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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Summary

0

0

0

Watch Your Step was a well-executed campaign that largely delivered the expected outputs.
Despite this, it appears to have had only limited impact on awareness and attitudes in the target
population and very little on the stakeholder community beyond the handful directly involved.
It was most successful at engaging those already focused on health and safety and in promoting
partnership working with local authorities.

However, the impact of any communications campaign needs to take account of how communications
works - by shifting people along a path from raising awareness, to interest, to desire to take action.
HSE would not expect to shift people from a state of unawareness to action overnight and other
incentives to drive action are likely to be needed. Many road safety campaigns - such as drink drive
initiatives - took some years of incremental attitude and behaviour change to show significant
decreases in fatalities.

Both the concept of the campaign and the materials and guidance developed for it were very well
received by HSE colleagues, by our partners and by those duty holders who saw them.

Despite some difficulties - mainly around timing — the execution of the campaign was well managed
and it largely delivered the outputs that were expected.

Activity levels within HSE’s Field Operations Division (FOD) were mixed. Four out five divisions
did not meet their individual targets, although additional efforts from the Midlands and the
Construction Division meant that overall, the campaign achieved its target for contact time. If the
efforts of Construction Division are excluded from this assessment then the campaign fell 74 contact
days short of its target (250 days achieved from a target of 324).

The campaign generated good amounts of Local Authority activity. Local Authorities who were
actively involved tended to feel very positive about the opportunity to work in partnership with HSE.
A number of seminars/events were arranged as part of the campaign. However, only a quarter of the
money made available to help people organise events was actually used.

From survey research it appears that the campaign has achieved comparatively good levels of
recognition of the adverts amongst target audiences, and HSE recorded high levels of internet activity
on the subject (which was the main “fulfilment’ for the advertising campaign). However despite this,
the surveys offer little evidence to suggest any significant change in awareness of slips and trips
issues, and only minor changes in attitudes.

More positively, a separate survey has shown that the proportion of company chief executives
selecting ‘slipping and falling’ as a safety risk in their organisation has increased significantly over
the past year, from 19% to 31%; and of employers from 13% to 22%. Although this is an
encouraging result we have no evidence to directly attribute this change to the campaign.

The campaign was most effective in engaging people who are already focussed on health safety and
there is evidence that these people have been able to more actively take up the issue of slips and trips
within their organisations. However, the campaign appears to have had little or no effect on the large
group of employers and workers who are generally less focussed on health and safety.

There is a risk that the momentum generated by the campaign will be lost. The lack of either a
strategy or resources for phase 2 (and beyond) has probably meant that opportunities to achieve more
are being missed.

The evaluation was unable to identify much evidence of increased stakeholder activity beyond a
handful of stakeholders who became very actively involved.

To deliver the level of behaviour change required by the PSA targets, the Watch Your Step campaign
activity has not proved sufficient on its own. It is clear that communications campaigns need to be
supplemented by other options to produce the impact that PSA targets imply and that is what HSE
now needs to consider.




Introduction to the campaign

Watch Your Step (WYS) was the name given to a nationwide campaign seeking to encourage
employers and workers to take action to reduce the risk of slips and trips. It was run by HSE and its
partners from October 05 to March 06. The campaign consisted of a number of elements, principally
advertising, media promotions, inspector activity along with a series of seminars and other educational
events.

Over 100 press adverts were run in the national and trade press, along with nearly 20,000 radio
adverts. Alongside this there were well over 5,000 visits to workplaces by HSE and Local Authority
inspectors and around 300 separate events such as seminars or training.

Overall assessment of campaign

Watch Your Step appears to have been successful in generating HSE and Local Authority enforcement
and educational activity on slips and trips between October and December 2005. The communications
elements of the campaign were delivered effectively and received good feedback, and many local
authorities and some, if not all, HSE Field Operational Divisions were active in supporting the
campaign. Moreover, a number of events were held across the country and were well received by
those who attended. There are also some examples of good work from stakeholder organisations,
although it appears that the number of stakeholders involved was actually rather low.

Unfortunately, the campaign appears to have quickly petered out in 2006 (with the exception of HSE
Construction Division’s ‘Good Order’ campaign). The strict time-bound format for the campaign,
along with inadequate planning on how to capitalise on maintain the momentum of the campaign,
appears to have meant that the campaign did not meet its eventual targets for the amount of
interventions completed, and that further opportunities to promote the issue of slips and trips may have
been lost.

Feedback on campaign interventions

Nearly all the background materials generated for the campaign were viewed very positively by HSE
and Local Authority inspectors, as well as the stakeholders and duty holders who saw them. In
particular;

* The advertising materials developed were very well received and got positive ratings in the
communications surveys that were conducted amongst employers and workers;

* The campaign toolkits were widely circulated and well regarded by most of those that used them,
although the level of usage itself was mixed;

* The Slips Assessment Tool (SAT) has received very positive feedback and appears to have an
increasingly significant component of inspectors’ approach to engaging with duty holders on slips
and trips; and

* Events run as part of the campaign got generally positive feedback from those who attended them.

All the materials developed for the campaign constitute a strong ongoing resource for HSE to continue
promoting the issue of slips and trips.
Campaign impact

This evaluation has attempted to look at the challenging issue of how much actual impact the
campaign had on the control of risk in UK workplaces. There are two dimensions to this; firstly the
possible reach of the campaign, ie. how many people came into contact with it and secondly, the
degree of change that occurred in those organisations that were reached by the campaign.

Looking at the reach of the campaign the results are positive. From the communications surveys we



have found that the advertising campaign was noticed by good numbers of duty holders within the
campaign’s target sectors (although by proportionally fewer workers in these sectors), and that this
appears to have led to high volumes of internet activity (the main “fulfilment’ for the advertising
campaign). Consequently the recognition of campaign messages and materials as measured through
surveys compares well with other recent HSE campaigns.

However, findings on the degree of change that has occurred are less encouraging. As measured by
surveys, overall levels of awareness amongst employees and employers were not changed by the
campaign and only some attitudinal measures appear to have been changed, although in a small way.
The surveys did however, reveal a minority of respondents who — when prompted — said that they saw
the campaign and were taking some action in response (calculated as 13% of employers and 6% of
workers) in the target sectors. Unfortunately, follow-up research amongst these employers revealed
that in many cases this action had not materialised or had actually been driven by other factors aside
from the campaign.

This is not to say that the campaign has not led to any changes. Indeed through our follow-up research
we have spoken to some organisations whose attitudes had been affected and in a few cases they had
taken clear steps in a positive direction. However it is important to recognise that these organisations
are a minority, and that most organisations were untouched or unmoved by the campaign.

Where the research did find a positive change occurring as a result of the campaign it was mainly
through raising the profile of the issue amongst the most receptive duty holders and in helping health
and safety professionals to adopt or promote the issue within their organisation. This worked in the
following ways. The campaign;

* provided people with materials such as guidance documents and technical advice to enable
practical steps to be taken;

* gave the issue of slips and trips some clout - duty holders were able to promote the issue through
reference to the HSE campaign; and

* acted as a prompt to some duty holders to hasten slips and trips activity or to take action in a more
systematic or formal way.

It is also important to recognise that whilst a range of actions or shifts in attitude were reported to have
resulted from the campaign, it would appear that the campaign primarily helped to maintain and
enhance activities, approaches or policies already in place rather than to kick start those companies
that had not taken action previously. The biggest changes occurred in organisations that were already
dealing with the issue to some extent, or were already aware of the need to take further action and
simply required more encouragement or resources to do so.

Factors affecting the impact of the campaign

It seems that the most important determinant of how much actual impact the campaign had on
employers and workers was the mix of channels through which they were reached. Unsurprisingly,
active engagement such as face-to-face contact through inspections or training events appears to have
been a particularly effective part of this mix, and was most likely to prompt duty holders and workers
to take action. However, where this did occur it was often enhanced by the advertising campaign
which, in the minds of the target audience (as well as inspectors), served to emphasise the importance
that HSE attaches to the issue, and helped to direct people to new campaign resources and materials.
A clear conclusion is that, at the level of the individual duty holder, the mix of campaign channels is a
powerful delivery mechanism, but that run by themselves either inspection or advertising would have
been less effective. In particular, amongst individual duty-holders being exposed to advertising alone



does not appear to have the potential to achieve much actual change.

Another important determinant of the degree of change is the extent to which a duty holder or worker
is predisposed to health and safety, and particularly if they are already part of good health and safety
networks. For example, it seems that the advertising elements of a campaign like Watch Your Step
will rarely, if ever, convert someone to be more focussed on a specific issue or on health and safety as
a whole if they are not already interested in taking action. However, advertising can be very valuable
to those who are already converted, and who are looking for opportunities to make changes within
their organisations.

What is perhaps disappointing, given the aims of the slips and trips programme, is that there is little
evidence that communications by itself has lead to changes in attitudes, awareness or behaviour.
Evidence for this comes from the surveys and follow-up study; although we found that some survey
respondents who did say that they planned to make changes, in reality very few had gone from a)
seeing or hearing an advert to b) changing their views on the issue or making any tangible changes in
the workplace. Rather, as described above, the factors that motivated change were more direct contact
with HSE through training, inspection or informal networks, as well as the duty holder’s general
predisposition towards health and safety. This presents a problem to HSE; in that inspection and
training activities are clearly the most effective activities but they have limited reach, as such HSE is
relying on advertising to reach large numbers of people and deliver a large volume of change.
Unfortunately, whilst many aspects of the campaign have gone well, this evaluation does not suggest
that the current approach to communications, run either alone or with current levels of inspector
support, will deliver the degree of change in workplaces that is implied by HSE’s PSA targets.

Given that the main value of communications appears to be in supporting and adding impetus to other
activities, the same level of impact might be achieved through smaller, more targeted advertising
campaigns in the future. Furthermore, mass media communications might have more impact if the
wider climate is more positive (ie. greater numbers of duty holders engaged in health and safety,
stronger informal networks) or if alternative approaches to communication such as target audience
segmentation and social marketing approaches are used.

Specific lessons for future campaigns

Campaigns like Watch Your Step appear to work by creating a good platform for an issue, principally
by reminding colleagues and our target audiences that the issue is important, and also by providing
HSE with the opportunity for developing new background materials and resources. It is critical that
this platform is developed beyond the campaign, and WYS has arguably not yet succeeded in this.
Future campaigns need to have much more focus on the follow-up period, and have plans and
resources for sustaining the campaign messages (perhaps through structured follow-up activities).

Related to this, giving WYS a strict time period did lead to an effective concentration of activity in
October 05, but this quickly came to a halt once that period ended. For future campaigns HSE needs
to make efforts to combat the view that once the end date for a campaign is reached, the campaign
(and by extension the issue itself) is ‘dealt with’. More emphasis needs to be placed on maintaining
activity after the campaign, both in the way the campaigns are presented and resourced.

The campaign suffered as a result of a rather short lead in time, which led to inspectors and other
partners feeling that they had insufficient advanced warning. It was also seen by many of those
involved at a local level as somewhat disconnected from their regular work. Future campaigns need to
be scheduled much more in advance and be clearly part of a more coherent strategy. Importantly,
HSE needs to make full use of the entire period leading up to a campaign to let all stakeholders know
that is happening and to proactively help them prepare their activities.

There is some evidence to suggest that duty holders observe HSE moving from issue to issue and that



they tailor their own activities to reflect that. In some ways this might be unwelcome outcome as it
means that duty holders are moving from issue to issue in an effort to please the HSE, without actually
sustaining changes. Presenting different campaigns as interconnected and as part of a more strategic
long-term programme could go some way to address this.

The targeting of the WYS campaign was not particularly effective. The main reason for this was that
local inspectors (both HSE and LA) were left to determine their own actions. This had a positive side
because it gave inspectors more control over the process, but it also used up inspectors’ time and
meant that the campaign overall was not always focussed on the right places. Future campaigns need
to pay more attention to the issue of targeting, involving HSE and Local Authority inspectors from the
outset to decide on an appropriate strategy.

Common feedback from duty holders is that they would prefer to see materials that are more targeted
to their industry or situation. This is a fairly common request to HSE and one that already tends to
guide the development of materials as far as possible.

Finally, greater thought needs to be given to how to collect information about specific interventions
from both HSE and Local Authority inspectors. There is value to a systematic approach, but it should
probably be less detailed and/or onerous that the process developed for WYS.

What are the lessons for slips and trips?

The research conducted for this evaluation (both pre and post) has shown that it is not particularly
accurate to think that duty holders or workers regard slips and trips in the workplace as ‘funny’ or
‘trivial’. In contrast, most people do appear to recognise that it is a potentially serious issue, but it is
more in the background and is associated with general considerations around housekeeping and this
creates a climate where slips and trips is easy to disregard in favour of other hazards. As such, it is
not that duty holders dismiss slips and trips as an issue rather it is that are less inclined to focus
on the risk explicitly than they are with other hazards.

Further aspects of duty holders’ potentially unhelpful attitudes to slips and trips are that;

1. Some see them as seen as something that cannot really be solved or completely prevented without
significant investment (eg. new flooring)

2. Atendency to think that if accidents have not occurred then there is not a problem
3. A belief that solutions are simple and all down to ‘common sense’

The findings from the evaluation suggest that awareness campaigns could be a useful approach to
promoting action on slips and trips because duty-holders would appear to need something to prompt
them to engage with the issue. However it also suggests that we might have had more success with
the campaign had we presented in terms that are more in-tune with how duty holders perceive the
issue (i.e. ‘good housekeeping’) which is relevant to all workplaces, rather than the consequences (ie.
‘slips and trips”) which duty holders might feel is irrelevant to them if they have not had any accidents.

It might also have been more effective if there was a clearer “call to action’ (“see it sort it” perhaps not
being specific enough). It is plausible that the campaign had the effect of briefly reminding people
about the issue without encouraging them to do anything about it. As such it may be that the
programme needs to slightly rethink its outlook away from trying to persuade employers and workers
to take them seriously (as employers already do, albeit in an underlying way) towards informing
people of the simple, effective control measures they can take.

Another aspect of attitudes towards slips and trips is that most duty holders believe that they were
already dealing with the issues well enough through their basic housekeeping procedures. Inevitably
some are right to think this and some are wrong. Important drivers that encourage duty holders to



have a more explicit focus on the issue appear to be;

*[] Some experience of an accident

*[] The desire to promote a good tidy image to customers

*[] Greater awareness of the specific, tangible things that can be done to prevent them
*[] Concern about compensation claims or insurance premiums

These might be fruitful issues around which the slips and trips programme can engage with duty
holders and workers in the future.

Moving forward

A positive finding from the evaluation has been the overwhelming popularity of the communications
materials developed for the campaign (for example the press adverts and the inspector toolkits). More
resources need to be made available to the programme to ensure that these materials continue to be
seen by the largest number of people.

The very positive response to the use of the Slips Assessment Tool (SAT) illustrates the benefits of
engaging with inspectors and duty holders around something which is interesting to them, is tangible
and that people can use, interact with and disseminate. The major challenge is to get the approach
applied to as many workplaces as possible, otherwise it will remain a evidently useful approach which
fails because of a lack of widespread implementation.

