PDWG Task Group — Safety Shares

Summary on a page

Purpose of the Meeting - to investigate whether a Design Close Calls process similar to that used by Network Rail might provide
learning and sharing benefits for health, safety and wellbeing considerations for the National Highways community

Attendees Attendees

. . . . . Apologies
Martin Partington (Jacobs) Chair Tang Solomon (Arcadis) Sam Allin - Jim Gallagher (National Highways)
= Doug Potter (Arcadis) (Jacobs) . :
. . = Tim Goddard (Arcadis)
» Sophie Gwynne (Arcadis) «  Stephanie Goldsmith (Skansk
= Rob Butcher (Jacobs) tephanie Goldsmith (Skanska))

Sam Allin (Jacobs)

Last meeting reviewed 3 specific draft safety shares

Reviewing exactly what the message is trying to be delivered
How to make it specific to designers so they understand the ask

Challenged whether to align these to MCD Series or make Safety specific and more applicable generally ie: access / egress affects

traffic management which then affects street furniture and technology boxes — one issue affecting many series numbers
Change layout to landscape not portrait
Include more photos

Add links to where data analytics come from

3 Draft Shares

Location of technology box affecting maintenance safety and need to expose more people ie: Traffic Management
Use of flags instead of faster laying materials

Bridge abutment slopes — what's the options, linking to all past information

Outcomes and Next Steps

* Next 2 months will see at least 3 shares issued which will form the rules for developing and publishing more faster

any good or poor examples
* Working out where and how to store the shares onto the Supply Chain Hub website

We are seeking good practice or poor practice examples of what makes a GPR survey work well and when it doesn’t. could PD members get in touch if you have

©Jacobs 2021
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E TECHNOLOGY — TRAFFIC LOOP BOX Ref: 1500.001 LIVE CARRIAGEWAY WORKING Ref: 1500.001
TRAFFIC LOOP BOX POSITIONING

Issue Description of Event

* A designer has positioned o traffic loop box on
live carriageway side of vehicle restraint

* Traffic loop box positioned on traffic side of
safety barrier resulting in need for full lane

traffic management deployment plus layby system.
closure when there is a need to access the
box.
* Need for box cover to be strong enough to
support 40T HGV for kerb overrun
Mitigation News — Actual Incident(s) Hazard and Residual Risk Maintenance [ Operations
Describe solutions within each phose identified Since 2010 there have been 20 serious safety alerts issued *  Submit Werks Reguest to provide a safe working
below, include pictures within the SafetyHub Alerts database involving traffic * Vehicle movement on live carriageway is a hazard area and raise safety observation.
Client management personnel, 5 of which were fotal. to workers maintaining the traffic loop box with * Design suitable temporary traffic management
: an assessed residual risk with an almost certain solution before working on live carriageway.
Design likelihcod of extreme harm being incurred.
* Consider how assets will be maintained if they * Low load class of cover is a hazard to vehicles Further Guidance and Reading
are located on traffic side of vehicle restraint traversing the traffic loop box with an assessed * DMRB TD 131 Roadside technology and
systems, and move to non-vehicle side residual risk of an unlikely likelinood of minar communications
* Consider ease of access for maintenance harm being incurred. * DMREB GD 304 — Designing health and safety into

maintenance

* RtB 26 — Safety by Design

* CIRIA C686 Safe access for maintenance and
repair. Guidance for designers.

personnel to the chambers or other roadside
equipment, and record within Maintenance and
Repair Statement

* Ensure maintenance contractors are consulted

Mational Highways Expectations

= Designers are required to provide 2 safe working

with during design phase - p - A, 3 area for workers maintaining strest furniture. c Finacti
2010-07 IPVs struck by HGV's — Fatalities onsegquences or Inacuon
i 3 i ing i ini . T * Failure to provide a safe working space requires
Construcﬂon : . 2015-10 Taper anke resulting in reportable inju Potential Mitigation Measures P X g 5P q :
* Raise observations or queries when productare  2021-07 TM vehicle on H/S struck by MOP Temporary Traffic Management (TTM] solutions
placed in dangerous locations. . to be implemented which has negative
* Check Maintenance and Repair Statement during Design . . L § consequences for road users wellbeing.
construction phase * Provide a safe working area by positioning traffic * TTM creates is a hazardous activity putting
Significant Risks loop box set back from a suitable vehicle restraint mional workers at risk of harm. In September
F 2 SyStEm. . :
Maintenance / Operations - . . ) . 2021 there were 49 vehicle incursions reported
; fap : g e Activity Access to Access to Closure of * Provide information and instructions for workers b ) F
* Raise safety observations with client and request Affected loop box loop box Layby on load class of cover and safe route from V¥ operations.
improvement scheme to move roadside hazards - . - - . N N
into safer locations Hazard S.Sh'uckby Ssnucl;by H: m, maintenance vehicle to working area. Opportunities through safety by design
* Ensure compliance with SCSLG Incursions mqv_g_mg i ‘, ETRALE 3 * Eliminate need for additional safety measures to
Working Group best practice in TM deployment, vehicle vehicle Construction mitigate working adjacent to moving vehicles
maintenance and removal : Persons Road worker  Road worker  Road * Submit Request for Clarification to National su:rflras TTM 5ulﬁtim]'15 before carr\fiﬁg out
Affected —TT™ —loop Hostre = Highways Project Manager and Raise safety maimenm activity
h S . ] .
g .UNKS . Installer maintainer personnel DbSE_NEtIﬂI'IS wihen working area arpund Street *  Provide information in Maintenance and repair
* Maintenance & Repair Statement template = e furniture does not meet National Highways statement about ‘means of safe access to the
* DMRB GD 304 Designing H&S into maintenance m""" 4%4-H 2%a-m 2%3-M expectations. Slace of work
* MCDHW-1500 Highway communications spec. S ’

