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The nature and risk of forestry work results in a complex health and safety management infrastructure
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The forestry industry requires a bespoke approach to ensure interventions are effective; i.e. a different
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The aim of the project was to undertake an in-depth analysis of the forestry industry in order to generate
an evidence base and an associated intervention appraisal and evaluation framework. A comprehensive
analysis of the HSE’s RIDDOR accident data and a literature review were undertaken to identify the key
high risk areas in forestry. Four Influence Network (IN) workshops were conducted with various industry
groups to identify the key influences on health and safety throughout the forestry management chain.
A bespoke forestry ‘barometer’ was developed and was subsequently used to evaluate the impact of three
forestry Safety and Health Awareness Days (SHADs). The project culminated in an interventions workshop
held with the HSE forestry team (Agriculture & Food Sector) in order to identify and develop a series of
feasible health and safety interventions.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
INTRODUCTION AND OBJECTIVES
BOMEL Limited (BOMEL) has prepared this report for the Health and Safety Executive (HSE)
as Technical Support contract 437. The report describes a study to generate a forestry evidence
base and associated forestry intervention appraisal and evaluation framework.
The nature of the work involved in forestry, as well as its relatively high level of risk, results in
a complex health and safety management infrastructure involving many different groups from
landowner and forestry work manager (FWM) at the highest levels, to contractors and subcontractors working at forestry sites. Therefore, in terms of the HSE developing targeted
interventions and furthermore, measuring their impact, the forestry industry requires a different
approach to that of the rest of the agriculture sector in order to ensure interventions are effective
and long lasting.
BOMEL was therefore commissioned to undertake an in-depth analysis of the forestry industry
in order to generate a forestry evidence base and an associated forestry intervention appraisal
and evaluation framework.
The overall aims of the project were:
1.

To identify key influences on different worker groups in the forestry management
chain.

2.

To develop targeted safety improvement measures for the forestry industry.

3.

To develop a unique forestry cultural barometer to measure the impact of interventions
designed to improve safety in forestry

4.

To evaluate the impact of forestry Safety and Health Awareness Days (SHADs).

FORESTRY INDUSTRY BACKGROUND
In order to examine the forestry sector and documented forestry health and safety issues at the
outset of the project, a literature review was conducted. This provided an overview of forestry
in the UK, including a description of the industry, the forestry management structure and the
main work activities in forestry. The main risk areas in forestry were also described as well as
the factors which have been identified as important influences on health and safety in the
industry. The main findings from the review relating to health and safety in forestry were
summarised as follows:

•

Although all stakeholders (from the landowner to self-employed subcontractors) have
responsibilities, the forestry work manager (FWM) has the key coordinating role in
terms of successfully managing health and safety.
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•

The highest risk activities in forestry are those involving chainsaws. Risk increases
when trees are hung-up or windblown or when work is undertaken on steep or difficult
ground.

•

There are a number of concerns within the industry regarding the provision of training
within the existing framework. These include the acceptable means by which training
requirements can be fulfilled, the standards which are deemed to be acceptable, the
availability of training and the perceived suitability of the training on offer.

•

There is evidence that suggests procedures and guidance are sometimes not used in
forest work, for example, those for dealing with hung-up trees. Furthermore, doubts
have been expressed about the level of enforcement of site safety rules and the
consistency of supervision on site.

•

It has been suggested that some forest workers feel that there is more to be gained
from not following recognised safe methods (e.g. financial benefits) and that this
outweighs any associated risks.

FORESTRY ACCIDENT DATA ANALYSIS
In addition to reviewing the available literature relating to forestry health and safety an in-depth
analyses of the HSE’s RIDDOR accident data was also undertaken. Analysis of the RIDDOR
data provided an insight into the key high-risk areas by identifying those RIDDOR categories
that are most frequently being reported in forestry related accidents. This provides the forestry
team with a sound evidence base that can be utilised to inform future strategy and ensure
resource is targeted at the highest risk areas.
In order to ensure the RIDDOR analyses was focused, relevant and accurately represented the
forestry industry, two forestry datasets were taken from the main RIDDOR dataset. The first
dataset included only those accidents reported as occurring within the two forestry ‘SIC92’
industry codes. This was termed the ‘forestry SIC dataset’. The second dataset contained all
relevant forestry and arboriculture accident data in the RIDDOR database and, therefore, was
larger than the dataset based only on the SIC92 industry codes.
The main findings from the analysis were summarised as follows:
Number and rate of forestry industry accidents

•

Based on 2004/05 RIDDOR data, forestry has a fatal accident rate of 30.8 fatal
accidents per 100,000 employees, which is by far the highest employee fatal
accident rate of all industry sectors. This is over four times higher than the next
highest fatal accident rate which is the overall agriculture sector at 7.0 fatal
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accidents per 100,000 employees (for comparison, the rate in construction in this
period was 4.8 per 100,000 workers). 1

•

Forestry also has the highest major injury accident rate of all industry sectors with
379.9 major injuries per 100,000 employees. For comparison, the overall agriculture
sector has a major injury accident rate of 225.3 per 100,000 employees and
construction has a major injury accident rate of 326.9 per 100,000 employees.

•

These results clearly highlight the high risk nature of forestry work in relation to other
industry sectors.

Forestry high risk areas

•

In the forestry and arboriculture bespoke dataset accidents are reported in a range of
industries in addition to the standard forestry industry classifications. These other
industries include general public services (which may contain work in public parks);
mixed farming; construction build (construction of buildings and civil engineering
works); and horticulture (which would involve activities such as pruning, planting and
cutting).

•

In both datasets, the most common type of accidents are ‘Struck-By’ accidents
(defined by RIDDOR as being “Struck by moving, including flying or falling objects includes accidents involving powered handtools, and accidental assault such as
horseplay”).

•

In both the forestry datasets, ‘tree maintenance’ and ‘tree felling’ (re-named as
arboriculture and forestry after the coding change) are the most significant work
processes.

•

In both the forestry datasets, ‘SB (struck by) Chainsaw’, ‘SB Free Fall Object’ and
‘Struck-By’ are the most significant agents involved in reported accidents.

•

In both the forestry datasets, the largest overall number of accidents involve workers
in the 30 to 34 age bracket.

•

In both the forestry datasets, the largest overall number of accidents involve
employees. The largest number of fatal accidents involve self-employed workers.

•

In both the forestry datasets, the largest number of fatal accidents are reported in
Scotland, closely followed by the East and South East of England.

1

N.B. These figures are based on a year in which there was a particularly high number of fatal accidents.
In the 5 year period 2001/02 to 2006/07, 6 employees and 10 self-employed were killed in the tree work
industry. This equates to an average rate of fatal injury over the last 6 years for all workers (employed and
self-employed combined) of 18.3/100,000 i.e. approximately twice the all agriculture rate of 9.7 and six
times the rate for construction of 3.5, for the same period.
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•

Accidents involving the agent ‘SB (Struck-By) Chainsaw’ in both datasets typically
involved employed forestry workers between the ages 20 to 24. They were typically
undertaking the work process ‘Tree felling’ or ‘Tree maintenance’ at the time of the
accident.

•

The reported fatal accidents typically involved forestry workers receiving fatal
crushing injuries caused by a falling tree or a falling branch or them falling from a
ladder.

•

The reported major injury accidents typically involved severe cuts to a forestry worker
caused by a chainsaw contacting them during a fall or the individual being struck-by a
falling branch or moving tree and sustaining broken bones.

Focus on chainsaw accidents

•

A closer analysis of the accidents reported to RIDDOR involving the agent ‘SB
(Struck-By) Chainsaw’ in both datasets indicated that they typically involved
employed forestry workers between the ages 20 to 24 with the RIDDOR occupational
classification ‘Forestry’. They were typically undertaking the work process ‘Tree
felling’ or ‘Tree maintenance’ at the time of the accident.

•

Further analysis of chainsaw accidents was conducted using the BOMEL Accident
Narrative Keyword Tool. A total of 372 accidents falling within the ‘agriculture’
sector were found to contain the keyword ‘chainsaw’ or ‘chain saw’ or ‘chain-saw’.

•

The overall number of accidents containing chainsaw keywords reduced between
2001/02 and 2004/05.

INDUSTRY WORKSHOPS TO ASSESS SAFETY IMPROVEMENT MEASURES
In order to explore further the various influences on health and safety in forestry, how these
influences vary between different forestry worker groups, and perhaps most importantly, what
improvement measures may help to reduce risk, four workshops were conducted to directly
consult with industry. The workshops brought together different stakeholders in forestry to
allow them to identify key risk factors and suggest practical measures which could potentially
be implemented to improve safety. The groups were decided in consultation with HSE to
reflect different tiers of the industry in order that a wide range of perspectives could be
considered. The four industry workshop groups were as follows:

•

Forestry contractors and sub-contractors

•

Forestry work managers

•

Forestry trade association (with members of the UK Forest Products Association)

•

Forestry chainsaw operators

x

Many of the key influencing factors were found to be similar across all of the various working
groups in forestry. In general, the following key points were highlighted across the four
industry workshop groups:

•

The commercial pressure in the industry can influence people to cut corners. There is
felt to be insufficient time to follow all the safety rules because jobs will not meet
deadlines

•

There is a lack of on-the-job communication between workers. In essence, people
often do not know where other people are during a job which creates risk.

•

Training is one of the key issues in forestry. Many contractors are of the opinion that
training is very poor and does not prepare people for the job. This means there are
people entering forests without the necessary skills and experience which puts
themselves and others at greater risk.

•

A key challenge facing the industry currently is that of site safety coordination.
There is a lack of consensus on how this should be achieved, who has responsibility
and how the ‘site safety coordinator’ should be defined.

•

The contractual chain in forestry poses several problems in terms of safety. The main
difficulties lie with the communication of information up and down the chain, for
example, risk assessments and site safety rules. Several contractors said that they
sometimes did not receive any such information before a job.

•

The role of the Forest Work Manager (FWM) is important in terms of setting
standards and making responsibilities clear. However, there can be confusion as to
who fills this role and/or the visibility of the person in this role. The majority of
contractors were not aware of the HSE publication ‘Managing Health and Safety in
Forestry’.

•

Contractors find many safety standards/procedures to be unworkable, e.g. those
relating to hung-up trees. They do not allow the work to be done within the
commercial context of the industry and so compliance is poor.

•

It is becoming increasingly difficult to attract suitable new workers into forestry.
Those who are entering the industry from the UK are not properly trained. Foreign
workers present communication difficulties.

•

Safety in forestry is set against the backdrop of financial constraints. Smaller
companies/contractors are working to tight margins which does not allow adequate
resource to be put into safety. This was recognised at all levels of the industry.
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FORESTRY BAROMETER DEVELOPMENT
In order to help drive down the relatively high rate of forestry fatalities the HSE sector team are
committed to running a series of health and safety interventions ranging from a targeted
programme of inspection activity to Safety and Health Awareness Days (SHADs). A further
element in reducing accidents is understanding the success of specific interventions. BOMEL
has developed a ‘barometer of cultural change’ (HSE Project 4500/R64.105) designed to help
evaluate the impact of agricultural interventions. Due to the barometer instrument focusing on
the measurement of changes in attitudes and behaviour it makes it the ideal instrument to
evaluate the success of forestry interventions designed to improve health and safety awareness
and encourage positive behaviour change. The existing agricultural barometer was therefore
developed for ongoing use in the forestry industry and used within this project to evaluate the
overall impact of three forestry SHAD events.
EVALUATION OF FORESTRY SHADS
The impact of the three forestry SHADs was evaluated using the forestry cultural barometer. A
measure of health and safety attitudes and behaviours was taken with SHAD attendees
(experimental group) and non-attendees (control group) both before and after the SHAD events
were held. The findings from this evaluation are summarised as follows:
Sample background details

•

In the pre-SHAD survey, there were 72 participants in the SHAD attendees group
(these were attendees at the three SHAD events) and 30 participants in the non
attendees group. In the post-SHAD survey, there were 58 participants in the SHAD
attendees group (attendees at the three SHAD events) and 28 in the non attendees
group.

•

It should be noted that the SHAD attendees group constitutes the total sample from
each of the three forestry SHADS, whereas the non-attendees group numbers are only
comparable to one SHAD region. This is because there was not a large enough nonattendees group to draw a sample from that would be similar to the number of
attendee’s at all three SHAD events.

•

There were between 14 and 30 respondents in each separate SHAD region both preand post-SHAD, ensuring the SHAD attendees group was representative of all three
forestry SHAD events.

•

The majority of the SHAD attendees and non attendees (both pre- and post-SHAD)
were male.

•

The majority of the SHAD attendees classed themselves as being employed (as
opposed to self-employed) managers working in ‘forestry work management’. In
keeping with this profile, the majority of the SHAD attendees both pre- and postSHAD were not involved in conducting hands-on forestry work themselves.
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•

Chainsaw operators, forwarder and harvester drivers, as well as other machine
operators also attended the SHAD event, albeit in much smaller numbers.

•

The largest number of respondents in the SHAD attendees and non attendees, both
pre- and post-SHAD, had worked or been involved in the forestry industry between
either 10 and 25 years or over 25 years.

Industry safety culture

•

SHAD attendees attitudes about training, teamwork, communications, and the
Regulators and their Regulations (four out of eight statements) were already very
positive prior to attending the SHAD.

•

Furthermore, both SHAD attendees and non attendees, both pre- and post-SHAD, said
that their views about health and safety in the forestry industry had always remained
the same.

•

For all eight statements a qualitative analyses indicated that the SHAD intervention
did not cause the SHAD attendees to become more positive. However, as attitudes
were already very positive there was little room for improvement.

Industry safety measures

•

For all six risk control areas the majority of SHAD attendees and non attendees both
pre- and post-SHAD said they were undertaking the appropriate risk control measures.

•

Answers to five out of the six questions indicated that the SHAD did not cause an
increase in positive risk management behaviour in the SHAD attendees group.
However, it should be noted that risk management behaviour was already positive on
two out of these five questions, so there was little room for improvement.

•

Answers to one question about personal protective equipment indicated that the
SHAD may have caused a slight increase in positive risk management behaviour in
the SHAD attendees.

•

The question about following written rules and procedures indicated the largest
amount of poor risk management behaviour, suggesting it may be an area for focus.

Intention to behave with due care for health and safety

•

The Theory of Planned Behaviour (TPB) helps us to understand the link between
attitudes and behaviour by explaining how intention precedes behaviour.

•

The TPB barometer questions were designed to measure whether the SHAD event
may have increased the number of respondents intending to positively change their
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actions/behaviour (if they were not already implementing certain risk control
measures).

•

The findings indicated that of the SHAD attendees who were not undertaking certain
risk management activities, the SHAD may have had a positive effect on their feelings
of ‘behavioural control’ (i.e. their belief that carrying out certain actions/behaviour is
within their personal control) and their overall intention to implement risk
management measures.

•

The findings indicated that there was no positive effect on their ‘subjective norms’ (i.e.
their perceptions of other people’s approval of their actions/behaviour).

•

Taken together, positive attitudes towards health and safety, increased feelings of
‘behavioural control’ and an overall intention to implement risk management measures
amongst certain members of the SHAD attendees group suggested they are more
likely to implement certain risk management measures following the SHAD compared
with before it.

Intervention specific feedback

•

The most significant reason given by respondents for attending the SHAD was to get
an update on health and safety issues. Other reasons included attending out of general
interest; being interested in forestry health and safety issues; because their employer
told them to attend; because the HSE was running the event; the invite looked
interesting; and it presented a good opportunity for networking with other forestry
workers and the HSE.

•

Of the 58 SHAD attendees consulted following attendance at the SHAD, 90% (52) of
respondents said they felt the SHAD was useful.

•

Of the 52 attendees that felt the SHAD was useful, the reasons given included:
¾
¾
¾
¾
¾

•

It provided an opportunity for discussion with both the HSE and fellow
event attendees;
It was an opportunity to learn new things;
It raised awareness of health and safety issues;
It provided an opportunity just to focus on health and safety for one day; and
It provided an update on health and safety issues.

Attendees felt that the most useful activities or aspects of the SHAD event were the
on-site real life demonstrations (many people commented on the demonstration which
actually took place in a forest). Many attendees also highlighted how useful it was to
have the opportunity to discuss health and safety issues amongst like-minded
individuals and share knowledge. A significant number said they could not identify
one particular aspect of the day, as they found the whole event useful.
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•

A number of SHAD attendees cited the following specific scenarios which they found
particularly useful:
¾
¾
¾
¾
¾

Harvester scenario
Forwarder scenario
Chainsaw scenario
Lone working scenario
Felling scenario

•

Of the 58 SHAD attendees consulted following attendance at the SHAD, 64% (37) of
respondents said the event had resulted in them giving more thought to health and
safety at work.

•

Furthermore, 14 (24%) out of the 58 SHAD attendees had actually taken steps to
improve health and safety at work as a result of the event.

•

Details of the changes made were given by 11 respondents and were as follows:
¾
¾
¾
¾

•

Nine of the 14 SHAD attendees who had been prompted to make a health and safety
change following the event also said that a particular aspect of the SHAD had
encouraged them to make the change. The specific aspects of the SHAD which
encouraged the change included:
¾
¾
¾
¾

•

Three have started to re-write their health and safety policies;
Two attendees are looking more closely at risk assessments;
Two attendees are revising their lone working procedures; and
One attendee has contacted an independent health and safety advisor to help
with health and safety issues.

Emphasis on the practical application of health and safety policies.
The discussions between attendees in general which allowed people to share
their knowledge and experience (particularly discussions on lone working).
Discussions with HSE staff regarding management of paperwork.
The staged demonstrations (particularly on lone working).

The most significant SHAD improvement suggested was for the HSE to target both
managers and contractors for the event. Many of the attendees commented that they
felt contractors would have benefited from being there, yet the majority of attendees
were managers. A number of attendees suggested that the HSE needs to give more
specific guidance, particularly on risk assessments. A couple of individuals said they
would have liked the HSE to talk through a risk assessment for each of the scenarios.
On a positive note, a significant number of attendees also commented that they felt
that there was nothing that could be improved upon.
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•

Of the 58 SHAD attendee respondents, 93% (54) said they felt that the event would be
of benefit to other forestry workers.

•

In terms of other areas where the HSE could help forestry workers, respondents
suggested: clearer guidance from the HSE; more education and training in general;
higher incomes for forestry workers; better management of woodlands; provision of
work process templates; published risk assessment procedures/operations check list;
published emergency procedure list; and lone working procedure.

INTERVENTIONS FOR THE FORESTRY INDUSTRY
In order to draw together the findings from this project and develop a series of practical health
and safety interventions for the forestry industry, a workshop was held with the HSE forestry
team in order to develop the interventions suggested by industry into feasible improvement
measures.
The HSE workshop took each of ten suggested interventions in turn, agreed how they could be
implemented and then rated each in terms of its ease of implementation and anticipated impact.
Rating the interventions provided a way of organising the interventions in order to assist the
HSE in its planning activities. Once this ratings process was complete, the final analysis
divided the various interventions into those that could potentially be implemented immediately,
those that required some more planning and those that required more consideration before
progressing in order that they achieve maximum impact and value for money.
The original 10 interventions were shaped in the workshop to produce the following
consolidated list:

•

Promoting a six-month forestry chainsaw apprenticeship scheme;

•

Raising the profile of the ‘Managing Health and Safety in Forestry’ HSE document;

•

Communicating accident investigations more widely;

•

Increased inspection activity;

•

Working with machine manufacturers and dealers towards sponsorship and greater
involvement in training; and,

•

Developing an occupational health model for forestry based on work completed in the
construction sector.

Promoting a six-month forestry chainsaw apprenticeship scheme and communicating accident
investigations more widely were judged to be two interventions that could be progressed
immediately by the HSE due to their ease of implementation and anticipated widespread impact.
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RECOMMENDATIONS
Based on the work undertaken, the following recommendations were made:
1.

Utilise this forestry evidence base to inform future forestry strategy - The contents
of this report provide a forestry health and safety evidence base. Through thorough
analysis of the forestry health and safety literature and HSE’s RIDDOR accident data
the key high risk areas have been presented. Furthermore, consultation with industry
via four Influence Network workshops has provided an insight into the most important
influences on forestry worker health and safety. It is therefore recommended that this
report is used by the HSE’s forestry team when planning and undertaking all future
initiatives, including the development and evaluation of interventions, in order to
ensure all sector work is underpinned by a sound research evidence base.

2.

Disseminate and share the RIDDOR accident analyses - Analysis of the RIDDOR
data provided an insight into the key high risk areas by identifying those RIDDOR
categories that are most frequently reported in forestry related accidents. As stated
above, this information should be used by the forestry team to inform future strategy
to ensure resource is targeting the highest risk areas. Furthermore, during the project,
industry requested more feedback on accident statistics. It is therefore recommended
that the HSE disseminates this accident analysis throughout industry.

3.

Utilise the forestry barometer to measure future forestry interventions - This
project developed a bespoke evaluation tool designed to evaluate forestry
interventions and then used the tool to measure the impact of three forestry SHAD
events. It is suggested that the HSE forestry team continues to use this barometer to
evaluate future forestry interventions. Using one evaluation instrument will allow for
comparisons to be made between different interventions and across time.

4.

Focus on the forestry interventions suggested and generated in this study – This
current study generated a total of ten feasible forestry health and safety interventions
derived from industry suggestions (gathered primarily during the four industry
workshops) and HSE and Forestry Commission expertise. These interventions were
then organised into those that could potentially be implemented immediately and those
that needed further consideration to ensure they achieved maximum impact and value
for money. These interventions are all based on the research conducted within this
study, including extensive consultation with industry. It is therefore recommended
that the HSE forestry team focus on these interventions in terms of its future
interventions strategy.

5.

Consider feedback given by forestry workers in relation to the forestry SHADs –
The current study evaluated the impact of three forestry SHADs using the forestry
barometer. As part of this evaluation a number of specific questions were asked
concerning what influences workers to attend a SHAD, what influences them during a
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SHAD and what influences them once back at work. It is recommended that HSE
seriously considers all of the feedback provided by SHAD attendees and uses this
when planning future events of this nature.
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1.
1.1

INTRODUCTION

INTRODUCTION

BOMEL Limited (BOMEL) has prepared this report for the Health and Safety Executive (HSE)
as Technical Support contract 437. The report describes a study to generate a forestry evidence
base and associated forestry intervention appraisal and evaluation framework.
1.2

CONTEXT OF THE STUDY

BOMEL has undertaken extensive work in the agriculture sector through field research,
Influence Network (IN) workshops and analysis of HSE RIDDOR accident data to identify high
risk areas. This work has assisted the HSE in developing potential interventions that will have
maximum impact across the agriculture sector. Furthermore, BOMEL has used this evidence
base to facilitate the design of a sensitive cultural ‘barometer’ designed to measure cultural
changes affecting health and safety performance in agriculture. The barometer will ultimately
be used by the HSE to evaluate the effectiveness of its interventions across the agriculture
sector.
A number of subsidiary industries fall within the remit of the agriculture sector, two of which
relate specifically to forestry work. The nature of the work involved in forestry, as well as its
high level of risk, results in a complex health and safety management infrastructure involving
many different groups from landowner and forestry work manager (FWM) at the highest levels,
to contractors and sub-contractors working at forestry sites. Therefore, in terms of the HSE
developing targeted interventions and furthermore, measuring their impact, the forestry industry
requires a different approach to that of the rest of the agriculture sector in order to ensure
interventions are effective and long lasting.
BOMEL was therefore commissioned to undertake an in-depth analysis of the forestry industry
in order to generate a forestry evidence base and an associated forestry intervention appraisal
and evaluation framework.
1.3

OBJECTIVES

The overall aims of this project are:
1.

To identify key influences on different worker groups in the forestry management
chain.

2.

To develop targeted safety improvement measures for the forestry industry.

3.

To develop a unique forestry cultural barometer to measure the impact of interventions
designed to improve safety in forestry.

4.

To evaluate the impact of forestry Safety and Health Awareness Days (SHADs).
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1.4

SCOPE OF WORK

In order to achieve the objectives outlined in Section 1.3, the following scope of work was
undertaken:
1.

A comprehensive analysis of existing quantitative and qualitative data was undertaken
to identify the key high risk areas in forestry and provide an evidence base for ongoing
utilisation within the HSE’s forestry team.

2.

Four Influence Network (IN) workshops were conducted with various industry groups
in order to identify the different influences on the health and safety of different worker
groups in the forestry management chain.

3.

A bespoke forestry cultural barometer was developed to evaluate the impact of
forestry health and safety interventions.

4.

An impact evaluation of three forestry Safety and Health Awareness Days (SHADs)
was conducted using the newly developed forestry barometer.

5.

A forestry interventions workshop was held with the HSE forestry team in order to
identify and plan a series of feasible health and safety interventions for the forestry
industry.

6.

Findings were drafted into this report deliverable for the HSE project team.

1.5

SCOPE OF THIS REPORT

The project objectives and associated work activities have been addressed throughout this report
as follows:

•

Section 2 provides an introduction to forestry including a description of the industry,
an outline of the forestry management structure and the main work activities, as well
as the main risk areas.

•

Section 3 provides a comprehensive analysis of the forestry RIDDOR accident data,
providing an outline of the main high risk areas for HSE focus.

•

Section 4 presents the findings from four workshops conducted with industry to
explore the various influences on the health and safety of different worker groups in
forestry and what improvement measures may help to reduce risk.

•

Section 5 describes the development of the bespoke forestry barometer, designed for
use evaluating forestry health and safety interventions.

•

Section 6 presents the findings of the forestry SHAD impact evaluation, conducted
using the forestry barometer.
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•

Section 7 presents the findings from the interventions workshop conducted with the
HSE’s forestry team.

•

Section 8 presents the main conclusions drawn from the study in relation to the initial
study objectives.

•

Section 9 makes recommendations to the HSE based on the work undertaken.

•

Section 10 presents the references used in this study.

•

Appendix A contains the IN factor definitions.

•

Appendix B contains the pre-intervention forestry barometer (experimental and
control group).

•

Appendix C contains the post-intervention forestry barometer (experimental group
only).

•

Appendix D contains the post-intervention forestry barometer (control group only).

•

Appendix E contains the HSE interventions workshop presentation.
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2.
2.1

FORESTRY INDUSTRY BACKGROUND

INTRODUCTION

In order to examine the forestry sector and documented forestry health and safety issues at the
outset of the project, a literature review was conducted. This section presents the findings and
provides an overview of forestry in the UK, including a description of the industry, the forestry
management structure and the main work activities in forestry. The main risk areas in forestry
are also described as well as the factors which have been identified as important influences on
health and safety in the industry.
2.2

THE FORESTRY SECTOR

Around 8000 years ago, approximately 80% of Great Britain was covered in trees. It is
estimated that tree coverage reached an all time low at the start of the twentieth century with as
little as 5% of forest land. However, concerted efforts since this period have resulted in forest
cover rising to 12% at the current time, an area roughly about the size of Wales (Yarnell,
2002)1.
Woodland is of vital importance for societal and environmental reasons, such as providing sites
for sporting, recreational, amenity and conservation activities. However, it is perhaps the
growing commercial aspects of forestry which will provide the main driver for continual
increase in woodland in the UK. Excluding recycled material, British industries and households
consume around 50 million cubic metres of timber each year, from imported and UK sources.
The wood processing industries in the UK employ around 185,000 people and bring in over £2
billion in annual export revenue (Selmes, 2004)2. However, the vast majority of timber in the
UK is imported from abroad which creates an import bill of around £8 billion (to put this in
context, fuel import stands at £10 billion). Clearly, increasing sustainable forestry in the UK
has the potential to reduce this bill, as well as providing socio-economic benefits through job
creation.
As well as within the UK, world demand for wood, at least outside of recession periods, is
constantly rising, and there is scope for new markets to create still more rapid growth. Much of
this is related to economic growth, for example, in the former Soviet countries and in China and
also because of a general increase in paper consumption. New technologies are widening the
possibilities for using wood in structural building and wood as a source of renewable energy has
the potential to create another significant market (Selmes, 2002)3. As well as helping the
country become more self-sufficient, there may be significant export opportunities for UK
forestry in the future.
It is apparent that forests offer important benefits to land owners, potential customers,
governments and the wider public. However, none of these benefits could be realised without
one particular group; the individuals who work directly in the forestry industry. The Forestry
Commission have stated that “the health and safety of those who work in forests is a precondition for the achievement of all Forestry Commission objectives” (Dewar, 2002)4.
Furthermore, it has been recognised that working in forestry carries significant risks, to the
extent that the Health and Safety Executive (HSE) has identified the forestry industry as a
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priority sector. As forestry in the UK increases, so more people are likely to become employed
in this sector and the management of risk becomes more important.
2.3

NATURE AND SCALE OF FORESTRY SAFETY CONCERNS

As mentioned previously, the HSE has identified forestry as one of its priority areas. Forestry
workers are exposed to a number of hazards and risks which are associated with the nature of
the work they undertake. Hazards and risks are related to the tools used by foresters as well as
the processes they undertake and the environment within which they must operate. Examples
include working at height, using chainsaws, falling objects, process machinery and moving
vehicles. From HSE data collected under the Reporting of Injuries Diseases and Dangerous
Occurrences Regulations (RIDDOR) it is possible to get a picture of the scale of the safety
challenge facing the forestry industry. Forestry accidents are included in the agriculture sector
accident statistics, the most recent report of which is ‘Fatal Injuries In Farming, Forestry And
Horticulture 2005/2006’5. From this report, it is possible to extract figures which relate
specifically to forestry. Table 1 can be used to estimate the number of fatal accidents in forestry
from 1995/96 to 2004/05. This shows that there were 46 fatalities (11%) in ‘Tree felling’, ‘Tree
extraction’, ‘Maintenance of trees and woodland’ and ‘Forestry operations’ (see Section 3 for
more detailed statistics).
Table 1 Process environment in fatal accidents in agriculture 1995/96 to 2004/055
PROCESS ENVIRONMENT

Employees

Selfemployed

Total

Agriculture operations – all operations involving agriculture e.g.
cultivation, harvesting, crop spraying, all crop processing
Livestock operations - animal housing/ handling, feeding & all other
animal related operations
Fish Farming

38

56

94

24

40

64

1

22

23

Maintenance (machinery)

12

13

25

Maintenance (buildings)

6

12

18

Maintenance (land)

11

12

23

Maintenance (other)

5

6

11

Maintenance of trees and woodland

4

15

19

Forestry operations

2

3

5

Tree Felling (forestry & arboriculture)

5

14

19

Tree extraction (forestry & arboriculture)

1

2

3

Arboriculture: tree surgery, care of trees etc.

0

3

3

Walking/running on or outside premises including entering and
leaving buildings
Traveling/delivering in vehicle including driving on public highway
and offsite
Sporting activities including riding/racing

9

10

19

7

4

11

2

1

3

Loading/unloading

3

10

13

General handling

8

3

11

6

PROCESS ENVIRONMENT

Employees

Selfemployed

Total

Other

22

39

61

TOTAL

160

265

425

It is also known that there were 49 recorded non-fatal injuries to employees and self-employed
in forestry in 2004/05, although the reporting of non-fatal injuries in the industry has been
estimated to be very low, with even a 30% reporting rate for these injuries thought to be
optimistic5.
Although the absolute number of accidents in forestry provides enough cause for concern, it is
when the accident rate is compared to other industries that a more accurate reflection of the
scale of the problem emerges. The HSE has estimated that the odds of someone in forestry and
arboriculture sustaining a fatal or major injury in any one year is worse than one in 1206. Table
2 shows a comparison of industry average fatal and major injury rates per 100,000 employees
during the years 1990/91 to 1995/96. This clearly shows forestry and arboriculture to be one of
the most dangerous of all industries.
Table 2 Comparison of industry fatal and major injury rates between 1990/91 and
1995/966
Industry

Fatal and major injury rate (per 100,000
employees)

All industry

82.75

All manufacturing

130.05

All agriculture

171.03

Construction

248.27

Forestry and arboriculture

315.92

Having identified forestry as a relatively high risk industry, it is now necessary to understand
who are the main working groups in the industry and who has responsibility for forestry safety.
These issues are covered in the next section.
2.4

MANAGEMENT STRUCTURE IN FORESTRY

2.4.1

Overview

Table 3 provides a breakdown of forest ownership in Great Britain7. This data is for forests of
over 2 hectares (ha), which accounts for 95% of the trees in Britain. It can be seen that
approximately 35% of forests are owned by the Forestry Commission with approximately 60%
in private ownership. Working forests are likely to be a combination of Forestry Commission
sites (34.7%), ‘business’ (10.7%) and ‘forestry or timber business’ (1.6%) sites. This helps to
illustrate the extent of the forestry work activity in Britain, with approximately 185,000 people
employed in the industry.
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Table 3 Ownership of forests in Great Britain7
Ownership Type

Area (ha)

%

Personal

1,109,779

43.6

Business

273,424

10.7

Forestry or timber business

40,956

1.6

Charity

90,397

3.6

Local Authority

79,835

3.1

Other public (not FC)

45,310

1.8

Forestry Commission

882,151

34.7

Community ownership or common land

4,711

0.2

Unidentified

18,068

0.7

2,544,631

100

TOTAL

Forestry owners have an important responsibility for the health and safety of workers employed
on their land. In fact, everyone involved in forestry work has health and safety duties and
responsibilities, regardless of whether an individual is a land owner, purchaser, contractor or
subcontractor. The management structure involved in activities such as harvesting timber and
transporting timber is complex and it is important to understand the roles of those involved in
order to see where the responsibilities for health and safety should lie. It is particularly
important to establish which of four management roles individuals may fall into. This should be
made clear in any forestry contract. It is also important to note that individuals may pick up
more than one role depending on how a forestry contract is organised. The main roles and
responsibilities in forestry, as defined by the HSE8, are described in the following sub-sections.
2.4.2

Landowner

Definition of role
The landowner is the person in control of the land on which the forestry takes place.
Individuals who may take on this role include timber growers such as farmers or estate owners
with forested land; Forest Enterprise or other public bodies such as the Crown Estate and local
authorities; and forestry management companies and land agents working on behalf of private
and public owners.
Health and safety duties
The landowner is responsible for coordinating the activities of the overall forest environment for
health and safety by asking questions such as what other work is scheduled at the time of the
forest work and whether the work can be timed to avoid public access peaks? The role also
requires gathering information about hazards on and around forestry worksites and passing them
to the Forest Work Manager (FWM) by looking at the proposed worksite and the access to it
and identifying the location of hazards such as overhead power lines and routes or areas of
public access. Finally, it is the responsibility of the landowner to ensure that the work on a
particular worksite does not affect the health and safety of other people by exploring in
conjunction with the FWM, areas such as applying for temporary diversions/closures of public
footpaths and restrictions on weekend working.
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2.4.3

Forestry Work Manager (FWM)

Definition of role
A FWM is the person who commissions work on a forestry site. The responsibility of FWM
can fall on 1) anyone in the landowner role directly engaging forestry contractors as part of their
business or 2) timber purchasers (merchants, processors or contractors). If all harvesting has
ceased, and there is a separate contract with a purchaser of saw logs at the roadside, then that
purchaser will be deemed to be commissioning the work activity and will undertake the FWM
role.
Health and safety duties
The health and safety tasks under this role include using the information from the landowner to
prepare an outline risk assessment for work on the site and for the haulage of timber away from
the site; liaison with the landowner; and monitoring of health and safety on site by making
critical checks before work on the site commences. Also it is up to the FWM to select
competent contractors who have made adequate provision for health and safety and to specify
the health and safety measures for contractors working on the site and others who may be
affected by the work activity. The range and depth of effort FWM’s need to put into the tasks in
this role depends on the size and resources of the business and the relationship with the
contractor. For example, a landowner who is directly engaging a contractor for a one-off job
(and so picks up the FWM role) should put particular effort into selecting a competent
contractor who has made adequate provision for health and safety.
2.4.4

Contractor

Definition of role
The contractor is the provider of a forestry service. This responsibility can fall on contracting
companies with their own employees or those who take on subcontractors; owner-operators and
hauliers.
Health and safety duties
The contractor’s health and safety duties include working with the FWM to ensure health and
safety standards are met by ensuring subcontractors meet the health and safety conditions
specified by the FWM. In addition it is their duty to select subcontractors who are competent
and have made adequate provision for health and safety by checking certificates of chainsaw
and sprayer operators. Contractors also need to check that machine operators have evidence of
their competency with their machine and that haulage contractors have had adequate training
and experience in timber haulage. Finally, contractors need to manage subcontractors to
promote good health and safety by informing them of the working methods and safety rules that
need to be measured. It is interesting to note that contractors and subcontractors are the most at
risk in forestry. Contractors can also arrange subcontractors work so that they do not put
anyone else at risk and by checking that they are working safely and complying with site safety
rules.
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2.4.5

Subcontractor

Definition of role
A subcontractor is anyone engaged by a contractor other than by direct employment.
Individuals who may take on this role include anyone working under contract to a contractor
and anyone in any other role who works on the site.
Health and safety duties
It is the responsibility of the subcontractor to cooperate with the arrangements for health and
safety on the site by informing the contractor of any accident, near miss or change to the agreed
system of work. Drivers must follow specific routes and cooperate by reporting road defects as
part of any road defect report schemes. In addition subcontractors must manage their own
health and safety by checking machines have proper guarding, suitable protection against rolling
over (ROPS) and that machines have the correct booms, grapples and shackles. There is also a
duty for subcontractors to wear and maintain the correct personal protective equipment specified
by the site safety rules.
Having established the main worker groups in forestry and the roles and responsibilities
associated with each, it is now important to understand more about the activities and work
processes which these groups may be involved with and where particular hazards may exist.
This is the subject of the next section.
2.5

ACTIVITIES / PROCESSES IN FORESTRY

Forestry, together with arboriculture, is a diverse industry with activity ranging from the
planting and maintenance of trees to the felling and removal of trees for sale. The work
processes can be broadly classified into particular areas although it should be remembered that
there is likely to be overlap between work activities. The main areas of work are described in
the following paragraphs with specific hazards/risks associated with each highlighted where
appropriate9.

•

Establishment – This relates to the establishment of a new area of woodland or the
planting of new trees in an existing area. Activities related to establishment include
pre-planting spraying of container-grown seedlings, planting and fencing including
post hole boring. Hazards in this work include the chemicals used in spraying and
handling sprayed trees which are being planted, manual handling and lacerations in
fencing, and coming into contact with moving machinery whilst using a post-hole
borer.

•

Maintenance – This work involves caring for trees in order to promote their growth.
Activities include weeding, brashing and pruning, application of pesticides and
clearing work. There are risks of cuts from the various hand held tools which are used
for pruning etc., contact with chemicals used in spraying, and major lacerations from
the use of a clearing saw (akin to a garden strimmer only with a serrated circular steel
blade as a cutter).
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•

Chainsaws – Incident data shows that the use of chainsaws is one of the highest risk
activities in forestry (see Section 3). Chainsaws can be used in tree maintenance
(arboriculture), e.g. removing branches, to fell trees, or to work on trees once they
have been felled, e.g. snedding, which is the process of removing branches from a log.
Many fatal accidents in forestry are from operatives coming into contact with the
chainsaw. However, during chainsaw operations, there is also the risk from falling
branches and trees.

•

Work off ground – There is only a limited amount of work off ground in forestry,
although falls are a significant factor in many reported accidents. However, the very
nature of arboriculture requires a large amount of tree climbing in order to carry out
the work. This should be done using the appropriate protective and other equipment
which may include fall-arrest systems, work positioning systems, ropes, ladders and
climbing irons. Climbing is made more difficult by factors such as the individual
having to carry a chainsaw and the tree being potentially unstable in places. Mobile
Elevated Work Platforms (MEWPS) may reduce some of the risk of falling from
height but this can introduce other risks such as from overhead power lines and
parking the MEWP on unstable ground.

•

Steep ground working – A particular hazard in forestry is created when work must be
undertaken on steep ground. This requires a specific risk assessment for each new
site. Important factors to take into account are choosing machines that are fit for
purpose, deciding who has the necessary experience to use the machines and
supervising the work to take account of changing conditions. As well as the slope,
other environmental factors such as soil condition, moisture content and underlying
material will also require assessment.

•

Hung-up/windblown trees – This activity is known to be one of the highest risk jobs
in forestry. Hung-up or windblown trees are those which have become temporarily
lodged on adjacent trees while in the process of being felled or have become broken
due to wind damage. Such trees are very unstable and it is less easy to predict how
they will behave when felled. Suitable preparation should be put in place including an
adequate risk assessment which identifies safe access points and clear escape routes.
There is detailed guidance on safe working methods for taking down hungup/windblown trees including the tools which should be used9.

•

Extraction (mechanical) – This relates to the use of a variety of machines to
mechanically fell and/or move felled trees. These include tractor pulled ‘skidders’
(hauling logs using a wire or rope arrangement), tractor and trailer units with purpose
built machines to fell and grapple trees and cable cranes. The main risks are
associated with individuals being struck by a moving vehicle or part of the associated
machinery or the stability/integrity of the vehicle itself being compromised.
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•

Processing – There are various processes which can be applied to trees or parts of
trees once they have been felled. These include sawing, peeling off bark, chipping and
grinding and require different types of machinery such as a mobile circular saw bench,
mobile peeling machines, wood chippers and stump grinders. The main risks from
using these machines are from inadvertent contact/entrapment by the machines which
could cause lacerations or crushing injuries.

•

General vehicles – Forestry workers may use a number of general purpose vehicles
such as all-terrain vehicles or ATV quad bikes. Particular hazards may exist within the
terrain, such as steep slopes or hidden objects, which may cause the vehicle to lose
stability/overturn. There is also the risk of vehicles inadvertently coming into contact
with other workers.

2.6

KEY FACTORS IN FORESTRY HEALTH AND SAFETY

2.6.1

Overview

From the available industry and Regulatory guidance and research, it is possible to identify a
number of key factors which are linked to health and safety performance in the forestry
industry. It is necessary to review this literature in order to provide the background against
which the key influences on health and safety in forestry can be identified and suitable
intervention methods targeted and evaluated. The main findings of this review are presented in
the following sections.
2.6.2

Competence and training

There are general requirements for the provision of health and safety training which are
applicable to all industries under the Health and Safety at Work Act 1974 and the Management
of Health and Safety at Work Regulations 1999. These require training for new employees,
when workers are exposed to new or increased risks and appropriate refresher training. There
are more specific duties which relate to forestry work under the Provision and Use of Work
Equipment Regulations 1998 (PUWER 98). These Regulations require adequate training for the
drivers of self-propelled machines and anyone working with a chainsaw. There may also be
training requirements for forestry workers under the Control of Pesticides Regulations 1986, if
they are likely to be involved in spraying activities.
Although the legal requirements for basic health and safety training in forestry are clear, the
acceptable means by which these requirements can be fulfilled and the standards which are
deemed to be acceptable seem to be less clear. For example, in guidance produced by the
Health and Safety Executive’s Arboriculture and Forestry Advisory Group (AFAG), it is stated
that anyone working with a chainsaw must hold a Certificate of Competence award or national
competence award relevant to the work they undertake (AFAG 805 ‘Training and
Certification’9). This must be obtained from a nationally recognised training course, for
example from the National Proficiency Tests Council (NPTC). However, the AFAG
publication INDG 317 ‘Chainsaws at Work’9 states that, although there is such a requirement
under the PUWER 98 Regulations, in agriculture this only applies to first-time users of a
chainsaw and is not applicable to a person who was using a chainsaw before 5 December 1998
(presumably before PUWER 98 came into force). Such users are still required to demonstrate
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competence under PUWER 98 but it appears that this can be done without necessarily having a
nationally recognised certificate, for example, appropriate and properly documented in-house
training. As well as for chainsaw use, there is also a Forest Machine Operators Certificate
Scheme (FMOCS) but, again, it is unclear the extent to which this is mandatory as opposed to
recommended practice.
It is important to be clear about the distinction between mandatory training and recommended
best practice and also to understand the uptake of training in forestry and the number of people
who actually hold a nationally recognised certificate of competence. This is because lack of
training has been identified as one of the main contributors to accidents occurring during
manual tree felling, despite the fact there is thought to be adequate training provision (HSE,
2000). There is a suggestion that many people are still learning ‘on the job’ and that
inexperienced younger chainsaw operators may gain an NPTC certificate of competence but are
still unable to carry out commercial operations. It will be necessary for the current study to
explore this apparent lack of training despite courses being available, and also the perceived
suitability of the training on offer.
2.6.3

Equipment issues

The petrol driven chainsaw is one of the highest risk pieces of equipment in forest work. There
are two main types of chainsaw, these being the rear-handled and the top-handled chainsaws.
The rear-handled saws, as the name suggests, have the rear handle projecting from the back of
the saw. They are designed to always be gripped with both hands. The top-handled saws have
a front handle which is over the top of the engine. These saws can be used one-handed but this
should only be done off the ground by trained and competent people (HSE, INDG 317)9. Using
a top-handled chainsaw carries greater risk since the operator will be off the ground and has less
control over the saw when it is being used one-handed. Top handled chainsaws are more
common in arboriculture (tree maintenance/amenity work) and so are not covered in this review.
Chainsaws should have the following features to help protect the health and safety of the
operator:

•

Clearly marked positive on/off switch

•

A chain catcher

•

Anti-vibration mounts

•

A dead man’s handle (does not allow the throttle to be squeezed unless depressed)

•

An exhaust silencer

•

Properly fitting fuel and oil caps and seals

There is extensive guidance on the use of chainsaws (see AFAG 3019 and HSE 402/200110).
This provides details on all aspects of chainsaw use including pre-start checks and appropriate
work positioning techniques for safety in different cutting operations. Proper maintenance of
chainsaws is essential for safe use and protection against ill health from noise and vibration.
This should be done by someone who is competent to do the job and operators should make
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daily checks and report any damage or wear as soon as they can (INDG 317)9. Of particular
focus should be the chain brake and the fitting of low-kickback chains (or safety chains) which
reduce the risk of kick-back when using a chainsaw (sudden upward and backward movement
when the saw chain, at the nose of the guide bar, makes inadvertent contact with an object).
As well as operational equipment, the use of the appropriate personal protective equipment
(PPE) is also of vital importance (INDG 317)9. The Provision and Use of Personal Protective
Equipment (PPE) Regulations (1992) set down duties on employers to provide workers with the
appropriate PPE for the job. European standards for chainsaw PPE are published as part of EN
381 ‘Protective clothing for users of hand-held chainsaws’. This covers:

•

Safety helmet

•

Hearing protection

•

Eye protection

•

Upper body protection

•

Gloves

•

Leg protection

•

Chainsaw boots

It should be noted that the use of a chainsaw jacket for upper body protection must be weighed
against increased heat stress which may be generated by physical exertion e.g. rope or harness
work.
2.6.4

Health

There are two health issues which are relevant in forestry. The first is the level of health/fitness
required to carry out the work, and the second is the health affects of carrying out the work. In
terms of fitness to work, due to the demanding physical nature of the work, the HSE have
recommended that employers carry out pre-employment screening for chainsaw operators.
In terms of the health affects of the work, the main concerns are musculoskeletal disorders
(MSDs), noise and vibration. Work has been done to assess the incidence of musculoskeletal
disorders (MSDs) in forestry11. MSDs were found to be widespread amongst a sample of 36
chainsaw operators. The majority of injuries occurred during either felling or limbing but all
the major tasks carried out by chainsaw operators were found to cause MSDs to some degree, to
the extent that even short periods of time spent on a particular task each week led to problems.
Lower back injuries were the most commonly reported problem. Organised systems and
training which may help to minimise the risk of MSDs were only used by half of the sample. It
appears that the use of such techniques is regarded as overly time consuming and effectively
reduces a worker’s earning potential. Chainsaw maintenance was also implicated in the cause
of MSDs, particularly disorders of the upper extremities. Training appears to have had little
effect on the incidence of MSDs, even for those who have taken such training.
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Chainsaw operators are exposed to the risks from noise and vibration, with the related
consequences being damage to hearing and Hand Arm Vibration Syndrome (HAVS). There is
also the risk of whole body vibration from prolonged use of mechanical harvesting vehicles.
Good maintenance of chainsaws and vehicles will help to reduce the risks as well as minimising
exposure through scheduling and taking breaks. Other important mitigating factors include
purchasing policies, provision of suitable personal protective equipment, and
information/training in relation to the hazards and risks. Health surveillance may be required in
some cases.
2.6.5

Planning

There are a number of factors which should be taken into account in the planning of forestry
work in order to minimise or mitigate risks. For example, if the work is in close proximity to
overhead power lines, it should be agreed with the electricity company to disconnect the power.
Where disconnection is not possible, other precautions should be taken, for example, there
should be minimal need for electrical equipment to pass under overhead power lines and site
drivers should be able to clearly identify the safe clearance distance for driving alongside power
lines. Other planning consideration should include the following:

•

Checks should be made to ensure there are no underground cables when commencing
digging work.

•

Appropriate signage should be in place to warn members of the public of the on-going
work.

•

In felling activity, the safe direction of the fall/roll should be assessed before work
commences.

•

A safe escape route should be identified in case problems are encountered during
felling work.

•

Suitable tools should be available e.g. access equipment, type and size of chainsaw
etc.