There is scope to reconsider the programme’s core messages. It might be worth considering small
research project that covers attitudes towards the issue amongst stakeholders and inspectors, as well as
duty holders and employers.



Conclusions

What went very well?

Development of campaign materials and guidance which were all well received

Prompting action on slips and trips amongst duty holders who were already focussed on
health and safety

Contribution of Construction Division
Amount of Local Authority inspection activity
Number of improvement notices served

The further use of the Slips Assessment Tool

What went reasonably well?

*[]
*[]

Levels of advertising recall amongst target audience

Amount of HSE inspection activity

What was not successful

The second part of the campaign and action since the campaign to maintain momentum
Wider stakeholder engagement

Actual changes in awareness or attitudes towards slips and trips amongst the target audience
Recording of interventions by local authority inspectors

Distribution of money to help organise events (only a quarter of the allocated money was
spent)




INTRODUCTION

This report provides evaluation of the ‘Watch Your Step’ campaign run by the Health & Safety
Executive (HSE) between the beginning of October 2005 and the end of March 2006.

The report investigates all aspects of the campaign, from planning to delivery and analyses what
worked well and also what did not work so well. Recommendations to assist future campaigns and
future work on slips and trips will be featured at the end of the report.

The evaluation report was produced by James Noble, Principal Research Officer COSAS, and John
Print, Campaign Manager during Phase 2. Material has also been used from separate reports prepared
by Synovate.

The report is divided into four parts.

* Part 1: Describes the campaign itself, what its aims were and what it delivered.

* Part2: Briefly describes the feedback received on the different campaign channels.
* Part3: Assesses the available evidence on what impact the campaign had.

* Part4: Analyses the views of those involved in the campaign to determine how future campaigns
might be delivered as well as how the issue of slips and trips might be best approached in future.



PART 1. WHAT THE CAMPAIGN DELIVERED

In summary the campaign consisted of...

Advertising & media
*[] 91 press adverts in the national press and 35 adverts in trade publications
°[] 19,250 radio adverts on 275 local national stations
*[] 22,000 click through responses from 62 external websites

*[] The distribution of 4.6m sandwich bags and 750,000 water cooler cups and 100,000 flyers in the
Screwfix catalogue

*[] 403 related articles in local and national press and on radio stations
Background materials

*[] The preparation of 4 main print adverts and 3 radio adverts

[] Establishing a Watch Your Step micro site, which attracted c. 58,000 visitors.

*[] The development of a slips and trips regulator pack (2,443 distributed)

*[] The development of a slips and trips stakeholder pack (9,158 distributed)

*[] The production of slips and trips CDROM for duty holders.
Inspection and enforcement activity

*[] c. 5,320 enforcement inspections; ¢.600 conducted by HSE inspectors as part of WYS, ¢.1,900
conducted by HSE Construction division as part of their campaigns and ¢.2,850 conducted by
Local Authority Partners

*[] c. 140 Prevention or Improvement notices served on slips and trips issues

*[] c. 300 instances of Slips and Trips input into training/education or advice events
Stakeholder activity

*[] A small amount of work with stakeholders conducted by HSE’s internal programme team
The total cost of the campaign was

*[] £1,630,000 on advertising

*[] £50,000 to fund external events

*[] £156,000 on research and evaluation

*[1 £1,836,000 in total (not including internal HSE/HSL staff time or resources provided by
partners)

1.1 BACKGROUND

The Commission’s Strategy to 2010 defines a new aim i.e. ‘to establish and maintain an effective
health and safety culture in a changing economy, so that employers take their responsibilities
seriously, the workforce is fully involved and risks are properly managed’. Two of the themes that




underpin the Strategy are ‘developing closer partnerships’ with LAs and ‘communicating the vision’.
It also makes clear that a range of tools will be deployed in delivery of HSE’s regulatory role —
enforcement, information and advice. The ‘Watch Your Step’ campaign was the last of three single
topic publicity campaigns planned by the HSE in 2005 which aimed to combine these tools to create a
range of coordinated activity with an encapsulating message focused on specific hazards.

1.1.1 Why slips and trips?

Slips and trips was selected as a national campaign topic because HSE statistics show that pedestrian
slipping and tripping is the single most common cause of injuries in the UK workplace. Additionally,
slips and trips are often initiators of accidents attributed to other causes such as machinery accidents,
falls from height, scalding etc.

In 2003/04 employers reported 11,269 slip and trip major injury accidents (87% resulted in fractures).
During the same period there were more than 30,000 >3 day injuries to workers (54% resulted in
sprains). These figures represent increases of 25% and 14% respectively over the last 5 years.
Furthermore, the estimated costs of slip and trip accidents to the UK economy (£800m), employers
(E500m) and the NHS (£153m) accumulate to over £1.45 billion a year. HSE’s slips and trips
programme has set a target of reducing major slip and trip injuries by 5.1% by the end of the 2007/08
financial year.

1.1.2 Aims and objectives

The “Watch Your Step’ campaign was designed to raise widespread awareness of the causes and costs
of slip and trips accidents at work and to provide a foundation to meet targets set for the end of the
2007/08 financial year.

The campaigns key messages were;
* Slips and trips are not funny!
* Slips and trips should be treated seriously and in proportion to injuries and losses that they cause

* Simple and sensible precautions can eliminate most of the problems that give rise to slip and trip
accidents, but

[] Personal responsibility and worker participation are essential to make solutions work
The five broad objectives of the “Watch Your Step’ campaign were;

1. To create widespread awareness and use of sensible precautions to prevent slips and trip
accidents via targeted national and local publicity and a programme of coordinated interventions
in October 2005.

2. To work in partnership with Local Authorities (as regulators) and other stakeholders to
maximise outcomes

To contribute to the slips and trips programme and PSA targets through measurable outcomes

4. To reinforce the programme/project approach in the first full year of the strategic programme
arrangements

5. To evaluate the effectiveness of the initiative so lessons learnt can be incorporated into future
campaigns

1.1.3 Strategy

Following the Commission’s broad strategy, the campaign aimed to use a range of different methods
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for meeting these aims. These methods can be grouped under two broad streams of work;
1. Communications and media initiatives; and

2. Influencing activities carried out by HSE staff and HSE partners (including inspection,
promotional work and engaging with stakeholders).

To support of both these workstreams the core HSE team, along with the Central Office of
Communications (COIl) and specialist contractors, were involved in developing all supporting
materials, documents and guidance. The work of the core team was divided into six main elements;

* A communications strategy and publicity plan, which aimed to deliver some clear and simple
messages using a range of media methods.

* A stakeholder engagement plan, which aimed to identify relevant stakeholders and help them
participate in the campaign.

e Guidance and presentational materials for HSE and LA regulators, HSAOs and stakeholders
which sought to offer clear guidance on sensible controls and preventative measures

* A briefing plan for inspectors, HSAOs and LA partners which aimed to ensure that action taken
and advice given by regulators and HSAOs was proportionate (ie sensible), consistent,
transparent and targeted on the basis of risk

* An intervention plan which promoted a range of interventions including educational and
promotional events, safety awareness days, inspections, local projects and “central approaches’

* A regulators toolkit to provide clear and accessible guidance to regulators and HSAOs
Together these elements were intended to deliver a co-ordinated national campaign which had the
potential to reach both duty holders and enforcers in a range of different ways.
1.1.4 Timing

The campaign took place between the 3 October 2005 and the 31 March 2006. The campaign was
organised in two phases, which are shown below;

Phase 1: (3 October 2005 to 30 December 2006)
* A major communications and publicity drive including a national and local media campaign
* A four-week focus of inspections, education and advise around slips and trips

Phase 2: (2 January 2006 to 31 march 2006)
The phase aimed to sustain the campaigns key messages through further activities;

* Follow-up and additional inspections

e Evaluation of the campaign

1.1.5 Targeting

To achieve maximum impact the campaign focused on medium & large sized duty holders, influential
businesses and employee stakeholder partners. Activities were intended to target both central and
local branches of multi-site organisations as it was felt both had potential impact. This approach
appears to have been at least partially effective as our evaluation has found examples of local and
central branches of organisations communicating to one another about the campaign (in both
directions), meaning that there must have been as least some amplification of the campaign messages.

Targeting was also carried out at the sector level. Figures for major slip and trip injuries at work
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indicated that the worst sectors were: Public administration, construction, manufacturer of food and
beverages, post and telecommunications, retail, land transport, health & hospitality services. Workers
in these primary sectors employ approximately 10.098 million workers in the UK and have a
combined major injury incidence rate of 63 per 100,000 compared with an overall rate of 44.

Taking these figures into consideration the target audience for the campaign was defined as:
Employers / Sectors

Construction, manufacturing (focusing on food, printing, plastics, MVR and furniture), general public
services, healthcare (including hospitals, residential and non-residential care), post and courier
activities, land transport (principally freight by road), storage and warehousing, retail, hotels and
catering.

Workers

Drivers and related operatives, health care workers (nurses and care assistants), cleaners, hotel and
catering operatives, sales assistants, postal workers and manufacturing operatives.

The effectiveness of this targeting is discussed on page 53.

1.1.6 Materials developed

A wide range of materials were developed by HSE and its partners in support of the campaign. These
were

* Two campaign toolkits - One for regulators and one for stakeholders. These comprised of
guidance leaflets and flyers, posters, case studies and presentational material, which were
duplicated on to CD Rom. The Regulators toolkit also included a campaign flyer, a risk control
indicator guide and inspection ‘aide memoire’.

* A guidance document on ‘Cleaning and its impact on slips and trips’ — 20,000 copies circulated.
* Seven separate posters which related to different aspects of the slips and trips risks

* An intervention report form on which all HSE and local authority inspectors were expected to
summarise all of their campaign activities.

* An evaluation questionnaire for people attending seminars, workshops or other training events.
* Four press adverts and three radio adverts developed by CB JWT who were contracted to
provide creative services to the campaign.
1.1.7 Messaging

The messaging and themes for the campaign were developed following qualitative research with
employers and workers in the campaign target group conducted by CML Market Research Ltd (see
separate report for further information). Upon the basis of this research, ‘Watch Your Step’ was the
name given to publicise the campaign. The campaign’s call to action was “See it, sort it” which aimed
to impress upon people the need to take personal responsibility and action to prevent accidents.

1.2 ACTIVITIES UNDERTAKEN DURING THE CAMPAIGN

1.2.1 Communications activity
Advertising

The advertising elements of the campaign took place through a number of channels;
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* Press adverts; 91 of which ran in the national press and 35 adverts in trade publications
e Radio adverts; 19,250 broadcast on 275 local national stations

* Internet banner adverts; which ran on 62 external websites, generating 22,000 click through
responses from 62 external websites.

* The distribution of 4.6m sandwich bags, 750,000 water cooler cups and 100,000 flyers in the
Screwfix catalogue.

Media coverage

There were 403 articles in all media generated for the HSE’s Watch your Step campaign. These are
broken down by the following media types;

Table 1: Distribution of articles for Watch tour Step Campaign

Media type Number of articles
Regional Print 139

Radio 135

Trade websites 62

Local Government websites 31

Trade print 27

Other online 5

National Print 4

Total 403

The hypothetical reach of this activity (based upon analysis of total readership figures) has been
calculated as 17% of the total UK population - although the actual number of people reach is certainly
much lower (for further information about the actual reach of the campaign see chapter 3).

The content of nearly all coverage was characterised as “slightly favourable” by Metrica who were
commissioned to monitor the campaign’s coverage (see separate report).
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‘Watch Your Step’ website

A Watch Your Step website was developed and was linked to the existing slips and trips homepage. It
went live on the 3 October 2005. All campaign materials were available as downloads from the site

The table and chart below provides shows the number of unique visitors to the microsite during the
campaign, the total number of actual visits made (including repeat visits from the same user), and the
total number of actual pages visited (page requests). These figures exclude internal HSE visits.

Table 2: Statistics for the Watch Your Step website

Month Visitors Visits Page Requests

Oct-05 24361 27685 73197

Nov-05 18878 20050 44302

Dec-05 7489 7853 14986

Jan-06 3297 3567 9676

Feb-06 3762 4078 9604

Mar-06 2782 3037 7412

Totals 57’.682 66270 159177
unique

The figures show that there was a significantly larger interest in the campaign during Phase 1 than
during Phase 2. This is consistent with the majority of campaign resources and activity being focussed
on Phase 1 of the campaign.

A series of posters were made available for download from the Watch Your Step website. The total
number of posters downloaded to date are shown in the table below.

Table 3: Details of poster downloads from the Watch Your Step website

Poster type Number of downloads
Trip risk 7,395
Slip risk 7,899
Construction 2,732
Catering 2,169
Factory 2,847
Retail 1,654
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Health services 2,839

“Tools” 1,456
“Wires” 1,851
“Bricks” 1,188
“Bucket” 1,265
“Pipes” 1,088
“Spill” 1,402
Total 36,297

Anecdotal evidence suggests that the distribution of posters may have been amplified through
organisations downloading a poster and then copying it to other parts of the organisation.

1.2.2 Infoline

HSE’s Infoline (a free service for people with health and safety queries) was adapted to enable HSE to
deal with and recording any queries that arose from the slips and trips campaign. The following table
shows the number of queries that were received through the two different mediums.

Table 4: Written and Telephone enquires to infoline about slips and trips between
01/04/2005 and 31/03/2006

Slips & Trips

01/04/2005 - 31/03/2006

Sub Topic Telephone Written Total

Fit Out Campaign 52 4 56
Watch Your Step 1256 342 1598
Construction Slips and Trips

(Good Order) 12 43 55
Total 1320 389 1709

1.2.3 HSE Inspector activity
Inspection

Formal enforcement was included as part of the campaign in line with the Health & Safety
Commission’s (HSC) enforcement policy and Enforcement Management Model. This was directed by
the campaign’s ‘Inspection Enforcement Guidance’ which was included in the ‘Regulator’s Toolkit’
(which also contained 10 template notices).

The approach to Inspections during Phase 1 was to brief inspectors on the aims of the campaign and to
provide them with materials to assist with inspections, but then to allow them the leeway to direct their
own inspection activity.

In addition to enforcement activity which was conducted directly for Watch Your Step, HSE
Construction Division also contributed through two waves of enforcement activity; firstly a “Good
Order” (slips and trips) element to the 2005 “Fit Out” campaign, and secondly a specific campaign on
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“Good Order” in 2006.

During Phase 2 it was anticipated that additional and follow-up inspections would take place. Further
enforcement was also envisaged where satisfactory improvements to reduce slip and trip risks had not
been made by duty holders. However, on the basis of the Intervention Report Forms received, it
seems that virtually no enforcement was carried out during phase 2 of the campaign. Because of this,
if we exclude the contribution made by the Construction division, the campaign did not appear to
achieve its target for HSE inspector contact hours (although we should also recognise that there was at
least some under-reporting of interventions).

