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RESTRICTED COMMERCIAL
HEALTH AND SAFETY EXECUTIVE
INFLUENCES ON SAFE / UNSAFE PRACTICES – FARMERS’ PERSPECTIVES

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
Background
The agriculture industry has been identified as a priority area by the HSC/E due its high rate of fatal and
major injury accidents (Revitalising Health and Safety Strategy Statement, June 2000). Agriculture has the
highest fatal accident rate of any other sector and this rate continues to rise, which is of particular concern in
an industry where the workforce is declining year on year. The farmers most at risk are the self-employed,
although as with all areas of industry small businesses are particularly hard for the HSE to target through the
usual contact methods such as interventions with intermediaries. In order to understand more about the
influences on safe and unsafe farming practices BOMEL was commissioned to explore the source and
strength of these influences with two distinct farmer groups (the self-employed and farm
employers/employees) using the Influence Network technique. With a better understanding of these
influences HSE will be able to design interventions appropriate to the target group that will have maximum
impact across the sector. The results of this study will also provide a benchmark against which the sector
team can compare their own observations of the critical influences.

The Agriculture Sector
In order to put the current study in context, a brief review of the agriculture sector was undertaken. The total
area of agricultural land in the UK is approximately 18.4 million hectares (DEFRA, 2003). UK farming is
particularly varied and most regions are home to all types of British farming. The South West is the largest
and most rural region and is dominated by livestock farming. In terms of the workforce, there are
approximately 550,000 people in agriculture although this figure is steadily declining as people gradually
leave agriculture due to the poor economic climate and in more recent years crises such as BSE and foot
and mouth disease. The farmers that remain have to constantly diversify their businesses in order to stay
afloat and still money remains tight in an increasingly competitive food market.
The agricultural safety record currently shows considerable room for improvement. HSE RIDDOR data
indicates that in the year 2002/03 there were 9.5 fatal injuries per 100,000 workers which is an increase
compared with 9.2 in 2001/02 (HSC, 2003). Numbers of major injury and over 3-day injury accidents are
also increasing although the high level of under reporting of non-fatal accidents suggests the figures could
be even higher (HSC/LFS, 2002).

The Influence Network Approach
In June 2002 the HSE sector team took part in an Influence Network workshop to explore the possible
underlying causes on the high number of farming fatalities. The structured approach facilitated a productive
and insightful discussion around the many possible causative factors involved in farming accidents. The
inspectors also identified significant variations in practices across the industry, for example the differences
between small and large farms; variations with regard to type of farming; capabilities of the young compared
to the ageing workforce; and the quality and availability of information compared to access and relative
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uptake. It also identified a number of key issues specific to agriculture such as the ageing workforce;
change in cattle breed; focus on productivity not safety; and the availability of good quality information and
advice but poor take up.
It was felt that the Influence Network methodology worked well and it would be useful to adopt this approach
with farmers to discuss the source and strength of the influences they perceived as having a significant
affect on farm safety. Taking the same approach also enabled comparisons to be drawn between the three
workshop groups.

The Farmer Workshops
Influence Network workshops were held with two distinct farming groups at the beginning of 2004 to avoid
peak work seasons. The first workshop was conducted with self-employed farmers in the South West and
the second was held with farm employers and employees in the South East where the larger arable farms
are situated. Each workshop had a good attendance from a range of farmers within the target groups
ensuring that the findings were reflective of a range of different views. Both workshop groups worked
through the following activities:

•

Identification of the factors that influence safe / unsafe farming practices

•

Rating and weighting of these factors in terms of current practice and their influences on other
factors

•

Identification of possible safety improvement measures that can be channelled through the HSE

Rating the Factors
Analysis of the group discussions and a selection of ratings assigned by workshop participants enabled an
assessment to be made regarding how each group of farmers rated the different influences in terms of
current industry practice. Results showed that the farmer groups showed significant alignment in their
views, suggesting there are many poor quality factors that are common across the agriculture sector. The
factors perceived to be poor by both workshop groups were as follows:
Direct Level Factors
Motivation / morale
Fatigue / alertness
Information / advice
Suitable human
resources
External conditions
Stress

Organisational Level
Factors
Recruitment
Training

Policy Level Factors
Safety management

Procedures

Profitability

Planning
Incident management
and feedback
Pay and conditions

Environmental Level
Factors
Political influence
Regulatory influence
Market influence
Societal influence
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Weighting the Factors
Independently of the factor ratings, the farmers identified the influences that they felt consistently exerted a
strong impact on farm safety. The weightings assigned by both farmer workshops were combined which
highlighted a number of factors at each level of the Influence Network that were consistently exerting a
significant influence on safe and unsafe farming practices across the agriculture sector. These factors were
as follows:
Direct Level Factors
Competence
Motivation / morale
Situational awareness /
risk percepti on
Fatigue / alertness
Suitabl e human
resources
Inspection and
maintenance
Equipment operability
External conditions
Stress

Organisational Level
Factor
Training

Policy Level Factor
Profitability

Environmental Level
Factor
Political influence

Key Issues
Throughout the ratings and weightings process a number of key issues were highlighted across both farmer
workshops, these issues included:

•

Farmers find it increasingly difficult to keep up with the new legislation constantly coming through
Government

•

The criterion upon which farm safety is measured by regulators is not necessarily monitoring the
real safety indicators and may need to be re-assessed

•

Risk assessments are not documented but are undertaken and this needs to be recognised by
regulatory bodies

•

Procedures are too rigid in the dynamic farming environment

•

Farmers feel very detached from a market which favours the retailer

•

Fatigue and stress are serious issues particularly for self-employed farmers

•

Farm employers highlighted a problem with employee compliance

•

There is a general shortage of qualified and available farm workers
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•

Contractor usage is increasing and in general is perceived to make a positive contribution to farm
safety

•

Inspection and maintenance is typically conducted by the farmers themselves with a focus on
remaining productive and reflects the value placed on equipment

•

A sudden change in the weather can have a significant impact on planned farming activities,
which can result in extreme fatigue and stress

•

Most training is typically too expensive, not practical nor delivered in context

•

There is a strong industry culture, which encourages safe sharing of equipment and services,
and this translates into positive individual farm cultures.

•

At this point in time, profitability is particularly poor

•

Farmers feel society has a poor public perception of the agriculture industry.

Alignment Between the Views of the HSE Sector Team and Farmers Perspectives
Throughout the report the results of the HSE sector team workshop were contrasted and compared with the
findings from both farmer workshops. The inspectors’ original observations of the industry were strongly
reflected in the feedback given by farmers. This suggests that the team has a good grasp of the key issues
affecting agricultural safety. One significant area that they did not pick up on, at least explicitly, was that
safety management systems in the form expected by regulatory bodies are not always as applicable to some
areas of the agriculture industry as they may be to other industry sectors. This particularly causes the selfemployed farmer to become overburdened with heavy bureaucracy, much of which does not even apply to
their business. This serves to heighten already significant levels of fatigue and stress.

Agricultural Risk Control Models
In order to identify the factors with most potential for agricultural risk control within small and large farms,
poor quality factors were compared with high impact factors. This made it possible to see which influences
were exerting a significant impact on farm safety whilst at the same time showing considerable room for
improvement and therefore should be considered as factors with the greatest potential for reducing
agricultural risk. The following factors were highlighted as potential risk control areas in both farmer
workshops:

•

Fatigue / alertness

•

Suitable human resources

•

External conditions

•

Training

•

Political influence.

Page 0.8 of 0.12

Potential risk control areas particularly strong for small farms were:

•

Stress

•

Profitability

•

Market influence.

Potential risk control areas particularly strong for large farms were:

•

Motivation/morale

•

Situational awareness / Risk perception

•

Compliance

•

Regulatory influence.

Both farmer workshops and the HSE workshop provided a valuable insight into the potential risk control
areas across the agriculture industry. In order to triangulate the evidence and develop a model of
agricultural risk that was both balanced and representative in its treatment of the key influences, all three
workshops were amalgamated. Risk control factors were rated on a scale of 1 to 5, 1 indicating the greatest
potential to reduce agricultural risk. This scale provided an indication of each factor’s risk control potential in
relation to other factors on the network. Training and political influence were rated as the factors with the
most potential to control agricultural risk. The findings were then assessed in terms of which factors were
exerting the widest influence on farm safety. The main paths of influence across the whole sector were
qualitatively traced based on the risk control analyses and qualitative points made throughout the workshop
session (see Figure 1.1).

Page 0.9 of 0.12

SAFE / UNSAFE FARMING
PRACTICES
DIRECT LEVEL
MOTIVATION /
MORALE

COMPETENCE
D1

TEAMWORKING

D2

D3

SUITABLE HUMAN
RESOURCES

COMPLIANCE
D9

SITUATIONAL
AWARENESS / RISK
PERCEPTION
D4

INSPECTION &
MAINTENANCE

EQUIPMENT
OPERABILITY

D11

D10

FATIGUE /
ALERTNESS
D5

D12

WORK
ENVIRONMENT
D13

INFORMATION /
ADVICE

COMMUNICATIONS

HEALTH
D6

D8

D7

EXTERNAL
CONDITIONS

SAFETY
EQUIPMENT

STRESS
D15

D14

D16

ORGANISATIONAL LEVEL
RECRUITMENT

TRAINING

O1

O2

COMMUNICATIONS
O7

PLANNING

PROCEDURES
O3

O4

EQUIPMENT
PURCHASING

SAFETY CULTURE
O8

O9

O5

INCIDENT
MANAGEMENT &
FEEDBACK

INSPECTION &
MAINTENANCE
O10

MANAGEMENT /
SUPERVISION
O6

PAY AND
CONDITIONS

DESIGN
O11

O12

POLICY LEVEL
OWNERSHIP &
CONTROL

CONTRACTING
ARRANGEMENTS
P1

P2

P3

COMPANY /
INDUSTRY
CULTURE

ORGANISATIONAL
STRUCTURE
P4

SAFETY
MANAGEMENT

LABOUR / UNION
RELATIONS
P6

P5

PROFITABILITY
P7

ENVIRONMENTAL LEVEL

E1

Potent ial
risk contro l 1

E2

Potent ial
risk contro l 2

MARKET
INFLUENCE

REGULATORY
INFLUENCE

POLITICAL
INFLUENCE

Potential
risk control 3

E3

Potential
risk control 4

SOCIETAL
INFLUENCE
E4

Potential
ri sk control 5

Hi gh
wei ghti ng
only

Not j udged as
a potential
ri sk control or
high weighting

FOCUS FOR HSE INTERVENTIONS

Figure 1.1 Agricultural risk control model and critical paths of influence
The circled factors were perceived to be having the widest influence across the agricultural risk control
model. It was therefore suggested that in order to have maximum impact HSE should look to design
interventions addressing these target areas.

Recommendations
Throughout the workshops farmers were asked how the HSE might help them improve safety on their farm
and throughout the industry. The farmers made a number of suggestions that were mapped against the four
key influences identified in the Influence Network analysis: training, Government, HSE and the market. Many
of the recommendations were widely applicable across the sector. However, some suggestions were
specific to different farm groups, for example the request for more information on accidents and incidents
came from the larger farms whereas the self-employed farmers were more interested in having a legislative
‘crib sheet’ to reduce the paperwork burden.
HSE Interventions

•

Continue with the SADs and also extend the audience to include larger farms and contractors

•

Raise HSE’s online profile

•

Communicate health and safety information through different channels such as ‘Farmers’ Weekly’

•

Provide more accident/incident feedback
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•

Rather than asking for evidence of procedures and documented risk assessments, ask farmers to
show how they have ensured they are safe

•

Start thinking about how safety management can be better delivered and assessed in the
agriculture industry

•

Inspectors must be competent and experienced in agriculture

•

Increase the number of proactive inspections.

Government/DEFRA

•

Work with DEFRA to help reduce the amount of administration/regulations coming through

•

Work with Government to provide a legislative ‘crib sheet’ detailing everything the self-employed
farmer needs to know about running a business to being safe on the farm

•

Act as an intermediary between farmers and Government with regard to their welfare and safety

•

Make Government aware of the detrimental influence it and the actions of some of its agents can
have on farmers’ health and safety.

Market

•

Work with people in the food supply chain to help them become aware of the influence that they
have on safe/unsafe farming practices

•

Encourage Government to set fixed food prices and discourage foreign imports

•

Encourage Government to encourage consumers to purchase food produced in Britain

•

Involve the retailers in auditing farm safety policies

•

Work with retailers to promote UK originated food.

Training

•

Introduce regional on-farm training days

•

Run training courses and SADs from November to May

•

Regulate training courses provided by equipment manufacturers and commercial training bodies

•

Promote national or regional agricultural training circles/groups

•

Develop a deeper understanding about the role of training in this industry context, e.g. most
appropriate format and desired benefits.
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HSE to work more closely with the following industry groups:

•

Trade associations such as the National Farmers Union

•

Equipment manufacturers

•

Equipment designers

•

Industry journals such as Farmers’ Weekly

•

DVLA

•

Contractors

•

Abattoirs.
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1.

INTRODUCTION

1.1

BACKGROUND
In June 2000 the Health and Safety Commission and the Health and Safety Executive (HSC/E)
launched the Revitalising Health and Safety Strategy Statement (RHS) (DETR, 2000) which
outlined a series of targets to improve health and safety performance over the next ten years.
These targets included reducing the number of working days lost from work-related injury and ill
health, and reducing the incidences of work related ill health. To achieve these targets HSC/E
have taken action that includes identifying a series of priority programmes where significant
improvements in health and safety are needed for the targets to be met. Due to the high level of
fatal and major injury accidents, and cases of ill health in the industry, agriculture has been
targeted as one of the priority programmes by HSC/E.
Agriculture has the highest fatal accident rate of all industry sectors. In 2002/03 the rate stands at
9.5 fatal injuries per 100,000 workers, which shows an increase compared with a rate of 9.2 fatal
injuries in 2001/02 (HSC, 2003). The group most at risk is the self-employed, who have a higher
fatal injury rate than employees. However, as with all areas of industry, small businesses are
particularly difficult for HSE to reach and help efficiently and effectively through its normal contact
methods such as intervention with intermediaries. Furthermore, across agriculture the rate of
major injury and over 3-day injury accidents is increasing and the rate of ill health amongst
agricultural workers is significantly higher than the average for all industries (HSC, 2003).
In June 2002 the HSE agriculture sector team met to discuss the different influences they believed
were having an affect on the high rate of farming fatalities. In addition to analysing the possible
underlying causes of fatal accidents they also discussed possible improvement measures and
routes for intervention, which may help to bring about positive changes in farm safety. To
complete the exercise the HSE felt it was imperative to undergo the same exploratory process
with people actually working in the agriculture industry. This would provide critical insight to the
influences that farmers believe are affecting farm safety based on their hands-on experience of
the industry. The results would also provide a baseline of data against which the HSE can
benchmark its own perspective in order to see how closely aligned its views are with the views of
people working in agriculture.

1.2

STUDY OBJECTIVE
The objective of this research was to investigate the source and strength of different influences on
safe and unsafe practices in agriculture using the Influence Network (IN) technique in order that
HSE can design interventions that will have significant impact.
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Whilst a workshop involving HSE Agriculture sector specialists had been held, it was important
that their viewpoints were moderated as necessary by industry views across the spectrum of small
and large farms and farming activities.

1.3

SCOPE OF THIS REPORT
These objectives were addressed through the following activities outlined throughout this report:

•

A brief review of the agriculture sector (see Section 2)

•

A review of the Influence Network approach and an outline of the results from the
original sector team workshop (see Section 3)

•

Influence Network workshops arranged and conducted with two distinct groups in
agriculture (self employed and farm employers and employees) (see Section 4)

•

Analysis of the workshop findings including an outline of the key areas for potential
concern and those influences rated as having the most significant affect on farm safety
(see Section 5)

•

Development of agricultural risk control models and critical paths of influence (see
Section 6)

•

A series of recommended actions for the HSE based on key routes of influence and
farmers’ feedback (see Section 7)
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2.

AGRICULTURE SECTOR BACKGROUND

2.1

INTRODUCTION
UK farming contributes £6.6 billion a year to the economy, uses around three quarters of the
country’s land area and employs over half a million people (DEFRA, 2003). These facts alone
demonstrate the significant part farming plays in the UK’s heritage, environment and economy. In
order to explore UK farming in a little more depth and put the previous and current Influence
Network workshop findings in context, a brief review of the industry sector was undertaken. The
review includes the different types of farming, variations across different regions, the current work
force and the agricultural health and safety record.

2.2

AGRICULTURE OVERVIEW
2.2.1

Type of farming

British agriculture can be broadly split into seven main areas: arable, beef and sheep (livestock),
dairy, horticulture, poultry, pigs and organic farming. The type of farming undertaken is typically
determined by regional characteristics such as climate, type of soil and the accessibility of
resources and markets. Table 2.1 highlights the total land area devoted to agricultural activity in
the UK (England, Wales, Scotland and Northern Ireland) and within this area the total area
devoted to crops. It also presents the number of livestock in each UK region.
Table 2.1 Agricultural land use across the UK
FARMING TYPE
BY AREA AND
NUMBER
Total agricultural
area
Total crop area

ENGLAND
20031

WALES
20032

SCOTLAND
20023

N.IRELAND
20034

TOTAL UK
2002***

9,605,000 h

1,639,000 h

5,532,530 h

1,073,700 h

18,388,000 h

3,815,100 h

**

648,630 h

53,000 h

4,573,000 h

5,612,000

1,272,000

1,932,710

1,213,800

10,345,000

(incl. wheat, barley,
rape grown for
oilseed, sugar,
potatoes, peas,
vegetables, fruit etc.)

Total cattle and
calves (incl. dairy
and beef herds and
bulls)
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Total sheep and
lambs
Total pigs
Total fowls and
poultry
Total deer
Total horses
Total goats
Total small fruit

15,704,000

9,860,000

8,061,100

2,241,100

35,834,000

4,075,000
128,781,000
*
20,000
224,000
74,000
7,400 h

48,000
10,478,000

526,300
15,509,050

433,700
5,274,000

5,588,000
155,005,000

1,000
40,000
6,000
**

7,640
24,240
7,000
1,740 h

**
**
**
**

**
**
**
**

h = hectares
* calculated using various data from the June 2003 census for England
** no data sourced
*** UK Total 2002 data will not necessarily total its component parts as data sourced from 2002 and 2003 censuses, plus due to rounding
1 Agricultural and horticultural census: 2 June 2003, England, Department for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs (DEFRA)
2 Agricultural and horticultural census: 2 June 2003, Wales, National Assembly for Wales, Agriculture and Rural Affairs Department (ARAD)
3 Agricultural and horticultural census: 2 June 2002, Scotland, Scottish Executive Environment and Rural Affairs Department (SEERAD)
4 Agricultural and horticultural census: 2 June 2003, Northern Ireland, Department of Agriculture and Rural Development (DARDNI)

Table 2.1 highlights that approximately 25% (four and a half million) of the UK’s agricultural land is
utilised for arable farming. Arable farming includes the production of crops for both human and
animal consumption and, increasingly, crops for non-food uses (e.g. biofuels). In addition to
arable farming, the UK also has a wide range of livestock for breeding, milking and selling. In
2002 the estimated number of cattle and calves in the UK was just over 10 million. Three quarters
of dairy farms are in the west of the country and they produce around 14 billion litres of fresh milk
every year (NFU online, 2003).
Britain is also one of the European Union’s biggest sheep producers, with a national flock of
approximately 35 million sheep and lambs (NFU online, 2003). As well as meat, British sheep
farmers produce about 35 million kilograms of wool every year (NFU online, 2003). There are
approximately five and a half million pigs in the UK and the vast majority of these can be found in
England (4,075,000 pigs) particularly in East Anglia, Yorkshire and Lincolnshire, all of which are
major pig-producing areas. Poultry farming is divided into meat-producing and egg-producing
sectors and the UK currently has a flock of approximately 155 million (NFU online, 2003).
In addition to arable and livestock farming, horticulture is the specialist production of fresh
produce, including vegetables, salads, fruit, flowers and plants. The value of horticultural
production to the rural economy is more than £2 billion a year. Finally, a growing agricultural
industry is organic farming, which meets the needs of a small but growing consumer market.
However, this small market means revenue is lower and production costs are also higher than with
conventional farming. Despite this, land used for organic farming in the UK is steadily increasingly
(NFU online, 2003).

