) and a further 3,400 injuries which led to workers being incapacitated from work for three days or more.

The Work at Height Regulations 2005 came into force on 6 April 2005. Working at height is defined as ‘work in any place, including a place at or below ground level, or obtaining access to or egress from such a place, while at work, except by a staircase where, if suitable measures were not taken, a person could fall a distance likely to cause personal injury’. This means that anyone undertaking ANY work where they could fall is working at height and therefore the risks this poses must be taken into consideration and properly controlled as far as is reasonably practicable.

Jamie Oliver’s Restaurant in Breach of Health and Safety Laws

One of Jamie Oliver’s restaurants has been fined £8,500 after a member of staff was seriously burned while working there.

The chef who was working at the restaurant, suffered severe burns when a pan containing 25 litres of hot oil, which had just been drained from a deep fat fryer, was spilled by another member of staff.

The restaurant also had to pay £4,000 costs.

Jamie's Italian Ltd in Bath pleaded guilty to three offences after environmental health officers investigating the accident found that risk assessments and safe systems of work were inadequate at the time of the accident and that employees had not received proper training and supervision.

David Carter, Senior Environmental Health Officer, said: "Avoidable accidents involving deep fat fryers are regrettably far too common in the catering industry. 
“Emptying and cleaning fryers should only be carried out when oil has cooled to 40 degrees C, Oil takes 6-7 minutes to heat up, but 6-7 hours to cool down, so it should be done as the first task of the day rather than last thing at night.”

£85,000 Fine After Coolant-Drum Explosion Death

A father-and-son engineering company in Devon has been fined a total of £85,000 following an explosion that killed an employee.

The Health and Safety Executive (HSE) brought the case after breaches by Bath business R J Bateman (Engineering) Limited and by its two directors, father Richard Bateman and son John Bateman.

The safety failures led to the explosion of a coolant drum and the death of 40-year-old Anthony Reed in April 2006. Reed had only started with the company one month earlier and was welding some practice pieces on a make-shift work bench, consisting of a metal plate supported by a modified 200-litre coolant drum. The drum was being used to collect waste materials at the factory site in Bycott, including highly flammable liquids that were ignited. Mr Reed suffered serious head injuries in the subsequent explosion and died eight days later in hospital.

The company, which makes crop spraying equipment, pleaded guilty to breaches under Section 2 and 3 of the Health and Safety at Work (HSWA) etc. Act 1974. Both Batemans admitted a breach of Section 37 of the Health and Safety at Work etc. Act 1974.

Reed was a novice welder and the company was found guilty of failing to protect him and other staff working at the factory.

The firm was also found guilty of breaching regulation 3 (1) of the Reporting of Injuries, Diseases and Dangerous Occurrences Regulations 1995, following an earlier incident in November 2004 which the company failed to report to the HSE. On that occasion self-employed worker Trevor McWilliams suffered chest injuries after falling from a roof extension at the factory site in Chumleigh.

R J Bateman Limited was fined a total of £65,000 and was ordered to pay costs of £67,000. Both Batemans were fined £10,000 each.
HSE Inspector, Jo Fitzgerald, said: "This Company operates in the sort of industrial environment where there can be significant risks to staff, which must be managed well to keep people safe. The risk of working with flammable substances, in particular, cannot be underestimated.
"Reed should never have been in the position he found himself in, practicing his skills using a makeshift set up, with no knowledge of the significant danger in which he had placed himself.

“This terrible tragedy was the result of years of inadequate health and safety management and could have been avoided if proper systems had been adopted by the company."

News
Better Long Working Protection Needed for Bus & Van Drivers
The TUC is warning that many bus and van drivers have less breaks than office workers because the rules governing their working hours are so old.

As part of its submission to the Department for Transport’s (DfT’s) review of Domestic Driver Hours Rules, the TUC is reminding the Government that working long hours is directly linked with driver fatigue.  Last year, driver fatigue was held to be responsible for 1 in 5 road accidents.  The TUC’s submission also adds that working excessive hours can lead to stress, back pain, and increased risk of heart disease and mental illness.

Although the risks associated with working long hours are well known, it has been reported that 1 in 4 bus drivers works more than 49.5 hours per week, while 1 in 4 van drivers works in excess of 48 hours on a weekly basis.

The rules governing working times for drivers of buses, coaches, vans, dust carts and some tankers were enshrined in the Transport Act of 1968.  The TUC’s point is that these rules are now so out of date that shop, office and factory workers, who are covered by the Working Time Regulations 1998, receive better protection than the drivers concerned.