Alongside formal inspections, HSE and local authority staff were encouraged to run educational and
promotional activities which included seminars and events as well as site visits where advice rather
than enforcement was the focus. Figures on the amount of time spent on these activities are included
in the tables below, they are also discussed in more depth in section 1.2.6.

Final recorded totals of inspectorate activity

During the campaign HSE evaluators asked that information about all HSE and local authority activity
was recorded on Intervention Report Forms (IRF) which where then entered into Focus/Coin. Some
feedback on this process can be found on in chapter 4.

The table below illustrates the number of HSE interventions that took place (based upon
COIN/FOCUS output). It is important to note that the actual number of interventions was probably
higher as not all activity was recorded correctly (For example, a further 43 IRFs were received but not
entered into FOCUS/COIN and are therefore not included here). All interventions were intended to be
single issue ‘slips and trips’ focussed, except the ‘fit out’ interventions where ‘good order’ was
bundled with other issues.
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Table 5: Number of HSE interventions that took place during the campaign

Total Total

Enforc education/ C_ont?c Inspectors Workers  Notices Slte_s e
. Time . 2 notices
ement advice involved reached served
. . . (hours) served
Visits interventions
East/SE 61 28 314 20 13,465 4 2
South West/ g9 23 332 18 22,731 3 3
\Wales
Midlands 205 77 687 40 58,579 10 7
London 74 5 130 18 21,021 2 2
'Yorkshire / NE 73 14 169 15 4,892 1 1
North West 36 27 164 11 15,176 0 0
Scotland 40 4 75 9 9,269 2 2
Construction 19 6 51 2 127 1 1
\WYS Total 597 184 1,922 133 145,260 20 15
“Fit Out” 1,042 72 692 88 20,2143 40 29
“Good 5 6 .
Order’™ 993 - 659 - 19,263 43 31
Overall total 2,632 256 3,273 221 184,737 103 75

Total contact time of 3,273 translates into nearly 440 days of actual contact time (assuming 7.5 hours a
day). This means that - overall - the campaign exceeded its target for total HSE contact time of
363 days, mainly as a result of efforts from the Construction Programme. However, without the input
from the Construction Division contact days fell short of their targets, as shown in the table below.

1 1t should be noted that the ‘time spent’ and ‘workers reached’ are very rough approximations. To be ‘reached’ a worker only had to have to work at site where the
duty holder (or someone else) was contacted through the campaign.

2 This data is taken from the Intervention Report Forms and that this is not the most accurate way to record levels of notices issued. A more meticulous process
involving the interrogation of COIN/FOCUS will have yielded a more accurate but probably only slightly different figure.

3 Estimate based on FOCUS data only, COIN data not available

4 This figure cannot be verified as “Good Order” data does not appear to have been entered into Coin

5 This is an estimate (imputed from results of “Fit Out”)

6 This is an estimate (imputed from results of “Fit Out”)

7 estimate
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Table 6: Number of HSE interventions (without contribution from Construction Programme)
that took place during the campaign

Division Target days Actual days Difference
(number of
days)

South East / East 70 42 -28
South West / Wales 52 44 -8
Midlands 59 92 +33
London 30 17 -13
Yorkshire / North 46 23 -23
East

North West 36 22 -14
Scotland 31 10 -21
Overall 324 250 -74

However, some of this shortfall was probably due to under-reporting or inconsistent reporting. FOD
monthly progress reports, derived from FOCUS and COIN work recording data, suggest that between
the end of September and the end of November - the period over which time data relating to the
campaign will have been recorded - a further 82 days of effort on slips were recorded. Although this
is only a slight excess over what we might normally expect (ie without a campaign) it is reasonable to
assume that much of this time will have related to, and contributed to, the WYS campaign.

HSAO Support

The campaign also aimed to receive 10 days of HSAO resource per region. Again based upon
monthly progress reports, between September and October 05, B5/6 staff recorded 38 days of
proactive contact time on slips and trips (ie not complaints or investigations). This time equates to at
least 120 days total time, possibly indicating that the campaign did achieve its target for HSAO
resource.

Contribution from Construction Division (CD)
During the campaign the Construction Division (CD) contributed by;

* Raising the profile of ‘site good order’ as an important issue with the principal construction
intermediaries, including contractors and trade unions

* Produced publicity material, including a toolbox talk for use by contractors / site workers
* Conducted a 2-phase enforcement initiative during October 2005 and February 2006

CD made a substantial contribution to the ‘Watch Your Step’ campaign. Publicity material produced
was taken up in large numbers and was very well received. It is anticipated that the shelf life of the
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materials will continue well beyond the timescales of the campaign.

Informal feedback from colleagues within CD suggests that they received considerable support for the
objective of improving housekeeping standards on construction with a focus on engaging contractors
and site workers. CD inspectors appear to have embraced the need to improve housekeeping
standards on sites and readily applied the steer given by the CD project team. Union appointed safety
representatives also made a contribution during Phase 2 by carrying out site inspections using the
same criteria as that used throughout Phase 1 of the campaign.

1.2.4 Local Authority inspection activity
Overview

Local Authorities’ involvement in the campaign focussed mainly on inspections and enforcement, but
some awareness events/initiatives were also carried out. The role of Local Authorities was a key
component in the campaign and the HSE adopted a partnership approach with the aim of maximising
activity and exposure. All Local Authorities were encouraged to attend a WYS briefing session and
all attendees were provided with a regulators toolkit, which included ‘Inspector Enforcement
Guidance’ and a “Risk control indicator guide and inspection aide memoire’ to promote consistency.

Upon the basis of information received back from LAs there were a total of 105 individual authorities
that took part in the campaign (more authorities may actually have participated but they did not
provide any information about these activities to HSE). Nearly all of these LA interventions were
enforcement focussed (ie visits to premises where advice was given), although we do have records of
28 separate seminars or training events that were organised by LAs.

The table below shows the number of Local Authority interventions (both inspection and education)
that took place by HSE regional area:

Table 7: Number of Local Authority interventions that took place during the campaign

Local Authority Interventions Total
South East / East 284
South West / Wales 866
Midlands 345
London 138
Yorkshire / North East 473
North West 542
Scotland 209
Total 2,857

From the 2,857 interventions that took place, at least 38 enforcement notices were served at 24
different sites.
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The average length of a local authority led visits (based upon a sample of IRFs retuned) is estimated to
be 50 minutes, therefore the estimated total amount of contact time spent local authorities is estimated
as 2,370 hours (316 days) during the course of the campaign.

The average number of workers at sites visited by LA inspectors (based upon a sample of IRFs
retuned) is 33, therefore the estimated total number of workers ‘reached’ through the campaign is
98,885. However, this figure hides some significant variation. Most sites visited by LA inspectors
were small (less than 10 workers), a small number of visits to very large sites increases the overall
average considerably (the estimated median number of workers at sites visited was 11, and the mode
4).

1.2.5 HSL Support

Finally on inspection/enforcement, further evidence of the increase in slips and trips enforcement
activity comes from the levels of HSL slip and trip forensic investigations. The following table shows
both a general increase over the last few years and a notable increase in 2005, probably as a result of
Watch Your Step although other factors have contributed to a general increase in these activities (for
example increased staffing at HSL and technological developments)

Table 8: Number of slip/trip forensic investigations undertaken by HSL each year from 1998
to 2005

Year !\Io _of_HSL slip/trip  forensic
investigations
1998 1
1999 0
2000 4
2001 7
2002 13
2003 35
2004 34
2005 84

1.2.6 Events

Included within the inspector time in the tables above is time spent organising and attending seminars
or other events where the campaign messages were delivered to larger numbers of duty holders and
other stakeholders.

Although, this type of activity has been difficult to actually record, on the basis of returned evaluation
forms we estimate that HSE staff participated in ¢.50 separate events across the UK as part of WYS.
These appear to have ranged in size from very small (1-2 attendants) to large (c.100).

The number of events held or organised by local authorities appears to have been very low. Of the
2,845 individual interventions set out above only 28 appear to have been educational events as
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opposed to standard enforcement visits. One conclusion might be that Local Authority partners would
benefit from more support and encouragement in organising events.

It is certainly possible - and anecdotal evidence would seem to suggest (see box 1 below) - that the
actual numbers of events organised by HSE and Local Authorities might be slightly higher than the
figures presented here. The process through which the core HSE team learnt of events was very
patchy and so it is likely that some went unrecorded or unnoticed.

Funding for events

In addition a £100k budget was made available to regulators and external stakeholders to support
educational, promotional and awareness events. National and other stakeholders were encouraged to
be innovative in their support. Many stakeholders ran events without funding and instead took up the
offer support including speakers from HSE / HSL and campaign resource materials and guidance.

In total only £28,370 of the £100k made available for the campaign was actually spent, distributed
across 32 separate events. This is a disappointing outcome for the campaign and perhaps lends
support for the finding that local authority partners were not particularly equipped or willing to
involve themselves with educational type activities.
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Box 1 — lllustrative examples of Local Authority Initiatives & Events
Below are a few Local Authority initiatives and events that took place during the campaign;

Bury Metropolitan Council contacted 250 businesses within the food sector with details of the
‘Watch Your Step’ campaign. As part of the campaign Bury Metropolitan Council also
purchased a micro-roughness meter and offered a free floor test the slip potential of floors.

Harrogate Borough Council promote a quarterly Management Forum which brings together
small, medium and large businesses to discuss issues that are relevant to their organisations. The
‘Watch Your Step’ campaign was selected as a topic for the October meeting with Harrogate BC
inspectors delivering the session. The event was a success because all forum members were
aware of the environment and could easily relate to the issues. A good discussion about the slip
and trip topic took place a feedback from the 50 businesses present was very positive.

Stafford Borough Council produced a special slips and trips newsletter called ‘Trip Wire’.
Included inside the newsletter included more details about the campaign, details of where to
obtain HSE advice and guidance and a quiz competition based around slips and trips with
winning entries going into a draw to win a £20 cinema voucher. One of the target sectors for
Stafford Borough Council was the Brewery and pub industry. To appeal to this audience slip
and trip branded beer mats were produced and distributed to pubs in the area.

Haringey Council ran a day of awareness activities in Wood Green shopping centre that
included a stand promoting the ‘Watch Your Step’ campaign to the public and local businesses.
The council also persuaded one of their EHOs to take to the streets dressed in a banana suit but
with a very serious message.

The social services department of Torfaen Borough Council, ran a small number of HSE
supported training and awareness days targeted at Care Homes in the region. In total 120
delegates attended events, which also involved footwear providers and cleaning contractors.

South Ribble Borough Council, Chorley Borough Council, West Lancashire District Council,
HSE and Health Protection Agency ran an event to raise awareness of slips and trips and
infection control to owners and managers in residential care and nursing homes. Bundling the
two topics made the event more appealing to delegates with over 100 attending. The costs of the
event were shared between the Councils, with presentations and expertise provided by HSE and
HPA officers. In response to the event South Ribble Borough Council have planned targeted
inspections at all residential and nursing home in the Borough during 2006/07.

1.2.7 Stakeholder Activity

By engaging national stakeholders in the target sectors there was an opportunity to influence an
audience of almost 11 million workers. Stakeholders include trade unions, large companies, health
and safety groups, trade associations, public sector employers, insurance companies and professional
bodies.

It has been very hard to gauge or measure the actual level of stakeholder activity that was achieved
and as such we are reliant on anecdotal evidence. Whilst box 2 provides some indication of the kinds
of activities that took place, the broad conclusion that we have to reach is that WYS was not
particularly successful in generating widespread stakeholder activity and that this might be an area for
HSE to focus on in future.
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Box 2: Initiatives & Events Organised by Stakeholders

Northern Foods is a large multi site employer in the food sector. During the campaign they
instigated a wide number of initiatives including hosting slip & trip seminars in partnership with the
HSE for SMEs, trailing footwear in association with ARCO and a design a slip & trip a poster
competition in a regional newspaper. The winning entry was professionally printed to support a
company wide ‘slip & trip” awareness week.

A number of factory specific activities also took place including the introduction of anti-slip
footwear at a biscuit factory, a black ‘x” Wellington boot / footwear inspection campaign at a bakery
(to stop use of footwear with poor grip). The group has also set itself a target to reduce reportable
slip and trip accidents by 10% in the next 12 months.

CB Richard Ellis is a major UK property management company who actively supported the ‘Watch
Your Step campaign with a ‘Health and Safety Week’ focusing on ‘slips & trips’. The initiative was
launched in September 2005 where all centre and building managers (plus a number of contracting
companies) were invited to a briefing session with speakers including representatives CD Richard
Ellis, HSE, Corporation of London and Risk Consulting.

Following the briefing session each manager was requested to participate in the “Slip & Trips’ week
using some of the ideas and initiatives outlined. A competition was run with three winners being
selected by the Property Services, HS&E Board meeting in January 2006. Entrants were judged
against no. of workers on site, inclusion of public, tenants and contractors, originality and
submission material provided.

Prize winners included;

Princes Quay, Hull - The Centre has a low incident rate for ‘slip and trip’ accidents but
brainstormed the potential reasons whey these may occur i.e. poor housekeeping, lack of awareness
and complacency. A concentrated effort was made with shop-fitting contractors to raise house
keeping standards in and around the loading / delivery bays and service corridors. New uniforms
and work trolleys were introduced to all cleaning staff. The carts were lightweight in design but
were still able to carry all the cleaning equipment needed. This has enabled the centre to
confidentially report a response time of 1 minute to deal with spillages and other slip and trip
hazards.

Staff members were also encouraged to record all radio requests to spillage tasks. This enabled the
centre to monitor trends, mall cleaning cover arrangements and problem areas. Staff rotas were
adopted once this information was available. Larger higher profile bins were also installed in the
centre, which helped reduce less litter and few spillage incidents.

Staff rooms were provided with education material on the prevention of ‘slips and trips’. NVQs in
Cleaning Level 1 & 2 were made mandatory for all cleaning staff and by January 2006 all staff
training was completed.
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Box 2: continued

Crowngate Shopping Centre, Worcester - The Centre carried out research and discovered that 53%
of the catchment area were over the age of 55. With this in mind the centre worked in partnership
with Age Concern focusing on slips and trips with the elderly. The centre helped finance one of
three booklets that were handed out at a stand manned by Age Concern.

In addition, the Centre Operations Manager designed a new protocol for dealing with slip and trip
hazards. Refresher training was given to all staff reminding them that they have duty to ensure that
spills are dealt with effectively and promptly. Dry mopping is actively being encouraged.

88 Wood Street, London - The building manager after attending the briefing session changed the
way in which window cleaners protected areas. Rather than using wet floor signs the window
cleaners now barrier off areas.

The site has also acquired an Emergency Spills Pack to deal with spillage hazards. The sites
Cleaning contractor acquired a micro-roughness meter and tested all floor surfaces in common areas.
As a result entrance matting was adjusted to ensure all damp areas were captured. An umbrella-
wrapping machine was also purchased and set up at the sites reception. The site also changed its
reception floor cleaning routine to ensure it is carried out during the night time, helping to ensure
that the floors are fully dried by the morning.