Finally, lone working should be avoided where possible. If this is unavoidable, there should be
a plan for monitoring the safety of the worker and for raising the alarm and getting them help if
something goes wrong, e.g. mobile telephone, carrying a whistle, pre-arranged times for checkins/contact to be made. It is recommended that operators hold an emergency first aid certificate
and that first aid kits should be available and accessible.
2.6.6

Guidance/procedures

As mentioned in previous sections, there is an extensive set of industry guidance which has
been published by the HSE’s Arboriculture and Forestry Advisory Group (AFAG)9. The
guidance covers all aspects of forestry work including establishment, maintenance, chainsaws,
work off the ground, extraction, processing and the use of vehicles. Also covered is emergency
planning, electricity and training. In terms of procedures, anecdotal evidence suggests that there
are differences between contractors in terms of the health and safety procedures they use to
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carry out work, with some being more developed than others in this area. It is known that large
forestry management companies, such as the Forestry Commission, have documentation which
they use to help manage their contractors.
Although there is a full set of detailed guidance, and procedures exist in at least some
companies, there remains a question about the extent to which procedures and guidance are
actually used, especially among the self-employed, for example. One of the main reasons which
has been put forward to explain why procedures/guidance are not used is that there is a financial
disadvantage associated with doing so. For example, it has been estimated that taking down
hung-up or windblown trees (see Section 2.5) according to the correct procedure would take
three times longer than if the recommended technique was not used, with a corresponding
reduction in earnings12. Furthermore, doubts have been expressed about the level of
enforcement of site safety rules and the consistency of supervision. These issues would appear
to warrant further investigation in terms of understanding better the key influences on health
and safety in forestry.
2.6.7

Work practices/behavioural issues

From this background review, it appears that the forestry industry has in place several sound
mechanisms for controlling risk and managing health and safety. These include a nationally
recognised training scheme, a comprehensive set of industry guidance and research that
provides detailed information on safe working methods and equipment. However, despite this,
it is known that people still adopt unsafe working practices and the incident rate remains
unacceptably high. This point has been noted previously, at least in relation to accidents
involving hung-up trees. One possibility is that there is more to be gained from not following
recognised safe methods (e.g. financial benefits) and that, in people’s minds, this outweighs any
associated risks. Therefore, it may be the underlying behavioural and psychological aspects of
risk which must be explored in order to identify effective health and safety intervention
measures in forestry. This study aims to provide such insight through the use of Influence
Network workshops, which are described in Section 4. Before this, the key risk areas in forestry
are analysed in detail in Section 3.
2.7

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

The main findings from the review relating to health and safety in forestry can be summarised
as follows:

•

The forestry work manager (FWM) has the key coordinating role in terms of the
management of health and safety although all stakeholders have responsibilities, from
the landowner to self-employed subcontractors.

•

The highest risk activities in forestry are those involving chainsaws and other
machinery. Risk increases when trees are hung-up or windblown or when work is
undertaken on steep ground.

•

There are a number of issues surrounding training in forestry including the acceptable
means by which training requirements can be fulfilled, the standards which are
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deemed to be acceptable, the availability of training and the perceived suitability of
the training on offer.

•

There is evidence that procedures and guidance are sometimes not used in forest work.
Furthermore, doubts have been expressed about the level of enforcement of site safety
rules and the consistency of supervision.

•

It may be that some forest workers feel that there is more to be gained from not
following recognised safe methods (e.g. financial benefits) and that this outweighs any
associated risks.
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3.
3.1

FORESTRY ACCIDENT DATA ANALYSIS

INTRODUCTION

In addition to reviewing the available literature relating to forestry health and safety an in-depth
analyses of the HSE’s RIDDOR accident data was also undertaken. This analysis involved the
following activities, the findings of which are presented in this section of the report.

•

Two forestry datasets were defined and subsequently extracted from the main
RIDDOR dataset. This ensured the analysis was focused and relevant.

•

The total number of forestry accidents was presented to provide a baseline figure for
future measurement. Accident rates were also presented which combined forestry
accident numbers with employment figures to allow for direct comparison with other
industries.

•

A comprehensive analysis of all the forestry accident data was conducted in order to
highlight the most high risk RIDDOR categories for focus (e.g. occupation, work
process, agent, accident kind etc.).

•

RIDDOR notifier comments and accident investigation reports were examined to
provide an assessment of the accident context as well as possible underlying causes
and contributory factors.

•

A focused analysis of chainsaw accidents was conducted in order to provide further
insight into this area.

3.2

OBJECTIVES OF THE ANALYSIS

The objectives of the accident data analyses were to provide:

•

An indication of the key high risk areas in forestry work using the RIDDOR data
collected by the HSE.

•

A baseline from which future improvements may be measured.

•

An insight into the areas where future risk control measures and interventions may
best be targeted.

•

A means of informing and targeting the Influence Network workshops and HSE
interventions workshop.
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3.3

FORESTRY INDUSTRY ACCIDENT DATASETS

3.3.1

Introduction

BOMEL has all of the HSE’s RIDDOR data from 1996/97 to 2004/05. This contains all
accidents reported within the five main industrial sectors: agriculture, extractive / utility,
manufacturing, construction and services. BOMEL has also developed a tool to conduct indepth analyses of this data. The forestry industry is represented within the RIDDOR database
as two standard industrial classifications (SICs) which fall within the overarching agriculture
sector. In order to ensure the subsequent RIDDOR analyses were focused, relevant and
representative of the forestry industry two forestry datasets were defined and extracted from the
main RIDDOR dataset. The first dataset was termed the ‘forestry SIC dataset’ and the second
dataset was termed the ‘forestry and arboriculture bespoke dataset’. Both datasets contained
forestry related accidents which had been reported to RIDDOR between 1996/97 and 2004/05.
3.3.2

Forestry SIC dataset

The forestry industry is represented within RIDDOR as two standard industrial classifications
(SICs) which fall within the overarching agriculture sector classification. Therefore, the first
dataset that was extracted for focused analysis contained the two forestry ‘SIC92’ industry
codes. These codes selected for inclusion in the ‘forestry SIC dataset’ are presented in Table 4.
Table 4 Definition of the ‘forestry SIC dataset’
Reference

Code

Description

SIC92 Industries
02010

Forestry/logging

Forestry and logging

02020

Forest/logg serv

Forestry and logging related service activities

Table 4 highlights that only the accidents reported as occurring within the two forestry SIC92
Industries were included in the ‘forestry SIC dataset’.
3.3.3

Forestry and arboriculture bespoke dataset

The second dataset extracted for analysis contained all of the relevant forestry and arboriculture
accident data in the RIDDOR database. This was created by identifying all of the SIC 92
industries, occupations, work processes and agents related to the forestry and / or arboriculture
industries and building a bespoke dataset. The individual RIDDOR classification codes used to
select the accident records for inclusion in the ‘forestry and arboriculture bespoke dataset’ are
presented Table 5.
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Table 5 Definition of the ‘forestry and arboriculture bespoke dataset’
Reference

Code

Description

SIC92 Industries
02010

Forestry/logging

Forestry and logging

02020

Forest/logg serv

Forestry and logging related service activities

Occupation pre-coding change
904

Forestry

Other Occupations (labouring), Mining, Manufacturing
and Construction, Agriculture

Occupation post-coding change
9112

Forestry worker

Forestry workers

1900

Tree planting

Tree planting and replanting

1910

Tree maintn

Tree and woodland maintenance (inc weeding, pruning,
spraying, minor thinning, tree surgery)

1920

Tree felling

Tree felling (inc snedding,
presentation for extraction)

1930

Tree extracting

Tree extracting (inc debarking, pointing, stacking and
haulage on forest roads)

111

Arboriculture

Arboriculture: tree surgery, care of trees for amenity
purposes (i.e. not for commercial timber production)

114

Forestry

Forestry: management and harvesting of trees for
commercial timber production

MAGLOGSPLIT

MAG LOG

Log splitter

MAGWOODCHIP

MAG WOOD

Wood chipper

SHCHAINSAW

SB CHAINSAW

Chainsaw

TATIMBTRL

VEH
TRAIL

Timber trailer

Work process pre-ICC

cross

cutting

and

Work process ICC

Agent pre-ICC

TIMBER

Agent ICC
08.07

SPLIT CHOP

In
agriculture
and
forestry,
splitting/chopping/cutting/chipping
including
log,
straw, silage, wood

Table 5 highlights a range of forestry and arboriculture related occupation (pre- and post-coding
change), work process (pre-ICC and ICC) and agent (pre-ICC and ICC) codes included in the
‘forestry and arboriculture bespoke dataset’, in addition to the two main forestry SIC92 codes.
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More specifically, any accidents reported to the HSE that involved one or more of the industry,
occupation, work process or agent codes presented in Table 5 were included in the ‘forestry and
arboriculture bespoke dataset’.
3.4

NUMBER AND RATE OF FORESTRY INDUSTRY ACCIDENTS

3.4.1

Introduction

Prior to conducting detailed analyses into the high risk areas in the forestry industry, the total
number of forestry related accidents reported was presented to provide a baseline figure for
future measurement. Accident rates were also presented. These rates were calculated by
combining forestry accident numbers with employment figures to allow for direct comparison
with other industries.
3.4.2

Number of forestry industry accidents

Using the forestry SIC dataset described in Section 3.3.2 and shown in Table 4, over the last
nine years 1,575 accidents (including fatal, major injury and over 3-day injury) have been
reported. Using the forestry and arboriculture bespoke dataset described in Section 3.3.3 and
shown in Table 5, over the same nine year period 3,109 accidents (including fatal, major injury
and over 3-day injury) have been reported.
Table 6 presents the breakdown of fatal, major injury and over 3-day injury accidents reported
during the last nine years within the forestry SIC dataset.
Table 6 Fatal, major injury and over 3-day injury accidents in the forestry SIC dataset
HSE Year

Fatal

Major

Over 3-day

Total

1996/97

7

78

138

223

1997/98

7

69

108

184

1998/99

2

58

108

168

1999/00

1

57

139

197

2000/01

7

67

138

212

2001/02

2

77

117

196

2002/03

3

52

86

141

2003/04

4

50

82

136

2004/05

6

44

68

118

Total

39

552

984

1,575
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Table 7 presents the breakdown of fatal, major injury and over 3-day injury accidents reported
over the last nine years within the forestry and arboriculture dataset.
Table 7 Fatal, major injury and over 3-day injury accidents in the forestry and
arboriculture bespoke dataset
HSE Year

Fatal

Major

Over 3-day

Total

1996/97

7

126

235

368

1997/98

7

113

197

317

1998/99

4

98

207

309

1999/00

2

93

228

323

2000/01

7

104

238

349

2001/02

3

123

248

374

2002/03

7

112

246

365

2003/04

7

117

240

364

2004/05

9

124

207

340

Total

53

1,010

2,046

3,109

A comparison of Table 6 and Table 7 clearly indicate that the forestry and arboriculture dataset
contains a larger number of accidents than the forestry SIC dataset. This is because it includes
all forestry related accidents (see definition in Table 5) as opposed to only those accidents
reported as being in one of the two forestry SIC industry codes (see Table 4). Although we can
be more certain that accidents reported in the forestry SIC dataset are definitely forestry related
accidents (as opposed to a worker using a chainsaw on a construction site, which may be found
in the bespoke dataset) it is important to have both datasets in order to examine whether the
overall accident trends are similar. If the trends are similar, it suggests the overall findings may
be more reliable.
3.4.3

Rate of forestry industry accidents

Using the RIDDOR data the number of accidents over a given period of time can be obtained.
If these accident numbers are combined with the associated population data (i.e. the number of
people working in a particular industry) accident rates can be estimated. This allows assessment
of relative risk to be made, and enables the direct comparison of risk between different groups,
e.g. between different industries.
Accident rates are calculated by dividing the number of accidents in a period by the number of
people working in that industry during the same period. Accident rates can help to show
whether or not an increase or decrease in the absolute number of accidents is significant for the
working population. A baseline can be established from which performance can subsequently
be measured, and the success of intervention strategies evaluated.
Table 8 highlights the number of fatal, major injury and over 3-day injury accidents for
employees and self-employed workers in all industrial sectors based on 2004/05 data. It also
highlights fatal, major injury and over 3-day injury accident rates for employees only13.
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Table 8 Number of fatal, major injury and over 3-day injury accidents for employees and self-employed workers in all industrial sectors
and associated accident rates for employees only (2004/05)
Standard industrial
classification
(SIC92)

Employees (including trainees)
Fatal
injuries

Major
injuries

Over 3day
injuries

Total
injuries

Self-employed

Fatal
injury
rate per
100,000
employees

Major
injury
rate per
100,000
employees

Over 3day injury
rate per
100,000
employees

All
reported
injuries
rate per
100,000
employees

Fatal
injuries

Major
injuries

Over 3day
injuries

Total
injuries

Agriculture*

16

512

909

1,437

7.0

225.3

400.1

632.4

26

74

24

124

Extractive / utilities

2

402

1,551

1,955

1.3

254.0

980.0

1235.3

-

9

14

23

Manufacturing

42

6,097

26,305

32,444

1.3

195.6

843.8

1040.7

1

104

103

208

Construction

55

3,768

7,540

11,363

4.8

326.9

654.1

985.7

14

728

748

1490

Services

57

19,672

85,474

105,203

0.3

93.0

403.9

497.1

10

336

254

600

Forestry**

3

37

63

103

30.8

379.9

646.9

1057.6

3

9

6

18

*NB: Excludes sea fishing.
**The figures for ‘Forestry’ are also included within the ‘Agriculture’ figures, as this represents the overarching industrial sector within which the two forestry SIC92 codes reside.
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Table 8 highlights how the number of fatal, major injury and over 3-day injury accidents being
reported by employees and the self-employed in the forestry industry is relatively low compared
to other industries. However, when the number of people working in the forestry industry is
taken into consideration it produces a significantly different picture of where the risk is.
Forestry has a fatal accident rate of 30.8 fatal accidents per 100,000 employees, which is by far
the highest employee fatal accident rate of all industry sectors1. This is over four times higher
than the next highest fatal accident rate which is the overall agriculture sector at 7.0 fatal
accidents per 100,000 employees. Furthermore, forestry also has the highest major injury
accident rate of all industry sectors with 379.9 major injuries per 100,000 employees.
Table 8 therefore clearly highlights the high risk nature of forestry work in comparison to other
industry sectors.
1

N.B. These figures are based on a year in which there was a particularly high number of fatal accidents.
In the 5 year period 2001/02 to 2006/07, 6 employees and 10 self-employed were killed in the tree work
industry. This equates to an average rate of fatal injury over the last 6 years for all workers (employed
and self-employed combined) of 18.3/100,000 i.e. approximately twice the all agriculture rate of 9.7 and
six times the rate for construction of 3.5, for the same period.

3.5

FORESTRY HIGH RISK AREAS

3.5.1

Introduction

A comprehensive series of analyses were conducted on both the forestry SIC dataset and the
forestry and arboriculture bespoke dataset in order to provide:

•

an indication of the key high risk areas in forestry work using the RIDDOR data
collected by the HSE;

•

a baseline from which future improvements may be measured;

•

an insight into the areas where future risk control measures and interventions may best
be targeted; and

•

a means of informing and targeting the Influence Network workshops and HSE
interventions workshop.

In order to help address these objectives the following three analyses were conducted:
1.

In-depth analysis of both forestry datasets in order to identify the most frequently
occurring RIDDOR categories (e.g. occupation, work process, agent, accident kind
etc.).

2.

Risk ranking analyses in order to identify those RIDDOR categories with a high
likelihood of occurrence as well as a high impact.
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3.

Pattern matching analyses in order to identify the most frequently occurring
combinations of RIDDOR categories.

3.5.2

IN-DEPTH ANALYSIS OF FORESTRY DATASETS

3.5.3

Introduction

In order to identify the most frequently occurring RIDDOR categories (e.g. occupation, work
process, agent, accident kind etc.) and therefore the categories that the HSE should be focusing
future interventions on, an in-depth analysis of the accidents reported within the forestry SIC
dataset and forestry and arboriculture bespoke dataset was undertaken.
3.5.4

Presentation of graphical RIDDOR analyses

The following section provides graphical analyses of the forestry accident data. For both the
forestry SIC dataset and the forestry and arboriculture bespoke dataset the largest number of
reported forestry accidents for a range of RIDDOR categories such as HSE year, industry,
accident kind, occupation, work process, agent and age range are presented. Where the accident
data have been recorded using different coding systems (i.e. occupations, work processes and
agents) this is noted, and the data are plotted in separate graphs.
The figures in the following sections contain data on fatal, major injury and over 3-day injury
accidents. The following legend is used in the figures to denote the accident types:

•

O – over 3-day injury accident

•

M – major injury accident

•

F – fatal accident

Where the year ends in ‘F’ this indicates that the accident data available for that year have been
finalised by HSE. Where the year ends in ‘P’ this indicates that only provisional data were
available at the time that this project was undertaken.
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3.5.5

HSE Year

Figure 1 highlights fatal, major injury and over 3-day injury accidents in forestry between
1996/97 and 2004/05 by HSE year. Accidents in the ‘forestry SIC dataset’ and the ‘forestry and
arboriculture bespoke dataset’ are both highlighted. (This same accident data is also presented
in Table 6 and Table 7).
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Figure 1 Fatal, major injury and over 3-day injury accidents in forestry between
1996/97 and 2004/05 by HSE year
Figure 1 highlights that in the forestry SIC dataset the overall number of all accidents reported
in the two main forestry SIC industries were largest at the beginning (1996/97) and middle
(1999/00 to 2001/02) of the nine year period. Furthermore, the overall number of accidents
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does show a steady reduction in the last three years. The numbers of fatal accidents occurring
across the whole period are distributed reasonably evenly across the nine years.
The accidents highlighted in the forestry and arboriculture bespoke dataset show a similar
pattern, although are more evenly distributed across the nine year period. Furthermore, in
contrast to the forestry SIC dataset, the overall numbers of accidents in the bespoke dataset do
not show such a significant reduction in the last few years of data.
Overall, the forestry SIC dataset indicates the overall number of accidents peak at the beginning
of the nine year period (1996/97) and during the middle (1999/00 to 2001/02). Accidents in the
forestry and bespoke dataset are more evenly distributed across the nine year period.
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3.5.6

SIC92 Industry

Figure 2 highlights fatal, major injury and over 3-day injury accidents in forestry between
1996/97 and 2004/05 by industry. Accidents in the ‘forestry SIC dataset’ and the ‘forestry and
arboriculture bespoke dataset’ are both highlighted.
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Figure 2 Fatal, major injury and over 3-day injury accidents in forestry between
1996/97 and 2004/05 by SIC92 industry
Figure 2 highlights a similar distribution of fatal, major and over 3-day accidents reported in
both of the main forestry SIC codes contained in the forestry SIC dataset.
Perhaps the more interesting data is in the bespoke dataset. The second graph in Figure 2 shows
the top 10 SIC industries where an accident has been reported that contains a forestry related
category. In other words, the accident may not have been reported as being in either of the two
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main forestry SIC’s, but if the accident involved a forestry related occupation, work process or
agent it is included in the dataset. The graph highlights accidents reported in many industries,
including forestry /logging; forestry/logging services; agricultural services; general public
services (which may contain work in public parks); mixed farming; construction build
(construction of buildings and civil engineering works); and horticulture (which would involve
activities such as pruning, planting and cutting).
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3.5.7

Accident kind (map)

Figure 3 highlights fatal, major injury and over 3-day injury accidents in forestry between
1996/97 and 2004/05 by accident kind (map). Accidents in the ‘forestry SIC dataset’ and the
‘forestry and arboriculture bespoke’ dataset are both highlighted.
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Figure 3 Fatal, major injury and over 3-day injury accidents in forestry between
1996/97 and 2004/05 by accident map
Figure 3 highlights that in both datasets the largest overall number of forestry accidents are
‘struck by’ accidents. ‘Struck-by’ accidents are defined by RIDDOR as being “Struck by
moving, including flying or falling objects - includes accidents involving powered handtools,
and accidental assault such as horseplay”. It is therefore likely that these accidents may involve
being struck by flying or falling chainsaws and/or branches.
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Other significant kinds of accidents in both datasets include handling/sprains (defined as
“Injured while handling, lifting or carrying. Sprains and strains”); trip (defined as “Slip, trip or
fall on same level”); machinery (defined as “Contact with moving machinery or material being
machined”); and high fall (defined as “High fall over 2 metres”). These are all types of accident
one might expect considering the nature of forestry work and the working environment.
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3.5.8

Occupation

Figure 4 highlights fatal, major injury and over 3-day injury accidents in forestry between
1996/97 and 2004/05 by occupation within the ‘forestry SIC dataset’ only.
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Figure 4 Fatal, major injury and over 3-day injury accidents in forestry between
1996/97 and 2004/05 by occupation in the forestry SIC dataset only
Figure 4 highlights the top 15 occupations involved in accidents reported in the forestry SIC
dataset. Before the change in occupation coding (1996/97 to 2001/02) the most significant
category of occupation was ‘forestry’. Following the coding change (2002/03 to 2004/05) the
most significant occupation was ‘forestry worker’.
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Figure 5 highlights fatal, major injury and over 3-day injury accidents in forestry between
1996/97 and 2004/05 by occupation within the ‘forestry and arboriculture bespoke’ dataset only.
a) 1996/97 to 2001/02
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Figure 5 Fatal, major injury and over 3-day injury accidents in forestry between
1996/97 and 2004/05 by occupation in the forestry and arboriculture bespoke dataset
only
Figure 5 highlights the top 15 occupations involved in accidents reported in the forestry and
arboriculture bespoke dataset. Similarly to the forestry SIC dataset, before the change in
occupation coding (1996/97 to 2001/02) the most significant category of occupation was
‘forestry’. Following the coding change (2002/03 to 2004/05) the most significant occupation
was ‘forestry worker’.
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3.5.9

Work process

Figure 6 highlights fatal, major injury and over 3-day injury accidents in forestry between
1996/97 and 2004/05 by work process within the ‘forestry SIC dataset’ only.
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Figure 6 Fatal, major injury and over 3-day injury accidents in forestry between
1996/97 and 2004/05 by work process in the forestry SIC dataset only
Figure 6 highlights the top 15 work processes involved in accidents reported in the forestry SIC
dataset. Prior to the change in work process coding (1996/97 to 2000/01) the largest overall
number of accidents involved the work process ‘tree maintenance’, followed by ‘tree felling’.
‘On-site transfer’ and ‘general handling’ were also reported in a large number of accidents.
Following the coding change (2001/02 to 2004/05) the largest overall number of accidents
involved the work process ‘arboriculture’, closely followed by ‘forestry’.
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Figure 7 highlights fatal, major injury and over 3-day injury accidents in forestry between
1996/97 and 2004/05 by work process within the ‘forestry and arboriculture bespoke’ dataset
only.
a) 1996/97 to 2000/01
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Figure 7 Fatal, major injury and over 3-day injury accidents in forestry between
1996/97 and 2004/05 by work process in the forestry and arboriculture bespoke
dataset only
Figure 7 highlights the top 15 work processes involved in accidents reported in the forestry and
arboriculture dataset. Similarly to the forestry SIC dataset, prior to the change in work process
coding (1996/97 to 2000/01) the largest overall number of accidents involved the work process
‘tree maintenance’, followed by ‘tree felling’. ‘On-site transfer’ and ‘general handling’ were
also reported in a large number of accidents.

36

Following the coding change (2001/02 to 2004/05) the largest overall number of accidents
involved the work process ‘arboriculture’, followed by ‘forestry’.
Overall, in both the forestry datasets the most significant work processes involved in the
accidents reported prior to the coding change are ‘tree maintenance’ and ‘tree felling’. The
most significant work processes following the coding change are ‘arboriculture’ and ‘forestry’.
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3.5.10

Agent

Figure 8 highlights fatal, major injury and over 3-day injury accidents in forestry between
1996/97 and 2004/05 by agent within the ‘forestry SIC dataset’ only.
a) 1996/97 to 2000/01
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Figure 8 Fatal, major injury and over 3-day injury accidents in forestry between
1996/97 and 2004/05 by agent in the forestry SIC dataset only
Figure 8 highlights the top 15 agents involved in accidents reported in the forestry SIC dataset.
Prior to the change in agent coding (1996/97 to 2000/01) the largest overall number of accidents
involved the agent ‘SB (Struck-By) Chainsaw’ and ‘Struck By’. The agent ‘SB Free Fall
Object’ indicated a slightly less overall number of accidents, but was a more significant
category as it showed the largest number of reported fatal accidents.
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Following the coding change (2001/02 to 2004/05) the largest overall number of accidents
involved the agent ‘tree plant’, defined in RIDDOR as ‘Trees, plants and crops’.
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Figure 9 highlights fatal, major injury and over 3-day injury accidents in forestry between
1996/97 and 2004/05 by agent within the ‘forestry and arboriculture bespoke’ dataset only.
a) 1996/97 to 2000/01
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Figure 9 Fatal, major injury and over 3-day injury accidents in forestry between
1996/97 and 2004/05 by agent in the forestry and arboriculture bespoke dataset only
Figure 9 highlights the top 15 agents involved in accidents reported in the forestry and
arboriculture bespoke dataset. Prior to the change in agent coding (1996/97 to 2000/01) the
largest overall number of accidents involved the agent ‘SB Chainsaw’. Similarly to the forestry
SIC dataset, the agent ‘SB Free Fall Object’ indicated a slightly less overall number of
accidents, but was a more significant category as it showed the largest number of reported fatal
accidents. ‘Struck-by’ also showed a large overall number of accidents.

40

Similarly to the forestry SIC dataset, following the coding change (2001/02 to 2004/05) the
largest overall number of accidents involved the agent ‘tree plant’, defined in RIDDOR as
‘Trees, plants and crops’.
Overall, in both the forestry datasets the most significant agents involved in the accidents
reported prior to the coding change are ‘SB Chainsaw’, ‘SB Free Fall Object’ and ‘Struck-By’.
The most significant agent following the coding change is ‘tree plant’.
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3.5.11

Age

Figure 10 highlights fatal, major injury and over 3-day injury accidents in forestry between
1996/97 and 2004/05 by age. Accidents in the ‘forestry SIC dataset’ and the ‘forestry and
arboriculture bespoke dataset’ are both highlighted.
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Figure 10 Fatal, major injury and over 3-day injury accidents in forestry between
1996/97 and 2004/05 by age
Figure 10 highlights that in both the forestry SIC and forestry and arboriculture bespoke dataset
the largest overall number of accidents reported involve workers in the 30 to 34 age bracket.
Overall, the majority of reported accidents are reported involving workers in the 20 to 24 age
bracket up to the 40 to 44 years age bracket. This gives some indication of the age of the
overall forestry workforce.
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3.5.12

Employment status

Figure 11 highlights fatal, major injury and over 3-day injury accidents in forestry between
1996/97 and 2004/05 by employment status. Accidents in the ‘forestry SIC dataset’ and the
‘forestry and arboriculture bespoke dataset’ are both highlighted.
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Figure 11 Fatal, major injury and over 3-day injury accidents in forestry between
1996/97 and 2004/05 by employment status
Figure 11 highlights that in both the forestry SIC and forestry and arboriculture bespoke dataset
the largest overall number of accidents reported involve employees. However, interestingly the
largest number of fatal accidents are reported as involving self-employed workers.
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3.5.13

Region

Figure 12 highlights fatal, major injury and over 3-day injury accidents in forestry between
1996/97 and 2004/05 by region. Accidents in the ‘forestry SIC dataset’ and the ‘forestry and
arboriculture bespoke’ dataset are both highlighted.
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Figure 12 Fatal, major injury and over 3-day injury accidents in forestry between
1996/97 and 2004/05 by region
Figure 12 highlights that in the forestry SIC dataset and the forestry and arboriculture bespoke
dataset the largest number of fatal accidents are reported in Scotland, closely followed by the
East and South East. The largest overall number of accidents is reported in Scotland in the
forestry SIC dataset, closely followed by the East and South East. The reverse is true in the
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forestry and arboriculture bespoke dataset where, the largest overall number of accidents is
reported in the East and South East, closely followed by Scotland.
3.5.14

RISK RANKING ANALYSES

3.5.15

Introduction

In order to identify which RIDDOR accident categories had both a high likelihood of
occurrence, as well as a high impact, and were therefore areas that required HSE attention and
intervention, risk ranking analyses were undertaken. The methodology and findings are
presented in the following sections.
3.5.16

Risk ranking methodology

Analyses are undertaken to rank each of the occupations, work processes and agents etc.
involved in the accidents in terms of their relative number of occurrences (‘likelihood’) and
impact. Each of these items can then be inserted into a risk matrix in the form shown in Figure
13 and broadly categorised as being of relatively low risk (green), relatively high risk (red) or
somewhere in between (amber). This categorisation acts as a guide to the relative significance
of an item. Where there are a large number of items in the risk matrices, only those items with
medium-high and high likelihoods are shown in the figures.
Figure 13 Risk matrix combining likelihood and impact
Impact
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ML

MH

H

Likelihood

H
MH
ML
L

The ‘impact’ is calculated as a function of the cost of the accidents associated with a field (e.g.
occupation, agent etc.), both to society as a whole and to an individual worker. The two impacts
are combined to give an overall impact ranging between low (‘L’) and high (‘H’). The
monetary value of impact is calculated from the cost of accidents estimated by HSE(14). The
overall cost to society is estimated by summing the costs to society of all of the fatal, major and
over 3-day injury accidents reported in relation to a particular item. The cost to individuals is
estimated by summing the costs to individuals of all of the fatal, major and over 3-day injury
accidents and dividing the total cost of an item by the total number of accidents relating to that
item.
Each item of data is assigned to a quartile on the basis of its cost. The quartile positions are
obtained from the minimum, maximum and average cost values along with cost values mid-way
between the minimum and average, and average and maximum. The highest cost items whose
values fall between the maximum and the first quartile point are assigned to the first quartile.
Similarly, the remaining items are assigned to the second, third and fourth quartiles. The first
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quartile corresponds to high (H) impact, with the fourth quartile corresponding to low (L)
impact.
The ‘likelihood’ is estimated from the overall number of accidents reported under a particular
item. If population and exposure data were available, for each item within a field, it would be
possible to calculate a ‘true’ likelihood. However, such population and exposure data are not
available for the type of global data being analysed here. Overall accident numbers are thus
used as a surrogate measure of likelihood. The underlying assumption is that those accidents
that occur in the largest numbers are the accidents that have the greatest likelihood of occurring.
Whether or not this assumption is valid, it is logical for attention to focus on accidents which
occur in large numbers with significant impact (i.e. fall in the red ‘zone’ of the risk matrices as
formulated here). The likelihood is determined by assigning each item within a field to a
quartile on the same basis as the accident costs.
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3.5.17

Risk ranking matrices

Accident map risk ranking for SIC dataset and bespoke dataset
Figure 14 highlights the risk ranking matrices for both the ‘forestry SIC dataset’ and ‘forestry
and arboriculture bespoke dataset’ in relation to the RIDDOR accident map category between
1996/97 and 2004/05.
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Figure 14 Risk matrices for accident map 1996/97 to 2004/05
Figure 14 highlights that in both the forestry datasets the accident map category ’02-Struck by’
and ‘07H – High fall’ have been calculated as the most high risk. In other words, these
categories are most likely to occur and also have the highest impact, in terms of cost to society
and individuals.
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Industry risk ranking for bespoke dataset
Figure 15 highlights the risk ranking matrices for the ‘forestry and arboriculture bespoke
dataset’ only in relation to the RIDDOR SIC92 industry category between 1996/97 and
2004/05. It should be noted that only the top 28 industries are featured in the low likelihood and
low impact part of the matrix.
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Figure 15 Risk matrices for SIC industry 1996/97 to 2004/05
Figure 15 highlights that the most high risk industry is forestry/logging, as this has a high
likelihood of occurrence and a high impact. This is closely followed by forestry/logging
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services; agricultural services; mixed farming; other recreational; and highway/road. These all
have a medium-high likelihood of occurring and a medium-high impact.
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Occupation risk ranking for SIC dataset and bespoke dataset
Figure 16 highlights the risk ranking matrices for both the ‘forestry SIC dataset’ and ‘forestry
and arboriculture bespoke dataset’ in relation to the RIDDOR occupation category between
1996/97 and 2001/02 (before the RIDDOR coding change). In ‘low likelihood/low impact’
category only the top 32 occupations are displayed.
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Figure 16 Risk matrices for occupation 1996/97 to 2001/02
Figure 16 highlights the most high risk occupation (in terms of high likelihood of occurrence
and high impact) as ‘forestry’, in both the forestry SIC dataset and forestry and arboriculture
bespoke dataset.
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Figure 17 highlights the risk ranking matrices for both the ‘forestry SIC dataset’ and ‘forestry
and arboriculture bespoke dataset’ in relation to the RIDDOR occupation category between
2002/03 and 2004/05 (following the RIDDOR coding change). In ‘low likelihood/low impact’
category only the top 32 occupations are displayed.
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Figure 17 Risk matrices for occupation 2002/03 to 2004/05
Figure 17 highlights the most high risk occupation (in terms of high likelihood of occurrence
and high impact) as ‘forestry worker’ and ‘agriculture’, in both the forestry SIC dataset and
forestry and arboriculture bespoke dataset. The occupation ‘farm worker’ is also highlighted as
high risk in the forestry and arboriculture bespoke dataset.
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Work process risk ranking for SIC dataset and bespoke dataset
Figure 18 highlights the risk ranking matrices for both the ‘forestry SIC dataset’ and ‘forestry
and arboriculture bespoke dataset’ in relation to the RIDDOR work process category between
1996/97 and 2000/01 (pre-ICC). In ‘low likelihood/low impact’ category only the top 32 work
processes are displayed.
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Figure 18 Risk matrices for work process 1996/97 to 2000/01
Figure 18 highlights the most high risk work process (in terms of high likelihood of occurrence
and high impact) as ‘tree maintenance’, ‘tree felling’ and ‘tree extracting’, in both the forestry
SIC dataset and forestry and arboriculture bespoke dataset. The work process ‘park
maintenance’ is also highlighted as high risk in the forestry and arboriculture bespoke dataset.
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Figure 19 highlights the risk ranking matrices for both the ‘forestry SIC dataset’ and ‘forestry
and arboriculture bespoke dataset’ in relation to the RIDDOR work process category between
2001/02 and 2004/05 (post-ICC).
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Figure 19 Risk matrices for work process 2001/02 to 2004/05
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Figure 19 highlights the most high risk work process (in terms of high likelihood of occurrence
and high impact) as ‘arboriculture’, ‘forestry’ and ‘land maintenance’, in both the forestry SIC
dataset and forestry and arboriculture bespoke dataset. The work process ‘agricultural
operations’ is also highlighted as high risk in the forestry SIC dataset.
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Agent risk ranking for SIC dataset and bespoke dataset
Figure 20 highlights the risk ranking matrices for both the ‘forestry SIC dataset’ and ‘forestry
and arboriculture bespoke dataset’ in relation to the RIDDOR agent category between 1996/97
and 2000/01 (pre-ICC). In ‘low likelihood/low impact’ category only the top 32 agents are
displayed.
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VO OHLINES
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Figure 20 Risk matrices for agent 1996/97 to 2000/01
Figure 20 highlights the most high risk agent (in terms of high likelihood of occurrence and
high impact) as ‘SB free fall object’, in both the forestry SIC dataset and forestry and
arboriculture bespoke dataset.
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Figure 21 highlights the risk ranking matrices for both the ‘forestry SIC dataset’ and ‘forestry
and arboriculture bespoke dataset’ in relation to the RIDDOR agent category between 2001/02
and 2004/05 (post-ICC). In ‘low likelihood/low impact’ category only the top 32 agents are
displayed.
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OVERHEAD LINE
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Figure 21 Risk matrices for agent 2001/02 to 2004/05
Figure 21 highlights the most high risk agent (in terms of high likelihood of occurrence and
high impact) as ‘tree plant’, in both the forestry SIC dataset and forestry and arboriculture
bespoke dataset.
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Age risk ranking for SIC dataset and bespoke dataset
Figure 22 highlights the risk ranking matrices for both the ‘forestry SIC dataset’ and ‘forestry
and arboriculture bespoke dataset’ in relation to the RIDDOR age category between 1996/97
and 2004/05.
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Figure 22 Risk matrices for age 1996/97 to 2004/05
Figure 22 highlights that the most high risk age brackets (in terms of high likelihood of
occurrence and high impact) in both forestry datasets are 25 to 29, 30 to 34, 35 to 39 and 50 to
54.
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Employment status risk ranking for SIC dataset and bespoke dataset
Figure 23 highlights the risk ranking matrices for both the ‘forestry SIC dataset’ and ‘forestry
and arboriculture bespoke dataset’ in relation to the RIDDOR employment status category
between 1996/97 and 2004/05.
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Figure 23 Risk matrices for employment status 1996/97 to 2004/05
Figure 23 highlights that in the forestry SIC dataset the most high risk employment status is
‘self-employed’, whereas in the forestry and arboriculture bespoke dataset the most high risk
employment status is employee.
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Region risk ranking for SIC dataset and bespoke dataset
Figure 24 highlights the risk ranking matrices for both the ‘forestry SIC dataset’ and ‘forestry
and arboriculture bespoke dataset’ in relation to the RIDDOR region category between 1996/97
and 2004/05.
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Figure 24 Risk matrices for region 1996/97 to 2004/05
Figure 24 highlights that the most high risk region (in terms of likelihood of occurrence and
impact) in both forestry datasets is Scotland and the East and South East.
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3.5.18

PATTERN MATCHING ANALYSES

3.5.19

Introduction

In order to identify the most frequently occurring combinations of RIDDOR categories pattern
matching analyses were conducted on the forestry accident data contained within both the
forestry SIC dataset and the forestry and arboriculture bespoke dataset. The following section
presents the findings.
3.5.20

Pattern matching methodology

The analyses described in Sections 3.5.2 and 3.5.14 provide an insight into the relative
significance of single RIDDOR categories. Pattern matching analyses permit combinations of
accident kinds, work processes and agents to be compared in order to identify which
combination of categories occur most frequently. These analyses are carried out by comparing
each accident record with every other accident record in order to see how many matches each
one has. Those combinations that appear most frequently give an indication as to what may be
considered priority areas.
The pattern matching analyses can also be used in conjunction with the risk ranking matrices
described in Section 3.5.14 to prioritise the combinations in terms of their potential likelihood
and impact.
Microsoft Excel is limited in the number of rows of data it can compare in a worksheet.
Therefore only the fatal and major injury accidents have been compared.

65

3.5.21

Pattern matching findings

Accident kind and agent
Table 9 highlights the most frequently occurring combinations of accident kind and agent for
fatal and major injury accidents reported in the forestry SIC dataset. ‘Struck by’ accidents and
the agent ‘tree plant’ and ‘SB free fall object’ represent the most significant combination of fatal
accidents.
Table 9 Accidents reported in the forestry SIC dataset between 1996/97 and 2004/05
- Most frequently occurring matches of fatal and major injury accidents for accident
kind and agent
FORESTRY SIC DATASET
Accident kind

Agent

F

M

F+M

02 - STRUCK BY

TREE PLANT

9

37

46

02 - STRUCK BY

STRUCK BY

3

33

36

02 - STRUCK BY

SB FREE FALL OBJ

8

21

29

05 - HANDLING/SPRAINS

HS WEIGHT

0

3

3

06 - TRIP

FLOORS

0

17

17

02 - STRUCK BY

SB CHAINSAW

0

13

13

05 - HANDLING/SPRAINS

HS AWKWARD

0

2

2

05 - HANDLING/SPRAINS

HS SHARP

0

6

6

05 - HANDLING/SPRAINS

HANDLING/SPRAINS

0

3

3

06 - TRIP

TRIP

0

8

8

02 - STRUCK BY

SB FLYING OBJECT

0

17

17

06 - TRIP

TRIP SLIPPERY

0

6

6

02 - STRUCK BY

SAWING

2

9

11

06 - TRIP

TRIPS/FALLS

0

10

10

01 - MACHINERY

SB CHAINSAW

0

8

8

06 - TRIP

TRIP OBSTRUCT

0

5

5

01 - MACHINERY

SAWING

0

9

9

05 - HANDLING/SPRAINS

INJD PERSON

0

1

1

02 - STRUCK BY

TREE PLANT

9

37

46

02 - STRUCK BY

STRUCK BY

3

33

36
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Table 10 highlights the most frequently occurring combinations of accident kind and agent for
fatal and major injury accidents reported in the forestry and arboriculture dataset. ‘Struck by’
accidents and the agent ‘tree plant’ and ‘SB free fall object’ represent the most significant
combination of fatal accidents.
Table 10 Accidents reported in the forestry and arboriculture bespoke dataset
between 1996/97 and 2004/05 - Most frequently occurring matches of fatal and major
injury accidents for accident kind and agent
FORESTRY AND ARBORICULTURE BESPOKE DATASET
Accident kind

Agent

F

M

F+M

02 - Struck by

TREE PLANT

13

82

95

02 - Struck by

SB CHAINSAW

0

34

34

02 - Struck by

SB FREE FALL OBJ

9

42

51

02 - Struck by

STRUCK BY

3

48

51

06 - Trip

FLOORS

0

31

31

05 - Handling/Sprains

HS AWKWARD

0

3

3

05 - Handling/Sprains

SPLIT CHOP

0

9

9

05 - Handling/Sprains

HS WEIGHT

0

3

3

05 - Handling/Sprains

HS SHARP

0

10

10

05 - Handling/Sprains

TREE PLANT

0

7

7

05 - Handling/Sprains

HANDLING/SPRAINS

0

3

3

01 - Machinery

SAWING

0

20

20

06 - Trip

SPLIT CHOP

0

17

17

05 - Handling/Sprains

INJD PERSON

0

3

3

06 - Trip

TRIP

0

11

11

02 - Struck by

SB FLYING OBJECT

0

25

25

02 - Struck by

SPLIT CHOP

0

17

17

02 - Struck by

SAWING

2

15

17

07H - High fall

TREE PLANT

1

36

37

06 - Trip

TRIP SLIPPERY

0

8

8
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Accident kind, agent and work process
Additional information can be obtained by considering the most frequently occurring
combinations of work processes in combination with the accident kinds and agent. These
combinations are shown in Table 11 for fatal and major injury accidents reported in the forestry
SIC dataset.
Table 11 Accidents reported in the forestry SIC dataset between 1996/97 and
2004/05 - Most frequently occurring matches of fatal and major injury accidents for
accident kind, work process and agent
FORESTRY SIC DATASET
Accident Kind

Work Process

Agent

F

M

F+M

02 - Struck by

ARBORICULTURE

TREE PLANT

3

18

21

02 - Struck by

TREE FELLING

SB FREE FALL OBJ

8

11

19

02 - Struck by

FORESTRY

TREE PLANT

5

17

22

02 - Struck by

TREE FELLING

STRUCK BY

0

14

14

02 - Struck by

TREE FELLING

SB CHAINSAW

0

6

6

02 - Struck by

TREE MAINTN

SB CHAINSAW

0

6

6

02 - Struck by

ARBORICULTURE

SAWING

2

5

7

05 - Handling/Sprains

GNRL HANDLING

HS WEIGHT

0

0

0

06 - Trip

WALK/RUN ELSE

FLOORS

0

6

6

06 - Trip

ON-SITE TRANSF

TRIP SLIPPERY

0

4

4

01 - Machinery

ARBORICULTURE

SAWING

0

7

7

06 - Trip

ON-SITE TRANSF

TRIP

0

1

1

07H - High fall

ARBORICULTURE

TREE PLANT

0

14

14

05 - Handling/Sprains

GNRL HANDLING

HANDLING/SPRAINS

0

1

1

02 - Struck by

TREE MAINTN

STRUCK BY

3

3

6

06 - Trip

FORESTRY

FLOORS

0

4

4

05 - Handling/Sprains

TREE MAINTN

HS AWKWARD

0

0

0

02 - Struck by

TREE FELLING

SB FLYING OBJECT

0

8

8

06 - Trip

ON-SITE TRANSF

TRIP OBSTRUCT

0

2

2

06 - Trip

ON-SITE TRANSF

TRIPS/FALLS

0

3

3

Table 11 highlights that when the accident kind ‘struck-by’ is combined with the agent ‘tree
plant’ the most significant work process being undertaken at the time of the accident is either
‘arboriculture’ or ‘forestry’. However, when the accident kind ‘struck-by’ is combined with the
agent ‘SB free fall object’ the most significant work process being undertaken at the time of the
accident is ‘tree felling’. This same pattern of combinations is also found in the forestry and
arboriculture bespoke dataset as highlighted in Table 12.
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Table 12 Accidents reported in the forestry and arboriculture bespoke dataset
between 1996/97 and 2004/05 - Most frequently occurring matches of fatal and major
injury accidents for accident kind, work process and agent
FORESTRY AND ARBORICULTURE BESPOKE DATASET
Accident Kind

Work Process

Agent

F

M

F+M

02 - Struck by

ARBORICULTURE

TREE PLANT

5

51

56

02 - Struck by

TREE FELLING

SB FREE FALL OBJ

8

25

33

02 - Struck by

FORESTRY

TREE PLANT

7

27

34

01 - Machinery

ARBORICULTURE

SAWING

0

18

18

02 - Struck by

ARBORICULTURE

SAWING

2

11

13

02 - Struck by

TREE FELLING

STRUCK BY

0

20

20

07H - High fall

ARBORICULTURE

TREE PLANT

0

30

30

05 - Handling/Sprains

ARBORICULTURE

TREE PLANT

0

2

2

02 - Struck by

TREE MAINTN

SB CHAINSAW

0

12

12

06 - Trip

ARBORICULTURE

FLOORS

0

9

9

02 - Struck by

TREE FELLING

SB CHAINSAW

0

9

9

05 - Handling/Sprains

ARBORICULTURE

INJD PERSON

0

1

1

05 - Handling/Sprains

ARBORICULTURE

SAWING

0

6

6

05 - Handling/Sprains

TREE MAINTN

HS AWKWARD

0

1

1

02 - Struck by

TREE MAINTN

STRUCK BY

3

7

10

07H - High fall

TREE MAINTN

FALL OTHER

1

11

12

02 - Struck by

TREE MAINTN

SB FREE FALL OBJ

1

9

10

06 - Trip

WALK/RUN ELSE

FLOORS

0

8

8

05 - Handling/Sprains

TREE MAINTN

HANDLING/SPRAINS

0

0

0

05 - Handling/Sprains

TREE MAINTN

HS SHARP

0

3

3
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In order to see how the accidents match with industry in the forestry and arboriculture bespoke
dataset only, pattern matching analyses were also undertaken for accident kind, agent and SIC92
industry and are presented in Table 13.
Table 13 Accidents reported in the forestry and arboriculture bespoke dataset
between 1996/97 and 2004/05 - Most frequently occurring matches of fatal and major
injury accidents for accident kind, agent and SIC92 Industry
FORESTRY AND ARBORICULTURE BESPOKE DATASET
Accident Kind

Agent

SIC92 Industry

F

M

F+M

02 - Struck by

STRUCK BY

2010
FORESTRY/LOGGING

2

28

30

05 - Handling/Sprains

HS WEIGHT

2010
FORESTRY/LOGGING

0

2

2

02 - Struck by

SB FREE FALL OBJ

2010
FORESTRY/LOGGING

5

16

21

02 - Struck by

TREE PLANT

2010
FORESTRY/LOGGING

8

20

28

06 - Trip

FLOORS

2010
FORESTRY/LOGGING
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FOREST/LOGG

PUB

PUB

FORESTRY AND ARBORICULTURE BESPOKE DATASET
Accident Kind
02 - Struck by

Agent
SB CHAINSAW

SIC92 Industry
1410 AGRI SERVICES

F

M

F+M

0

4

4

Table 13 highlights that the most significant combination of accident kind, agent and SIC92
industry all include the industry ‘2010 Forestry/logging’.
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3.6

EXAMINATION OF NOTIFIER COMMENTS AND ACCIDENT
INVESTIGATION REPORTS

3.6.1

Introduction

Analyses of the forestry accident data thus far has focused on the forestry RIDDOR categories
(codes) assigned to forestry related accidents when they are reported to the HSE. In addition to
the categories assigned to each accident, the comments made by the reporting party (or
‘notifier’) are also noted alongside the accident record (from 2001/02 onwards) and if an
investigation was conducted the associated reports are also filed with the accident record. The
following section examines these notifier comments and accident investigation reports in order
to provide an assessment of the accident context as well as possible underlying causes and
contributory factors.
3.6.2

Accident narrative analysis

A selection of the most high risk forestry RIDDOR categories were initially identified and
presented in Table 14. These categories were identified as high risk in the previous analyses
and the associated references are also given in Table 14.
Table 14 High risk forestry RIDDOR categories
RIDDOR field

High risk category and analyses reference

Accident kind map

• 02 – Struck-by (see Figure 3, Figure 14)

Work process pre-ICC

• Tree maintenance (see Figure 6 and Figure 18)
• Tree felling (see Figure 6 and Figure 18)

Work process ICC

• Arboriculture (see Figure 6, Figure 19 and Table 11 to
Table 12)

Agent pre-ICC

• SB Chainsaw (see Figure 8)
• Struck-by (see Figure 8, Figure 20, Table 9, Table 10 and
Table 11)
• SB Free fall object (see Figure 8, Figure 20, Table 9,
Table 10 and Table 11)

Agent ICC

• Tree plant (see Figure 8, Figure 21 and Table 9 to Table
12)

Notifier comments (from 2001/02 onwards) and accident investigation reports (submitted
between 1996/97 and 2004/05) that involved one of these high risk forestry RIDDOR categories
(highlighted in Table 14) in either a fatal or major injury accident were then reviewed.
Examining accident narratives involving the most high risk RIDDOR categories ensured that
the qualitative findings would be most useful in determining where HSE needed to focus future
effort and interventions for maximum impact. It should be noted that only accidents reported
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within the forestry SIC dataset were reviewed as, based on previous analyses, this was felt to
provide a representative dataset.
3.6.3

Accident context

The majority of the high risk RIDDOR categories in Table 14 were either ‘struck-by’ accidents
or related to struck-by accidents (e.g. the agent was ‘SB (Struck-by) Chainsaw’). It was
therefore decided that these accidents would be the focus of the qualitative review of notifier
comments and accident investigation reports. The following sections present the typical context
and causes of both fatal and major injury ‘struck-by’ accidents.
Fatal ‘struck-by’ accidents
The reported fatal ‘struck-by’ accidents typically involved forestry workers receiving fatal
crushing injuries caused by a falling tree or a falling branch or them falling from a ladder. The
individual would typically be clearing the forestry site at the time of the accident or be in the
process of felling a tree; several incidents of poor practice in felling hung-up trees were also
cited.
Accident causes included:

•

the deceased not being within a safe distance of the falling tree;

•

lack of experience and / or training and / or certification;

•

lack of PPE / head protection;

•

no full risk assessment;

•

errors made when making cuts to trees;

•

not being properly secured to tree whilst moving between branches;

•

unsafe working practices.