2.2.2

Regional variations

Agriculture across the UK is extremely varied and many distinct regions encompass all aspects of
British farming. In the broadest terms, farms in the South West of England (predominantly Devon,
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Cornwall and Somerset) and more northerly farms tend to be smaller, family owned businesses
that breed and sell livestock and livestock produce. In contrast, farms in the South East of
England and easterly regions are more dominated by arable farming and tend to be more
progressive in terms of outlook, education and business diversification, e.g. farm shops, letting out
parts of the farm, B&Bs etc.
The South West is the largest and most rural region in England, accounting for 15% of the nation’s
total land area. Agricultural production in the South West is dominated by pastoral livestock
(grassland) farming, which also makes it the ‘greenest’ region. Farm holdings are typically much
smaller than the English average, particularly in Devon and Cornwall. Twice as many people are
directly employed in agriculture in the South West than the national average, with 66,000
depending upon it directly for their livelihoods. Dairy farming accounts for 41% of land use in the
South West and land is also used extensively for reared cattle and sheep (29%) (NFU online,
2003).
Arable farming is predominant in the South East, along with horticulture (fruit, vegetables,
ornamental trees and shrubs, cut flowers and bulbs). Overall almost 14% of England’s cereal crop
is grown in this region. East Anglia is also know for its cereal crops, with farmers growing more
than a quarter of England’s wheat and barley. Farmers in East Anglia also grow more than half
England’s entire sugar beet crop and almost a third of England’s potato crop. Due to the large
amount of grain produced in this region, it is also home to 1.3 million pigs (second largest herd in
Britain) and its hens produce approximately 2.2 million eggs a day (NFU online, 2003).
The West Midlands encompasses every aspects of farming in the UK, including livestock, arable
and horticulture. In the East Midlands 1.3 hectares of land (nearly 80% of the region’s total land
area) is utilised by agriculture and horticulture (NFU online, 2003). As with the West Midlands, the
diversity of the farm produce is vast.
Some 37% of holdings in the North West are classed as cattle and sheep and 24% as dairy
holdings. This compares to national figures of 28% and 12% and highlights the importance of the
livestock sector in the North West (NFU online, 2003). Interestingly, the agricultural workforce in
the North West has a higher proportion over the age of 45 than the national average (NFU online,
2003).
The North East (incl. Yorkshire and the Humber) accounts for just over one million hectares of
agricultural land. The production of beef cattle and sheep is the main agricultural enterprise of the
region, although the North East also holds over 10% of the national dairy herd and is also home to
over 30% of the English breeding pig herd (NFU online, 2003).
Agriculture accounts for some 8% of the rural workforce in Scotland and is valued at around £2
billion a year. In rural areas, where the industry is regarded as an integrated part of the rural
economy, the contribution to economic, environmental and social benefits can be significantly
higher. Beef production is the largest single sector of the agriculture industry in Scotland and in
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2002 contributed 27% of gross agricultural output (total output value £1921million). The sheep
sector contributed 10% of gross output (SEERAD, 2003).

2.2.3

Agricultural workforce

Table 2.2 highlights the total number of agricultural workers across the UK (including Northern
Ireland) at the time of the June agricultural census in 2001 and 2002. The table highlights that in
June 2002, the last year that all UK regional agricultural census results were finalised, the total
agricultural labour force figure in the UK stood at 550,000 workers. These figures are also broken
down according to whether workers are farmers, salaried managers, whole or part-time workers or
seasonal/casual labour. The clear majority of workers are farmers, partners, directors and their
spouses. The smallest number of workers are those employed on a part-time basis.
Table 2.2 UK agricultural labour force
Labour
Farmers, partners, directors and their spouses working on the
holding (incl. whole-time and part-time)
Salaried managers
Whole-time workers
Part-time workers
Seasonal/casual labour
TOTAL UK LABOUR FORCE

June 2001
367,000

June 2002
356,000

14,000
82,000
42,000
64,000
568,000

13,000
76,000
40,000
64,000
550,000

Total labour figure may not sum its component parts due to rounding
Data source: Agriculture in the United Kingdom 2002 (DEFRA, SEERAD, DARDNI, ARAD)

Table 2.3 splits the total number of agricultural workers (including farmers and their spouses)
between each of the four regions across the UK for June 2001, 2002 and 2003 (with the exception
of Scotland in 2003). The workforce in England is clearly the largest, mainly due to the overall
higher population figures and land that lends itself well to farming. Wales and Northern Ireland
have similar numbers, which are equal to approximately 15% of the total workforce in England.
Overall the figures show a gradual reduction in the total number of agricultural workers across the
UK year on year.
Table 2.3 Total labour force by UK region
UK Region
England1
Wales2
Scotland3
Northern Ireland4

June 2001
386,900
56,400
68,720
56,400

June 2002
371,600
56,300
68,350
54,300

June 2003
354,400
55,600
**
54,500

1 Agricultural and horticultural census: 2 June 2003, England, Department for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs (DEFRA)
2 Agricultural and horticultural census: 2 June 2003, Wales, National Assembly for Wales, Agriculture and Rural Affairs Department (ARAD)
3 Agricultural and horticultural census: 2 June 2002, Scotland, Scottish Executive Environment and Rural Affairs Department (SEERAD)
4 Agricultural and horticultural census: 2 June 2003, Northern Ireland, Department of Agriculture and Rural Development (DARDNI)
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Figure 2.1 focuses solely on the agricultural labour force in England, with total figures from 1990,
1995 and 2000 to 2002 (DEFRA, 2003). The graph illustrates a distinct reduction in the total
number of agricultural workers between 1990 and 2002, suggesting a definite decline in the
agricultural workforce.
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Figure 2.1 Total agricultural labour in England from 1990 to 2002
This trend is highlighted in a recent article explaining that in 1939 there were almost 500,000
farms in Britain, the majority fewer than 40 hectares and almost all worked by families. Between
them they employed up to 15% of the population. Within 30 years this number almost halved and
in the past 15 years the number has fallen to about 130,000. There are still around 100,000 farms
under 40 hectares, but more and more of these farms are going part-time, supported mostly by
banks and the value of their land, which remains strong. This is a trend seen across all developed
countries (The Guardian, August 2003).
Tenant farmers manage almost a third of the total area of agricultural land in the UK today. This
means that one in every four farming enterprises is run by a tenant, the contribution made by the
sector is immense, both to the rural and national economies. There are around 23,000 traditional
tenant farmers currently renting land and farm buildings in the UK. They amount to 18% of all fulltime farmers and the land they manage covers more than 5.5 million hectares (32% of total UK
productive land) (NFU online, 2003).

2.2.4

Economy

Farming makes a significant contribution to both the food and tourism market in the UK.
Agriculture and the whole food industry contribute more than £100 billion to the British economy,
which represents 14% of the total UK output. The tourist industry brings a further £12 billion to the
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national economy (NFU, 2003). However, the major economic downturn in agriculture in recent
years has meant that average farm profits have fallen by almost 80% in a decade. Capital assets
have also fallen by 50% in the last five years, according to a recent NFU survey (NFU online,
2003).
Agriculture is often the only viable industry in some areas and supports an array of small rural
businesses, as well as providing support and custom for other rural institutions, such as village
shops, post office, schools and crafts. Without agriculture, many rural communities would simply
disappear (NFU online, 2003).

2.2.5

Industry changes

The agricultural industry is rapidly changing, partly through necessity to keep up with a dynamic
and competitive world. For various economic reasons, including farmers’ relative weakness in the
food chain, profitability for farmers is limited. In many cases it actually costs farmers more to
produce what consumers buy in the shops and supermarkets, than what they are getting paid for it
(NFU online, 2003). Recent agricultural crises such as BSE and the foot and mouth disease have
also underlined the need for farmers to find additional ways of remaining financially stable.
Some of these initiatives include using new technology to help them run their businesses more
efficiently. A recent NFU survey found that 83% of farmers have access to the Internet and, of this
group, 10% use it for selling services such as farm holiday cottages, bed and breakfast
accommodation and plants/nursery stock (NFU online, 2003).
Over recent years farmers’ markets have also grown in popularity as farmers seek alternative
income sources and consumers are increasingly attracted to purchasing fresh, locally produced
food. In the last two years alone the number has increased from 200 to 450, a rise of 125%.
These 450 markets have an impressive annual turnover of approximately £166.3 million which is
more than double the amount just two years ago when it was in the region of £65 million (NFU
online, 2003).
In addition to the Internet and farmers’ market, nearly 20% of Britain’s farmers have started adding
value to the food they produce. For example, they slice and dice fruit and vegetables, turn milk
into ice cream and cheeses, or provide speciality meat cuts to get a better share of the retail
pound (NFU online, 2003).
An additional trend leading to significant and perhaps permanent changes to the UK agriculture
sector, is the current popularity amongst city dwellers to buy country land, with no intention of
cultivating it. Research published in 2003 identified that farms in England are being sold to city
people who want large houses in the countryside, but do not want the bother of maintaining the
land, let alone growing food on their new acquisition (The Guardian, August 2003).

2.2.6

Agricultural safety

The agriculture sector has the highest fatal accident rate of all industries, an increasing major
injury and over 3-day injury accident rate and a significant degree of health related problems. This
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has led to the HSC/E identifying it as one of eight priority areas where significant improvements in
health and safety are urgently needed (DETR, 2000).
FATAL INJURY ACCIDENTS
Agriculture has the highest fatal accident rate of all industry sectors. In 2002/03 the rate stands at
9.5 fatal injuries per 100,000 workers, which shows an increase compared with a rate of 9.2 fatal
injuries in 2001/02 (HSC, 2003). This increased rate of fatal accidents is particularly serious in an
industry where the workforce is declining year on year (see Figure 2.1), making any rise in injuries
a particular concern. Of the 497 people killed in the past 10 years, the clear majority were selfemployed (51%), 35% were employees and 14% were members of the public (HSE online
agriculture homepage, 2004). The last 17 years have actually shown a decline in fatal injuries
amongst employees, despite the rate amongst the self-employed continuing to rise (HSE press
release E115:03, July 2003).
Figure 2.2 highlights fatalities in the agriculture sector between 1996/97 and 2002/03 by
employment status (excluding students and members of the public) taken from HSE RIDDOR
data. The graph highlights significantly more fatalities amongst self-employed workers (180
fatalities) compared with agricultural employees (115 fatalities).
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Figure 2.2 Agricultural fatalities between 1996/97 and 2002/03 by employment status
Figure 2.3 highlights the number of fatalities by age group, based on HSE RIDDOR data gathered
between 1996/97 and 2002/03. The graph clearly highlights that the majority of fatalities fall within
the ‘65 years and over’ age bracket, suggesting this is a particularly at risk group of agricultural
workers. It is notable that in other ‘industries’ few workers beyond the normal male retirement age
of 65 are employed.
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Figure 2.3 Agricultural fatalities between 1996/97 and 2002/03 by age
In order to understand more about the main causes of fatal injuries, Figure 2.4 highlights the top
10 types of accident that have caused death to agricultural workers between 1996/97 and 2002/03
based on HSE RIDDOR data.
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Figure 2.4 Agricultural fatalities between 1996/97 and 2002/03 by accident kind
Figure 2.4 highlights that being struck by moving or falling objects, falling from a height (through
fragile roofs, trees etc) and being run over by a vehicle or a vehicle overturning (transport) account
for the most fatalities amongst agricultural sector workers.
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MAJOR INJURY AND OVER 3-DAY INJURY ACCIDENTS
The rate of reported major injury accidents involving employees increased from 213.9 major
injuries per 100,000 employees in 2000/01 to a rate of 239.3 in 2001/02. There was also a similar
trend in reported over 3-day injuries to employees, with the rate of over 3-day injuries to
employees at 493.3 injuries per 100,000 employees in 2000/01 and increasing by 26% to 621.9 in
2001/02. These figures reflect an overall upward trend in the rate of over 3-day injury accidents to
employees since 1998/99 when it was at its lowest at 427.5, 45% less than in 2001/02 (HSC,
2002). These accident rates only apply to employees due to the high rate of under reporting of
non-fatal accidents amongst the self-employed. More worryingly results from the 1999/2000
Labour Force Survey (HSC/LFS 2002) indicate that only 28% of non-fatal injuries were reported in
1999/2000 in the agriculture sector. This suggests that the real rate of non-fatal injuries could be
significantly higher than current figures indicate.
Figure 2.5 highlights the top 10 types of accident that have caused a major injury or over 3-day
injury to agricultural workers between 1996/97 and 2002/03 based on HSE RIDDOR data.
2500

2000

1500
O
M

1000

500

TRANSPORT

OTHER-HIT OBJECT

STRIKE / STEP ON

HIGH FALL

LOW FALL

ANIMAL

MACHINERY

TRIP

STRUCK BY

HANDLING/SPRAINS

0

Figure 2.5 Non-fatal accidents between 1996/97 and 2002/03 by accident kind
Figure 2.5 highlights that handling sprains and strains, being struck by a moving or falling object
and slips and trips are the most common non-fatal accident kinds reported amongst agricultural
employees.
ILL HEALTH
The SWI (self reported work related injury) survey in 2001/02 estimated that 30,000 people whose
current or most recent job in the last eight years was in the agriculture, hunting, forestry and
fishing industries suffered from an illness which they believed was caused or made worse by this
job. The corresponding prevalence rate, 6500 per 100,000 people working in the last eight years,
was statistically significantly higher than the average for all industries.
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SWI 2001/02 also showed this sector as having among the highest prevalence rate for
musculoskeletal disorders (HSC, 2002). The HSE’s health and safety magazine ‘Farmwise’
(2003) estimates that:

•

up to 80% of workers have some form of musculoskeletal injury (aches, sprains or
strains)

•

twice the national average of people are affected by asthma

•

more than 20,000 people are affected by zoonoses (diseases passed from animals to
humans) each year

•

25% of the workforce suffer some hearing loss from their work.

2.2.7

Revitalising health and safety in agriculture

Agriculture has been identified by HSC/E as a priority area under the Government’s ‘Revitalising
Health and Safety’ agenda. The following improvement targets have been set:

•

Reduction in fatal accident incident rate to EMPLOYEES by 5% by 2004 and by 30% by
2010.

•

Reduction in fatal accident incident rate to SELF EMPLOYED by 5% by 2004 and by
10% by 2010 (with agreement to review in 04/05 and potentially raise target to 15% by
2010).

•

Reduction in major accident incident rate to EMPLOYEES by 5% by 2004 and by 30%
by 2010.

•

Reduction in child fatal accidents to zero by 2010.

(HSE online agriculture live issues, 2004)
In order that these accident targets are met, the HSE proposes to:

•

Engage with stakeholders who can influence the industry;

•

Extend the knowledge, skills and competencies of those in the industry and those
joining it;

•

Continue providing targeted information, advice and guidance;

•

Continue to protect workers through a targeted inspection and investigation programme;

•

Stimulate action amongst self-employed/family farms by new techniques (such as
Safety Awareness Day’s and farmers’ group’s inspections);

•

Influence safety through design;
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•

Promote the development of occupational health and rehabilitation provision and
encourage take up by the farming community;

•

Evaluate activities and amend the programme in light of results;

•

Open a widespread debate on child safety in agriculture.

(HSE online agriculture live issues, 2004)
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3.

THE INFLUENCE NETWORK APPROACH

3.1

INTRODUCTION
The Influence Network technique has been adopted to facilitate a structured and detailed
discussion around the possible influences that may or may not be affecting safe and unsafe
farming practices. This technique was also used with the HSE sector team and has therefore
generated comparable data at the farmers’ workshops. The following section describes the basis
for the Influence Network technique and outlines top level feedback gathered from the original
agriculture Influence Network workshop held with HSE inspectors in June 2002.

3.2

THE INFLUENCE NETWORK MODEL
The Influence Network model was originally developed and used by BOMEL in relation to work on
accident causation, derivation of risk controls, option appraisal and impact evaluation for the HSE
(HSE/BOMEL, RR387, 2001). The basic concept is shown in Figure 3.1 as a set of nested
domains. At the core are the human and technical systems of concern, in this case people
working in farming. Impacting on them are management and organisational systems, which are
influenced by policy matters such as the way agricultural services are contracted and industry
wide health and safety practices. All of these are set in the wider context of social and market
influences alongside which political and regulatory influences may be exerted. These influences
all interact to affect the practices and safety of farmers and associated agricultural workers.

Social, Political and Market
Context

Corporate Policy Influences

Organisation &
Management
Systems

Human and
Technical
Systems

Figure 3.1 Nested domains of influence on the conduct of work activity
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A hierarchical representation of the domains is shown in Figure 3.2. This illustrates the generic
model adapted and used by BOMEL in other project work for the HSE. This Influence Network
approach has a strong human factors basis and distinguishes the sub-influences in each domain
across distinct human, hardware and organisational factors. The influence interactions are
modelled qualitatively and quantitatively using bespoke software developed by BOMEL both to
facilitate the elicitation of expert judgements and to automate the analysis.
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Figure 3.2 Generic Influence Network model
Subject matter experts (i.e. practitioners from the field) are invited to participate in a workshop
which aims to identify best and worst practice in the industry in relation to each influence for the
particular situation under consideration. Participants will also be invited to discuss the various
attributes of current practice for each factor. This leads to a quantitative rating for current practice
using a scale of 0 to 10 representing worst to best practice. Separately, the significance of each
influence is assessed, such that whether or not the quality of the influence is good or bad (e.g.
compliance), it may nevertheless be significant in its weighting on, for example, the degree of
compliance that may result.
This structured process of documenting practices as they relate to the subject, is in itself
enormously enlightening to the BOMEL facilitators and the industry participants alike. In addition,
the network quantification enables crucial influences and key factors to be revealed and for
alternative risk controls (e.g. improving safety culture as opposed to more training, say) to be
compared in relation to cost, schedule and impact potential. Importantly, the approach helps
determine which influences shape an aspect of performance and to what extent, and this helps
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delineate understanding. Importantly it utilises data where hard evidence is available, but it also
provides a framework to draw in qualitative experience from those involved in the activities and
structure this in a way that quantitative comparisons can be made.
Within the Influence Network there are the following four levels of influencing factors:

3.3

•

Direct Level: refers to the immediate human and workplace factors that may have a
direct bearing on safe or unsafe acts and/or technical failures, which may be
responsible for an agricultural accident.

•

Organisational Level: refers to the underlying organisational factors that influence
human and technical conditions within the agricultural working environment and
therefore indirectly affect the occurrence of an accident.

