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Scafftag Categories 
Very light duty          to 0.75 kN/m2  (75kg/m2) 
General purpose       to 2.0 kN/m2     (202kg/m2) 
Heavy duty               to 2.5 kN/m2     (252kg/m2) 
Special purposes      must state safe kN/m2 
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TOXIC 

Blue Indicator in Silica Gel 
 

There is now a move away from 
this traditional self-indicating silica 
gel following European Commis-
s i o n  D i r e c t i v e  9 8 / 9 8 / E C 
(amendment to 67/548/EEC) re-
classifying cobalt chloride as a po-
tential carcinogen by inhalation. 
Subsequently, the latest British 
Chemicals (Hazard Information 
and Packaging for Supply) Regu-
lations CHIP 99(2) now include 
cobalt chloride in the Approved 
Supply List (Fifth Edition) for the 
first time. 

This regulation came into effect as 
of 1st July 2000, resulting in a 
n u m b e r  o f  c h a n g e s . 
Labelling on most containers of 
self-indicating (blue) silica gel are 
being modified by suppliers ac-
cording to the new regulations. 
This will include a TOXIC symbol 
and the risk phrase 'May cause 
cancer by inhalation'. Make sure 
you get a new safety data sheet 
from your suppliers 

These new regulations have led to 
the worlds main silica gel produc-
ers launching new indicating silica 
gels with 'environmentally friendly' 
indicators. Orange self-indicating 
silica gels are now available. 
These use iron compounds as 
their indicators and change to col-
ourless as they adsorb moisture. 
They are classified as safe materi-
als and are suitable for repeated 
regeneration and reuse.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

ARE YOU USING BLUE  
INDICATING SILICA GEL? 

 
ARE YOU AWARE OF  THE 

NEW EEC DIRECTIVE? 
 
 

Read on!!!!!!! 
 



the problem.  

The current version of the OMA 
scheme comprises of the following 
five attributes: 

 

OMA 1     Management and training of 
staff 

OMA 2     Fitness for purpose of moni-
toring methods 

OMA 3     Maintenance of monitoring 
equipment 

OMA 4     Calibration of monitoring 
equipment 

OMA 5     QA/QC of monitoring effort 

                                     

To some degree each of these attrib-
utes has a safety implication in that 
well managed and good quality moni-
toring reduces the stress aspects of 
the site work that is so often a factor 
in accidents.      

Each of these attributes is divided into 
a number of elements and these are 
scored individually. The specific ele-
ments, which relate to health and 
safety are given in the table below. 

Operator Monitoring  
Assessment 

The Environment Agency has devel-
oped an Operator Monitoring Assess-
ment (OMA) scheme as part of its ef-
fort to focus monitoring resources in a 
more targeted way.  The scheme is a 
risk-based audit,  designed to enable 
Site Inspectors to quantitatively as-
sess the quality of the emissions to air 
monitoring undertaken by Agency 
regulated process operators as a con-
dition of their authorisations. 

The scheme is based on key areas 
identified by an Agency working 
group. An audit structure was devel-
oped early in 2000 and the scheme 
was trialed at 45 industrial sites repre-
senting a wide range of industry sec-
tors. These trials enabled the draft 
scheme to be developed and OMA 
has been put out to public consulta-
tion until May 7th 2001.  The consulta-
tion document is available on the 
Agency web site at www.environment-
agency.gov.uk/consultations. The 
scheme is scheduled for implementa-
tion towards the end of 2001. It is 

planned that 25 % of industrial process 
would be assessed in 2001/ 02 and the 
remaining 75% assessed during 2002/ 
03.  

The OMA scheme is consistent with “the 
polluter pays” principle, in that sites scor-
ing well are likely to receive less Agency 
check monitoring than sites scoring poorly 
for their monitoring effort. The scheme 
should therefore act as a driver towards 
higher-quality operator self-monitoring, 
which is consistent with the aims and ob-
jectives of the STA.  The Agency expects 
to place a greater reliance on self-
monitoring as its transparency and quality 
improve.  