Major injury ‘struck-by’ accidents
The reported major injury ‘struck-by’ accidents typically involved severe cuts to a forestry
worker caused by a chainsaw contacting them during a fall or the individual being struck-by a
falling branch or moving tree and sustaining broken bones.
Accident causes included:

•

lack of chainsaw operator experience / chainsaw certification;

•

little supervision of trainees;

•

misjudgement when felling a tree;

•

individual not following correct chainsaw operation procedures;
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•

lack of PPE;

•

poor consideration of strength of wind / poor weather;

•

poor practice in felling hung-up trees;

•

not within safe distance of tree;

•

poor cab protection.
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3.7

FOCUS ON CHAINSAW ACCIDENTS

3.7.1

Introduction

In both the forestry SIC dataset and the forestry and arboriculture bespoke dataset one of the
most significant agents involved in the accidents reported prior to the coding change was ‘SB
(Struck-By) Chainsaw’, ‘SB Free Fall Object’ and ‘Struck-By’. The most significant agent
following the coding change was ‘tree plant’. This indicated that a significant number of
accidents reported in forestry involved a chainsaw and / or being struck-by a falling object
(perhaps a branch or even a falling chainsaw etc.).
In order to explore the context within which these chainsaw accidents were occurring, further
analysis was conducted on the accidents in both the forestry SIC and forestry and arboriculture
bespoke dataset which were reported as involving the agent ‘SB (Struck-By) Chainsaw’. The
work process undertaken at the time of the accident and the occupation, employment status and
age of the injured person were all examined more closely.
3.7.2

Presentation of graphical analyses

It should be noted that because the agent ‘SB (Struck-By) Chainsaw’ only existed prior to the
coding change, the graphical analyses presented below only examine accidents reported during
the five year period 1996/97 to 2000/01.
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3.7.3

Reported fatal, major and over 3-day SB Chainsaw accidents

Figure 25 highlights fatal, major injury and over 3-day injury ‘SB (Struck-By) Chainsaw’
accidents in forestry between 1996/97 and 2000/01 by occupation. Accidents in the ‘forestry
SIC dataset’ and the ‘forestry and arboriculture bespoke’ dataset are both highlighted.
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Figure 25 Fatal, major injury and over 3-day injury ‘SB (Struck-By) Chainsaw’
accidents in forestry between 1996/97 and 2000/01 by occupation
Figure 25 highlights that in both the forestry SIC dataset and the forestry and arboriculture
bespoke dataset the largest number of SB (Struck-By) Chainsaw accidents involved forestry
workers with the RIDDOR occupational classification ‘Forestry’. The graph also highlights that
no fatal accidents were reported within this time period.
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Figure 26 highlights fatal, major injury and over 3-day injury ‘SB (Struck-By) Chainsaw’
accidents in forestry between 1996/97 and 2000/01 by work process. Accidents in the ‘forestry
SIC dataset’ and the ‘forestry and arboriculture bespoke’ dataset are both highlighted.
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Figure 26 Fatal, major injury and over 3-day injury ‘SB (Struck-By) Chainsaw’
accidents in forestry between 1996/97 and 2000/01 by work process
Figure 26 highlights that in both the forestry SIC dataset and the forestry and arboriculture
bespoke dataset the largest number of SB (Struck-By) Chainsaw accidents occurred whilst the
work process ‘Tree felling’ and ‘Tree maintenance’ were being undertaken. This finding is
expected as it is likely these work processes would have involved the use of a chainsaw.
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Figure 27 highlights fatal, major injury and over 3-day injury ‘SB (Struck-By) Chainsaw’
accidents in forestry between 1996/97 and 2000/01 by employment status. Accidents in the
‘forestry SIC dataset’ and the ‘forestry and arboriculture bespoke’ dataset are both highlighted.
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Figure 27 Fatal, major injury and over 3-day injury ‘SB (Struck-By) Chainsaw’
accidents in forestry between 1996/97 and 2000/01 by employment status
Figure 27 highlights that in both the forestry SIC dataset and the forestry and arboriculture
bespoke dataset the largest number of SB (Struck-By) Chainsaw accidents involved employed
forestry workers. However, a number of self-employed workers were also involved in these
accidents.
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Figure 28 highlights fatal, major injury and over 3-day injury ‘SB (Struck-By) Chainsaw’
accidents in forestry between 1996/97 and 2000/01 by age group. Accidents in the ‘forestry
SIC dataset’ and the ‘forestry and arboriculture bespoke’ dataset are both highlighted.
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Figure 28 Fatal, major injury and over 3-day injury ‘SB (Struck-By) Chainsaw’
accidents in forestry between 1996/97 and 2000/01 by age group
Figure 28 highlights that in both the forestry SIC dataset and the forestry and arboriculture
bespoke dataset the largest number of SB (Struck-By) Chainsaw accidents involved forestry
workers in the age range 20-24. This was followed by workers in the 30-34 age bracket, 25-29
age bracket and then 16-19 age bracket. This indicates the generally young age of the workers
involved in chainsaw accidents, which may also reflect the fact that younger forestry workers,
possibly due to the physically demanding nature of the work, generally undertake chainsaw
operations.
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In summary, closer analyses of the accidents reported to RIDDOR involving the agent ‘SB
(Struck-By) Chainsaw’ in both the forestry SIC dataset and the forestry and arboriculture
bespoke dataset indicated that they typically involved employed forestry workers between the
ages 20 to 24 with the RIDDOR occupational classification ‘Forestry’. They were typically
undertaking the work process ‘Tree felling’ or ‘Tree maintenance’ at the time of the accident.
Examination of notifier comments and accident investigation reports

3.7.4

Using the BOMEL Accident Narrative Keyword Tool all accidents reported as falling within the
overarching ‘agriculture’ sector were searched for the occurrence of the keyword ‘chainsaw’ or
‘chain saw’ or ‘chain-saw’. It should be noted that notifier comments were only available for
the period 2001/02 and beyond and investigation reports were only available for those accidents
that have been investigated, and some accidents may have two or more investigation reports
associated with them. Figure 29 highlights the findings.
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Figure 29 Fatal, major injury and over 3-day injury accidents in agriculture between
1996/97 and 2004/05 with a filter on the occurrences of the keyword ‘chainsaw’ or
‘chain saw’ or ‘chain-saw’
Figure 29 highlights a total of 372 fatal, major injury and over 3-day injury accidents reported
as occurring within the agriculture SIC sector which contained the keyword ‘chainsaw’ or
‘chain saw’ or ‘chain-saw’. The graph highlights how there is a steady increase in these
accidents building up to the year 2001/02, where the number of accidents peak. However,
building up to the year 2001/02 only accidents that were investigated would be highlighted on
the graph. The year 2001/02 represents the year when notifier comments would have been
introduced and therefore a larger amount of accidents would therefore naturally be represented
on the graph during this year. Encouragingly, the overall number of accidents containing
chainsaw keywords does steadily reduce between 2001/02 and 2004/05.
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3.8

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

3.8.1

Forestry industry accident datasets

•

The forestry industry is represented within the RIDDOR database as two standard
industrial classifications (SICs) which fall within the overarching ‘agriculture’ sector.
In order to ensure the subsequent RIDDOR analyses were focused, relevant and
representative of the forestry industry two forestry datasets were defined and extracted
from the main RIDDOR dataset.

•

The first dataset that was extracted for focused analysis only contained only accidents
reported as occurring within the two forestry ‘SIC92’ industry codes and was termed
the ‘forestry SIC dataset’.

•

The second dataset extracted for analysis contained all of the relevant forestry and
arboriculture accident data in the RIDDOR database. This was created by identifying
all of the SIC 92 industries, occupations, work processes and agents related to the
forestry and / or arboriculture industries and building a bespoke dataset. More
specifically, any accidents reported to the HSE that involved one or more forestry
related industries, occupations, work processes or agents were included in the ‘forestry
and arboriculture bespoke dataset’.

3.8.2

Number and rate of forestry industry accidents

•

The number and rate of forestry related accidents was also presented.

•

In terms of number of accidents, the forestry and arboriculture dataset contained a
larger number of accidents than the forestry SIC dataset. This was because it included
all forestry related accidents.

•

The number of fatal, major injury and over 3-day injury accidents being reported by
employees and the self-employed in the forestry industry was relatively low compared
to other industries. However, when the number of people working in the forestry
industry was taken into consideration it produced a significantly different picture of
where the risk is.

•

Forestry has a fatal accident rate of 30.8 fatal accidents per 100,000 employees, which
is by far the highest employee fatal accident rate of all industry sectors. This is over
four times higher than the next highest fatal accident rate which is the overall
agriculture sector at 7.0 fatal accidents per 100,000 employees.

•

Forestry also has the highest major injury accident rate of all industry sectors with
379.9 major injuries per 100,000 employees.
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•

Findings clearly highlighted the high risk nature of forestry work in comparison to
other industry sectors.

3.8.3

Forestry high risk areas

In-depth analysis of forestry datasets
•
The forestry SIC dataset indicates the overall number of accidents peak at the
beginning of the nine year period (1996/97) and during the middle (1999/00 to
2001/02). Accidents in the forestry and bespoke dataset are more evenly distributed
across the nine year period.

•

In the forestry and arboriculture bespoke dataset accidents are reported in a range of
industries, including: forestry /logging; forestry/logging services; agricultural services;
general public services (which may contain work in public parks); mixed farming;
construction build (construction of buildings and civil engineering works); and
horticulture (which would involve activities such as pruning, planting and cutting).

•

In both datasets the largest overall number of forestry accidents are ‘Struck-By’
accidents (defined by RIDDOR as being “Struck by moving, including flying or
falling objects - includes accidents involving powered handtools, and accidental
assault such as horseplay”).

•

In both the forestry datasets the most significant work processes involved in the
accidents reported prior to the coding change are ‘tree maintenance’ and ‘tree felling’.
The most significant work processes following the coding change are ‘arboriculture’
and ‘forestry’.

•

In both the forestry datasets the most significant agents involved in the accidents
reported prior to the coding change are ‘SB Chainsaw’, ‘SB Free Fall Object’ and
‘Struck-By’. The most significant agent following the coding change is ‘tree plant’.

•

In both the forestry datasets the largest overall number of accidents reported involve
workers in the 30 to 34 age bracket.

•

In both the forestry datasets the largest overall number of accidents reported involve
employees. The largest number of fatal accidents are reported as involving selfemployed workers.

•

In both the forestry datasets the largest number of fatal accidents are reported in
Scotland, closely followed by the East and South East.

•

Closer analyses of the accidents reported to RIDDOR involving the agent ‘SB (StruckBy) Chainsaw’ in both the forestry SIC dataset and the forestry and arboriculture
bespoke dataset indicated that they typically involved employed forestry workers
between the ages 20 to 24 with the RIDDOR occupational classification ‘Forestry’.
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They were typically undertaking the work process ‘Tree felling’ or ‘Tree maintenance’
at the time of the accident.
Risk ranking analyses
•
In both the forestry datasets the accident map category ’02-Struck by’ and ‘07H –
High fall’ have been calculated as the most high risk.

•

In the forestry and arboriculture bespoke dataset only the most high risk industry is
forestry/logging, as this has a high likelihood of occurrence and a high impact. This is
closely followed by forestry/logging services; agricultural services; mixed farming;
other recreational; and highway/road.

•

Prior to the coding change the most high risk occupation (in terms of high likelihood
of occurrence and high impact) is ‘forestry’ and following the coding change the most
high risk occupation is ‘forestry worker’ and ‘agriculture’, in both forestry datasets.

•

Prior to the coding change the most high risk work process (in terms of high
likelihood of occurrence and high impact) is ‘tree maintenance’, ‘tree felling’ and ‘tree
extracting’. Following the coding change the most high risk work process is
‘arboriculture’, ‘forestry’ and ‘land maintenance’. This was found in both the forestry
SIC dataset and forestry and arboriculture bespoke dataset.

•

Prior to the coding change the most high risk agent (in terms of high likelihood of
occurrence and high impact) is ‘SB free fall object’. Following the coding change the
most high risk agent is ‘tree plant’. This was the case in both the forestry SIC dataset
and forestry and arboriculture bespoke dataset.

•

The most high risk age brackets in both forestry datasets are 25 to 29, 30 to 34, 35 to
39 and 50 to 54.

•

The most high risk employment status is ‘self-employed’ in the forestry SIC dataset,
whereas in the forestry and arboriculture bespoke dataset the most high risk
employment status is ‘employee’.

•

The most high risk region in both forestry datasets is Scotland and the East and South
East.

Pattern matching analyses
•
The accident type ‘struck by’ and the agent ‘tree plant’ and ‘SB free fall object’
represent the most significant combination of fatal accidents in both the forestry SIC
dataset and forestry and arboriculture bespoke dataset.

•

When the accident kind ‘struck-by’ is combined with the agent ‘tree plant’ the most
significant work process being undertaken at the time of the accident is either
‘arboriculture’ or ‘forestry’. However, when the accident kind ‘struck-by’ is combined
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with the agent ‘SB free fall object’ the most significant work process being undertaken
at the time of the accident is ‘tree felling’. This was the case in both the forestry SIC
dataset and forestry and arboriculture bespoke dataset.

•

When the accident kind ‘struck-by’ is combined with the agent ‘SB free fall object’
and the work process being undertaken is ‘tree felling’, the occupation code is most
likely to be ‘forestry’. This was the case in both the forestry SIC dataset and forestry
and arboriculture bespoke dataset.

•

A pattern matching analysis conducted on the forestry and arboriculture bespoke
dataset only highlighted that the most significant combinations of accident kind, agent
and SIC92 industry all included the industry ‘2010 Forestry/logging’.

3.8.4

Examination of notifier comments and accident investigation reports

•

In order to provide an assessment of forestry accident context as well as possible
underlying causes and contributory factors the comments made by the reporting party
(or ‘notifier’) (from 2001/02 onwards) as well as accident investigation reports were
examined.

•

One of the most high risk RIDDOR categories identified from the previous analyses
was ‘struck-by’ accidents. Accident narratives involving struck-by accidents were
therefore focused on in order to ensure that the qualitative findings would be most
useful in determining where HSE needed to focus future effort and interventions for
maximum impact.

•

The reported fatal accidents typically involved forestry workers receiving fatal
crushing injuries caused by a falling tree or a falling branch or them falling from a
ladder.

•

The reported major injury accidents typically involved severe cuts to a forestry worker
caused by a chainsaw contacting them during a fall or the individual being struck-by a
falling branch or moving tree and sustaining broken bones.

•

Fatal and major injury accident causes included forestry workers having a lack of
experience and / or training and / or certification; lack of PPE / head protection; and
adoption of unsafe working practices.

3.8.5

Focus on chainsaw accidents

•

A closer analyses of the accidents reported to RIDDOR involving the agent ‘SB
(Struck-By) Chainsaw’ in both the forestry SIC dataset and the forestry and
arboriculture bespoke dataset indicated that they typically involved employed forestry
workers between the ages 20 to 24 with the RIDDOR occupational classification
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‘Forestry’. They were typically undertaking the work process ‘Tree felling’ or ‘Tree
maintenance’ at the time of the accident.

•

Further analysis of chainsaw accidents was conducted using the BOMEL Accident
Narrative Keyword Tool. All accidents reported as falling within the overarching
‘agriculture’ sector were searched for the occurrence of the keyword ‘chainsaw’ or
‘chain saw’ or ‘chain-saw’.

•

A total of 372 fatal, major injury and over 3-day injury accidents reported as occurring
within the agriculture sector which contained the keyword ‘chainsaw’ or ‘chain saw’
or ‘chain-saw’.

•

The overall number of accidents containing chainsaw keywords reduced between
2001/02 and 2004/05.
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4.

4.1

INDUSTRY WORKSHOPS TO ASSESS SAFETY
IMPROVEMENT MEASURES

INTRODUCTION

The literature review and accident data analysis presented in the previous two sections provide
important insight into the key risk areas in the forestry industry using published literature and
RIDDOR accident data collected by the HSE. In order to explore further the various influences
on health and safety in forestry, how these influences vary between different forestry worker
groups, and perhaps most importantly, what improvement measures may help to reduce risk,
four workshops were conducted to directly consult with industry. The workshops brought
together different stakeholders in forestry to allow them to identify key risk factors and suggest
practical measures which could potentially be implemented to improve safety. The groups were
decided in consultation with HSE to reflect different tiers of the industry in order that a wide
range of perspectives could be considered. The four industry workshop groups were as follows:

•

Forestry contractors and sub-contractors

•

Forestry work managers

•

Forestry association (with members of the UK Forest Products Association)

•

Forestry chainsaw operators

This section of the report describes the workshop approach and process and then presents the
findings from each of the four industry workshops.
4.2

WORKSHOP APPROACH

4.2.1

Workshop aims

The aims of all four workshops were as follows:

•

To identify the factors with most potential to influence health and safety in forestry.

•

To generate safety improvement measures for the factors identified as being most
significant.

4.2.2

Methodology

The Influence Network
The Influence Network (IN) is a technique which is used to explore the various influences on
health and safety in a given industry, or situation, and identify effective safety improvement
measures. This is carried out by using a structured model of the typical human, organisational,
strategic and external factors that may influence health and safety risk (see Figure 30). This
model has been developed by BOMEL through extensive research projects for the HSE (e.g. in
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agriculture, construction and waste) and other health and safety regulators, as well as through
considerable industrial experience, particularly in the high hazard sectors.
Figure 30 highlights how the IN model was customised for the specific problem under analysis:
health and safety in forestry. The definitions of the factors shown can be found in Appendix A.
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Figure 30 Influence Network to analyse health and safety in forestry
Based on the model shown in Figure 30, the IN technique was used in each of the four industry
workshops in order to:

•

Identify the factors which are thought to be the most important in terms of health and
safety in forestry.

•

Rate the quality of the factors in the forestry industry at the current time.

•

Make suggestions on practical measures which are most likely to improve health and
safety and reduce risk in forestry.

Workshop Approach
Each workshop began with a short presentation by the two BOMEL facilitators to explain the
overall IN workshop process. This also provided an opportunity for attendees to ask any
questions and raise any issues they felt were critical to forestry health and safety before starting
the structured workshop approach. It should also be noted at this stage that the workshop
facilitation (and subsequent analysis) were carried out with the help of the Modeller of Influence
Network Diagrams (MIND) software which has been specially developed by BOMEL for the
application of the IN technique.
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The actual workshop process consisted of the following key steps:

•

Step 1 - A facilitator read out all the Direct Level (see Figure 30) factor definitions in
order that the workshop group had a clear understanding of what was meant by each
IN factor.

•

Step 2 - The group were asked to ‘weight’ the relative importance of each Direct
factor in terms of its overall importance to health and safety in forestry. The group
were required to agree on a weighting for each factor using a five point scale from low
to high importance. This step was completed with the aid of the MIND software so
participants could see on screen how each factor had been weighted.

•

Step 3 - The group were then asked to ‘rate’ the Direct factors in terms of their quality
in the forestry industry at the current time. This was done on a scale from 0 (poor
quality) to 10 (very good quality). The participants recorded their ratings individually
on a customised rating form.

•

Step 4 - The facilitators displayed the Direct factors which had been judged to be the
most important (highest weightings) and asked for the participants quality ratings in
relation to these factors.

•

Step 5 - The facilitators then identified the factors the workshop group had judged to
be of highest importance and of poorest quality and these were discussed in more
depth by the group. These factors were identified as they offered the greatest potential
for safety improvement (i.e. they were both important and also offered significant
room for improvement as they were judged to currently be of poor quality). The
discussion was focused on why these factors have the strongest influence and what
safety improvement measures could be implemented.

Steps 1 to 5 were then repeated at each level of the IN i.e. the Organisational, Strategy and
Environmental levels.
Note - at the Organisational, Strategy and Environmental levels of the IN, a factor’s importance
(or weighting) was judged from a composite weighting score which reflected the multiple
weightings it had been assigned. For example, factors at the Organisational level would be
weighted 14 individual times to reflect their weighting on each of the 14 Direct level factors.
Therefore an Organisational level factor with many ‘high’ weightings to the Direct level above
would have a relatively high composite weighting score and would be judged to be of ‘high’
importance in relation to its potential influence across all the factors at the level above.
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4.3

FORESTRY CONTRACTORS AND SUB-CONTRACTORS WORKSHOP

4.3.1

Introduction

The following section outlines findings from the forestry contractors and sub-contractors
workshop. Firstly, the workshop participants are highlighted followed by a presentation of the
findings at all four levels of the IN (i.e. Direct, Organisational, Strategy and Environmental
levels). At each IN level the factor importance weightings, quality ratings and a discussion of
the factors are presented. The section concludes with a summary of the main improvement
measures suggested at this industry workshop across all IN levels.
4.3.2

Workshop participants

The individuals who took part in the forestry contractors and sub-contractors workshop are
shown in Table 15.
Table 15 Participants in contractors and sub-contractors workshop
Participants

Company/Organisation

Brendan Burns

Contractor and Forestry Contractors Association

Donald McLean

Contractor and LANTRA

Ian McLean

Former contractor and Scottish School of Forestry

David Jamieson

BOMEL facilitator

Natasha Perry

BOMEL facilitator

4.3.3

Direct level IN workshop findings

Importance weightings of Direct level factors on health and safety in forestry
Figure 31 shows the weightings which were assigned to the Direct Level factors in terms of
their importance on health and safety in forestry. It can be seen that Competence was judged to
be the most important Direct influence on health and safety in forestry, although the point was
made that sometimes people who are supposedly competent are not right for a particular job.
One reason for this is perhaps due to a slippage of the level of competency testing in the
industry. A number of factors were weighted as being of medium to high importance. Of
particular note was Front-line Communications as it was explained that three recent fatalities
were heavily influenced by the lack of communication between chainsaw operators and the rest
of the workers. Chainsaw operators tend to be forgotten about and can end up out of the
communication loop which can place them at greater risk. Team Working was said to be
important in this respect and so received a relatively high weighting. Other factors which were
thought to be important in terms of having the potential to increase risk were Suitable Human
Resources, if there are not enough people to do a job, and Working Environment, especially if
using machines on steep ground is involved.
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Importance (weighting) scale
Low

Medium/Low

Medium

Medium/High

High

Figure 31 Importance weightings of Direct level factors on health and safety in
forestry
Quality ratings of Direct level factors
The ratings assigned to each of the Direct Level factors are shown in Table 16, expressed in
terms of the average (mean), median, minimum and maximum ratings for each factor. The table
also shows the weighting assigned to each factor (displayed in the previous figure) and the
potential improvement available from that factor which is a combination of the weighting and
rating (this is covered in the next sub-section).
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Table 16 Ratings, weightings and potential improvement for Direct level factors
Factor

Rating
(Mean)

Rating
(Median)

Min

Max

Weight

Potential
Improve

D1 – Competence

5.8

6

3

9

H

M

D2 – Motivation

3

4

0

5

L

L

D3 - Team Working

4

4

0

8

MH

M

D4 - Risk Perception

7.3

8

5

9

MH

L

D5 – Fatigue

1

3

0

3

MH

H

D6 - Physical Health

3

4

1

4

L

L

D7 - Front-line Communications

4.7

5

3

6

MH

M

D8 – Pressure

0.3

1

0

1

MH

H

D9 – Compliance

5

3

3

7

M

ML

D10 - Suitable Human Resources

1

0

0

3

MH

H

D11 - Working Environment

4.3

6

0

7

MH

M

D12 - Job Design

7.3

5

1

9

ML

L

D13 - Operational Equipment

6.8

6.5

4

9

ML

L

D14 - Safety Equipment / PPE

8.3

8

7

10

MH

L

It can be seen from Table 16 that only five factors have a medium to good average rating (i.e.
higher than 5). This suggests that, overall, the group saw considerable room for improvement in
the forestry industry. In fact, three factors received average ratings of 1 or less, these being,
Fatigue, Pressure and Suitable Human Resources, suggesting that these are of a particularly
poor standard in the forestry industry at the moment. It should be noted that there were large
differences in terms of the ratings assigned to some of the factors, in particular, Competence,
Team Working, Compliance, Working Environment, Job Design and Operational Equipment.
This variance can mostly be explained by participants sometimes assigning a range to their
ratings. The lower ratings were usually in relation to inexperienced workers and chainsaw
work, whereas the higher ratings applied to very experienced workers and work with machines.
Such differences were explored in the discussion of the factors where appropriate.
Discussion of key Direct level factors
The results when the importance weightings and the quality ratings were entered into the
Influence Network MIND software are shown in Figure 32. This shows the factors judged to be
of highest importance and of poorest quality and, therefore, the factors which offer the greatest
potential for risk reduction. It can be seen that Fatigue, Pressure and Suitable Human Resources
emerge as the Direct factors with the greatest potential to improve health and safety in forestry,
followed by Competence. Team Working and Front-line Communications show moderate
potential.
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Potential for improvement
Low

Medium/Low

Medium

Medium/High

High

Figure 32 Key Direct level factors with the greatest potential to improve health and
safety in forestry
The key factors in Figure 32 were discussed in the workshop in terms of why these factors have
the strongest influence and what safety improvement measures could be implemented. The
main points from these discussions are summarised in the following sub-sections. Specific
safety improvement measures are listed at the end of each Section.

Pressure/Fatigue
These factors were considered to be closely related in forestry and so were discussed together.
In essence, commercial pressures mean that people have to work longer and harder to meet
targets which leads to higher levels of fatigue. Pressure comes either from the harvesting
contractor trying to meet tonnage targets or because operators are on piece work directly. It was
said that people are often pushed to the limit.
In terms of reducing pressure, the group felt that influence needs to be exerted from forest work
managers (FWM) who need to set more realistic targets so that people do not need to work such
long hours. One idea was that the European Working Time Directive should be applied in the
forestry industry. It was said that the average worker would need a substantial increase in
earnings in order to be comfortable but the industry cannot sustain spending more money.
Another viewpoint was that forestry workers will take risks and push themselves due to their
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nature, irrespective of how much or how they are paid and there needs to be something in place
to combat this attitude.
From the discussion, the specific measures which might reduce the level of pressure/fatigue in
forestry include:

•

Discussion between FWMs and contractors with regard to realistic targets.

•

Application of the European Working Time Directive.

Suitable Human Resources
One of the main problems facing the forestry industry is that there are not enough workers with
the required experience in the industry and it is proving difficult to attract new workers. The
group explained that a relatively long time period is required in order to reach a good standard
in forest machine operation. It was estimated that about 4 years are necessary from being a
woodcutter to attaining the necessary skills and experience in machine operation. The problem
in terms of human resources is that people are not willing to invest this time for the relatively
poor remuneration that is available.
The situation was said to be worst in planting and chainsaw operations because it is not
physically possible to do enough work to earn a good living. The consequence of people not
developing in the industry is that migrant workers are filling the gaps. This is detrimental
because these people are less skilled and have different attitudes to health and safety which is
made more difficult by the language barriers. It was said that in some countries in Europe there
are no indigenous forestry workers and that the UK is heading towards this situation.
It was said that forestry work needs to be made more attractive in terms of less pressure and
better rewards but there were few suggestions as to how this could actually be achieved.

Team Working/Front-line Communications
It was explained that team work in forestry has diminished in the last few years due to changes
in the industry. In past there was a squad of chainsaw operators whereas now much of the work
is done by machines with perhaps only one or two chainsaw operators. This means that people
now tend to work individually with limited opportunities for discussion and chainsaw operators
are often left out of the communication loop. It was said that often the only check on a
chainsaw worker will be whether or not their vehicle has arrived. People often do not know
when the chainsaw operator leaves the site.
As well as the working arrangements limiting communication, there was also a feeling that there
is an attitude that people should get on with the work without being expected to discuss any
aspect of it. This is exacerbated because it is likely that the client will be charged by the hour
and so workers do not want to take time in discussion rather than working. This can have
serious consequences which was illustrated by the fact that one of the group knew of three
recent fatalities which were caused by a lack of communications/team work.
There was discussion of measures which could improve the communication between chainsaw
and other workers. There will often be no signal for mobile phones and so another system is
needed. There are radio packs available with a receiver device built into a head-set but these
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were said to be too heavy and not practical to use. Ideally, chainsaw operators need a light
device which they can plug into to at least hear what is being said by other workers. There
appears to be nothing suitable at the moment. One problem may be a lack of demand but it was
felt that some kind of simple and cheap technology must be available. At the very least,
chainsaw workers need a simple device which has a regular signal and can trigger an alarm.
In conclusion, the group felt that everyone in forestry must take a share of the responsibility for
improving communications at the work site, including chainsaw and machine operators and
forest work managers. However, a further problem was said to be that forest management
companies try to push the responsibility and the cost for health and safety as far down the
contractual chain as they can to the people who cannot afford to deal with the issues.
The following practical measures were suggested for improving communications on forest work
sites:

•

Introduce and enforce system for workers checking on and off work sites.

•

Consider device with continuous signal for chainsaw workers to activate an alarm.

•

Consider light radio equipment which allows chainsaw workers to be a part of the
communication loop.

Competence
Training was thought to be very good in forestry and much better than it was five years ago,
with levels of competence and safety awareness on the increase. There is now more
competence testing which has increased the uptake of training. However, although training is
good in many areas, there is very little training on machine operation. The current situation
allows anyone to apply for a machine license and employers are prepared to hire people who are
willing to ‘give it a go’ due to the shortage of skilled workers. An underlying problem is that
very little money is put into machine training, for example, from Scottish Enterprise, and this
means the industry cannot afford it. It was said that as little as 200 extra trained machine
drivers could make a big difference to the industry, but instead there are cases of machines
which are idle due to a lack of suitable people. Another problem is gaining access to machines
in order to carry out the training. One way around this is for manufacturers to sponsor machine
training. Brining more skilled workers into the industry would be in the interests of local
economies. One idea was to target women who are perhaps more likely to be looking for part
time work. This situation apparently exists in Canada, where women make up an important
section of forestry workers.
Ideas for increasing the number of skilled workers in forestry include:

•

Secure funding for training of machine operators. Use potential benefits to local
economies as a lever in this.

•

Work with machine manufacturers towards training sponsorship.

•

Explore prospect of encouraging women into forestry.
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4.3.4

Organisational level IN workshop findings

Importance weightings of Organisational level factors on Direct level factors
The combined weightings from each Organisational factor can be shown by using the MIND
software. This shows the Organisational factors with the most higher level weightings on the
Direct Level factors (Figure 33). It can be seen that Training, Supervision and Pay had most
higher level weightings on the Direct Level. Inspection and Maintenance and Welfare
Conditions were judged to be the next most important.

Importance (weighting) scale
Low

Medium/Low

Medium

Medium/High

High

Figure 33 Importance weighting of Organisational level factors on Direct Level
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Quality ratings of Organisational level factors
The ratings assigned to each of the Organisational level factors (mean, median, minimum and
maximum), the composite weighting of each (previous figure) and their potential for
improvement (next section) are shown in Table 17.
Table 17 Ratings, weightings and potential improvement for Organisational level
factors
Factor

Rating
(Mean)

Rating
(Median)

Min

Max

Weight

Potential
Improve

O1 - Recruitment and Selection

5.3

4

2

10

ML

L

O2 - Training

4.3

5

0

6

H

ML

O3 - Procedures

4.8

5

0

7

L

L

O4 - Planning

5.7

5

5

6

M

L

3

5

1

5

L

L

O6 - Contractor / owner

4.3

3

3

6

ML

L

O7 - Supervision

4.3

4

4

5

H

ML

O8 – Comms of Information/Advice

3.7

4

3

4

ML

L

O9 - Equipment Purchasing

6

5

2

8

M

L

O10 - Inspection + Maintenance

6

6

4

8

MH

L

0.3

1

0

1

H

H

1

0

0

3

MH

MH

O5 - Incident M'ment/Feedback

O11 - Pay
O12 - Welfare Conditions

It can be seen from Table 17 that Pay and Welfare Conditions were judged to be poor in the
industry, both receiving very low average and median ratings. Several other factors received
ratings from medium to poor, most notably Training, Incident Management and Feedback,
Contractor/Owner, Supervision and Communication of Information and Advice. It can be seen
that some factors received a very wide range of ratings, particularly Recruitment and Selection,
Training, Procedures and Equipment Purchasing, where the ratings can range from poor to
excellent. The variance in the ratings for the first three of these factors was explained by the
fact that some companies are at a reasonable standard in terms of recruitment criteria, training
and procedures, but there are other companies that have nothing. The variance in the ratings for
Equipment Purchasing was caused by poor ratings being assigned to chainsaw work but good
ratings being assigned to machine work.
Discussion of key Organisational level factors
Figure 34 shows the Organisational factors with the highest composite weightings and with the
poorest quality ratings. These represent the Organisational factors with the greatest potential for
improving safety across all the Direct level factors. It can be seen from Figure 34 that Pay and
Welfare Conditions were identified as having the strongest influence from the Organisational
Level across all factors at the Direct Level. Training and Supervision also emerged as relatively
important Organisational factors. All other factors at the Organisational Level were judged to
have a relatively low influence potential.
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Potential for Improvement
Low

Medium/Low

Medium

Medium/High

High

Figure 34 Organisational level factors with the greatest potential to improve the Direct
level
The key factors in Figure 34 were discussed in the workshop in terms of why these factors have
the strongest influence and what safety improvement measures could be implemented. The
main points from these discussions are summarised in the following sub-sections. Specific
safety improvement measures are listed at the end of each Section.

Pay and Welfare Conditions
The main points made in relation to these factors were that there is very little money in forestry
for contractors and welfare conditions can often be poor. In terms of financial rewards, profit
margins are very tight so contractor do not have the money to pay attractive wages or to buy the
best equipment. For example, it was suggested that in order to carry the full complement of
equipment which an operator should carry, it would be necessary to buy the lightest equipment.
However, this is also the most expensive equipment which contractors struggle to afford.
Welfare was said to be poor in that a lot of people have to live away from home in relatively
poor conditions, for example, staying in caravans.
These points relate to what was said in the discussion of Suitable Human Resources in that it is
difficult to attract people into forestry due to the poor rewards and conditions. However, again,
there were few clear suggestions as to how this situation could be improved other than if the
larger forest management companies help to pay for these improvements. Instead, it was felt
that the costs are pushed down to the contractors who cannot afford it.
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Supervision
It was thought to be difficult to judge the standard of supervision in the forestry industry as
there is very little in the way of formal checks on how work is supervised. People may be
negative about this aspect of the industry but the group felt it may not be that bad in reality. It
was felt that there are some good supervisors who are experienced, competent and well
organised. However, the group felt that the harvester driver cannot be expected to be the
supervisor since this person does not have any spare capacity. Furthermore, there would appear
to be a lack of a formal system for appointing supervisors since supervision relies on people
taking the role upon themselves. Any formal system would require adequate buy-in from the
industry rather than simply becoming a tick box exercise.
There can be a situation whereby people are reluctant to train as supervisors since this attaches
extra responsibility to their job which they are not properly remunerated for. It was, therefore,
felt that supervisors pay should reflect this additional responsibility. Finally, the group
suggested that it is forest work managers who are actually the supervisors and that this group
would have different opinions on the role.
In terms of practical measures to improve supervision in the forestry industry, the following
would appear to be the most tangible:

•

Establish a formal system for supervision in forestry which is agreed between
contractors and forest work managers and ensure this role is properly recognised
and remunerated.

Training
The issue of training was mostly captured in the discussion of the Direct Level factor
‘Competence’ since these two factors are closely related. To re-cap, training was thought to be
very good in forestry and much better than it was five years ago. However, although training is
good in many areas, there is very little training on machine operation. An underlying problem
is that very little money is put into machine training. Another problem is gaining access to
machines in order to carry out the training. A further point made in relation to training was that
after initial training, people tend not to follow this up with any further training. Ideas for
improvement included the following:

•

Secure funding for training of machine operators. Use potential benefits to local
economies as a lever in this.

•

Work with machine manufacturers towards training sponsorship.
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4.3.5

Strategy level IN workshop findings

Importance weightings of Strategy level factors on Organisational level factors
The combined weightings from each Strategy factor can be shown by using the MIND software.
This shows the Strategy factors with the most higher level weightings across all of the
Organisational Level factors (Figure 35). It can be seen that Contracting Strategy and Company
Profitability were most often regarded as important in relation to the Organisational Level.
Contractor Consultation (i.e. forest management companies in dialogue with contractors) has a
medium level of importance on the Organisational Level while all other Strategy factors are
weighted as having low importance on the Organisational Level.

Importance (weighting) scale
Low

Medium/Low

Medium

Medium/High

High

Figure 35 Importance weighting of Strategy level factors on Organisational level
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Quality ratings of Strategy level factors
The ratings assigned to each of the Strategy level factors (mean, median, minimum and
maximum), the composite weighting of each (previous figure) and their potential for
improvement (next section) are shown in Table 18.
Table 18 Ratings, weightings and potential improvement for Strategy level factors
Factor

Rating
(Mean)

Rating
(Median)

Min

Max

Weight

Potential
Improve

S1 - Contracting Strategy

5.3

4

4

7

H

ML

S2 - Responsibility + Control

0.7

1

0

1

L

L

S3 - Company Standards

1.7

1

0

4

L

L

S4 - Organisational Structure

2.7

4

0

4

L

L

S5 - Health & Safety Management

2

2

0

4

L

L

S6 - Contractor Consultation

1

1

1

1

M

M

0.3

0

0

1

H

H

S7 - Company Profitability

It can be seen from Table 18 that all the Strategy Level factors have a poor mean and median
ratings with the exceptions of Contracting Strategy which has a mean rating slightly above
moderate and Organisational Structure which has a median rating of 4. For the factors which
have a rating range from 0 to 4, i.e. Company Standards, Organisational Structure and Health
and Safety Management, it is assumed that the higher end of the scale represent those
companies which are actively engaged in health and safety management while the lower end
represents those companies which are not. There was good agreement on the ratings of the
other factors.
Discussion of key Strategy level factors
Figure 36 shows the Strategy factors with the highest composite weightings and with the
poorest quality ratings. These represent the Strategy factors with the greatest potential for
improving safety across all the Organisational Level factors. It can be seen that Company
Profitability is the factor with the most potential influence with Contractor Consultation having
medium potential to influence the Organisational Level. All other factors have a relatively low
influence potential.
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Potential for Improvement
Low

Medium/Low

Medium

Medium/High

High

Figure 36 Strategy level factors with the greatest potential to improve the
Organisational level
Although Company Profitability was the factor with the strongest influence at the Strategy
Level, the financial position in the forestry industry had already been discussed in relation to the
factor ‘Pay’ at the Organisational Level. Therefore, the discussion of the Strategy Level
focused on the factor with the next most potential influence which was Contractor Consultation.

Contractor Consultation
This factor related to the extent to which there is consultation between forest management
companies and contractors. According to the workshop participants, the lack of communication
between these groups has been recognised but there is very little will to change the situation.
There was an opinion that the Forestry Commission are not flexible enough to go to Inverness
for meetings. They do not want to discuss the issues but instead they pass responsibility for
health and safety as far down the management chain as they can. There was thought to be a
need for ‘champions’ in the Forestry Commission to pursue certain health and safety issues but
the Commission do not have a culture which encourages this.
One specific barrier to contractor involvement in consultation was suggested to be that Forestry
Commission representatives are paid to go to industry meetings, such as those with the HSE’s
Agriculture and Forestry Advisory Group (AFAG), but contractors are not. This discourages
contractors from trying to attend such meetings and means that it is the large forest management
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companies which influence HSE without the input from contractor. It was thought that the HSE
must speak directly to contractors in order to make a difference in the industry.
It was suggested that there is a culture in the industry whereby certain groups do not want to
hear difficult issues. As an example, it was explained that the Forest Contractors Association
had asked to speak with forest management companies about profitability but had received no
response in a year. In order to make safety improvements, it was felt to be necessary to talk
about what actually happens in the industry, for example, how tasks are actually carried out.
Again, it was said that forest management companies are overly inclined to push safety
requirements as far down the contractual chain as possible.
In order to improve consultation, the group felt that it is important to have working contractors
on industry committees, not just trainers and people from trade industries. In order to encourage
this it would be necessary to cover the cost for these contractors otherwise it is unlikely they
will offer their representation.
Specific measure to improve contractor consultation can be summarised as:

•

The Forestry Commission should hold more meetings with contractors and appoint
‘champions’ for health and safety.

•

HSE should speak directly to contractors about front-line issues in forestry.

•

Contractors should be encouraged to attend industry meetings and should be
remunerated for doing so.
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4.3.6

Environmental level IN workshop findings

Importance weightings of Environmental level factors on Strategy level factors
The combined weightings from each Environmental factor can be shown by using the MIND
software. This shows the Environmental factors with the most higher level weightings across
all the factors at the Strategy Level (Figure 37). It can be seen that the Regulatory Influence and
Market Influence were thought to be the most important in terms of impact on the Strategy
Level. The other factors at the Environmental Level were judged to have relatively low
weightings on the Strategy Level.

Importance (weighting) scale
Low

Medium/Low

Medium

Medium/High

High

Figure 37 Importance weighting of Environmental level factors on Strategy level
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Quality ratings of Environmental level factors
The ratings assigned to each of the Environmental Level factors (mean, median, minimum and
maximum), the composite weighting of each (previous figure) and their potential for
improvement (next section) are shown in Table 19.
Table 19 Ratings, weightings and potential improvement for Environmental factors
Factor

Rating
(Mean)

Rating
(Median)

Min

Max

Weight

Potential
Improve

E1 - Political Influence

2.7

3

1

4

L

L

E2 - Regulatory Influence

4.3

3

3

5

H

MH

E3 - Market Influence

0.3

1

0

1

H

H

E4 - Social Influence

1.7

0

0

4

L

L

4

7

1

7

ML

ML

E5 - Industry Standards

It can be seen from Table 19 that the Market and Social Influences were judged to be very poor
in forestry. The Political Influence was judged to be relatively poor with the quality of
Regulation thought to be moderate and Industry Standards judged to be moderate to good. The
wide rating range (1 to 7) observed for Industry Standards is assumed reflect the differences
between those companies that are attending to formal health and safety management and those
that are not.
Discussion of key Environmental level factors
Figure 38 shows the Environmental factors with the highest composite weightings and with the
poorest quality ratings. These represent the Environmental factors with the greatest potential for
improving safety across all the Strategy Level factors. It can be seen that Market Influence
emerged as having the strongest potential influence on the Strategy Level followed by the
influence of the Regulator.

105

Potential for Improvement
Low

Medium/Low

Medium

Medium/High

High

Figure 38 Environmental level factors with the greatest potential to improve the
Strategy level
In terms of discussion of the key Environmental level factors, Market Influence had already
been covered in discussions of Pay and Company Profitability. Therefore, discussion focused
mostly on the potential influence of the Regulator which was judged to be Medium/High,
although there were a few additional points on Market Influence which are worth reproducing
here.

Market Influence
The main question posed in relation to Market Influence was in terms of how this factor could
be improved. The group were clear that there needs to be a public awareness raising campaign
to highlight the large amount of timber which is imported from countries outwith the UK. The
cost of this campaign would need to be shared throughout the industry. One of the main
barriers to increasing the profitability of timber production in the UK was thought to be that the
public are generally unaware of where the timber they buy comes from. There is no clear stamp
on timber to show the country of origin. This means that it is difficult to encourage the British
public to buy more UK timber. Therefore, an action to improve the market conditions in the
UK timber industry could be to:

•

Look at ways to mark timber as UK produced and encourage the public to buy UK
timber through an awareness raising campaign.
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Regulatory Influence
There was felt to be a need to reduce the amount of regulation and only provide advice and
guidance where absolutely necessary. However, when things do go wrong, there is also a need
for the regulator to be very strict and take the investigations to the directors of companies.
Specific suggestions on how the Health and Safety Executive could improve regulation in the
forestry industry included:

•

Improved statistics, especially for sub-sections within the industry, in order that risks
can be focused on better.

•

Improved follow-up of accidents, identifying underlying causes and improvement
measures and checking that these are implemented.

•

Better definition of qualifications rather than assuming someone will be safe just
because they have a certificate.

•

Chainsaw training should be much tighter, a recognised course should be necessary
and there should be a clear requirement for this in the regulations.

•

There should be photographic ID on training certificates to prevent operators for
swapping in order to get jobs.

•

The HSE should raise awareness of the importance of the risk assessment document
in forestry and encourage more companies to use this as a dynamic tool rather than
a generic document. Forestry work management companies have a responsibility to
supply contractors with all the information they will need in order to update the
document for a new job.
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4.3.7

Summary of key findings from contractors and sub-contractors
workshop

The practical measures which were identified in the workshop for improving health and safety
in forestry are now summarised according to the IN factor to which they relate.
Pressure/Fatigue
•
Discussion between FWMs and contractors with regard to realistic targets.

•

Application of the European Working Time Directive.

Team Working/Front-line Communications
•
Introduce and enforce system for workers checking on and off work sites.

•

Consider device with continuous signal for chainsaw workers to activate an alarm.

•

Consider light radio equipment which allows chainsaw workers to be a part of the
communication loop.

Competence/Training
•
Secure funding for training of machine operators. Use potential benefits to local
economies as a lever in this.

•

Work with machine manufacturers towards training sponsorship.

•

Explore prospect of encouraging women into forestry.

Supervision
•
Establish a formal system for supervision in forestry which is agreed between
contractors and forest work managers and ensure this role is properly recognised and
remunerated.
Contractor Consultation
The Forestry Commission should hold more meetings with contractors and appoint
‘champions’ for health and safety.

•
•

HSE should speak directly to contractors about front-line issues in forestry.

•

Contractors should be encouraged to attend industry meetings and should be
remunerated for doing so.

Market Influence
•
Look at ways to mark timber as UK produced and encourage the public to buy UK
timber through an awareness raising campaign.
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Regulatory Influence
•
Improved statistics, especially for sub-sections within the industry, in order that risks
can be focused on better.

•

Improved follow-up of accidents, identifying underlying causes and improvement
measures and checking that these are implemented.

•

Better definition of qualifications rather than assuming someone will be safe just
because they have a certificate.

•

Chainsaw training should be much tighter, a recognised course should be necessary
and there should be a clear requirement for this in the regulations.

•

There should be photographic ID on training certificates to prevent operators for
swapping in order to get jobs.

•

The HSE should raise awareness of the importance of the risk assessment document in
forestry and encourage more companies to use this as a dynamic tool rather than a
generic document. Forestry work management companies have a responsibility to
supply contractors with all the information they will need in order to update the
document for a new job.
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4.4

FORESTRY WORK MANAGERS WORKSHOP

4.4.1

Introduction

The following section outlines findings from the forestry work managers workshop. Firstly, the
workshop participants are highlighted followed by a presentation of the findings at all four
levels of the IN (i.e. Direct, Organisational, Strategy and Environmental levels). At each IN
level the factor importance weightings, quality ratings and a discussion of the factors are
presented. The section concludes with a summary of the main improvement measures
suggested at this industry workshop across all IN levels.
4.4.2

Workshop participants

The individuals who took part in the workshop are shown in Table 20.
Table 20 Participants in forestry work managers workshop
Participants

Company/Organisation

Keith Leech

Euroforest

Ian Caterwell

Euroforest

Neil McAdam

Forestry Commission

Bill Fisher

Forestry Commission

Alan Brown

Elliot Henderson

David Jamieson

BOMEL facilitator

Natasha Perry

BOMEL facilitator
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4.4.3

Direct level IN workshop findings

Importance weightings of Direct level factors on health and safety in forestry
Figure 31 shows the weightings which were assigned to the Direct Level factors in terms of
their importance on health and safety in forestry. It can be seen that Competence, Team
Working, Front-line Communications and Pressure were judged to be the most important factors
in terms of health and safety in forestry. In terms of competence, it was recognised that there
are varying levels of skills and experience in the industry but that there is a significant section
where the level of competence is below the desired level. This becomes an important issue
when the right people are not available for the job. It was suggested that it was important that
people look out for each other’s safety in forestry and so Team Working was weighted highly.
Similarly, Front-line Communications was judged to be of high importance since break-downs
in this factor can directly lead to accidents. Finally, pressure was regarded as an important
factor because many workers are on piece-work and there is a labour shortage in the industry,
both of which create sources of work pressure.

Importance (weighting) scale
Low

Medium/Low

Medium

Medium/High

High

Figure 39 Importance weighting of Direct level factors on health and safety in forestry
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Quality ratings of Direct level factors
The ratings assigned to each of the Direct Level factors (mean, median, minimum and
maximum), the composite weighting of each (previous figure) and their potential for
improvement (next section) are shown in Table 21.
Table 21 Ratings, weightings and potential improvement for Direct level factors
Factor

Rating
(Mean)

Rating
(Median)

Min

Max

Weight

Potential
Improve

D1 - Competence

7.8

8

5

10

H

ML

D2 - Motivation

4.6

4

3

6

L

L

D3 - Team Working

6

9

3

9

H

MH

D4 - Risk Perception

8

8

7

9

ML

L

5.6

6

3

8

MH

M

6

5

4

8

L

L

D7 - Front-line Communications

4.8

7

2

10

H

H

D8 - Pressure

3.8

5

2

6

H

H

D9 - Compliance

5.8

7

4

7

M

ML

D10 - Suitable Human Resources

4.2

4

4

5

M

M

D11 - Working Environment

5.4

6

1

9

MH

M

8

8

6

9

L

L

D13 - Operational Equipment

8.6

9

7

10

L

L

D14 - Safety Equipment / PPE

9

9

8

10

L

L

D5 - Fatigue
D6 - Physical Health

D12 - Job Design

It can be seen from Table 21 that most of the factors have received average ratings from
moderate (around 5) to very good (around 8). There are only 4 factors with a mean rating of
less than 5, however, only two factors have a median rating of less than 5, these being
Motivation and Suitable Human Resources. Several of the factors received a relatively wide
range of ratings from the participants, although closer examination of the data shows that, where
there are large differences, the median ratings are often higher than the mean ratings which
suggests that the group were more in agreement than is suggested by the rating ranges. The one
factor which needs additional explanation is Working Environment which has a range of 1 to 9.
However, this was explained by two people taking different approaches to the rating of this
factor. It was agreed that environmental conditions can be very poor, accounting for the rating
of 1, but usually this can be controlled for through good planning, which explained the rating of
9.
Discussion of key Direct level factors
The results when the importance weightings and the quality ratings were entered into the
Influence Network MIND software are shown in Figure 32. This shows the factors judged to be
of highest importance and of poorest quality and, therefore, the factors with the greatest
potential for improvement/potential for risk reduction. It can be seen that Front-line
Communications and Pressure have been identified as the factors with the greatest potential for
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improvement at the Direct Level. Teamwork and Fatigue are at the medium/high level of
potential for improvement.

Potential for Improvement
Low

Medium/Low

Medium

Medium/High

High

Figure 40 Key Direct level factors with the greatest potential to improve health and
safety in forestry
The key factors in Figure 32 were discussed in the workshop in terms of why these factors have
the strongest influence and what safety improvement measures could be implemented. The
main points from these discussions are summarised in the following sub-sections. Specific
safety improvement measures are listed at the end of each Section.