•

Policy Level: comprises the factors that shape the way work is organised.

•

Environmental Level: refers to the regulatory and wider external influences that impact
on the agriculture industry and farming businesses as a whole.

HSE AGRICULTURE SECTOR TEAM WORKSHOP
The Influence Network technique was used with the HSE sector team in June 2002 to explore the
source and strength of influences that they perceived as having an effect on agricultural safety
(the full report can be found in Appendix A). The main focus of the workshop was to explore the
possible underlying influences on the occurrence of farming fatalities and also to identify possible
improvement measures and routes for intervention. The workshop consisted of experienced
sector inspectors and accident data experts, all of whom had extensive knowledge and experience
of working closely with the agricultural community. The workshop lasted two days and adopted
the generic Influence Network model, as seen in Figure 3.2, as a basis upon which to discuss the
various influences.
During the workshop a significant amount of time was spent reviewing and discussing the
meaning and relevance of each influencing factor in the context of the agriculture industry. Once
these factors had been discussed the participants assigned each factor a rating of between 0 and
10 (poor to excellent), to reflect current industry practice. The discussion and rating of factors
served to highlight significant variations in practices across the industry. For example, the
differences between small and large farms; variations with regard to type of farming; capabilities of
the young compared to the ageing workforce; and the quality and availability of information
compared to access and relative uptake. The variations in the ratings assigned made it complex
to represent them graphically, however Figure 3.3 highlights those factors that the inspectors
deemed to be of poor quality and thus of general concern with regard to some aspect of the
agriculture industry, based on broad trends and qualitative points made.
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Figure 3.3 Poor quality factors and areas of concern identified by the HSE sector team
Having developed an understanding of the issues surrounding each of the factors, the inspectors
assessed the relative significance of each factor in relation to other factors on the network and
their impact on safety in agriculture. These weightings were assigned independently from the
previously assigned ratings (see Appendix A for the full weightings analysis or Section 5.3 for
more details). In summary, at the direct level the inspectors highlighted the following factors as
potentially having the greatest influence on farm safety:

•

Inspection and maintenance

•

Situational Awareness / Risk Perception

•

Competence

•

Information / Advice

These factors were closely followed by:

•

Health

•

Compliance

•

External Conditions.

At the organisational level both safety culture and training were thought to have a universally
strong potential to influence all factors at the direct level. It was felt that there is, typically, a high
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level of sole working and therefore workers need to look after their own safety for the majority of
the time. Good standards of training and a positive safety culture are therefore perceived to be
very important in influencing all of the factors at the direct level. The two dominant influences at
the policy level were company culture and safety management followed by profitability. At the
environmental level the general consensus was that political and market forces exert the
greatest influence on policy level factors.
Interestingly, all of the factors that were weighted highly were also rated poorly with regard to
some aspect of the industry, with the exception of external conditions at the direct level and
company culture at the policy level. This suggests that there is considerable room for
improvement amongst those factors that were weighted as having a high impact on farm safety.
During the workshop the HSE sector team highlighted a number of issues as being particularly
noticeable with regard to agriculture, these issues included:

•

Ageing population – 20% of fatalities in agriculture that occurred in the period of
1996/7 to 2000/01 were to the over 65s, compared to 2% across other areas of industry

•

Cattle breed - the change in breed to a more aggressive overprotective one has
increased the risk in cattle handling, but this has not altered farmer behaviour
sufficiently and unnecessary risks are still being taken

•

Competence – skill levels are high across the industry and training courses are
focusing increasingly on safety. New technology is demanding increasing level of
intellectual capability, however, farmers are often not able to buy skilled personnel and
thus resort to casual labour

•

Stress – a significant problem across the industry, but related to the overall economic
pressures and not job related

•

Information and advice – the Sector provides a considerable amount of quality
information, but the problem is accessibility for those that actually do the job and overall
penetration. The Sector needs to find a way of encouraging uptake.

•

Risk assessments – a problem for the industry in terms of what is required, would
probably prefer prescriptive approach, although contractors are much better than selfemployed

•

Equipment quality, maintenance etc – the extent to which standards are upheld relate
to the link to productivity, whereas safety equipment and maintenance is poor. Farmers
will not consider safety in purchasing, which means that there is need to influence safer
design. Specialist contractors are more likely to manage regular maintenance
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•

Training – there is an increased uptake occurring, however, this is partly driven by HSE
enforcement and is more likely to be taken up by larger farms or specialist contractors,
due to the expense for smaller enterprises

•

Procedures – do not generally exist, safety policies are not converted into procedures,
but even if they did exist, they would be unlikely to alter behaviour. Other mediums are
needed from the written form to suit workers in agriculture

•

Recruitment, training and planning - have all improved slightly with regard to safety,
mainly driven by changes in industry structure and market pressures resulting in greater
levels of contracting rather than relying on existing personnel

•

Design – agricultural engineering courses do not address the safety regulations and
how they apply to design. Safety is considered at the end of the design process.
Machinery design regulations are not adhered to. Inherent safety is not provided

•

Corporate changes – Health and safety is becoming a greater focus in large
businesses, four changes to the type of farming are a possibility – focus on best trade
price; diversification; quality; environmental led farming.

•

Retailers – an important lever for improving health and safety awareness as retailers
drive the activities of farming and can be influential in dictating practice. If HSE can
influence retailers then could be effective driver for change.

•

Profitability – in severe decline, turnover and profitability has remained unchanged
from five years ago

•

Political will – there is a need for joined up government in order to secure will to
improve health and safety conditions in farming. Despite being a priority programme,
the Sector cannot fund work due to inadequate HSE resources

•

Inspection/enforcement – HSE no longer recruits specialist agricultural inspectors,
potentially resulting in loss of credibility and effectiveness in an industry where shared
expertise has a significant sway.
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4.

INFLUENCE NETWORK WORKSHOPS – THE
FARMERS’ PERSPECTIVES

4.1

INTRODUCTION
The workshop conducted with the HSE sector team identified a range of issues influencing farm
safety based on the team’s knowledge and experience of the agriculture industry developed
through their work with farmers to provide health and safety support. To ensure the agricultural
risk Influence Network model is both reliable and valid in its identification of the main factors
influencing safe and unsafe farming practices, it was imperative that people working in the industry
were also consulted. Two further workshops were therefore conducted; one with predominantly
self-employed owner/occupier farmers and one with farm employers and employees, ensuring the
final risk model was balanced and objective in its representation of the critical influences. The
following section outlines the Influence Network model adopted for the farmers’ workshops and
the methodology applied to ensure both insightful and useful feedback was gathered to form an
industry benchmark, against which the inspectors’ findings could be compared. In this way the
HSE can be certain its limited resources are being targeted in areas that will have the strongest
impact on agricultural safety.

4.2

AGRICULTURE INFLUENCE NETWORK MODEL
The original inspector workshop used a generic Influence Network model as a basis for the
discussion about possible factors affecting farm safety. Using the feedback from the inspectors’
workshop it would have been possible to fully customise the Influence Network model for the
current farmer workshops. However, customising the model based on the inspectors’ feedback
and general knowledge about the industry (as outlined in Section 2) could lead to false
assumptions about the issues affecting agricultural safety. Although the inspector workshop
represents important feedback about the industry from the perspective of the HSE, it is critical that
these findings are not used to ‘second guess’ where people actually working in the industry
perceive the main influences to be. A customised model would have strongly biased the
discussion towards the areas debated by the inspectors and possibly away from the actual issues
as perceived by the farming community.
It was therefore imperative that the farmers were presented with the same starting point as the
inspectors in order that all three sets of feedback could be directly and fairly compared. Results
from the farmer workshops will provide an industry benchmark against which the inspectors’
workshop findings can be compared and triangulated. This will provide an important insight into
how closely aligned the inspectors and farmers are with regard to the influences they perceive as
affecting farm safety and the interventions they believe are most powerful - for example the
usefulness of interventions such as published HSE advice and guidance.
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Figure 4.1 shows the Influence Network model adopted for the current farmer workshops.
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Figure 4.1 Influence Network model used in both farmer workshops
This exact model was also used in the inspector workshop, with the exception of a few minor
changes, which were included to ensure all possible influencing factors were covered and useful
routes for intervention drawn out during the discussion. Two new factors were added to the Direct
level – D15 Stress and D16 Safety Equipment. Both factors featured in the inspectors’ discussion
(see Appendix A) and also in general advice put out by the HSE and it was therefore deemed
important that farmers have the opportunity to discuss these factors in more depth. Other
modifications were predominantly at the Policy level, where P3 became Company and Industry
Culture (previously Company Culture) and P6 became Labour and Union Relations (previously
Labour Relations). It was felt that both the industry culture and representative bodies such as the
National Farmers Union (NFU) could be significant levers for industry change and thus merited the
opportunity for focused discussion.

4.3

WORKSHOP METHODOLOGY
4.3.1

Securing attendance

In order to secure a good attendance at the workshop, the dates, venue and structure of the
workshop were all carefully considered. The South West is predominantly populated by smaller
family run farms (see Section 2) and was therefore chosen as the most appropriate location for the
self-employed (owner/occupier) workshop. The workshop was held at the NFU offices in Exeter
on January 28th 2004, which reduced participants travel cost and time and also provided a familiar
Page 4.2 of 4.7

setting. The South East is home to larger arable farms (see Section 2) and was therefore chosen
as the best location to attract larger, multiple employee farms. BOMEL’s offices in Maidenhead
provided a rural setting for the workshop on 3rd February 2004. Workshop dates were chosen to
avoid the main harvesting season.
As the target attendees were dependent on working every day to sustain their livelihood, it was
necessary to reduce the duration of the workshop. Both workshops were therefore held during the
middle of the working day so farmers were still able to carry out early morning and late afternoon
duties. Whilst this was not ideal given the volume of factors to be covered, it was deemed
preferable to have focused and willing input from a large group than a poor representation across
a wider set of issues. Potential attendees were identified through a range of channels including
the NFU, Devon County Agricultural Association, local farming contacts and traditional contact
routes such as the Yellow Pages. Each farmer was initially telephoned and the workshop briefly
explained; if desired more information would be sent and then followed up with a further call. At
this stage farmers were asked to confirm whether or not they would like to attend.
Prior to the workshop each of the participants was provided with a briefing document that
contained a concise background to the research, the Influence Network diagram and an outline of
how the session would be structured (see Appendix B). The briefing document also contained
Influence Network factor definitions and the associated anchored rating scale with scale point
definitions.

4.3.2

Customising the Influence Network approach

It was important that the feedback collected at the farmers’ workshop could be directly compared
with the inspector feedback. It was therefore imperative that the workshop was structured in a
way that would generate as much of the same data as possible but in a significantly shorter space
of time. The key objectives of each workshop were to:

•

Identify the factors that influence safe / unsafe farming practices.

•

Rate and weight these factors in terms of current practice and their influences on other
factors.

•

Identify possible safety improvement measures.

Before starting the workshop the facilitator gave a short presentation that outlined the background
to the workshop, the Influence Network approach and the day’s agenda (see Appendix C). The
farmers were then taken through four distinct steps:
STEP 1 – Farmers were asked to consider the main factors that they perceive have an effect on
safe and/or unsafe farming practices. This enabled early identification of the ‘critical’ influences on
farm safety.
STEP 2 – Participants were invited to discuss each of the factors in more detail, e.g. What is this
factor like in agriculture?; Is it relevant?; How does it affect safety?; Is there room for
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improvement? etc.. The intention was to focus on direct level factors and the factors deemed
‘critical’ at the other levels. During this step, attendees were also asked to rate each of the factors
on a scale of 0 to 10, to indicate poor to excellent industry practice. In order to save time the
farmers were asked to assign ratings on a prepared ratings sheet which was handed in at the end
of the session (see Appendix D for example of ratings sheet).
STEP 3 – At this stage farmers assessed the weighting (or significance) of the influence that each
factor exerts on the other factors whether or not the quality of the influence is good or bad. The
objective was to help unravel which factors consistently exert a strong influence over factors that
may be detrimental to safety. This will help in identifying potential areas for targeting
improvements. As with the ratings, the intention was to focus on direct level factors and the
factors deemed ‘critical’ at the other levels.
STEP 4 – To conclude the session and build upon the safety improvement measures discussed
throughout the workshop, the farmers were asked to suggest practical improvement measures
they would like to see and also to think about any further ways the HSE could provide additional
health and safety support.

4.4

WORKSHOP ATTENDEES
4.4.1

Attendee confidentiality

The participants were assured of complete confidentiality in order to encourage an open and
honest response during the workshop session. As the workshops were focused on a potentially
sensitive subject this was particularly important. It was imperative that the participants did not feel
they were being informally ‘tested’ or judged on their opinions. Farmers’ names are therefore not
included; instead a description of their background is given in order to put the findings in context.

Page 4.4 of 4.7

4.4.2

Self-employed owner/occupier workshop attendees

Table 4.1 provides details on the ten people who attended the self-employed, owner/occupier
workshop.
Table 4.1 Self employed owner/occupier workshop attendees
Attendee
1. Self-employed
dairy farmer

Background
Farmer 1 has been working on a stud farm for the last 12 months, but
is returning to full-time dairy farming in Australia in 2005. She has
worked in farming for 20 years and formerly worked with her husband
in a large dairy enterprise in the South East. She employs part-time
casual labour in peak season.
2. Self-employed
Farmer 2 has worked in agriculture all of his life and currently works
farmer
alongside his son who is also a self-employed farmer. He takes an
active role in local farming groups and has held positions including
Chairman of the Milk Board, District Councillor and NFU County
Chairman.
3. Self-employed pig Farmer 3 farms pigs on a small arable farm in Exeter and has a small
farmer
direct retail outlet. He has worked in farming for 10 years and
currently employs two members of staff.
4. Self-employed
Farmer 4 has worked in dairy farming all his life, following in his
dairy farmer
fathers footsteps. He employs part-time casual labour in peak
season.
5. Self-employed beef Farmer 5 has worked in farming all of his life. His brother is also a
and sheep farmer
self-employed farmer with a neighbouring farm and they share one
member of staff who is employed to work part-time for both
enterprises.
6. Self-employed
Farmer 6 started farming relatively late in life after working as a civil
arable farmer
engineer. He is now a self-employed arable farmer in Warwick and
does not employ any additional farm labour.
7. NFU regional coNFU representative providing an overall perspective on the
ordinator
agricultural industry based on extensive experience of working closely
alongside the farming community, particularly in the South West.
8. Helen Bolt,
Workshop facilitator at this farmer workshop and the original HSE
BOMEL Director
inspector workshop
9. Natasha Perry,
Project manager and human factors sector expert
BOMEL Human
Factors Consultant
10 Bal Sreenivasan,
Human factors sector expert
BOMEL Human
Factors Consultant
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4.4.3

Farm employer/employee attendees

Table 4.2 provides details on the ten people who participated in the farm employer/employee
workshop.
Table 4.2 Farm employer/employee workshop attendees
Attendee
1. Farm employee

2.

Agricultural
contractor

3.

Farm manager

4.

Farm employee

5.

Farm employee

6.

Farm H&S
Manager

7.

Farm manager

8.

NFU regional coordinator
Helen Bolt,
BOMEL Director

9.

Background
Farmer 1 works for a large (315 hectares) organic farm, which is
actively involved in educational initiatives. 6,500 students visit the farm
on educational tours every year. One principal farmer manages the
farm and most of the land is owner occupied, but some is share farmed
and some tenanted. The overall farm business includes a second farm
and a third farm has recently been sold.
Farmer 2 is self-employed and has been working in agriculture for
almost 20 years. He currently works for a family run agricultural
contractor that supplies machinery and services for all farming
operations including grass mowing, hay making, straw baling, bale
stacking and hedge trimming.
Farmer 3 manages a 12,000 acre farm between Reading and Newbury
and employs up to six employees.
Farmer 4 has been working in agriculture for five years and currently
works for a farming business that not only maintains a small working
farm, but also provides agriculture services to other local farms. He
was educated at an agricultural college in the South West.
Farmer 5 works for the same company as Farmer 4 and has done so
for the last 16 years. The company currently employs between 10 to
15 staff.
Farmer 6 works for a large farm that predominantly produces organic
soft fruits for sale to major UK supermarkets as part of a larger farming
conglomerate. The farm employs several hundred staff, many from
abroad to work on the vast acres of land. Farmer 6’s appointment as
H&S Manager was ratified following two fatalities on the farm.
Farmer 7 manages an arable farm in Berkshire and employs up to five
staff, one of whom is currently doing a course at a local agricultural
college.
The NFU representative provided the wider industry perspective and
possible routes for intervention through the NFU.
Workshop facilitator at this farmer workshop and the original HSE
inspector workshop

Page 4.6 of 4.7

10

Natasha Perry,
BOMEL Human
Factors
Consultant

Project manager and human factors sector expert
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5.

WORKSHOP FINDINGS

5.1

INTRODUCTION
The following section presents the findings (factor ratings and weightings) from all three
workshops in order that they can be reviewed in parallel and similarities and/or discrepancies
highlighted and explored. Due to the time constraints during the farmers’ workshops the majority
of the feedback gathered was qualitative in nature. However, some preliminary quantitative data
was also gathered which, combined with the qualitative feedback, provided in-depth insight into
the factors that were perceived to be affecting agricultural safety. The data gathered also enabled
comparisons to be made with the inspectors’ workshop findings.

5.2

ISSUES AND RATINGS
The issues discussed around each factor are presented for all three workshops. A summary of
the inspector findings is presented first in order to ‘set the scene’ and then the farmers’ opinions
on each factor are presented in full. The complete inspector workshop findings can be found in
Appendix A. For each factor the assigned industry ratings are also highlighted. It is possible to
see that the ratings assigned by the inspectors highlight the significant variations across the
industry. It was not possible to spend as much time breaking the ratings down during the farmers’
workshops, instead farmers were asked to assign ratings individually on the ratings sheets
provided (see Appendix D) and hand them in at the end of the workshop. The entire farm
employer/employee workshop handed in ratings sheets, which provided a range of rating
indicators (see Appendix E for range of large farm ratings). However, it was not possible to gather
ratings from all of the self-employed farmers and therefore the ranges of ratings assigned are
based on ratings collected during the workshop and an assessment made of the qualitative
feedback gathered.
Following an exploration of the issues surrounding each factor an overview of the findings across
all three groups is presented. This comparative overview highlights the areas where the
workshops all raised the same issue and thus provides an indication of the key issues across the
whole agriculture sector. It also highlights any discrepancies between the views and thus specific
needs of each workshop group.
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5.2.1

Direct Level Influences

D1 Competence - The skills, knowledge and abilities required to perform particular tasks
safely.
W/S

Comments

Rating

HSE

Competence levels across the industry were considered to be excellent. (see
However, when considered in the context of safety, the view was held that left)
expertise is not really judged in terms of safety by farmers.
Routine tasks are performed very well, but irregular tasks that require specific
skills, such as roofing, may be more problematic as there will be a tendency to
attempt such tasks without the necessary competencies. The sector team felt
that a number of fatalities have occurred when people ignored the limitations of
their particular capabilities and thus consciously take risks, rather than contract
in the required expertise.
8 – 9;
Employed / employee (accounting for safety) 6
General competence (non–safety)

Self employed (accounting for safety)

3;

SE

Self-employed farmers felt the issue with competence was primarily linked to 5-7
how and where novice agriculture workers are able to develop the necessary
knowledge and competencies. The farmers talked about how agricultural
colleges are increasingly closing down; training providers are few and far
between and often training that is provided is not done so in the right context.
Much of the training offered places too much emphasis on getting certificates
that permit the holder to operate a new piece of machinery, rather than ensuring
the individual can use the equipment safely in a farm setting.