Another key benefit so far as STA mem-
bers are concerned is that health and 
safety is an integral part of the assess-
ment scheme.  OMA consists of five 
“attributes” (see Table) each containing a 
number of “elements” that are pertinent to 
high-quality monitoring.  Health and 
safety is identified as one of the  
“fundamental elements” of good monitor-
ing. If a company scores badly for a fun-
damental element then the operator is 
required to take relevant action to rectify 

Attribute Element relating to Health and Safety Requirements to achieve a good score 

OMA 1   Manage-
ment and training 
of staff 

Element (h) of this deals with the health and safety 
management and training of staff. 

A good score for this attribute would be obtained if 
the operator has formalised safety management sys-
tem, safety induction training for staff and contractors 
and risk assessments to identify the specific risks for 
each job. Control measures would be introduced to 
reduce any identified risks to as low as reasonably 
practicable. The risk to stack personnel once control 
measures are in place would be deemed to be low 

OMA 2 deals with 
the fitness for pur-
pose of the meth-
ods, equipment 
and sampling 
platform 

These all have health and safety implications al-
though there is no specific health and safety  ele-
ment to this attribute 

The nature and size of the platform would be consid-
ered here and the suitability of the equipment for the 
stack. Aspects of manual handling, hazardous area 
and confined space legislation should be considered 
in assessing these points 

OMA 3 considers 
the maintenance 
of the equipment 
to be used 

This again has no specific health and safety ele-
ments but certainly the electrical safety of equip-
ment is a key factor in this attribute.  

 

The equipment should have records showing it is 
regularly inspected and has up to date electrical 
safety tests. 

OMA 4  assesses 
the calibration of 
the equipment 

No specific safety elements No specific health and safety implications 

OMA 5 the quality 
aspects 

No specific safety elements Quality accreditations (e.g UKAS,  MCERTS) are  
required to obtain a good score and these have 
safety implications in the training and auditing of site 
staff 

The first OMA audits are due to begin 
in September this year. 
Therefore it is now that process opera-
tors and monitoring organisations 
should be considering the potential 
implications of this scheme, as stack 
emission monitoring work beingunder-

taken now maybe assessed under 
OMA.    
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FOOD  for THOUGHT 
Peter Williams,  
Tornado Technologies Ltd 

This article was published in the EMC 
& Compliance journal at the beginning 
of the year.  For seasoned samplers it 
is plain that it was written for those not 
familiar with the process; interestingly 
most aren't.  It's probably equally true, 
that those sampling are not familiar 
with the arcane world of Electromag-
netic compatibility.  This is now gov-
erned by statute and a sizeable indus-
try has built up around it throughout 
the world.  It is equally true to say that 
the interaction between electrical and 
electronic devices and people is be-
coming increasingly important.  The 
light hearted approach on the basis of 
not taking yourself or what you do too 
seriously does not detract from the 
serious implications.  

As I pen this article by a log fire, with 
outside covered by natures seasonal 
nocturnal  white blanket it occurs to 
me that Electromagnetic Compatibil-
ity and related matters can be influ-
enced by The British obsession: the 
weather.  Over a period of time cer-
tain situations have arisen that show 
that EMC is just as much making 
things work as debating the finer 
points of EN61000-X-X and, does 
have direct influence on safety.   

Our business is obscure to most, the 
design and manufacture of Scientific 
Equipment for sampling dust from 
chimneys and flues.  It is a multi-
disciplinary compelling subject which 
for most will  demand a brief explana-
tion.   The picture shows The pioneer 
researchers over forty years ago col-
lecting dust samples to determine the 
particulate effluent from the stack 
they are testing.  They are inserting a 
nozzle into a stack  and drawing out 
gases to collect the entrained dust 
particles, it also clearly indicates that 
protective clothing in those days was 
somewhat more stylish than today.  
Plainly this activity is not for the faint 
hearted or of a sedentary disposition 
and putting a foot wrong can have ter-
minal consequences.   