Front-line Communications/Teamwork
These factors were discussed together as they were seen to be very closely related in forestry.
Frontline communications was said to be very important because a lack of proper
communications could lead directly to an accident. Communications may be poor for a number
of reasons including lack of the right equipment (e.g. two way radios), job pressure, or a culture
in which people do not have the attitude to look out for others, for example, not looking out for
the chainsaw operator. An example was given whereby an incident occurred in a situation
where the workers had not worked together before. The response was slowed because they had
not thought to swap mobile phone numbers.
As well as a lack of communication at the work-site, another problem was thought to be that
there is little communication of accidents that have happened and, therefore, little opportunity to
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learn from previous incidents. In fact, it was felt that there is a culture of keeping accidents
quiet rather than publicising them. For example, there had been three accidents in the months
prior to the workshop but very little information on them had become available. It was felt
there needs to be much more emphasis on using examples of accidents to illustrate how they can
be avoided and how serious the consequences can be. There should be more team meetings in
order to allow this to happen. Another practical measure would be to include more emphasis on
communications in training. Finally, it was suggested that the industry should look to make
maximum use of the communications technology which is available, including mobile phone
networks with the greatest network coverage in forest work areas, satellite phones and handheld radios.
The group were of the opinion that there should be a more formal approach to the
communication of safety information, rather than relying on informal word of mouth. For
example, it was established that the Forestry Commission sends bulletins internally but not
externally. This means the information will not necessarily reach contractors, which was
thought to be the level where it is most needed in order to make a significant difference.
However, it was recognised that this can be difficult due to the contractual layers in the industry
which makes it difficult to reach the smaller contractors and sub-contractors. It was felt that the
Forestry Contractors Association (FCA) should take a greater responsibility in this respect.
However, a further difficulty was thought to be that companies do not have the necessary
resource to provide a regular supply of health and safety information.
Due to the lack of resources within the forestry industry itself, it was felt that the larger
stakeholders, such as the Health and Safety Executive (HSE), should take more of a role in
picking out and disseminating important health and safety information. There was some
uncertainty regarding the extent to which the HSE actually does this or how effective it is. It
was felt that the information should include a description of the incident and what can be
learned from it and should be on a more regular basis than the annual HSE statistics.
In summary, the practical measures to improve health and safety in forestry through better
Teamwork and Front-line Communications are as follows:

•

More team meetings to highlight accidents that have happened and how similar
accidents can be avoided.

•

Greater focus on communication issues in training.

•

Procedures to ensure practical forms of communication are available on a work-site
(e.g. two way radios, satellite phones etc).

•

Forestry Commission to make its internal health and safety bulletins available
externally.

•

Larger stakeholders to take the lead in the formal dissemination of key health and
safety information on a regular basis.

•

Forestry Contractors Association to take key role in dissemination of health and
safety information to smaller contractors and sub-contractors.
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Pressure
A working pattern was described whereby people would work a 12-hour shift 4 days out of 7
which gives a 48 hour working week plus travel time on top of this. It was suggested that this
does not produce better work as people are liable to get tired and there could be negative health
and safety implications in terms of cutting corners on a job, inadequate maintenance of
equipment, or mental stress. It was thought to be unclear who is responsible for ensuring that
people do not work too many hours.
The group felt that there needs to be a cultural change in order to reduce pressure. People need
to have the attitude that they will not do a job if there is not enough time to do it safely. It was
felt that, currently, people will make a subconscious calculation of the risk and feel that they can
get away with it. However, there was a note of caution in that some of the guidance which is
supposed to provide safer working methods can actually introduce new risks, for example,
winching down hung-up trees.
The group were asked their views on a point which was raised in a previous workshop with
contractors and sub-contractors. This was that the larger forest management companies (FMCs)
exert undue pressure on contractors and try to pass responsibility for health and safety as far
down the contractual chain as possible. This was strongly denied by the group with the director
of one of the large FMCs stating that his managers would not exert undue commercial pressure
at the expense of health and safety. Instead, it was felt that there are too many contractors
taking on too much work and they are not willing to raise the issues when they are struggling to
get the work done. Unless this changes then the contractors will bring pressure upon
themselves. A harvesting manager who worked for a contractor agreed with these points. The
point was made that, because the larger FMCs have more resources, they do not have to exert
pressure on contractors. However, it was recognised that smaller FMCs will operate on tighter
financial margins and so may be more likely to exert pressure.
Although Pressure is clearly an important issue in the forestry industry, there were few practical
suggestions as to how this factor could be improved. However, it is likely that the following
measures would help:

•

There should be clear responsibilities for the supervision of working time in the
industry.

•

The consequences of taking on a job if there is not enough time to do it safely
should be highlighted, for example, how the resulting pressure will have negative
effects on work performance and increase the risk of an accident.

•

There should be opportunities for forest management companies and contractors to
discuss the issue of work pressure e.g. a dedicated time on site for such discussions.

Fatigue
It was felt that mental fatigue is more of an issue than physical fatigue because most of the work
in forestry is now completed by machines. However, this varies according to region, for
example, there is more work done by hand in England compared with Scotland. Thinning
hardwoods was said to be a particularly demanding job. When working by hand, over-heating
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can lead to fatigue and people can be inclined to take off some of their personal protective
equipment or take short cuts to get the work done.
In terms of reducing the effects of mental fatigue, tasks should be varied through the day if
possible so that people spend time in and out of machines. However, this may not be possible
depending on the people who are available on the job and the qualifications and experience that
they have. In addition, people prefer to stick to one task when they are working and so may be
reluctant to work in a rotation system. A maximum working shift was also mentioned, which is
a system used in Sweden. However, the practicalities of this in the UK were unclear.
In terms of reducing fatigue as a risk factor in forestry, a practical possibility which emerged
from the discussion was:

•

Managers should monitor fatigue, bearing in mind the different issues associated
with mental and physical fatigue. Where possible, job rotation should be
considered.
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4.4.4

Organisational level IN workshop findings

Importance weightings of Organisational level factors on Direct level factors
The composite weightings from each Organisational factor were shown using the MIND
software. This shows the Organisational factors with the highest overall weighting on the
Direct Level factors (Figure 41). It can be seen that Training was given the greatest number of
high level weightings to the Direct Level. This is followed by Planning and Pay which both
have a medium/high weighting on the Direct Level.

Importance (weighting) scale
Low

Medium/Low

Medium

Medium/High

High

Figure 41 Importance weighting of Organisational level factors on Direct level
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Quality ratings of Organisational level factors
The ratings assigned to each of the Organisational level factors (mean, median, minimum and
maximum), the composite weighting of each (previous figure) and their potential for
improvement (next section) are shown in Table 22.
Table 22 Ratings, weightings and potential improvement for Organisational level
factors
Factor

Rating
(Mean)

Rating
(Median)

Min

Max

Weight

Potential
Improve

O1 - Recruitment and Selection

6.2

7

5

8

M

M

O2 - Training

5.2

6

4

7

H

H

O3 - Procedures

7.6

7

7

9

ML

L

O4 - Planning

8.2

8

7

9

MH

L

O5 - Incident M'ment/Feedback

5.6

3

3

10

L

ML

O6 - Contractor / owner

8.4

8

7

10

L

L

7

8

4

9

M

ML

O8 - Comms of Information/Advice

5.8

3

3

8

M

M

O9 - Equipment Purchasing

8.6

10

7

10

M

L

O10 - Inspection + Maintenance

7.4

10

5

10

M

ML

O11 - Pay

4.2

4

2

7

MH

H

O12 - Welfare Conditions

6.4

6

5

7

M

M

O7 - Supervision

It can be seen from Table 22 that several factors have received an average rating from moderate
(around 5) to very good (7-8). The exceptions are Incident Management/Feedback,
Communications of Information/Advice and Pay which have median ratings of 4 or less.
Several relatively wide ranges in the individual ratings are apparent. However, as with the
ranges observed in the Direct Level factor ratings, often only one person’s rating was markedly
different from the others, which indicates more agreement than is suggested by the ranges.
Another factor which contributed to the ranges was the fact that two participants were from a
large forest management company and tended to rate factors according to the standards in their
company, which they viewed as being very good. However, this was not necessarily reflective
of the industry as a whole.
Discussion of key Organisational level factors
Figure 42 shows the Organisational level factors with the highest composite weightings and
with the poorest quality ratings. These represent the Organisational factors with the greatest
potential for improving safety across all the Direct level factors. It can be seen from Figure 34
that Training and Pay emerged as having the greatest potential for improvement on the Direct
Level. This is followed by Communications of Information and Advice which has a
medium/high potential influence on the Direct level.
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Potential for Improvement
Low

Medium/Low

Medium

Medium/High

High

Figure 42 Organisational level factors with the greatest potential to improve the Direct
level
The key factors in Figure 42 were discussed in the workshop in terms of why these factors have
the strongest influence and what safety improvement measures could be implemented. The
main points from these discussions are summarised in the following sub-sections. Specific
safety improvement measures are listed at the end of each Section.

Training
It was thought that there is a health and safety element on all certified training courses.
However, there is very little in terms of formal job training for those working at the operator
level. Much of the training at this level is informal and on-the-job and there is no formal
refresher training programme. There was a view that the Agriculture and Forestry Advisory
Group (AFAG) see difficulties with applying the same training to everyone due to the variation
in what is required being so vast.
At this stage, a point from the workshop with contractors was put to the group for their views.
This was that chainsaw training is generally good while training for machine operators is poor.
The group were generally in agreement with this point, recognising that training on forest
machines is often not in place. Several reasons were given for this including that chainsaws are
more dangerous than machines, there are less chainsaw operators to deal with and that chainsaw
training is easier to provide than machine training.
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When the group were asked what is required in order to improve training in forestry, they
provided the following suggestions:

•

More refresher training

•

Training content should not just be technical, it should include wider health and
safety issues such as lone working, safe working practices, communications etc.

Pay
There was recognition that the method of pay can affect working practices in forestry,
depending on whether this is piece work for contractors or salary payment. Companies will use
the arrangements which are cheapest for them. There were no suggestions for how health and
safety in forestry could be improved through the factor Pay.

Communications of Information and Advice
The discussion of this factor was in relation to the communications between forest management
companies (FMCs) and contractors on site. The contractors workshop had suggested that
contractors often did not receive the health and safety information which they required from
FMCs. However, the forest work managers group felt that contractors all get a copy of site
safety rules, risk assessments etc. Reference was made to the Health and Safety Executive
(HSE) publication ‘Managing Health and Safety in Forestry’ which defines the roles and
responsibilities for everyone involved in forestry, from landowners to sub-contractors. The
feeling was that work is generally carried out according to the responsibilities outlined in this
document, although this was contrary to some of the views expressed by the contractors group.
There was a feeling that it was up to the contractors to provide a competent site person who can
draw out the information required from the forest management company. This is slightly at
odds with the HSE guidance which states that FMCs should work with contractors to develop
site safety rules but then it is up to the FMCs to ensure all contractors and sub-contractors have
copies of these. However, there was recognition in the group that there needs to be some
improvement in the passing of information to contractors. It was felt to be important that the
people who make decisions on site have all the information they need to make good decisions.
At the same time, it was said that FMCs cannot be expected to know everything and so
contractors must provide information to FMCs where required. The conclusion was that the
communication between FMCs and contractors should be a two-way process.
In terms of improving communications between FMCs and contractors, no specific measures
were put forward. However, the following can be suggested based on the discussion which took
place:

•

The HSE and industry should make efforts to identify where and why gaps can
appear in the communications between FMCs and contractors. Measures should be
developed in order to improve communications in these areas.

The workshop group briefly discussed the role of the supervisor in forestry work, even though
this factor did not emerge as significant from the analysis. There was a feeling that, in theory,
there is considerable room for improvement of supervision. It was recognised that FMCs would
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like to increase the level of supervision which they provide, however, this is often not possible
due to a lack of resources. A communication issue was again raised in that FMCs pass a lot of
information to supervisors but there is not always a good translation of this to the workers on
site. However, the group did not want to appear overly critical of supervision as they felt that
the desired level of supervision is often impossible and so it may place unrealistic expectations
on people if this factor is addressed inappropriately.
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4.4.5

Strategy level IN workshop findings

Importance weightings of Strategy level factors on Organisational level factors
The composite weightings from each Strategy level factor were shown using the MIND
software. This highlighted the Strategy factors with the highest overall weighting across all of
the Organisational level factors (Figure 43). It can be seen that all the Strategy level factors
were judged to have a high level of importance on the Organisational level with the exception of
Company Profitability. This is explained further in the section which discusses the key Strategy
factors.

Importance (weighting) scale
Low

Medium/Low

Medium

Medium/High

High

Figure 43 Importance weighting of Strategy level factors on Organisational level
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Quality ratings of Strategy level factors
The ratings assigned to each of the Strategy level factors (mean, median, minimum and
maximum), the composite weighting of each (previous figure) and their potential for
improvement (next section) are shown in Table 23.
Table 23 Ratings, weightings and potential improvement for Strategy level factors
Factor

Rating
(Mean)

Rating
(Median)

Min

Max

Weight

Potential
Improve

S1 - Contracting Strategy

7.7

8

4

10

H

H

S2 - Responsibility + Control

7.2

7

5

10

MH

MH

S3 - Company Standards

7.7

8

5

10

H

H

S4 - Organisational Structure

6.7

6

5

10

MH

H

S5 - Health and Safety Management

7.8

7

6

10

MH

M

S6 - Contractor Consultation

7.3

8

7

8

MH

MH

S7 - Company Profitability

6.3

8

5

8

L

L

It can be seen from Table 23 that all Strategy level factors received a good average rating.
Several members of the group recorded the fact that there are different standards between
companies and this is reflected by the rating ranges. The forest management companies
represented in the workshop were judged to be excellent on many of the Strategy factors.
Discussion of key Strategy level factors
Figure 44 shows the Strategy level factors with the highest composite weightings and with the
poorest quality ratings. These represent the Strategy factors with the greatest potential for
improving safety across all the Organisational Level factors. It can be seen that at the Strategy
Level, the factors Contracting Strategy, Responsibility and Control, Company Standards,
Organisational Structure, and Contractor Consultation all have either a high or medium/high
potential to improve factors at the Organisational level.
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Potential for Improvement
Low

Medium/Low

Medium

Medium/High

High

Figure 44 Strategy level factors with the greatest potential to improve the
Organisational level
The reason that so many of the Strategy Level factors have received a relatively high potential
improvement score is because the group found it difficult to make a clear distinction between
these factors. They viewed these factors as being closely inter-linked, i.e. it is not possible to
have one without another. For example, Organisational Structure defines Responsibility and
Control and this helps to shape Company Standards. Due to this way of thinking, if one factor
had a high weighting on the Organisational Level then the related factors also tended to have a
high weighting. The main exception to this was in relation to the factor Company Profitability
which the group saw as being distinct from the others.
As a result of the group being unable to differentiate between many of the Strategy factors, it
was not possible to focus on any particular factor in the discussion of this level. Instead, the
group made suggestions on how specific linkages between Strategy factors and Organisational
factors could be used to bring about influence. These can be summarised as follows:

•

Contracting Strategy could be used to set contractual requirements for minimum
levels of Training in relation to certain jobs, especially those of a longer duration.

•

Company Standards and more focus on Contractor Consultation should be used to
influence Incident Management and Feedback in terms of more sharing of
information.
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•

Forest management companies should use their own reporting requirements and
quality management systems to pass on information and set standards for individual
Contractor/Owners.

•

Company Standards should dictate that forest management companies do not
necessarily accept the lowest price for a job but also take into account the health
and safety record of the contractor.

•

In terms of improving Welfare Conditions, Contracting Strategy could be used to set
reasonable standards for how much timber is felled in a day. This should lead to
improved schedules and should be a part of Company Standards.

Finally, the group were of the opinion that there is very little that forest management companies
can do in isolation to directly influence contractors. It was felt that only a combined effort from
all parts of the industry could bring about the desired improvements.
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4.4.6

Environmental level IN workshop findings

Importance weightings of Environmental level factors on Strategy level factors
The composite weightings from each Environmental factor were shown using the MIND
software. This shows the Environmental factors with the highest overall weighting across all
the factors at the Strategy Level (Figure 45). It can be seen that Regulatory Influence and
Industry Standards were given the highest weightings in relation to the Strategy Level.

Importance (weighting) scale
Low

Medium/Low

Medium

Medium/High

High

Figure 45 Importance weighting of Environmental level factors on Strategy level
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Quality ratings of Environmental level factors
The ratings assigned to each of the Environmental level factors (mean, median, minimum and
maximum), the composite weighting of each (previous figure) and their potential for
improvement (next section) are shown in Table 24.
Table 24 Ratings, weightings and potential improvement for Environmental level
factors
Factor

Rating
(Mean)

Rating
(Median)

Min

Max

Weight

Potential
Improve

E1 - Political Influence

6.4

7

5

7

L

L

E2 - Regulatory Influence

7.2

7

6

9

H

H

E3 - Market Influence

7.2

7

6

9

L

L

E4 - Social Influence

5.2

5

4

7

L

L

8

8

7

10

H

M

E5 - Industry Standards

It can be seen from Table 24 that Political and Social Influence received the lowest mean
ratings, with Social Influence receiving the lowest ratings overall judging by the mean and
median ratings, although this is still at a moderate level of quality. The Regulator, Market and
Industry Standards influences all have good average ratings. The moderate ranges in individual
ratings are, in each case, caused by only one participant deviating markedly from the others.
Otherwise, there is a high level of agreement between the individual ratings which suggests that
the group had very similar perceptions of the quality of the Environmental factors in relation to
health and safety in forestry.
Discussion of key Environmental level factors
Figure 46 shows the Environmental factors with the highest composite weightings and with the
poorest quality ratings. These represent the Environmental factors with the greatest potential for
improving safety across all the Strategy Level factors. It can be seen that the Regulator is
judged to be the Environmental factor with the strongest potential for improvement across all
factors at the Strategy Level.
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Potential for Improvement
Low

Medium/Low

Medium

Medium/High

High

Figure 46 Environmental level factors with the greatest potential to improve the
Strategy level
The Regulatory Influence was the main focus of the Environmental Level discussion. The
following points provide a summary of the suggestions for how the Health and Safety Executive
could best influence health and safety in forestry:

•

Provide clearer and more focused guidance. The AFAG leaflets were thought to be
too ‘wordy’ which makes people less likely to read them.

•

Guidance needs to be flexible, for example, safe options for tree felling rather than
strict rules for felling.

•

HSE should be available in an advisory capacity, rather than only becoming visible
when something goes wrong.

Finally, comments were made with regard to general practices and standards in the industry.
Firstly, it was said that undercutting on price can take place in the industry and may be accepted
at the expense of standards. Furthermore, it was acknowledged that some companies try to shift
their responsibility for health and safety. These can be considered as aspects of the industry
culture which need to change if health and safety is to be improved.
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4.4.7

Summary of key findings from forestry work managers workshop

The practical measures which were identified in the workshop for improving health and safety
in forestry are now summarised according to the IN factor to which they relate.
Front-line Communications/Teamwork
•
More team meetings to highlight accidents that have happened and how similar
accidents can be avoided.
•

Greater focus on communication issues in training.

•

Procedures to ensure practical forms of communication are available on a work-site.

•

Forestry Commission to make its internal health and safety bulletins available
externally.

•

Larger stakeholders to take the lead in the formal dissemination of key health and
safety information on a regular basis.

•

Forestry Contractors Association to take key role in dissemination of health and safety
information to smaller contractors and sub-contractors.

Pressure
•
There should be clear responsibilities for the supervision of working time in the
industry.

•

The consequences of taking on a job if there is not enough time to do it safely should
be highlighted, for example, how the resulting pressure will have negative effects on
work performance and increase the risk of an accident.

•

There should be forums where forest management companies and contractors can
discuss the issue of work pressure.

Fatigue

•

Managers should monitor fatigue, bearing in mind the different issues associated with
mental and physical fatigue. Where possible, job rotation should be considered.

Training
•
More refresher training

•

Training content should not just be technical, it should include wider health and safety
issues such as lone working, safe working practices, communications etc.

Communications of Information and Advice
•
The HSE and industry should make efforts to identify where and why gaps can appear
in the communications between FMCs and contractors. Measures should be
developed in order to improve communications in these areas.

129

Strategic Measures
•
Contracting Strategy could be used to set contractual requirements for minimum
levels of Training in relation to certain jobs, especially those of a longer duration.

•

Company Standards and more focus on Contractor Consultation should be used to
influence Incident Management and Feedback in terms of more sharing of
information.

•

Forest management companies should use their own reporting requirements and
quality management systems to pass on information and set standards for individual
Contractor/Owners.

•

Company Standards should dictate that forest management companies do not
necessarily accept the lowest price for a job but also take into account the health and
safety record of the contractor.

•

In terms of improving Welfare Conditions, Contracting Strategy could be used to set
reasonable standards for how much timber is felled in a day. This should improve
schedules and be a part of Company Standards.

The Regulator
•
Provide clearer and more focused guidance. The AFAG leaflets were thought to be
too ‘wordy’ which makes people less likely to read them.

•

Guidance needs to be flexible, for example, safe options for tree felling rather than
strict rules for felling.

•

HSE should be available in an advisory capacity, rather than only becoming visible
when something goes wrong.
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4.5

FORESTRY ASSOCIATION WORKSHOP (WITH MEMBERS OF THE UK
FOREST PRODUCTS ASSOCIATION)

4.5.1

Introduction

The following section outlines findings from the forestry association workshop. The
participating forestry association was the UK Forest Products Association. Firstly, the
workshop participants are highlighted followed by a presentation of the findings at all four
levels of the IN (i.e. Direct, Organisational, Strategy and Environmental levels). At each IN
level the factor importance weightings, quality ratings and a discussion of the factors are
presented. The section concludes with a summary of the main improvement measures
suggested at this industry workshop across all IN levels.
4.5.2

Workshop participants

The individuals who took part in the workshop were all members of the UK Forest Products
Association (FPA) and are presented in Table 25.
Table 25 Participants in the forestry association workshop
Participants

Company/Organisation

Gavin Brown

UPM Tilhill

Tony Hilton

James Cordiner & Son Ltd.

Matthew Magee

Egger Forestry Products Ltd.

Emily Ramsay

Forestry Commission

Steve Swailes

Iggesund Forestry (UK) Ltd.

Phil Higginbottom

James Callander & Son Ltd.

David Sulman

UK Forest Products Association

David Jamieson

BOMEL Facilitator

Natasha Perry

BOMEL Facilitator
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4.5.3

Direct level IN workshop findings

Importance weightings of Direct level factors on health and safety in forestry
Figure 47 shows the weightings which were assigned to the Direct level factors in terms of their
importance on health and safety in forestry. It can be seen that several factors were weighted as
being of high importance, these being Competence, Risk Perception, Compliance, Suitable
Workers, Operational Equipment and Safety Equipment/PPE. It is notable that the group
judged pressure to be of low importance for health and safety in forestry. It was thought that
most contractors are paid at a good hourly rate and that rates have increased disproportionate to
contractors costs. This means that most contractors are well paid for what they do and so not
under pressure. This is in contrast to the three other workshops, which involved many
contractors but also forest work managers, in which pressure was judged to be of high
importance. However, the group did concede that perhaps contractor owners are under pressure
whereas it is the operators themselves who are not.

Importance (weighting) scale
Low

Medium/Low

Medium

Medium/High

High

Figure 47 Importance weighting of Direct level factors on health and safety in forestry
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Quality ratings of Direct level factors
The ratings assigned to each of the Direct level factors are shown in Table 26, expressed in
terms of the average (mean), median, minimum and maximum ratings for each factor. The table
also shows the weighting assigned to each factor (displayed in the previous figure) and the
potential improvement available from that factor which is a combination of the weighting and
rating (this is covered in the next sub-section).
Table 26 Ratings, weightings and potential improvement for Direct level factors
Factor

Rating
(Mean)

Rating
(Median)

Min

Max

Weight

Potential
Improve

D1 - Competence

8

7

7

9

H

M

D2 - Motivation

5.3

5

4

6

ML

M

D3 - Team Working

7

7

5

8

MH

M

D4 - Risk Perception

6.8

6

4

8

H

MH

D5 - Fatigue

6.3

5.5

4

8

M

M

D6 - Physical Health

7.7

8

5

9

D7 - Front-line Communications

7

7.5

6

9

MH

M

D8 - Pressure

8

7.5

7

9

L

L

D9 - Compliance

6.5

6.5

5

9

H

MH

D10 - Suitable Workers

5.3

5.5

0

8

H

H

D11 - Working Environment

5.7

5.5

5

8

M

M

D12 - Operational Equipment

7.8

7

5

9

H

M

D13 - Safety Equipment/PPE

8

7.5

6

9

H

M

It can be seen from Table 26 that the average and median ratings assigned to the factors were
generally favourable with none lower than 5. This suggests that the group were inclined to
believe that quality of the Direct level factors in forestry is moderate to very good. The rating
ranges are generally quite narrow which suggests that the group had similar perceptions of the
direct factors. The exception is Suitable Workers where there is a range from 0 to 8. This was
explained in that the lower end of the scale reflects the fact that it is extremely difficult to attract
suitable new workers into the industry, whereas the workers already in the industry can be very
well suited to the job, resulting in the higher ratings for this factor.
Discussion of key Direct level factors
The results when the importance weightings and the quality ratings were entered into the
Influence Network MIND software are shown in Figure 48. This shows the factors judged to be
of highest importance and of poorest quality and, therefore, the factors which offer the greatest
potential for risk reduction. The factors coloured yellow at the Direct level were judged to a
negligible influence (Physical Health in this case). It can be seen that Suitable Workers was
judged to be the factor with the greatest potential influence on health and safety in forestry.
Risk Perception and Compliance are categorised as having a medium/high potential influence.
Physical Health and Pressure emerged as factors with little or no potential influence.
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Potential for Improvement
Low

Medium/Low

Medium

Medium/High

High

Figure 48 Key Direct level factors with the greatest potential to improve health and
safety in forestry
The key factors in Figure 48 were discussed in the workshop in terms of why these factors have
the strongest influence and what safety improvement measures could be implemented. The
main points from these discussions are summarised in the following sub-sections. Specific
safety improvement measures are listed at the end of each Section.

Suitable Workers
It was pointed out that the main issue with regard to this factor is the availability of new
workers as opposed to the suitability of workers who are already in the industry. The lack of
availability of new workers is a major issue, especially chainsaw workers. Due to this, machine
operators will be used for chainsaw work if they have an appropriate certificate. One of the
difficulties with recruiting new workers to the industry is the cost involved with getting people
to the required level of competence. Colleges will supposedly help with this but the group were
doubtful that this would actually happen. It was thought that most people tend to go into
management rather than operations.
One side-effect of the shortage of people in the industry is that companies are being forced to
employ more foreign workers which is lowering the standards in the industry, at least in the
short term. It was thought that this is likely to be a continuing trend. One participant described
a sawmill with one quarter of the workforce being foreign workers with a very good work ethic.
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However, the safety standards can be affected due to the language barriers. Foreign workers
may say that they understand even when they don’t and this can have safety implications.
Another reason for the lack of suitable workers was thought to be that the Forestry Commission
used to train a lot of people who would then filter through to the private side of the industry but
this does not happen so much anymore. There was a feeling that maybe the larger forest
management companies should take this over but there is an issue of companies taking
responsibility and bearing the cost. Furthermore, there is a difficulty with making the industry
attractive to potential employees. There is a lack of information/promotion of the benefits and
advantages of working in the industry. It was felt that a certain type of person could be attracted
to the industry but these people would need to be targeted. It would help if work was contracted
locally to cut down the travelling aspect of the job but there has been a move away from this.
The Forestry Commission can help in this area by letting more long terms contracts.
The main suggestions for increasing the number of suitable workers in forestry were as follows:

•

More forestry apprenticeships should be created across the UK.

•

High level responsibilities for promoting forestry as a career and for training new
workers should be identified. This should involve all stakeholders including forest
management companies, colleges, manufacturers etc.

•

Migrant workers offer a potential solution but this needs an appropriate level of
supervision in order to ensure safety standards are maintained.

•

The Forestry Commission should continue to look for opportunities for letting long
terms contracts.

Risk Perception/Compliance
These factors are discussed together since a relationship between them was made in the
workshop in that sometimes compliance is poor because, although workers are familiar with the
hazards, they don’t always properly appreciate the risks, for example, not wearing PPE, work
around power-lines and hung-up trees. However, it was also noted that sometimes noncompliance with certain Regulations is unavoidable since the Regulations may be difficult to
apply in forestry. The work method may be in contravention with rules but this is often because
the job has to be done that way, not because of poor risk perception. In terms of improving risk
perception/compliance, the following suggestions were made:

•

There needs to be more talking with workers in order to improve risk perception.
Managers need to get on site more and raise awareness of real incidents and how to
prevent similar situations.

•

The role of site safety coordinator has a lot of potential for improving risk
perception and compliance but there are certain difficulties with this role which
would need to be addressed before this could happen (see Site Safety Coordinator in
Section 4.6.8).
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4.5.4

Organisational level IN findings

Importance weightings of Organisational level factors on Direct level factors
The combined weightings from each Organisational factor can be shown by using the MIND
software. This shows the Organisational factors with the most higher level weightings on the
Direct Level factors (Figure 49). It can be seen that Training, Planning, Site Safety Coordinator
and Communication of Information had most high weightings on the Direct level. Welfare
Conditions and Procedures were judged to be of lowest importance in relation to the Direct
level.

Importance (weighting) scale
Low

Medium/Low

Medium

Medium/High

High

Figure 49 Importance weighting of Organisational level factors on Direct level
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Quality ratings of Organisational level factors
The ratings assigned to each of the Organisational level factors (mean, median, minimum and
maximum), the composite weighting of each (previous figure) and their potential for
improvement (next section) are shown in Table 27.
Table 27 Ratings, weightings and potential improvement for Organisational level
factors
Factor

Rating
(Mean)

Rating
(Median)

Min

Max

Weight

Potential
Improve

O1 - Recruitment and Selection

5.2

4

4

6

M

M

O2 - Training

5.7

6

5

7

H

MH

O3 - Procedures

6.3

6

5

8

ML

ML

O4 - Planning

7.3

6

6

9

H

M

O5 - Incident Feedback

3.3

3

2

5

M

MH

O6 - Site Safety Coordinator

4.8

4

3

7

H

H

O7 - Communication of Information

5.3

3.5

3

9

H

H

O8 - Equipment Purchasing

7.8

7

6

9

MH

ML

O9 - Inspection + Maintenance

7.7

7

6

9

MH

ML

O10 - Pay

3.7

3

2

5

M

M

O11 - Welfare Conditions

4.2

3.5

2

7

L

L

It can be seen from Table 27 that Incident Feedback and Pay received poor ratings from the
group, with the median ratings being as low as 3 in both cases. There was general agreement
that Incident Feedback has much room for improvement in the industry. Pay received low
ratings because it is often piece work in forestry, which is in the rating definition at the lower
end of the scale. However, the group made the point that it is wrong to assume that this is
strongly linked to shortcuts being taken (which is suggested by the rating definition at the lower
end of the scale). It was suggested that this rating scale should be reviewed, since currently a
low rating for pay can be misleading in terms of what this actually relates to. The median
ratings for Communication of Information and Welfare Conditions are only 3.5 suggesting that
both these factors have considerable room for improvement.
Several factors received good ratings indicating that the group felt they are of relatively high
quality in forestry. These include Planning, Equipment Purchasing and Inspection and
Maintenance.
Finally, Table 27 shows that there were several relatively wide ranges among individual’s factor
ratings. However, examination of the median ratings against the means shows that often there
was only one or two ratings which were markedly different from the others for any given factor.
For example, Communication of Information received a minimum rating of 3 but a maximum of
9. However, the average rating is 5.3 but the median is only 3.5 which indicates that only one
or two people assigned high ratings (which increases the mean) but the consensus was around
the lower end of the rating scale (i.e. 3.5). This is thought to reflect the fact that some of the
companies represented felt they were stronger in some areas compared with others.
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Discussion of key Organisational level factors
Figure 50 shows the Organisational level factors with the highest composite weightings and
with the poorest quality ratings. These represent the Organisational level factors with the
greatest potential for improving safety across all the Direct level factors. It can be seen from
Figure 34 that Site Safety Coordinator and Communication of Information received the scores
which give them the highest potential to influence the Direct Level factors. These are followed
by Training and Incident Feedback at the medium/high level of potential influence.

Potential for Improvement
Low

Medium/Low

Medium

Medium/High

High

Figure 50 Organisational level factors with the greatest potential to improve the Direct
level
The key factors in Figure 50 were discussed in the workshop in terms of why these factors have
the strongest influence and what safety improvement measures could be implemented. The
main points from these discussions are summarised in the following sub-sections. Specific
safety improvement measures are listed at the end of each Section.

Training
A distinction was made between training for chainsaw operators and training for machine
operators with different issues in each case. The training for machines offered by manufacturers
was thought to be very poor. It was felt that competence in driving a machine was measured in
terms of being able to do the job, not necessarily safety. Training for chainsaws was thought to
be generally better although there are still issues to be overcome. One participant said that he
thought that forest work management companies would not employ someone without the
appropriate training certificates. Finally, there was said to be an issue with some of the trainers
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in that they can be out of touch with the industry. Although the group was clear that training
needed to be improved, they did not provide much in the way of practical improvement
measures. However, the following general measures can be concluded:

•

Machine manufacturers should be more involved in the provision of training.

•

The training and experience of trainers should be reviewed.

Incident Feedback/Communication of Information
One of the most important messages from this discussion was that verbal communication is the
key issue but sometimes this is lost because people tend to pass on a bit of paper or send an email. This is symptomatic of a culture where people want to be able to prove they passed on the
information without necessarily checking that it was received properly or acted upon. It was
concluded that the industry does not need more paperwork but better
presentation/communication of what is already there. There was thought to be plenty of
information available but there can be presentation/content issues e.g. contractors do not want to
read a leaflet about how to fell a tree.
Another important point was that it appears there is very little information exchange from the
contractor to the forest worker, in most cases the forest work manager would pass information
directly to the worker. Furthermore, communications vary considerably from company to
company. Specific ideas for improving communications are as follows:

•

There should be a review of the safety information that is available to identify what
is most needed by people actually doing the work and how this can be presented to
maximum effect.

•

There should be more emphasis on “I will speak to someone about this” rather than
“I will e-mail this”.

•

Contractors should be more involved in the passing of information from forest
management companies to workers, if this is not already the case.

Site Safety Coordinator
The role of site safety coordinator (SSC) was discussed extensively by the group. There was a
feeling that the role may be assigned but this is only so a box can be ticked. In reality it doesn’t
really happen. A SSC could be appointed but they wouldn’t necessarily know more than
anyone else. Often the person identified for the role is not best suited, for example, contractors
have a vested interest in getting the job done quickly. However, it was noted that there will be
differences between smaller and larger contractors in terms of how this role is dealt with.
It was recognised that there are several logistical difficulties associated with the SSC role, for
example, the SSC may have to leave site or could be remote from other workers. In addition, as
jobs develop then people change which makes coordination more difficult. This is made worse
by the fact that people do not need to declare their arrival on site. It was suggested that if the
SSC is to leave site he should nominate a deputy and that work should not take place without a
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SSC. However, even these suggestions have practical constraints in that there might not be a
suitable deputy and stopping work every time this was the case would be too disruptive.
Often, people do not want the SSC role because they are not paid any more for taking on the
additional responsibility. There was a feeling that the Health and Safety Executive needs to revisit the issue of site safety coordination and work with industry to develop the concept into
something more workable. It was pointed out as a reminder that, ultimately, the responsibility
for site safety rests with the Forest Work Manager. Suggestions for improving site safety
coordination are as follows:

•

Larger contractors should identify 8 or 9 people who could be SSCs give them more
training and higher pay.

•

Formal training for the role of SSC should be considered.

•

Forest management companies could insist on a SSC role in contracts.

•

There should be a system for people to notify their arrival on site.

•

There should be clearer definition of the SSC role and what it should involve.
People should not feel they will take all the blame if something goes wrong.

•

The role of SSC needs more debate in the industry on order to try to resolve some of
the difficulties. HSE should play an important part in this.
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4.5.5

Strategy level IN workshop findings

Importance weightings of Strategy level factors on Organisational level factors
The combined weightings from each Strategy level factor can be shown by using the MIND
software. This shows the Strategy factors with the most higher level weightings across all of the
Organisational Level factors (Figure 51). It can be seen that Company Standards, Health and
Safety Management and Contractor Consultation were judged to be the most important strategy
factors in relation to the Organisational Level with Contracting Strategy placed at the
medium/high level of importance. Discussion by the group revealed that these factors were
considered to be closely interconnected in that the large forest management companies have
quality management systems which incorporate contracting strategy, standards and parts of the
health and safety management system. Therefore, the group found it difficult to separate the
weighting of these factors and considered them to be of similar (high) importance.

Importance (weighting) scale
Low

Medium/Low

Medium

Medium/High

High

Figure 51 Importance weighting of Strategy level factors on Organisational Level
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Quality ratings of Strategy level factors
The ratings assigned to each of the Strategy Level factors (mean, median, minimum and
maximum), the composite weighting of each (previous figure) and their potential for
improvement (next section) are shown in Table 28.
Table 28 Ratings, weightings and potential improvement for Strategy level factors
Factor

Rating
(Mean)

Rating
(Median)

Min

Max

Weight

Potential
Improve

7.8

8

7

9

MH

M

7

6.5

5

10

ML

ML

S3 - Company Standards

8.3

7.5

6

10

H

M

S4 - Organisational Structure

7.2

6.5

4

9

L

L

S5 - Health and Safety Management

7.7

7

5

9

H

MH

S6 - Contractor Consultation

7.2

7

4

9

H

H

S7 - Company Profitability

7.2

6.5

5

9

L

L

S1 - Contracting Strategy
S2 - Responsibility + Control

It can be seen from Table 28 that the strategy factors received at least moderate and in most
cases good average and median ratings, with excellent ratings being assigned by a number of
participants. Minimum ratings do not drop below the medium level. This indicates that the
participants were of the opinion that the Strategy Level factors are of relatively high quality
within their organisations.
Discussion of key Strategy level factors
Figure 52 shows the Strategy level factors with the highest composite weightings and with the
poorest quality ratings. These represent the Strategy factors with the greatest potential for
improving safety across all the Organisational level factors. It can be seen that Contractor
Consultation (high) and Health and Safety Management (medium/high) emerged as the factors
with the greatest potential influence on contractors.
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Potential for Improvement
Low

Medium/Low

Medium

Medium/High

High

Figure 52 Strategy level factors with the greatest potential to improve the
Organisational level
Since participants found it difficult to separate several of the strategy factors, a general
discussion of this level took place, during which the participants were asked how forest
management companies could do to influence health and safety in forestry. The suggestions
which were put forward are listed below.

•

Forest management companies (FMCs) should be more proactive with contractors,
for example, arranging awareness days and meetings. These should be at different
venues around the country. Organisations should take a lead rather than expecting
someone else to do it.

•

Get groups of contractors together and verbally explain their roles rather than just
sending out e-mails.

•

Don’t expect contractors to provide all the information, FMCs must play an active
part in this.

•

Bigger companies could have more input to health and safety training. Training
should be subsidised so that contractors do not lose wages for attending. The bigger
companies could perhaps club together to do this. Contractors should be involved in
the development of training to ensure buy in.
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4.5.6

Environmental level IN workshop findings

Importance weightings of Environmental level factors on Strategy level factors
The combined weightings from each Environmental level factor can be shown by using the
MIND software. This shows the Environmental level factors with the most higher level
weightings across all the factors at the Strategy level (Figure 53). It can be seen that the
Regulatory Influence was judged to be the most important influence on the forest management
companies at this level. The Regulatory Influence was discussed in terms of the Health and
Safety Executive (HSE). It was thought that the HSE affects almost everything that happens in
the industry. Industry Standards was the next most significant factor with a medium/high
composite weighting.

Importance (weighting) scale
Low

Medium/Low

Medium

Medium/High

High

Figure 53 Importance weighting of Environmental level factors on Strategy level
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Quality ratings of Environmental level factors
The ratings assigned to each of the Environmental level factors (mean, median, minimum and
maximum), the composite weighting of each (previous figure) and their potential for
improvement (next section) are shown in Table 29.
Table 29 Ratings, weightings and potential improvement for Environmental level
factors
Factor

Rating
(Mean)

Rating
(Median)

Min

Max

Weight

Potential
Improve

E1 - Political Influence

6.4

6.5

3

10

L

ML

E2 - Regulatory Influence

7.3

8.5

6

9

H

H

E3 - Market Influence

8.2

7.5

6

9

ML

L

E4 - Social Influence

4.7

6.5

2

7

L

M

E5 - Industry Standards

8.5

8

8

10

MH

ML

It can be seen from Table 29 that the Environmental level factors received mostly moderate to
good ratings with Industry Standards judged to be very good by everybody whereas some
participants felt Political Influence and Social Influence were poor. The Regulator and Market
were judged to be moderate to good in the quality of their influence.
Discussion of key Environmental level factors
Figure 54 shows the Environmental level factors with the highest composite weightings and
with the poorest quality ratings. These represent the Environmental level factors with the
greatest potential for influencing the Strategy Level (forest management companies). It can be
seen that the Regulatory Influence (the HSE) emerged as having the greatest potential influence
with a high composite weighting. It is also worth noting that Societal Influence has a medium
potential to affect health and safety in forestry. This was thought to be because the public can
affect forestry work in terms of where and when work can be done. This also affects
profitability which may have a knock on effect to safety.
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Potential for Improvement
Low

Medium/Low

Medium

Medium/High

High

Figure 54 Environmental level factors with the greatest potential to improve the
Strategy level
Specific recommendations from the group on what the HSE can do to make a positive influence
on health and safety in forestry were as follows:

•

HSE needs to develop simple guidance for contractors on the level of risk
assessment that they need to do. This needs to be practical in terms of how
contractors can judge if the work is safe since this is all they really need to know.
Currently risk assessments are too long which is not practical when so many
contractors might be involved with the work.

•

HSE needs to make discussions the way forward rather than relying on written
documentation. There is an over reliance on writing down what should be done
rather than engaging contractors in actually doing it.
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4.5.7

Summary of key findings from forestry association workshop

The practical measures which were identified in the workshop for improving health and safety
in forestry are now summarised according to the IN factor to which they relate.
Suitable Workers
•
More forestry apprenticeships should be created across the UK.

•

High level responsibilities for promoting forestry as a career and for training new
workers should be identified. This should involve all stakeholders including forest
management companies, colleges, manufacturers etc.

•

Migrant workers offer a potential solution but this needs an appropriate level of
supervision in order to ensure safety standards are maintained.

•

The Forestry Commission should continue to look for opportunities for letting long
terms contracts.

Risk Perception/Compliance
•
There needs to be more talking with workers in order to improve risk perception.
Managers need to get on site more and raise awareness of real incidents and how to
prevent similar situations.

•

The role of site safety coordinator has a lot of potential for improving risk perception
and compliance but there are certain difficulties with this role which would need to be
addressed before this could happen.

Training
Machine manufacturers should be more involved in the provision of training.

•
•

The training and experience of trainers should be reviewed.

Incident Feedback/Communication of Information
There should be a review of the safety information that is available to identify what is
most needed by people actually doing the work and how this can be presented to
maximum effect.

•

•

There should be more emphasis on “I will speak to someone about this” rather than “I
will e-mail this”.

•

Contractors should be more involved in the passing of information from forest
management companies to workers, if this is not already the case.

Site Safety Coordinator
•
Larger contractors should identify 8 or 9 people who could be SSCs give them more
training and higher pay.
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•

Formal training for the role of SSC should be considered.

•

Forest management companies could insist on a SSC role in contracts.

•

There should be a system for people to notify their arrival on site.

•

There should be clearer definition of the SSC role and what it should involve. People
should not feel they will take all the blame if something goes wrong.

•

The role of SSC needs more debate in the industry on order to try to resolve some of
the difficulties. HSE should play an important part in this.

Strategy Level Improvement Suggestions
•
Forest management companies (FMCs) should be more proactive with contractors, for
example, arranging awareness days and meetings. These should be at different venues
around the country. Organisations should take a lead rather than expecting someone
else to do it.

•

Get groups of contractors together and verbally explain their roles rather than just
sending out e-mails.

•

Don’t expect contractors to provide all the information, FMCs must play an active part
in this.

•

Bigger companies could have more input to health and safety training. Training
should be subsidised so that contractors do not lose wages for attending. The bigger
companies could perhaps club together to do this. Contractors should be involved in
the development of training to ensure buy in.

Health and Safety Executive Improvement Suggestions
•
HSE needs to develop simple guidance for contractors on the level of risk assessment
that they need to do. This needs to be practical in terms of how contractors can judge
if the work is safe since this is all they really need to know. Currently risk
assessments are too long which is not practical when so many contractors might be
involved with the work.

•

HSE needs to make discussions the way forward rather than relying on written
documentation. There is an over reliance on writing down what should be done rather
than engaging contractors in actually doing it.
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4.6

FORESTRY CHAINSAW OPERATORS WORKSHOP

4.6.1

Introduction and approach

The following section outlines findings from the forestry chainsaw operators’ workshop. The
chainsaw operators workshop was the fourth and final IN workshop conducted. Feedback and
discussions from the previous three workshops had indicated that it was more appropriate and
useful to think about the IN levels as the whole forestry industry as opposed to one organisation.
In order to make this clear in the final workshop the IN levels were renamed as follows:

•

Direct level became ‘chainsaw operator’ level influences

•

Organisational level became ‘contractor’ level influences

•

Strategy level became ‘forestry work manager’ level influences

•

Environmental level became ‘external’ level influences

Furthermore, in order to ensure all of the key issues were covered it was decided to only focus
on the key factors at each level which were felt to have the potential to improve themselves or
other factors, as opposed to weighting and rating every single factor on the IN model. The
findings in this section are therefore presented to reflect this slight change in the methodological
approach. The section concludes with a summary of the main improvement measures suggested
at this industry workshop across all IN levels.
4.6.2

Workshop participants

The participants in the forestry chainsaw operators workshop are shown in Table 30.
Table 30 Participants in forestry chainsaw operators workshop
Participants

Company/Organisation

Ninian Clark

Adam Wilson and Sons

Drew Keir

Self employed

Alistair Ferguson

Self employed

William Shorthouse

Self employed

Douglas Aitchison

TBC

William Gordon

TBC

John Lammond

Tillhill

Duncan Davidson

CSP Forestry

Peter Murray

Self employed

James Kay

Iggesund

Kirsty Robb

Harvwest

David Jamieson

BOMEL facilitator

Natasha Perry

BOMEL facilitator
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4.6.3

Initial discussions with workshop group

Before the workshop proceeded, there was discussion in the group about the affect of financial
constraints in the industry. There was a strong view that low profit margins in the industry
underpinned many safety issues. It was felt that safety would be improved if there was more
money in the industry and if contractors were better paid. This would help to improve the
resources directed towards safety in forestry. It was explained to the group that pay and market
forces had already been identified as important influences in the industry. However, because
these are issues which the Health and Safety Executive (HSE) has very little control over they
were not represented on the Influence Network model in this workshop. It was explained that
the comments on pay would be noted but that the discussion should focus more on factors
which industry and HSE could influence and which are not so dependent on market forces.
4.6.4

Chainsaw operator level IN workshop findings

Participants were first asked to review the factors at the Chainsaw operator (or Direct) level and
highlight those which they thought should be given the most focus in order to improve the
safety of chainsaw workers in forestry. It was explained to the group that assigning a high
weighting should indicate that a factor was important for the safety of chainsaw workers and
had significant room for improvement. The factors chosen could then be taken as those with the
greatest potential to improve the safety of chainsaw workers. Figure 55 shows those factors at
the Chainsaw operator (or Direct) level which the workshop group felt had the most potential to
improve the health and safety of forestry chainsaw operators.

150

Potential for Improvement
Low

Medium/Low

Medium

Medium/High

High

Figure 55 Key Chainsaw operator level factors with the greatest potential to improve
the health and safety of forestry chainsaw operators
Figure 55 highlights that Risk Perception and Suitable Workers were judged to have the most
influence on the safety of chainsaw workers. Safety Competence, Worker Communications and
Pressure were also thought to have an important influence. It was decided that it was most
important to only focus on these factors in the discussion rather than trying to consider any
other factors. The group provided the following points to explain why they felt these Chainsaw
operator level factors were of most importance.
Safety Competence
There was a feeling that many new workers going into a forest do not have the necessary safety
competence i.e. understanding how to work safely. This is primarily because:

•

There is a lack of on-the-job training.

•

Instructors have had limited training themselves.

•

Training is not realistic or practical.

Risk Perception
This was linked to Safety Competence because it was felt that new workers do not have the
necessary awareness to work safely. The workshop group explained that the most dangerous
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hazards in chainsaw work are not necessarily the obvious ones, i.e. the chainsaw itself, but
instead “the ones above and behind you”. This can only be learned through experience. New
workers have a basic perception of how to take trees down but lack awareness of the slight
differences that can add risk to a job.
Worker Communications
It was felt that there is little or no opportunity for team working in chainsaw work due to the
solitary and isolated nature of the work. This makes regular communications between workers
critical to ensure people know the whereabouts and movements of others.
Pressure
Pressure on chainsaw workers can come from a number of sources. Those mentioned by the
group were as follows:

•

Harvester drivers who are themselves under pressure to meet deadlines.

•

Meeting deadlines when light is fading.

•

Completing a job next to powerlines when a deadline has been placed on the power
being switched back on.

Suitable Workers
The group explained that there was a serious lack of suitable workers in the industry. This is
partly due to poor training and partly because of the difficulties in attracting new people to the
industry. A particular problem was said to be that contractors cannot train young people
anymore because of the cost of college, training, employers liability insurance etc.
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4.6.5

Contractor level IN workshop findings

The key Chainsaw operator (or Direct) level factors highlighted in Figure 55 were then taken to
the next stage of the workshop. This involved asking participants which factors at the
Contractor level had the most influence on the key chainsaw operator level (or Direct level)
factors and, in each case, how the Contractor factors with most influence could be used to bring
about improvement to the key Chainsaw operator level factors. For example, how Training
could influence an improvement in Safety Competence.
Figure 56 shows those factors at the Contractor level which the workshop group felt had the
most potential to improve factors at the Chainsaw operator level.