E

The employed group emphasised how critical competence was in farming, 6-8
especially for jobs involving increasingly complex and dangerous machinery. It
was agreed that with new recruits, training on high-risk activities would be
undertaken as soon as possible and new employees would not be able to carry
out certain tasks until full training had been completed. However, the group also
felt that getting employees to actually comply with the procedures and ways they
had been taught to work during training was the bigger challenge in terms of
safety (also see D9 Compliance).
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Overview and comparison
Neither of the farmer groups made the distinction between general competence
and safety competence. Their discussion focused on training their own workers
to do the job safely as opposed to the inspectors’ discussion, which focused on
contracting out jobs that required specific competencies. For self-employed
farmers the issue was finding and affording the most applicable training to
develop the right competencies, whereas for the larger farms the issue was
ensuring employees behaved competently once training had been undergone.
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D2 Motivation / Morale - Farm workers’ incentive to work towards the business, employer,
personal and common goals.

W/S

Comments

Rating

HSE

The sector team felt that the average self-employed farmer is very positive about (see
their role, strongly motivated to make a success of their business and proud of left)
what they do, yet morale may still be low due to the impact of the poor economic
climate and other environmental level influences affecting the industry.
However, this is not linked to safety concerns and there is a lack of interest in
proactive safety management. HSE has tried to emphasise the linkage between
profits and safe business to farmers in order to encourage greater motivation
towards safe practice. Nevertheless, it was also felt that morale and motivation
did not really have an impact on safety, as safety is given a low priority
generally.
Livestock farmers may be experiencing low morale due to the major impact of
the economic climate, whereas arable farming, whilst facing reduced subsidies,
is profitable and farm sizes have grown, with greater investment in machinery
and continuing ability to employ on a casual basis.
Beef

SE

2 – 3; Sheep 3 – 4; Pigs 3; Arable 7 - 8

The self-employed group highlighted how important it was that they were 2-7
motivated in their work. An example was cited by one farmer who explained
how purchasing new machinery is not just about replacing old equipment, but
can be a motivating force in itself.
However, throughout the workshop there was a general feeling of low morale
due to the pressures faced by a poor economic climate, lack of political will and
recent agricultural crises such as foot and mouth.
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E

In general it was felt that farm workers are extremely dedicated to their work and 3-8
highly motivated. However, a couple of the farmers in the employer/employee
group felt that motivation levels varied with age. It was felt that younger farm
workers who are new to the job and perhaps recently qualified are more
motivated to work and learn new skills. More specifically, tractor drivers in the
30+ years age bracket were suggested as a sub-group that were highly
dedicated to their work and very motivated. However, it was also suggested that
tractor drivers outside this age bracket (late twenties and 50s/60s) may be
susceptible to low motivation levels due to the long working hours, monotony
and potentially hard driving conditions.
One participant described how one of his younger employees regularly brings
back new knowledge from a college course, which he is keen to share with the
other older workers, most of whom typically show no interest in new ways of
doing jobs they have done for years.
In general it was also felt that overall motivation to join the industry was
particularly low (see D10 Suitable Human Resources).
Finally, an important point made by one participant was that ‘job satisfaction’
and ‘fun’ are critical elements in maintaining employee motivation. It was felt
that even with benefits such as good pay and conditions and regular training, in
the long term employees need to experience job satisfaction and an element of
fun in their role in order to remain motivated.
Overview and comparison
All three groups agreed that in general farmers are a motivated group of
workers. The inspectors perception that livestock farmers may be experiencing
low morale, whilst arable farmers are in less of a down period was reflected in
both farmer workshops. The employer/employee workshop also highlighted a
difference in motivation levels depending on age, with younger workers
generally being more motivated to learn new methods and skills. The findings
from all three workshops also suggest that motivation/morale generally does not
have a direct impact on safe or unsafe farming practices.
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D3 Teamworking - The extent to which individuals in teams work as cohesive units and
look out for each other's health and safety interests

W/S

Comments

HSE

It was suggested that when there are two or more people working together, they (see
may be more likely to think about safety given the close co-ordination in the left)
work, but this concern with safety is not so apparent when witnessing others
doing separate tasks. A macho culture also stills exists across the industry
where safety is disregarded. In general, given the nature of agricultural activity,
people work on individual fronts rather than in teams. However, when there is
casual grouping in which people come together to complete a task, there is likely
to be more concern for health and safety. When the individual’s actions possibly
affect the health and safety of the others, there will be increased vigilance, but
where actions do not necessarily affect the others directly, then there seems to
be less concern for one’s own safety.
Employed and self-employed

SE

Rating

5

The self-employed group of farmers felt that the quality of ‘teamworking’ itself 5-7
was not really the issue as the majority of their work was undertaken in isolation.
If additional labour were employed, perhaps during peak lambing or harvesting
season, work would typically still be conducted alone. One farmer explained
how the repercussions of an accident could be made significantly worse if the
involved individual is not able to quickly get help or raise an alarm. Sometimes
farmers may not communicate with anyone from the moment they leave home in
the morning to returning at night. If an accident occurs in the day, nobody will
raise the alarm until the farmer does not return home that evening and by then it
could be too late.
It was therefore felt that the absence of teamworking placed greater emphasis
on the need for clear, open and regular communications between farmers and
workers and/or their families. A farmer summarised the issues by stating that if
you are unable to communicate with a member of staff, then there is really no
point them being there.
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E

The farm employer/employee group explained that the majority of work 3-8
undertaken on farms was not carried out in traditional ‘teams’. Individuals would
typically complete jobs alone, especially with the increase in specialist
equipment requiring only one trained operator. Due to such a dispersed
workforce, it was agreed maintaining good communications between workers
(especially those on a different or isolated part of the farm) was more important
for safe working. On the rare occasion farm work was completed as part of a
team, it was felt that workers do tend to look out for each other’s safety and in
contrast perhaps take a more laissez-faire attitude to safety when working alone.
The point was also made that for a farm manager, it would of course be hard to
prove or disprove someone had been working safely or otherwise when they
were alone.
Overview and comparison
Both farmer groups agreed that farm work is not typically carried out in teams.
The majority of work is completed in isolation, which emphasises the need for
effective communications, particularly about safety concerns. Farmers from the
larger farms also directly agreed with the inspectors observations that when
work is being carried out as part of a team, workers are more inclined to work
safely and look out for each other, whereas working alone may lead to a more
relaxed approach to safety.
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D4 Situational Awareness / Risk Perception - The extent to which farm workers are aware of
the hazards and risks presented in the workplace.

W/S

Comments

Rating

HSE

The risks are known, but no efforts are made with regard to behaviour 5
modification. The extent to which farmers are capable of undertaking a range of
different tasks may result in a misperception of their ability to undertake certain
activities, such as roofing, rather than contract the work out and in this respect
the risks are either ignored or not identified with.

SE

It was felt that this factor was very personal; one farmer may assess risk as low, 4-8
another as high. It was felt that generation could be a factor, some farmers
feeling that if they acted in a certain way 10 years ago, why should they change
their ways now. Encouragingly the farmers felt that risk perceptions could be
changed, depending on how informed one is about a particular issue, for
example, if you know the risk associated with inhaling dust over a prolonged
period of time, you are more likely to appreciate the need for a dust mask.

E

In general the group felt that employees are aware of the risks, but still continue 4-8
to take them. It was also felt that a key contributory factor was age. Younger
workers believe they are immortal, whilst older people can become complacent
leading to the omission of safety precautions and procedures (consciously or
unconsciously).
Overview and comparison
Both groups of farmers believed that risk perception was linked to age, young
and old workers equally susceptible to risk taking behaviours.
The
employer/employee group also directly agreed with the inspectors observations
that individuals are aware of the risks, but behave in the same way despite
them. Interestingly the self-employed group felt that by raising people’s
awareness of the effects of unsafe practices, this could help reduce some risk
taking behaviour.
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D5 Fatigue / Alertness - The degree to which performance is degraded through sleep
deprivation, or excessive / insufficient mental or physical activity, or drugs / alcohol.

W/S

Comments

Rating

HSE

Farmers work long hours and get very tired, this is particularly prevalent at 3-4
certain times of the year, such as harvesting or lambing where external factors
dictate demand. There are also some moderate levels of social alcohol and,
amongst the younger workforce, rural drug taking is an increasing issue, but this
spans across all sectors of industry. Whilst this can have an impact on
alertness, alcohol abuse was not considered to be a primary problem. Drug
abuse has not been linked to accidents, however the activity is increasing and
was identified as a potential issue of concern for the future.
Sleep deprivation is the biggest problem and this partly relates to the length of
the day and the demands of the work at particular seasons, such as during
harvesting. In mixed farming, especially dairy, there is a constant level of
fatigue due to extended hours of work for milking etc, whereas sheep and beef
workers can get up later. Fatigue is compounded if farm workers have other
work requirements during the day as may frequently be the case with growing
numbers of ‘hobby farmers’ or where economic pressures force farmers to seek
other sources of income.

SE

Fatigue was highlighted as one of the biggest health and safety problems for 2-9
self-employed farmers, who have virtually no time to rest. In peak calving
season a farmer may be producing 20 calves in one day which works out at
almost one per hour. Sometimes it is possible to take on one or two helpers to
help ease the strain, but financially this causes additional pressure, which
compounds the feelings of fatigue. Therefore the farmers feel pressured to
complete all the work themselves in order to minimise costs. It was felt that
employed farm workers have the luxury of being able to take time off as they
can be replaced, but a self-employed owner/occupier farmer has no
replacement which results in them never getting a rest.
An additional and exhausting pressure is the sheer volume of paperwork that is
now synonymous with farming. Traditionally farmers’ wives would do the
paperwork, but now they are also needed to work either on the farm or
externally. This means farmers are out all day working and then when they get
in late at night they are faced with a pile of administrative jobs.
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E

Fatigue was not raised as a particular issue among this group of farmers, 3-8
although the high level of fatiguing work undertaken during the summer months
in order to ensure survival for the rest of the year was commented on. However,
it was also highlighted that although this was an inherently tiring time of year, for
many farm workers summertime was the most pleasurable period. One farm
employer explained how he actually discouraged workers to work beyond eight
hours in one day as it led to fatigue and therefore low productivity levels and
increased the likelihood of potentially dangerous mistakes.
The increasingly ergonomic design of tractors was also discussed as something
that has helped reduce driving vibrations and therefore physical (as opposed to
mental) driver fatigue.
Overview and comparison
The self-employed farmers strongly echoed the inspector observations with
regard to high fatigue levels having a significant impact on farm safety,
especially during peak season. Where the inspectors had partly attributed this
to ‘hobby farmers’ or farmers managing other sources of income, the selfemployed farmers had highlighted two alternative reasons for such high fatigue
levels. Firstly fatigue was made worse by not being able to take a break in peak
season and secondly due to the sheer volume of paperwork constantly needing
completion. Interestingly, the larger farms did not raise fatigue as an issue at all
and actually discussed the positive aspects of farming in the summertime.
Although the inspectors discussed drug and alcohol abuse, it was not
highlighted as a major area for concern with regard to safety. This was reflected
in both farmer workshops as neither group raised drugs or alcohol as a primary
concern.
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D6 Health - The physical well being of the workforce.

W/S

Comments

HSE

The general level of health in the over 60s was considered to be poor, yet (see
excellent for the young. Those that enter the industry would generally be very left)
fit. However, four out of every five individuals working in the area would be likely
to experience a musculoskeletal injury during their working life. Lower limb
disorders have a high likelihood, as do hip problems (possibly weight related)
and back problems. The workforce as a whole does not utilise the services of
the NHS, as individuals will try and sort themselves first and will only present to
the GP when the condition is very poor or serious.
Young workers

Rating

9; Old workers 3

SE

It was felt by the self-employed group that the main physical health problems are 5-8
musculoskeletal due to the large amount of lifting, pushing, pulling etc. More
specifically it was felt that sitting in the tractor and looking over one’s shoulder
causes a significant amount of these problems. Ironically although machinery
has improved dramatically, it was believed that back problems are still on the
increase because of the commercial pressures placed on farmers, which are
manifested in an increased workload and therefore continuing musculoskeletal
problems. For example, rather than surviving with 100 cows, 160 are needed to
survive commercially which increases time standing and herding etc. Options
such as staff rotation do not exist because of the small number of workers. In
addition the increased use of machinery has resulted in farmers today being
generally less fit and strong than they may have been years ago when the
majority of the work was undertaken manually.

E

This group of farmers also felt that the biggest physical health problems were 4-9
musculoskeletal. They also believed that these problems were predominantly
linked to old age. The majority of the farmers felt that to reduce the risk of older
employees having accidents, most farm managers would simply not put an older
employee in a high risk physical job.
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Overview and comparison
All three groups agreed that the main physical health problems are related to
musculoskeletal injuries. The employer/employee group of farmers agreed with
the inspectors’ observations that these problems were most prolific during old
age, as by this time the body had already been damaged through years of
physical exertion. They also suggested that to address the issue they would
ensure older workers were not placed in a position where they are required to
perform a high risk physical job. Self-employed owner/occupier farmers were
not in a position to take this approach due to low staffing levels. This group
instead highlighted how commercial pressures have compounded the problem.
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D7 Communications - The extent to which the frequency and clarity of communications
between workers are appropriate to enable tasks to be performed safely.

W/S

Comments

Rating

HSE

There is a lot of communication across agriculture, but in relation to safety this is 3
predominantly implicit and there is an underlying assumption that jobs will be
performed safely. There exists quite explicit communication with regard to
discussing quality standards of the job, but not general safety standards.
People learn well from others’ experiences, and thus if a fatality has occurred
within the family this is most likely to drive a greater concern for safety.
Communication is informal and even risk assessments are rarely conducted via
a formalised process. Farmers’ perceptions of the risks drive how work is
planned and how risk assessments are undertaken, e.g. arboriculture is a highrisk area, where there is a lot of contract work and thus workers are required to
adapt to changed working environments easily, such that risk assessments are
carefully conducted. However this is not the case in farming.

SE

Most of the farmers employed a part time person at some point in the year. It 7
was felt that being able to communicate with your staff was critical, as one
farmer commented, if you could not communicate with them they were better off
not being there at all. The farmers also relied upon any part-time/occasional
staff to feed back issues, concerns or suggestions for doing things differently.
Sometimes one person will see an accident coming when another may not.
Open communications are critical for safety in this environment.
Another aspect of working on your own is the isolation and not being able to
communicate safety concerns/issues with someone else. Working in team,
however small, means other team members can raise a safety concern; there
are two pairs of eyes on the situation. It was felt that many farmers are at risk of
dying purely because they cannot contact someone in the event of an accident.
The farmers emphasised the importance of mobile phones and CB radios for
keeping in touch with one another.
With regard to risk assessments, it was felt informal risk assessments are
regularly conducted before a task is carried out, however, these are not formally
written down or recorded due to increasing time pressures and resistance to
paperwork demands.
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E

The employed/employee group highlighted the increased need for clear and 4-9
regular communications between staff if and when employees are working
alone. One participant explained how a forestry fatality had occurred on their
farm and since this accident employees are not allowed to work in the forest by
themselves anymore.
In an isolated situation the group emphasised the importance of mobile phones
for two way communications between management and staff to ensure
management can check that workers are safe and perhaps more importantly for
workers to keep in touch and raise any safety concerns.
Overview and comparison
The farmer groups did not really make the distinction between general
communications and communications about safety. However, both groups of
farmers did emphasise the importance of effective communications especially
when people are working alone. If employing more workers is not an option,
both groups stressed the importance of mobile communications such as the
mobile phone and CB radios for keeping lines of communication open.
The inspectors’ observations that risk assessments are not formalised and a
fatality drives increased interest in safety were directly reflected in the selfemployed group and employer/employee group respectively.
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D8 Information / Advice - The extent to which people can access safety information that is
accurate, timely, relevant and usable.

W/S

Comments

Rating

HSE

The agricultural sector is the biggest publisher of information and advice within (see
HSE. There is a lot of information available which market research has shown to left)
be appropriately designed to address the information needs of the industry. It
was suggested that there may be too great a focus on the law within the
information.
However, the problem lies with regard to ensuring that the information is
accessible to those that actually perform the job. The participants felt that much
of the information is likely to get stored in the farmer’s office (or binned on
receipt) and thus may not be seen by the employees. In contrast the contractor
workforce is likely to be better informed as the structure is more formal and
business-minded.
There was felt to be a general problem with regard to the goal-setting approach
to regulation for this industry, in that farmers may respond more favourably to
prescriptive guidelines for example on risk assessment, rather than generic
goals where the onus is placed on interpretation. Thus HSE have tried to make
information simpler and more straight forward and use different forms of media
to get the message across, such as through the use of safety awareness days
and ongoing development of an online risk assessment tool.
The participants also felt that if it were possible to de-couple the access to
information from the threat of enforcement, as then workers may use it more
frequently. For example, at shows farmers may feel more comfortable picking
up leaflets if they felt it was a more proactive positive action rather than any
association with current poor practices; the same goes for ringing up the HSE
Infoline for advice.
9; Penetration and uptake of information – employed 4;
Penetration and uptake of information – casual employment 2; Contractors 5 - 6
The quality and availability of the information
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SE

It was felt that the NFU plays a key role in providing farmers with information 5-6
and advice. The NFU provides a “Risk Reduction Service” which consists of
visiting a farm and identifying high risk areas. The initial outlay for the service is
considerable but this is eventually reimbursed by reducing farmers’ annual
insurance policy premiums. It was suggested that the results of an ‘inspection’
could be passed on to the HSE which would save them having to repeat the job.
In general it was felt that some form of collaboration between the NFU and HSE
regarding these risk assessments would streamline the process for everyone.
In addition to the NFU, the group suggested that equipment manufacturers could
get more involved in distributing health and safety information out to farmers.
One farmer explained how after investing in new equipment/machinery and
getting the appropriate operating license, farmers typically do not receive
anything further in relation to these pieces of equipment, such as updates or
refresher courses.
Farmers’ Weekly was also felt to be a popular source of information for farmers.
Because it was written from the perspective of farmers it was held in high regard
by them and therefore health and safety information presented in the magazine
was read and digested.
Interestingly, the farmers generally did not talk in great depth about the
agricultural health and safety information published by the HSE (see E2
Regulatory Influence for more discussion). However, they did feel the Safety
Awareness Days (SADs) were extremely worthwhile and also welcomed more,
although strongly felt that farmers should not be forced into attending through
fear of inspection. The point was also made that it’s the people that really need
to be at such events that rarely are.