HBOS, a multi-national financial institution ran series of ‘slip and trip’ events called ‘Step out
Safely’ to coincide with the ‘Watch Your Step’ campaign. 150 delegates attended HSE & LA
workshops at a football stadium venue and over 2000 workers and contractors have visited
roadshow events. As part of the campaign HBOS also produced and distributed 3000 ‘Step out
Safely’ packs to branches and major offices.

Amicus promoted the ‘Watch Your Step’ campaign in its journal to 45,000 activists and featured the
campaign on the organisations website.

During the campaign Amicus also conducted a limited survey utilising its email subscriber list to
assess the impact of the campaign. Results showed that of those who were aware of the campaign,
84% received information from Amicus, 42% from HSE and only 10% from their employers. Of
those who were aware of the campaign 62% discussed ‘slips and trips’ with their employer, 56%
performed inspections and 35% reported significant activity as a result.

Confederation of Paper Industries (CPI) used its resources to promote ‘Watch Your Step’.
During it biennial Health & Safety conference in October 2005 the campaign was launched to its
members. Over 180 delegates attended representing 26 companies, 78 sites across all sectors of the
paper industry. All delegates were provided with the Watch Your Step CD-ROM and CPI News
directed members to the campaign microsite.

The CPI concluded that the companies have picked up on the campaign and using it to develop
activities. In the long-term the CPI action plans include a target of reducing slip and trip accidents by
20-30% in the next two years.

1.2.8 Conclusion

This chapter has presented the best available information we have on what activities took place as part
of the Watch Your Step campaign. In some areas, such as advertising outputs the figures are very
accurate, for other activities, such as inspector or stakeholder activities the information presented is
more illustrative. This is because of the large number of people who participated, the devolved nature
of campaign activity and the consequent difficulties involved in getting people to record their work
systematically.

24



PART 2. CAMPAIGN FEEDBACK

Summary

Overall, the feedback to nearly all the campaign materials was very positive. It seems that the
campaign team had considerable success in developing products that people found helpful and
useable. In particular;

Negative feedback was found occasionally in relation to;

*[] The press adverts were well received as striking, ‘hard-hitting’ and professional;

*[] Inspections were seen by many duty holders as helpful and useful, particularly when
the focus was on providing guidance rather than enforcement;

*[] Attendees at events generally provided positive feedback;

*[] The Slips Assessment Tool appears to be very useful for getting duty holders and
inspectors themselves engaged with the issues; and

°[] The CD-ROM was also very well regarded by all.

*[] The posters developed for the campaign were sometimes seen as a bit drab
*[] The radio adverts were not as positively regarded as the press adverts

°[] Some instances of dissatisfaction with the inspection process, though overall
experiences seem to have been positive

This section presents some brief feedback on the different campaign elements provided by those duty
holders and workers who came into contact with the campaign. This section is split into the different
campaign channels.

2.1 FEEDBACK ON ADVERTISING AND COMMUNICATIONS

Response to the advertising material was tested through survey work with both employers and
workers.

Overall the reaction was positive;

Many more respondents to the surveys described the adverts in positive terms than in negative
terms (for example four in five employers and employers liked that the ads ‘got straight to the
point’, whilst only a very small proportion thought they were ‘too blunt’).

Good numbers of respondents drew the correct campaign messages from the advertising.

At least three-quarters of both workers and employers who were shown or played the adverts
agreed that they; ‘brought home the seriousness of the issue’, ‘make me think about what I can do
to reduce risk’, ‘encouraged me to think what more | could do to reduce risk’, ‘likely to be
noticed’ and ‘were really convincing’.

Only slightly smaller proportions agreed that the ads were; ‘relevant to my workplace’ and “will
make a difference to people’s behaviour’ — which is still a positive finding.

For further details on how the adverts were perceived by survey respondents please see the associated
presentation/report prepared by Synovate who conducted the surveys.
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2.2 FEEDBACK ON GUIDANCE MATERIALS

Most of the feedback we have on guidance materials comes from follow-up qualitative research which
was conducted with a small group of duty holders.

Duty holders responded well to a variety of components of the campaign, and found many of elements
useful.

Provision of free downloadable campaign materials such as posters were widely used. Many
respondents put up posters in their workplaces after downloading them from the HSE website. It is
important to note, however, that not all respondents were aware that materials were available on the
site, and would have been likely to use them if they had known. Suggesting that more could have
been done to make duty holders aware of their availability.

The CD-Rom was found to be a powerful training tool. Participants in the research appreciated the
fact that it could be used immediately to enhance the message of taking care and eliminating hazards.
A number used it for routine health and safety training, while some incorporated it into their toolbox
talks on prevention of slips and trips.

There was appreciation, particularly amongst the more technically minded respondents, for the
provision of specific criteria regarding prevention of slips and trips which could be applied to
procurement procedures. The SAT, with its formula for assessing how slippery a floor is and under
what conditions it would be considered dangerous, was felt to be extremely useful when considering
replacement of flooring. In an environment where business cases are often required to make
fundamental changes, and cost is a barrier to short term action, having hard evidence and standards set
by the HSE empowers duty holders to convince management regarding purchase of suitable footwear
and flooring materials.

This type of tangible information which health and safety professionals can readily apply is something
that should be included in future campaigns. Its tangible nature is what differentiates it from other
elements of the campaign.

Data was considered useful in convincing management to invest in raising the profile of slips and trips
as a health and safety issue. Including; statistics on accidents cause by slips and trips on a national
level; statistics on absenteeism; time lost as a result of slip and trip accidents; and information/case
studies on employer liability.

There was some negative feedback about the campaign posters. One respondent to the follow-up
research explained that his organisation considered using the HSE posters, but felt that they were not
of high enough quality when compared to materials for other campaigns being run within the
organisation, and that they would therefore go unnoticed. This supports some anecdotal evidence
suggesting that the posters were not as good as —for example — the adverts developed for the press
adverts.

We within the department toyed with the idea of using the posters as a way of enforcing
the issue, well educating people, but | have to be quite blunt, the quality of posters was,
we didn’t really think, particularly effective and they would be up against a whole range
of other posters around violence, around infection control, around other clinical issues
we’re putting in the way of every ward for instance, they’re in competition with a range
of other posters trying to get a message across [Duty Holder, Health, Company Audit]

2.3 FEEDBACK ON INSPECTION INTERVENTIONS

Overall, participants in the follow-up research were positive about their experiences of being visited or
inspected by the HSE or their Local Authority. The visits were primarily described as transparent in
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terms of the objectives and fair in terms of any recommendations made.

Many of the respondents whose businesses had received visits said that inspectors had provided
tangible advice on specific areas within the business where changes could be made to reduce risk, and
had demonstrated equipment required to achieve this. Some inspectors had also briefed staff directly,

and duty holders felt that due to their authority this had impacted on staff considerably.

“What was good was that the HSE lady actually did a 45 minute presentation to the
safety reps. It actually got the message across to the safety reps. They then became more
focused on their own individual areas...It was a PowerPoint presentation, the full works,
a good one. One of the senior managers stayed in with them to see how it went.”

[Duty Holder, Manufacturing, Company Audit]

However, it would appear that there is a certain amount of inconsistency in terms of the way in which
visits were conducted and the usefulness of recommendations made. The following positive and

negative issues were identified:

- The demonstration of the SAT was considered ‘new’ and good tangible
information.

- The provision of constructive and usable results and advice in most instances.

- Talks given directly to staff, either as a 45 minute meeting, or as more informal
conversations during the course of the visit. Such direct interaction was
considered very useful in terms of raising general awareness and encouraging
worker involvement. In one case the inspector had been seen to ‘scare’ staff into

R wearing their PPE by demonstrating possible consequences if they did not, and
this was greatly appreciated by management.
- In some cases inspectors were seen to be thorough, taking ample time to go
through accident and training records, prevention strategies and fully inspect the
premises.
- Some inspectors returned for multiple visits if there were ongoing issues or if
follow-up was required
- Some respondents felt that the information provided was too generic and basic.
- As a result, little had been done in terms of changing the way in which the
company operates.
- There was a sense that the inspectors came in to look at one thing (slips and
trips) and got distracted by other issues. The respondent was then reticent to take

: on board the suggestions put forward.
Negative

- In contrast, some inspectors would not address other issues beyond slips and
trips during the visit, even though the business would have welcomed a discussion
around this.

- Some visits were considered to be too brief and limited in scope, e.g. a 10
minute inspection at a care home which was limited to checking the suitability of
the floor covering in the kitchen only.
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2.4 FEEDBACK ON TRAINING DAYS/EVENTS

Feedback on events organised through Watch Your Step (both a specific events and as part of wider
Safety and Health Awareness Days) was obtained through a standardised feedback questionnaire that
event organises were encouraged to ask attendees to complete. Over 1,000 of these questionnaires
were returned and the responses are mainly encouraging;

55% of attendees “strongly agreed” that the event was useful to them and a further 32% “tended to
agree”. Fewer than 10% felt that it was not useful.

Similarly, 84% felt that the event they attended was ‘relevant to them’ and 86% agreed that the
event had ‘given them ideas for reducing slip and trip risks’ and that they had ‘learnt something

new-.

Attendees were asked to rate how confident they felt in dealing with the issues covered by the
Watch Your Step campaign both before and after the event on a scale from 1 to 10. The average
score for all attendees rose from 5.7 before the events to 7.6 after the events, which is reasonably
encouraging.

Finally, attendees were asked to rate their organisations’ current performance and then how the
expected to be doing in 6 months time. The following table shows only those respondents who
said their organisation dealt with each issue ‘very well’. Encouragingly, all measures show that
attendees expected to make improvements, with the biggest impact possibly being on footwear.
Although it is important to note that these are only expected outcomes and do not represent
particularly reliable information about actual impact.

Table 9: Questionnaire results from training events — attendees rating their organisation’s
handling of slips and trips issues as very well currently and what they expected in 6 months

time
Issue % “very % expect to Change
well” be doing +
currently “very well”
in six months
time
Effectively dealing with spillages and 47 59 +12
other floor contamination
Effectively dealing with the risk of 20 47 +27
tripping (clear walkways etc.)
The slip resistance of workers’ footwear 20 58 +38
The slip resistance of flooring materials 17 37 +20
The quality of your procedures for 17 45 +28
assessing slip and trip risks
The involvement of workers themselves in 16 43 +27

addressing slip and trip risks
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More detailed feedback on the training events is presented below.

Positive

- Most considered it useful to see the micro-roughness meter and SAT
demonstrated within the training event, and this was often the key ‘take-home’
point.

- The ‘Watch you step’ training was sometimes held in conjunction with
training on other Health and safety issues such as working at heights. The slips
and trips section served as a useful reminder of the issues in this area.

- Respondents found the events interesting, and said that the HSE appeared to
be getting better at presenting this type of information, e.g. by making more use
of visual devices and shorter, more punchy delivery.

- The events were seen to provide a good steer on what the HSE was focusing
on.

- Good Q&A sessions, and sound, actionable advice given.

- Good networking opportunity.

Negative

- In some cases, respondents explained that the slips and trips element of the
event that they attended only formed a small part of it. Therefore, it was not
always this part that had motivated them to attend.

- Some sense that the training was somewhat ‘dragged out’ to a full day, when
a half-day would have sufficed.

- The level of detail and technicality included in the presentations was
considered too great for some (in particular those with more limited
involvement in health and safety).
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PART 3. WHAT WAS THE IMPACT OF THE CAMPAIGN?

Summary

Using the standard measures of recall of campaign materials, WYS appears to have slightly
exceeded the scores achieved by other recent HSE campaigns. By looking at a combination of
measures, we calculate that about 10% of employers in the campaigns target sectors and probably
around 5% of targeted workers were found to have some recollection of the campaign.

Unfortunately this degree of recognition does not appear to have been translated into changes in
our measures of employer/worker awareness, and only minor changes in attitudes towards the
issue.

When prompted with information about the campaign we calculate that 13% of employers and
6% of workers reported that they had actually seen it and planned to do something in response.
However, follow-up qualitative research suggests that these figures may be overstated. In many
cases action had not materialised or had already been happening and was unaffected by the
campaign.

Despite these broadly negative conclusions the evaluation has found good examples of campaign
impact, although only in a minority of cases investigated.

Where the campaign has had a positive impact it is associated with; more active HSE
engagement (ie inspector visits or seminars), a good predisposition to health and safety and good
informal links to health and safety networks.

The main value of the advertising element of the campaign appears to have been in supporting
other activities and helping to generate a climate in which slips and trips are regarded as an
important issue. It does not appear to have had much impact in isolation to other activities.

3.1 INTRODUCTION

Part 1 of this report outlined what the campaign actually delivered or consisted of and part 2 provides
some preliminary feedback from duty holders. Part 3 attempts to show what it actually achieved in
terms of impact on the target population.

Determining the actual impact or outcome of an intervention is both the most challenging and the most
important part of any evaluation. Even if it were possible for an evaluation to measure the impact of
WYS in a systematic way, it would have require an amount of resources that would be far in excess of
what would be appropriate given the actual size of the campaign. For this reason this section of the
report suggests what the impact of the campaign might have been but cannot provide a definitive
answer to that question.

Evidence sources
The sources of evidence available for determining the impact of the campaign are;

1. Pre and post campaign surveys of employers and workers in the campaigns target sectors.
These surveys were commissioned by HSE Communications Directorate to measure the
penetration of the campaign (principally the advertising elements) amongst both employers and
employers within the campaign target sectors. Details of the methodology of these surveys is
shown in Appendix Al.
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2. Annual communications tracking surveys. These surveys were also commissioned by HSE
Communications Directorate, though not explicitly to measure the affect of the WYS campaign.
They are valuable because they cover different audiences, have some historical data against which
to compare changes in awareness/attitude and because the most recent wave was conducted
shortly after the first stage of WYS (January 2006). Unlike the pre and post surveys described at
point 1, these surveys covered all employers and employees irrespective of whether or not they
were in the campaign target sectors.

3. A qualitative follow-up study with duty holders. This small-scale study was undertaken with a
range of duty holders who came into contact with the campaign through different means. It took
place six months after the campaign and specifically addressed the question of impact. As such it
is the most valuable source of evidence we have, although because of the small scale it only
provides indicative rather than definitive evidence.

4. Informal feedback from those involved in the campaign. Both HSE and Local Authority
colleagues were asked for their own views on how much impact the campaign had had and their
views are also reflected in this part of the report.

3.2 HOW MANY PEOPLE DID THE CAMPAIGN REACH?

This was the principal question addressed through the communication surveys, which were conducted
both before and after the campaign took place.