Potential for Improvement
Low

Medium/Low

Medium

Medium/High

High

Figure 56 Contractor level factors with the greatest potential to improve the chainsaw
operator level factors
Figure 56 highlights that Training, Recruitment, Planning / Risk Assessment and Site
coordination were judged to have the most influence on Chainsaw operator level factors.
Procedures were also thought to be at a medium level of influence. The group provided the
following points to explain why they felt these factors were of most importance in terms of
improving each of the important Chainsaw operator (or Direct) level factors.
Contractors’ influence on Safety Competence
The Contractor level factors which were thought to have most potential to improve Safety
Competence were Recruitment, Training, Procedures and Planning/Risk Assessment.
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•

Recruitment and Training could improve Safety Competence if contractors were
able to take on apprentices. Safety Competence could be vastly improved if a new
worker was on site with someone for a pre-determined period of perhaps six months.
One idea was that a chainsaw license should only be provisional for this period and
that a full licence would not be granted until an apprenticeship had been completed
successfully. The group questioned whether or not the HSE had the power to make
this mandatory.

•

Procedures were thought to have the potential to improve Safety Competence if they
were realistic and user friendly.

•

Far too often Risk Assessments were said to be done at the start of a job and then
never looked at again. It was felt that often there is too much information which puts
people off reading it. There was a feeling that contractors would not necessarily ask
for a risk assessment if they were not given it. Risk Assessments could improve
Safety Competence if they presented only the necessary information and were pitched
at the right level of detail. They need to be laminated sheets of only one or two sides
containing simple information to ensure people will read it.

Contractors’ influence on Risk Perception
The contractor factors which were thought to have most potential to improve Risk Perception
were Training, Planning/Risk Assessment, Incident Feedback and Site Coordination.

•

Training was thought to be a problem because it is not completed under realistic
conditions and therefore leaves people with a very low appreciation of the hazards and
risks in a working forest. Again it was emphasised that on-the-job training and ideally
apprenticeships are required.

•

Risk Assessments should be used to focus on the changes which may occur from day
to day or from job to job which may affect the risk. If this does not happen then it was
felt that complacency can set in.

•

Incident Feedback tends to be ‘word of mouth’. Risk Perception could be improved
if there was a more formal system of feedback with no blame attached.

•

Site Coordination is important since most chainsaw operators work on sites with
heavy mobile machinery. Proper coordination can help to raise people’s awareness of
the risks from mixing people with machines.

Contractors’ influence on Worker Communications
The contractor factors which were thought to have most potential to improve Worker
Communications were Planning/Risk Assessment, Site Coordination and Equipment
Purchasing.
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•

There can often be a difficulty with getting machine operators to talk to chainsaw
operators. Machine operators can tend to think that they are above chainsaw operators
and have no need to talk to them. They must be encouraged to change in this respect.
It is not enough to have it written that they should communicate because no one reads
the procedure. There needs to be active encouragement from managers and
supervisors. Communications between workers are most liable to breakdown when
people do not know each other on site. Job inductions could perhaps play a role in
overcoming this.

•

It was thought to be important that a system of clear communications is set out at the
start of a job e.g. what should be communicated when and the signals that should be
used. This should be a part of Planning/Risk Assessment and Site Coordination.

•

Equipment Purchasing is important in that suitable communication equipment is
often not available, e.g. two way radios, although it was thought that these should
become more common.

Contractors’ influence on Pressure
The contractor factors which were thought to have most potential to reduce the pressure on
chainsaw operators were Recruitment, Procedures and Site Coordination.

•

Most of the discussion focused on how Procedures can create pressure in chainsaw
work. It was felt that if all procedures were followed then jobs would never get done.
Windblown/hung-up trees were provided as an example of this. It was explained that
everyone deals with this by cutting the tree which the hung-up tree is leaning on. No
one carries a winch to do this. If a harvester is waiting for an operator to take hung-up
trees down then there is simply no time to follow the procedure. It was felt that the
way cuts are planned can sometimes end up creating more hung-up trees and
subsequently increase the risk. Sometimes it was thought to be more dangerous if
procedures are followed. There is also a financial pressure because operators are
expected to get more trees down in less time. If this pressure did not exist then people
would be more inclined to follow safety procedures but at the moment there is no
time.

•

The Recruitment of foreign workers can add to pressure due to language barriers etc.

•

Poor Site Coordination can add to pressure, for example, confusion over when power
lines will be switched on/off.

Contractors’ influence on Suitable Workers
The contractor factors which were thought to have most potential to improve Suitable Workers
were Recruitment and Training.
More Suitable Workers could be Recruited and Trained if the following activities were
encouraged:
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•

Apprenticeships with Government grants.

•

Reasonably priced insurance cover for trainees.

•

Moving training away from college / theory based training to on-the-job based
training.

•

Financial support for chainsaw operators to take the training and/or lowering the price
of training.
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4.6.6

Forest work managers (FWM) IN level workshop findings

Figure 57 shows the FWM factors with the greatest potential to influence all the key factors at
the Contractor level. A high weighting indicates that the group thought a FWM factor had a
relatively high influence on several of the key Contractor factors. It can be seen that
Responsibility for Health and Safety, Enforcement of Standards and Communication of
Information were judged to be the most consistently highly influential factors at the FWM level.

Potential for Improvement
Low

Medium/Low

Medium

Medium/High

High

Figure 57 Forest work management factors with the greatest potential to improve
contractor level factors
Figure 57 highlights that the factors Responsibility for Health and Safety, Enforcement of
Standards and Communication of Information were judged by the group as showing the most
potential for improving factors at the Contractor level. The group provided the following points
to explain why they felt these FWM factors were of most influence.
Forest Work Managers influence on Recruitment
The FWM factors which were thought to have most potential to improve Recruitment were
Responsibility for Health and Safety and Enforcement of Standards. Enforcement of
Standards was thought to be the main way in which FWM could influence the recruitment of
contractors. Sometimes FWM will refuse to let someone work on a site because they know that
person is not competent. The contractor will need to improve or their opportunity for work will
be restricted.
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Forest Work Managers influence on Training
The FWM factors which were thought to have most potential to improve Training were
Enforcement of Standards, Supervision and Communication of Information. To help
improve safety training, it was felt that the FWM should:

•

At least part fund the training.

•

Pass on more information on training.

•

Provide feedback to organisations such as LANTRA on where the gaps in safety
training are.

It was pointed out that all industry stakeholders must take responsibility for improving training
in the industry, not just forestry work management companies. It was also agreed that audits are
of limited use for improving training because procedures and training are inappropriate for
being audited against.
Forest Work Managers influence on Procedures
The FWM factor which was thought to have most potential to improve Procedures was
Responsibility for Health and Safety. It was felt that it is often not clear who’s responsibility
it is to write procedures/site safety rules. The group felt that this should be the job of the FWM
but it is often left to the contractors. There was little desire from the group to be involved in
procedure writing. However, perhaps in contradiction, there was an opinion that those writing
the procedures should have more experience of actually doing the work. Finally, the point was
made that tightening up on compliance with the procedures will not necessarily help to improve
safety. This is because the group felt that there is little to be gained from tightening up on
procedures that are not workable in the first place.
Forest Work Managers influence on Planning/Risk Assessment
The FWM factors which were thought to have most potential to improve Planning/Risk
Assessment were Enforcement of Standards and Communication of Information.
In terms of the Communication of Information, it was said that quality varies between
companies. The Forestry Commission are the only forest management company not to have a
standard template for risk assessments. This can make it hard to pick out the key risk areas
because a new template is being used each time. It was also highlighted that although a lot of
importance is placed on doing a risk assessment, not enough emphasis is put on checking
whether it is understood and acted upon. Risk assessments can become worthless if the people
doing them are overly concerned about litigation, for example, “forester may trip on branch”.
This is not the quality of information that is needed for meaningful risk assessments.
The structure of the forestry industry was noted as causing particular problems for
communications. The contractual chain can be long and convoluted which can cause
communication to break down. Everyone in the contractual chain has a responsibility to pass on
information.
In terms of standards, the quality of risk assessments can be poor because the people doing them
do not have enough experience. They are writing risk assessments for jobs they have very little
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experience of doing and then trying to convince operators who have been in the industry for
years that this is how a job should be done.
The group was asked what they would like in terms of improvements to the provision of
information and who this should come from. The following points were made:

•

There is already too much information e.g. in risk assessments. FWMs are so worried
about missing something (again, due to fear of litigation) that they put in everything
rather than focusing on the main risks.

•

Risk assessments should be simple and short.

•

It was suggested that only five key headings should be used in a risk assessment.

•

Sometimes contractors do not see any risk assessment information.

Finally, there was a view that detailed risk assessments tend not to be looked at once done and
give the impression that risks do not need to be considered while doing a job because the
paperwork has been done. This is a dangerous assumption to make and it may be that people
would think about risks more if risk assessments were completed differently.
Forest Work Managers influence on Site Coordination
The FWM factor which was thought to have most potential to improve Site Coordination was
Responsibility for Health and Safety. It was thought that the role of site safety coordinator
(SSC) is required, for example, someone to check that risk assessments are properly completed
and used. However, in reality, people do not always take responsibility for the role. It was
recognised that there are logistical difficulties with the role. For example, coordination
becomes difficult on a large site with many workers. The site safety coordinator role can be
passed around which makes it difficult to keep track of who has the responsibility. The ideas
for clarifying the SSC role were as follows:

•

The role must be clearly defined and responsibilities outlined.

•

The SSC role should be written down in pre-commencement papers rather than being
in contracts. Contracts already have enough information in them and a clause on the
SSC is likely to get lost if put in a contract.

Finally, the point was made that the site safety coordinator should not be given responsibilities
which should lie elsewhere. Many issues are the ultimate responsibility of the FWM and these
should not be delegated to a person in the SSC role.
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4.6.7

External level IN workshop findings

The external influences on the forestry industry were deemed to be the Forestry Commission (as
a political influence rather than an operations one), the Health and Safety Executive (HSE), the
Scottish Environment Protection Agency (SEPA) and LANTRA (the national organisation
responsible for training in the agricultural land based industries). Each of these organisations
was focused on separately and the group were asked to discuss the influence each brings to the
safety of chainsaw workers and how this could be improved.
Forestry Commission (FC)
There was a feeling that the FC have a very strong influence in the industry. The FC was
described as the main governing influence. If the FC introduces a new way of doing something
then other landowners quickly follow this. It was important to make a distinction between the
two main functions of the FC. One is the political function, whereby FC advisors have direct
access to ministers. This was felt to create an unfair advantage for FC compared with other
large forest management companies. The other part of FC is Forest Enterprise which is the
operational side i.e. landowners and managing forests in the role of the FWM. It was claimed
that the FC are usually more concerned about budgets than they are about safety.
The main suggestion for improving the FC was for their staff to have better training to give
them a more practical view of the industry.
There was a brief mention of the relationship between the FC and HSE. It was felt that to a
certain extent the HSE needs to keep its distance, as it is the safety regulator, but in general the
relationship works fairly well. In theory, HSE should be able to use FC to disseminate
information to the rest of the industry.
As a final point, it was said that there are many issues relating to the role of the FC in the
industry and that there was not sufficient time to cover these in the current workshop.
Health and Safety Executive (HSE)
The view of the group was that people “never see the HSE unless something has gone wrong”.
There was a feeling amongst the group that HSE is looking for someone to blame when there is
an accident. They are not interested in how it happened, they only want the paperwork for
prosecution. However, there was a positive account from one of the participants about how
HSE had helped with a workshop on site safety coordination. This was found to be a useful
exercise.
The group indicated that they would have very little reason to ever contact HSE. They would
expect forest work managers to obtain information from HSE and pull out the bits relevant to
contractors as the contractors do not have the time to do this themselves. As a general
comment, HSE documentation was found to be difficult to digest and there was a feeling that
AFAG guidance is only there to “cover backs”.
There was criticism of the HSE’s safety and health awareness days (SHADs). Only two people
had been to a SAD (out of 11) but these were thought to be a waste of time because the content
was “no good” and HSE had targeted the wrong audience (too many FWM’s as opposed to
hands-on contractors). It was also felt that the content of the scenarios presented do not
challenge attendees because it is obvious what the answers are that HSE are looking for. There
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was also thought to be a lack of structure to the SHADs and an element of poor organisation, for
example, feedback forms which had topics which did not match the contents of the course.
Four people (out of 11) had never heard of SHADs. The fact contractors will lose money if they
attend such events was also thought to be a major barrier.
The group were asked how they would like to see HSE improve. The main comment was that
they would like to see workable and practical documents that people doing forestry work can
relate to. This was thought to be important for improving safety as there was a feeling that,
currently, contractors do not find safety standards/rules to be practical and so do not work to
them. For example, no one follows the procedure for hung up trees, no one puts the chainsaw
brake on every time work stops and no one observes the rule on not brashing above head height.
Scottish Environment Protection Agency (SEPA)
SEPA were considered in this workshop since environmental issues had been mentioned in
previous workshops. However, the group felt that environmental issues were of little relevance
to chainsaw workers but were more relevant to machine operators, where there is a risk of large
oil spills. The disposal of old chains may be an aspect where environmental regulation should
be followed but it was thought that SEPA do not enforce any such requirements. The feeling
was that there may be SEPA issues relevant to chainsaw work but that chainsaw workers
generally have a low awareness of such issues. It was pointed out that having to follow such
regulations would further inhibit chainsaw workers from actually doing the job.
LANTRA
It quickly emerged that evaluation of the influence of LANTRA would be limited as only four
people out of the 11 in the group had heard of LANTRA. However, the group were able to
make comments on the standard of training available in the industry. The feeling was that
training is not relevant since people are taken out into flat fields rather than learning under the
conditions which are actually encountered in forestry. Other criticisms were that instructors are
too inexperienced and training is not long enough. Furthermore, training was not felt to be
demanding enough and so does not properly prepare people for forestry work.
There was a view that contractors are being pushed into refresher training courses which are not
relevant. The FC are insisting that contractors do this otherwise it may affect their chances of
work. There is also an issue of insurance companies insisting that contractors have this training
even though the contractors see it as pointless.
There was direct criticism of LANTRA in that a myth had been created in 2002 that a chainsaw
certificate only lasts for three years. This was not accepted by industry and there is no legal
requirement to back this. It was seen as a way for LANTRA to make money and the myth may
still be lingering.
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4.6.8

Summary of key findings from forestry chainsaw operators workshop

The practical measures which were identified in the workshop for improving health and safety
in forestry are now summarised according to the IN factors to which they relate. Some of these
are repeated for completeness where they apply to more than one factor.
Improving Safety Competence
•
Promote six month apprenticeships must be completed before a full chainsaw license
is granted.

•

Provide training under realistic conditions and make it more job based.

•

Risk assessments should present only the necessary information and be pitched at the
right level of detail. They need to be laminated sheets of only one or two sides
containing simple information.

Improving Risk Perception
•
Provide training under realistic conditions and make it more job based.

•

Risk assessments should be used to focus on the changes which may occur from day
to day or from job to job which may affect risk.

•

Formal systems of incident feedback should be developed. Incident feedback must
not attach blame.

Improving Worker Communications
•
Managers and supervisors should actively encourage communications between
chainsaw workers and machine operators, rather than simply issuing written
instructions.

•

Job inductions should be used to agree means of communication e.g. what should be
communicated when and the signals that should be used.

•

Contractors should consider two way radios as a communication method.

Reducing Pressure on Contractors
•
Cutting plans should take into account the views of contractors.

•

The practicality of procedures should be reviewed.

Improving the Workforce
•
Apprenticeships with Government grants.

•

Reasonably priced insurance cover for trainees.

•

Moving training away from college based to job based.
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•

Financial support for chainsaw operators to take the training and/or lowering in price
of training.

Improving Recruitment and Training
•
Forest work managers (FWM) should have clear standards for the hiring of
contractors.

•

FWM should at least part fund training.

•

FWM should pass on more information on training to contractors.

•

FWM should provide feedback to organisations such as LANTRA on where the gaps
in safety training are.

Improving Procedures
•
It should be made clear who’s responsibility it is to write site rules/procedures. The
ultimate responsibility should be with the FWM.

•

Those writing procedures should take into account the views of people actually doing
the job.

Improving Planning/Risk Assessment
•
A standard template for risk assessment should be introduced across the industry. This
should be short and simple.

•

There should be more emphasis placed on checking whether risk assessments are
understood and acted upon, rather than just writing them.

•

Excessive detail in risk assessments e.g. “forester may trip on branch” should be
avoided.

•

Everyone in the forestry contractual chain must be encouraged to take responsibility
for passing on planning/risk assessment information.

•

Those doing risk assessments should take into account the views of people actually
doing the job.

Improving Site Coordination
•
The role of site safety coordinator (SSC) must be clearly defined and the
responsibilities outlined.

•

The SSC role should be written down in pre-commencement papers rather than being
in contracts. Contracts already have enough information in them and a clause on the
SSC is likely to get lost if put in a contract.
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•

FWM responsibilities should not be completely delegated to the SSC.

Improving the Influence of the Forestry Commission
The main suggestion for improving the influence of the Forestry Commission (FC)
was for their staff to have better training to give them a more practical view of the
industry.

•

•

The role of the FC in forestry should be reviewed in more detail, perhaps through
industry workshops.

Improving the Influence of the Health and Safety Executive
•
HSE documents should be workable and practical in terms that people doing forestry
work can relate to. This requires input from chainsaw operators. Without this, people
are unlikely to follow rules/guidance.

•

HSE should promote itself as willing to help and advise rather than just prosecute.

•

Safety awareness days should be reviewed in terms of the suitability of their content
and the audience that they attract.

Improving the Influence of the Scottish Environment Protection Agency
There were no suggestions under this category.

•

Improving the Influence of LANTRA
•
Training should take place under the conditions in which forest work takes place.

•

More experienced instructors should be sought.

•

Training should be longer and more demanding to better prepare people for forest
work.
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4.7

CROSS WORKSHOP SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

The previous sections have outlined the main findings from four workshops conducted with
various forestry industry groups. Each workshop concluded with a series of key Influence
Network (IN) factors that were important for that particular group. Furthermore, improvement
measures were discussed for many of these important influences. In order to bring these
findings together, Table 31 highlights the key influences identified at each of the four industry
workshops. This provides an indication of the different influences on the health and safety of
different working groups in forestry.
Table 31 Key influences on different worker groups in forestry
Contractors / subcontractors
Direct (or
chainsaw
operator) level
influences

Organisational
(or contractor)
level influences

Chainsaw operators

Forest Work
Managers

• Front-line
Communications

• Front-line
Communications

• Front-line
Communications

• Team Working

• Suitable Workers

• Team Working

• Pressure

• Risk Perception

• Pressure

• Fatigue

• Pressure

• Fatigue

• Competence

• Competence

• Training

• Training

• Supervision

• Recruitment
Selection

and

• Procedures

Forestry association
(with UK FPA
members)
• Suitable Workers
• Risk Perception
• Compliance

• Training

• Training

• Communications
of
Information
and Advice

• Incident
Management and
Feedback
• Communications
of
Information
and Advice

• Planning
(Risk
Assessment)
• Site
Safety
Coordination

• Site
Safety
Coordinator

Strategy (or
Forestry work
management)
level influences

• Contractor
Consultation

• Not
explicitly
identified in this
workshop

• General Strategic
Measures

• General Strategic
Measures

Environmental
level influences

• Regulatory
Influence

• Forestry
Commission

• Regulatory
Influence

• Regulatory
Influence

• Market Influence

• Health and Safety
Executive
• Scottish
Environment
Protection Agency
• LANTRA
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Table 31 highlights how many of the key influencing factors are similar across all of the various
working groups in forestry. For example, at the Direct level of influence key factors include
front-line communications, pressure, fatigue and safety competence. At the Organisational level
the factors training, communication of information and advice and site safety co-ordination are
seen as important. At the Environmental level the influence of the Regulators were viewed as
being critical by all four workshop groups.
In general, the following key points were highlighted across the four industry workshop groups:

•

The commercial pressure in the industry can influence people to cut corners. There is
felt to be insufficient time to follow all the safety rules because jobs will not meet
deadlines

•

There is a lack of on-the-job communication between workers. In essence, people
often do not know where other people are during a job which creates risk.

•

Training is one of the key issues in forestry. Many contractors are of the opinion that
training is very poor and does not prepare people for the job. This means there are
people entering forests without the necessary skills and experience which puts
themselves and others at greater risk.

•

A key challenge facing the industry currently is that of site safety coordination.
There is a lack of consensus on how this should be achieved, who has responsibility
and how the ‘site safety coordinator’ should be defined.

•

The contractual chain in forestry poses several problems in terms of safety. The main
difficulties lie with the communication of information up and down the chain, for
example, risk assessments and site safety rules. Several contractors said that they
sometimes did not receive any such information before a job.

•

The role of the Forest Work Manager (FWM) is important in terms of setting
standards and making responsibilities clear. However, there can be confusion as to
who fills this role and/or the visibility of the person in this role. The majority of
contractors were not aware of the HSE publication ‘Managing Health and Safety in
Forestry’.

•

Contractors find many safety standards/procedures to be unworkable, e.g. those
relating to hung-up trees. They do not allow the work to be done within the
commercial context of the industry and so compliance is poor.

•

It is becoming increasingly difficult to attract suitable new workers into forestry.
Those who are entering the industry from the UK are not properly trained. Foreign
workers present communication difficulties.
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•

Safety in forestry is set against the backdrop of financial constraints. Smaller
companies/contractors are working to tight margins which does not allow adequate
resource to be put into safety. This was recognised at all levels of the industry.
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5.
5.1

FORESTRY BAROMETER DEVELOPMENT

INTRODUCTION

In order to help drive down the high rate of forestry fatalities the HSE sector team are
committed to running a series of health and safety interventions ranging from a targeted
programme of inspection activity to Safety and Health Awareness Days (SHADs). A further
element in reducing the high rate of accidents is understanding the success of specific
interventions enabling the forestry team to adapt and redirect its resource to achieve greatest
effect. BOMEL has developed a barometer of cultural change (HSE Project 4500/R64.105)
designed to provide a sensitive measure of subtle changes in attitudes and behaviour, and
ultimately culture, throughout the agriculture sector. Due to the barometer instrument focusing
on the measurement of changes in attitudes and behaviour it makes it the ideal instrument to
evaluate the success of an intervention specifically designed to improve health and safety
awareness and encourage positive behaviour change. It was therefore agreed that the barometer
would be developed for use in the forestry industry and used within this project to evaluate the
overall impact of three forestry SHAD events. The following section describes the forestry
SHAD intervention under evaluation; explains the need for evaluation; describes the
development of the forestry barometer; and presents the evaluation framework within which the
newly developed forestry barometer will be applied.
5.2

FORESTRY SHAD OVERVIEW

During a forestry SHAD forestry workers are presented with practical demonstrations covering
the everyday hazards that they may face, such as falls from height, safe use of chainsaws, being
struck by falling or flying objects and communicating with possibly isolated workers. A
number of scenarios will be presented to forestry workers and where possible regional
characteristics of local forestry work are considered to ensure the scenarios are relevant to
attendees. Furthermore, due to the nature of forestry work, several scenarios are actually
presented in a real forestry site to ensure the advice given is real and practical. Scenarios last
approximately 20 to 30 minutes each and are usually presented by trained instructors, helping to
add credibility to the messages being conveyed. Information and guidance is also widely
available during the day, allowing forestry workers to take leaflets and brochures home with
them which may be shared with other forestry workers or family members. Attendance at the
day is voluntary and free of charge. Several hundred forestry workers are targeted to attend the
events and they will be split up into several groups so the numbers are more manageable and
‘personal’ at each health and safety presentation. This also allows for a question and answer
session at the end of each scenario.
5.3

THE NEED FOR EVALUATION

A key element in reducing the high rate of forestry accidents is understanding the success of
specific interventions enabling the forestry team to adapt and redirect its resource to achieve
greatest effect. The ultimate outcome measures, such as RIDDOR reportable accident numbers,
lag behind the changes in practice from which health and safety benefits accrue and therefore
more sensitive leading indicators of change are needed. Furthermore, the incomplete levels of
reporting and bias in reporting profiles mean more representative measures are needed.
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Coupled with this is a more general requirement within HSE to evaluate the impact of its
activities in a way that is informative to the management teams at different levels and is
proportionate in expenditure terms compared with the principal inspection and intervention
activities.
Concerns have recently been expressed within HSE regarding the absence of robust evaluation
evidence on the impact of SHADs to achieve the overall agriculture sector’s programme aims
(including forestry). It was widely known that although evaluation studies had been conducted
on SHADs there were limitations in their design and execution, which included:

•

a small sample size;

•

a lack of linkage from behaviour change to improved health and safety outcomes;

•

no counterfactual data.

The development of a forestry barometer, which can be used within a robust evaluation
framework that meets GAP6 evaluation requirements, provides the ideal instrument to evaluate
the current programme of forestry SHADs, as well as other forestry interventions moving
forward.
5.4

DEVELOPMENT OF THE FORESTRY BAROMETER

5.4.1

Existing cultural barometer

BOMEL has developed a barometer of cultural change (HSE Project 4500/R64.105) designed to
provide a sensitive measure of subtle changes in attitudes and behaviour, and ultimately culture,
throughout the agriculture sector. This tool has been driven by the need to rigorously evaluate
HSE’s agricultural interventions to ensure resource is allocated where it will have maximum
impact. Furthermore, evaluating a range of interventions based on under-reported accident
statistics may lead to other more implicit intervention benefits being overlooked. Due to the
barometer instrument focusing on the measurement of changes in attitudes and behaviour it
makes it the ideal instrument to evaluate the success of an intervention specifically designed to
improve health and safety awareness and encourage positive behaviour change. It was therefore
agreed that this existing barometer would be developed for use in the forestry industry and then
used within this project to evaluate the overall impact of three forestry SHAD events based on
GAP6 evaluation requirements.
5.4.2

Cultural barometer development for the forestry SHAD evaluation

Introduction
In order to use the cultural barometer to evaluate the impact of three forestry SHAD events a
degree of refinement was required. Previous pilot trials of the barometer had identified
particular areas for tool development and there was also a series of intervention specific
questions that were necessary in order to test different aspects of the forestry SHAD event.
Some of the intervention specific questions could only be asked following the SHAD event and
not prior to it and the nature of these questions also differed depending on whether respondents
were in the experimental or control group. This led to the following three versions of the
forestry barometer being developed to measure the impact of the SHAD intervention:
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•

A pre-intervention forestry barometer for use with both the experimental and control
group (see Appendix B)

•

A post intervention forestry barometer for use with the experimental group only (see
Appendix C)

•

A post-intervention forestry barometer for use with the control group only (see
Appendix D)

The following section presents the development of each section of the forestry cultural
barometer questionnaire, including the three different versions of the intervention specific
section (Section 5 of the barometer).
Section 1: Background information
To gather contextual information for later results analysis this section gathered data on the
participant themselves, including their gender, their role in the forestry management
infrastructure (e.g. forestry work management, contractor, sub-contractor etc.), their
employment status, the type of forestry work they carry out and the length of time they have
been working in the forestry industry.
Section 1 remained the same in all three versions of the forestry barometer and should also
remain the same in future versions of the barometer regardless of the forestry intervention under
evaluation to allow for comparisons across time and interventions.
Section 2: Industry safety culture
In order to measure the overall safety culture within the forestry industry a series of attitudinal
statements were developed to provide a picture of the shared attitudes, values and beliefs of
workers in the forestry industry.
A previous pilot trial of the cultural barometer to evaluate the success of a regional media
campaign (see HSE Project Number 369) recommended that to increase the reliability of
findings the attitudinal statements needed to be validated through continued use. In order to do
this the attitudinal statements needed to be generic in nature in order that they could be used to
evaluate the success of any HSE intervention relating to forestry. A set of generic health and
safety attitudinal statements was therefore developed based on the health and safety issues
forestry workers had identified as being of concern in the initial IN workshops conducted (see
Section 4), as well as the health and safety issues highlighted in the literature review activity
(see Section 2). In addition to basing the attitudinal statements on this research evidence base,
the HSE forestry team were also consulted in order to tap into their hands-on experience of the
key health and safety issues that shape the safety culture of the forestry industry.
Attitudinal statements were developed based on the following key forestry health and safety
issues:

•

Stress / pressure

•

Training
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•

Pay

•

Teamwork

•

Communications

•

Fatigue

•

The Regulator / Regulations

•

Suitable workers

The statements were phrased in such a way that anyone involved in the forestry industry could
have an opinion and therefore respond, even those not actively engaged in ‘hands-on’ forestry
work. Furthermore, to increase the reliability of the responses (in line with good research
practice in developing attitudinal statements) half of the statements were phrased positively and
half negatively. In this way respondents would not become too accustomed to answering
statements using the Likert scale in the same way; to give a consistent positive or negative
response they would need to reverse their answers.
Section 2 remained the same in all three versions of the forestry barometer and should also
remain the same in future versions of the barometer regardless of the forestry intervention under
evaluation to allow for comparisons across time and interventions.
Section 3: Industry safety measures
A previous pilot trial of the cultural barometer (see HSE Project Number 369) also
recommended that the findings from the attitudinal statements should be supported with more
tangible and easy to measure data. A series of questions relating to forestry risk management
practices were therefore also developed and included within the barometer. These questions
were also developed based on the health and safety issues forestry workers had identified as
being of concern in the initial IN workshops conducted (see Section 4), as well as the health and
safety issues highlighted in the literature review activity (see Section 2). The HSE forestry team
also provided critical input in terms of the types of risk control measures and practices they
would expect to observe when visiting and inspecting forestry sites.
Section 3 remained the same in all three versions of the forestry barometer and should also
remain the same in future versions of the barometer regardless of the forestry intervention under
evaluation to allow for comparisons across time and interventions.
Section 4: Intention to behave with due care for health and safety
A key recommendation from a previous barometer pilot application (evaluation of an
Agricultural Safety Awareness Day (SAD)) was that further research should be conducted into
measuring and understanding behavioural change. It was felt that the questions relating to risk
management practices may need to be modified in order to further reduce the likelihood of
respondents giving the socially desirable response. Furthermore, BOMEL and the HSE had
discussed the trigger that causes an actual change in behaviour following an increase in
awareness.
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This further research highlighted a well known social psychological theory of behaviour change
known as the Theory of Planned Behaviour (TPB) by Ajzen (198815). The TPB helps to
understand the link between attitudes and behaviour by explaining how intention is the
immediate antecedent of behaviour. The TPB also describes how there are three determinants
of intention: favourable attitudes towards a behaviour; positive subjective norms (e.g.
colleagues, friends and family would approve of a particular behaviour); and a strong perception
of behavioural control (i.e. it is within ones own control to change their behaviour).
Based on the findings of this literature review it was suggested that if the barometer gathers
information on all the determinants of behaviour change it should help to build a more in-depth
picture regarding the degree of the impact an intervention is having in terms of the Intervention
Logic Model (ILM). The barometer findings should allow us to map where the intervention is
on the impact chain, e.g. is the intervention raising awareness (initial outcomes) and changing
behavioural intentions (intermediate outcomes), or is it still only at the stage of raising
awareness. Additional questions within the barometer tool indirectly relating to behaviour
change should also increase the reliability of the findings as it will make it more difficult for
people to give the ‘socially desirable’ response. Conclusions regarding whether or not
individuals have demonstrated a change in behaviour will be drawn based on a combination of
answers to a number of questions relating to the various determinants of behaviour, as opposed
to being based on one answer to one explicit behaviour change question.
Section 4 of the forestry barometer therefore included a series of questions relating to the main
determinants of behaviour change. Where forestry workers had indicated that they were not
carrying out certain risk management activities discussed in Section 3 of the barometer survey,
they were asked a series of questions relating to whether or not they intended to carry out this
positive risk management behaviour in the future.
Section 4 remained the same in all three versions of the forestry barometer and should also
remain the same in future versions of the barometer regardless of the forestry intervention under
evaluation to allow for comparisons across time and interventions.
Section 5: Intervention specific questions
Section 5 was designed to explore forestry workers feedback about the SHAD intervention
itself. With the overall experimental design in mind (pre / post-intervention with a control
group – see Section 5.5 of this report for the evaluation methodology), three versions of Section
5 were necessary and were therefore developed as outlined below:
1.

Pre-SHAD intervention survey for use with the control and experimental group In Version 1 questions explored whether or not forestry workers had been to a SHAD
before, whether they are attending this time and why, and if they have not been invited
would they be interested in attending a SHAD. These questions were primarily
designed to check whether we were definitely targeting the right people (i.e. those
attending and not attending) and also to find out their motivations for going (plus
whether they are the sort of people that would be interested in attending, i.e. do they
have inherently positive attitudes towards health and safety). This could obviously
affect their answers to other aspects of the questionnaire and may need to be
considered as a confounding factor in the final analysis. Please see Appendix B for
this version of the forestry barometer.
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2.

Post-SHAD intervention survey for use with the experimental group - In Version 2
the key issues regarding the SHAD event itself were explored. As agreed with the
HSE the main issues focused on: What influences forestry workers to attend a
SHAD?; What influences forestry workers during a SHAD?; and What influences
workers to make changes once back on the forestry site? Questions were also
included regarding what improvements they feel could be made to a SHAD and if they
did not like SHADs, what alternative do they think might be useful for forestry
workers? Please see Appendix C for this version of the forestry barometer.

3.

Post-SHAD intervention survey for use with the control group - In Version 3 the
SHAD questions focused on whether the forestry worker had ever attended a SHAD
event, what they think might be helpful for forestry workers, and again, whether they
were the sort of people that would be interested in attending, i.e. do they have positive
attitudes towards health and safety already. Please see Appendix D for this version of
the forestry barometer.

Section 5 was therefore different in all three versions of the forestry barometer and will be
different in future iterations of the forestry barometer depending on the intervention under
evaluation.
5.5

EVALUATION METHODOLOGY

5.5.1

Overview

In order to evaluate the impact of the forestry SHAD an evaluation methodology was developed
based on HSE’s recommendations for conducting impact evaluation studies (GAP 6) and
industry best practice. The pre-intervention/post-intervention control group experimental
design is one of the most robust designs for evaluation studies and was therefore adopted for
this evaluation. Based on this experimental design a measure of health and safety attitudes and
behaviours was conducted with the experimental group and control group using the forestry
barometer (described above) both before and after the forestry SHAD event took place. The
sample size was limited to the number of SHAD attendees. Confounding factors were
considered in the design of the evaluation, and during its execution, in order that their influence
may be accounted for as far as possible. The following section outlines the development of this
evaluation methodology in detail to aid interpretation of the findings and to enable
reproducibility.
5.5.2

Evaluation design

The pre-intervention/post-intervention control group experimental design is one of the most
robust designs for evaluation studies and was therefore adopted to evaluate the impact of the
forestry SHAD. Figure 58 provides an illustration of this experimental design.

174

Exp
Experimental
mental
grou
oups:
ps:

M1

Con
Control gro
group:

M3

X

M2
M4

Key
Key::
M1, M3 = pre-in
e-interve
rventio
ion
n meas
asure
ure
M2, M4 = post-interv
ost-interven
enttion measur
asure
e
X=S
SH
HAD inter
intervventio
tion
n

Figure 58 Pre-intervention/post-intervention control group experimental design used
in the evaluation
Figure 58 highlights how using this experimental design both the experimental and control
groups are measured prior to an intervention in order to collect baseline information against
which the post-intervention measure can later be compared. The experimental groups are then
exposed to the SHAD intervention, whilst the control group is not. Following implementation
of the intervention a post-intervention measure is taken with both the experimental and control
groups. It is expected that differences may be observed in the pre- and post-intervention
measure of the experimental groups (as they have been exposed to the intervention) but one
would not necessarily expect to observe the same degree of difference in the control group. At
this point it is therefore imperative not to draw firm conclusions regarding the impact of the
intervention based only on the observed differences between the pre- and post-intervention
measure of the experimental groups. Differences in the pre- and post-intervention measure of
the control group must also be considered. If the same degree of difference is also observed in
the control group then the differences in the experimental group may not be attributable to the
intervention but to other confounding factors that are having a universal effect on both groups.
This is why it is so important to include a control group when evaluating the impact of an
intervention. If significant differences are only observed between the pre- and post-intervention
measure of the experimental groups (and not the control group) then one can be more certain
that these changes are as a result of the intervention.
5.5.3

Experimental and control groups

Three forestry SHAD interventions held in June 2006 were under evaluation. The events took
place across the UK in three separate regions: one in Wales, one in the North East of England
and one in Scotland. For the purposes of this evaluation participants at all three forestry
SHADS were grouped together to form one ‘experimental’ group.
As the experimental groups covered most of the North of the UK, the South of the UK was the
most appropriate region from which to sample a control group. The number of respondents in
the control group was only comparable to approximately one SHAD region. This was because
there was not a large enough control group population from which to draw a control group
sample that would be similar in number to the number of combined attendees at the three
separate SHAD events.
For the post-intervention measure the same people were targeted in both the experimental and
control groups. However, in the control group many individuals could not be contacted for a
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second time despite several attempts, or were simply not keen to take part in the survey again.
(It should be noted that there is very little incentive for participants in the control group to take
part in the survey for a second time). Therefore in order to maximise the sample size (to ensure
data reliability) new contacts in the South of England were targeted.
5.5.4

Sample size

In terms of the sample size guidance was initially sought from the National Audit Office (NAO)
publication on sampling16. The NAO outlines that practical limitations are often the chief
determinant of the sample size, although a sample size of between 50 and 100 should ensure
that the results are sufficiently reliable for the majority of purposes. However, in terms of the
current evaluation the sample size was dictated entirely by the number of people attending the
forestry SHAD and by the number of people willing to participate in the survey.
5.5.5

Random sampling of respondents

Contact details for potential control group respondents in the South of the UK were downloaded
from online directories using a random sampling method. These contact details were then
randomised further to ensure the sampling technique had been as random as possible.
To ensure there were no biases during the interview process a minimum of three BOMEL
consultants undertook both the pre- and post-intervention surveys with forestry workers in both
the experimental and control group. Contact details in both the experimental and control groups
were randomly allocated to all interviewers to ensure there was no bias across any of the results.
During the pre-intervention survey all of the respondents in both the experimental and control
groups were asked if they would object to being contacted again; most had no objections.
However, as outlined in detail in Section 5.5.3 the response rate was very low when forestry
workers in the control group were contacted for the post-intervention measure. In order to
maximise this sample size to ensure reliability of findings at the statistical analysis stage,
additional forestry workers were contacted.
5.5.6

Pre-intervention / post-intervention measure

A pre-intervention measure of cultural health and safety attitudes and behaviours was taken
(using the forestry barometer – see Appendix B) with the experimental and control group
approximately one week before each SHAD event. The post-intervention measure was taken
(using the forestry barometer – see Appendix C and Appendix D) between four to six weeks
after the event. It was important that at least 4-5 weeks had elapsed before conducting the postintervention survey to ensure the lessons learnt on the day had been fully digested and time
allowed for SHAD attendees to start thinking about what changes they may make at the forestry
site or to their own behaviour. It was felt that if the post-intervention measure had been taken
any earlier then it would have been more like a test of short-term memory.
5.6

CONFOUNDING FACTORS

To ensure the evaluation provides a clear picture of the extent to which the forestry intervention
is having an impact it is imperative that any differences observed between the pre- and post-
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intervention measures can be as far as possible attributed to the intervention itself and not other
factors which may also be exerting an influence (known as confounding factors).
A certain degree of control can be exerted over confounding factors at the outset of the
experiment through adopting a robust experimental design as described above. However, not all
confounding factors can be controlled in this way. Throughout the period the intervention is
running a number of confounding factors may exert an influence. Although these factors cannot
necessarily be controlled for, they must be considered at the results analysis stage. Perhaps one
confounding factor with an event aiming to increase health and safety awareness is that a large
news story will break in the region during the intervention time period, naturally causing
awareness to improve amongst the local populations. Another confounding factor may be
participants’ inherent attitude about events of this nature. In order to be aware of such a
possible confounding factor questions were asked regarding attitudes towards this type of event.
This made it possible to consider the potential effect of such a confounding factor at the analysis
stage, if required.
A final confounding factor may be conducting the survey itself. The survey raises health and
safety issues with respondents and requires them to think about the issues and provide their
opinion on them. Following the pre-intervention survey, respondents will have time to think
about these issues and let them settle in their minds. This period of reflection may therefore
influence respondents’ answers to questions in the post-intervention survey.
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6.
6.1

EVALUATION OF FORESTRY SHADS

INTRODUCTION

As described in Section 5 the impact of the three forestry SHADs were evaluated using the
forestry cultural barometer. A measure was taken with SHAD attendees (experimental group)
and non-attendees (control group) both before and after the SHAD events were held. This
section presents the findings from both the pre- and post-intervention cultural barometer survey.
The following terms are used throughout this results section and have therefore been defined to
aid interpretation of findings.

•

Majority – refers to a group of respondents that amount to more than 50% of the total
sample.

•

Significant or largest – refers to the largest group of people responding in a particular
way, but they do not amount to more than 50% of the total sample.

6.2

THE FORESTRY SHADS

In total, three forestry SHADs were conducted in three separate regions of Great Britain, as
follows:

•

SHAD 1 (13th June 2006) in Wales

•

SHAD 2 (16th June 2006) in North East

•

SHAD 3 (20th June 2006) in Scotland

For the purposes of this evaluation participants at all three SHADS were grouped together to
form one experimental group.
6.3

SAMPLE BACKGROUND DETAILS

6.3.1

Introduction

In order to put the main findings in context, background details were collected from all of the
survey participants (respondents in both the experimental and control group). These contextual
details included details of their occupation, employment status, the type of forestry work they
were involved in, and the length of time they personally have worked in, or been involved in,
the forestry industry.
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6.3.2

Number of participants from both groups

Table 32 highlights the number of participants in both the experimental (SHAD attendees) and
control group (non-attendees) both pre- and post-intervention.
Table 32 Number of participants per group
EXPERIMENTAL

CONTROL

TOTAL

Pre-intervention

72

30

102

Post-intervention

58

28

86

Total

130

58

188

Table 32 shows that in the pre-intervention survey there were 72 participants in the
experimental group (SHAD invitees) and 30 participants in the control group. In the postintervention survey, there were 58 participants in the experimental group (SHAD attendees) and
28 in the control group.
It should be noted that for the purposes of this evaluation participants at all three SHADS were
grouped together to form one experimental group. However, the number of respondents in the
control group was only comparable to approximately one SHAD region. This was because
there was not a large enough control group population from which to draw a control group
sample that would be similar in number to the number of combined attendees at the three
separate SHAD events.
6.3.3

Number of participants by region/SHAD

Table 33 highlights the number of respondents per forestry SHAD region and the number of
participants in the control group. The table shows that the number of respondents in each
SHAD region both pre- and post-intervention ranged from between 14 and 30. This ensured the
experimental group was representative of all three forestry SHAD events.
Table 33 Number of participants per SHAD region
EXPERIMENTAL

CONTROL

TOTAL

Wales
(SHAD 1)

North East
(SHAD 2)

Scotland
(SHAD 3)

South

Pre-intervention

30

16

26

30

102

Post-intervention

22

14

22

28

86

Total

52

30

48

58

188
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6.3.4

Gender

Table 34 highlights the number of male and female respondents both before and after the SHAD
intervention.
Table 34 Number of males and females sampled pre- and post-intervention
Male

Female

Total

Pre-intervention

91

11

102

Post-intervention

79

7

86

Total

170

18

188

The table shows that the majority of the experimental and control group sample (both pre- and
post-intervention) were male.
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6.3.5

Occupation

Figure 59 highlights the occupation of the survey respondents in the experimental and control
group, both pre-intervention (the first graph) and post-intervention (the second graph).
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Figure 59 Q2 What part of the forestry industry do you work in?
Figure 59 highlights that the clear majority of the experimental group (SHAD attendees) classed
themselves as working in ‘forestry work management’. The control group sample was more
balanced, with a large number of respondents classing themselves as working in ‘forestry work
management’, but also many who classed themselves as forestry contractors.
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6.3.6

Employment status

Figure 60 highlights the employment status of all the survey respondents, both pre-intervention
(the first graph) and post-intervention (the second graph).
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Figure 60 Q3 What is your employment status?
Figure 60 highlights that the clear majority of the experimental group (SHAD attendees) both
pre- and post-intervention were employees, although a reasonable number also classed
themselves as self-employed. Interestingly, in the control group the largest number of
respondents both pre- and post-intervention were self-employed.
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6.3.7

Type of forestry work

Figure 61 highlights the type of forestry work that survey respondents in the experimental and
control group were involved in, both pre-intervention (the first graph) and post-intervention (the
second graph). It should be noted that respondents could answer ‘yes’ for more than one
category, so the total number on the graphs does not equal the total number of survey
respondents.
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Figure 61 Q4 What type of forestry work do you do?
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Figure 61 highlights that the clear majority of the experimental group (SHAD attendees) both
pre- and post-intervention classed themselves as managers. Chainsaw operators, forwarder and
harvester drivers, as well as other machine operators also attended the SHAD event, albeit in
much smaller numbers. There was a similar mix of occupations in the control group both preand post-intervention.
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6.3.8

Involvement in forestry work

Although the cultural barometer had been designed so that anyone involved in the forestry
industry could give an opinion or answer the barometer questions, respondents were also asked
whether or not they took an active ‘hands-on’ type role in forestry. This may have influenced
their answers and thus may need to be considered in later analyses.
Figure 62 therefore highlights whether survey respondents were actively involved in performing
‘hands-on’ forestry work, both in the experimental and control group pre-intervention (the first
graph) and post-intervention (the second graph).
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Figure 62 Q5 Are you actively involved in doing forestry work yourself?
Figure 62 highlights that the majority of the experimental group (SHAD attendees) both preand post-intervention were not involved in conducting hands-on forestry work themselves. In
contrast, there was a more even mix in the control group both pre- and post-intervention.
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This lack of ‘hands-on’ forestry work may reflect the nature of the sample which were
predominantly managers working in forestry work management.
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6.3.9

Length of time in the forestry industry

Figure 63 highlights the length of time respondents in both the experimental and control group
had worked or been involved in the forestry industry, both pre-intervention (the first graph) and
post-intervention (the second graph).
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Figure 63 Q7 How long have you worked or been involved in the forestry industry?
Figure 63 highlights how the largest number of respondents in the experimental and control
group, both pre- and post-intervention, had worked or been involved in the forestry industry
between either 10 and 25 years or over 25 years.
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6.4

INDUSTRY SAFETY CULTURE

6.4.1

Introduction

The cultural barometer included eight health and safety attitudinal statements in order to
evaluate whether the forestry SHAD event had encouraged a positive change in attitudes to, and
awareness of, health and safety issues. Respondents were also asked whether or not their views
had always been the same about the health and safety issues and if they had changed, what had
triggered the change. The following section presents the feedback gathered to these questions
both before and after the SHAD intervention occurred.
6.4.2

Presentation and qualitative analysis of findings

The majority of questions in Section 2 of the forestry barometer involved presenting
respondents with attitudinal statements regarding forestry health and safety. Respondents were
asked to rate each statement on a Likert scale of 1 to 5, with 1 indicating ‘Strongly disagree’ up
to 5 indicating ‘Strongly agree’ (see Appendix B, C or D for a copy of the forestry barometer).
The following sections present the findings alongside a qualitative analysis of the results which
examine whether or not a shift in ratings has occurred in the individual groups (i.e. the
experimental and control group) following the SHAD intervention.
For the experimental group one would hope that there would be a positive change in statement
ratings following the SHAD intervention. However, one would expect there to be little change
in the before and after results for the control group unless something outside of the control of
this intervention had intervened (e.g. a major accident in the area which may have caused a
sudden increase in risk awareness). It is therefore important not only to look at the differences
in ratings before and after the SHAD intervention, but also to compare the differences observed
in the experimental group with any differences in the control group. For example, the
experimental group may show a big improvement but if the control group has also shown an
improvement one cannot necessarily attribute the whole change to the SHAD intervention. The
following analysis presented is qualitative and based on assessing a graphical display of the
results.