So that a representative sample can 
be collected, indicating the quantity of 
dust expelled from a stack: the gases 
drawn into the nozzle have to be at 
the same velocity as those travelling 
up the stack, that is, isokinetic.  
Achieving this represents a consider-
able challenge and it is very easy to 
get it wrong and have to repeat a test.  
Unlike those in the picture, today we 
have handheld computers and other 
electronics to guide us through tests 
and take measurements.   

We received a telephone call from a 
fire chief who was trying to rescue a 
member of a sampling team who had 
collapsed up a stack.  He wanted to 
know certain aspects about our equip-
ment that the other team members 
couldn't answer.   It transpired that he 
was hypoglycaemia, that is blood glu-
cose levels too low.  This puzzled us 
because the individual in question is 
clear thinking, an ex-pit deputy and 
manager with many years experience 
of dust sampling both in mines and 
chimneys.   The conclusion by all con-
cerned was that it was " one of those 
things", this incident persuaded us to 
set up a dedicated help line.   

A letter from the health and safety ex-
ecutive told us that an individual had 
almost fallen from a stack; a height 
that would have certainly been fatal, 

due to an electric shock.  The implica-
tion was that our equipment was re-
sponsible.   Our equipment runs from 
110V centre tapped, that is, two 
phase, any voltage over 130V it 
switches off and disconnects itself 
from the supply via relays on both 
phases, it is able to withstand inputs 
up to 415V.  The cables are flexible 
armoured using BS4343 connectors 
and built with metal boxes at least 
4.5mm thick in short; belt, braces, gar-
ters and string.  

Upon investigation the accident oc-
curred with the equipment discon-
nected as the team were packing up 
and lowering equipment down the 
stack.  The individual had been diag-
nosed as having suffered an epileptic 
fit which to us seemed strange for a 
young, fit and healthy individual.  This 
was a double blow to the person con-
cerned as it not only put into question 
him dust sampling but his private pi-

lots licence as well.  The weather at 
the time was zero wind speed and 
temperatures well below freezing.  At 
this stage officialdom lost interest as 
there was no simple reason for the 
incident and we too where completely 
puzzled. 

Within a few days of this, the author 
was using a well know brand of suc-
tion cleaner and there was a most im-
pressive and unexpected pyrotechnic 
display from the aluminium pipe.  
Upon inspection, where one was 
flared so the other could couple into it 
there was a plastic liner, some experi-
mentation could generate this effect at 
will.  Generally it doesn't happen as 
the tube is held and the resistance of 
the user effectively stops the build up 
of static electricity.    

Enquiry indicated that at the time of 
the incident equipment was being 
lowered by rope and pulley, al-
though we were assured that this 
was metal we still borrowed it and 
had a look.  Very well made with 
rolling bearings, the rollers stainless 
steel and the rest of the bearings 
plastic.  The capacitance between 
the pulley and the body was hun-
dreds of picofarads and with 25kV 
across the bearing as much as we 
can muster, gave an excellent imita-
tion of an open circuit.  Combined 
with the polypropylene rope, it 
formed a crude and surprisingly ef-
fective Van de Graaf generator.  
From the way the incident was de-
scribe it was most likely the individ-
ual affected discharged the rope and 
pulley through his head! at a conser-
vative estimate there was half a 
joule of energy stored which is suffi-
cient to upset the heart, and most 
likely the function of the brain too, it 

is not recommended any one tries this 
to find out.  The pulley and block was 
easily modified to stop this reoccurring 
and the individual is still dust sampling 
and flying but not at the same time, as 
far as we know.   