* RtB 26 — Safety by Design

Flease send details of exomples where opportunities for design to eliminate or reduce risk of
harm can be placed in a safety share to xxemaili@nationalhighways. co. ik 50




/| HIGHWAYS — Block Paving Ref: 700.000 Ref: 700.000

Issue

A19 Norton to Wynyaord hod a requirement for low
height retaining walls along the north and southbound
Ccarriageways.

Over-excavation of the slopes along the A19 posed o
significant risk of slope instability during the temporary
works phase.

Flag on edge was utilised as a solution.

Issue

= The A19 Norton to Wynyard project has four
bridges with bridge pier extension works. These
bridges have block paved revetments which
needed to have the first 1 to 2m removed.

= Prior to works commencing, these have been
hand removed and, when works were complete,
they were been replaced by hand.

Mitigation Actual Incident Mitigation
Design Design Lesson Learnt

The block paving was removed manually Initially various options were considered, with Working area had not ?EE” considered d”””f? design
The options to replace the revetments and stored on pallets for each bridge differing material costs, impact on the develgpment. Afremat_rvery_, a pre-cast L section, or I:CB,
with stone slabs or with poured revetment. The pallets were then stored environment, time /complexity to install, could have been substituted for the flag on edge. This
concrete slabs were explored. in the main site compound. aesthetic appearance, maintenance demands and could have been piaced mechanicolly and backed up with

safety, all being part of the consideration. The flag SONCrEte. There would have been a considerable reduction
on edge solution, it was felt involved a minimum i1 manual handling, a reduced duration af the warks and
temporary works excavation footprint, generating Conseguently this would have iimited the exposure of the
reduced volumes of arisings. Construction was workforce to injury; and olso enabled the TM to have been

considered to be relatively straightforward and remaoved earlier reducing the impact on the traveiling
low tech, meaning multiple trades were notall  Public

wying to work in the same constrained site area at
the same time, and meaasures could be
implemented to mechanise lifting and placing of

paving flags as required to minimise manual

However, due to the limited areas
involved, it was judged acceptable both
in cost and carbon saving to remove,
store, and replace the blocks.

Construction
A three-man team were to remove the

blocks manually on an inclined surface
prior to works commencing. These

were then to be stored on pallets in the handling.

main compound until works were Construction

complete. The blocks were then to be Although mechanised lifting was originally

replaced by hand. Damaged blocks were disposed of as per specified, with 1000 x 600mm slabs to be used,
site policies. The concrete pier extensions actual site access rastrictions maant that hand

Maintenance / Operations were poured. The blocks were brought installation of the flag on edge was required.

Senaller 300 x &00mm slabs were eventually used
to reduce the extensive manual handling.
Maintenance / Operations

back on site and hand laid; with a thin
Ongoing maintenance was considered concrete strip being cast at the base of
as part of the design. It was considered  some of the piers due to a number of

that reusing the block paving would blocks being damage. The use the smaller slabs would mean that they

create no new additional maintenance would be more easily replaced; however, the Significant Risks

issues. The use of paving slabs or a Lesson Learned increased number of joins would increase

poured concrete slab may have created potential water ingress and weed growth. A risk comparison has been

less maintenance; however, when Whilst in this instance the blocks were re- Actual Incident undertaken on side 2 of this

considered in conjunction with the used, is this a good detail? It required A three-man team using a small mechanica! Safety Share to highlight the

construction costs, it was decided that  considerable manual handling on a steep excavatar installed ~433m of flag on edge paving  potential benefits (hazard

reusing the block paving was best. incline with limited ability to use on both north and southbound carriageways reductions) that could have been

option. mechanical plant. The work choice was a during night and day shifts. achieved by utilising an
consequence of the original design There were no H&S incidents ar injuries fram alternative form of construction.

decisions made when the bridge was first

buiilt. Designers should do better! manual handling during the instollotion.

Send similar issues or best practice to the

consideration for upload to this sharing site group for consideration for upload fo this sharing site
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When designing did we really consider all the factors?
Which will need more maintenance interventions — cantilever ADS or relocated MS3?

Which is safest installing a hard standing and higher height of sheet piles to get walkway behind barrier, or
lane 1 closure that can only be deployed on Sunday afternoons?

What challenges are made on design and client by maintainers?