189

6.4.3

Stress

Figure 64 highlights the ratings given to the attitudinal statement “High levels of stress in
forestry often lead to poor health/and or safety performance” by respondents in the
experimental and control group both pre-intervention (first graph) and post-intervention (second
graph).
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Figure 64 Q8 “High levels of stress in forestry often lead to poor health and/or safety
performance”
Figure 64 highlights that both pre- and post- SHAD intervention the largest number of
respondents in the experimental group agreed that high levels of stress in forestry often lead to
poor health and/or safety performance. A number of respondents in the experimental group also
disagreed with this and some neither agreed nor disagreed.
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Overall, the findings suggest that the SHAD intervention did not cause a positive change in
attitudes towards stress in forestry, in the experimental group, following attendance at the event.
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6.4.4

Training

Figure 65 highlights the ratings given to the attitudinal statement “Health and safety are a
central part of training in forestry work” by respondents in the experimental and control group
both pre-intervention (first graph) and post-intervention (second graph).
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Figure 65 Q9 “Health and safety are a central part of training in forestry work”
Figure 65 highlights that both pre- and post- SHAD intervention the largest number of
respondents in the experimental group agreed that health and safety are a central part of training
in forestry work. Findings were similar in the control group.
Overall, the findings suggest that the SHAD intervention did not cause a positive change in
attitudes towards training in forestry, in the experimental group, following attendance at the
event. However, it should be noted that as attitudes were already very positive amongst the
attendees, there was little room for improvement.
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6.4.5

Pay

Figure 66 highlights the ratings given to the attitudinal statement “The pay structure in forestry
does not promote health and safety” by respondents in the experimental and control group both
pre-intervention (first graph) and post-intervention (second graph).
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Figure 66 Q10 “The pay structure in forestry does not promote health and safety”
Figure 66 highlights a mixed response to the statement regarding the pay structure in forestry
and its links with promoting healthy and safe working. Prior to the SHAD intervention the
largest number of respondents in the experimental group did not feel that the pay structure had
negative consequences for health and safety; following the event the largest number of
respondents could neither agree nor disagree with the statement.
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Overall, the findings suggest that the SHAD intervention did not cause a positive change in
attitudes towards the pay structure in forestry, in the experimental group, following attendance
at the event.
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6.4.6

Teamwork

Figure 67 highlights the ratings given to the attitudinal statement “Forestry workers rarely
discuss health and safety or look out for each other’s heath and safety when they are in teams”
by respondents in the experimental and control group both pre-intervention (first graph) and
post-intervention (second graph).
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Figure 67 Q11 “Forestry workers rarely discuss health and safety or look out for each
other’s heath and safety when they are in teams”
Figure 67 highlights that both pre- and post- SHAD intervention the largest number of
respondents in the experimental group disagreed that forestry workers rarely discuss health and
safety or look out for each other’s health and safety when in teams. Their attitudes were
therefore positive about teamwork both before and after the SHAD.
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Overall, the findings suggest that the SHAD intervention did not cause a positive change in
attitudes towards teamwork in forestry, in the experimental group, following attendance at the
event. However, it should be noted that as attitudes were already very positive amongst the
attendees, there was little room for improvement.
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6.4.7

Communication

Figure 68 highlights the ratings given to the attitudinal statement “Communication between
forestry workers forms a central part of safe and healthy working” by respondents in the
experimental and control group both pre-intervention (first graph) and post-intervention (second
graph).
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Figure 68 Q12 “Communication between forestry workers forms a central part of safe
and healthy working”
Figure 68 highlights that both pre- and post- SHAD intervention the largest number of
respondents in the experimental group strongly agreed that communication between forestry
workers forms a central part of safe and healthy working.
Overall, the findings suggest that the SHAD intervention did not cause a positive change in
attitudes towards communications in forestry, in the experimental group, following attendance
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at the event. However, it should be noted that as attitudes were already very positive amongst
the attendees, there was little room for improvement.
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6.4.8

Fatigue

Figure 69 highlights the ratings given to the attitudinal statement “Health and safety
performance in forestry is often degraded by fatigue (e.g. through sleep deprivation or excessive
mental or physical workload)” by respondents in the experimental and control group both preintervention (first graph) and post-intervention (second graph).
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Figure 69 Q13 “Health and safety performance in forestry is often degraded by
fatigue (e.g. through sleep deprivation or excessive mental or physical workload)”
Figure 69 highlights that both pre- and post- SHAD intervention the largest number of
respondents in the experimental group agreed that health and safety performance in forestry is
often degraded by fatigue. Results were also the same for the control group.
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Overall, the findings suggest that the SHAD intervention did not cause a positive change in
attitudes towards fatigue in forestry, in the experimental group, following attendance at the
event.
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6.4.9

Regulations

Figure 70 highlights the ratings given to the attitudinal statement “The Regulators and their
Regulations all positively contribute to a safe and healthy working environment for forestry
workers” by respondents in the experimental and control group both pre-intervention (first
graph) and post-intervention (second graph).
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Figure 70 Q14 “The Regulators and their Regulations all positively contribute to a
safe and healthy working environment for forestry workers”
Figure 70 highlights that both pre- and post- SHAD intervention the largest number of
respondents in the experimental group agreed that the Regulators and their Regulations all
positively contribute to a safe and healthy working environment for forestry workers. Results
were also the same for the control group.
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Overall, the findings suggest that the SHAD intervention did not cause a positive change in
attitudes towards the Regulators and their Regulations in forestry, in the experimental group,
following attendance at the event. However, it should be noted that as attitudes were already
very positive amongst the attendees, there was little room for improvement.
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6.4.10

Availability of workers

Figure 71 highlights the ratings given to the attitudinal statement “There is no shortage of
highly skilled and experienced people working in forestry” by respondents in the experimental
and control group both pre-intervention (first graph) and post-intervention (second graph).
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Figure 71 Q15 “There is no shortage of highly skilled and experienced people
working in forestry”
Figure 71 highlights that both pre- and post- SHAD intervention the largest number of
respondents in the experimental group disagreed that there was no shortage of highly skilled and
experienced people working in forestry. Results were also the same for the control group.
Overall, the findings suggest that the SHAD intervention did not cause a positive change in
attitudes towards the availability of skilled and experienced people working in forestry, in the
experimental group, following attendance at the event.

203

6.4.11

Stability of personal views over time

Respondents were asked whether they had always held the same views about health and safety
in the forestry industry or whether they had changed over time. Figure 72 highlights the
responses given in the experimental and control group both pre-intervention (first graph) and
post-intervention (second graph).
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Figure 72 Q16 Have you always held the same views about health and safety in the
forestry industry?
Figure 72 highlights that in both the experimental and control group both pre- and postintervention the largest number of respondents said that their views about health and safety in
the forestry industry had always remained the same.
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6.4.12

Reasons for changes in opinion

Some of the respondents said that they felt their views had changed over time or changed about
some issues. Figure 73 highlights the main reasons given by respondents for their changes in
opinion in the experimental and control group both pre-intervention (first graph) and postintervention (second graph).
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Figure 73 Q17 If your views have changed, can you please give details and include
why you have changed the way you feel?
Figure 73 highlights a number of different reasons why respondents in both the experimental
and control group felt their opinions had changed about health and safety in forestry. One of the
main reasons given was individuals own personal experiences, such as a change in job role from
manual worker to forestry manager where they needed to take a broader perspective of the
industry and therefore consider health and safety more. Many people also cited cultural changes
in the industry such as “there is more focus on health and safety these days” or “attitudes about
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health and safety have just changed across the industry”. These comments also related to the
reason some people gave regarding there being ‘greater awareness’ about health and safety in
the industry in general. Some respondents also mentioned legislative changes being a driver for
their change in opinion, training that they had attended and technological advances.
6.4.13

Quantitative analysis of findings

For all eight statements the qualitative analyses indicated that the SHAD intervention did not
cause the attitudes of those in the experimental group to become more positive. However, it
should be noted that as attitudes about training, teamwork, communications, and the Regulators
and their Regulations (four out of eight statements) were already very positive amongst the
SHAD attendees, there was little room for improvement. However, if minimal noticeable
improvement in attitudes was identified during the qualitative analysis then a statistical analysis
will not indicate any differences; the differences would need to be very apparent in the
qualitative analysis to potentially find a statistically significant difference. It was therefore
decided not to conduct a full quantitative analysis on these findings.
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6.5

INDUSTRY SAFETY MEASURES

6.5.1

Introduction

The cultural barometer included a series of health and safety risk management questions in
order to evaluate whether the SHAD events had encouraged a positive change in behaviour.
The following section presents the feedback gathered to these questions both before and after
the SHAD intervention occurred.
6.5.2

Presentation and qualitative analysis of findings

The questions in Section 3 of the cultural barometer involved presenting respondents with a
series of questions about general risk reduction measures they may or may not have undertaken
in their present role. Respondents were required to answer either ‘Yes’, ‘No’, ‘Don’t know’ or
‘Non-applicable’ (N/A) if the question was not applicable to their forestry activities (see
Appendix B, C or D for a copy of the forestry barometer). The following sections present the
findings alongside a qualitative analysis of the results which examine whether or not a change
appears to have occurred in the individual groups (i.e. the experimental and control group). The
tables present the number of respondents answering in a particular way as percentages, as it
would not be appropriate to compare raw numbers due to there being different numbers of
respondents in each group. It should be noted that not all of the percentages add up to 100%
due to rounding.
For the experimental group one would expect there to be an increase in the number of positive
responses (i.e. the number of forestry safety measures being undertaken). However, one would
expect there to be little change in the before and after results for the control group unless
something outside of the control of this intervention had intervened (e.g. a major accident in the
area which may have caused a sudden increase in risk awareness). As with the attitudinal
statements, it is therefore important not only to look at the differences in answers before and
after the SHAD intervention, but also to compare the differences observed in the experimental
group with any differences in the control group. For example, the experimental group may
show a big improvement but if the control group has also shown an improvement one cannot
necessarily attribute the whole change to the intervention. The following analysis is qualitative
and based on assessing a tabular display of the results.
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6.5.3

Training

Table 35 highlights the answer given to the question “Do you, or the chainsaw operators you
employ/manage, hold the relevant Certificate of Competence for the chainsaw work they carry
out?” by respondents in the experimental group and control group both pre-intervention and
post-intervention. Responses are presented as percentages alongside bracketed raw figures.
Table 35 Q18 Do you, or the chainsaw operators you employ/manage, hold the
relevant Certificate of Competence for the chainsaw work they carry out?
Training

Yes
EXP

No
CON

EXP

CON

Don’t know

N/A

EXP

CON

EXP

CON

Pre-intervention

97%
(70)

100%
(30)

0%
(0)

0%
(0)

0%
(0)

0%
(0)

3%
(2)

0%
(0)

Post-intervention

98%
(57)

96%
(27)

0%
(0)

0%
(0)

0%
(0)

0%
(0)

1%
(1)

4%
(1)

Table 35 highlights that the clear majority of respondents in both the experimental and control
group both pre- and post-intervention answered ‘Yes’ indicating positive risk management
behaviour. Overall, it would appear that the SHAD intervention did not cause an increase in
positive risk management behaviour in the experimental group. However, it should be noted
that as risk management behaviour was already positive, there was little room for improvement.
6.5.4

Felling hung-up trees

Table 36 highlights the answer given to the question “Do you, or the chainsaw operators you
employ/manage, always follow best practice when felling hung up trees?” by respondents in the
experimental group and control group both pre-intervention and post-intervention. Responses
are presented as percentages alongside bracketed raw figures.
Table 36 Q19 Do you, or the chainsaw operators you employ/manage, always follow
best practice when felling hung up trees?
Felling hung-up trees

Yes
EXP

No
CON

EXP

CON

Don’t know

N/A

EXP

CON

EXP

CON

Pre-intervention

74%
(53)

80%
(24)

19%
(14)

13%
(4)

4%
(3)

0%
(0)

3%
(2)

7%
(2)

Post-intervention

64%
(37)

71%
(20)

22%
(13)

11%
(3)

10%
(6)

4%
(1)

3%
(2)

14%
(4)

Table 36 highlights that the majority of respondents in both the experimental and control group
both pre- and post-intervention answered ‘Yes’ indicating positive risk management behaviour.
Following the SHAD intervention the percentage of respondents answering ‘Yes’ and thus
indicating positive risk management behaviour decreased in both groups. Overall, it would
appear that the SHAD intervention did not cause an increase in positive risk management
behaviour in the experimental group.
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6.5.5

Personal protective equipment

Table 37 highlights the answer given to the question “Do you, or the forestry workers you
employ/manage, have access to suitable personal protective equipment?” by respondents in the
experimental group and control group both pre-intervention and post-intervention. Responses
are presented as percentages alongside bracketed raw figures.
Table 37 Q20 Do you, or the forestry workers you employ/manage, have access to
suitable personal protective equipment?
PPE

Yes
EXP

No
CON

EXP

CON

Don’t know

N/A

EXP

CON

EXP

CON

Pre-intervention

97%
(70)

100%
(30)

0%
(0)

0%
(0)

0%
(0)

0%
(0)

3%
(2)

0%
(0)

Post-intervention

98%
(57)

100%
(28)

0%
(0)

0%
(0)

2%
(1)

0%
(0)

0%
(0)

0%
(0)

Table 37 highlights that the clear majority of respondents in both the experimental and control
group both pre- and post-intervention answered ‘Yes’ indicating positive risk management
behaviour. Overall, it would appear that the SHAD intervention did not cause an increase in
positive risk management behaviour in the experimental group. However, it should be noted
that as risk management behaviour was already positive, there was little room for improvement.
6.5.6

Compliance

Table 38 highlights the answer given to the question “Do you, or the forestry workers you
employ/manage, always wear personal protective equipment when necessary?” by respondents
in the experimental group and control group both pre-intervention and post-intervention.
Responses are presented as percentages alongside bracketed raw figures.
Table 38 Q21 Do you, or the forestry workers you employ/manage, always wear
personal protective equipment when necessary?
Compliance

Yes
EXP

No
CON

EXP

CON

Don’t know

N/A

EXP

CON

EXP

CON

Pre-intervention

89%
(64)

100%
(30)

7%
(5)

0%
(0)

1%
(1)

0%
(0)

3%
(2)

0%
(0)

Post-intervention

93%
(54)

96%
(27)

5%
(3)

4%
(1)

2%
(1)

0%
(0)

0%
(0)

0%
(0)

Table 38 highlights that the majority of respondents in both the experimental and control group
both pre- and post-intervention answered ‘Yes’ indicating positive risk management behaviour.
Encouragingly, a marginally higher percentage of respondents in the experimental group
answered ‘Yes’ following the SHAD event. A percentage increase was not observed in the
control group therefore suggesting that there is a possibility the increase in the experimental
group may have been caused by the SHAD intervention. Alternatively, it may be due to the fact
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that those who answered ‘No’ in the experimental group pre-intervention were not interviewed
post-intervention hence increasing the overall percentage of people who answered positively.
Overall, it would appear that the SHAD intervention may have caused a slight increase in
positive risk management behaviour in the experimental group.
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6.5.7

Equipment operability

Table 39 highlights the answer given to the question “Is all the equipment that you, or the
forestry workers that you employ/manage, use to carry out the job well maintained and in good
working order?” by respondents in the experimental group and control group both preintervention and post-intervention. Responses are presented as percentages alongside bracketed
raw figures.
Table 39 Q22 Is all the equipment that you, or the forestry workers that you
employ/manage, use to carry out the job well maintained and in good working order?
Equipment operability

Yes
EXP

No
CON

EXP

CON

Don’t know

N/A

EXP

CON

EXP

CON

Pre-intervention

94%
(68)

100%
(30)

3%
(2)

0%
(0)

0%
(0)

0%
(0)

3%
(2)

0%
(0)

Post-intervention

88%
(51)

96%
(27)

5%
(3)

0%
(0)

5%
(3)

0%
(0)

2%
(1)

4%
(1)

Table 39 highlights that the majority of respondents in both the experimental and control group
both pre- and post-intervention answered ‘Yes’ indicating positive risk management behaviour.
Following the SHAD intervention the percentage of respondents answering ‘Yes’ and thus
indicating positive risk management behaviour decreased in both groups. Overall, it would
appear that the SHAD intervention did not cause an increase in positive risk management
behaviour in the experimental group.
6.5.8

Safe system of work

Table 40 highlights the answer given to the question “Do you, or the forestry workers you
employ/manage, always follow written procedures/working instructions?” by respondents in the
experimental group and control group both pre-intervention and post-intervention. Responses
are presented as percentages alongside bracketed raw figures.
Table 40 Q23 Do you, or the forestry workers you employ/manage, always follow
written procedures/working instructions?
Safe system of work

Yes
EXP

No
CON

EXP

CON

Don’t know

N/A

EXP

CON

EXP

CON

Pre-intervention

78%
(56)

80%
(24)

17%
(12)

17%
(5)

3%
(2)

3%
(1)

3%
(2)

0%
(0)

Post-intervention

55%
(32)

79%
(22)

34%
(20)

18%
(5)

7%
(4)

4%
(1)

3%
(2)

0%
(0)

Table 40 highlights that the majority of respondents in both the experimental and control group
both pre- and post-intervention answered ‘Yes’ indicating positive risk management behaviour.
Following the SHAD intervention the percentage of respondents answering ‘Yes’ and thus
indicating positive risk management behaviour decreased in both groups. Interestingly, in the
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experimental group 34% answered ‘No’ to the question indicating poor risk management
behaviour. Overall, it would appear that the SHAD intervention did not cause an increase in
positive risk management behaviour in the experimental group.
6.5.9

Quantitative analysis of findings

Answers to five out of the six questions indicated that the SHAD intervention did not cause an
increase in positive risk management behaviour in the experimental group. Answers to one
question about personal protective equipment indicated that the SHAD intervention may have
caused a slight increase in positive risk management behaviour in the experimental group.
However, it should be noted that risk management behaviour was already positive on two out of
these five questions, so there was little room for improvement.
If minimal noticeable improvement in risk management behaviour was identified during the
qualitative analysis then a statistical analysis will not indicate any differences; the differences
would need to be very apparent in the qualitative analysis to potentially find a statistically
significant difference. It was therefore decided not to conduct a full quantitative analysis on
these findings.
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6.6

INTENTION TO BEHAVE WITH DUE CARE FOR HEALTH AND SAFETY

6.6.1

Introduction

The previous sections (Section 6.4 and Section 6.5) outlined respondents’ feedback to questions
concerning their attitudes and behaviour towards forestry health and safety. Measuring
behaviour using a questionnaire is notoriously difficult as one cannot be certain that the
respondent is not giving the ‘socially desirable’ response. In order to help combat this, a
number of respondents were asked a series of additional questions related to a socialpsychological theory known as the Theory of Planned Behaviour (TPB). The following section
describes this theory and then presents the findings to these questions (also see Section 5.4.2)
6.6.2

The Theory of Planned Behaviour15 (TPB)

The TPB helps us to understand the link between attitudes and behaviour by explaining how
intention is the immediate antecedent of behaviour. The TPB describes how there are three
determinants of intention: favourable attitudes towards a behaviour; positive subjective norms;
and a strong perception of behavioural control. The link between behaviour, intention and the
three antecedents of behaviour are shown in Figure 74.

Attitude towards
the behaviour

Subjective norm

Intention

Behaviour

Perceived
behavioural
control

Figure 74 The theory of planned behaviour (Ajzen, 1988)

Attitudes towards the behaviour
Attitudes towards health and safety behaviour were measured in Section 2 of the barometer
(findings presented in Section 6.4). The findings indicated that the majority of respondents in
the experimental and control group were positive about four out of the eight health and safety
attitudinal statements.
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Subjective norms and perceived behavioural control
Section 4 of the barometer (see Appendix B, C or D for a copy of the barometer) asks questions
relating to positive subjective norms (i.e. other people’s approval of certain actions/behaviour)
and behavioural control (i.e. believing that carrying out certain actions/behaviour is within an
individual’s personal control). It also asked one explicit question regarding intention to behave
in a certain way.
The TPB barometer questions were designed to measure whether the SHAD event may have
increased the number of respondents intending to positively change their actions/behaviour. If
findings suggested that respondents were intending on changing their behaviour then it is likely
that an actual behaviour change may follow. As the questions did not explicitly relate to the
change in behaviour itself, it was felt this would also make it more difficult for respondents to
give the ‘socially desirable’ response.
6.6.3

Analyses of findings

In order to ask respondents the TPB questions in Section 4 of the barometer, they had to have
indicated they were not undertaking certain risk management activities, therefore leaving some
room for behavioural improvements in this area. Table 41 highlights the number of respondents
pre- and post-intervention in both the experimental and control group who said they were not
undertaking certain risk measures.
Table 41 Number of respondents pre- and post-intervention in both the experimental
and control group who indicated poor risk management behaviour
GROUP

EXPERIMENTAL

CONTROL

TOTAL

Pre-intervention

20

7

27

Post-intervention

25

7

32

This section determines whether the respondents shown in Table 41 are intending to improve on
their risk management behaviour. Due to ensuring the confidentiality of respondents it is not
possible to say whether the same respondents that did not show an intention to behave safely
before the SHAD intervention, later showed an intention to behave safely following the SHAD.
However, it is possible to say whether a higher percentage of respondents post-intervention
were showing positive intentions to change their behaviour. The following section therefore
compares the overall percentages pre- and post-intervention.
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6.6.4

Possibility to undertake risk measures (perceived behavioural control)

Respondents that indicated they were not carrying out certain risk control activities (see Table
41) were asked, “In your working activity, would it be possible for you to carry out this/these
risk management activities?” Table 42 highlights the answer given by respondents in the
experimental and control group both pre- and post-intervention. Responses are presented as
percentages alongside bracketed raw figures.
Table 42 Q24 In the previous set of questions you indicated there were some areas
where you were not undertaking certain risk measures. In your working activity, would
it be possible for you to carry out this/these risk management activities?
Number of participants who are not currently
undertaking risk management activities

Response
Yes

No

Not answered

EXP

CON

EXP

CON

EXP

CON

Pre-intervention
(27 participants)

65%
(13)

43%
(3)

35%
(7)

57%
(4)

0%
(0)

0%
(0)

Post-intervention
(32 participants)

72%
(18)

14%
(1)

24%
(6)

86%
(6)

4%
(1)

0%
(0)

Table 42 highlights that the majority of people in the experimental group both pre- and postintervention, who said they were not undertaking certain risk management activities, also agreed
that it would be possible for them to carry out these risk management activities. In contrast, the
majority of the control group both pre- and post-intervention said it was not possible to carry
out these risk management activities.
Interestingly, a marginally higher percentage of respondents in the post-intervention
experimental group said it was possible to carry out these risk management activities. This was
not the case in the control group. The SHAD may therefore have had a positive effect on
attendees’ feelings of ‘behavioural control’ over risk management procedures.
6.6.5

Reasons for not undertaking risk measures

Respondents in the experimental group who were not carrying out one or more of the risk
management activities, but agreed it would be possible for them to carry them out, were asked
why it was possible to carry them out (even though this was not occurring). The direct feedback
included:

•

“We try to follow the rules as much as possible, but as the work conditions and
environment changes, we have to adapt to them”.

•

“It may be possible, but it is not always practical to follow the written instructions”.

•

“It is human nature to take short cuts, particularly if workers know they will get away
with it”.
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•

“When it comes to felling trees we usually do it with a machine, but if the machine is
broken or not available we have to cut the tree off at the base, which is not the correct
way of doing things”.

•

“Best practice cannot always be applied in a commercial situation, there is not always
the time e.g. winching down a tree - sometimes you wouldn't make any money if you
did everything correctly”.

•

“Workers are experienced people and use their initiative and common sense. They
would rely more on their experience than following the written procedures/working
instructions”.

6.6.6

Forestry workers approval (positive subjective norms)

Respondents that indicated they were not carrying out certain risk control activities (see Table
41) were asked, “Do you think other forestry workers would approve of you undertaking these
risk management activities?” Table 43 highlights the answer given by respondents in the
experimental and control group both pre- and post-intervention. Responses are presented as
percentages alongside bracketed raw figures.
Table 43 Q26 Do you think other forestry workers would approve of you undertaking
these risk management activities?
Number of participants who are not currently
undertaking risk management activities

Response
Yes

No

Not answered

EXP

CON

EXP

CON

EXP

CON

Pre-intervention
(27 participants)

80%
(16)

71%
(5)

10%
(2)

29%
(2)

10%
(2)

0%
(0)

Post-intervention
(32 participants)

76%
(19)

71%
(5)

16%
(4)

29%
(2)

8%
(2)

0%
(0)

Table 43 highlights that the majority of people in the experimental and control group both preand post-intervention said that they felt other forestry workers would approve of them
undertaking these risk management activities. There was no increase in this number in the
experimental group following the event, so it would not appear that the SHAD had a positive
effect on respondents’ ‘subjective norms’.
6.6.7

Reasons for the approval of other forestry workers

Respondents in the experimental group who were not carrying out one or more of the risk
management activities, but agreed other forestry workers would approve of them carrying them
out, were asked why these other workers would approve. The direct feedback included:

•

“Because it's the best way of doing it”.

•

“Because they are commonly held views with forestry workers”.
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•

“We approve because everyone does it that way”.

•

“As a team we need to make changes to ensure all work goes ahead safely”.

•

“It’s not a case of approval, it is the fact that workers don't follow all written
procedures, because in forestry you are working with natural products. Forestry is not
a controlled situation”.

6.6.8

Family approval (positive subjective norms)

Respondents that indicated they were not carrying out certain risk control activities (see Table
41) were asked, “Do you think members of your immediate family would approve of you
undertaking these risk management activities?” Table 44 highlights the answer given by
respondents in the experimental and control group both pre- and post-intervention. Responses
are presented as percentages alongside bracketed raw figures.
Table 44 Q28 Do you think members of your immediate family would approve of you
undertaking these risk management activities?
Number of participants who are not currently
undertaking risk management activities

Response
Yes

No

Not answered

EXP

CON

EXP

CON

EXP

CON

Pre-intervention
(27 participants)

75%
(15)

71%
(5)

10%
(2)

29%
(2)

15%
(3)

0%
(0)

Post-intervention
(32 participants)

40%
(10)

71%
(5)

48%
(12)

29%
(2)

12%
(3)

0%
(0)

Table 44 highlights that the majority (75%) of respondents in the experimental group felt their
family would approve of them carrying out certain risk control activities. However, following
the SHAD event only 40% of respondents in the experimental group said they felt their families
would approve. The findings remained the same in the control group both pre- and postintervention.
Overall, it would not appear that the SHAD had a positive effect on respondents’ ‘subjective
norms’.
6.6.9

Intention to implement risk measures

Respondents that indicated they were not carrying out certain risk control activities (see Table
41) were asked, “Do you intend to implement these risk management measures in the next three
months?” Table 45 highlights the answer given by respondents in the experimental and control
group both pre- and post-intervention. Responses are presented as percentages alongside
bracketed raw figures.
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Table 45 Q30 Do you intend to implement these risk management measures in the
next three months?
Number of participants who are not currently
undertaking risk management activities

Response
Yes

No

Not answered

EXP

CON

EXP

CON

EXP

CON

Pre-intervention
(27 participants)

40%
(8)

43%
(3)

45%
(9)

57%
(4)

15%
(3)

0%
(0)

Post-intervention
(32 participants)

56%
(14)

29%
(2)

36%
(9)

57%
(4)

8%
(2)

14%
(1)

Table 45 highlights that the percentage of respondents in the experimental group intending on
implementing risk management measures increases following the SHAD event. This was not
the case for respondents in the control group. This suggests that the SHAD event may have had
a positive effect on SHAD attendees intention to implement risk management measures in the
next three months.
6.6.10

TPB analysis conclusions

•

The findings in Section 6.4 indicated that the majority of respondents in the
experimental and control group were positive about four out of the eight health and
safety attitudinal statements.

•

The findings above indicated that of the respondents in the experimental group who
were not undertaking certain risk management activities, the SHAD may have had a
positive effect on their feelings of ‘behavioural control’ and their overall intention to
implement risk management measures, but no positive effect on their ‘subjective
norms’.

•

Positive attitudes towards health and safety, increased feelings of ‘behavioural control’
and an overall intention to implement risk management measures amongst certain
members of the experimental group (those in Table 41) suggest they are more likely to
implement certain risk management measures following the SHAD intervention than
before it.
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6.7

SHAD INTERVENTION SPECIFIC QUESTIONS

6.7.1

Introduction

In order to gather specific feedback from respondents on the SHAD event itself, the final part of
the forestry barometer survey included a series of questions addressing the following issues:

•

Previous SHAD attendance and interest in attending

•

What influences forestry workers to attend a SHAD?

•

What influences forestry workers during the SHAD?

•

What influences forestry workers to make changes once they are back on the forestry
site?

•

SHAD improvements/what would be useful

This section of the report presents the feedback gathered to these questions.
6.7.2

Previous SHAD attendance and interest in attending

Previous SHAD attendance
In terms of the evaluation design it was important that all survey participants had not
recently (within the last 4-5 years) been exposed to another SHAD event. This was to
ensure that any observed changes in attitudes and behaviours before and after the
intervention could be attributable to that intervention and were not a consequence of
another event or having been to two events in close succession.

•

•

In order to be aware of this potential confounding factor both the experimental and
control group were asked if they had previously attended a SHAD event prior to the
SHAD occurring. The majority of people in both groups had not previously attended a
SHAD event (40 out of 72 in the experimental group and 17 out of 30 in the control
group).

•

Following the SHAD event the control group only (consisting of some new
participants) were asked if they had ever attended a SHAD event and the majority (19
out of 28) had not previously attended a SHAD.

•

It can be concluded that as the majority of respondents prior to the event (and the new
respondents in the post-intervention control group) had not recently been to a SHAD
their response to the attitudinal and behavioural questions prior to the intervention
should not have been influenced by another SHAD event.
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Perceived usefulness of previous SHAD attendance
Of the 53 respondents (from the pre-intervention experimental and control group and the postintervention control group) that confirmed they had attended a SHAD previously, 49 said they
had found the day useful. Some of the main reasons cited for the day being useful were that it:

•

reinforced what attendees already knew about health and safety;

•

reminded managers about their responsibilities to workers in terms of health and
safety;

•

drew attention to risk areas that attendees might not have thought of before;

•

explained the HSE guidance book/legislation;

•

sent the health and safety message home;

•

gave contractors a chance to speak to the people making the rules, and the regulators a
chance to receive feedback from the people actually doing the work;

•

was practical and not classroom based;

•

refreshed the mind about health and safety; and

•

raised awareness about issues respondents had not thought about for a while.

Interest in attending a SHAD
In order to establish whether forestry workers in the pre- and post-intervention control groups
were reasonably positive about health and safety events such as HSE SHADs (it was assumed
the experimental group were relatively positive, as they had agreed to attend the SHAD) they
were asked if they would ever be interested in attending a SHAD. Although potential innate
differences in the survey participants are controlled for as much as possible in the experimental
design (by looking at the net difference), it was useful to establish whether or not the control
groups were of a similar mindset regarding health and safety. It is likely that this mindset
would have some effect on their response to the cultural barometer questions and may therefore
need to be considered later on in the analysis when comparing the experimental group with the
control group.
In terms of the pre-intervention control group 24 out of 30 respondents said they would be
interested in attending a SHAD, suggesting the majority have a similarly positive mindset as the
experimental group. In the post-intervention control group 25 out of the 28 respondents said
they would be interested in attending a future SHAD.
In conclusion, in the pre- and post-intervention control groups the majority of participants were
interested in attending a future SHAD event. In other words, both groups were positive in terms
of their outlook on health and safety and thus not significantly different to the experimental
group respondents. This is therefore not a confounding factor needing consideration in the later
stages of the analysis.
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Invite to a forthcoming SHAD event
To ensure participants in the pre-intervention experimental group had been invited to the
forthcoming SHAD and to ensure participants in the pre-intervention control group had not been
invited to a SHAD (which may act as a confounding factor), participants were asked whether or
not they had received an invite to attend a forthcoming SHAD event in the area.
The results confirmed that all of the experimental group (with the exception of two respondents
whom had not personally received invites) had been invited to the upcoming SHAD and had
decided to attend.
Furthermore, only one participant in the control region said they had been invited to attend a
SHAD, however they had decided not to attend and therefore could still be included within the
control group.
6.7.3

What influences forestry workers to attend a SHAD?

Following the event participants that had attended the SHAD (experimental group) were asked
what had made them decide to attend. This question was important in order to help establish
what influences forestry workers to attend events of this nature. Feedback will help to provide
the HSE with a greater understanding of the ‘triggers’ which may encourage event attendance
which may help when planning future interventions of this nature. Figure 75 highlights the
main reasons cited by forestry workers for attending the SHAD.
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Figure 75 Q31 What made you decide to attend the SHAD?

Figure 75 indicates the most significant reason given by respondents for attending the SHAD
was to get an update on health and safety issues. Other reasons given included attending out of
general interest; being interested in forestry health and safety issues; because their employer
told them to attend; because the HSE was running the event; the invite looked interesting; and it
presented a good opportunity for networking with other forestry workers and the HSE.
Interestingly only one respondent said it was because they felt it was compulsory attendance.
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6.7.4

What influences forestry workers during the SHAD?

Perceived usefulness of SHAD
Of the 58 SHAD attendees consulted following attendance at the SHAD, 90% (52) of
respondents said they felt the SHAD was useful. The remaining 10% (6) did not feel the SHAD
was useful. Of those that felt the SHAD was useful, the reasons given are presented on Figure
76.
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Figure 76 Q33 Why do you feel the SHAD was useful?

Figure 76 highlights that of the reasons given why the SHAD was thought to be useful, the
largest number of reasons given was because it provided an opportunity for discussion with both
the HSE and fellow event attendees. Other reasons given included that it was an opportunity to
learn new things; it raised awareness of health and safety issues; provided an opportunity just to
focus on health and safety for one day; and provided an update on health and safety issues.
Of the six attendees that did not feel the event was useful, they gave reasons such as the
presentations were too basic or that they had not learnt anything new by attending.
Most and least useful SHAD activities
Event attendees were asked which of the day’s activities they found most and least useful.
Figure 77 highlights the findings with the most useful activities presented in the first graph and
the least useful activities presented in the second graph.
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Figure 77 Most and least useful SAD activities
Figure 77 highlights that attendees felt that the most useful activities or aspects of the SHAD
event were the on-site real life demonstrations (many people commented on the demonstration
which actually took place in a forest). Many attendees also highlighted how useful it was to
have the opportunity to discuss health and safety issues amongst like-minded individuals and
share knowledge. A significant number said they could not identify one particular aspect of the
day, as they found the whole event useful. A number of SHAD attendees also cited the
following specific scenarios which they found particularly useful:

•

Harvester scenario

•

Forwarder scenario
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•

Chainsaw scenario

•

Lone working scenario

•

Felling scenario

In terms of the activities or aspects that attendees felt were least useful, the most significant
response was that nothing about the event was poor and it was all good/interesting. This was
therefore a very positive finding. However, a number of SHAD attendees also cited the
following specific scenarios which they found least useful:

•

Chainsaw scenario

•

Harvester scenario

•

Machinery maintenance scenario

•

Forwarder scenario

•

Hand winch scenario

6.7.5

What influences forestry workers to make changes once they are back
on the forestry site?

Health and safety changes following the SHAD
Of the 58 SHAD attendees consulted following attendance at the SHAD, 64% (37) of
respondents said the event had resulted in them giving more thought to health and safety at
work. The remaining 36% (21) did not think the event had resulted in them giving more
thought to health and safety at work.
Furthermore, 14 (24%) out of the 58 SHAD attendees had actually taken steps to improve health
and safety at work as a result of the event. Figure 78 highlights the details given by 11 of these
attendees regarding the changes made.
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Figure 78 Q39 Details of health and safety changes following the SHAD

Figure 78 highlights that three attendees are now using site visit diaries, three have started to rewrite their health and safety policies, two attendees are looking more closely at risk
assessments, two more are revising their lone working procedures and one attendee has
contacted an independent health and safety advisor to help with health and safety issues.
Nine of the 14 SHAD attendees who had been prompted to make a health and safety change
following the event also said that a particular aspect of the SHAD had encouraged them to make
the change. The specific aspects of the SHAD given which encouraged the change included:

•

Emphasis on the practical application of health and safety policies

•

The discussions between attendees in general which allowed for people to share their
knowledge and experience (particularly discussions on lone working)

•

Discussions with HSE staff regarding management of paperwork

•

The staged demonstrations (particularly on lone working)

6.7.6

SHAD improvements/what would be useful

Benefit in other forestry workers attending the SHAD
Of the 58 SHAD attendee respondents, 93% (54) said they felt that the event would be of
benefit to other forestry workers.
Suggested ways to improve the SHAD
Forestry workers that had attended the SHAD were asked to suggest ways in which the HSE
could improve upon the day. All 58 attendees made comments and Figure 79 highlights the
main suggestions.
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Figure 79 Q43 How do you think the HSE could improve the SHAD?

Figure 79 highlights that most significant suggestion made was for the HSE to target both
managers and contractors for the event. Many of the attendees commented that they felt
contractors would have benefited from being there, yet the majority of attendees were managers.
A number of attendees suggested that the HSE needs to give more specific guidance,
particularly on risk assessments. A couple of individuals said they would have liked the HSE to
talk through a risk assessment for each of the scenarios. Other suggestions included having
longer scenarios and more of them; better event organisation (several attendees commented that
the notice given was too short); having better prepared speakers (several attendees commented
that speakers could not answer questions); and holding more SHADs in general, over a wider
geographical area, as some people had to travel very long distances to attend. One attendee said
it would be preferable for the HSE not to be closely associated with the Forestry Commission in
running these events as the forestry industry would welcome more involvement from private
sector forestry companies.
Finally, on a positive note, a significant number of attendees also commented that they felt that
there was nothing that could be improved upon.
Suggestions regarding what may be useful to forestry workers
Following the SHAD intervention period respondents in the experimental and control group
were both asked what they felt would be useful to forestry workers to help them manage health
and safety at work. The following suggestions were made by respondents:

•

Clearer guidance from the HSE - forestry workers want to know if and how they are
liable in situations where the rules are not clear-cut.

•

More education and training in general – more training through forestry
associations and widespread publicity.
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•

Higher incomes for forestry workers – higher income through more financial
rewards and support from the Forestry Commission and better payment for timber.

•

Better management of woodlands - it would help forestry workers if the woodlands
were being managed properly. Neglected woodlands create an instant hazard.
Landowners underline health and safety, yet they neglect their woodland by
employing low cost contractors, which creates hazards for the next contractor.

•

Provision of work process templates – it would be useful if workers/organisations
could get hold of templates or standard method statements for conducting forestry
work. Having an outline provided would save 80% of typing, allowing people to keep
up with everything new that is coming out.

•

Published risk assessment procedures/operations check list – many people do not
know how to create or conduct a risk assessment, so a published risk assessment
procedure or checklist that can be downloaded from the Internet would be very
helpful.

•

Published emergency procedure list – a list of what to do in an emergency.

•

Lone working procedure – before anyone goes out alone they should complete a
form which indicates where they are on a grid reference. This should be shared with
their manager or colleague so someone knows where he or she is and when they are
expected back.

6.8

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

6.8.1

Sample background details

•

In the pre-intervention survey there were 72 participants in the experimental group
(made up of attendees at the three SHAD events) and 30 participants in the control
group. In the post-intervention survey, there were 58 participants in the experimental
group (made up of attendees at the three SHAD events) and 28 in the control group.

•

It should be noted that the experimental group constitutes the total sample from each
of the three forestry SHADS, whereas the control group numbers are only comparable
to one SHAD region. This is because there was not a large enough control group
population to draw a sample from that would be similar to the number of attendees at
three separate SHAD events.

•

There were between 14 and 30 respondents in each separate SHAD region both preand post-intervention, ensuring the experimental group was representative of all three
forestry SHAD events.
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•

The majority of the experimental and control group sample (both pre- and postintervention) were male.

•

The majority of the experimental group (SHAD attendees) classed themselves as
being employed (as opposed to self-employed) managers working in ‘forestry work
management’. In keeping with this profile, the majority of the experimental group
both pre- and post-intervention were not involved in conducting hands-on forestry
work themselves.

•

Chainsaw operators, forwarder and harvester drivers, as well as other machine
operators also attended the SHAD event, albeit in much smaller numbers.

•

The largest number of respondents in the experimental and control group, both preand post-intervention, had worked or been involved in the forestry industry between
either 10 and 25 years or over 25 years.

6.8.2

Industry safety culture

•

A qualitative analysis was conducted on the ratings assigned to eight attitudinal health
and safety statements by respondents in the experimental and control group both
before and after the SHAD intervention.

•

For all eight statements the qualitative analyses indicated that the SHAD intervention
did not cause the attitudes of those in the experimental group to become more positive.

•

However, it should be noted that as attitudes about training, teamwork,
communications, and the Regulators and their Regulations (four out of eight
statements) were already very positive amongst the SHAD attendees, there was little
room for improvement.

•

In both the experimental and control group both pre- and post-intervention the largest
number of respondents said that their views about health and safety in the forestry
industry had always remained the same.

•

Reasons given by some respondents regarding why their views had changed over time
included personal experiences, cultural changes in the industry, ‘greater awareness’
about health and safety in the industry in general, legislative changes, training they
had attended and technological advances.

6.8.3

Industry safety measures

•

A qualitative analysis was conducted on respondents’ answers to six questions relating
to positive risk management behaviour in the experimental and control group both
before and after the SHAD intervention.
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•

For all six risk control areas the majority of respondents in the experimental and
control group both pre- and post-intervention said they were undertaking the
appropriate risk control measures.

•

Answers to five out of the six questions indicated that the SHAD intervention did not
cause an increase in positive risk management behaviour in the experimental group.
However, it should be noted that risk management behaviour was already positive on
two out of these five questions, so there was little room for improvement.

•

Answers to one question about personal protective equipment indicated that the
SHAD intervention may have caused a slight increase in positive risk management
behaviour in the experimental group.

•

The question about following written rules and procedures indicated the largest
amount of poor risk management behaviour, suggesting it may be an area for focus.

6.8.4

Intention to behave with due care for health and safety

•

The Theory of Planned Behaviour (TPB) helps us to understand the link between
attitudes and behaviour by explaining how intention is the immediate antecedent of
behaviour.

•

The TPB barometer questions were designed to measure whether the SHAD event
may have increased the number of respondents intending to positively change their
actions/behaviour (if they were not already implementing certain risk control
measures).

•

The findings indicated that of the respondents in the experimental group who were not
undertaking certain risk management activities, the SHAD may have had a positive
effect on their feelings of ‘behavioural control’ (i.e. believing that carrying out certain
actions/behaviour is within an individual’s personal control) and their overall intention
to implement risk management measures.

•

The findings indicated that there was no positive effect on their ‘subjective norms’ (i.e.
other people’s approval of certain actions/behaviour).

•

Positive attitudes towards health and safety, increased feelings of ‘behavioural control’
and an overall intention to implement risk management measures amongst certain
members of the experimental group suggested they are more likely to implement
certain risk management measures following the SHAD intervention than before it.

6.8.5

Intervention specific feedback

•

The most significant reason given by respondents for attending the SHAD was to get
an update on health and safety issues. Other reasons included attending out of general
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interest; being interested in forestry health and safety issues; because their employer
told them to attend; because the HSE was running the event; the invite looked
interesting; and it presented a good opportunity for networking with other forestry
workers and the HSE.

•

Of the 58 SHAD attendees consulted following attendance at the SHAD, 90% (52) of
respondents said they felt the SHAD was useful. The remaining 10% (6) did not feel
the SHAD was useful.

•

Of the 52 attendees that felt the SHAD was useful, the reasons given included:
¾
¾
¾
¾
¾

It provided an opportunity for discussion with both the HSE and fellow
event attendees;
It was an opportunity to learn new things;
It raised awareness of health and safety issues;
It provided an opportunity just to focus on health and safety for one day; and
It provided an update on health and safety issues.

•

Of the six attendees that did not feel the event was useful, they gave reasons such as
the presentations were too basic or that they had not learnt anything new by attending.

•

Attendees felt that the most useful activities or aspects of the SHAD event were the
on-site real life demonstrations (many people commented on the demonstration which
actually took place in a forest). Many attendees also highlighted how useful it was to
have the opportunity to discuss health and safety issues amongst like-minded
individuals and share knowledge. A significant number said they could not identify
one particular aspect of the day, as they found the whole event useful.

•

A number of SHAD attendees cited the following specific scenarios which they found
particularly useful:
¾
¾
¾
¾
¾

Harvester scenario
Forwarder scenario
Chainsaw scenario
Lone working scenario
Felling scenario

•

Of the 58 SHAD attendees consulted following attendance at the SHAD, 64% (37) of
respondents said the event had resulted in them giving more thought to health and
safety at work.

•

14 (24%) out of the 58 SHAD attendees had actually taken steps to improve health
and safety at work as a result of the event.

•

Details of the changes made were given by 11 respondents and were as follows:
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¾
¾
¾
¾

•

Three have started to re-write their health and safety policies;
Two attendees are looking more closely at risk assessments;
Two attendees are revising their lone working procedures; and
One attendee has contacted an independent health and safety advisor to help
with health and safety issues.

Nine of the 14 SHAD attendees who had been prompted to make a health and safety
change following the event also said that a particular aspect of the SHAD had
encouraged them to make the change. The specific aspects of the SHAD which
encouraged the change included:
¾
¾
¾
¾

Emphasis on the practical application of health and safety policies.
The discussions between attendees in general which allowed people to share
their knowledge and experience (particularly discussions on lone working).
Discussions with HSE staff regarding management of paperwork.
The staged demonstrations (particularly on lone working).

•

The most significant SHAD improvement suggested was for the HSE to target both
managers and contractors for the event. Many of the attendees commented that they
felt contractors would have benefited from being there, yet the majority of attendees
were managers. A number of attendees suggested that the HSE needs to give more
specific guidance, particularly on risk assessments. A couple of individuals said they
would have liked the HSE to talk through a risk assessment for each of the scenarios.
On a positive note, a significant number of attendees also commented that they felt
that there was nothing that could be improved upon.

•

Of the 58 SHAD attendee respondents, 93% (54) said they felt that the event would be
of benefit to other forestry workers.

•

In terms of other areas where the HSE could help forestry workers, respondents
suggested: clearer guidance from the HSE; more education and training in general;
higher incomes for forestry workers; better management of woodlands; provision of
work process templates; published risk assessment procedures/operations check list;
published emergency procedure list; and lone working procedure.

231

232

7.
7.1

INTERVENTIONS FOR THE FORESTRY INDUSTRY
INTRODUCTION

The current project has involved outlining the key risk areas through analysis of the RIDDOR
data and published background literature. It has also explored the various influences on forestry
workers’ health and safety and generated possible ways of reducing risk through four Influence
Network (IN) workshops with different industry groups. The study has also evaluated the
impact of forestry Safety and Health Awareness Days (SHADs) using a bespoke forestry
evaluation tool. In order to draw the findings from these activities together and develop a series
of practical health and safety interventions for the forestry industry, a workshop was held with
the HSE forestry team in order to develop the interventions suggested by industry into feasible
improvement measures.
The HSE workshop took each suggested intervention in turn, agreed how it could be
implemented and then rated it in terms of its ease of implementation and anticipated impact.
Rating the interventions provided a way of organising the interventions in order to assist the
HSE in its planning of future interventions strategy. Once this ratings process was complete,
the final analysis divided the various interventions into those that could potentially be
implemented immediately, those that required some more planning and those that required more
consideration before progressing in order that they achieve maximum impact and value for
money. The following section outlines the methodology applied and the subsequent findings.
7.2

WORKSHOP OBJECTIVES

The overall objectives of the workshop were:

•

To share project findings to date (including forestry interventions suggested by
industry) with the HSE forestry team.

•

To generate a series of forestry interventions based on industry suggestions and sector
knowledge/experience.

•

To assess and evaluate these interventions in terms of their ease of implementation and
impact.

•

To agree on a series of feasible and effective forestry interventions and how they will
be implemented.

7.2.1

WORKSHOP ATTENDEES

In order to ensure the forestry interventions discussed were both practical at an operational level
as well as feasible at a policy level, a cross-section of HSE forestry experts were invited to
attend the interventions workshop and provide their valuable insight into which interventions
they felt may and may not work and how they may be implemented. Table 46 highlights the
full list of workshop attendees, their position within the HSE and their role at the workshop.
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Table 46 Workshop attendees
Name

Organisation

Position

Workshop Role

Roger Nourish

HSE

Head of Agriculture and Food
(Great Britain)

Participant

Jason Liggins

HSE

Inspector

Participant

Stephen Window

HSE

Inspector

Participant

Stephen Britton

HSE

Inspector

Participant

Cheryl Anthony

HSE

Principal Inspector

Participant

Ann Poyner

HSE

Inspector

Participant

Iain Sutherland

HSE

Inspector

Participant

Sarah Jones

HSE

Principal Inspector

Participant

Nancy Hamilton

HSE

Principal Inspector

Participant

Lawrence Murray

HSE

Inspector

Participant

Stuart McGregor

HSE

Inspector

Participant

Robert Fraser

HSE

Inspector

Participant

Emily Ramsay

Forestry
Commission

Health and Safety Manager

Participant

Natasha Perry

BOMEL

Principal Consultant and Project
Manager

Facilitator

David Jamieson

BOMEL

Senior Consultant

Facilitator

7.3

WORKSHOP METHODOLOGY

The workshop involved taking the HSE forestry team through the following five main steps.
7.3.1

Step 1 – Project findings to date

In order that the HSE team were aware of the project findings thus far they were taken through
top level findings from the preceding project activities. This included a presentation of the
following information:

•

The main high risk areas based on analysis of the RIDDOR data (see Section 3).

•

The main direct, organisational, strategy and environmental level influences on
forestry workers (see Section 4).

•

Impact evaluation of the forestry SHADs (see Section 5 and Section 6).

7.3.2

Step 2 and Step 3 - Adding to and filtering interventions suggested by
industry

The IN workshops (see Section 4) conducted involved considerable consultation with industry.
One of the main objectives of the workshops was to gather feedback from participants about
how high risk areas could be addressed. This resulted in a series of forestry interventions
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suggested by industry addressing those factors which were deemed to be important influences
on forestry health and safety whilst at the same time having considerable room for
improvement. In order that these interventions were seriously considered by the HSE, they
formed the basis of Steps 2 and 3 of this workshop.
Prior to the workshop taking place BOMEL filtered all of the interventions suggested by
industry into those interventions it felt that either the HSE, the Forestry Commission and / or
forestry work management companies could take the lead on. The interventions that the HSE
were felt to be able to take the lead on were presented to the group (see Appendix E for full list
of interventions presented to the group). This constituted Step 2 of the process.
Step 3 involved taking the group through each intervention in order to decide:

•

Is the intervention completely outwith HSE’s remit? (and if it was, who’s remit was it
within?)

•

Is it within HSE’s remit in its existing format? (and if it was not, what format should it
be in?)

•

Were there any additional/fresh HSE interventions that needed to be added to the list?