3.2.1 Unprompted recall

From these surveys the best measure of how many people came across the campaign is the proportion
of respondents who spontaneously mentioned that they seen or heard some advertising or information
about slips and trips in the previous ‘few months’. The chart below shows the proportion mentioning
different risks before (red) and after (blue) the campaign took place. It shows that amongst employers,
the proportion who spontaneously said they had come across slips and trips advertising increased by
ten percentage points following the campaign, or in other words, on the basis of this question we can
estimate that; 10% of the targeted employers or duty holders in the campaigns target sectors
were reached by the advertising campaign.
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Figure 1: EMPLOYERS RECALL OF
ADVERTISING

In the past few months, have you seen or heard any advertising opublicity
about safety issues in the workplace? Specifically what do youamember this
advertising or publicity being about or saying?
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Noise
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Promoting safe practices 6%
(generally) 3%
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Manual handling

42%

42% ( )

Base: All employer respondents (c.800) synovate

Research reinvented

Amongst employers as a whole (rather than those in the target population), the number reached
appears to be lower. The annual tracking survey data shows that 3-4% of employers overall
spontaneously recalled the campaign along with about 6% of company CEOs/Directors.

The following chart shows the same figures for workers rather then employers. As we might expect
the level of recall here is smaller. The best estimate is that between 2-4% of targeted workers were
reached by the advertising campaign.
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Figure 2: WORKERS RECALL OF
ADVERTISING

In the past few months, have you seen or heard any advertising or publicity
about safety issues in the workplace? Specifically what do you remember this
advertising or publicity being about or saying ?
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Research reinventedd

The annual tracking survey also support this finding for employees. In this survey about 4% of
employees could spontaneously recall the campaign.

3.2.2 Prompted recall

A slightly less powerful way of measuring how many people were reached by the campaign is through
prompted questioning ie. asking respondents directly whether they had seen the campaign.

As with the charts above, the main finding to focus on is the difference between the pre and post
surveys, and the following chart confirms the unprompted finding that about 10% of employers appear
to have been reached by the campaign, but suggests that a greater number of workers came into
contact with it (7 percentage point difference between pre and post). It is not really possible to
reconcile the prompted worker results with the earlier unprompted one, the best conclusion to draw is
that; around 10% of targeted employers and certainly less than 10%, probably nearer 5% of
workers in the target sector were reached by the campaign.

33



Figure 3: EMPLOYERS AND WORKERS PROMPTED RECALL OF
ADVERTISING

More specifically, have you seen or heard any advertising or publicity recently
about the risk to workers of slipping or tripping over in the workplace?

47%

38%

M Pre-campaign
H Post-campaign

Employers Workers

@,

synovate
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For employers this increase in recall between the pre and post-campaign surveys compares favourably
to that recorded for HSE’s Backs! campaign earlier in 2005. For Backs! employer recognition rose
from 40% to 46% which represents a 15% increase compared to the 27% increase recorded for WYS
(37% to 47%). The change in worker recall was similar for the two campaigns (c.30% increase in
recall between the pre and post stages). Early findings from the 2006 campaign on falls from height,
appears to confirm that WYS did comparatively well on these measures.

3.2.3 What effect did this have?

As well as trying to establish how many people saw or heard the campaign, the communications
surveys also asked questions that enable us to see whether the campaign made any difference in terms
of; a) awareness; b) attitudes; or c) behaviour.

Awareness

Looking at awareness first, the chart below shows that the proportion of employers who selected slips
and trips as an issue that their workplace needs to be concerned about did not change following the
campaign. This is a disappointing result because it suggests that the campaign had no impact on the
extent to which employers in the target sectors thought slips and trips was an issue that was relevant to
their workplaces, or more simply; the extent of appreciation of the issue remained unchanged after
the campaign.
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Figure 4: Employers spontaneous mention of relevant H&S
risk

What safety issues, if any, does your organisation need to be concerned about
at this establishment?
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Similarly, as the chart below shows, pre and post scores on the extent to which both employers and
workers regard slips and trips as risk did not change following the campaign (minor changes are not
statistically significant), supporting the view that it did not have any impact on overall awareness
levels.



Figure 5: PERCEPTION THAT SLIPS AND TRIPS ARE A RISK

Do you think that slipping or tripping over in the workplace repesents a high risk
to your staff at your workplace, a medium risk, a low risk or no risk at all?
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A more positively findings is found in the worker surveys. Here there was a small (6 percentage
point) increase in the number of worker respondents saying that slipping on surfaces was a concern to
them.

Figure 6: Workers concern about Health and Safety Issues

Thinking specifically about your job and where you work, what safety issues, if
any, do you need to be careful about or watch for when doing your day to day

job?
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For further information on how the campaign might have affected awareness of the issue we can look
at data from the annual communications tracking surveys (evidence source 2 in section 3.1). The table
below shows the proportion who identified either “falling/tripping” or “slippery floors” in each year
that HSE has asked the question.

* The first row covers employees and shows no increase in awareness following the campaign.

* The second row (employers) does show an increase, although it is a similar scale of increase
to that seen in 2004-2005 which means that there is no evidence to help us suggest that it is
the campaign rather than something else that has caused this change (although this trend is
definitely positive for slips and trips overall).

* The third row which shows results for company chief executives is clearly positive. Although
the lack of data for 2004 again means we cannot male a clear link between this increase and
the campaign, it is fair to assume that the campaign might have had an impact on this group
(although spontaneous recall of the campaign amongst this group remained fairly low at about
6%).

Table 10: Proportion selecting “falling/tripping” or "slippery floors” as one of the main safety
risks faced by the organisation.

Audience 2004 2005 2006 (post
campaign)
1) Employees (2,009) 5 7 6
2) Employers/duty holders (505) 13 18 22
3) Chief Executives (201) - 19 31
Attitudes

The employer surveys suggest that there may also have been some very small changes in attitudes.
Respondents were asked to agree or disagree with 9 attitudinal statements about slips and trips.
Amongst employers, of the 9 statements asked about, 3 showed a small amount of positive change
between the pre and post stages (the remainder were static). Statements on which attitudes improved
were;

*  “It’s very rare for people to seriously hurt themselves at the workplace by S&T” (fell from 53%
agree to 48% agree)

e “If we dealt more effectively with S&T, we could make good cost savings & lost working days™
(rose from 45% to 51% agree)

*  “There will always be some slips & trips and very little you can do to stop happening” (fell from
34% to 29% agree)

Although this is more encouraging, it should be noted that the changes are minor (although they are
statistically significant).

Amongst workers, of the eight attitudinal statements asked about none showed any positive change
that could be linked to the campaign. Most worryingly is the lack of any positive change on the
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statements;

*  ““Its my company’s responsibility to ensure people don’t slip or trip over things in the work place,
not mine”

*  “There will always be some slips & trips and very little you can do to stop happening”

e “Very rare for people to seriously hurt themselves at the workplace by S&T”

Although there are a few positive signs (eg. proportion of workers who said they were concerned
about slipping and small changes in some aspects of employer attitudes), these changes are not really
large enough for us to say with confidence that the campaign has made a difference on the overall
levels of awareness or attitudes (at least in the short term). Therefore we have to conclude that
comparing the awareness and attitudes of survey respondents pre and post campaign does not provide
any definitive evidence that the campaign had an impact on the attitudes or awareness of businesses
and workers as a whole, although it suggests that small shifts may have occurred.

Behaviour

From the surveys the most positive finding on the impact of the campaign is found when looking at
the question of actual behaviour. The measure here is the proportion of respondents who, when
prompted, said that they had seen the campaign and said that they had either done something or
planned to do something about in response. The following chart shows that three in ten employers at
the post stage (29%) had seen the advertising and planned to take some action. This compares to 16%
at the pre stage, from which we conclude (from the difference between the two) that 13% of duty
holders have taken action in response to the campaign. Similarly amongst workers, the proportion
taking action rose from 8% to 14% between the pre and post stages, so we can conclude that 6% of
workers will take action.

Figure 7: Employers and Workers — Action as a result of WYS

Have you taken, or do you plan to take, any action as a result of seeing or hearing
this advertising?

Employers Workers
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Amongst those who responded positively to this question the main sorts of action taken or being taken
by employers were:



Employers

e “Conducting risk assessments “(47% of those who said they were taking action, 8% overall)
* “Instructing workers to keep things tidy” (27% - 4% overall)

» “Staff information/communications” (14% - 2% overall)

Employees

* “Looked for risks at work” (66% of those who said they were taking action, 5% overall)
* “Discussed with colleagues” (35% - 2%o)

*  “Checked flooring” (35% - 2%)

* “Changed/investigated footwear” (19% - 2% overall)

e “Got more information” (12% - 1% overall)

e  “Mentioned risk to supervisor” (12% - 1% overall)

In conclusion the surveys paint a mixed picture. On the positive side a good proportion of the target
audience appears to have some recollection of the campaign and that those that did, when prompted,
claimed to be taking some action as a result. More negatively the findings do not suggest any shift in
awareness and only minor shifts in attitudes.

3.3 FOLLOW-UP QUALITATIVE RESEARCH

3.3.1 Introduction

The figures in the previous section about action taken as a result of the campaign, along with small
changes in attitudes also found in the surveys, were the only pieces of systematic evidence (as opposed
to anecdotal evidence) that HSE had that the campaign had any impact on the control of risk in UK
workplaces.

However, this limited evidence on impact was the starting point for a further piece of evaluation work
(also conducted by Synovate) which looked at employers who had been reached by the campaign and
explored in more detail what they had done as a result. This research, although small-scale, improves
HSE’s knowledge about how campaigns like Watch Your Step work in practice, and what we might
expect them to deliver in future.

The research methodology for this follow-up research project was qualitative.

» 28 face-to-face interviews/audits were conducted with a random selection of duty holders who
had either received a WYS inspection (from HSE or a local authority) or attended a training
event. These interviews/audits often included consultation with workers and other members of
staff at the site.

* 53 interviews were conducted over the phone with duty holders who were identified through the
survey as having seen some WYS advertising and claimed to have made some changes as a
result

All interviews were conducted in May — June 06 which was c.6 months after the main campaign
period. This is relevant because we would expect levels of recall to diminish over this period of time.
A separate report describes the findings from this research in more detail - here we attempt to
summarise the main findings which relate to the actual impact of the campaign.
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3.3.2 To what extent did the campaign motivate action?

Firstly, the follow-up research shows that the survey statistics presented above about the number of
duty holders who recalled the campaign and were ‘taking action’ may be overstated. Of the 53 duty
holders involved in the telephone follow-up research (who told us previously that they were taking
action);

* Slightly under half did recall the campaign, and had actually taken some action either as a result of
the campaign or in combination with other factors;

* Slightly over a quarter recalled the campaign but had not taken any action; and
* Slightly over a quarter did not now recall the campaign.

This indicates therefore that the amount of campaign driven action on slips and trips indicated by the
survey (see section 3.2.3) is probably too high. Moreover, one of the clearest findings from the
research is that those who did respond positively to the campaign in terms of taking action were more
likely;

a) to have been reached through other means (such as inspection or events) than communications
alone; and

b) to be already actively engaged on slips and trips and other health and safety issues more generally,
such that the ‘action’ they were referring to in the survey included things that they were already doing
before the campaign.

In practice it was difficult for respondents to unpick which factors have had the most influence, and
particularly, for them to say with confidence exactly what part the HSE campaign (or other factors)
played in motivating any changes. It was certainly true that some people claiming to have taken
action, on further investigation, were referring to actions already undertaken and prompted by other
factors.

Other influencing factors included:

* The existing ‘attitude’ of the business to health and safety in general
* Internal policies and strategies already in place

* Incident and/or accident statistics

* The need to be more profitable

* The desire to reduce time lost to absenteeism

* The desire to protect the business against litigation

* Information from professional bodies such as IOSH

* Information from other heath and safety bodies

* Information or advice from other local companies

The follow-up research found little evidence to suggest that communications activity in isolation had
encouraged new action amongst duty holders, especially if they were not already doing something on
slips and trips, or actively engaged on health and safety more generally. This means that whilst
communications undoubtedly reaches the largest amount of people, there is no evidence to suggest
that it leads on to appropriate action without some other HSE input or a strong existing commitment to
health and safety.

This said, the feedback on the impact of communications was not entirely negative. When placed
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alongside other interventions, advertising and communications appears to have been a key driver to
action. Indeed, amongst those who had taken action, the communications element was regularly seen
as a vital motivating factor. This was because along with other interventions, the communications and
advertising helped to give the duty holder the impression that the campaign was a concerted effort by
HSE, with involved a mixture of activities. This impression appears to have helped persuade receptive
duty holders that the campaign was something that they needed to take seriously and to act upon.

One further point on the impact of the campaign; unfortunately it appears that even in locations where
the duty holder or employer had actively engaged with the campaign, this engagement does not appear
to have penetrated particularly far down into the workforce. Although, some positive examples were
found, more usually workers at premises seemed largely oblivious to any changes that had been
implemented.

In conclusion, on the basis of this evidence it seems that campaigns like Watch Your Step are mostly
successful at engaging with health and safety professionals and others with a positive attitude towards
the subject, but they seem to make little impression on those who remain outside what we might call
the ‘health and safety community’.

3.3.3 What campaign channels were particularly effective?

When considering the impact of the campaign, it is important to note that, with the wide range of
activities undertaken by HSE and its partners, it is quite difficult to unpick the respective impact of the
different components. Respondents to the follow-up research often described a general awareness of
the campaign and were not always able to pin-down precisely how they became aware, or which
channel or component of communication came to their attention first. In addition, it would appear that
certain elements of communication such as the website, posters, leaflets and the DVD are themselves
mentioned as means through which businesses became aware of the campaign, but may in fact have
been sought out after exposure to communications such as press adverts. Unfortunately, it is not
possible to identify the exact cause and effect of this relationship, particularly given the time lag
between the campaign activity and the research fieldwork.

Whilst acknowledging that the response to different campaign channels was complex, it is however
possible to provide a general indication of what was particularly effective.

As might be expected, the research suggests that the higher the level of contact that a business
experienced from the campaign (ie. inspector visit), the greater the impact on its behaviours and
attitudes. Moreover, it would appear that in places where the campaign did have an impact, the overall
mix of campaign interventions worked well, ie the different components worked in conjunction with
each other to raise awareness and prompt certain action (either in terms of seeking further information
or changing behaviour).

The following looks at each channel individually.

Communications and advertising

This research suggests that above the line communications such as press and radio adverts do not
prompt action independently of other elements of the campaign communications and the other main
components of the campaign. Indeed, of the respondents interviewed for the second stage of the
research, the vast majority of those who had previously claimed to have taken action as a result of
seeing the adverting had also come into contact with the campaign in other ways (visits, training
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events, direct communication and the HSE website). In addition, above the line advertising was very
rarely described as the key driver for taking action by those who had done so. It would therefore
appear that the advertising in itself has most impact in terms of raising general awareness and is
limited in its ability to prompt tangible action and change behaviour when it is not supported by other
HSE input.

Training events

The impact of attending training events on control of risk in the workplace appears to be good,
although it might also be argued that if a duty holder is already willing to attend a training event, then
considerable progress has already been made in persuading them to engage with slips and trips issues.

“I mean those workshops and seminars you go to and it’s not just that one, but any one,
you always come back with a rush of, yes, let’s do this, we know what, and then you settle
back down into the norm...l can’t say I’ve a format to use, but I’ve used what I learnt and
different ways as well. So if you put something into, if we increase the process by
sweeping it four times a day, | guess that stops the risk, well lowers the risk down.”