E

The group did acknowledge the health and safety information published by the 3-8
HSE. However, the general opinion was that current health and safety
information is not always accessible at the time farmers need it and farmers are
not fully aware of HSE online resources. Those who were, identified its
advantage as being a resource to tap into when you needed up to date
information immediately. Participants explained that most of the HSE best
practice leaflets were collected and filed but were not always easy to retrieve
quickly when they needed them most and by this time could also be out of date.
It was also felt that current advice does not convey messages that are powerful
enough to change behaviour. The high profile agriculture magazine ‘Farmers’
Weekly’ was felt to be a powerful and relatively untapped medium through which
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important safety messages could be channelled. The magazine is well
respected within the industry as it comes from the farmers’ perspective and one
farmer commented that it was always the first magazine everybody on the farm
read from cover to cover. Farmers’ Weekly also has a presence at the annual
agricultural shows.
The farmers also felt that health and safety messages would be harder hitting if
information and campaigns were more graphic in their description of farming
incidents and accidents. It was felt that other high risk areas, such as drink
driving, are profiled in a much harder way and agricultural safety messages
would make more of an impact if they also highlighted the gritty consequences
of farming accidents. It was suggested this could be via Farmers’ Weekly
magazine, at the end of safety and equipment training videos or through HSE
brochures and information. Another suggestion was making the HSE’s ‘Fatal
Injuries in Farming, Forestry and Horticulture’ booklet more widely available to
farmers. It was felt that farm workers must be presented with the cold realities
of farming accidents in order that they think, “that could have been me” and
improve unsafe farm practices as a result.
The group explained that they also received much of their information and
advice from other farms and organisations and through regular training during
the course of their career.
Overview and comparison
The farmers’ discussions reflected the poor uptake of HSE information and
advice feared by the inspectors.
The employer/employee group did
acknowledge and discuss the information published by the HSE, unlike the selfemployed group, although it was generally felt that it was not always accessible
when required and also was not explicit enough in depicting the consequences
of accidents. It was strongly felt by this group that agricultural health and safety
information needs to clearly illustrate the human cost of farm accidents. Both
farmer groups suggested the trade magazine ‘Farmers’ Weekly’ as a widely
respected medium through which health and safety information could be
channelled. The self-employed group also suggested the HSE collaborate more
with the NFU on risk assessment (for more details please see the discussion on
HSE interventions in section 7).
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D9 Compliance - The extent to which people comply with instructions, procedures, rules, or
regulations.

W/S

Comments

Rating

HSE

Much of the discussion focused around compliance in relation to undertaking
risk assessments. The participants felt that risk assessment as an approach
was not wholly relevant to this industry, as farmers do not see the point, do not
consider they have time for it, and lessons from applying it are rarely being
heeded anyway. They again reiterated the point that the industry would be more
likely to respond to prescriptive legislation, as health and safety are very difficult
for them to deal with anyway, and thus straightforward regulations would make it
easier to deal with.
Overall, one participant described the compliance problem for the industry with
the analogy of a box of regulations and requirements that farmers are required
to delve into, but as the box is too big then nothing is dealt with at all.
Contractors

5; Employees 3

SE

The self-employed group felt that the only time farmers would not comply with 5
regulations or procedures is when they are under severe time pressure to get
the job finished, perhaps because of a sudden change in the weather. It was
not due to a wilful lack of compliance, but because there is no other option.

E

Compliance with procedures was felt to be a serious concern for many of the 1-7
farm employers in the group. Despite training employees and providing them
with guidance on how to undertake activities safely, some employees would still
take risks. It was felt that non-compliance was a particular problem for farms
that pay employees on a piece-rate basis, encouraging employees to find the
quickest way of completing a task in order to make more money. This results in
the temptation for workers to cut corners and therefore engage in risk taking
behaviour.
It was felt that another contributory factor was age. Younger staff have the
attitude that they know a quicker or better way of doing something, when this is
usually a more dangerous way of going about tasks.
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Overview and comparison
The inspectors talked predominantly about compliance with regard to risk
assessment. Neither of the farmer groups approached the factor from this
angle, instead both groups chose to talk about it from the perspective of
complying with instructions, rules and regulations. The self-employed group felt
non-compliance was only an issue in times of extreme pressure, whereas the
employer/employee group were more focused on non-compliant employees.
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D10 Suitable Human Resources - The relationship of supply to need for suitable human
resources. Relates to the appropriate mix and number of farm workers in terms of
experience, knowledge and qualifications.

W/S

Comments

Rating

HSE

There is a general shortage of resources, which is driven by the wider economic (see
environment. If farmers had the margins to pay for workers they would recruit left)
more. However, they are often left struggling alone due to an inability to pay for
extra labour, and are deterred from employing youngsters because the need to
train them on the job would result in reduced productivity. Farmers would rather
employ someone with the skill level (e.g. semi-retired) and bring them back or
employ contractors, particularly when work is often required on a short-term
basis.
In addition, farmers do not want to get bound up in contracts or with
responsibilities that may have to be dropped, i.e. don't want to bring people in on
false promises. This situation is believed to be likely to get worse as the semiretired pool of workers is reduced and / or becomes too expensive and therefore
there will be an increasing need to contract out. This is compounded by the fact
that there is a growing skill shortage across the country and a number of
agricultural colleges have closed down. Young people are not entering
agriculture and are moving into other industries; this is even the case when the
farm is a family run business. Basically the traditional structure of farming is
changing and contracting will probably have to supersede the traditional model.
One means of dealing with the skill shortage problem is through the use of
machinery pools / rings round the UK, in which experienced personnel and
equipment are available for contracting as required.
General farms

4; Large farms with a lot of contracting 5-6
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SE

The self-employed group felt that farmers are now doing far more jobs with far 2-5
less people, compared with 20 years ago. Many of the farms in the South West
are one-man operations, sometimes relying on contractors to help with the
larger jobs that require heavy machinery, such as harvesting, seeding and
ploughing etc. Financial constraints placed upon the farmers by an increasingly
harsh marketplace mean they cannot afford to employ additional labour to help
ease the strain. If they were able to employ more people they were aware that
younger people do not see a future in agriculture any more and therefore less
and less young people are graduating from college with the necessary
agricultural skills. There is a stronger focus on horses, horticulture and golf
courses.

E

The participants felt that in general young people don’t see the agriculture 1-7
industry as having a healthy and profitable future anymore. Agriculture doesn’t
offer the wages or benefits that other industries can offer new graduates. Some
farming jobs offer accommodation to new starters, perhaps a farmhouse for new
farm managers/tenants, however this is not enough of a temptation as leaving
the job also means leaving the property and with today’s economic climate
young people are keen to get on the property ladder. One of the farm
employers explained how they make sure they pay farm workers enough to be
self-sufficient to ensure they are not bound to the farm, therefore making a job
on the farm a more attractive proposition.
Overview and comparison
Overall both groups of farmers felt that the supply of suitable human resources
in the farming industry was currently poor. The inspectors’ observation that
farmers cannot afford to employ workers to meet the job demands and are
instead increasingly turning to contractors was directly reflected in the
comments made by the self-employed group of farmers. Both groups of farmers
highlighted the reduced number of agricultural graduates, which the inspectors
had also highlighted, because of poor future prospects perceived.
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D11 Inspection & Maintenance - The extent and frequency with which equipment
(machinery and tools) is inspected and maintained.

W/S

Comments

Rating

HSE

The quality of the inspection and maintenance is related to assuring 2
productivity, and it was also suggested that if profits were low, maintenance
would suffer. The point was made that the safety aspects of maintenance are
not adequately addressed, such as brakes, steering, corrosion etc. The
investment in maintaining machinery would relate to the degree to which it has a
bearing on overall output. Farmers have a tendency to attempt to manage all
aspects of inspection and maintenance and thus may not be fully skilled to
undertake this work; this is a further product of the general ‘can do’ attitude that
is prevalent in farming. A particular area of concern that HSE is hoping to target
relates to the fact that no MOTs are required for farm vehicles.

SE

Inspection and maintenance is predominantly driven by productivity as opposed 7
to safety. Farmers explained that inspection and maintenance is essential in
order that equipment/machinery is available and ready for use at all times.
Regular maintenance ensures equipment works more efficiently (smoother,
faster etc.) although it was acknowledged by some that it also makes it safer for
use. It was felt that in general an expert will be brought in to do highly technical
maintenance, but farmers will typically carry out general inspections and
maintenance themselves in an attempt to keep costs down.
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E

It was suggested that there was some uncertainty amongst the agriculture 4-8
community with regard to who was qualified/accredited to inspect and maintain
equipment. Some farmers wanted to inspect and maintain their own equipment,
in an attempt to minimise costs, however they were uncertain whether this was
acceptable in terms of health and safety regulations and satisfying insurance
companies. It was also felt that there was not a standard application of
inspection and maintenance requirements across machinery and vehicles that
posed a similar level of risk. For example, one of the participants gave an
example of one large vehicle that was as complex, powerful and fast as a
tractor or JCB, but did not require regular inspections.
Inspection and maintenance was seen to be business critical from the
perspective of the agricultural contractor. A contractor cannot afford to have
poor kit which may break down or worse still cause an accident and therefore
equipment is always well maintained.
One participant with experience of farming in the South West and South East
felt there were regional differences with regard to the inspection and
maintenance of equipment. It was suggested that equipment, especially onroad vehicles, was more likely to be well maintained in the South East due to
the proximity to major motorways, cities and enforcers.
Overview and comparison
The inspectors’ observation that farmers tended to try and manage equipment
inspection and maintenance themselves was reflected in both farmer
workshops. The self-employed group also reflected the inspectors’ belief that
inspection and maintenance was linked more heavily towards productivity than
safety.
This emphasis on productivity was less apparent in the
employer/employee group, which may reflect the slightly higher profit margins
large farms are working within, or the responsibility they have for multiple
employees. The employed group also talked about the inconsistencies relating
to which vehicles require documented inspection and maintenance. This linked
to the inspectors’ observations about farm vehicles not needing MOTs and the
need to standardise inspection regulations across all farm vehicles.
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D12 Equipment Operability - The extent to which systems and equipment (machinery and
tools) are available, conform to best practice and meet the usability needs of the user.

W/S

Comments

Rating

HSE

Like inspection and maintenance, the quality of the equipment is related to 7
productivity, yet ironically equipment operability is quite good, as farmers are
borrowing money to buy new machinery due to the necessity for maintaining
profitability. Thus equipment that relates to the completion of agricultural tasks
is usually of good quality, whereas safety equipment is not given a high priority.
With regard to cattle handling equipment, there is a tendency for people to
struggle on with poor equipment, as the use of the equipment itself does not
affect productivity, and thus the farmer does not regard it as a priority to change
the equipment. There is also a large second hand market through the use of
dealers/auctions and this may cause problems, however, the turnover of the
equipment is generally high in order to ensure greatest productivity. There is
also an increase in purchasing of equipment that is imported from Europe and
has fewer safety features than UK equipment. In summary, the more related to
productivity the equipment is, the better the quality it is.

SE

In general the self-employed farmers felt that equipment was improving in terms 8
of operability and referred to the improved design of new tractors to reduce
whole body vibrations.

E

In general the employer/employee group felt that equipment operability was 5-9
good. For those that could afford to purchase new equipment, they could see
significant improvements in modern design.
Overview and comparison
For both groups of farmers the main health and safety issue related to how
usable equipment was. Availability and conforming to best practice were not
key factors influencing health and safety. Neither of the farmer groups focused
on this factor for long suggesting it is not a key factor influencing farm safety.
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D13 Work Environment (e.g. in cab, in buildings etc.) - The level of noise, temperature,
congestion, light and vibration existing in the place of work.

W/S

Comments

Rating

HSE

Noise is not a specific problem across the industry except occasionally. The 5
noise within tractor cabs has improved. Vibration is an issue, and Hand Arm
Vibration Syndrome and Whole Body Vibration are problems, especially in pig
breeding and poultry units. Dust is an occasional problem, particularly on jobs
which are extremely dusty over several days’ duration, but modern cabs are
helping to improve this situation. With regards to temperature, personnel may
experience the cold more than the average working population, especially
amongst livestock farmers. In addition, the indoor temperature of farm buildings
can be very low.

SE

This factor was not explicitly discussed with farmers and neither was it 6
highlighted as a ‘burning issue’ with regard to influences on safe/unsafe farming
practices. However, improvements in tractor design to minimise vibrations were
highlighted as a positive contribution to farmers’ health and safety.

E

The employer/employee group did not highlight this factor as being of concern 3-10
with regard to farm safety.
Overview and comparison
Neither of the farmer groups focused heavily on this factor suggesting it is not a
key factor influencing farm safety. However, the self-employed group did
highlight improvements in tractor design that were believed to minimise hand
arm vibrations.
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D14 External Conditions - The extent to which external conditions, such as weather, affect
workplace activity.

W/S

Comments

Rating

HSE

Whilst the weather has a major bearing on the activities of farmers, they would 4
never avoid a job due to poor weather, but rather regard it as a necessary part
of the job. The weather forecast for the next day can have a major impact on
the level of pressure required to get the job done, for example a whole annual
hay crop could depend on getting the job done the night before if bad weather
was predicted the next day. Suppliers are also under an enormous pressure
from supermarkets to spray at particular times despite the weather conditions.
In these and other respects, it is apparent that weather has a unique impact on
farming as opposed to other industries.
The external influence is important and frequent in influencing farmer behaviour
and activity, however, new technology is providing a means of mitigating the
effects of the weather further.

SE

Self-employed farmers agreed that the weather did have a major affect on 3-8
farming practices. The weather could cause farmers to extend their working day
to finish jobs before a storm, which also puts significant pressure on the farmer.
One farmer explained how you may think you have finished for the day, but then
hear on the radio that rain is predicted the next day. If you have perishable
products exposed to the elements, all you can think of getting the product under
cover regardless of the time of night or how many hours you have already
worked that day. The weather locks farmers in to completing jobs when the
weather is dry. The farmers did appreciate that industries such as construction
are also dictated to a certain extent by the weather, however it was felt that if a
construction job rolls on it does not affect the individual workers, it just increases
overall project costs. However, weather conditions can have a direct affect on
the farmers’ finances and can therefore put a considerable amount of pressure
on a farmer.
In addition to the pressure to undertake tasks in dry weather, poor weather
conditions such as rain and snow directly affects the workability of the land and
its safety for travelling on. It was explained that what may be a safe activity on
one day, such as driving a tractor or four wheel drive, could be extremely high
risk on another day depending on the weather conditions. The perception of
whether an activity is safe or not is often left to the individual at the time, which
will therefore depend on that individual’s perception of risk.
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Despite the power of the weather to significantly increase farming risk, the
farmers were also keen to highlight that working outdoors is one of the main
motivators for staying in the agriculture industry.
E

Overall it was felt that external conditions such as the weather do affect farming 2-9
activities, however, as long as any change in the working environment is taken
into consideration whilst planning for and undertaking a job, the weather should
not cause significant safety problems for the farmer. However, it was
highlighted how the weather can influence other factors such as stress and
fatigue. For example, if there has been a year of consistently bad weather and
this has reduced the amount of days farming, the pressure is really on during a
spell of good weather. This then increases fatigue as farmers try to make up for
lost time.
It was also commented on by one farmer that more accidents tend to happen in
bad weather. This is a natural consequence of issues such as poor visibility and
slippery surfaces.
Overview and comparison
Both groups of farmers agreed that the weather does have a significant impact
on farm practices. In particular it is the effect weather has on farmer stress and
fatigue, which is caused by farmers having to work around the weather
conditions to ensure produce is not spoiled. This was also highlighted as a key
issue in the inspectors’ observations of the industry.
Both groups of farmers also highlighted the physical change to the terrain upon
which they are working as a result of poor weather and how this increases the
likelihood of accidents. This was not explicitly discussed in the inspector
workshop.
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D15 Stress - Pressures or stress from work or external sources, which affect farming
practices.

W/S

Comments

Rating

HSE

This factor was added for the farmers’ workshops and was therefore not (see
specifically focused on by the inspectors. However the following feedback was left)
collected as part of the inspectors’ discussion on health.
Stress is a significant problem, which was believed to be predominantly linked to
the economic situation, rather than related to the demands of the job etc. Unlike
job stress, this means that there are limited measures and support mechanisms
that can make a difference, and the real levers for change require the influence
of the market, regulator etc, and government policy to respond to the market
changes. Stress has been found to be particularly prevalent with self-employed
farmers.
Not explicitly discussed

SE

Self-employed farmers felt stress was a significant problem within their industry. 3
A key source of stress was the mounting levels of bureaucracy surrounding
farming. It was felt that a great deal of time during the farming day is lost on the
telephone “trying to sort out one little problem” with various bureaucrats. In
addition some of the information required added to feelings of stress, such as
the need for livestock farmers to record every sheep that has died on the farm.
This can be extremely demoralising and leads to the farmer questioning his/her
own abilities.
Another source of stress is financial. Some of the farmers highlighted the need
to borrow money to survive in the current economic climate, which places
additional pressure on those farmers to pay the money back. It was felt that
market forces are driving farmers to expand their businesses and increase
produce levels and in order to do this they need additional resources. Some of
the farmers commented that it would be better to return to a simpler way of life.
This would eradicate the need to borrow money and therefore the commitment
to pay it back.
The high suicide rate of farmers was also highlighted and one farmer
volunteered that they had also suffered a stroke as a result of stress through
farming, mainly because they had worked for three months solid without one day
off (see D10 Suitable Human Resources).
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E

Stress did not feature as heavily in the discussion with the employer/employee 1-9
group of farmers in the South East. However, one source of pressure
highlighted was the increasing amount of paperwork farmers have to complete.
An example was given relating to the bureaucracy associated with sending a
cow to slaughter. It was explained that the paperwork typically took up more
time than catching the animal.
The farmers were also aware that not only is there a shortage of new recruits to
the agriculture industry, there are also a great deal of people leaving the
industry, which they suggested may be due to considerable stress levels. The
high suicide rate amongst farmers was also raised as a concern.
However, in general this group of farmers did not perceive stress as an issue
that may significantly affect safe or unsafe farming practices.
Overview and comparison
The inspectors’ observations that stress is a significant problem in the
agriculture industry and particularly so for self-employed farmers was directly
reflected in the findings from both farmer workshops. The inspectors felt that
stress was predominantly due to the economic situation, which was largely
reflected in the views of the self-employed farmers. These farmers particularly
talked about the pressure to expand and therefore borrow money. In addition,
both groups of farmers referred to the mounting raft of paperwork necessary to
do business. This was not specifically pointed out by the inspectors but is an
avenue where HSE could possibly intervene.
Both groups of farmers were aware of the high prevalence of suicide in their
industry.
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D16 Safety Equipment - The extent to which SAFETY equipment / PPE is available,
conforms to best practice, meets the usability needs of the farm worker and is inspected
and maintained. This includes features such as protective clothing, machinery guards,
safety signs, warning devices and visibility aids.

W/S

Comments

Rating

HSE

This factor was added for the farmers’ workshops and was therefore not (see
specifically focused on by the inspectors. However, during the inspectors’ left)
discussion on equipment inspection and maintenance they highlighted that in
terms of PPE equipment, inspection and maintenance is almost non-existent.
There is some PPE which is specifically designed for agriculture, but it is more
expensive and there is a complexity of choice, so the cheapest is generally
chosen which may not be suited to the working conditions. Agricultural work is
physically hard and generates high levels of body heat and some PPE may
cause some level of discomfort in order to be safe. A lot of PPE also becomes
ineffective after a while but is not replaced, and thus disposable PPE may
actually be better in some instances e.g. when using chemicals to avoid
recontamination.
Not explicitly discussed

SE

The self-employed group did not highlight this factor as being of concern with 4
regard to farm safety.