A phone call from a sampling team 
about a technical query brought out 
the fact that one of their number had 
hurt his foot, by dropping a weighty 
piece of our equipment, being painful 
but not serious this was treated by the 
team as a bit of a joke.  I talked to the 
individual and discovered that he uses 
a hearing aid and whilst up a stack he 
was startled by a very loud noise, to 
the extent that he dropped what he 
was carrying.  The barometric pres-
sure was unusually high, a still day 
and glorious sunshine.   However, the 
time, day, weather and location was 
the same as the first incident.  The 
hearing aid had been checked by the 
manufacturers and the individual as-



sured me mobile 'phones didn't cause 
problems with it.   

So what had happened?  Our curiosity 
aroused, we started investigating on 
probable causes, the most likely cul-
prit would be a high power RF source.  
There was no such equipment on the 
site and so our minds were cast fur-
ther a field.  Having exhausted usual 
RF radiators had a look at air naviga-
tion maps and went for a tour round.  
Some considerable distance away 
was a relatively new long range radar 
installation that tracked aircraft for 
hundreds of miles.  These are pulsed 
radar working in the UHF spectrum 
with pulse repetition rates in the audio 
range.  We then persuaded the indi-
vidual with a sore foot to come down 
to the airfield and to see what hap-
pened, as soon as the radar was in 
use the hearing aid had to be 
switched off.  Discussion with pilots 
showed that it also gave problems on 
their voice radio communications and, 
they had just learned to get used to it.  
At the time the incident occurred the 
weather was showing temperature 
inversion and under these conditions 
these frequencies can be refracted.  
During a subsequent similar weather 
pattern measurements up the stack 
showed field strengths of hundreds of 
volts a metre.  The  first incident was 
due to this source interfering with an 
insulin pump, who's manufacturers 
were very surprised to hear of the 
level of signal encountered and 
showed on their own tests that the 
pump was susceptible at the high field 
strengths and frequency.  This shows 
how even diligent designers cannot 
foresee all scenarios.   

The same piece of equipment kept 
being returned for repair, the same 
devices replaced each time.  Discuss-
ing this with the customer who used it 
on just one site seemed to show that it 
occurred when it was being used on a 
new part of the installation, the users 
didn't seem to have any idea what 
was happening.  A visit showed a new 
stack, when on the sampling gantry, to 
one side, was level with a 400kV 
power lines and down wind to the pre-
vailing wind, so the overhead cables 
moved towards us during high winds.  
The sampling needed a 3.5 metre 
probe, at these voltages creepage and 
clearance takes on a whole different 
meaning.  There was some difficulty in 
getting them to understand the risks 
until I got their safety officer to carry a 
fluorescent tube up the stack and 
when he was stood on the gantry with 
it glowing quite brightly, he turned a 
funny colour, they now sample from a 
different point.   

Another 'phone call from the Health 

and Safety Executive explained that 
someone had received repeated elec-
tric shocks, luckily not serious from 
our equipment whilst sampling.  Why 
companies don't contact us when they 
have problems of this sort defeats us.  
A visit where this had happened, 
showed a very modern and spotless 
installation, the only thing missing 
from the sampling point indoors where 
armchairs.  Unfortunately, close in-
spection showed that the sampling 
was being done close to an electro-
static precipitator with high gas tem-
peratures, which conduct electricity 
quite well.  The shocks were coming 
from the precipitator, and until it was 
demonstrated with our equipment dis-
connected from its power supply it 
wasn't believed, interesting.   

An interesting situation occurred to the 
author whilst sampling from an electric 
arc furnace at night.  Our lamps on 
hard hats attracted insects, which is 
bad enough.  The insects attracted the 
local bats who hung off our boiler suits 
as a convenient launch point for 
catching them.  These charming, pro-
tected mammals have fine dentures 
and can carry hydro-encephalytus or 
rabies.  The solution was to use ruby 
red lamps that didn't attract the in-
sects.  Is this an EMC problem?  
When radiating it is wise to do it at the 
correct frequency, or is this an ob-
scure form of susceptibility? 