Once Step 3 had been complete a series of potential interventions remained for further analysis
in Step 4.
7.3.3

Step 4 - Assess and evaluate each intervention

The fourth step involved working through each potential intervention in turn and, from a
practical perspective, deciding how it could potentially be implemented. Once it was agreed
how each intervention could be implemented, each intervention was evaluated by the group in
terms of its ease of implementation and anticipated impact. Rating the interventions provides a
way of organising the interventions in order to aid HSE’s forestry intervention planning.
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In terms of ease of implementation, the following criteria were considered:

•

Cost or effort

•

Timescale

•

Industry leverage

•

Track record (new or existing)

•

Ease of evaluation

Table 47 highlights definitions for each of these ease of implementation criteria, alongside the
rating scale for each. For example, the criteria ‘cost or effort’ means the cost or effort to the
HSE in implementing the intervention and depending on the intervention this could either be
rated as Very Poor (i.e. a considerable cost / effort to implement) or rated as Very Good (i.e.
little cost / effort to implement).
Table 47 Ease of implementation criteria definitions and rating scale
Ease criteria

Definition

Rating scale range

Cost or effort

The cost or effort to HSE in
implementing the intervention

Very Poor = considerable
cost/effort
Very Good = little cost/effort

Timescale

The time required for HSE to
implement the intervention

Very Poor = long time
Very Good = short time

Industry leverage

The potential amount of industry
involvement/help
in
implementing the intervention

Very Poor = little involvement
Very Good = considerable
involvement

Track record (new or existing)

How proven the proposed
intervention already is

Very Poor = untried intervention
Very Good = well-proven
intervention

Ease of evaluation

How much effort is required to
evaluate the intervention

Very Poor = considerable effort
Very Good = little effort

It should be noted that the rating scale was a four point scale including Very Poor, Poor, Good
and Very Good.
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In terms of the impact of the intervention, the following criteria were considered:

•

Number of workers affected

•

Focus of intervention

•

Severity of risk

•

Timescale

Table 48 highlights definitions for each of these impact of intervention criteria, alongside the
rating scale for each. For example, the criteria ‘number of workers affected’ means the number
of workers likely to be affected by the potential intervention. Depending on the intervention
this could either be rated as Very Poor (i.e. few workers would be affected) or rated as Very
Good (i.e. a considerable number of workers would be affected).
Table 48 Impact of intervention criteria definitions and rating scale
Ease criteria

Definition

Rating scale range

Number of workers affected

The number of workers likely to
be affected by the potential
intervention

Very Poor = few workers
Very Good = considerable
number of workers

Focus of intervention

How
well
the
potential
intervention is focussed on
workers

Very Poor = national relatively
unfocussed intervention
Very Good = focussed on a
relatively small and readily
identifiable set of workers

Severity of risk

How severe is the risk profile
being
addressed
by
the
intervention

Very Poor = primarily minor
injuries plus a few over 3-day
injury accidents
Very Good = primarily fatal and
major injury accidents

Timescale

The time required for the
potential intervention to have an
impact

Very Poor = long time
Very Good = short time

It should be noted that the rating scale was a four point scale including Very Poor, Poor, Good
and Very Good.
7.3.4

Step 5 – Weighting the criteria

The final step before the workshop group could begin assigning ratings to each evaluation
criteria was to weight the criteria. This was important to ensure that the most important criteria
had a higher weighting and therefore the ratings assigned to it would be multiplied by this
weighting accordingly. The weightings assigned to both the ease of implementation criteria and
impact of intervention criteria had to total ‘1’.
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In terms of ease of implementation, the criteria were weighted as follows:

•

Cost or effort – 0.3

•

Timescale – 0.15

•

Industry leverage – 0.15

•

Track record (new or existing) – 0.2

•

Ease of evaluation – 0.2

In terms of the impact of the intervention, the criteria were weighted as follows:

•

Number of workers affected – 0.3

•

Focus of intervention – 0.2

•

Severity of risk – 0.3

•

Timescale – 0.2
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7.4

EVALUATION OF POTENTIAL FORESTRY INTERVENTIONS

7.4.1

Introduction

The following section presents the final ten potential forestry interventions agreed upon by the
HSE forestry group. For each intervention details are then given regarding how the group
defined the intervention and how the group suggested the intervention might be implemented.
The ratings assigned to the intervention in terms of both its envisaged ease of implementation,
and the potential impact it may have, are also presented. Rating the interventions provides a
way of organising the interventions in order to aid HSE’s forestry intervention planning.
7.4.2

Final ten potential forestry interventions for evaluation

Following completion of Step 2 and Step 3 of the interventions workshop (see Section 7.3.2),
the following ten potential forestry interventions were agreed upon:

•

Intervention 1 - Promote six-month apprenticeships for full forestry chainsaw
certification.

•

Intervention 2 - Raise the profile of the ‘Managing Health and Safety in Forestry’
HSE document, particularly role of the Site Safety Coordinator.

•

Intervention 3 - Publish and communicate to everyone accident investigations etc.
including underlying causes (e.g. pressure) and improvement measures.

•

Intervention 4 - Raise awareness of the importance of the risk assessment document.

•

Intervention 5 - Raise awareness of how all of the health and safety documents fit
together.

•

Intervention 6 – Inspection: direct engagement with contractors and be available in
an advisory capacity.

•

Intervention 7 - Identify where and why gaps can appear in the communications
between forest work managers and contractors.

•

Intervention 8 - Work with machine manufacturers towards training sponsorship and
greater involvement in training.

•

Intervention 9 - Work with machine dealers towards training sponsorship and greater
involvement in training.

•

Intervention 10 - Adaptation of the occupational health model currently being
adopted in the construction sector to the forestry context.

The following sections examine each intervention in turn.
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7.4.3

Intervention 1 - Promote six-month apprenticeships for full forestry
chainsaw certification

The following section clearly defines the first intervention discussed and rated by the group.
The final definition and proposed implementation details are presented, followed by a table
showing the ratings assigned to each of the ease and impact criteria alongside the rationale for
assigning those ratings. Other relevant points which were made in relation to this intervention
are also outlined.
Definition and implementation
The intervention suggested and evaluated was to promote six-month apprenticeships for full
forestry chainsaw certification. The fact these were apprenticeships for forestry chainsaws was
particularly underlined. In terms of implementation, it was felt that it would not be possible for
HSE to undertake responsibility for this intervention directly. Instead, it was agreed that this
would involve the HSE liaising/promoting the apprenticeships to AFAG.
Ratings and rationale
Table 49 highlights the ratings assigned to both the ease of implementation criteria and the
anticipated impact criteria. It should be noted that the ratings assigned for ease of impact were
in relation to HSE’s involvement in promoting the apprenticeships to AFAG predominantly, and
possibly other various training bodies. However, the anticipated impact was in relation to the
overall impact of this intervention following its implementation and trainees successfully
passing through the six-month apprenticeship.
Table 49 Ratings and associated rationale for Intervention 1

Anticipated impact

Ease of implementation

CRITERIA

RATING
ASSIGNED

RATIONALE

Cost or effort

VG

Little cost or effort as only the time taken to liaise with
AFAG and Forestry Commission.

Timescale

VG

Actual liaison time very short – a phone call or meeting.

Industry leverage

VG

The intervention in itself involves liaising with industry,
e.g. AFAG.

Track record (new or
existing)

VG

This sort of liaison/partnership working is an established
way of working.

Ease of evaluation

VG

The group felt this was simple as the liaison with other
bodies is something that either occurred or did not.

Number
affected

G

The whole forestry workforce should be affected but it is
difficult to re-train existing workers due to ‘grandfather
rights’. Greatest impact will be on new workers into
forestry.

Focus of intervention

VG

Because it is targeting a very focused group: chainsaw
operators in forestry.

Severity of risk

VG

Targeting accidents that may occur with chainsaws – so
very high risk as we know from the statistics.

Timescale

VG

Apprentices could start working within six months and so
benefits should be felt soon

of

workers
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Table 49 highlights that in general the HSE group felt that it would be feasible for HSE to
promote six-month apprenticeships to AFAG and other industry groups and ultimately the
impact of such a training scheme would be very good.
Other relevant points which were made in relation to this intervention are outlined below:

•

There was a general question regarding whether or not contractors would be willing to
pay the extra cost of training being so much longer. However, this was countered by
the view that the cost may not be so much more if the extra training was on-the-job.

•

It was pointed out that it would probably be more difficult to bring foreign workers up
to the desired standard.

•

There was a view that, although the initial liaison time may be short, HSE may need to
show more evidence that this is a worthwhile idea and this might extend the time
required. However, there was said to already be a feeling in industry that some kind of
apprenticeship scheme is needed and so buy-in should be relatively easy to secure.

•

Although discussion of this intervention could be relatively easy for HSE to initiate,
there would need to be a great deal of work from other organisations in order to make
the intervention happen. It was acknowledged that this was being missed by the
ratings assigned to this intervention.
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7.4.4

Intervention 2 - Raise the profile of the ‘Managing Health and Safety in
Forestry’ HSE document, particularly role of the Site Safety Coordinator

The following section clearly defines the second intervention discussed and rated by the group.
The final definition and proposed implementation details are presented, followed by a table
showing the ratings assigned to each of the ease and impact criteria alongside the rationale for
assigning those ratings.
Definition and implementation
The intervention suggested and evaluated was to Raise the profile of the ‘Managing Health and
Safety in Forestry’ HSE document, particularly role of the Site Safety Coordinator. A lot of
discussion was held that this document may simply require a change of format, for example,
putting the information into handy pocket sized cards for forestry workers. However, it was
agreed that for the purposes of the workshop the discussion would focus on raising the profile of
the guidance, as this would be less costly and hence more achievable. In terms of how to go
about raising the profile, it was agreed it would probably be a two-pronged process. For broad
coverage the Government News Network (GNN) could be utilised. For targeting the trade
press, where more specific contacts are required, the HSE regional office should be utilised.
Ratings and rationale
Table 50 highlights the ratings assigned to both the ease of implementation criteria and the
anticipated impact criteria.
Table 50 Ratings and associated rationale for Intervention 2

Ease of implementation

CRITERIA

RATING
ASSIGNED

RATIONALE

Cost or effort

VG

Little effort in briefing GNN or work would go
internally. It may take few weeks to run story.

Timescale

VG

The campaign would run over a matter of months.

Industry leverage

G

Could use a few industry contacts (e.g. on the AFAG)
but little needed from industry itself. More needed
from trade press, colleges, training bodies, local
papers, fair amount of effort but not overly difficult.

VG

Campaigns are a tried and tested method, plus this
guidance has been profiled before.

G

Cultural barometer tool developed and piloted by
BOMEL

VG

The whole forestry workforce.

Focus of intervention

VG

Because it is targeting a very focused group: workers
in forestry.

Severity of risk

G

Good in theory but difficult to say that circulating
more information will actually change behaviour and
reduce risk. However, the key could be to improve the
role of the site safety coordinator and this should
improve safety through peer pressure so there is a good
potential impact here.

Timescale

VG

Awareness can be improved quite quickly.

Track record
existing)

or

Ease of evaluation
Number
affected

Anticipated impact

(new

of

workers
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In general Table 50 highlights how the group felt that in terms of implementing this intervention
and the impact it would achieve, this is a reasonably good intervention to progress with.
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7.4.5

Intervention 3 Publish and communicate to everyone accident
investigations etc. including underlying causes (e.g. pressure) and
improvement measures

The following section clearly defines the third intervention discussed and rated by the group.
The final definition and proposed implementation details are presented, followed by a table
showing the ratings assigned to each of the ease and impact criteria alongside the rationale for
assigning those ratings. Other relevant points which were made in relation to this intervention
are also outlined.
Definition and implementation
The intervention suggested and evaluated was to publish and communicate to everyone accident
investigations etc. including underlying causes (e.g. pressure) and improvement measures. It
was suggested that this could be done by asking inspectors to draft one side of A4 about an
accident when one occurs. Inspectors would then disseminate this directly to foresters when
inspecting, but also to the larger companies for internal communication. It was suggested that
organisations like the Forestry Commission could also share their internal accident bulletins
with the industry.
Ratings and rationale
Table 51 highlights the ratings assigned to both the ease of implementation criteria and the
anticipated impact criteria.
Table 51 Ratings and associated rationale for Intervention 3

Ease of implementation

CRITERIA

RATING
ASSIGNED

RATIONALE

Cost or effort

P

Intervention would not get started until next year due
to current programme of inspection activity.

Timescale

G

Time would be needed to make relevant contacts and
develop necessary coordination.

Industry leverage

VG

Would use large forestry organisations to promulgate
information. They are interested in dissemination of
accident feedback and already have internal systems
to help with this if they could be encouraged to share.

VG

Similar work has been done before, for example the
HSE’s ‘Fatals in forestry, farming and fishing’
publication.

VG

Cultural barometer tool developed and piloted by
BOMEL

VG

The whole forestry workforce.

Focus of intervention

VG

Because it is targeting a very focused group: workers
in forestry.

Severity of risk

VG

Good in theory but difficult to know if information
will actually reduce risk.

Timescale

VG

Raising awareness could be done relatively quickly
but changing behaviour would take much longer.

Track record
existing)

or

Ease of evaluation
Number
affected

Anticipated impact

(new

of

workers
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Table 51 highlights that the ratings assigned to both the ease of implementation and impact of
intervention criteria are generally good, with the exception of the cost / effort criteria. This
intervention would take effort on the part of inspectors who already have a busy programme of
inspection activity to undertake. The earliest it could get started would be 2007 due to the
already tight timetable of inspection work planned.
Other relevant points which were made in relation to this intervention are outlined below:

•

The Scottish School of Agriculture could be used as expert witnesses; they are keen to
be involved.

•

HSE should make sure the press are informed whenever there is a fatal accident.

•

There should be a national network to allow HSE to share information on accidents in
forestry. At the moment even the HSE in different regions are not very good at
sharing information. There may be a contact list available from AFAG which could
help to set up a network.

•

There was a feeling that the forestry element of the HSE website could be improved.
For example, although agriculture is listed as an industry link on the HSE homepage,
forestry is not. Furthermore, there is no link to the forestry information page from the
agriculture homepage. Finally, on the forestry information page, there is no link to the
‘Managing Health and Safety in Forestry’ document.
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7.4.6

Intervention 4 - Raise awareness of the importance of the risk
assessment document

The following section clearly defines the fourth intervention discussed and rated by the group.
The final definition and proposed implementation details are presented, followed by a table
showing the ratings assigned to each of the ease and impact criteria alongside the rationale for
assigning those ratings.
Definition and implementation
The intervention suggested and evaluated was to raise awareness of the importance of the risk
assessment document. It was suggested that this may be achieved by developing an interactive
template, in a similar format to the already successful agricultural CDRom. This would involve
researching the CD Rom, developing it, trialling it and disseminating it to the forestry industry.
Ratings and rationale
Table 52 highlights the ratings assigned to both the ease of implementation criteria and the
anticipated impact criteria.
Table 52 Ratings and associated rationale for Intervention 4

Ease of implementation

CRITERIA

RATING
ASSIGNED

RATIONALE

Cost or effort

VP

Very costly, in terms of time and money, to develop
such a tool. It may be better to promote risk
assessment as part of Intervention 3 rather than
developing a specific tool. If a tool was developed it
would be more cost-effective to do in-house.

Timescale

VP

It would take a long time to be developed. Need to
take time to discuss what is needed and get suitable
industry input.

Industry leverage

VG

There has been extensive positive feedback about the
existing farming one and there is no reason why a
forestry one should not be the same.

VG

This has already been trialled in the form of the
agricultural CDRom.

VG

Cultural barometer tool developed and piloted by
BOMEL Also, at inspection level there should be
improved risk assessments and risk management as a
result of the tool

VG

The whole forestry workforce.

Focus of intervention

VG

Because it is targeting a very focused group: workers
in forestry.

Severity of risk

VG

Good in theory but better to promote risk assessments
person to person rather than relying on people looking
at examples on a CDRom.

Timescale

G

May take a while for people to start adopting the
CDRom, this was the case with farming.

Track record
existing)

or

Ease of evaluation

Number
affected
Anticipated impact

(new

of

workers
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Table 52 highlights that in general raising awareness of the importance of risk assessment,
possibly through an interactive template, was generally viewed as very worthwhile, particularly
in light of the success of the agricultural CDRom. However, the cost and timescale for
implementing such an intervention were noted as being poor due to the extensive time and effort
taken to create such a sophisticated tool.
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7.4.7

Intervention 5 - Raise awareness of how all of the health and safety
documents fit together

The following section clearly defines the fifth intervention discussed and rated by the group.
The final definition and proposed implementation details are presented, followed by a table
showing the ratings assigned to each of the ease and impact criteria alongside the rationale for
assigning those ratings. Other relevant points which were made in relation to this intervention
are also outlined.
Definition and implementation
The intervention suggested and evaluated was to raise awareness of how all the health and
safety documents fit together. It was discussed that this could be carried out by initially
conducting some research into how all the documents actually do fit together. The ultimate
outcome of this research could be the development of some form of ‘mind map’ which could
perhaps reflect the ‘lifecycle’ of forestry work. This could potentially be carried out in
conjunction with the Forestry Commission. The next stage of implementation would then be
raising awareness of the mind map document, perhaps either through GNN or HSE regional
offices (as discussed in relation to Intervention 2).
Ratings and rationale
Table 53 highlights the ratings assigned to both the ease of implementation criteria and the
anticipated impact criteria.
Table 53 Ratings and associated rationale for Intervention 5

Ease of implementation

CRITERIA

RATING
ASSIGNED

RATIONALE

Cost or effort

VG

An internal project; also makes use of GNN for
awareness raising aspect.

Timescale

VG

An internal project and nothing stopping getting it up
and running

Industry leverage

G

Would need to include Forestry Commission and
forest work management organisations.

VG

Awareness raising exercises are tried and tested

G

Cultural barometer tool developed and piloted by
BOMEL

VG

The whole forestry workforce.

Focus of intervention

VG

Because it is targeting a very focused group: workers
in forestry.

Severity of risk

G

Aim should be to encourage people to focus on main
risks and communicate these properly rather than
recording everything to ‘cover backs’. This should
improve risk perception.

Timescale

VG

Awareness can be improved quite quickly.

Track record
existing)

or

Ease of evaluation
Number
affected

Anticipated impact

(new

of

workers
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Table 53 highlights that in general this intervention was rated positively in terms of ease of
implementation and impact.
Other relevant points which were made in relation to this intervention are outlined below:

•

The main documents which need to be considered are the site plan/map, a precommencement meeting agenda/format, relevant AFAG guides, the risk assessment
and the site rules.

•

The important point would be to explain why these documents are important and
improve the communication of how they should be used.
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7.4.8

Intervention 6 - Inspection: direct engagement with contractors and be
available in an advisory capacity

The following section clearly defines the sixth intervention discussed and rated by the group.
The final definition and proposed implementation details are presented, followed by a table
showing the ratings assigned to each of the ease and impact criteria alongside the rationale for
assigning those ratings.
Definition and implementation
The intervention suggested and evaluated was a targeted programme of inspection activity. This
would be conducted in the usual way and would allow direct engagement with contractors, as
well as making the HSE available in an advisory capacity.
Ratings and rationale
Table 54 highlights the ratings assigned to both the ease of implementation criteria and the
anticipated impact criteria.
Table 54 Ratings and associated rationale for Intervention 6

Ease of implementation

CRITERIA

RATING
ASSIGNED

RATIONALE

Cost or effort

VP

This is a very costly exercise although do not need
many inspections to make a difference.

Timescale

VG

Inspections can be done quite quickly; does not take
long to do one visit.

Industry leverage

VG

The industry say they want to see more inspections
although they don’t want their own sites inspected.
Furthermore, there is a ‘ripple effect’ with
inspections. Just knowing about an inspection on a
site can affect other sites, spurring them into action.
So just one inspection can actually impact on several
forestry sites.

VG

Probably the most established form of HSE
intervention.

VP

It is notoriously hard to evaluate the whole inspection
programme as one entity, although it was felt
possible to evaluate the impact of one inspection.

G

All of those workers it is possible to inspect directly.
Plus, indirectly, the ‘ripple effect’ means
considerably more are also affected by inspection.

Focus of intervention

VG

Because it is targeting a very focused group: workers
in forestry.

Severity of risk

VG

The threat of inspection alone will affect a lot of
workers, perhaps help to keep risk perception
focused. If inspection activity reduces the industry
will become complacent.

Timescale

VG

One inspection can occur very quickly and the ‘ripple
effect’ of this must also be considered.

Track record
existing)

or

Ease of evaluation

Number
affected

Anticipated impact

(new

of

workers
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Table 54 highlights how overall the programme of inspection activity is a tried and tested health
and safety intervention, and despite not being able to directly evaluate the benefits of the whole
inspection programme, feedback from industry suggests it is a method which has a strong
impact. Furthermore, despite being a costly exercise, one inspection can go a long way in
influencing other local workers due to the ‘ripple effect’ and possibly just the threat of
inspection itself is sufficient to encourage safer working practices. Therefore, this is a strong
argument for continuing with this intervention method.
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7.4.9

Intervention 7 - Identify where and why gaps can appear in the
communications between forest work managers and contractors

The following section clearly defines the seventh intervention discussed and rated by the group.
The final definition and proposed implementation details are presented, followed by a table
showing the ratings assigned to each of the ease and impact criteria alongside the rationale for
assigning those ratings. Other relevant points which were made in relation to this intervention
are also outlined.
Definition and implementation
The intervention suggested and evaluated was to identify where and why gaps can appear in
communications between forest work managers and contractors. It was suggested that this may
be completed as a piece of research work. It may be that initially the 24 hour/weekly lifecycle
of a forestry site is mapped out to identify where there are any gaps and / or peak times in the
communication process. For example, times when there is no one on site responsible for health
and safety. This may form the basis of the research. This could possibly be completed as an
internal/collaboration research project between HSE and the Forestry Commission.
Ratings and rationale
Table 55 highlights the ratings assigned to both the ease of implementation criteria and the
anticipated impact criteria.
Table 55 Ratings and associated rationale for Intervention 7

Ease of implementation

CRITERIA

RATING
ASSIGNED

RATIONALE

Cost or effort

G

May take some time to carry out research, but
completed internally so reduces cost.

Timescale

P

Would take time to implement considering
research time required

Industry leverage

VG

Work with Forestry Commission, other forest
work management companies and contractors.

VP

This has not been done before. An independent
review may also be better; would get more
information than HSE.

VG

Cultural barometer tool developed and piloted by
BOMEL. Information will either get through or it
will not, so it should be relatively easy to measure
impact.

VG

The whole forestry workforce.

Focus of intervention

VG

Because it is targeting a very focused group:
workers in forestry.

Severity of risk

VG

Poor communication and lone working are high
risk areas – this would help to combat this risk.

Timescale

P

Culturally things take time to change – like
communicating more etc.

Track record
existing)

or

Ease of evaluation

Number
affected
Anticipated impact

(new

of

workers
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Table 55 highlights a range of ratings assigned to the ease and impact criteria. The majority of
ratings were good, however, a few areas were perceived to be poor. It was felt that the
timescale would be poor as research takes time to conduct and as it had not been done before the
criteria ‘track record’ was rated as being very poor. In terms of impact, the intervention was felt
to target the right workers and address a high risk area, but it was also noted that changing and
ultimately improving communication patterns requires a cultural shift and this can take a long
time to happen.
Other relevant points which were made in relation to this intervention are outlined below:

•

HSE needs some way to record cases when there are communication breakdowns. It
is easy for an inspector to spot such cases but this can be lost as there is no way to
record what has happened. A studied approach is required, one idea was that a few
sites could be asked to keep diaries of all contacts on the site.

•

To improve communications it is important to know about movements on- and offsite. There should be a process for signing on- and off-site.
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7.4.10

Intervention 8 - Work with machine manufacturers towards training
sponsorship and greater involvement in training

The following section clearly defines the eighth intervention discussed and rated by the group.
The final definition and proposed implementation details are presented, followed by a table
showing the ratings assigned to each of the ease and impact criteria alongside the rationale for
assigning those ratings. Other relevant points which were made in relation to this intervention
are also outlined.
Definition and implementation
The intervention suggested and evaluated was to work with machine manufacturers towards
training sponsorship and greater involvement in training. This would happen through the HSE
taking the lead in liaising with manufacturers. This would occur partly through existing
contacts.
Ratings and rationale
Table 56 highlights the ratings assigned to both the ease of implementation criteria and the
anticipated impact criteria.
Table 56 Ratings and associated rationale for Intervention 8

Ease of implementation

CRITERIA

RATING
ASSIGNED

RATIONALE

Cost or effort

VG

Not a high cost to the HSE; cost implications more
for industry.

Timescale

G

Lengthy period of consultation needed but proving
to be positive in the construction industry.

Industry leverage

VG

Primarily manufacturers would be targeted, but also
dealers and wider industry.

G

Proving positive in construction industry.

VG

Cultural barometer tool developed and piloted by
BOMEL

VG

Mostly forestry machine users.

Focus of intervention

VG

Because it is targeting a very focused group:
workers in forestry. Mostly forestry machine
manufacturers.

Severity of risk

P

People take less risk with better equipment and if
better trained in risks associated with using the
equipment.

Timescale

P

It could take years to change sales policies.

Track record
existing)

or

Ease of evaluation
Number
affected

Anticipated impact

(new

of

workers

Table 56 highlights how in general this intervention was viewed positively, however, the
severity of the risk being targeted was thought to be low as people take less risks with better
equipment and the timescale for seeing the resulting intervention impact was thought to be long
as manufacturers could take years to change their sales policies.
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Other relevant points which were made in relation to this intervention are outlined below:

•

Manufacturers must work with dealers; working groups are required. It was suggested
that AFAG could possibly coordinate.

•

Training could be included as part of the package as opposed to an ‘add-on’. This
could be used as a selling point.

255

7.4.11

Intervention 9 - Work with machine dealers towards training sponsorship
and greater involvement in training

The following section clearly defines the ninth intervention discussed and rated by the group.
The final definition and proposed implementation details are presented, followed by a table
showing the ratings assigned to each of the ease and impact criteria alongside the rationale for
assigning those ratings. Other relevant points which were made in relation to this intervention
are also outlined.
Definition and implementation
The intervention suggested and evaluated was to work with machine dealers towards training
sponsorship and greater involvement in training. This would happen through the HSE taking
the lead in liaising with dealers. This would occur partly through existing contacts.
Ratings and rationale
Table 57 highlights the ratings assigned to both the ease of implementation criteria and the
anticipated impact criteria.
Table 57 Ratings and associated rationale for Intervention 9

Ease of implementation

CRITERIA

RATING
ASSIGNED

RATIONALE

Cost or effort

P

Not a high cost to the HSE; cost implications more
for industry.

Timescale

G

Lengthy period of consultation needed but proving to
be positive in construction industry.

Industry leverage

VG

Primarily dealers (second hand dealers as well) but
also manufacturers and wider industry.

VG

Proving positive in construction industry.

VG

Cultural barometer tool developed and piloted by
BOMEL

G

Mostly chainsaw operators.

Focus of intervention

G

Because it is targeting a focused group: workers in
forestry. Mostly forestry chainsaw dealers.

Severity of risk

G

People take less risk with better equipment and if
better trained in risks associated with using the
equipment.

Timescale

P

It could take years to change sales policies.

Track record
existing)

or

Ease of evaluation
Number
affected

Anticipated impact

(new

of

workers

Table 57 highlights how in general this intervention was viewed positively, however, the cost to
implement was rated as poor and so was the timescale for seeing the resulting intervention
impact.
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Other relevant points which were made in relation to this intervention are oultined below:

•

Dealers must work with manufacturers; working groups are required.
suggested that AFAG could possibly coordinate.

•

Training could be included as part of the package as opposed to an ‘add-on’. This
could be used as a selling point.

•

Dealers should use industry people to give demonstrations and talk about safety, HSE
could organise events.
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It was

7.4.12

Intervention 10 - Adaptation of the occupational health model currently
being adopted in the construction sector to the forestry context

The workshop highlighted the need for a generally stronger focus on occupational health issues
in forestry. It was agreed that the whole area needed overhauling and therefore was too much to
discuss in the current workshop. It was agreed that the first step would be some research into
the area to get a baseline/evidence base to highlight the main risk areas. This would help direct
existing resource. In terms of the workshop, it was felt that the existing construction sector
occupational health model could be usefully adapted for the forestry context. It was therefore
agreed that this would form the basis for the final intervention to be evaluated.
The following section therefore clearly defines the tenth and final intervention discussed and
rated by the group. The final definition and proposed implementation details are presented,
followed by a table showing the ratings assigned to each of the ease and impact criteria
alongside the rationale for assigning those ratings. Other relevant points which were made in
relation to this intervention are also outlined.
Definition and implementation
The intervention suggested and evaluated was the adaptation of the occupational health model
currently being adopted in the construction sector to the forestry context.
Ratings and rationale
Table 58 highlights the ratings assigned to both the ease of implementation criteria and the
anticipated impact criteria.
Table 58 Ratings and associated rationale for Intervention 10

Anticipated
impact

Ease of implementation

CRITERIA

RATING
ASSIGNED

RATIONALE

Cost or effort

P

Although this would be developing / adapting a preexisting tool, it would still take some development
time. The construction one took considerable time to
develop. It could need a considerable amount of
adaptation due to the differences between the
construction and forestry industries.

Timescale

P

Due to timeframe to develop/pilot etc. this would be
a long time.

Industry leverage

P

Difficult to engage companies on health issues.

VP

Not been done before in forestry. The focus has
always been on safety and not health.

P

Very hard to evaluate health as it takes a long time
for things to have an affect; good or bad. People also
move on from forestry when health issues take affect.

VG

All of the forestry work

Focus of intervention

VG

Because it is targeting a very focused group: workers
in forestry.

Severity of risk

G

Health is a serious issue, e.g. HAVs.

Track record
existing)

(new

or

Ease of evaluation

Number
affected

of

workers
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CRITERIA
Timescale

RATING
ASSIGNED

RATIONALE

VP

Considerable due to the slow manifestation of health
problems.

Table 58 highlights that overall the ease of implementing this final intervention was rated as
poor. This was due to a number of factors, however, should not be taken as a reason not to
attempt an intervention in the area of health. However, in general the impact of such an
intervention was felt to be good, albeit a long time before these benefits may be visible and / or
measurable.
Other relevant points which were made in relation to this intervention are outlined below:

•

There are limited statistics on health issues in forestry, work is needed to establish a
baseline and evidence base on which to build and measure interventions.

•

Health issues could be part of the communications discussed in relation to Intervention
3.

•

The main problem is not identifying health issues but understanding how to manage
them. This is where the model from construction could help.
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7.5

INTERVENTION PLANNING ANALYSIS

The previous sections outline ten potential forestry health and safety interventions. These
interventions were developed in the workshop and derive from suggestions made by industry
and expert input from HSE and the Forestry Commission. All ten interventions were viewed as
being interventions that could be progressed, although some may require more consideration
than others to ensure that they achieve maximum impact and value for money.
In order to assist the HSE forestry team in its planning activities, all of the ratings assigned to
each of the ten interventions were consolidated. This enabled the interventions to be divided
into those that could potentially be implemented immediately, those that required some more
planning and those that required more consideration before progressing in order that they
achieve maximum impact and value for money. Table 59 highlights the findings from this
analysis.
It should be noted that the four point rating scales ranging from ‘Very Poor’ to ‘Very Good’ are
featured on Table 59, however, this does not mean that an intervention is either very poor or
very good, it simply denotes where an intervention may need more consideration before
implementation.
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Table 59 Planning potential key forestry interventions
Impact of intervention

Very
Good

Very Poor

Poor

Good

Intervention 8 Work with machine
manufacturers
towards
training
sponsorship and greater involvement in
training.

Intervention 2 - Raise the profile of the
‘Managing Health and Safety in
Forestry’ HSE document, particularly
role of the Site Safety Coordinator.

Very Good
Intervention 1 - Promote six-month
apprenticeships
for
full
forestry
chainsaw certification.

Ease of implementation

Intervention 5 - Raise awareness of
how all of the health and safety
documents fit together.
Good

Intervention 9 - Work with machine
dealers towards training sponsorship and
greater involvement in training.

Intervention 3 - Publish and
communicate to everyone accident
investigations etc. including underlying
causes (e.g. pressure) and improvement
measures.
Intervention 6 – Inspection: direct
engagement with contractors and be
available in an advisory capacity.

Poor

Intervention 4 - Raise awareness of the
importance of the risk assessment
document.

Intervention 7 - Identify where and why
gaps can appear in the communications
between forest work managers and
contractors.
Very
Poor

KEY TO
MATRIX

Intervention 10 - Adaptation of the
occupational health model currently
being adopted in the construction sector
to the forestry context.
PROGRESS INTERVENTION IMMEDIATELY
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CONSIDER BEST WAY TO PROGRESS
INTERVENTION FOR MAXIMUM IMPACT

Table 59 highlights that ‘Intervention 1’ and ‘Intervention 3’ could potentially be progressed by
the HSE immediately, as they were considered reasonably straightforward to implement and
their eventual impact should be widespread. Furthermore, four interventions could potentially
be implemented by the HSE following some additional planning. Three of these four
interventions involved awareness raising activities that external Government agencies such as
GNN could be involved with to ease the burden on HSE.
Based on the ratings assigned by the group, four interventions were thought to require more
consideration before implementing in order to maximise impact and value for money.
Inspection activity was one of these interventions. This was due to the high cost of inspection
activity (in relation to the other interventions under discussion) and the difficulty in evaluating
the whole programme of inspection activity as one entity. However, the group strongly felt that
this is one of HSE’s most powerful intervention activities and it is therefore something which
must continue, but perhaps more work is needed to consider how its impact can be maximised
to ensure value for money. Industry also requested that HSE maintains direct contact with
workers (see forest work managers workshop summary of findings on p.g. 130 and forestry
association workshop summary of findings on p.g. 148) and inspection is an important method
of doing this.
Adaptation of the occupational health model used in the construction industry was also placed
in the category requiring more consideration. This was due to difficulties in all aspects of
implementing the intervention and the timescale for seeing an impact. However, the group felt
strongly that despite occupational health in forestry being a challenging area to monitor and
manage, it is a critical area to address as it is believed to affect so many workers.
7.6

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

•

A workshop was held with the HSE forestry team that generated a total of ten feasible
forestry health and safety interventions; these were derived from industry suggestions
(primarily gathered during the four industry workshops outlined in Section 4) and
HSE and Forestry Commission expertise.

•

The interventions generated included promoting a six-month forestry chainsaw
apprenticeship scheme; raising the profile of the ‘Managing Health and Safety in
Forestry’ HSE document; communicating accident investigations more widely;
inspection activity; working with machine manufacturers and dealers towards
sponsorship and greater involvement in training; and developing an occupational
health model for forestry based on work completed in the construction sector.

•

The workshop examined all ten interventions in turn, agreed how they could be
implemented and then rated them in terms of their ease of implementation and
anticipated impact.

•

In order to help the HSE team plan its future forestry intervention strategy, all ten
interventions were divided into those that could potentially be implemented
immediately, those that required some more planning and those that required more
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consideration before progressing in order that they achieve maximum impact and
value for money.

•

Promoting a six-month forestry chainsaw apprenticeship scheme and communicating
accident investigations more widely were judged to be two interventions that could be
progressed immediately by the HSE due to their ease of implementation and
anticipated widespread impact.
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8.

CONCLUSIONS

In relation to the initial objectives, the following conclusions can be drawn from the work
undertaken in this project:
Objective 1
To facilitate the identification of key influences on different worker groups in the
forestry management chain

•

In order to explore further the various influences on health and safety in forestry, how
these influences vary between different forestry worker groups, and perhaps most
importantly, what improvement measures may help to reduce risk, four workshops
were conducted to directly consult with industry (see Section 4).

•

The workshops brought together different stakeholders in forestry to allow them to
identify key risk factors and suggest practical measures which could potentially be
implemented to improve safety.

•

The groups were decided in consultation with HSE to reflect different tiers of the
industry in order that a wide range of perspectives could be considered. The four
industry workshop groups were as follows:
¾
¾
¾
¾

Forestry contractors and sub-contractors (see Section 4.3 and Table 31 for
the key influences on this group)
Forestry work managers (see Section 4.4 and Table 31 for the key influences
on this group)
Forestry association (with members of the UK Forest Products Association)
(see Section 4.5 and Table 31 for the key influences on this group)
Forestry chainsaw operators (see Section 4.6 and Table 31 for the key
influences on this group)

•

It was found that many of the key influencing factors were similar across all of the
various working groups in forestry (see Table 31). For example, at the Direct level of
influence key factors include front-line communications, pressure, fatigue and safety
competence.
At the Organisational level of influence the factors training,
communication of information and advice and site safety co-ordination were seen as
important. At the Environmental level the influence of the regulators were viewed as
being critical by all four workshop groups.

•

In general, the following key points were also highlighted across all four industry
workshop groups:
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¾

¾

¾

¾

¾

¾

¾

¾

¾

The commercial pressure in the industry can influence people to cut
corners. There is felt to be insufficient time to follow all the safety rules
because jobs will not meet deadlines
There is a lack of on-the-job communication between workers. In essence,
people often do not know where other people are during a job which creates
risk.
Training is one of the key issues in forestry. Many contractors are of the
opinion that training is very poor and does not prepare people for the job.
This means there are people entering forests without the necessary skills and
experience which puts themselves and others at greater risk.
A key challenge facing the industry currently is that of site safety
coordination. There is a lack of consensus on how this should be achieved,
who has responsibility and how the ‘site safety coordinator’ should be
defined.
The contractual chain in forestry poses several problems in terms of safety.
The main difficulties lie with the communication of information up and
down the chain, for example, risk assessments and site safety rules. Several
contractors said that they sometimes did not receive any such information
before a job.
The role of the Forest Work Manager (FWM) is important in terms of
setting standards and making responsibilities clear. However, there can
be confusion as to who fills this role and/or the visibility of the person in this
role. The majority of contractors were not aware of the HSE publication
‘Managing Health and Safety in Forestry’.
Contractors find many safety standards/procedures to be unworkable, e.g.
those relating to hung-up trees. They do not allow the work to be done
within the commercial context of the industry and so compliance is poor.
It is becoming increasingly difficult to attract suitable new workers into
forestry. Those who are entering the industry from the UK are not properly
trained. Foreign workers present communication difficulties.
Safety in forestry is set against the backdrop of financial constraints.
Smaller companies/contractors are working to tight margins which does not
allow adequate resource to be put into safety. This was recognised at all
levels of the industry.
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Objective 2
To develop targeted intervention mechanisms for the forestry industry

•

A workshop was held with the HSE forestry team that generated a total of ten feasible
forestry health and safety interventions (see Section 7); these were derived from
industry suggestions (primarily gathered during the four industry workshops outlined
in Section 4) and HSE and Forestry Commission expertise.

•

The interventions generated included promoting a six-month forestry chainsaw
apprenticeship scheme; raising the profile of the ‘Managing Health and Safety in
Forestry’ HSE document; communicating accident investigations more widely;
inspection activity; working with machine manufacturers and dealers towards
sponsorship and greater involvement in training; and developing an occupational
health model for forestry based on work completed in the construction sector (see
Section 7.4.2).

•

The workshop examined all ten interventions in turn, agreed how they could be
implemented and then rated them in terms of their ease of implementation and
anticipated impact (see Section 7.4).

•

In order to help the HSE team plan its future forestry intervention strategy, all ten
interventions were divided into those that could potentially be implemented
immediately, those that required some more planning and those that required more
consideration before progressing in order that they achieve maximum impact and
value for money (see Table 59).

•

Promoting a six-month forestry chainsaw apprenticeship scheme and communicating
accident investigations more widely were judged to be two interventions that could be
progressed immediately by the HSE due to their ease of implementation and
anticipated widespread impact (see Table 59).
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Objective 3
To develop a unique forestry cultural barometer to measure the impact of
forestry interventions

•

The existing agriculture barometer of cultural change (HSE Project 4500/R64.105)
designed by BOMEL to provide a sensitive measure of subtle changes in attitudes and
behaviour, and ultimately culture, throughout the agriculture sector was developed to
create a unique forestry barometer to measure the impact of forestry interventions (see
Section 5).

•

The forestry barometer comprised the following five sections:
¾
¾
¾
¾
¾

•

Section 1: Background information
Section 2: Industry safety culture
Section 3: Industry safety measures
Section 4: Intention to behave with due care for health and safety
Section 5: Intervention specific questions

In order to use the forestry cultural barometer to evaluate the impact of three forestry
SHAD events, three individual versions of the forestry barometer were required. A
series of intervention specific questions were necessary in order to test different
aspects of the forestry SHAD event. Some of the intervention specific questions could
only be asked following the SHAD event and not prior to it and the nature of these
questions also differed depending on whether respondents were SHAD attendees
(experimental group) or non-attendees (control group). This led to the following three
versions of the forestry barometer being developed to measure the impact of the
SHAD intervention:
¾
¾
¾

A pre-intervention forestry barometer for use with both the experimental and
control group (see Appendix B)
A post intervention forestry barometer for use with the experimental group
only (see Appendix C)
A post-intervention forestry barometer for use with the control group only
(see Appendix D)
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Objective 4
To evaluate the impact of forestry Safety and Health Awareness Days (SHADs)

•

Three forestry SHADs held in June 2006 in the North of England, Scotland and Wales
were evaluated using the newly developed forestry cultural barometer (see Section 6).

•

In order to evaluate the impact of the forestry SHADs an evaluation methodology was
developed based on HSE’s recommendations for conducting impact evaluation studies
(GAP 6) and industry best practice (see Section 5.5).

•

The pre-intervention/post-intervention control group experimental design was used for
the evaluation. Based on this design a measure of health and safety attitudes and
behaviours was conducted with the experimental group and control group using the
forestry barometer both before and after the forestry SHAD events took place (see
Figure 58).

•

In the pre-intervention survey there were 72 participants in the experimental group
(made up of attendees at the three SHAD events) and 30 participants in the control
group. In the post-intervention survey, there were 58 participants in the experimental
group (made up of attendees at the three SHAD events) and 28 in the control group
(see Table 32).

•

Confounding factors were considered in the design of the evaluation, and during its
execution, in order that their influence may be accounted for as far as possible.

•

In terms of industry safety culture, for all eight health and safety attitudinal statements
the qualitative analyses indicated that the SHAD intervention did not cause the
attitudes of those in the experimental group to become more positive (see Section 6.4).
However, it should be noted that as attitudes about training, teamwork,
communications, and the Regulators and their Regulations (four out of eight
statements) were already very positive amongst the SHAD attendees, there was little
room for improvement.

•

Answers to five out of the six risk management questions indicated that the SHAD
intervention did not cause an increase in positive risk management behaviour in the
experimental group. However, it should be noted that risk management behaviour was
already positive on two out of these five questions, so there was little room for
improvement (see Section 6.5).

•

Positive attitudes towards health and safety, increased feelings of ‘behavioural control’
and an overall intention to implement risk management measures amongst certain
members of the experimental group suggested they are more likely to implement
certain risk management measures following the SHAD intervention than before it
(see Section 6.6).
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•

Considerable feedback was given regarding the SHAD event itself and findings
included that 90% of the attendees who took part in the evaluation said they felt the
SHAD was useful. Reasons cited why included that it provided an opportunity: for
discussion with both the HSE and fellow event attendees; to learn new things; just to
focus on health and safety for one day; and it raised awareness of health and safety
issues by providing a general update (see Section 6.7 for more SHAD specific
feedback).
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9.

RECOMMENDATIONS

Based on the work undertaken, the following recommendations are made:
1.

Utilise this forestry evidence base to inform future forestry strategy - The contents
of this report provide a forestry health and safety evidence base. Through thorough
analysis of the forestry health and safety literature and HSE’s RIDDOR accident data
the key high risk areas have been presented. Furthermore, consultation with industry
via four Influence Network workshops has provided an insight into the most important
influences on forestry worker health and safety. It is therefore recommended that this
report is used by the HSE’s forestry team when planning and undertaking all future
initiatives, including the development and evaluation of interventions, in order to
ensure all sector work is underpinned by a sound research evidence base.

2.

Disseminate and share the RIDDOR accident analyses - Analysis of the RIDDOR
data provided an insight into the key high risk areas by identifying those RIDDOR
categories that are most frequently reported in forestry related accidents. As stated
above, this information should be used by the forestry team to inform future strategy
to ensure resource is targeting the most high risk areas. Furthermore, during the
project, industry requested more feedback on accident statistics. It is therefore
recommended that the HSE disseminates this accident analysis throughout industry.

3.

Utilise the forestry barometer to measure future forestry interventions - This
project developed a bespoke evaluation tool designed to evaluate forestry
interventions and then used the tool to measure the impact of three forestry SHAD
events. It is suggested that the HSE forestry team continues to use this barometer to
evaluate future forestry interventions. Using one evaluation instrument will allow for
comparisons to be made between different interventions and across time.

4.

Focus on the forestry interventions suggested and generated in this study – This
current study generated a total of ten feasible forestry health and safety interventions
derived from industry suggestions (gathered primarily during the four industry
workshops) and HSE and Forestry Commission expertise. These interventions were
then organised into those that could potentially be implemented immediately and those
that needed further consideration to ensure they achieved maximum impact and value
for money. These interventions are all based on the research conducted within this
study, including extensive consultation with industry. It is therefore recommended
that the HSE forestry team focus on these interventions in terms of its future
interventions strategy.

5.

Consider feedback given by forestry workers in relation to the forestry SHADs –
The current study evaluated the impact of three forestry SHADs using the forestry
barometer. As part of this evaluation a number of specific questions were asked
concerning what influences workers to attend a SHAD, what influences them during a
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SHAD and what influences them once back at work. It is recommended that HSE
seriously considers all of the feedback provided by SHAD attendees and uses this
when planning future events of this nature.
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APPENDIX A
INFLUENCE NETWORK FACTOR DEFINITIONS

A1

A2

DIRECT FACTORS

Direct Level Factors
D1 – Competence
The skills, knowledge and abilities required to perform particular tasks/jobs with due attention to health and
safety.
Poor

0

Workers cannot perform tasks/jobs without direct instruction and supervision. They have
little or no knowledge of the health or safety aspects of their job, including hazards, safe
practices, safe use of equipment etc. They have little or no knowledge of their roles and
responsibilities in terms of contributing to the health and safety of a job.

Moderate

5

Workers have a reasonable understanding of how to perform routine tasks/jobs with due
attention to health and safely, but may not be familiar with the health and safety
implications of complicated or novel situations. They have a basic understanding of their
health and safety roles and responsibilities.

Excellent

10

Workers can perform complicated tasks/jobs with speed and efficiency whilst at the same
time carrying out the job to a high standard of health and safety. They are considered
experts in their trade/profession and have good knowledge of the safe practices which go
with a range of jobs. They are completely familiar with their roles and responsibilities for
health and safety as well as those of others.

Please cross the number you feel best represents current practice in forestry.
0

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

D2 – Motivation
Workers’ incentive to work safely and with due care of health.
Poor

0

Workers are provided with little or no incentives to work to formal health and safety
requirements. To make matters worse, they are rewarded in a way which encourages
them to cut corners to get jobs done.

Moderate

5

Workers are sometimes motivated to look at health and safety issues if they can be
presented as important enough or if incentives are used. However, motivation tends to
switch from health and safety to productivity in times of higher demand.

Excellent

10

Workers are given incentives to be proactive in relation to health and safety, for example,
through schemes which reward good safety performance. As a result, the workforce is
highly motivated to continually improve health and safety.

Please cross the number you feel best represents current practice in forestry.
0
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DIRECT FACTORS

Direct Level Factors
D3 – Team-working
The extent to which people discuss, share, communicate and follow health and safety information and practices
and look out for each other's health and safety when they are in teams.
Poor

0

There is negative peer pressure with respect to health and safety, in that people are
expected to get on with work irrespective of risks and well-intended advice is perceived as
interference.

Moderate

5

Teams will sometimes discuss health and safety and may look out for each other in terms
of the more obvious hazards.

Excellent

10

There is positive interaction within teams, with people actively discussing safety and
looking out for each other’s health and safety. There is positive peer pressure and advice
is welcomed.

Please cross the number you feel best represents current practice in forestry.
0

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

D4 - Risk Perception
The extent to which workers are aware of and properly understand hazards and risks.
Poor

0

Lack of awareness / understanding of hazards and therefore no appreciation of the risks.

Moderate

5

Acknowledgement of hazards / risks to a certain extent but not sufficient understanding to
lead to behaviour which reduces risk.

Excellent

10

Clear recognition of hazards and full appreciation of risks which makes people much more
likely to take account of risks in the way they behave.

Please cross the number you feel best represents current practice in forestry.
0
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DIRECT FACTORS

Direct Level Factors
D5 – Fatigue
The degree to which health and safety performance is degraded by fatigue, for example, through sleep
deprivation, or excessive mental or physical workload.
Poor

0

The nature of work in terms of either workload and/or shift-patterns means that tiredness is
common which may lead to poor judgements and unnecessary risks.

Moderate

5

Capacity for work is normal, although certain situations (such as prolonged periods of
excessive activity) may temporarily affect capacity for work and increase tiredness and,
therefore, risks.

Excellent

10

Workload is well managed and shift-working is carefully monitored to ensure people are
relatively fresh at work and maximise the chances of good decisions in order to minimise
risks.

Please cross the number you feel best represents current practice in forestry.
0

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

D6 – Physical Health
The physical well-being of workers.
Poor

0

There are relatively high levels of poor physical health among workers, e.g.
musculoskeletal disorders, obesity, which increases the risk of accidents and occupational
illness.

Moderate

5

Any physical conditions are minor or transient and will only temporarily affect capacity for
work and the likelihood of work induced health or safety problems.

Excellent

10

Physical conditions are low and capacity for work is good which means there is very little
chance that workers physical health will be made worse by work or affect safety.

Please cross the number you feel best represents current practice in forestry.
0
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DIRECT FACTORS

Direct Level Factors
D7 – Front-line Communications
The extent to which front-line communications between workers form a part of safe and healthy working.
Poor

0

There is very little or no communication with regard to health and safety among front-line
workers; for example, there is no passing on of safety information at shift-handover.
Health and safety information which may be passed around is often unreliable or unclear
and may actually hinder rather than help.

Moderate

5

Health and safety information is sometimes communicated at the front-line when time
permits but there is a lack of formal systems to allow this to happen. Health and safety
information which is used is usually reliable although workers are rarely proactive in terms
of passing on such information to their colleagues.

Excellent

10

There is proactive communication between front-line workers in terms of health and safety.
Efforts are made to ensure that this is always clear, reliable, timely and appropriate for
those who require the information. Formal systems are in place such as safety briefings
before jobs and during shift-handover.

Please cross the number you feel best represents current practice in forestry.
0

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

D8 – Pressure
The level of pressure created by work and the extent to which this leads to negative consequences for
individuals in terms of health and /or performance e.g. unacceptable levels of stress.
Poor

0

There are often high levels of job pressure; for example from work overload, high levels of
time pressure, lack of control over the pace of work and lack of feedback, leading to errors
and cases of poor health which increases the likelihood of negative safety outcomes.

Moderate

5

Workload is reasonable much of the time but there are periods when workload and time
pressure increase to an unacceptable level which can compromise people’s health and
safety.

Excellent

10

Jobs are monitored to ensure that work pressure does not become excessive. This results
in workers having a reasonable workload and the time, control and feedback to carry out
work safely and without detrimental effects on health.

Please cross the number you feel best represents current practice in forestry.
0
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DIRECT FACTORS

Direct Level Factors
D9 – Compliance
The extent to which workers comply with health and safety rules, procedures or Regulations.
Poor

0

Health and safety rules, procedures or Regulations are frequently violated or not followed
at all.