E

Safety equipment was largely felt to be under the remit of the machinery 6-10
manufacturers, who design, make and provide the safety equipment to go with
the machinery they sell. Manufacturers also provide training on how to use the
machinery safely.
Age was also suggested as a factor that may determine whether farm workers
actually use and/or wear safety equipment. Older workers are less likely to use
safety equipment, whereas younger workers are more likely to as they don’t
want to go home dusty and muddy. It was felt this also linked to the earlier
suggestion that young workers are generally more motivated by their work.
One farmer raised a concern about safety equipment with second hand
machinery, for example broken or missing PTO guards. It was felt people are
less likely to maintain second hand equipment and thus safety features become
even less prominent.
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Overview and comparison
The limited data collected from the inspectors and self-employed farmers makes
it hard to draw any strong comparative conclusions. However, this factor was
rated relatively poorly (a rating of 4) by one self-employed farmer, which reflects
the generally poor perception the inspectors had about safety equipment rarely
being inspected or maintained. Interestingly the employer/employee group
suggested the influence of manufacturers and also approached the factor from
the perspective of whether workers actually use PPE (compliance with guidance
to use it), as opposed to the state of the equipment itself.

Page 5.31 of 5.106

5.2.2

Organisational Level Influences

O1 Recruitment - The system that recruits farm personnel that are suited to the job
demands.

W/S

Comments

HSE

Safety issues are not a priority during recruitment, unless there is a specific (see
requirement e.g. working with pesticides. Recruitment is driven by individuals’ left)
ability to do the jobs; certification is desired but not definitely required.
Individuals who break machinery or damage things become ‘known’, which
could affect their recruitment potential. However, labour is often cheap and
personnel will work long hours so there is the potential for an exploitative
relationship. Traditionally, outdoor manual jobs are filled by personnel who have
achieved little academically. However, as machinery becomes more complex
technologically, there is becoming a greater need for higher levels of
competence. References are taken up to assure competence of personnel and
in the case of specialist skills, such as those required of herdsman, this is a
critical measure of capability as the role is essential for the farms productivity.
Employed

Rating

7; Casual labour 4

SE

In general the typical self-employed farmer cannot afford to recruit people. If 5
they do recruit, most will take people on contract with the intention of keeping
them permanently. This is partly to avoid the volume of bureaucracy involved in
employing people as permanent members of staff. New recruits will ideally be
multi-skilled in order that they can do more than just one task.

E

Recruiting skilled and suitable farm workers was seen as a real challenge for 0-8
most of the group. Young people are rapidly turning to other industries for
employment (see D10 Suitable Human Resources) and this leaves an
increasingly small pool of potential candidates. One of the participants
explained that he was about to travel to Eastern Europe to recruit manual and
skilled farm labour at all levels. For those that still recruit in the UK, following up
with references was seen to be important, although it was appreciated that in
some cases references can be falsified. Interviewees would also be probed
about convictions, although they were not usually asked about involvement in
farming accidents. Some participants had used recruitment companies although
it was felt that most local people knew when work was available and who might
be suitable/available for the role due to the small size of the local farming
industry.
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Overview and comparison
The inspectors’ comments about the recruiting process had not picked up on the
lack of potential candidates and low profitability restricting recruitment
highlighted in the farmers’ discussion of this factor (although the inspectors did
raise this in D10 Suitable Human Resources). The inspectors did comment on
the small size of the industry and how this resulted in much of the selection
process being conducted on an informal basis and based on local knowledge of
the job market. The inspectors also explained that references were important
when recruiting new staff. Both of these points were also raised in the farm
employer/employee workshop.
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O2 Training - The system that ensures the skills of the workforce are matched to their job
demands.

W/S

Comments

Rating

HSE

There is little formal training sought and most is provided on-the-job. Skills are (see
very much passed on by peers and training is provided on the job, which may left)
not necessarily focus on the safest way of doing things, rather the most
productive and thus bad habits can be passed on.
Certain work areas, such as those dealing with chemicals, require personnel to
possess a certificate of competence. However, if born before 1 December 1964,
then personnel have grandfather rights and thus do not require certification.
Formal training is linked to safety but it is regarded as expensive. Yet new
recruits tend to be better trained and more competent (in terms of safety) than
their peers would be and this trend has been improving over the past five years.
It was also noted that Agricultural colleges have been more attuned to building
Health & Safety into their curricula and there is general evidence of more
training taking place. However, take up is more likely to be by bigger farms,
whereas smaller ones won't fund this as it is not perceived to be important to the
business risk.
Larger farms, including first aid etc

SE

7; Smaller farms, self-employed and casual labour 3

The group strongly felt that training was an imperative part of their work in terms 4
of productivity and safety, however they also thought that a great deal of the
formal training currently available was not in context or being delivered in the
right way. The group also agreed that a lot of the ‘informal’ training in agriculture
is very hands-on and typically delivered on-the-job.
Many of the organised training groups have been forced to close because the
Government has introduced apprentice schemes, however it was felt that these
are not always effective in teaching new skills. Practical training is the most
desirable form of training, which would perhaps consist of one or two days
hands-on guidance as opposed to receiving a standard training package just to
enable farmers to receive an ID card or certificate that clears them to drive their
machinery. Farmers may already be able to use the machinery but in order to
fulfil particular insurance policies they must have the appropriate certificate, this
was felt to make nonsense out of some training provided.
There needs to be a system that acknowledges the experience some workers
have had of working farm machinery, e.g. the new farmers that have been
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driving tractors since they were young teenagers compared with the novice
worker who has just completed a three day course. Typically people with more
practical experience are more adept at handling the machinery. It was felt that
experience is far superior to any certificate of competence and current health
and safety systems (like the HSE) should try to appreciate this more. It was
suggested that an overarching training group sits across all the agricultural
organisations, from the equipment manufacturers to the farms themselves to
ensure farmers are receiving suitable training.
E

The participants all felt training was an important aspect of safe farming 4-10
behaviour, although stressed the importance of the training being affordable (in
terms of time and money); in context (is it useful on the job?) and positive (i.e.
not just to protect you from being sued). One farm sent employees to a local
agricultural college for training, another relied on the training provided by
equipment manufacturers and a third belonged to a local training group. The
training group presented members with a list of courses that they were
organising and asked them to indicate which courses they would like their
employees to participate in. It was felt that this system allowed farmers to pick
and choose easily which courses were affordable and relevant for their farms.
In terms of being affordable, the length and need for some refresher courses
was raised as an issue. It was commented on that some refresher courses,
required to validate an operator license or insurance certificates, could last up to
five working days. This becomes increasingly costly for farmers although they
have little choice in the matter. It was felt that if workers must spend five days
training, at least the topics should be varied so workers receive a range of new
knowledge and skills in exchange for so much time away from the workplace.
Training must also be in context. One farmer described an example of when
training providers were more interested in delivering a generic training course to
the farm, which contained a lot of unnecessary skills. Due to the size of the farm
he worked on and the investment they had made, it was in his power to ask the
training providers for a more bespoke training package, which suited their needs
more closely. However, a smaller farm would not have had this power.
Overall it was felt that many of the existing training courses were being run to
satisfy insurance companies rather than to teach applicable skills that would
help improve safety and reduce accidents. Training certificates provide a
tangible means of measuring safety awareness, however undergoing training
does not always mean that people take the knowledge and skills learnt during
training and apply them in the workplace. Essentially learning/competence
doesn’t necessarily equal safe behaviour.
Contractors sometimes had to take part in half day farm inductions just to be
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able to complete one piece of work for a company, despite being trained to use
the machinery.
Overview and comparison
Overall both farmers groups agreed that training needs to be affordable,
practical and in context. Training people just to satisfy the requirements of
insurance companies or to gain operator licenses was perceived to be missing
the whole point of training, which is to teach useful skills that can be used on the
farm and safe methods of working. Both farmer groups singled out chain saw
refresher courses for criticism.
The self-employed farmers highlighted that much of the training that was
delivered was on-the-job, which was also reflected in the inspectors’
observations.
Both groups of farmers suggested that a farmer training group might be a good
solution. This group could oversee what training is needed, find suitable training
providers and directly liase with the farmers to enrol them on training sessions.
In addition, farmers could take advice from this group with regards to what
training they are required to have etc. This would help to streamline the training
process. The self-employed group also felt that real experience should be
acknowledged more, which is perhaps something that a training group could
more easily take into account.
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O3 Procedures - The system that ensures that the method of conducting tasks and/or
operations is explicit and practical.

W/S

Comments

Rating

HSE

There is scope for procedures, but even on large farms they are unlikely to be 0
written. Pesticides should have documented procedures but generally they are
not used. Non-routine jobs on large farms might involve some discussion about
how to do the job safely, however no written procedures would be used.
Routine jobs would not involve any discussion. However, even if procedures
existed, they would be unlikely to be utilised effectively, falling outside the
industry’s modus operandi, and would not be seen by those people who really
need them.
The participants felt that front line safety training would be a more effective
means of communicating how to do tasks safely.

SE

The farmers explained that documented procedures are not really a major part 4-7
of the way they work, primarily because things change so continuously. Instead
farmers need to adapt and change procedures to suit the uniqueness of every
different situation which makes careful planning more important for working
safely. Farmers know the best way to go about doing every job, although they
may have to adapt activities to suit the weather, animals, time of day etc.
Careful planning prior to each job essentially constitutes an informal risk
assessment (although not one that is written down). Farmers ask themselves
questions such as: What is practical to do?; What is safe to do in the given
situation? etc..
The farmers didn’t feel that procedures and documented risk assessments
would make them any safer, instead they felt the main reason for their existence
was to satisfy HSE requirements, so the HSE could view them as ‘safe’. In
addition, it was perceived that if they adapted procedures to suit the unique
requirements of a particular situation the HSE might also view this negatively
despite them using their initiative/experience to make that particular task safer in
the given circumstances.
Essentially, having strict procedures and rigid risk assessments does not suit the
continuously changing environment within which the farmer has to operate
sensibly and safely. Instead the farmers have to use their experience and
initiative under the given circumstances; however, this sadly does not always
fulfil what they are required to do by the HSE and other regulatory bodies and
they may therefore be deemed ‘unsafe’.
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E

The existence and utilisation of procedures varied between the farms 0-7
represented within the group. The largest farm had just finished overhauling its
current procedures, which was completed throughout the quietest part of the
season. However, the existence of explicit and practical rules and procedures
was particularly important at this farm due to the high number of non-English
speaking employees. The smaller farms in the group felt there was not the time
or resource to write up rafts of procedures for staff, instead identifying the
practical procedures necessary to maintain safe behaviour on their farm was
more important. Farmers also felt it was hard to know when new legislation has
come out governing particular farm activities and there was no time to sift
through reams of existing legislation.
Overview and comparison
All three groups recognised that procedures were not largely embraced in the
agriculture industry. Both groups of farmers explained the impractical nature of
procedures (heavy bureaucracy and not focused on practical safety measures)
especially for small farms with perhaps one or two workers. Procedures were
also perceived as impractical due to the constantly changing work environment
and thus certain procedures could often be made redundant if circumstances
changed, which they often did. It was felt that regulatory bodies need to do
more to appreciate farmers’ application of knowledge and experience and that
simply checking whether farms had particular procedures available was not a
valid measurement of how safe a farm was.
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O4 Planning - The system that designs and structures the work activities of farm
personnel.

W/S

Comments

Rating

HSE

Planning is linked to productivity not risk. There is a lot of planning with regard (see
to the next day’s activities and the tasks that are required to be performed, due left)
to the need to prioritise. Planning is influenced by the weather conditions and
this can be very detailed in order to ensure the greatest productivity. However,
the same level of concern does not extend to safety matters, such that the link
between productivity and safety is not realised. Some farmers won't even plan
for safety with regard to pesticide spraying, where there is a risk to the public.
This factor, as with recruitment, training and procedures has experienced a
small improvement with regard to safety, however much of this has been driven
by changes in industry structure and market pressures, resulting in a greater
requirement to buy in labour rather than rely solely on existing personnel. To
contract work out requires planning, as there is a need to think ahead with
regard to future requirements.
As part of business activity 9; In relation to safety / hazards

3

SE

Planning was seen as necessary at the outset of most tasks in order to take into 3-7
account the weather, time, livestock and any resource concerns. Farmers
explained how their working environment is constantly changing and thus
planning becomes a key aspect of remaining productive and safe. One farmer
commented that in order to be demonstrating “best safety practice” during peak
season times, they need to plan for these periods with “military precision” in
order to reduce the likelihood of accidents. Interestingly, despite this positive
feedback, this factor was assigned a rating of 3 by one participant.

E

This was felt to be an important factor in farm safety although not something all 3-10
of the farmers had time to spend doing as much as they would like. One of the
farm employers explained that planning for safety was essential on their farm
when it came to spraying the crop. Workers could not be picking produce when
other workers were spraying pesticides, so a detailed schedule of work was
drawn up in advance and strictly adhered to.
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Overview and comparison
Farmers generally placed more emphasis on planning in relation to safety, as
opposed to just productivity, than was initially supposed by the inspector
workshop. It was also an area where the farmers would like to spend more time.
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O5 Incident Management & Feedback - The system of incident management that ensures
high quality information about incidents and near misses is collected, analysed and acted
on appropriately.

W/S

Comments

Rating

HSE

Farmers will not keep a record of near misses or accidents. Fatalities will get 0
heard about by other neighbouring farms, but understanding of the underlying
causes will not be shared. Typically the operator will be blamed and it will be
put down as a one off incident.
Under reporting of non-fatal accidents is believed to be driven by the level of
paperwork involved and lack of shared knowledge regarding the requirement to
report. Farmers do not want HSE inspectors to come to the premises and thus
information is not shared. Employees are loyal to employers and thus claims
would not be made, however this is changing as the industry moves from tied
cottages to casual labour, where the same loyalty does not exist. A claims
culture that is more prevalent in other industries is entering agriculture.

SE

The main source of information about farm accidents is through the local paper. 0
“Safety Matters” is a quarterly magazine with a list of prosecutions and accidents
and was highlighted as a useful publication to read in order to understand the
types of accidents occurring in the agriculture industry. It was suggested that as
an awareness raising initiative, this is a positive and useful publication.
Accidents where children are involved are particularly hard hitting in this
publication.
Despite a poor current industry rating with regard to sharing information about
accidents and incidents, it was generally felt that raising awareness about
accidents could never be overdone.
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E

In general farmers are not sharing and feeding back information on accidents 0-6
and incidents. As discussed in D8 Information & Advice, farmers felt that
highlighting the gritty consequences of farming accidents more clearly would
help improve workers’ risk perception and would perhaps go some way to
changing negative patterns of behaviour. The participants also felt that
channelling more graphic incident/accident information through mediums such
as Farmers’ Weekly magazine, the SADs and the NFU may widen and increase
the impact.
One farm discussed Near Miss incidents at meetings and as a result of one
particular incident, is currently in the process of changing their packaging
system. This suggests that if incident information is shared it can make a
positive difference.
Overview and comparison
All three workshops generally agreed that information about accidents and
incidents is not uniformly reported or shared. Although the farmers did not
expand on why accidents go under-reported, they were keen to hear more about
accidents and felt that sharing information may help improve workers perception
of risk.
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O6 Management / Supervision - The system that ensures work is adequately managed /
supervised.

W/S

Comments

HSE

This industry does not have a structured form of management and supervision in (see
the same way that other industries do. Individuals are delegated tasks and then left)
just required to get on with them. There is some one-to-one training but not
direct supervision as this is not feasible for employers as it is too expensive to
invest in and there are too few personnel to supervise. In addition, it is difficult
to increase the level of supervision anyway, as it is dictated by the nature of the
work, with lots of lone working tasks etc. In larger farms there will be a foreman
that will organise the work of the team and delegate tasks. Gangs of casual
workers are supervised all the time whereas experienced workers are unlikely to
be supervised to the same extent.
General farming 3; Casual labour and horticulture

Rating

5–6

SE

It was felt that management/supervision does not apply to small farms in the 7
same way that it does in other work environments. Rather than being a system
through which work is delegated and overseen, ‘management’ or ‘supervision’ is
really a structured communication channel between farm owner and labour. It
was felt that if workers are competent, the last thing they want is someone
watching over them although it is important that workers do not feel like they are
isolated and on their own. Maintaining open and regular communications
between the farm manager and any employed labour is the critical aspect of this
factor.

E

Overall it was felt that for many of the other organisational factors to be 5-10
functioning effectively, this factor had to be rated highly. Due to the solitary
nature of much of the farming work, traditional methods of directly managing and
supervising staff were not so applicable. Mobile phones present a critical means
of communication for managers to keep in touch with workers out in the field and
workers to contact managers in the face of uncertainty or danger.
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Overview and comparison
Participants from each workshop were aware that management/supervision in
the agriculture industry cannot be likened to traditional management/supervision
practices in other industries. It was agreed that there is a huge amount of
solitary work carried out on farms and therefore it is more important that lines of
communication between management and dispersed workers are open and
regular. New technologies, such as mobile phones are helping to make this
easier.
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O7 Communications - The system that ensures that appropriate information is
communicated clearly to its intended recipients.

W/S

Comments

Rating

HSE

Communication is better than it used to be due to the introduction of mobile 7
communications, however, communication is not formalised, in that employees/
managers only call when there is a problem or issue and they may only meet up
in the morning and in the evening. Large farms are better in that there are some
formal meetings, but this is a small percentage across the industry as a whole.
However, safety is not communicated as part of this process. If the industry
could be persuaded to adopt formalised communications to talk about safety,
this could be an effective means of creating a change. Importantly, there is a
mechanism and openness in communication between levels.

SE

The self-employed farmers stressed the need for mobile communications such 8
as mobile phones and CB radios for keeping in contact with each other and
neighbouring farms. These often provide the quickest way to communicate
safety or business concerns with dispersed colleagues. One farmer explained
that due to isolated working a farm accident might not be discovered until a
farmer has not returned home at the end of the night and his/her partner raises
the alarm. This may turn a serious accident into a fatal one due to the time
delay in getting help. This makes the adoption of mobile technology all the more
important for maintaining good communications in an isolated working
environment.

E

The farmers stressed the need for effective horizontal and vertical 6-10
communications between workers in order to compensative for such a dispersed
organisational structure. Although the larger farms were more likely to have
people working in close proximity, the majority of the work was still undertaken
alone and therefore made the times that there is some interaction between
management and staff even more important.
Overview and comparison
There was strong alignment between the views of all three groups with regard to
the lack of formalised communications and therefore the importance of mobile
technology to facilitate regular communications between a dispersed workforce.
The farm employer/employee group did not talk about safety meetings held,
which the inspectors suggested may happen on the larger farms, however they
did stress the importance of vertical and horizontal communication.
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O8 Safety Culture - Product of individual and group values, attitudes, competencies and
patterns of behaviour in relation to safety.

W/S

Comments

Rating

HSE

Information about safety is not actively hidden or avoided, but it is not welcomed 5
either. People come up with lots of ideas, they are adaptable, innovative and
multi-skilled and their ideas are not crushed.
Inspectors feel that they may be influenced by the accidents they see and there
are employees that attempt to apply common sense and work safely. Most of
the time it is external pressures that force personnel to take short cuts and thus
accidents occur. However, external information regarding safety is ignored.

SE

Farmers think about the best and safest way of undertaking tasks rather than 5-8
the quickest way as with such a small workforce they cannot afford to be absent
from work whilst recovering from an accident-related injury. Therefore, avoiding
accidents is less about safety and more about staying in business. However,
despite this slightly less than positive motivation for avoiding accidents, it was
still felt that the safety culture on small farms is generally good.