My work as an expert witness is show-
ing that companies and officialdom 
are increasingly going to litigation as 
the first choice.  The forgoing situa-
tions plainly shows how with engineer-
ing the devil is always in the detail.  
However, we are looking at them, with 
all the wisdom of twenty-twenty hind-
sight.  The key it could be argued is 
full and thorough risk assessment; is it 
reasonable to expect someone pro-
posing to climb a stack to be on the 
lookout for radar systems over the 
horizon, or problems with bats at 
night?  The lawyers dismiss the defini-
tion of "due diligence" as having to be 
determined by the courts, which 
makes me wonder whether this ap-
proach does really create a safer 
working environment.  For when the 
sleet is coming at you horizontal the 
finer points of div, curl and grad are 
not upper most in peoples minds.  For 
the lawyers; remember, arguing with 
engineers is like mud wrestling pigs: 
they enjoy it.      
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Summary of Stack  
Monitoring  

Fatal-Accident Enquiry 
This is a summary of the circum-
stances surrounding the fatal fall 
of an experienced stack-
monitoring engineer, Matt DeVito, 
at a US coal mine preparation 
plant.  This summary is based on 
accident investigation reports 
from the federal Mine Safety and 
Health Administration (MSHA) 
and the Virginia Department of 
Mines, Minerals & Energy pub-
lished in January 2001. 

Background 

The monitoring team consisted of 
three people.  Matt DeVito was 
team leader and had carried out 
work on this plant annually since 
1985.  Monitoring was to be car-
ried out on the thermal drier, from 
a permanent platform with grating 
floor approximately 130 feet 
above ground level.  The process 
operator gave the team a safety 
training session, including giving 
each team member a written list 
of hazards in the plant area. The 
site foreman also advised them 
verbally to be cautious of ice on 
the elevated walkways and to 
take a hammer to remove any ice 
they may encounter. 

The circumstances of 
the accident 

Matt DeVito ascended the stack 
to the work platform to begin 
hoisting equipment up, while the 
other two team members re-
mained on the ground.  Matt De-
Vito radioed down that there was 
ice on the platform and that they 
should move out of the way while 
he cleared it.  The team members 
on the ground saw Matt DeVito 
kick the ice on the grating floor, 
after which a section of grating fell 
from the platform followed by the 
victim.  Matt DeVito struck a sec-
tion of the plant and then the 
ground and was found to be dead 



at the scene of the accident. 

The findings of the official 
investigations 

The portion of grating that collapsed 
had suffered severe corrosion.  An-
other section of grating was missing 
and had probably disintegrated before 
the accident.  Gratings examined at 
other locations around the stack had 
suffered various degrees of deteriora-
tion.  Some deterioration was very 
difficult to detect visually because the 
rusted material was of the same col-
our and thickness of the original 
metal.   

The conclusion of the investigations 

was that the accident occurred be-
cause the grating on which the victim 
was standing was not maintained in 
good repair to prevent injuries to per-
sonnel.  The operator was found to 
have violated a state law specifying 
that platforms, stairways and runways 
at mines must be kept clear of stum-
bling and slipping hazards and main-
tained in good repair.  An enforcement 
order was put on the plant, shutting it 
until the investigation was complete 
and an action plan was agreed. A 
number of engineering and procedural 
remedial measures have been agreed 
between the operator and safety ad-
ministration.  These include a require-
ment for the plant foreman to formally 
inspect the areas at quarterly inter-
vals, and additionally prior to anyone 

travelling or performing work in the 
areas. 