Moderate

5

Many of the more well known and established health and safety rules, procedures or
Regulations are followed but there are also those which are regarded as less important /
relevant which are not followed.

Excellent

10

All health and safety rules, procedures or Regulations are complied with in the vast
majority of cases and due consideration to the appropriateness of the context is always
given.

Please cross the number you feel best represents current practice in forestry.
0

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

D10 - Suitable Human Resources
The availability of suitable people to do the job, in terms of skills and experience.
Poor

0

There is a lack of people with the necessary skills and experience to undertake the work.
As a result, more demand is placed on workers and errors are more likely which could
compromise health and safety.

Moderate

5

People with the required skills and experience are available in times of modest demand
but human resources become stretched to a level which is unacceptable for health and
safety as demand increases.

Excellent

10

It is always possible to find people who possess the appropriate skills and experience
required to do the work. As a result, people are well-supported and seldom over-stretched
which is conducive to good health and safety.

Please cross the number you feel best represents current practice in forestry.
0
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DIRECT FACTORS

Direct Level Factors
D11 - Working Environment
The extent to which environmental stressors in and around the workplace affect health and safety, including
noise, temperature, congestion, light, vibration, weather, public proximity etc.
Poor

0

Several environmental factors are poorly controlled and constantly make the work more
hazardous than it would be otherwise.

Moderate

5

Environmental factors are usually under control but one or two create problems every so
often which can compromise health and safety at these times.

Excellent

10

Environmental factors are well controlled and rarely have any influence on health or safety.

Please cross the number you feel best represents current practice in forestry.
0
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9
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D12 – Job Design
The extent to which the design and organisation of the immediate workplace/workstation (not portable
tools/equipment) matches the needs of workers, for example, the adequacy of displays, controls and labelling,
the arrangement/placement of hardware in terms of consistency, accessibility, and the work patterns people are
required to adopt.
Poor

0

Job design is generally poor with little or no consideration for the needs of the workers
which often causes errors and increases health and safety risks.

Moderate

5

Some aspects of job design are aligned with workers’ needs but there are several areas
which are neglected and often cause problems in terms of health and safety.

Excellent

10

Most aspects of the workplace are designed or have been adapted to match the needs of
workers as closely as possible which serves to promote efficient, healthy and safe
working.

Please cross the number you feel best represents current practice in forestry.
0
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DIRECT FACTORS

Direct Level Factors
D13 - Operational Equipment
The extent to which suitable OPERATIONAL equipment and materials are available, conform to best practice,
meet the usability needs of the operator and are inspected and maintained.
Poor

0

The right equipment and materials for the job are often not available. The equipment
which is used is often of poor quality and design and never or rarely inspected, serviced or
maintained. This serves to make the equipment unsafe to use and increases the risk of an
accident or incidence of ill health.

Moderate

5

The right equipment and materials for the job are generally available but quality is variable
and maintenance is not always to a reasonable standard. This means that sometimes
work is made more difficult and the risk of accidents or ill health are increased.

Excellent

10

The right equipment and materials for the job are always available, are of good quality and
design and are well inspected, serviced and maintained, all of which is conducive to the
safe use of the equipment and healthy working.

Please cross the number you feel best represents current practice in forestry.
0

1

2
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8

9

10

D14 - Safety Equipment / PPE
The extent to which suitable SAFETY equipment / PPE is available, conforms to best practice, meets the
usability needs of the worker and is inspected and maintained.
Poor

0

Safety equipment / PPE are either absent, of poor quality or impractical and are never or
rarely inspected, serviced or maintained.

Moderate

5

Basic safety equipment / PPE are usually available and are of reasonable quality/usability
although quality may not be consistent and maintenance is not always to a reasonable
standard. This means that sometimes health and safety are compromised.

Excellent

10

Safety equipment / PPE are always available and are of high quality and usability which
gives maximum protection to workers. The equipment is reliable and performs
consistently. Inspection and maintenance are carried out to a high standard.

Please cross the number you feel best represents current practice in forestry.
0
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ORGANISATIONAL FACTORS

Organisational Level Factors
O1 - Recruitment and Selection
The system that facilitates the employment of people that are suited to the job demands and, therefore, are more
able to work efficiently and safely compared to those who are less suited.
Poor

0

There are no clear selection criteria for jobs: recruitment is informal and discriminatory;
selection is subjective and casual. As a result, people are likely to struggle with some of the
technical aspects of the work and are less able to consider health and safety.

Moderate

5

There are basic job descriptions and associated selection criteria but these tend to focus on the
technical aspects of the job and people are seldom tested on how they would do a job safely.

Excellent

10

There are clear criteria and guidelines for selecting people who are best suited to perform the
job. This means that people have a firm grasp of how to complete work effectively and safely.
The competencies required to perform the job are clearly set out including those relating to
health and safety.

Please cross the number you feel best represents current practice in forestry.
0

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

O2 – Training
The extent to which health and safety is incorporated within job training.
Poor

0

There is no provision for health and safety in job training.

Moderate

5

Health and safety training is usually provided based on minimum legal requirements but the
uptake and quality of training are variable which means that workers are not trained to the level
they should be. Refresher training is only provided on request, not as a matter of course.

Excellent

10

There is a system of health and safety training based on individual needs and resources are
made available to ensure that people are trained in all the aspects of health and safety which
are relevant to their job. Refresher courses ensure that training is a continual process.

Please cross the number you feel best represents current practice in forestry.
0
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ORGANISATIONAL FACTORS

Organisational Level Factors
O3 – Procedures
The extent to which health and safety considerations are incorporated within procedures, work instructions etc.
Poor

0

Health and safety consideration are not taken into account in procedures / work instructions.

Moderate

5

Some of the more recognised hazards and risks are addressed by procedures but these are of
inconsistent quality; e.g. they do not contain the level of detail required and / or do not cover all
risks i.e. they are not informed by risk assessments.

Excellent

10

Health and safety are explicitly addressed in all procedures and work instructions. These are
systematically updated involving people whose responsibility it is to perform the tasks. This
process is informed by comprehensive risk assessments to ensure that procedures are
effective at guiding operations in a way which promotes health and safety.

Please cross the number you feel best represents current practice in forestry.
0

1

2

3
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9

10

O4 – Planning
The system that structures and schedules work activities and dictates how a job is done.
Poor

0

Planning is reactive and schedule driven with no regard to health and safety.
assessments are not undertaken as part of work planning.

Risk

Moderate

5

Basic forward planning exists and risk assessments are undertaken sporadically, if people are
told to do so or if time permits. However, tasks tend to be considered in isolation rather than
thinking about how they might affect the health and safety of other activities.

Excellent

10

Planning is proactive and interactive for different work activities. Risk assessments are an
integral part of planning to ensure that health and safety are always considered.

Please cross the number you feel best represents current practice in forestry.
0
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ORGANISATIONAL FACTORS

Organisational Level Factors
O5 - Incident Management + Feedback
The system of incident management for capturing information to inform risk management decisions, including the
collection, analysis and feedback of incident and near-miss data.
Poor

0

There is no system for recording information on incidents that can be used to prevent further
occurrences.

Moderate

5

Information on incidents is recorded but is of variable quality and is not always useful for
informing risk reduction. Dissemination is patchy and near miss data are not given high priority.

Excellent

10

Good quality information about incidents is recorded in a clear and meaningful way and is
effectively analysed and disseminated. Information on incidents enables steps to manage risk
and prevent further occurrences. Near miss data are actively used in decision-making and
feedback.

Please cross the number you feel best represents current practice in forestry.
0
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O6 – Management
The people who have strategic responsibility for ensuring that human and hardware resources are managed
effectively and with due consideration to health and safety, and the extent to which this is done, for example:
safety reviews, the implementation of corrective actions, change management, procurement and setting good
examples in terms of health and safety.
Poor

0

There are no formal management procedures for health and safety and managers either do not
attend to health and safety or only do so in relation to the law.

Moderate

5

There are management procedures for the basic aspects of health and safety but managers
tend to delegate responsibility for the implementation and monitoring of health and safety
management to other people. They are seldom seen to be involved in front-line health and
safety reviews and do not lead by example.

Excellent

10

Management are proactive in controlling the risks to the health and safety of workers in many
ways including overseeing health and safety reviews and the implementation of findings,
considering how changes to work practices might affect health and safety and ensuring the
equipment to be used is safe. Managers are visible in terms of setting examples of what is
expected in terms of health and safety.

Please cross the number you feel best represents current practice in forestry.
0
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ORGANISATIONAL FACTORS

Organisational Level Factors
O7 – Supervision
The people who have immediate responsibility for ensuring human and hardware resources are utilised effectively
and with due regard to health and safety, and the extent to which this is done, for example, job planning,
personnel selection, on-job support and oversight, monitoring performance and leading by example.
Poor

0

There is little or no supervision of work activity and any supervision which does exist is purely
intended to get the job done without any formal consideration of health and safety.

Moderate

5

Supervisors attend to the basic aspects of health and safety but expect that people should
know how to work safely without much support. They will address major breaches of health
and safety but turn a blind-eye to issues which they consider to be less important. They are not
always visible / available and are seldom seen to be leading by example.

Excellent

10

Supervisors are proactive in controlling the risks to the health and safety of workers including
identifying health and safety issues before a job begins, ensuring selection of the right people
for the job, providing support while the job is underway, correcting inappropriate behaviour and
setting examples of what is expected in terms of health and safety.

Please cross the number you feel best represents current practice in forestry.
0
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O8 – Communication of Information and Advice
The system that ensures the communication of health and safety information is accurate, timely, relevant and
usable.
Poor

0

Information on health and safety is either scarce or not collected or is poorly communicated.
Information is too frequent or infrequent, unobtainable, irrelevant, incomplete or difficult to
interpret.

Moderate

5

There are systems in place for gathering and communicating health and safety information, but
breakdowns occur and little thought is given to information requirements. Information is usually
obtainable and relevant, but at times is difficult to interpret or too infrequent.

Excellent

10

There are systems in place to ensure the effective collation and dissemination of practical
health and safety information. This information is received and understood by those who need
it when it is required. Information is accessible, understandable, relevant, complete and timely.

Please cross the number you feel best represents current practice in forestry.
0
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ORGANISATIONAL FACTORS

Organisational Level Factors
O9 - Equipment Purchasing
The system that ensures that the appropriate range of equipment is available, both in terms of the right
operational equipment for the job and suitable PPE.
Poor

0

There is no budget and no thought is given to specifying and acquiring new equipment which
would help to improve health and safety. Money that is available is used for the purchase of
the cheapest available equipment that rarely suits what is required.

Moderate

5

Efforts are made to purchase good quality equipment but this is usually from a functional
perspective with little consideration for user needs in terms of health and safety.

Excellent

10

There is a purchasing policy for equipment which takes into account health and safety
requirements. This results in purchases of high specification equipment with appropriate levels
of functionality that allow people to work effectively, healthily and safely.

Please cross the number you feel best represents current practice in forestry.
0
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O10 - Inspection + Maintenance
The extent to which equipment and materials are inspected and maintained so they can be used effectively and
safely.
Poor

0

There is nothing to ensure the inspection and maintenance of equipment and materials
essential for good health and safety. The operational life of equipment is frequently exceeded
which can make it unsafe to use. Any repairs are aimed at maintaining working progress but
not at making the equipment safer to use.

Moderate

5

Inspection and maintenance conforms to minimum requirements which helps in terms of safe
working and good health but existing equipment is often maintained past its safe operational
life to avoid new purchases for as long as possible.

Excellent

10

Systems of inspection and maintenance for health and safety surpass minimum requirements.
Equipment is replaced or maintained to a high standard as and when required to ensure that it
is always safe and efficient to use.

Please cross the number you feel best represents current practice in forestry.
0
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ORGANISATIONAL FACTORS

Organisational Level Factors
O11 - Pay
The extent to which the pay structure promotes health and safety.
Poor

0

Pay is based on piece work / day to day performance targets which may encourage shortcuts
to be taken.

Moderate

5

Pay is not based on incentives.

Excellent

10

Pay is health and safety related.

Please cross the number you feel best represents current practice in forestry.
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O12 – Welfare Conditions
The extent to which work schedules and welfare facilities promote health and safety.
Poor

0

Work schedules and welfare facilities do not take into account workers needs in terms of health
and safety e.g. long working hours, variable shift patterns etc.

Moderate

5

Work schedules and welfare are usually reasonable but standards can drop in times of high
demand.

Excellent

10

Work schedules and welfare facilities take into account workers needs.

Please cross the number you feel best represents current practice in forestry.
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ORGANISATIONAL FACTORS

Organisational Level Factors
O13 – Process Design
The process of design to ensure safe building and operation of new installations, and health and safety during
operation, maintenance, repair, and refurbishment of existing installations.
Poor

0

Designs are difficult to build and maintain and require a considerable amount of time to be
spent exposed to hazards such as working at height or vibration. There is no coordination
between designers, nor explicit recognition of the risk factors involved in constructing or
working on an installation once it is built.

Moderate

5

The design process recognises basic hazards, but there are still several health and safety
issues associated with building new installations or maintaining them once they are built.
Attempts are sometimes made by designers to address these issues in as far as their
knowledge of construction, maintenance/repair and operational activities allows them to deliver.

Excellent

10

Designs can be built and maintained in a way which requires minimal exposure to hazards.
Designers take full account of how a structure will be constructed and maintained once it is
completed by identifying hazards, assessing the risks and then eliminating the hazards or
reducing the risks at the design stage. There is coordination between designers and
consultation with the end-users.

Please cross the number you feel best represents current practice in forestry.
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STRATEGY FACTORS

Strategy Level Factors
P1 - Contracting Strategy
The extent to which health and safety is considered in contractual arrangements and the resulting implications.
Poor

0

Health and safety is not considered in contractual arrangements There is no consideration of
health and safety in contract evaluation or award criteria. As a result, contracts do not define
the health and safety roles and responsibilities of all the interested parties.

Moderate

5

Contract procurement specifications explicitly address at least basic health and safety
requirements. Health and safety is included in contractor evaluation criteria, but may be
secondary to other considerations such as cost. Whilst no attempt is made to 'offload'
responsibility for health and safety, it is not clear what the responsibilities of each party are.

Excellent

10

There is a strong emphasis on health and safety through contract procurement. Health and
safety are primary considerations in contractor evaluation and contract award (in respect of
contractor proposals and health and safety record). Health and safety requirements are set out
in contracts for all stakeholders and include recognition of interface issues and change control.
The contractual arrangements are such that the responsibility for health and safety of each
party is appropriate to their role.

Please cross the number you feel best represents current practice in forestry.
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P2 - Ownership and Control
The extent to which senior managers /directors take personal responsibility and direct actions to improve health
and safety performance.
Poor

0

Senior managers/directors are disinterested in taking responsibility for health and safety either
within their own organisation or in working with clients or contractors.

Moderate

5

Senior managers/directors adopt responsibility for health and safety in some areas but
delegate many responsibilities and have little direct interest or involvement. They do not
always provide the resources needed to tackle specific issues. Regulatory targets are followed
but there is little or no proactive activity.

Excellent

10

Senior managers/directors have clear responsibilities regarding what is expected of them in the
control of health and safety. These responsibilities are embraced, targets and initiatives are set
and contractors/clients are expected to adopt these. Cooperation at all levels is expected and
encouraged and a commitment to health and safety is visible and transparent.

Please cross the number you feel best represents current practice in forestry.
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STRATEGY FACTORS

Strategy Level Factors
P3 - Company Standards
The health and safety standards set down by a company with regard to how work should be performed; what is
and what is not acceptable; what behaviour and actions should be encouraged and discouraged and which risks
should be given most resources.
Poor

0

Companies take the most basic precautions to prevent workers from being harmed, but health
and safety standards do not extend beyond this. The approach to carrying out work is
dominated by short-term profit objectives rather than health and safety considerations.

Moderate

5

Standards are adopted which have a minimum detriment to profits, comply with the law and
seek to maintain a clean public image, but fail to address specific risks.

Excellent

10

The company has clear written standards with respect to all aspects of health and safety which
are relevant to the business and these are continually communicated to staff. There is a strong
emphasis on the value of employees, mutual respect and concerns for health and safety, with
commensurate standards for health and safety behaviour and continuing goals for
improvement.

Please cross the number you feel best represents current practice in forestry.
0
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9

10

P4 - Organisational Structure
The extent to which there is definition of health and safety roles and responsibilities within and between
organisations.
Poor

0

Roles and responsibilities for health and safety are not clearly defined, with no regard to
communication issues or cooperation.

Moderate

5

Only some people have defined roles and responsibilities for health and safety, e.g. safety
managers, but this does not extend to all staff. This often results in difficulties with cooperation
and communication on health and safety issues.

Excellent

10

Roles and responsibilities for health and safety are clearly defined, with explicit consideration of
communication and cooperation issues. Relationships are open and constructive encouraging
continuous improvement.

Please cross the number you feel best represents current practice in forestry.
0
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STRATEGY FACTORS

Strategy Level Factors
P5 - Health and Safety Management
The management system which encompasses health and safety policies, the definition of roles and
responsibilities for health and safety, the implementation of measures to promote health and safety and the
evaluation of health and safety performance.
Poor

0

There are no clearly written policies or roles and responsibilities in relation to health and safety.
Health and safety management either does not exist or fails to implement measures such as
risk assessments etc. There are no management procedures for monitoring/evaluating health
and safety performance.

Moderate

5

There are broad health and safety policies and responsibilities and these are implemented at a
basic level. The main aim of health and safety management is compliance with the
Regulations. Health and safety management is not actively maintained and review is
infrequent.

Excellent

10

There are clearly defined policies and roles and responsibilities for health and safety. Health
and safety management is evident in all aspects of the operations by workers and
management at all levels. Health and safety management is comprehensive and is audited
and reviewed for continuous improvement on an ongoing basis. Not only is compliance with
the Regulations sought, but a positive effort is made to go beyond the minimum requirements.

Please cross the number you feel best represents current practice in forestry.
0
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STRATEGY FACTORS

Strategy Level Factors
P6 – Worker Engagement
The extent to which there are opportunities for the discussion of health and safety issues between senior
managers/directors and the workforce. It also concerns the extent to which there is the opportunity for workers to
affiliate with associations active in defending and promoting their health, safety and welfare.
Poor

0

Senior managers/directors seldom consult the workforce on health and safety matters and
there is no effective platform which workers can use to communicate health and safety issues
to higher levels in the organisation. Union affiliation is not permitted and thus no collective
bargaining structures exist.

Moderate

5

A system is in place that is intended to facilitate discussion between senior managers/directors
and workers on health and safety but this receives minimal commitment from management,
and is therefore regarded sceptically by many employees. Employees are able to associate
with a very restricted range of union / professional bodies.

Excellent

10

There is full consultation of the workforce on health and safety matters which will affect them
and structures are in place which allow workers the opportunity to communicate concerns
upwards. Choice of professional / union association is open, providing another avenue for
raising health and safety issues.

Please cross the number you feel best represents current practice in forestry.
0
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P7 - Company Profitability
The extent to which companies are subject to competition over market share and constrained as to the price that
they can charge and the profits that can be made.
Poor

0

Falling or poor market share in addition to falling demand. The increasing costs of operations
are set against the decreasing rates or prices chargeable forcing expenditure to be reduced
and corners to be cut which increases risk.

Moderate

5

Reasonable and stable returns, but little opportunity for investment in health and safety.

Excellent

10

Good returns with growing market (share) and sustained profits enabling investment in health
and safety.

Please cross the number you feel best represents current practice in forestry.
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ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS

Environmental Factors
E1 - Political Influence
The profile of, and practices within, Government related to health and safety in the industry.
Poor

0

Political instability and/or detachment from important issues within the industry. No active
measures to influence health and safety.

Moderate

5

Stable political environment and/or recognition of the industry under the pretext of 'public
interest', but not necessarily health and safety issues.

Excellent

10

Elevated profile for the industry. High-level political involvement and resulting empowerment of
the regulator. Fiscal policies support prosperity of the industry and emphasise health and
safety.

Please cross the number you feel best represents current practice in forestry.
0

1
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3

4
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6

7

8

9

10

E2 - Regulatory Influence
The framework of Regulations and guidance governing the industry and the profile and actions of the Regulator.
Poor

0

Guidance pertaining to health and safety in the industry is weak and does not impinge on the
day-to-day practices for all stakeholders. The Regulator is under-resourced and thus unable to
influence health and safety.

Moderate

5

There is good guidance covering many aspects of health and safety in the industry for which
compliance is checked but the Regulator is under-resourced or unwilling to take effective
actions; thus rules are inconsistently subscribed to, implemented or enforced. Dialogue does
take place between industry and the Regulator but there is considerable room for improvement.

Excellent

10

Guidance relating to health and safety in the industry is effective and focuses industry attention
with a strong and proactive Regulator encouraging improvements and strong enforcement
deterring transgressions. Regulatory policy is pro-active and pre-empts potential problem
areas. There is frequent and constructive dialogue between the industry and the Regulator.

Please cross the number you feel best represents current practice in forestry.
0
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ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS

Environmental Factors
E3 - Market Influence
The commercial and economic context affecting the industry.
Poor

0

Conditions such that, due to work overload or so little work, margins are squeezed, and corners
are cut with respect to health and safety. Greater willingness to take on high risk work, and at
low cost.

Moderate

5

Some application of health and safety measures and risk management but inadequate time or
financial margins for substantial investment. As a result, high risk work is not addressed
adequately.

Excellent

10

A commercial environment with a balance of workload and return to enable investment in health
and safety to be made. If high risk work is taken on, it is at a cost that allows reasonable risk
control and prevention measures to be taken.

Please cross the number you feel best represents current practice in forestry.
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E4 - Societal Influence
Attitudes held by members of the community and society at large, which can bear upon organisations and
workers and may influence attitudes to health and safety within the industry.
Poor

0

Low value placed on the industry, and so little concern for how the industry operates or for the
welfare of the workers.

Moderate

5

Neutral attitude to industry, how it operates and the welfare of the workers.

Excellent

10

Highly valued industry with respect for the skills and societal contribution of the industry, and
concern for how industry operates and the workers' welfare.

Please cross the number you feel best represents current practice in forestry.
0
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ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS

Environmental Factors
E5 – Industry Standards
The health and safety standards which are generated from within the industry itself e.g. industry produced
guidance and codes of practice, industry led training schemes, forums to cooperate and share best practice etc.
Poor

0

There is little in the way of health and safety standards at the industry level. Companies tend to
operate according to short-term profit objectives with health and safety as a secondary
consideration. There is no drive or incentive from within the industry to alter this situation.
Health and safety information is rarely discussed or shared between organisations.

Moderate

5

There is some cooperation within the industry which aims to improve health and safety
standards. Basic standards are sought but there is little in the way of detailed best practice or
initiatives for improving health and safety. There are still many organisations who are not fully
committed to sharing.

Excellent

10

The industry has produced clear guidance and codes of practice with respect to all aspects of
health and safety and these have been widely adopted. There are industry forums which seek
to drive health and safety initiatives and share best practice. The industry has set itself health
and safety targets and is looking for continual improvement.

Please cross the number you feel best represents current practice in forestry.
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APPENDIX B
PRE-INTERVENTION FORESTRY BAROMETER
(EXPERIMENTAL AND CONTROL GROUP)

B1

B2

CULTURAL BAROMETER – FORESTRY SHADS INTERVENTION
PRE-INTERVENTION SURVEY
EXPERIMENTAL AND CONTROL GROUP

Introductory script:

Hello, my name is…………………and I work for an independent research consultancy called
BOMEL.

We are currently doing some work on behalf of the Health and Safety Executive (HSE) to
understand more about how people that work in forestry feel about health and safety in their
industry.

The aim of the research is to help the HSE understand how it can provide the forestry industry
with the most useful advice and guidance, such as advice provided through Safety and Health
Awareness Days (SHADs).

We would really appreciate your insight into the industry and have a couple of questions that will
only take 15-20 minutes to go through.

Everything that you say will be treated in the strictest of confidence. Your details will not be
passed on to the HSE, or made available to any other parties. The results of the survey will be
combined to explore the overall trends in opinion about health and safety in agriculture.

Would you be willing to take part?

Please stop me at any time if you have any questions or do not wish to continue. You have the
right to withdraw at any time without giving a reason. Before we begin, do you have any
questions?

By continuing with this interview, I will take it as your full consent to participate.

If you have any queries about this survey following participation, please contact me at BOMEL on
01628 777707.

Thank you for your assistance with this important study.
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Interviewer initials:
Interview date:
Group:

Experimental
Control

Region:

Wales
NE
Scotland
South / control

Measure:

Pre-intervention
Post-intervention
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SECTION 1.
1.

BACKGROUND INFORMATION

Gender

Male
Female

2.

What part of the forestry industry do you work in?
(Tick one box)

Landowner
Forestry work
management
Contractor
Sub-contractor
Other

If Other, please specify:
3.

What is your employment status?

Self-employed
Employed

4.

What type of forestry work do you do?
(Tick as many boxes as apply)

Manager
Chainsaw operator
Forwarder driver
Harvester driver
Other machine
driver
Research /
development /
technical
Other

If Other, please specify:
5.

Are you actively involved in doing forestry work
yourself?

Yes
No
Not applicable

6.

If Yes, what type of forestry work?

7.

How long have you worked or been involved in the
forestry industry?
(Tick one box)

Less than 1 year
Over 1 year and less
than 5 years
Over 5 years and
less than 10 years
Over 10 years and
less than 25 years
Over 25 years
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SECTION 2.

INDUSTRY SAFETY CULTURE

I will now read out eight statements that I would like
you to indicate the extent to which you agree or
disagree with. The scale is from 1 to 5, with 1
indicating ‘Strongly Disagree’ up to 5 indicating
‘Strongly Agree’.
8.

1
Strongly
Disagree

2
Disagree

3
Neither
Agree nor
Disagree

4
Agree

5
Strongly
Agree

“High levels of stress in forestry often lead to poor
health and / or safety performance”

If additional comments
are made, include here:

9.

“Health and safety are a central part of training in
forestry work”

If additional comments
are made, include here:

10.

“The pay structure in forestry does not promote
health and safety”

If additional comments
are made, include here:

11.

“Forestry workers rarely discuss health and safety
or look out for each other's health and safety when
they are in teams”

If additional comments
are made, include here:

12.

“Communications between forestry workers forms
a central part of safe and healthy working”

If additional comments
are made, include here:

13.

“Health and safety performance in forestry is often
degraded by fatigue (e.g. through sleep
deprivation, or excessive mental or physical
workload)”

If additional comments
are made, include here:
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1
Strongly
Disagree

14.

2
Disagree

3
Neither
Agree nor
Disagree

4
Agree

5
Strongly
Agree

“The Regulators and their Regulations all
positively contribute to a safe and healthy working
environment for forestry workers”

If additional comments
are made, include here:

15.

“There is no shortage of highly skilled and
experienced people working in forestry”

If additional comments
are made, include here:

16.

Have you always held the same views about
health and safety in the forestry industry?

Yes, my views have always
remained the same

(Tick one box)

No, my views have changed
My views have changed
about some issues

17.

If ‘No’ or your
‘Views have
changed about
some issues’, can
you please give
details and include
why you have
changed the way
you feel?
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SECTION 3.

INDUSTRY SAFETY MEASURES

I will now ask you a number of questions related to
general forestry safety. The questions can either be
answered with a ‘Yes’, ‘No’, ‘Don’t know’ or a ‘N/A’ (if
you do not feel the question is applicable to your
forestry activities).
18.

(Training) Do you, or the chainsaw operators you
employ / manage, hold the relevant Certificate of
Competence for the chainsaw work they carry
out?

19.

(Felling hung-up trees) Do you, or the chainsaw
operators you employ / manage, always follow
best practice when felling hung up trees?

20.

(PPE) Do you, or the forestry workers you employ
/ manage, have access to suitable personal
protective equipment?

21.

(Compliance) Do you, or the forestry workers you
employ / manage, always wear personal protective
equipment when necessary?

22.

(Equipment operability) Is all the equipment that
you, or the forestry workers that you employ /
manage, use to carry out the job well maintained
and in good working order?

23.

(Safe system of work) Do you, or the forestry
workers you employ / manage, always follow
written procedures / working instructions?

Yes

Don’t
know

No

N/A

SECTION 4.
INTENTION TO BEHAVE WITH DUE CARE FOR HEALTH
AND SAFETY
The following questions relate back to questions 18 to 23. Ask respondents these questions where
they have indicated that a risk management activity was relevant to their forestry work, but they
answered that they were not undertaking that risk management behaviour (i.e. they answered ‘No’)
24.

In the previous set of questions you indicated
there were some areas where you were not
undertaking certain risk measures (refer
respondent to example questions).
In your working activity, would it be possible for
you to carry out this / these risk management
activities?

Yes

No
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25.

Why do you think it would OR
would not be possible to carry out
these risk management activities?

26.

Do you think other forestry workers would approve
of you undertaking these risk management
activities?

Yes

No

27.

Why do you think they would OR
would not approve of you carrying
out these risk management
activities?

28.

Do you think members of your immediate family
would approve of you undertaking these risk
management activities?

Yes

No

29.

Why do you think they would OR
would not approve of you carrying
out these risk management
activities?

30.

Do you intend to implement these risk
management measures in the next three months?

Yes

No
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SECTION 5.
31.

32.

INTERVENTION SPECIFIC QUESTIONS

Have you ever attended an HSE Safety and
Health Awareness Day (SHAD) event? (If ‘no’ go
to Question 34)

Yes

If ‘yes’, did you find the day useful overall?

Yes

No

No
33.

Whether ‘yes’ or ‘no’ to Question
32, please state the reason why:

34.

Have you received an invite to attend a
forthcoming SHAD event in your area? (If ‘no’, go
straight to Question 37)

Yes

If ‘yes’ will you be attending?

Yes

35.

No

No
36.

Whether ‘yes’ or ‘no’ to Question
35, please state the reason why:

37.

(If interviewee not attending a SHAD) Would you
ever be interested in attending a SHAD?

Yes
No

38.

Whether ‘yes’ or ‘no’ to Question
37, please state the reason why:
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SECTION 6.
39.

AGREEMENT TO CALL BACK

Would it be alright for us to call you again in a
month or so to ask you some similar questions?

Yes
No

Thank you for your valuable assistance with this important study.

FOR INTERVIEWERS USE ONLY
Interviewees
obtained):

name

(if

Forestry organisation:

Telephone number:
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APPENDIX C
POST-INTERVENTION FORESTRY BAROMETER
(EXPERIMENTAL GROUP ONLY)

C1

C2

CULTURAL BAROMETER – FORESTRY SHADS INTERVENTION
POST-INTERVENTION SURVEY
EXPERIMENTAL GROUP

Introductory script:

Hello, my name is…………………and I work for an independent research consultancy called
BOMEL. We spoke with you recently about health and safety in the forestry industry and you
indicated at the time you were happy for us to call you again with some similar questions. This is
the reason for my call today.

As a reminder, we are currently doing some work on behalf of the Health and Safety Executive
(HSE) to understand more about how people that work in forestry feel about health and safety in
their industry.

The aim of the research is to help the HSE understand how it can provide the forestry industry
with the most useful advice and guidance, such as advice provided through Safety and Health
Awareness Days (SHADs).

We would really appreciate your insight into the industry and have a couple of questions that will
only take 15-20 minutes to go through.

Everything that you say will be treated in the strictest of confidence. Your details will not be
passed on to the HSE, or made available to any other parties. The results of the survey will be
combined to explore the overall trends in opinion about health and safety in forestry.

Would you be willing to take part?

Please stop me at any time if you have any questions or do not wish to continue. You have the
right to withdraw at any time without giving a reason. Before we begin, do you have any
questions?

By continuing with this interview, I will take it as your full consent to participate.

If you have any queries about this survey following participation, please contact me at BOMEL on
01628 777707.

Thank you for your assistance with this important study.
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Interviewer initials:
Interview date:
Group:

Experimental
Control

Region:

Wales
NE
Scotland
South / control

Measure:

Pre-intervention
Post-intervention

Page 2 of 10

SECTION 1.

BACKGROUND INFORMATION

Have you attended a Safety and Health Awareness Day
(SHAD) event run by the HSE in the last couple of
months? (If ‘YES’ continue with rest of survey, if ‘NO’
stop here)
1.

Gender

Yes
No
Male
Female

2.

What part of the forestry industry do you work in?
(Tick one box)

Landowner
Forestry work
management
Contractor
Sub-contractor
Other

If Other, please specify:
3.

What is your employment status?

Self-employed
Employed

4.

What type of forestry work do you do?
(Tick as many boxes as apply)

Manager
Chainsaw operator
Forwarder driver
Harvester driver
Other machine
driver
Research /
development /
technical
Other

If Other, please specify:
5.

Are you actively involved in doing forestry work
yourself?

Yes
No
Not applicable

6.

If Yes, what type of forestry work?
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7.

How long have you worked or been involved in the
forestry industry?
(Tick one box)

Less than 1 year
Over 1 year and less
than 5 years
Over 5 years and
less than 10 years
Over 10 years and
less than 25 years
Over 25 years
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SECTION 2.

INDUSTRY SAFETY CULTURE

I will now read out eight statements that I would like
you to indicate the extent to which you agree or
disagree with. The scale is from 1 to 5, with 1
indicating ‘Strongly Disagree’ up to 5 indicating
‘Strongly Agree’.
8.

1
Strongly
Disagree

2
Disagree

3
Neither
Agree nor
Disagree

4
Agree

5
Strongly
Agree

“High levels of stress in forestry often lead to poor
health and / or safety performance”

If additional comments
are made, include here:

9.

“Health and safety are a central part of training in
forestry work”

If additional comments
are made, include here:

10.

“The pay structure in forestry does not promote
health and safety”

If additional comments
are made, include here:

11.

“Forestry workers rarely discuss health and safety
or look out for each other's health and safety when
they are in teams”

If additional comments
are made, include here:

12.

“Communications between forestry workers forms
a central part of safe and healthy working”

If additional comments
are made, include here:

13.

“Health and safety performance in forestry is often
degraded by fatigue (e.g. through sleep
deprivation, or excessive mental or physical
workload)”

If additional comments
are made, include here:
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1
Strongly
Disagree

14.

2
Disagree

3
Neither
Agree nor
Disagree

4
Agree

5
Strongly
Agree

“The Regulators and their Regulations all
positively contribute to a safe and healthy working
environment for forestry workers”

If additional comments
are made, include here:

15.

“There is no shortage of highly skilled and
experienced people working in forestry”

If additional comments
are made, include here:

16.

Have you always held the same views about
health and safety in the forestry industry?

Yes, my views have always
remained the same

(Tick one box)

No, my views have changed
My views have changed
about some issues

17.

If ‘No’ or your
‘Views have
changed about
some issues’, can
you please give
details and include
why you have
changed the way
you feel?
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SECTION 3.

INDUSTRY SAFETY MEASURES

I will now ask you a number of questions related to
general forestry safety. The questions can either be
answered with a ‘Yes’, ‘No’, ‘Don’t know’ or a ‘N/A’ (if
you do not feel the question is applicable to your
forestry activities).
18.

(Training) Do you, or the chainsaw operators you
employ / manage, hold the relevant Certificate of
Competence for the chainsaw work they carry
out?

19.

(Felling hung-up trees) Do you, or the chainsaw
operators you employ / manage, always follow
best practice when felling hung up trees?

20.

(PPE) Do you, or the forestry workers you employ
/ manage, have access to suitable personal
protective equipment?

21.

(Compliance) Do you, or the forestry workers you
employ / manage, always wear personal protective
equipment when necessary?

22.

(Equipment operability) Is all the equipment that
you, or the forestry workers that you employ /
manage, use to carry out the job well maintained
and in good working order?

23.

(Safe system of work) Do you, or the forestry
workers you employ / manage, always follow
written procedures / working instructions?

Yes

Don’t
know

No

N/A

SECTION 4.
INTENTION TO BEHAVE WITH DUE CARE FOR HEALTH
AND SAFETY
The following questions relate back to questions 18 to 23. Ask respondents these questions where
they have indicated that a risk management activity was relevant to their forestry work, but they
answered that they were not undertaking that risk management behaviour (i.e. they answered ‘No’)
24.

In the previous set of questions you indicated
there were some areas where you were not
undertaking certain risk measures (refer
respondent to example questions).
In your working activity, would it be possible for
you to carry out this / these risk management
activities?

Yes

No
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25.

Why do you think it would OR
would not be possible to carry out
these risk management activities?

26.

Do you think other forestry workers would approve
of you undertaking these risk management
activities?

Yes

No

27.

Why do you think they would OR
would not approve of you carrying
out these risk management
activities?

28.

Do you think members of your immediate family
would approve of you undertaking these risk
management activities?

Yes

No

29.

Why do you think they would OR
would not approve of you carrying
out these risk management
activities?

30.

Do you intend to implement these risk
management measures in the next three months?

Yes

No
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SECTION 5.

INTERVENTION SPECIFIC QUESTIONS

31.

After receiving the
original SHAD
invite from the
HSE, what made
you decide to
attend the SHAD?

32.

Overall, would you say the SHAD was useful?

Yes
No
Not sure

33.

Whether ‘yes’, ‘no’, or ‘not sure’ to
Question 32, please state the
reason why you feel this way:

34.

If ‘no’, or ‘not sure’ to Question 32,
what do you think would be useful
to forestry workers to help them
reduce risks to their health and
safety?

35.

Which of the days
activities did you
find most and least
useful? Please
give details and
state reasons.

36.

Has attending the SHAD event resulted in you
giving more thought to health and safety at work?

Yes
No

37.

Whether ‘yes’ or ‘no’ to Question
36, please state the reason why:
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38.

Have you taken any steps to improve health and
safety at work as a result of attending the SHAD?

Yes
No

39.

If ‘yes’ to Question 38, please give
details and state the reason why; If
‘no’ to Question 38, please state
why not:

40.

If ‘yes’ to Question 38, did a particular aspect of
the SHAD influence you to make the change?

Yes
No

41.

If ‘yes’ to Question 40, what
particular aspect of the SHAD
influenced you to make the change
and why?

42.

Do you think that the SHAD would be of benefit to
other forestry workers?

Yes
No

43.

How do you think
the HSE could
improve the
SHAD?

44.

Would you be interested in attending any future
SHAD events?

Yes
No

Thank you for your valuable assistance with this important study.
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APPENDIX D
POST-INTERVENTION FORESTRY BAROMETER
(CONTROL GROUP ONLY)

D1

D2

CULTURAL BAROMETER – FORESTRY SHADS INTERVENTION
POST-INTERVENTION SURVEY
CONTROL GROUP

Introductory script:

Hello, my name is…………………and I work for an independent research consultancy called
BOMEL. We spoke with you recently about health and safety in the forestry industry and you
indicated at the time you were happy for us to call you again with some similar questions. This is
the reason for my call today.

As a reminder, we are currently doing some work on behalf of the Health and Safety Executive
(HSE) to understand more about how people that work in forestry feel about health and safety in
their industry.

The aim of the research is to help the HSE understand how it can provide the forestry industry
with the most useful advice and guidance, such as advice provided through Safety and Health
Awareness Days (SHADs).

We would really appreciate your insight into the industry and have a couple of questions that will
only take 15-20 minutes to go through.

Everything that you say will be treated in the strictest of confidence. Your details will not be
passed on to the HSE, or made available to any other parties. The results of the survey will be
combined to explore the overall trends in opinion about health and safety in forestry.

Would you be willing to take part?

Please stop me at any time if you have any questions or do not wish to continue. You have the
right to withdraw at any time without giving a reason. Before we begin, do you have any
questions?

By continuing with this interview, I will take it as your full consent to participate.

If you have any queries about this survey following participation, please contact me at BOMEL on
01628 777707.

Thank you for your assistance with this important study.
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Interviewer initials:
Interview date:
Group:

Experimental
Control

Region:

Wales
NE
Scotland
South / control

Measure:

Pre-intervention
Post-intervention
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SECTION 1.

BACKGROUND INFORMATION

Have you attended a Safety and Health Awareness Day
(SHAD) event run by the HSE in the last couple of
months? (If ‘NO’ continue with rest of survey, if ‘YES’
stop here)
1.

Gender

Yes
No
Male
Female

2.

What part of the forestry industry do you work in?
(Tick one box)

Landowner
Forestry work
management
Contractor
Sub-contractor
Other

If Other, please specify:
3.

What is your employment status?

Self-employed
Employed

4.

What type of forestry work do you do?
(Tick as many boxes as apply)

Manager
Chainsaw operator
Forwarder driver
Harvester driver
Other machine
driver
Research /
development /
technical
Other

If Other, please specify:
5.

Are you actively involved in doing forestry work
yourself?

Yes
No
Not applicable

6.

If Yes, what type of forestry work?
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7.

How long have you worked or been involved in the
forestry industry?
(Tick one box)

Less than 1 year
Over 1 year and less
than 5 years
Over 5 years and
less than 10 years
Over 10 years and
less than 25 years
Over 25 years
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SECTION 2.

INDUSTRY SAFETY CULTURE

I will now read out eight statements that I would like
you to indicate the extent to which you agree or
disagree with. The scale is from 1 to 5, with 1
indicating ‘Strongly Disagree’ up to 5 indicating
‘Strongly Agree’.
8.

1
Strongly
Disagree

2
Disagree

3
Neither
Agree nor
Disagree

4
Agree

5
Strongly
Agree

“High levels of stress in forestry often lead to poor
health and / or safety performance”

If additional comments
are made, include here:

9.

“Health and safety are a central part of training in
forestry work”

If additional comments
are made, include here:

10.

“The pay structure in forestry does not promote
health and safety”

If additional comments
are made, include here:

11.

“Forestry workers rarely discuss health and safety
or look out for each other's health and safety when
they are in teams”

If additional comments
are made, include here:

12.

“Communications between forestry workers forms
a central part of safe and healthy working”

If additional comments
are made, include here:

13.

“Health and safety performance in forestry is often
degraded by fatigue (e.g. through sleep
deprivation, or excessive mental or physical
workload)”

If additional comments
are made, include here:
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1
Strongly
Disagree

14.

2
Disagree

3
Neither
Agree nor
Disagree

4
Agree

5
Strongly
Agree

“The Regulators and their Regulations all
positively contribute to a safe and healthy working
environment for forestry workers”

If additional comments
are made, include here:

15.

“There is no shortage of highly skilled and
experienced people working in forestry”

If additional comments
are made, include here:

16.

Have you always held the same views about
health and safety in the forestry industry?

Yes, my views have always
remained the same

(Tick one box)

No, my views have changed
My views have changed
about some issues

17.

If ‘No’ or your
‘Views have
changed about
some issues’, can
you please give
details and include
why you have
changed the way
you feel?
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SECTION 3.

INDUSTRY SAFETY MEASURES

I will now ask you a number of questions related to
general forestry safety. The questions can either be
answered with a ‘Yes’, ‘No’, ‘Don’t know’ or a ‘N/A’ (if
you do not feel the question is applicable to your
forestry activities).
18.

(Training) Do you, or the chainsaw operators you
employ / manage, hold the relevant Certificate of
Competence for the chainsaw work they carry
out?

19.

(Felling hung-up trees) Do you, or the chainsaw
operators you employ / manage, always follow
best practice when felling hung up trees?

20.

(PPE) Do you, or the forestry workers you employ
/ manage, have access to suitable personal
protective equipment?

21.

(Compliance) Do you, or the forestry workers you
employ / manage, always wear personal protective
equipment when necessary?

22.

(Equipment operability) Is all the equipment that
you, or the forestry workers that you employ /
manage, use to carry out the job well maintained
and in good working order?

23.

(Safe system of work) Do you, or the forestry
workers you employ / manage, always follow
written procedures / working instructions?

Yes

Don’t
know

No

N/A

SECTION 4.
INTENTION TO BEHAVE WITH DUE CARE FOR HEALTH
AND SAFETY
The following questions relate back to questions 18 to 23. Ask respondents these questions where
they have indicated that a risk management activity was relevant to their forestry work, but they
answered that they were not undertaking that risk management behaviour (i.e. they answered ‘No’)
24.

In the previous set of questions you indicated
there were some areas where you were not
undertaking certain risk measures (refer
respondent to example questions).
In your working activity, would it be possible for
you to carry out this / these risk management
activities?

Yes

No
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25.

Why do you think it would OR
would not be possible to carry out
these risk management activities?

26.

Do you think other forestry workers would approve
of you undertaking these risk management
activities?

Yes

No

27.

Why do you think they would OR
would not approve of you carrying
out these risk management
activities?

28.

Do you think members of your immediate family
would approve of you undertaking these risk
management activities?

Yes

No

29.

Why do you think they would OR
would not approve of you carrying
out these risk management
activities?

30.

Do you intend to implement these risk
management measures in the next three months?

Yes

No
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SECTION 5.
31.

INTERVENTION SPECIFIC QUESTIONS

Have you ever attended an HSE SHAD event? (If
‘no’ go to Question 34)

Yes
No

32.

If ‘yes’, did you find the day useful overall?

Yes
No

33.

In relation to Question 32 whether
you answered ‘yes’ or ‘no’, please
state the reason why:

34.

If ‘no’ to Question 31, what do you
think would be useful to forestry
workers to help them reduce risks
to their health and safety?

35.

Would you be interested in attending any future
SHAD events?

Yes
No

Thank you for your valuable assistance with this important study.
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APPENDIX E
HSE INTERVENTIONS WORKSHOP PRESENTATION

E1

E2

Forestry intervention appraisal
and evaluation workshop
HSE and BOMEL
Thursday 23rd November 2006

C11920 / 06 / 006V

1

STEPS 2 & 3 – ADDING TO AND
FILTERING INTERVENTIONS
SUGGESTED BY INDUSTRY

C11920 / 06 / 006V

2

Steps 2 & 3 approach
y
y

y

Time to really get involved!
HSE to filter interventions already identified
– Set aside those thought to be unworkable / outwith HSE
influence
Consider adding interventions without diluting
suggestions from industry
– Either from other industry suggestions where HSE
could have influence
– Add fresh ideas
– Aim to be left with no more than 20 interventions

C11920 / 06 / 006V

3

HSE Lead
1.
2.
3.
4.

5.

Promote six-month apprenticeships for full chainsaw license.
It should be made clear who's responsibility it is to write site
rules/procedures.
The negative effects of pressure on work performance should be
highlighted, e.g. greater risk of an accident.
Clearer guidance from the HSE:
– Workers want clear cut rules
– AFAG leaflets too 'wordy‘
– Flexible guidance, for example, safe options for tree felling rather
then strict rules for felling.
– Must be input from workers, written in their terms.
Improved statistics, especially for sub-sections within the industry,
in order that risks can be focused on better.
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4

HSE Lead
6.

Improved follow-up of accidents, identifying underlying causes and
improvement measures and checking that these are implemented.
7. Raise awareness of the importance of the risk assessment
document, dynamic rather than a generic document.
8. Direct engagement with contractors.
9. Identify where and why gaps can appear in the communications
between FMCs and contractors. Measures should be developed in
order to improve communications in these areas.
10. HSE should be available in an advisory capacity, rather than only
becoming visible when something goes wrong.
11. Safety awareness days should be reviewed in terms of the
suitability of their content and the audience that they attract.

C11920 / 06 / 006V

5

HSE Lead
12. A standard template for risk assessment should be
introduced across the industry.
13. More emphasis placed on checking whether risk
assessments are understood and acted upon, rather
than just writing them.
14. The role of the FC in forestry should be reviewed in
more detail, perhaps through industry workshops.
15. Work with machine manufacturers towards training
sponsorship / greater involvement in training.
16. Debate role of site safety coordinator (SSC). There
should be clearer definition of the SSC role and what it
should involve.
C11920 / 06 / 006V

6

Forestry Commission Lead
y
y
y
y
y
y

The Forestry Commission should hold more meetings with
contractors and appoint 'champions' for health and safety.
Forestry Commission to make its internal health and safety
bulletins available externally.
High level responsibilities for promoting forestry as a career and
for training new workers should be identified.
The Forestry Commission should be looking for opportunities for
letting long terms contracts.
Look at ways to mark timber as UK produced and encourage the
public to buy UK timber through an awareness raising campaign.
Apprenticeships with Government grants.
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7

FWM Organisation Lead
y
y
y
y
y
y

FWM should pass on more information on training to
contractors.
FWM should provide feedback to organisations such as
LANTRA on where the gaps in safety training are.
Those writing procedures/risk assessments should take
into account the views of people actually doing the job.
Larger contractors should identify 8 or 9 people who
could be SSCs give them more training and higher pay.
Introduce and enforce system for workers checking on
and off work sites.
Cutting plans should take into account the views of
contractors.
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FWM Organisation Lead
y

y
y
y
y

y

Actively encourage communications between chainsaw
workers and machine operators, rather than simply
written instructions.
There should be more sharing of e.g. incident feedback.
Be more proactive with contractors, for example,
arranging awareness days and meetings.
Clearer visibility of who actually is the FWM
Better management of woodlands - it would help
forestry workers if the woodlands were being managed
properly.
Industry meetings should be subsidised so that
contractors do not lose wages for attending.
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Health and Safety
Executive

Forestry intervention appraisal
and evaluation framework
The nature and risk of forestry work results
in a complex health and safety management
infrastructure involving many different groups of
employers, contractors, landowners and workers
(employees and self-employed).
The forestry industry requires a bespoke approach
to ensure interventions are effective; ie a different
approach to that applied elsewhere in agriculture and
the wider land based industries. The research provided
evidence to inform development of the approach.
The aim of the project was to undertake an
in-depth analysis of the forestry industry in order
to generate an evidence base and an associated
intervention appraisal and evaluation framework.
A comprehensive analysis of the HSE’s RIDDOR
accident data and a literature review were
undertaken to identify the key high risk areas in
forestry. Four Influence Network (IN) workshops
were conducted with various industry groups to
identify the key influences on health and safety
throughout the forestry management chain.
A bespoke forestry ‘barometer’ was developed and
was subsequently used to evaluate the impact of
three forestry Safety and Health Awareness Days
(SHADs). The project culminated in an interventions
workshop held with the HSE forestry team (Agriculture
& Food Sector) in order to identify and develop a
series of feasible health and safety interventions.
This report and the work it describes were funded
by the Health and Safety Executive (HSE). Its
contents, including any opinions and/or conclusions
expressed, are those of the authors alone and do
not necessarily reflect HSE policy.
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