E

Most members of the group agreed that more people are aware of farm safety 4-10
now than ever before and this has manifested itself in a positive safety culture
on the larger farms. Farm managers try to nurture an open and blame-free
culture by encouraging staff to feedback information, ideas and concerns about
safety in the workplace. However, many of the farm employers felt frustrated
with employees that continue to behave unsafely despite regular training and
guidance. They felt frustrated that employees would continue to put themselves
and others at risk despite being educated about the potential dangers and
wanted to find a way to make employees change this poor safety behaviour.
This wasn’t found to be specific to one particular group of employees either,
young and old employees alike were found to exhibit unsafe behaviour despite
various risk reduction measures such as training, procedures, guidance and
active management being in place. Farm labour from abroad were raised as
being particularly bad at not listening to safety advice. It was felt that the key to
changing behaviours and increasing active compliance was having a positive
safety culture.
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Overview and comparison
This factor was rated similarly across all three workshops, ranging from
moderate to excellent. In general it would seem that as farms are becoming
more safety aware the culture is generally improving, however there is still a
long way to go and putting productivity before safety is still evident in some parts
of the industry.
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O9 Equipment Purchasing - The system that ensures that the range of equipment (tools,
machinery, PPE etc) available is appropriate for the job demands and meets user
requirements.

W/S

Comments

Rating

HSE

The ultimate driver is productivity, and thus specialist equipment is purchased to (see
meet the business requirements, however specialist safety equipment is not left)
prioritised and the cheapest PPE is purchased. New equipment is getting better
in terms of safety and thus farmers may buy safer equipment inadvertently. Part
of the problem is the complexity of choice and it may be more effective to
provide prescriptive information regarding equipment types etc. Contractors are
likely to buy safer equipment due to the associated business risk, they also tend
to buy equipment more often.
Evidence that regulations can make a difference in reducing fatalities is clear
from the introduction of the tractor cab regulations in 1967 through to the 1977
requirement that all employers only allow employees to operate tractors with a
safety cab or roll bar fitted. The impact of these regulations is that the number
of tractor overturn fatalities has fallen dramatically from forty five in 1967 to three
in 1998/9.
There is a need to save farmers from themselves through safer design and there
are several examples of very poor design from a safety perspective, for
example, a recent combine harvester has been introduced that is 5.2m high, yet
virtually all overhead power lines in the UK are less than 5.2m high and thus a
hazard. Farmers may not consider this risk in their purchasing, thus there is a
need to work with manufacturers to achieve safer designs.
PPE 2; Machinery

6
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SE

Prior to purchasing a new piece of equipment a thorough evaluation of how cost 5
effective the equipment is will be made. This will mean calculating how much
money the equipment will make in terms of how often the job is undertaken and
the amount of labour that will be saved by using the equipment.
New equipment was also felt to be particularly important for maintaining workers’
morale. It sends the message that their work on the farm is valued/important
and also that they are valued as individuals. In addition, the farmers would not
expect anyone to do a job without the appropriate protection and and/or
equipment.
The farmers were aware that having new machinery may give the impression to
the non-farming community that they have a lot of spare money to spend,
however in reality it is actually more cost effective to buy new equipment than
throw money at old. In addition to the money spent trying to fix it, old unreliable
machinery can be unsafe and loses critical time.

E

Contractors need to ensure that the machinery they are contracting out for use 6-10
by other individuals, or using themselves to complete agricultural tasks, is both
reliable and safe. Contractors therefore invest a considerable amount into new
machinery.
Overview and comparison
The self-employed group generally purchased new equipment on the basis of its
potential as a money earner. Safety was a consideration, but was secondary to
the equipment’s productivity. The farm employer/employee group highlighted
that contractors tend to buy equipment more frequently as their business viability
depends on it. All of these views were reflected in the inspectors’ observations,
suggesting they are in tune with the farming community with regard to this
factor. Interestingly, the self-employed farmers also commented on the
importance of new equipment for keeping people motivated.
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O10 Inspection & Maintenance - The system that ensures equipment and machinery are
maintained in good working order.

W/S

Comments

Rating

HSE

There is a clear distinction between capital assets and PPE, as the latter is not (see
maintained. There is some pre-work period maintenance, for example, before a left)
harvest the combine harvester will be thoroughly checked. This form of
maintenance would be performed internally, specialists would only be brought in
when machinery is complex. Certain aspects are ignored, such as brakes on
trailers and tractors, this is because they are being used every day, any
deterioration may be gradual and it is believed that they can cope with
inadequate brakes. Nevertheless, in terms of machinery accidents, around 10%
are brake failures (and other maintenance failings in non-productive elements).
The participants feel that it is essential that a requirement for MOTs for farm
vehicles is introduced.
Contractors will have more incentive to keep tractors and equipment
maintained, as they are more likely to be used on a public road. By contrast, for
the self-employed, inspection and maintenance is poor.
PPE, ladders and other non productive elements
farmers

0;

Contractors, lease machines and the better

7 – 8; Self-employed 3 – 4

SE

(see D11 Inspection & Maintenance)

4-8

E

(see D11 Inspection & Maintenance)

4-9

Overview and comparison (see D11 Inspection & Maintenance)
The inspectors’ observation that farmers tended to try and manage equipment
inspection and maintenance themselves was reflected in both farmer
workshops. The self-employed group also reflected the inspectors’ belief that
inspection and maintenance was linked more heavily towards productivity than
safety.
This emphasis on productivity was less apparent in the
employer/employee group, which may reflect the slightly higher profit margins
large farms are working within, or the responsibility they have for multiple
employees. The employed group also talked about the inconsistencies relating
to which vehicles require documented inspection and maintenance. This linked
to the inspectors’ observations about farm vehicles not needing MOTs and the
need to standardise inspection regulations across all farm vehicles.
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O11 Design - The design of the workplace activities, facilities and equipment (machinery
and tools) to ensure fitness-for-purpose, safety and operability.

W/S

Comments

Rating

HSE

There is some PPE which is specifically designed for agriculture, but it is more (see
expensive and there is a complexity of choice, so the cheapest is generally left)
chosen which may not be suited to the working conditions. Agricultural work is
physically hard and generates high levels of body heat and some PPE may
cause some level of discomfort in order to be safe. A lot of PPE also becomes
ineffective after a while but is not replaced, and thus disposable PPE may
actually be better in some instances e.g. when using chemicals to avoid
recontamination.
In relation to machinery, agricultural engineering degree courses do not have
lessons on safety regulations in design. HSE has researched the design of
machinery to see what stage safety was considered throughout the design
stages and in the majority of instances, safety was only considered at the end of
the process. Machinery is designed to meet a purpose; it is not designed for
ease of use. Design is predominantly influenced by manufacturers rather than
in terms of HSE guidance.
Designers of agricultural buildings do not consider requirements for
maintenance access etc. In addition buildings are often adapted later for
holding new equipment. CDM may not be applied and hence no design risk
assessments are carried out.
PPE 3

SE

– 4; Machinery 5; Buildings 4

Equipment was felt to be a lot safer than it was 20 years ago. Ironically, this can 8
allow people to get away with practices that they wouldn’t have been able to in
the past. Farmers can now disconnect a PTO shaft without even having to
leave the tractor cab, whereas previously this would have been a big issue.
Design has progressed in terms of the needs of the farmer, which makes things
safer than they were before because more is known about the requirements of
the user.
Some farmers felt that designers did not put enough thought into assembling the
equipment and actually operating it once it had been purchased. The point was
also made that equipment often needs tailoring to the unique needs of the
individual farm; in the agricultural context “one size” does not fit all. One farmer
explained how he designed his own cattle handling equipment and then asked
the builders to price it, which meant he got exactly what he wanted. It was
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agreed that in order to get equipment/buildings that suit individual farm needs,
input is needed from both the designers and the users to ensure equipment is fit
for purpose. A designer/builder that is prepared to work closely with you to
develop bespoke equipment is most desirable. Local tradesman are often the
best as they tend to understand the regional issues more and also want to
maintain a good reputation within the local market.
E

In general it was felt that equipment is better deigned now, with more safety 7-9
features than ever before. The large farms particularly have more opportunity to
work with manufacturers at the design stage, in order that equipment is safe and
fit for purpose. However, one area that was highlighted as being in need of
improvement was PTO shafts. They are a critical component of machinery
safety yet are typically made out of cheap plastic that can easily be broken. It
was agreed that this is an area that is long overdue a design overhaul.
Overview and comparison
Both groups of farmers agreed that equipment/machinery design is vastly
improved in terms of safety. This is interesting in light of the inspectors’
feedback, which highlights how safety is typically considered in the very last
stages of the design process. Clearly general improvements in equipment and
safety related features has satisfied farmers that safety design is better,
whereas it may be more to do with the evolution of farm equipment. One area
where the farm employer/employee group did highlight a need for improved
design was in relation to PTO shafts.
In terms of productivity, both groups of farmers highlighted the importance of
working closely with the manufacturers at the design stage to ensure equipment
is fit for the needs of each individual farm.
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O12 Pay & Conditions - The extent to which earnings, working conditions and other
employment rewards match the demands of the job.

W/S

Comments

Rating

HSE

Whilst there is an Agricultural Wages Board that should ensure that wages are 4
adequate, the average farm worker will not be well paid and thus the wages
board is not being effective.
Rest facilities are poor in that some have access to the farm but are not always
nearby; others do not have rest / welfare facilities on the farm. Workers
expectations are rising but the conditions aren’t. On the whole, agriculture
probably has pay and conditions around 10-20% lower than average workers in
other industries.
It is generally a life style choice to enter farming, therefore attitudes to pay and
conditions will be different to an average office worker. For example, there is an
acceptance of poor weather conditions, and fluctuating work patterns to suit crop
times. Probably about 50% of workers are around the minimum wage. The
compensation is high job satisfaction, the outdoor life, being their own boss and
making decisions. Also long hours mean a lack of opportunity to spend
earnings. However, there is probably not much job satisfaction for a casual
labourer, who may experience very hard repetitive work, long hours, poor
facilities and lack of choice over the job they are required to do. Casual labour
is increasingly provided by migrant workers from Eastern European and
Bangladeshi communities.

SE

Overall the farmers agreed that farming was a lifestyle choice, which partly 0
compensated for the fact that many farmers earn less than the minimum wage.
However, pay was felt to be particularly poor for the self-employed farmer who
has to work seven days a week to stay in business, can rarely take a holiday
and also has to incur all the additional business taxes etc. that comes with
owning and running a business. Farmers that have inherited farms or own the
farm outright were thought to have a lot less outgoings compared with tenant
farmers who have to work flat out to pay the high cost of renting the land. Pay
and conditions are therefore very different across the agriculture industry.
In terms of welfare, the farmers’ felt that as long as there are washing facilities if
you are particularly dirty then that would suffice. One farmer light heartedly
commented that eating black sandwiches with muddy hands is part and parcel
of the farmer’s role.

Page 5.53 of 5.106

E

In general the rate of pay is not good for the average farmer or farm worker. 1-8
However, one farmer (in this South East group) highlighted how some of the
larger farms have to pay workers more now so they can afford to get on the
property ladder. Not being able to buy a house or being tied to farm cottages
was felt to be one of the major deterrents to young people thinking of entering
the industry. It was therefore felt that in order to find much needed human
resources a competitive rate of pay must be offered.
Overview and comparison
All three workshops highlighted the poor rate of pay within farming, which is
strongly reflected in the low ratings assigned. The self-employed group agreed
with the inspectors’ observations than in general farming is a lifestyle choice,
which partly compensates for such poor payment. This was not mentioned in
the farm employer/employee group, however most of the workers on larger
farms are employed, live away from the farm and have a reasonable holiday
allocation etc. Working on a farm is not such a radical change of lifestyle for
them and thus they still expect (and some receive) a reasonable wage.
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5.2.3

Policy Level Influences

P1 Contracting Arrangements - The extent to which health and safety is considered in
contractual arrangements when contracting in agricultural services or being contracted to
supply products and the associated implications.

W/S

Comments

Rating

HSE

Contracting occurs slightly less compared to other industries, but use of 4
contractors is increasing. Local people tend to engage local (known)
contractors. There may be some consideration of safety in relation to pesticides
but other issues are unlikely to be thought about from a safety point of view from
the farmer’s side, although the contractor may address the issue. Farmers
believe that the responsibility for safety rests with the contractor, yet conversely,
contractors think that farmers should have the responsibility for safety. This
results in workers not knowing about safety at all.
There is a tendency to stick with the same contractors every year rather than
taking a strategic approach to contracting. Contracting strategy only changes
due to financial considerations. Critical production tasks may affect the choice
of contractors based on track record, capability etc. For non-productive areas,
for example building maintenance, poorer quality contractors may be selected
on the basis of cost and speed of getting the job done.
Contracting strategy is not being used as an effective measure for
communicating the health and safety message, responsibilities or requirements.
The participants felt that when the safety responsibilities rest with the
contractors there would be a greater likelihood that safety would be managed
more effectively.

SE

Farm workers in Devon are now more likely to be employed by large agricultural 8
contractors than they are actual farms. Working for contractor’s means
employees are only expected to do one or two different jobs, which helps them
to become highly skilled in one area. This is in stark contrast to some of the
small farms in Devon where farmers are expected to be a ‘jack of all trades’ and
continuously swap from one job to the next. This is potentially very dangerous
as the farmers may not be trained or experienced in undertaking a range of
different tasks.
Some of the farmers therefore felt that contractors could be a safer way of doing
things, as they are experts in one area. An opposing view was that contractors
could be more likely to take bigger risks because they are typically paid by the
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job, so the more jobs they can complete the more money they make.
Employees can be put under extreme pressure to get the job done as quickly as
possible and move on to the next job. In addition, poor or unsafe contractor
behaviour (e.g. speeding in vehicles, messy working) can cast the farm in a bad
light, as local residents will blame the farm for the contractor’s anti-social/unsafe
behaviour.
Communications between the contractor and the employer early on in the
relationship is key with regard to health and safety. Contractors must be briefed
in full about the context/terrain in which they are working and what might be
unique to that particular farm or its location. This will help ensure contractors
are sensitive to the situation and hopefully safer as a result. Typically
contractors would conduct their own risk assessment and then get on with the
job. Safe behaviour often hinges on whether the contractor boss is part of the
working team and thus overseeing safety. If managed well from the outset there
can be a good working relationship between the small farms and contractors
and they are also good value for money.
Inviting some of the contractor organisations to the HSE’s SADs was felt to be a
good idea in terms of raising safety awareness amongst everybody that may be
working on a farm.
E

The high cost of equipment has caused more and more farms to turn to 1-9
contractors for jobs requiring expensive machinery and tools that may typically
only be used once or twice a year in peak season. It was commented on that
some farms do not even possess a basic muck spreader anymore, which in
years past would have been the standard piece of equipment even the smallest
farms would possess. It was agreed that contracting in specialist services does
make a positive contribution to farm safety, as it ensures that experienced and
skilled people with well maintained equipment are doing the high risk jobs that
the farmers would usually have to tackle themselves, often without the
appropriate training or skills.
However, it was agreed that responsibility for contractors’ safety was with the
farm manager who had the duty of care towards people working (or in other
cases trespassing) on their farm. It was felt that considering health and safety
issues when contracting in agricultural services was imperative for both the farm
manager and contractor.
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Overview and comparison
Both farmer groups agreed that contracting in specialist equipment and/or
services is becoming more commonplace. Farmers (especially the selfemployed) cannot afford large, expensive pieces of machinery that they may
only use once a year and therefore contracting in the necessary machinery is
more cost effective. The inspectors also expressed this view. In addition to
their cost saving benefits, contractors were also perceived to contribute to safety
as they were experts in their field and reduced the need for farmers to tackle
potentially dangerous jobs without the necessary skills. Both farmer groups also
underlined the need for open communications between the contractor and farm
at the outset of the relationship to clarify lines of responsibility.
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P2 Ownership & Control - The extent to which ownership and control is taken to ensure
sustained safety performance.

W/S

Comments

Rating

HSE

Farmers know that legally they should have ownership and control over safety, 3-4
but there is still a failure to address it as a priority factor. Owners take reactive
measures rather than employ explicit proactive steps to managing safety; they
use common sense and do not want to look into detail at the safety regulations
which apply to them.
Large landowners will discharge health and safety responsibilities to the
workers/farmers on the land. Shareholders are generally more interested in
environmental issues than safety ones. The only change over recent years is
that there are larger farm businesses that now consider health and safety in their
undertaking.
There are general changes across the industry that could have an impact on the
consideration of health and safety by farm owners. There are four directions
that this move could go: large producers focused on getting the best trade price,
environmental led farming, diversification into new areas or a greater focus on
producing quality products. However, whichever direction the move goes in, the
smaller farms are not involved and their businesses may become unviable.

SE

Autonomy was felt to be one of the main attractions in becoming a farmer. Self- 6
employed farmers enjoy the freedom of not being told what to do and making
their own decisions. Although safety is a consideration, it was felt that due to
financial and time constraints the farmers could not always be as proactive as
they would like with regard to safety measures. There is also such a raft of
constantly changing legislation that it can sometimes be hard to know what
applies to each individual farmer at any point in time. They simply do not have
the time to wade through this legislation so just focus on the minimum
requirements.
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E

The larger farms have more resource and some might feel more legislative need 5-9
(due to higher employee numbers) to focus on safety. Some of the larger farms
actually have employees with dedicated time for focusing on health and safety.
This includes everything from employing competent people to investigating an
accident and making sure people talk about safety concerns.
There was some general uncertainty surrounding who was responsible for
different parties being on farmland, especially when the farmer was renting the
land from a landowner. This might be an area that the HSE could think about
providing some further guidance on.
Overview and comparison
The inspectors observations that farmers do not look at legislative safety
requirements in detail was reflected in the self-employed farmer workshop,
although it was more a case of not having the time to look at regulations as
opposed to not wanting to. Their observations about the larger farms embracing
health and safety were also reflected in the farm employer/employee workshop
although the disparity in rating perhaps reflects higher expectations amongst the
inspectors than the farmers believe is required.
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P3 Company / Industry Culture - Culture within a farm organisation and/or the agriculture
industry consisting of assumptions about the way work should be performed; what is and
what is not acceptable; what behaviour and actions should be encouraged and
discouraged.

W/S

Comments

Rating

HSE

Most employee farms pursue practices that have a minimum detriment to profits, 5
comply with the law but fail to address specific risks. There is not a great deal of
exploitation, but workers are not valued. Farmers have had no concept of
having a public image, however, they are becoming increasingly concerned
about how they are perceived. This factor is not relevant for the self-employed
farms as the culture is survival.

SE

Irrespective of any government campaigns about safety on the farm, it was felt 8
that farmers are always looking out for each other. The culture is focused on
productivity and keeping the business afloat but remaining safe is a critical part
of this to ensure a complete and able workforce. This means farmers are
considering safety at all times. It was also felt that farmers tend to look after
their equipment more carefully nowadays, mainly due to the recession and the
fact that equipment is so expensive. In contrast, in the 1970s farmers could
afford to adopt a more laissez-faire attitude towards their equipment.
Some farmers lend and borrow equipment from neighbouring farms. Prior to
lending equipment they make sure the equipment is in full working order and
after borrowing equipment they fully service it before return. Others felt lending
and borrowing could be awkward if the equipment was damaged in some way
when it was being used. As an alternative, if a neighbour needs help farmers
will do the job themselves, illustrating a positive and helpful industry culture.