Implications for  
STA members 

This tragic accident illustrates a seri-
ous risk to members working at 
heights.  It is especially worrying as 
permanent platforms are often consid-
ered to be inherently safer than tem-
porary structures such as scaffolding.  
The circumstances of this incident 
suggest that a risk assessment carried 
out by the monitoring team involving 
visual assessment would have been 
unlikely to identify the hazard.  Our 
members are, to a large extent, reliant 

on the process operator carrying out 
routine, thorough inspections to as-
sess the structural integrity.  The STA 

should consider the following: 

• How often should the op-

erator inspect?   
I would imagine this should be 
risk based, so that a very high 
platform in a corrosive atmos-
phere would require inspection 
much more frequently than a low 
platform in a non-aggressive at-
mosphere.  However, there 
should be a minimum frequency 
of inspection and the platforms 
should always be inspected be-
fore our members use them. 

 

• Inspection standard.   
Personally, I would not know if a 
platform at 130 feet needed to be 
secured with 10 bolts or 50.  Is 
there any construction standard, 
in the UK or elsewhere, covering 
the design of elevated platforms 
and walkways against which the 
inspections can be bench-
marked?   

• Evidence of inspection.  
What is reasonable evidence that 
the inspection has been carried 
out and the assessment is that 
the platform is safe?  My view is 
that the results of the inspection 
should be documented to have 

any serious standing. 

• Legislation.   
Are there any UK regulations that 
specifically cover inspection of 
elevated platforms and walk-
ways? 

An ideal way forward would be for an 
industry code of practice to be agreed 
between monitoring organisations and 
industry, under the advice of the 
Health & Safety Executive.  Environ-
mental regulators could then set this 
as a specific condition in authorisa-
tions/ permits.   

Jon Pullen,  
STA H&S Task Group Chairman 

20 June 2001 

UK CASE LAW 
 

Case law review of an employer installing a platform for a subcontractor, 
which subsequently failed during high winds leading to the death of the 
worker. The court found against the employer and fined them 50% of annual 
profits, because they had failed to instruct the sub-contractor's employees in 
its use and failed to ensure work would be suspended in severe wind condi-
tions. 
 
Reference: Health and Safety Briefing Issue 203, 21.11.00, p.3 

 



determine whether the activity will give 
rise to a such a risk. Once a risk of 
injury has been identified, the first step 
is to avoid the manual handling task 
altogether, where reasonably practica-
ble. This will not only satisfy the re-
quirements of Regulation 4, but will 
also fulfil the employer’s duty of care 
under common law. 

If the task cannot be eliminated, the 
most obvious way of avoiding manual 
handling is to mechanise the task. 
Since the introduction of the Regula-
tions, a wide range of manual han-
dling equipment has entered the mar-
ket. These include trolleys, mobile ele-
vating working platforms, access plat-
forms, order pickers and rotating de-
vices. Some trolleys are designed to 
work over uneven ground and up and 
down steps. 

Risk assessment 

If the manual handling task cannot be 
eliminated or avoided by mechanising 
the work and there is a risk of injury, 
risk assessment is necessary. 

The guidance to the Regulations, 
which was updated in 1998, includes 
comprehensive advice on risk assess-
ment. The most significant change in 
the 1998 version has been made to 
the so-called “recommended” maxi-
mum weights that can be lifted, rela-
tive to the position of the person and 
the load. The HSE emphasised that 
the figures given in the previous ver-
sion of the guidance should be used 
as a guide and were not maximum 
weights. However, many people per-
ceived the figures to be maximums. 
The figures given in the 1998 version 
are similar to those previously given, 
but they are called “risk assessment 
filters”. The aim of calling them risk 
assessment filters is to indicate when 
a risk assessment should be trig-
gered. 

Unfortunately, employees are so dif-
ferent that on occasions some may fall 
through the filter. This illustrates the 
difficulty in making such assessments. 
They deal on the one hand with a load 
that is not always variable, while on 
the other hand with employees  whose 
capability for manual handling is ex-
tremely variable. 

Control measures 

The risk assessment should identify 
the control measures needed. Apart 
from mechanising the task, reducing 
the load is probably the main control 
measure. This may be achieved, for 
example, by purchasing packages 
which weigh less, or perhaps specify-
ing smaller building blocks for han-
dling on a construction site. This latter 
measure is an interesting example of 
the overlap of the Regulations with 
other legislation, in this case the Con-
struction (Design and Management) 
Regulations 1994, which lay down 
duties on designers to reduce risks 
associated with construction activities. 