[Duty Holder, Manufacturing, Company Audit]

“It’s certainly assisted me, it allowed me to focus on something. | knew there were an
issue there, being relatively new and a lot of other things going on and learning the
safety management system, it were very useful, because it gave me a quick information
pack, some focus to do something with it, that was the most useful part of having that
material they could quickly utilise, rather than me having to put something together and
do that.”

[Duty Holder, Construction, Company Audit]

As is the case with all types of intervention, the decision whether to take action or not is dependent not
only on the information or advice provided at the events, but also on existing internal policies and
restrictions, the direction that the organisation is already moving in terms of health and safety in
general and whether they feel that they need to take action.

Inspection visits

Visits and inspections were seen to have the potential to encourage changes in both attitude and
behaviour. Businesses were more likely to take action on the basis of specific recommendations made
by inspectors than generic recommendations received through communications or other training
materials. Recommendations given tended to be relevant and in tune with business priorities.

Some examples of the type of action taken as a result of a visit / inspection are as follows:

* More focus and urgency in terms of developing and conducting risk assessments.

* Looking at ways of changing construction techniques for new jobs going forward.

* Use of campaign materials to raise awareness of the issue of slips and trips and encourage better
housekeeping.

* Purchase of micro-roughness meters and use to identify needs in certain areas of the business.

* Respondents were often pleased to be able to measure and quantify these issues, as they provided
absolutes with which to work with.

* Changes in the practice of using air lines and extension cables.

The key motivations for taking action as a result of an inspection or visit tended to relate to the fact
that tangible recommendations had been made that could be practically implemented. Whilst the
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threat of enforcement is understood it would appear that those duty holders who did respond to the
campaign were more concerned with a slip or trip accident occurring at their business than being seen
to have not adhered to HSE advice or warnings to take action.

| think any organisation that doesn’t consider them or ignores them [HSE campaigns]
do at their peril because | wouldn’t like to have any serious incident and a Health and
Safety Inspector turn up and questions you on the latest campaign. Because it gives you
good guidance and steps to take, and if you followed them then the HSE might say well
you’ve followed all the steps, you’ve done virtually everything that’s reasonably practical
and what we've recommended but what else can this organisation do? But if you say
what campaign, I'm sure they’ll start looking a bit further.”

[Duty Holder, Manufacturing, Telephone Interview]

Proactive engagement with HSE

Many of the duty holders who responded to the campaign most positively, learnt about the campaign
through their own efforts to engage with HSE. For example, the HSE website was often cited as a
source of information about the campaign. It would appear that it played a role as both an awareness
raising tool and a source of further information or resources sought after being made aware of the
campaign through other means.

A number of respondents explained that they regularly visit the HSE website as a matter of course. In
such cases, respondents explained that the website had carried information about the campaign and
that they had noticed banner links from the homepage. In other cases respondents explained that they
received e-mail alerts from the HSE, and had been alerted to the campaign in this way.

““I can remember seeing the first campaign at the beginning of this year about it, because
| keep an eye on the HSE’s website.”
[Duty Holder, Transport and Distribution, Telephone Interview]

Others had decided to look at the website to find further, more detailed information about the
campaign and some had subsequently downloaded posters. In many cases, respondents were not able
to recall exactly where they had initially heard about the campaign, but often cited one of the indirect
channels or networks described above. A small minority had been prompted to check the website after
hearing or seeing an advertisement.

Informal networks

Our follow-up research also identified a considerable number of respondents who reported becoming
aware of the campaign via a combination of different channels. Often they felt that this had not been
through any form of proactive communication from the HSE, but rather through informal networks or
third parties such as industry forums and associations, institutions such as IOSH or local safety groups.
It is important to note that the campaign communications had filtered through to these respondents and
often prompted further investigation of the details of the campaign or contributed to action being taken
in the area of slips and trips.

General PR about the campaign and alerts from IOSH or Croner were also reported as playing a role
in bringing the campaign to the attention of duty holders. Many health and safety professionals are
well tuned-in to the health and safety landscape and were often subscribing to magazines as well as
receiving solicited and unsolicited mail from a number of sources. It would appear that the fact that
the campaign was due to happen was flagged in a number of such publications and these played a role
in raising awareness amongst some respondents.
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On the basis of this evidence it seems that campaign messages can be amplified through informal
health and safety networks that exist within organisations, between organisations and between
organisations and HSE or local authorities. It appears that where there is a strong commitment to
health and safety, these networks appear to exist and that campaigns such as Watch Your Step are
circulated around these networks. This is a positive finding because it shows that HSE or local
authorities do not have to do all the outreach work themselves; that we can expect a degree of
amplification of campaign messages through these informal networks. An important challenge for
future campaigns is how to take full advantage of these informal networks

3.3.4 What action took place?

In understanding the impact of the campaign overall, it is important to differentiate between the
different types of impact reported and the degree to which actions or attitudes have positively shifted
more than they would had the campaign not taken place. This section describes the types of impact
that businesses have reported, exploring the circumstances surrounding this impact and the influencing
factors involved. It has to be remembered that the findings reported in this section are taken only from
organisations who could recall the campaign and said they were taking some action. As shown in the
previous section the majority (more than four-fifths) of targeted organisations were either not taking
action or did not recall the campaign at all.

Whilst a range of actions or shifts in attitude/behaviour were reported by respondents to the follow-up
research, it would appear that overall the campaign primarily helped to maintain and enhance
activities, approaches or policies already in place, rather than to kick start those companies that had
not taken any action previously. The following is a broad typology of the different levels of action
found amongst respondents to the follow-up qualitative research.

Levels of Impact: 1) Little or No Action Taken

A number of organisations contacted for the follow-up research reported that they had actually taken
no action and had not shifted their behaviour as a result of the Watch Your Step campaign activities.
The businesses falling into this category can be defined in a number of ways.

In many cases, these businesses were smaller in size and were not employing dedicated H&S
managers or coordinators. In such cases, respondents often explained that slips and trips were not
considered to be a major problem, and as such the business was not taking any definable action over
and above what they regarded as commonsense housekeeping measures (suggesting a degree of
complacency).

“Slips, trips and falls...no. If | felt we had a real issue with slips, trips and falls, 1’d be
doing something about it. | don’t think we have. That doesn’t mean to say we don’t
have the occasional slip, trip or fall, except they’re entirely one offs and any effort we
put in would be effort that would be better spent doing something else and would be
disproportionate.”

[Duty Holder, Manufacturing, Company Audit]

It is interesting to note that often these businesses reported only very limited contact with the HSE (not
visiting the website on a regular basis or communicating with HSE officials) and were less well
‘plugged in’ to the health and safety community in general.

Often, at the six-month after stage these businesses had no recall of the campaign through any channel
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(above the line communications or other direct channels) and therefore were not able to identify any
actions undertaken as a result of it. It is of course not possible to state definitively that no action had
been taken, but it is possible to surmise that any action that might have been taken was minor and not
overtly connected to the campaign activity in the minds of respondents.

Other businesses did report awareness and understanding of the campaign, especially those who had
been visited or attended training events, but were still not moved to change their behaviour or take
action as a result. Often, such business felt that they did not have a problem with slipping and tripping
(from perceptions or statistical evidence), and as such did not feel it necessary to change what they
were doing or take any new or different action.

Case Study

A large NHS Trust described how it used gap analysis to measure its performance
against legislation and regulations, and then made decisions regarding which health
and safety topics to focus attention on based on the outcome of this.

In addition to this the Trust employed both proactive and reactive methods to
address issues, through responses to accidents or near misses and through regular
risk assessment and audits. The results of this analysis and monitoring did not
identify the issue of slips and trips as a major cause of incidents or a major risk
across the Trust. Therefore, whilst the duty holder was very aware of the campaign
and had been visited by their local HSE officer, they had not deemed it necessary to
take further action. This included a rejection of using Watch Your Step posters,
which were not considered to be of high enough quality.

Levels of Impact: 2) Action Planned, But Not Undertaken

In some cases, respondents who had stated during the post stage quantitative survey that they were
planning to take action as a result of the advertising had the best intentions to do so, but had not yet
done so. This was either due to the fact that the issue had dropped off their radar over time or had been
pushed into a less prominent position by other issues (considered to be of more importance to the
business).

These issues ranged from other health and safety issues (working at heights and noise) to unrelated
topics such as company restructuring or food hygiene requirements.

“I’m aware that we should be doing more, but for the reasons | stated earlier about
[restructuring] we took this view that we’re not going to do this, not at this particular
time ... when you’re making lots of staff redundant.”

[Duty Holder, Manufacturing, Training Event]

Levels of Impact: 3) Raising the Profile of Slips and Trips Amongst Duty Holders
It would appear that the campaign (as a whole) succeeded to the greatest degree in raising awareness
and the general profile of slips and trips rather than leading to specific action.

Within the sample covered in this study, a considerable number of respondents (primarily employers)
explained that the issue of slipping and tripping was now a higher priority after coming into contact
with the campaign. Duty holders often described how they had become more tuned in to the issue of
slips and as such were ‘looking out’ for potential risks and were more likely to take some action.
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“I think any advertising does [prompt action]. You then look at what you’re doing and
you assess the workplace with that in mind. It’s bound to concentrate your mind to
some extent... When we went out and did site inspections we actually looked critically
at where equipment was stored and the level of tidiness in the workshop and out on the
site.”

[Health and Safety, Quality and Environment Manger, Construction, Telephone
Interview]

However, it is important to note that despite positive examples like this, in many cases respondents
were not able to identify specific tangible actions that had been taken that were not already happening
anyway.

Levels of Impact: 4) Pushing the Message of Slips and Trips

The most common type of tangible action reported as a result of the campaign was to share campaign
materials and information that had been provided or made available with other members of staff
and/or management.

Again, this type of action was most often reported by businesses that were already addressing the issue
of slips and trip in some way, or were planning to take some sort of action as a result of internal
planning or strategic developments. The campaign therefore helps to bolster this activity or make it
higher profile within the business in varying ways:

The provision of ‘ready made’ slips and trips literature and resources such as posters, DVD and
leaflets was often welcomed. A number of duty holders explained that the Watch Your Step pack and
downloadable posters had been used to good affect within their businesses, and welcomed the fact that
they did not need to develop such materials themselves.

“| think perhaps the HSE gives you that, I'm just trying to think of the right word, but
they give you the information that’s readily available to take and give to the people
you’ve got to deliver it to. So it perhaps did make, it made the implementation and the
action easier should we say although 1 still think we would have actually taken some
action.”

[Duty Holder, Manufacturing, Telephone Interview]

The benefit of such ready made materials was particularly felt by smaller businesses as they often felt
that they did not have the resources (either financial or time) necessary to generate materials
internally. In addition, the findings suggest that smaller businesses are also less likely to be aware of
the details of the campaign and therefore not realise that materials such as posters were available to
download free of charge. Some respondents explained that the cost of health and safety materials was
often a barrier to using them and therefore making changes in a particular area.

“We've cascaded the actual Slips, Trips and Falls DVD that you can get from the HSE
free of charge which was an excellent, excellent video considering it’s free because
some people charge you 250 quid for such videos. So we’re cascading that down and
I must admit we have had a reduction in slips, trips and falls so far this year”

[Duty Holder, Manufacturing, Telephone Interview]

In other cases, the very existence of the campaign served as a useful lever with which to persuade staff
and management of the importance of slips and trips as an issue. Duty holders are often aware of the
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need to take action on a range of health and safety topics, including slips and trips, but can have
trouble securing a commitment to these from other parts of their business, particularly if this involves
any form of investment. Therefore, being able to explain that the HSE considers a particular topic as
important can add weight to their argument.

Similarly, where other members of staff may not feel that slip and trips present a great problem to the
business, reference to the HSE’s broader perspective can be helpful in helping to broaden horizons and
generate understanding of the potential risk that exists.

“Because it’s from HSE it’s a consistent message, it’s not just a group, it’s not just
your own health and safety advisor, it’s more a realistic view, this is the big wide
world out there, you’ve got to also remember that other people are very much insular
at times, they only see things from their environment, so you don’t always get a good
view across the whole piece as such.”

[Duty Holder, Construction, Company Audit]

In other cases, the threat of being ‘caught out’ by an HSE inspection that is implicit in the existence of
a focused campaign is considered a useful tool in itself. Indeed, for some duty holders as sense that the
HSE is paying particular attention to a topic will be a key driver in prompting action or at least a
considered review of existing procedures and practices.

“l know they have their, I'm sure they have their five themes that they were going to
pay close attention to. And | would expect when one turns up here that they're the kind
of things they'd be looking to improve.”

[Duty Holder, Manufacturing, Company Audit]

Levels of Impact: 5) Tangible Changes to Procedures or Infrastructure

In a minority of cases, businesses reported that they had made tangible changes to the way in which
they operated, planned or behaved as a result of interaction with the campaign. However, it is
important to bear in mind that in many cases businesses undertaking such activity were often
predisposed to addressing health and safety issues and therefore might have moved towards similar
actions anyway in the future, albeit more slowly in some cases.

The type of actions undertaken included:

Launching an internal slips and trips campaign: Some businesses had used the HSE campaign and
materials as a starting point and motivation for running their own internal slips and trips campaigns.
When coupled with business need, the fact that the HSE was focusing on the issue gave health and
safety people the leverage needed to convince management to invest in internal campaigns. Some
larger organisations customised the campaigns to be relevant to the specific issues they faced or that
were associated with their working environments and practices. Materials such as training packs,
leaflets and posters were internally generated, sometimes based on the HSE materials.

“We’ve put a project team together and we’ve actually launched our own slips, trips
and falls campaign by issuing posters — the HSE one is “See it. Sort it.” Isn’t it? We’ve
actually done ‘See it, sort it, report it.” And we’ve got one of our Scottish branches to
print off big A3 posters that we’ve designed internally and sent them out with two of
the HSE posters. We’ve added the third one to it because we want to highlight what
we’ve achieved and where we’re going. So over the next three months we’ve involved
people from each depot and site in taking photos at the beginning of the campaign and
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at the end to do a ‘before and after’. We’ll put the photos up on boards and use them
as a way of measuring improvement at each site to show what they’ve achieved. We’ve
also got training going on, and the HSE will come in and do something on that.”
[Duty Holder, Transport, Telephone Interview]

Changing training and induction processes: Some duty holders had felt motivated by the campaign
to check that the issue of slips and trips was adequately covered within their training and induction
materials. In some cases materials were updated using information provided by the HSE. For example,
materials from the pack, and quite frequently the DVD, were incorporated in toolbox talks covering
the issue of slips and trips.

Conducting site audits: Some duty holders felt motivated by the campaign to intensify site
inspections, and felt generally more highly motivated to keep an eye out for slip and trip hazards.
Some also mentioned that they had a better mental checklist of hazards to look out for. Only a few
mentioned that they had been motivated to conduct full site audits.