From the TUC’s perspective, the rules should be updated to ensure that drivers are entitled to the appropriate rests and breaks.  It is recommending that drivers of buses, coaches and heavy vehicles requiring a specialised operator’s licence, be given a similar degree of protection as HGV drivers (the latter are protected by the Road Transport Working Time Regulations 2005).  The TUC is also recommending more stringent rules for drivers of light vans and is suggesting that they be required to keep a record of their working hours.

Safety Warning: HACA Fixed Rail Vertical Fall Arrest System Type 0529.7102

The Health and Safety Executive (HSE) has issued an urgent safety warning to users of a particular fall arrest system to stop using it and to find a safe alternative.

The warning applies to the fixed rail vertical fall arrest system type 0529.7102 manufactured by the German company HACA Leitern. This type of device is used when climbing fixed ladders or rungs attached to fixed structures.  Typically, a ladder will be fitted with a rigid fixed rail or cable anchor line to which the device is attached.  The user is attached to the device via a harness.  As the user climbs or descends the ladder the device travels with them along the rail or cable.  If the user falls, the device should lock onto the rail or cable thereby safely arresting the fall.

The fall arrest system has failed tests carried out by the HSE under BS EN 353-1:2002. The device also failed to operate successfully during the additional ‘fall back test’ using an anthropomorphic dummy to determine whether the fall arrest device would operate in the simulation of a backwards fall.

Annex 1 detail the tests carried out. Annex 2 shows photographs of some of the tests.

Reports

Risk Assessment Can Cut Workplace Injuries

As part of the recent bi-annual Healthy Workplace Campaign on risk assessment, the European Agency for Safety and Health at Work (EU-OSHA) has published the report, Assessment, Elimination and Substantial Reduction of Occupational Risks. This report provides practical information on successful interventions in workplaces throughout the EU aimed at eliminating or controlling risks.

It is targeted at those responsible for doing risk assessments and deciding on preventive measures and it includes detailed case studies and shorter studies covering a wide range of economic sectors and types of risks. They range from preventing needlestick injuries in hospitals to reducing risks of manual handling in a shipyard.

The report features cases from a variety of workplaces that demonstrate how a risk assessment process has led to a risk being identified and successfully eliminated or substantially reduced.

Background
Employers have a general duty to ensure the safety and health of workers in every aspect related to work and to carry out a risk assessment. The EU Framework Directive (Council Directive 89/391/EEC) highlights the key role played by risk assessment and sets out basic provisions that must be followed by every employer. It also introduces the general principles of prevention. Highlighted as being of priority principles are:

· avoiding risks

· combating risks at source.
 

Risk Assessment
The majority of the cases presented in the report show how these and the other principles are put into practice.

Cases dealing with risks from electric current, infection, manual handling, unprotected handling of dangerous substances and exposure to noise demonstrate how the avoidance of risk can be achieved.

Where the avoidance of risk is not possible, the report looks at how the risk can be combated at source. For example, within accident prevention, work organisation, exposure to dust, sawdust or electromagnetic fields. In a few cases, the possibility of combating the risk at source or adopting collective preventive measures is investigated but because the risk cannot be combated at source, personal protective measures are instead implemented.

The basic success factors identified in the report for effective risk assessment include:

· a detailed risk assessment and accurate assessment of the problem/situation

· strong motivation

· support from top management to ensure all necessary resources are available, such as financial and human resources

· participatory risk assessment

· good analysis/knowledge of effective solutions, best practice and scientific or technological innovations

· trust and cooperation between the parties involved

· absence of major obstacles to the adoption of preventive/protective measures.
 

In addition to the basic success factors, which are common to all the cases, the analysis of the cases showed that there were some additional success factors that motivate people to go further than usual to achieve results that are far above average.

Some of the additional factors are:

· a high motivation to be the best in the sector, to improve the image of the company or that of the safety and health department

· the prominent role played by those in the workplace concerned in planning workflow

· the existing difficulties in replacing sick workers

· a high motivation to develop an integrated occupational safety and health approach

· the existence of internal capacities to identify and develop effective solutions

· the availability of simple solutions for high risks

· proper monitoring of the preventive or protective measures adopted

· the availability of external support for complicated or advanced solutions

· public support for small and medium-sized enterprises

· motivation to reduce the related costs of accidents and diseases in high-risk occupations or areas.
 

The report concludes that it is crucial to follow up the risk assessment with well-planned action to develop and adopt the appropriate preventive and protective measures.

It also states that many risks can be completely avoided or eliminated, and for those that cannot, targeting the risk at source is most effective.

Finally the report provides an action list for employers. This checklist brings together the success factors from the projects discussed in the report to enable employers to learn from the practical experience of others and ensure that all possible angles of the situation are covered when carrying out risk assessments and coming up with solutions to identified risks.
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