Attention to the ergonomic design of 
the workplace is another important 
factor in controlling the risks associ-
ated with manual handling. For exam-
ple, the storage of material should be 
at a height that eliminates it being 
lifted from or to floor height. 

Training in manual handling tech-
niques is invaluable in controlling the 
risk. One such technique is known as 
kinetic lifting. Training is not an alter-
native to controlling the risk at source 
because it relies on employees always 
using their training properly. However, 
it can be useful in cases where many 
minor, everyday manual handling 
tasks are carried out or as an addi-
tional control measure. 

Another control measure is the use of 
back supports. These should be ap-
proached with some caution. At best 
they may alleviate existing conditions, 
but at worst they encourage lifting be-
yond what normally could be lifted. 
They are certainly not a substitute for 
controlling the risk at source. 

More controversially, a relevant con-
trol measure would be to employ a 
person who is capable of the manual 
handling task. There may be conflict 
here with an equal opportunities pol-
icy. The employer should carefully 
consider what measures may have to 
be introduced to implement such a 
policy to ensure that manual handling 
tasks do not cause harm. 

 

Manual handling update 
The Manual Handling Operations 
Regulations 1992 have now been in 
force for just over eight years. They 
have produced a mass of cases. 
The Regulations give rise to civil as 
well as criminal liability, so they 
have been extensively used by em-
ployees to claim compensation for 
workplace injuries incurred 
through manual handling opera-
tions. This article outlines the basic 
requirements of the Regulations, 
together with relevant control 
measures and current develop-
ments. 

Regulations 

The Manual Handling Operations 
Regulations 1992 apply to all employ-
ers in respect of their employees at 
work. Manual handling operations are 
defined as the transporting or support-
ing of any load, including the lifting, 
putting down, pushing, pulling, carry-
ing or moving by hand or bodily force. 

The main requirements of the Regula-
tions are contained in Regulation 4. 
This requires employers, so far as 
reasonably practicable, to avoid the 
need for employees to undertake 
manual handling operations which 
involve a risk of injury. then this is not 
reasonably practicable, employers 
must make a suitable and sufficient 
assessment of all manual handling 
operations, taking into account certain 
factors. Regulation 4 also requires 
employers to reduce the risk of injury 
to the lowest level reasonably practi-
cable and provide any training and 
information that may be necessary. 

Employees have a duty to make full 
and proper use of any system of work 
laid down by the employer. This would 
include any training or safe systems of 
work developed by the employers to 
comply with their duties under these 
Regulations. 

Avoiding manual handling 

Although the Regulations only require 
a risk assessment to be carried out 
when it is not reasonably practicable 
to avoid the need for manual handling 
that may involve a risk of injury, in 
practice an assessment is needed to 



 

Health & Safety Booklet 
NOW THE INDUSTRY 

STANDARD 
 

The little YELLOW book in its expanded form is 
to become the industry standard and referred to 
in the new EA guidance documents The booklet 
is available free to all. Have you got your copy 
yet? 
 
Do you give them out to YOUR clients. 
 
Contact Samantha for copies, there is no limit to 
the amount we can send out. 

STA Health & Safety Guidance Notes 
 

The complete list and download facility are available on the STA web site  

or contact Samantha for paper copies 

 

Health & Safety CREDIT CARDS 
 

Have you got your card yet? 
 
Contact Samantha for the free cards and  
issue them to all involved in stack testing 
within your organisation. 

Below is the second in the serialisation of an old document originally supplied by Air Products.  

HAVE YOU BEEN ON THE HEALTH AND 
SAFETY AT HEIGHTS COURSE ? 

If not contact Samantha telephone 01462 457535  
for the next available dates,  

cost is only £110.00 per delegate. 