Introduction of new procurement criteria for flooring: The micro-roughness meter and SAT tool
engaged a wide range of businesses. Following their demonstration during training events or visits,
some respondents had reviewed the criteria used when choosing new floor coverings. In many cases,
even when flooring was seen to be less than ideal, replacement was deferred due to budgetary
constraints. However, specifications of suitable flooring were noted and applied to procurement
criteria for future purchase.

Testing existing flooring: A few businesses who were interviewed in the follow-up research had
purchased micro-roughness meters to assess flooring, and replacements had been done in some cases
where necessity had been demonstrated. At a few public sector and health organisations where duty
holders had close working relationships with HSE inspectors, micro-roughness meters were borrowed
or brought in by HSE inspectors to test flooring. The meters were used in conjunction with the SAT.

Case Study

“We also have got the Duo Sonics, which is used for looking at how slippery floor surfaces
are...Since we’ve actually been risk assessing the state of our floors, the number of slips and
trips has been a lot better...One of the things that came out following going to the slips, trips and
falls training was not only buying a piece of equipment, the Duo Sonic, was looking at safety
footwear. So we then went back to our supplier of safety footwear and said to him, we’re
waiting for the HSE to come out with their list of approved footwear for different circumstances
and what are you going to do? That brought them in here very quickly. And we went round, we
did a survey of the plant flooring and that sort of thing and looked at different types of footwear
for different things. And we made a couple of changes...Also as a result of buying the Duo
Sonics we were then looking at specking our new floors, or coatings for floors. Another thing
which came out of the training was something which had been the industry standard for years,
which was stainless steel checker plate, was suddenly shown up as through the work the HSE
were doing, that in certain circumstances it could be blooming lethal."

[Duty holder, Manufacturing, Company Audit]

The following summarises the extent of action taken from amongst the 81 participants in the follow-up
qualitative research.
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A number of
mentions

A O

Printed off posters and placed
them in the workplace

More detailed site inspections

Updated or more involved Risk
Assessments

Updated Toolbox talk to include
campaign materials (DVD)

[ 0 .
Visiting the HSE website

HSE website, DVD and press ad
in industry press

Seminar / training

(External consultants or) DVD
sent through the post to the MD

A few mentions

Updated training packages to
ensure slips and trips is covered
and information is up to date

Updated Toolbox talk to ensure
the slips and trips information is
up to date

Making campaign materials
available to staff via the Intranet

Using products to check the
slipperiness of flooring

More rigorous enforcement of
current policy

49

HSE Radio ad and industry press

Radio and ads in industry press

HSE website and pack from
training/visit

Visit and demonstration

HSE website, DVD and press ad
in industry press




3.3.5 Are these generic findings or are they specific to the issue of slips and trips?

A useful question to consider is how far the findings presented here are generic - ie. we would expect
to find findings from campaigns on other issues — and how far they are specific to slips and trips?

The answer appears to be that the findings should be seen as largely applicable to other campaigns but
that there are issue that are specific to slips and trips (as opposed to other safety hazards) that need to
be take into account.

The distinctive feature slips and trips is that is seen by duty holders as a potentially serious, but
essentially underlying issue. Slips and trips are therefore not automatically associated with ‘health and
safety’, and its solutions are seen by employers mainly in terms of ‘common sense’ and housekeeping
- which most respondents felt that they were already engaged in dealing with it, to varying degrees.

Evidence for this comes from the qualitative research where it was found that at the beginning of the
qualitative interviews slips and trips were often not mentioned spontaneously by respondents as one of
the key health and safety issues faced by their organisation. However, this was not necessarily due to
inactivity in addressing the issue or a lack of concern, but rather that many businesses felt that they
were constantly taking care as part of normal business, and therefore that slips and trips did not “stand
out’.

In addition, a number of respondents explained that they did not feel that their business had a problem
with slipping and tripping, and as such were not giving the issue a great deal of ‘special’ attention.
Among these were a few small businesses that had no policies or procedures in place to prevent slips
and trips, but had also not experienced an accident or that they claimed to have a ‘common sense’
approach to the issue.

To reduce slips and trips risks therefore it seems that the attitudes that the campaign needed to
promote were that slips and trips;

* Cannot be taken for granted and need to be given priority;

* Can be prevented through simple solutions, but require more effort than just simply applying
‘common sense’; and

e Can occur even if you have not hitherto had a problem.

In essence this means that the campaign needed to the increase the level of importance given to slips
and trips and to encourage an active use of the solutions that HSE has developed. This might
represent a subtle difference in messaging to other HSE campaigns such as backs and falls, but
probably not a big enough difference to mean that the findings are not applicable elsewhere.

On the basis of these findings, one possible weakness of the advertising campaign was that it did not
have a specific call to action (“see it sort it is still quite a general message). Interviewees’ views on
how they should respond to the campaign appear to have focussed on keeping awareness and
standards high with the desired result of making people more vigilant and quicker to take action.
Compared to campaigns on issues such as working at height and noise, which accompanied changes in
legislation, the slips and trips campaign was felt to have slightly less call to action in terms of making
tangible changes to working practices and environments, and this may have meant less tangible action
was actually taken.

One further point is that the term ‘housekeeping’ appeared to be used across all sectors, and most
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frequently in manufacturing, construction and retail. ‘Housekeeping’ tended to form the context
within which businesses thought about prevention of slips and trips. The term ‘good order’ was also
used within the construction sector. This does suggest that the campaign might have registered more
if it had focussed on the causes/solutions (housekeeping) rather than the consequences (slips and
trips).

3.4 CONCLUSIONS - IMPACT OF THE CAMPAIGN

The communications surveys suggested that good numbers of duty holders and workers in the target
sectors could recall seeing the campaign and this reflects positively on the quality of the advertising
and the advertising strategy. Despite this the surveys provide little evidence of changes in awareness
and only slight changes in attitudes amongst the target audience at an overall level. Where real impact
is found it tends to have been at workplaces where the duty holder had a more active engagement with
the campaign (such as an inspection visit or training event) or where they were already enthusiastically
engaged with health and safety.

Both inspections and training events were typically viewed positively by those duty holders who
encountered them and it seems that these methods, along with informal networks, were effective in
prompting action on slips and trips. However it should be noted that the reach of these techniques is
limited. This follow-up evaluation research has essentially focussed in on those duty holders who had
either considerable contact (inspection or training event) or according to the survey were taking action,
leaving behind the far larger group who were not reached by the campaign or were reached but did
respond positively.

On the basis of this research the main benefit of communications and or advertising activity is
arguably not to engage or reach people who are not currently focussed on health and safety and
persuade them of the campaign messages. Rather it is to create the impression that HSE is taking the
issue seriously, which then encourages health and safety professionals to focus on the issue and then to
support or back-up other types of interventions.
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PART 4. FEEDBACK FROM INSPECTORS

Summary

Inspectors appear to have supported the approach taken by the campaign, and there is evidence to
suggest that the campaign has helped improved inspectors’ attitudes towards the topic. Moreover,
Local Authority inspectors appear to have greatly welcomed the opportunity to work in partnership
with HSE.

The resources developed for the campaign were very popular and particular praise is given to the
Slips Assessment Tool.

Issues raised from talking to inspectors were;

*[] The need to provide more warning to people that the campaigns are happening and greater
clarity on campaign timeframes.

*[] The need to provide inspectors with better guidance on how to target their interventions
(some might even welcome instructions on exactly who to target).

*[] The need to improve the mechanisms for collecting information, particularly from Local
Authority Inspectors

*[] Some unhappiness around the role of inspectors in campaigns in general

The degree of involvement from local authorities depended on a number of factors. Principally, on
the resources they have available, the amount of time they are given to plan for the campaign and
what the authority has chosen to focus upon (health and safety or food safety for example).

4.1 OVERALL FEEDBACK

This part of the report discusses the findings from some HSE in-house research conducted with HSE
and Local Authority inspectors. The focus is on learning what went well in the campaign and what
did not go so well, and in drawing out some lessons for future campaigns. As such, this part of the
report could be regarded as covering ‘process’ rather than ‘impact’ issues.

Broadly inspectors felt that concentrating on a specific topic was an approach with merit and they
welcomed the opportunity to learn more about slips and trips. It was also reported on several
occasions that inspectors found duty holders of larger businesses reacted well to the single topic
approach. Furthermore, inspectors generally found the campaign resource materials and guidance
very useful and the specific tools promoted through the campaign, particularly the micro-roughness
meter and SAT tool, were highly acclaimed by a large number of inspectors. Acknowledgement was
also given on numerous occasions about the quality of the CD-ROM and guidance material.

However, specific areas for improvement or development were mentioned and these are discussed
below.

4.2 ISSUES RAISED

4.2.1 Targeting

The targeting of interventions appears to have caused difficulties for some inspectors.
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The approach taken by the campaign team was to provide general instructions about which
organisations to target and then rely on inspectors themselves to make their own choices.

On the positive side, both the HSE and Local Authority colleagues we interviewed generally agreed
that the employer sectors and workers targeted were areas of concern for potential slip and trip
accidents. There was also agreement, in theory, that approaching large and medium sized businesses
would bring the biggest benefits to the overall campaign. Furthermore, a number of the inspectors we
spoke to felt that were able to effectively use local knowledge & internal databases to select
organisations to visit. Amongst this group there was also a strong feeling that lessons and methods of
best practice in selecting businesses to visit had been learnt from involvement in earlier HSE
campaigns.

However, the delegated approach to selecting individual premises was not universally welcomed and
others would have appreciated more direction. Furthermore, from analysis of returned IRF forms it
appears that large numbers of inspection were conducted with organisations outside the broad target
sectors for the campaign (for example pubs and restaurants).

The main difficulties appeared to have been;

* Local Authorities often struggled to source medium & large duty holders to visit. Because of this
the focus on large and medium-sized duty holders and influential businesses was for some a de-
motivating factor. A large number of regional HSE offices and Local Authority catchment areas
include only a very small number of medium & large sized duty holders. This sometimes
prompted a belief that the Authority’s contribution to the campaign would not be worthwhile
resulting in either minimal or no action, or limited the reporting of activities.

* There was a concern that HSE’s central records are not suitable for selecting organisations to visit
because they only include companies with good health and safety practice and those who report
accidents.

* It was also widely felt that a large percentage of time dedicated to the campaign was spent
selecting organisations to visit. There was a call for future campaign to provide more assistance in
selecting target businesses or to provide clearer more flexible guidelines especially with regards to
organisation size.

The key lesson to be drawn from this for future campaigns is the requirement for the project team to
gain a better understanding of target audiences at both a national and local-level. A potential solution
could be the creation of a working group responsible for developing targeting strategies for HSE
inspectors, HSAOs and Local Authorities. Membership of this group should include regional
representatives from HSE and LAs. As part of this process some consideration might be given to
using external databases such as the Internal Departmental Business Register (IDBR) or Experian to
identify target businesses.

4.2.2 Timing

Three main problems relate to the timing of the campaign

1) Both HSE and Local Authority colleagues felt that there was too little notice about
the campaign and as such there was inadequate time to prepare.

The decision to run the campaign was taken within six months of the campaign start date and was
widely recognised as not ideal.

For many of those involved in the campaign, including HSE inspectors and HSAOs the impression
they had was that the campaign suddenly began with only a two-week warning.
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“l was aware that a slips and trips campaign was going to take place but I only found
out about it two weeks before it started. Everyone in my team was suddenly involved
and was expected to stop my normal work for two-weeks and concentrate on ‘Watch

Your Step’.
(Local Authority)

The lack of time to prepare was a major factor that determined the overall number of inspector visits,
as a number of inspectors were unable to perform visits during the concentrated month because of pre-
arranged commitments and high workload. It may also have detracted from the quality of campaign
interventions with many inspectors looking for a quick fix to meet their targets. A few inspectors also
commented that if they were allowed more time to concentrate on the campaign it would have allowed
more windows of opportunity to contact the right people, perform proper audits and monitor results.

The lack of notice about the commencement of the campaign was also a major criticism from Local
Authorities. Many Local Authorities struggled to incorporate the campaign into their 05/06 work
plans and a popular reason for non-participation in the campaign was due to lack of resources and lack
of preparation time. There were also Local Authorities who did not contribute to the campaign as
much as they would have liked, which was due to the same reasons as non-participation. Many Local
Authorities felt that if given more time to prepare would have been able to run more initiatives.

Although many local authorities chose not to participate because of the timescales, more positively,
some declared their intention to include slips and trip initiatives into their work plans for 06/07, often
intending to make use of WYS materials.

2) Few, if any, people continued working into phase 2 of the campaign

The majority of inspectors and stakeholders that took part in the campaign ran initiatives during Phase
1, primarily in October 2005.

There was confusion surrounding the length of the campaign and the expected duration of inspector
involvement. The majority of HSE inspectors and HSAOs believed that the campaign only lasted the
month of October. This was caused by the campaign promoting an intensive four-week intervention
phase between, 3 October to 28 October 2005. This worked well in the sense that the campaign ‘blitz’
coincided with the publicity campaign and thereby created a degree of intensity. On the downside
however, a lack of communication and understanding about the full duration of the campaign by HSE
and Local Authority inspectors meant that action rapidly declined after October and was virtually non-
existent during Phase 2. Worryingly, the attitude of most HSE colleagues was that once they had
reached their minimum commitment to the campaign they could move on to the next project.

In principle, HSE and Local authority inspectors agreed that it was a good idea to have a concentrated
time for inspections based around a single topic campaign. In practice there is a strong argument that
it did not achieve the overall objectives. The majority of inspectors did not perform any further
inspections after the concentrated period. This meant that there was very little inspector activity
during Phase 2, and overall (Construction Division aside) the campaign did not reach its targets for
this type of intervention activity.

There was also a feeling that inspectors did not fully understand that slip and trip inspections should
be reported throughout the entire campaign and not just in the concentrated period of October 05.
This may have contributed to the impression that virtually nothing occurred in phase 2 (ie activities
were actually conducted but not reported).

3) The feeling that campaigns are following too soon after each other and disrupting
their normal work commitments.
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A regular view from HSE Inspectors was that that too many campaigns are being run by the HSE in
close succession. It was also widely felt that the “Watch Your Step’ campaign followed too closely
after the ‘Backs’ campaign. A few inspectors who were broadly in favour of campaigns have now
become less enthusiastic in taking part in the ‘Watch Your Step’ campaign because of the commitment
involved and constraints on time.

A specific outcome of this is that both HSE Inspectors/HSAOs and Local Authorities were becoming
uncomfortable in approaching the same organisations in their area, every few months for different
campaigns. This was especially applicable to inspectors/HSAOs who visited larger companies.

4.2.3 Collecting information from Inspectors

One considerable difficulty was collecting good information about all the activities undertaken for the
campaign. An Intervention Report Form (IRF) was developed, and it was expected that both local
authority and HSE inspectors would complete one of these for each individual contact. However, it is
likely that these forms were not universally completed such that the figures presented in part 1 of this
report are almost certainly incomplete.

The central problem appears to have been unwillingness by local authority inspectors to complete the
IRF, mainly because of the amount of detail requested and because some Local Authorities found the
form confusing and complex. There were also Local Authorities who already had in place their own
reporting system, which led to a duplication of the work. Other Local Authorities had no reporting
system in place and disappointingly did not have the resource to report activities that took place during
the campaign. A few Local Authorities produced their own user-friendly report forms, which were
used for internal purposes.

This problem was recognised by the project team during the campaign and a shorter summary form
was developed. Many Local Authorities found this simplified version much more user-friendly.
Local Authorities were more comfortable in completing the simpler report form, which provides
activities over an entire phase of the campaign rather than on individual interventions. A number of
Local Authorities also provided their own format of report on activities, initiatives and case studies to
complement the report form.

In contrast the majority of HSE inspectors found the form easy to complete but did have some
complaints on the length of time it took to complete and duplication of effort.

A further problem was that the campaign took place at the time that HSE was moving from the
FOCUS to COIN computer systems. It appears that this also led to some interventions not being
properly recorded.

The main recommendation to be drawn from this is the need to more fully involve local authority and
HSE inspectors in the development of IRFs and to more effectively tailor the design of the forms to
the needs of those we expect to complete them. In addition, briefings to inspectors should probably
place more emphasis on the need to complete IRFs in full.

4.2.4 Roles and responsibilities of inspectors

Finally, there was concern from a number of inspectors about their involvement in the campaign and
the feeling that they were being used as a “PR tool”, which they felt was not their role. There was also
fear that businesses would become confused with an inspector providing advice on one occasion and
on their next visit issuing a notice. There was also a feeling that HSAOs should have played a larger
and more clearly defined role in the campaign.

This suggests a broader issue for HSE to resolve.
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4.3 FEEDBACK ON CAMPAIGN MATERIALS
Numerous resources were produced to support the campaign.

One of the primary sources of information for regulators and stakeholders were the campaign toolKits.
Two versions of the tool kit were produced (regulator and stakeholder) containing relevant
information for the different audiences.

Feedback from HSE, Local Authorities and Stakeholders on these toolkits was very complimentary.
Many comments focused on the high quality of guidance and advice provided on slips and trips by
both HSE and HSL. This appears to have been an important element in making local authorities and
stakeholders take notice of the campaign as they realised that there was more depth to the topic than
initially perceived. One of the most common comments was that the resource pack provided good
support during the campaign and was very comprehensive in terms of content.

“The toolkits were impressive and just as important, delivered on time. The pack was
a nice idea and although it was a little bulky it was very useful to keep everything
together and looked very professional when passing on to duty holders™

(HSE Inspector)

The campaign materials were highly praised by Local Authorities who felt they were clear, concise
and of a high quality. The tool kit format was also a success and the differentiation between
inspectors and stakeholders was commended.

“The Watch Your Step pack gave us good background information and ultimately the
confidence to go out into the field”
(Local Authority)

“Notice examples were very helpful and of a good quality. Guide produced for
inspectors was very useful”
(Local Authority)

In line with the aims and objectives of the campaign the resources were aimed at larger/medium sized
duty holders. There were a few suggestions that a resource could have been produced to engage
smaller businesses. It was felt that there was too much detail in the packs to engage smaller businesses
and it would be likely that the toolkit would remain unread by SMEs. A common practice amongst
Local Authorities was not to provide the entire pack to smaller companies but to choose specific
resources that meet their needs.

A number of stakeholders and local authorities produced their own slip and trip branded material using
guidance produced by HSE. It was felt by developing their own identity would have a greater impact
in engaging workers with the support materials and national publicity campaign helping to reinforce
the message.

Posters

The posters were generally a successful tool in promoting the campaign. It was reported that many
duty holders showed an interest or requested more posters to display in key staff areas during the
campaign. The posters were also available for download on the ‘Watch Your Step’ microsite.
Another popular feature of the posters was the opportunity to personalise with their own contact
details.

There was some criticism that the posters were rather drab or unexciting. Certainly for most people
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they compared less favourably with the designs developed for the advertising campaign.
CD-ROM

The “Watch Your Step” CD-ROM also received high praise, especially the “Worksmart” video clips
and selection of presentations. Our research has revealed that the short-presentation on ‘controlling
slips and trips at work’ and the “cost of slips and trips’ were used most on visits, during events and
seminars.

Common comments from inspectors were that the presentations on the CD-ROM were extremely
helpful, a good way of reinforcing messages during visits and timesaving.

Demand for the CD-ROM was high during the campaign and there was a genuine indication that they
will continue to be a valuable resource after the campaign.

Briefing sessions

The briefing sessions were generally considered a success and the information provided was clear and
interesting.

“Provided all vital information in a concise and well thought out manner”
(Local Authority)

SAT Tool

One of the successes of the campaign was the increased use of the Slip Assessment Tool (SAT) and
the extent to which it helped duty holders (and inspectors themselves) to get more engaged in the
issue. Of those HSE and Local Authority inspectors interviewed who used the tool explained that it
was a very successful way of engaging duty holders. Having visual evidence that a floor is a potential
slip hazard helped make duty holders realise that action that needs to be taken. The most successful
visits reinforced the messages of the campaign by incorporating the presentations and case studies. A
common feeling was that the scientific angle and case studies made a potentially dry subject very
interesting.

“The use of the micro-roughness meter and SAT tool worked well and by showing
genuine figures about the slip potential of a floor is a powerful and engaging way of
working.”

(HSE Inspector)

There were a number of Local Authorities who realised the value of the micro-roughness meter and
SAT tool and purchased or planned to purchase a tool in the future. One Local Authority focused their
initiative around the SAT tool by offering free floor tests to duty holders and guidance.

HSE staff appeared to have more frequent access to micro-roughness meters, although HSE Midlands
did express difficulty in obtaining micro-roughness meters to assist with their inspections. A few
inspectors felt that by not having the micro-roughness meters at their disposal put into question the
value of the inspection.

“Guidance and advice alone does not work. It is the science / practical part that has
the most impact”
(HSE Inspector)

One problem was that some HSE and Local Authorities inspectors found problems with the length of
time it took HSL to react to a requests to test flooring after a slip or trip incident, although reportedly
this problem has now been addressed by HSL.
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44 LOCAL AUTHORITY INVOLVEMENT

The Local Authorities we spoke to for this evaluation appeared to have welcomed the opportunity to
be involved in a national campaign in partnership with the HSE and the overall direction towards
partnership working. There was a genuine feeling that success could be achieved by ‘working
together to make a difference’ and that the approach added value to their own initiatives by adding a
more professional appearance, credibility and respect within their business community.

Moreover, local authorities appreciated the opportunity to talk to duty holders about one single topic.
Different approaches were used ranging from non-notice visits, pre-arranged visits and advisory only
visits. Pre-planned and advisory visits helped inspectors to develop understanding of businesses in the
area and discuss potential problems. In some cases the campaign appeared to have helped improve
relationships between larger business and Local Authorities.

Local Authorities also welcomed the opportunity to meet with HSE inspectors during the briefing
session and found it to be a useful networking opportunity. A high majority of those interviewed
understood the aims and objectives of the campaign at a national and local level, which was largely
accredited to the briefing sessions.

What determined local authority involvement in the campaign?

The level of commitment by Local Authorities depended on a number of factors. Some Local
Authorities already viewed the topic as a high priority area because of previous involvement with a
fatality or a serious incident caused by a slip or a trip. These Local Authorities were already
knowledgeable and welcomed the opportunity to be part of a national campaign. A common approach
was to use the profile of the HSE and the focus of a national campaign to refocus and maintain
momentum on previous work and initiatives.

There were also a large number of Local Authorities who were very supportive of the campaign but
were unable to get involved as much as they would of liked. The short notice provided by the HSE
about the campaign was a popular reason for limited support. Many Local Authorities that were keen
to get involved had to try and fit the campaign into existing work schedules. On many occasions this
meant that a ‘do the best that you can’ approach was adopted. The short-notice also acted as a de-
motivator to those taking active part in the campaign because the extra work would not count in
performance reviews. |f more notice was given to Local Authorities they showed a willingness to
include the campaign in staff work plans with successes counting towards performance review for the
year.

Another reason for limited involvement was due to lack of internal resources. This rings true for some
Local Authorities who have lost staff due restructuring and changes in priorities. It would also be fair
to note that poor internal communications, planning and management exist in some Local Authorities
which resulted in less effective action than anticipated.

A further factor, as mentioned earlier, was that some local authorities believed that as there were no
medium / large businesses in their area and that the campaign did not apply to them. In these cases
involvement was limited or non-existent.

The organisation of Local Authorities also affected the level of commitment to the campaign. Some
Local Authorities main focus was towards food safety rather health and safety. This meant that topics
like ‘slip and trips” were a low priority and this reflected in the level of commitment towards the
campaign. In some circumstances Local Authorities chose not to take part in the campaign because
food safety was their sole focus.

From the IRF returns it seems that Local Authorities carried out many more inspection/enforcement
visits than they did organise events for duty holders. This suggests that in general they are much

58



better equipped to do the former. As such consideration should be made to offer more support to
Local Authorities who do not have the in-house experience or expertise to run successful events and
initiatives. By sharing best practice and ideas from previous campaigns Local Authorities could
become more confident at running successful event type initiatives.

45 RECOMMENDATIONS

A number of recommendations are apparent for future campaigns

Representatives from Local Authorities should have more involvement in the planning and
development stages of future campaigns. Ideally, representatives from each local authority should
be informed of the campaign at least 6 months beforehand and kept in touch with HSE (by for
example meetings, or email updates) throughout the period leading up the campaign itself.

Some effort needs to be made to resolve the issue about the lack of clarity some inspectors and
HSAOQOs felt about their role. More specific instructions on what HSE expects inspectors to do
would probably assist with this.

It should be made clear that target businesses are not just restricted to medium/large businesses.
Local Authorities should be encouraged to target other businesses in which they feel has a high
risk of slip and trip incidents. Although they also need clearer information on what the target
groups for the campaign are

HSE needs to find the right balance between allowing inspectors and local authorities some
leeway in determining who they visit, whilst at the same time providing sufficient guidance to
avoid confusion and extra work. A more transparent and better promoted targeting strategy would
help with this. A further option would be an HSE/Local Authority working-group that works
together to design a targeting strategy at both national and local levels and clear guidance for
inspectors who are tasked with deciding who to visit.

Much more notice should be provided to Local Authorities prior to the launch of a campaign.
Ideally HSE should provide 18 months notice of forthcoming campaigns in order for Local
Authorities to include them in their yearly work schedules. This would help maximise support
and action.

Clearer explanation is needed of campaign timeframes and objectives. This is to avoid the
confusion that inspections can only be conducted or reported during a specific time period and not
throughout the entire campaign. It is recommended that a strategy is put into place in order to
engage inspectors and others during the entire campaign. Inspector involvement over a longer
period would have a greater impact in improving understanding of slips and trips and assist with
embedding the topic into everyday inspection routines after the campaign.

More support could be provided to Local Authorities to help them organise events, seminars and
other more creative ways of delivering campaign messages.
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APPENDIX A EVALUATION METHODOLOGIES

The evaluation was conducted by the Social Science Unit (SSU) at HSE with the support of external
market research specialists Synovate. SSU is independent of the groups with in HSE who delivered
the campaign and therefore this evaluation report should be viewed as an objective account.

A.1 SURVEY RESEARCH

The survey research referred to in this report as ‘communications surveys’ were conducted by
Synovate. In total four surveys were conducted, two amongst employers and two amongst employees
(before and after). The questionnaires were kept largely the same for both the before and after surveys
so that the effect of the campaign could be measured.

Essential details of the methodologies are as follows;
EMPLOYER:
*[] 810 computer assisted telephone interviews (CATI) pre, 802 post
*[] Sample sourced from Dun & Bradstreet (selected SIC codes)
*[] Interviews conducted with person at site responsible for health & safety
*[] Interviews weighted to be representative of company size and sector
*[] Fieldwork ran 5th — 23rd Sept. pre, 14th Nov. — 19th Dec. post
*[] Average interview length: 10 minutes pre, 19 minutes post
EMPLOYEE:
*[] 1,036 face-to-face, in home interviews pre, 998 post
*[] Sample points sourced from CACI
*[] Interviews conducted with people working in non-desk based jobs
*[] Interviews weighted to national representation of age, gender & region
[] Fieldwork ran 3rd — 26th Sept. pre, 14th Nov. — 11th Dec. post

*[] Average interview length: 9 minutes pre, 12 minutes post

A.2 FOLLOW-UP QUALITATIVE RESEARCH

The qualitative study employed two parallel approaches: company visits and telephone depth
interviews. These were conducted amongst a range of organisations from five broad sectors
(Construction, Government / Public Sector, Manufacturing, Retail / Wholesale, Transport) and of
different sizes. Geographical coverage focused on the southeast, southwest, midlands and northeast of
England.

Fifty telephone depth interviews were conducted with duty holders who, during the previous
quantitative survey, stated that they recalled seeing the campaign advertising and claimed to have
taken (or be planning to take) some action as a result of this. Interviews were conducted by qualitative
executives and lasted half an hour.

Twenty-eight company audits were conducted amongst a range of organisations from different sectors
and of different sizes. Qualitative executives visited organisations and interviewed the duty holder as
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well as two other members of staff, thus gaining a complete picture of reactions to and actions taken as
a result of the campaign. While duty holders arranged interviews with employees, executives ensured
that they spoke to a mix of employees including both safety representatives and general members of
staff. Gaining employee perspectives was important in understanding how much the campaign had
filtered down to workers. Amongst the duty holders there was a mix of people with a purely Health
and Safety designation, those covering both Health and Safety and Quality, and those in General
Management who included Health and Safety amongst their responsibilities.

Visits lasted between 1% and 2 hours, with the bulk of the time being spent with the duty holder.
Businesses were selected for the research from sample provided by the HSE. They included a mix of
businesses who had received a visit or inspection by the HSE or Local Authority and those who had
had a duty holder attend an HSE / Local Authority training event or seminar.

Research was conducted between late May and early July of 2006, which is seven months after the
campaign ran in October 2005. Evaluating the campaign this far down the line has the advantage that a
truer picture of actions taken and long term impact could be seen.

A.3 IN HOUSE RESEARCH

The in-house elements of the evaluation concentrated on getting the views and opinions of HSE
inspectors and health and safety awareness officers (HSAOs), local authorities, stakeholders and
members of the ‘Watch Your Step” project team.

A range of different styled qualitative interviews took place including telephone, face to face and
focus groups. 20 HSE inspectors / HSAOs, 20 Local Authorities around the UK were interviewed.
Interviews were selected according to their involvement in the campaign and interest in being part of
the evaluation process.

The main objective of the research was to learn what initiatives and inspections had taken place,
opinions on the campaign, what worked well and also what did work so well.

Each interview lasted between 40 minutes and an hour. Extensive notes were taken and written
shortly after the interview.

Details of activities and initiatives performed by stakeholders were also sought, as well as general
feedback about the campaign.
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