E

This factor was not largely discussed in this workshop group, although the 4-10
overriding feeling was that farmers would be quick to help a neighbouring farm if
it was in trouble. The larger farms also had to consider the impact an accident
would have on their local reputation and in some cases their branding. Some of
the larger farms were developing a strong local and national reputation, both
through being involved in educational initiatives and through branding their farm
produce and thus safety was important to uphold this good reputation and
position in the market.
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Overview and comparison
The inspectors’ view that farms have no concept of public image was not fully
reflected in the feedback from the farm employer/employee group. These farms
were starting to build their reputation in the marketplace and therefore
understood the possible consequences that an accident would have on their
public image.
In contrast to the opinion of the inspectors, company/industry culture was a
factor that was relevant to the self-employed. The inspectors were correct in
their observation that self-employed farmers’ focus is on survival but as a
consequence of this, they are also very aware of keeping safe to stay in
business and are also quick to help out neighbouring farms.
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P4 Organisational Structure - The extent to which there is appropriate definition of roles
and responsibilities within and between farming organisations.

W/S

Comments

Rating

HSE

There is no formalised structure, roles are not explicit but are, rather, implicitly (see
understood. Larger farms may have more of a structure. Small self-employed left)
farms may have a very clear understanding of roles and responsibilities but they
are not defined and there is very little communication with other self-employed
parties with regard to how to structure responsibilities. However, the lack of
formalised structure does not alter the clarity in understanding, which is
considerable. Activities are structured around skills, roles, experience and
expertise but not around responsibilities. The shared goal is to complete the job
and make the farm viable. Negotiation is required with skilled operators to
obtain extra input with specific tasks. Skilled operators are in a good bargaining
position and farmers will often consult their employees with regard to advice on
tasks. Accidents to employees have decreased as the skill set has increased
and thus they have more discretion over how things should be done.
In summary, whilst roles are not explicit, there is an informal level of
understanding with regard to task management. However, with regard to safety
roles, there is no underpinning concept for managing safety.
For the business as a whole

7 – 8; In relation to health and safety issues 3 - 4

SE

The self-employed farmers felt this factor was not at all relevant for the small n/a
size of their organisations and therefore time was not used discussing it.

E

Three of the farms represented within the group kept an active ‘organ-a-gram’ to 5-10
make management and employee roles and responsibilities clear. It was felt
that in this way if there was an issue with any aspect of the farm, the appropriate
people to deal with the issue could be quickly identified.
Overview and comparison
The inspectors’ observation that self-employed farmers would not have a clear
structure but larger farms may do was directly reflected in the feedback from
both farmer workshops. The larger farms found it useful to outline a clear
organisational structure so in the event of any incident the right people could be
quickly identified to handle the situation.
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P5 Safety Management - The management system which encompasses safety policies, the
definition of roles and responsibilities for safety, the implementation of measures to
promote safety and the evaluation of safety performance.

W/S

Comments

Rating

HSE

Safety is not thought of in explicit terms, there is no setting of standards, setting 2
a process of achieving those standards or evaluation. There is a lack of
understanding regarding the purpose of having policies in place. Generic
policies are written by NFU contractors in order to meet requirements, rather
than being considered on an individual basis and hence tend not to be applied in
practice.
There is a potential challenge in meeting the safety management requirements
for the large supermarket contracts, although it is simply seen as an
administrative exercise. Retailers are an important lever for improving health
and safety awareness, as they drive the activities of supplier farms in respect of
product quality and can be quite heavy handed with farmers. If retailers can be
influenced with regard to the health and safety message then this could be an
effective driver for change.

SE

The average self-employed farmer plans his work, learns from experience and 5
decides the best way forward. This is how safety is typically managed on the
farm. Farmers feel this is the best way to manage safety as it takes into account
many years of agricultural experience and does not involve copious amounts of
paperwork that take time and energy on the part of an already overworked
farmer. However, because it is not a documented process it does not fulfil
regulatory/HSE requirements, although it is perceived as a valid form of safety
management.
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E

Participants described elements of safety management. However the biggest 2-10
barrier to the ideal safety management system was time. It was felt by some
participants that it was hard to be proactive about safety management and using
information about accidents and/or near misses typically only happened after the
event. For example, one farm stopped workers being alone on forestry jobs
after they had experienced a fatality. Another farm is in the process of changing
their stacking system on the basis of a near miss incident.
One farm had used the HSE’s online agricultural self-assessment form and
found it very useful for highlighting areas that were high risk. The same farm
also regularly audited their health and safety performance in order that they
could benchmark their results against other similar organisations. In addition, a
large supermarket chain regularly audited another farm. The retailer audited it
using the same standards it applied to its own production department and it was
therefore felt that a small farm would find it impossible to fulfil such sweeping
requirements. However, a significant number of the workshop participants did
not measure their safety performance. In addition they had not used the HSE
online risk assessment tool, partly because they were not familiar with the
agricultural pages on the HSE website.
Overview and comparison
The inspectors’ observations that safety is not explicitly managed were generally
reflected in the farmers’ perspectives. However, this was more due to a lack of
time than lack of will. Some of the farm employers/employees did demonstrate
explicit safety management with their utilisation of HSE’s agricultural online
assessment tool. The inspectors’ views about retailers were also reflected in the
farm employer/employee comments. The one farm that was audited by a
retailer commented on how challenging the process was and how only large
farms would ever be able to fulfil retailers’ extensive safety management
requirements.
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P6 Labour / Union Relations - The extent to which there is a harmonious relationship
between farm managers/owners and their workforce. Also the extent to which there is the
opportunity for farm workers to affiliate with associations active in defending and
promoting their welfare (e.g. the NFU), and the extent to which there is a system in place
for negotiation of pay and conditions.

W/S

Comments

Rating

HSE

There is a government wages board for agriculture and therefore a collective 7
bargaining structure, however it has little influence. The wages board has a
scale for qualifications which means that ironically college leavers are entitled to
a better wage than older experienced workers. This results in farmers
employing others that are either semi-retired and very skilled or are unqualified
and very cheap. Thus employers would rather not have the wages board.
There is a standard rate of pay expected for skilled workers and they will
negotiate on pay. Workers are increasingly mobile and will change employers to
get better pay etc. However, as greater specialisation occurs, workers are
having to move around the country for work.
The NFU is quite active from a health and safety perspective, however, arguably
they have a narrow focus, for example, seeing health in relation to pesticides
and bale stacking and safety in relation to children. They are also restricted in
their scope of influence with limited funds.
Overall, employers are not exploitative, but the culture of workers being loyal
servants is changing. There are less tied cottages and a growing claims culture,
however, this is not perceived to have a negative impact on labour relations as
there still remains a mutual interest between parties at all levels.

SE

The NFU is the main, if not the only body that provides a welfare service for 3
farmers. They provide as much information as they can about new legislation
and updates to existing legislation, within their limited resources. Another focus
of the NFU is lobbying to provide a better future for farmers. This backing by a
unified body was felt to be particularly important in the UK where farmers make
up a tiny political percentage, compared with the rest of Europe. It was felt that
being in such a minority caused them to lack influence with the Government and
general directives did not always apply to them as they may to larger industries.
France has regional development agencies that are tasked with interpreting EU
legislation for the benefit of that particular region. It was felt that the French
government is going about it in a more useful way.
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E

The NFU is the main body representing the agricultural workforce and it was felt 1-10
that it provides a wide range of information for farmers. Essentially it acts as a
first point of contact for farmers when they have queries about a range of
agricultural issues. One farmer explained how many of his foreign workers
(students) were regularly calling the NFU to get advice about their rights and
found them useful and approachable.
Overview and comparison
The two farmer workshops highlighted the important part that the NFU plays in
lobbying for farmers’ welfare and providing legislative and general farming
advice. This suggests the NFU is a potentially powerful body through which to
channel health and safety initiatives.
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P7 Profitability - The extent to which farms are subject to competition over market share
and constrained as to the price that can be charged for the goods/services offered.

W/S

Comments

Rating

HSE

Profitability has been in decline for some years. HSE research has shown that (see
about five years ago the turnover of an average farm was £240,000 with a profit left)
of around £5000. This situation is not expected to have improved in absolute
terms reflecting inflation. The livestock sector has been the most severely hit,
with diversification essential to maintain profitability. The cereal sector is still
profitable.
There is a belated realisation that to make money in a global market there is
benefit in aiming towards quality and organic produce. The UK has a bad record
of slovenly practices originating from after the war, where the only restriction on
profit was a restriction on output, due to guaranteed prices and so new
technology was funded that was designed to increase the yield. Farms
therefore adopted this approach and they are now finding it difficult to change.
To expect the industry to change and maintain profitability in order to increase
safety is a high expectation. Trust is a problem as farmers no longer trust
Government and therefore new policies put forward by Government agents are
not bought into.
Arable

SE

5-6; Livestock 0-2

Amongst the self-employed farmers at the workshop, none of them had known 0
profitability levels worse than at this point in time. However it was generally felt
that things are slowly getting better.
The constantly dropping milk prices were raised as a big issue with regard to
profitability. The dairy farmers explained how hard it was to produce milk at the
price they were selling it for, let alone producing it for less in order to make a
profit. This has resulted in a large amount of dairy farmers leaving the UK
because people can’t make a decent living out of milk farming anymore. It was
also highlighted how a farm employee is likely to earn more than the selfemployed farmer. The self-employed farmer needs to pay tax on the business
earnings and company assets under the legal requirements of owning and
running your own business, whereas the employed worker gets paid a set wage
with no additional taxes.
In the South West food processing is the second biggest business after tourism,
which is fuelled by the farmers who provide the raw materials. If the bigger
abattoirs want to continue supplying the big supermarkets it was strongly felt
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that they would have to start paying farmers more money for their stock.
E

Profitability is certainly much tighter than it was in years gone by. Farmers now 0-10
get much less for the same jobs. The group highlighted the direct link between
profitability and most of the other factors on the Influence Network. If the money
was there it could be spent on new equipment, training, health and safety
management, recruiting suitable staff etc. The larger farms in the group, which
were able to sell produce in bulk to larger retail outlets were more profitable and
thus had more money to invest in health and safety systems, however it was
appreciated that other smaller farms do not have this luxury. The group linked
this back to their discussion on training and some of the inappropriate and
unaffordable five day training courses. It was therefore felt it must be better for
farm managers to invest in one day’s training for each member of staff, rather
than send none of their farm workers on training because of the cost of a five
day course.
Overview and comparison
All three groups agreed that profitability within the agriculture industry is
particularly bad, which has a direct affect on investment in safety initiatives such
as training. The inspectors’ suggestion that profitability was particularly bad in
the livestock sector was reflected in comments from the dairy farmers about
people leaving the industry due to poor levels of profitability. The larger farms
were also victim to market forces, but due to their facilities to mass produce it
was generally felt that their profitability levels were not quite so tight. The selfemployed group felt that they still had some bargaining power with the abattoirs,
as they relied on the raw produce supplied by the farms to sell on to the large
retailers.
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5.2.4

Environmental Level Influences

E1 Political Influence - The profile of, and practices within, Government, related to the
agriculture industry.

W/S

Comments

Rating

HSE

The high political profile assigned to agriculture is not related specifically to (see
health and safety in the industry. Farmers tend to perceive Government left)
negatively following the perceived lack of support throughout and subsequent to
the Foot and Mouth crisis and thus considerations such as health and safety are
simply treated as a further area by the industry in which there is no real political
support.
DEFRA have access to Government ministers and are lobbied by a powerful
NFU and therefore in the past the weight of NFU and DEFRA combined has
prevented HSE from driving through anything that they might be resistant to.
Members of the House of Lords are large landowners so they could act as a
‘buffer’ to stop any unpopular policies from the HSE being driven through. The
Revitalising Health and Safety targets have secured a little more interest with
NFU and DEFRA.
DEFRA produced a white paper that suggested four paths in which farming may
be directed: large producers focused on getting the best trade price;
environmental led farming; diversification into new areas; or a greater focus on
producing quality products. The changes in terms of restructuring farming would
bring new challenges for health and safety. This change and volatility thus
provides a strong basis for effecting significant political influence.
The Agriculture Sector within HSE is now in a position where it cannot fund all
the programmes desired (including small pilot research), despite being a priority
programme, so part of the issue is securing Treasury funds. One of the best
levers for securing this will is to highlight the cost to the country of those who are
unwell and claiming sickness benefits etc as a result of work related causes.
DEFRA is now forcibly required to take on rural affairs, which encompasses
farming but many other things as well. The areas that are regarded as priorities
are environment and food and least of all rural affairs, so this does not help
champion the cause.
The key message during the discussion of this influence was the enormous
potential for change that could be achieved if political will were secured. This is
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yet to happen but the Sector remains hopeful that it will.
Agriculture on Government Agenda

SE

8; Health & Safety in Agriculture on Government Agenda 0

The influence the Government has over the agriculture industry dominated the 0
self-employed farmer’s workshop debate. Many of the farmers concerns about
the Government are therefore reflected throughout their discussions surrounding
all of the various Influence Network factors, especially with regard to profitability,
market and regulatory influence.
The general consensus was that many decisions made about the agriculture
industry and the related food market were being made solely by the
Government, and the farming community was not aware of what these decisions
would be or when they would be made. This lack of control over their livelihood
and future significantly added to the farmers’ work related stress. Long term
farming security is masked by regulations that can, and inevitably will, change.
This results in farmers not being able to make their own business decisions or
draft business plans in advance despite needing to plan up to 10-15 years
ahead. It was felt that their own future is totally out of their hands, which is both
demoralising and stressful. DEFRA was also perceived poorly by the farmers.
They felt DEFRA was more interested in the environment than the welfare of the
people that farm it. The farmers also expressed their disappointment with the
Government’s handling of the foot and mouth crisis, which was perceived as
being disjointed and insensitive.

E

The perception amongst the farming group was that the Government does not 1-7
appreciate the origins of food or place any importance on keeping food supplies
within the UK market. Farmers were of the impression that the Government
perceived them as a replaceable food source, as they could just as easily import
food from abroad. In general Government were perceived to be interested in the
landscape, public access and the overall environment, but not interested in farm
workers’ welfare, health and safety issues or the food supply chain. DEFRA
was not seen to have agricultural safety high on their agenda either.
Overview and comparison
In general both of the farmer groups felt they had very little power over
Government decisions that affected their industry and therefore their future.
They equally felt that the Government had the welfare and future of agriculture
workers low on the political agenda as the Government perceived farm workers
as supplementary to the UK’s food supply or economy. This has resulted in a
loss of political will amongst many farmers, which could be hard to rebuild.
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E2 Regulatory Influence - The framework of regulations and guidance governing the
agriculture industry and the profile and actions of the Regulator.

W/S

Comments

Rating

HSE

Two key issues are highlighted in relation to this influence. Firstly how the (see
regulator impacts on employed workers as opposed to the self employed and left)
secondly the gap between the quality and availability of guidance produced by
the regulator and the uptake and application of this guidance in practice.
The quality of guidance produced is deemed as being excellent, especially when
compared to other sectors. It is described as being well focussed, user friendly
and is available in a diversity of media. However, the difficult issue is how to
secure uptake of such guidance. Where there has been some success it has
tended to be in the larger farms that have some management structure in place,
but for the self employed such interventions are not having the desired impact.
The number of self-employed workers has risen and therefore this increases the
urgency to impact practice in this section of the workforce. It is believed that the
average self-employed farmer would feel more comfortable under a prescriptive
regime of regulation that is both transparent and easy to apply. It is also
suggested that this regime would be easier to inspect. One means through
which HSE has tried to reach the self-employed and small farms across
agriculture is the use of Safety Awareness Days (SADs), which have been found
to be very successful.
It was noted that HSE no longer recruits dedicated agricultural inspectors, which
is perceived to be resulting in a loss of credibility for HSE with agriculture. The
regulator is seen as the face of Government by the industry and therefore
farmers resist and resent interventions that do not appear to address their
concerns. Thus clarity is required to understand the most effective interventions
on health and safety for the agricultural industry. Instead of questions on
whether the industry is receptive to regulations, it is important to understand how
the regulator can best effect improvements.
Guidance

SE

9; Regulation 5; Enforcement 4

The self-employed farmers did not feel that they knew enough about the rafts of 2
safety legislation out there and hence felt susceptible to being ‘caught out’ by it.
For example, HSE Inspectors or Farm Assurance Inspectors know the
legislation inside out as it is their business to know it, however, it is only possible
for farmers to have a general knowledge about everything across a wide range
of areas. In general the farmers felt considerably weighted down by the volume
of legislative requirements imposed on their everyday activities. Sometimes
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they did not know about a particular regulation until they needed accreditation to
complete a job, which by this time they have no choice but to embrace the
accreditation which will often end up costing them money.
It was felt that if farmers were provided with a ‘crib sheet’ covering everything
they needed to know about government rules and regulations, from health and
safety to farm assurance this would help them both learn about it and help them
ensure all government requirements were fulfilled (pushing towards joined up
government). It was also suggested that the HSE and Farm Assurance people
should communicate more; in that way farmers would not have to undergo two
separate inspections.
If and when a farm is inspected or visited by a regulator or bureaucrat, their level
of experience and competence was also felt to have a direct effect on farm
safety. The farmers suggested that anyone visiting the farm should be properly
trained/experienced in order that they do not cause further risk by asking
farmers to do something potentially unsafe just to prove regulations are
satisfied. For example, ear tagging some livestock can be very dangerous and
legislation now requires that calves be tagged within 27 days of birth. This puts
farmers at severe risk of attack from the mother. The same principle applies to
the bureaucrats that write the legislation. Legislation requires beef cattle to be
presented “clean” at market and therefore they have to be clipped under their
bellies, which is also very hard to do safely. These rules are made by someone
in an office, with no knowledge or experience of the job. Common sense tells
you this is a silly thing to do, but rules say you have to do it anyway.
It was felt by the farmers that the types of pressure discussed throughout the
workshop were not really under the HSE’s remit. However, it was explained that
HSE’s concern is the welfare of people working in the agriculture industry. If
workers are experiencing increased levels of stress due to profitability and not
being able to afford additional farm labour (which may make farmers less safe
than they could be), then the HSE are interested in these sources of stress.
Many of the farmers were aware of the HSE’s SADs and had also attended
them. They were generally felt to be very useful with a strong focus on practical
safety measures. The farmers were also interested in attending in the future.
Finally, the farmers believed that they would only have a visit from the HSE if
they had employees or had recently employed a new member of staff. In
addition, the belief was held that if you have been visited and marked on a point
system, your score would determine the time of your next visit.
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E

The farmers felt that HSE inspections had significantly reduced over the past 1-6
years and had become purely reactionary as opposed to proactive. Many of the
farmers also felt that this was not a good change as the possibility of an
inspection motivated them to keep the farm up to scratch and actually dedicate
time to focus on health and safety. Farmers also made the point that they would
much rather have an inspection on their farm as opposed to an accident
although it was generally felt that inspections now only happened after an
accident had occurred. The number of people employed on a farm was also felt
to be a key factor in whether or not a farm would undergo inspection (the more
employees the higher the likelihood).
None of the farmers raised the HSE SADs although when they were described
the group thought that they sounded positive and relevant to real farming safety
issues. It was also felt that they sounded practical in that they lasted about a
day and reached many farmers in one go. The farmers did not have the time to
read all of the HSE leaflets and guidance, but a one day event was much more
realistic in terms of practicality and uptake. However, one farmer pointed out
that without regular inspections, it would be hard to evaluate the impact the
SADs were having on agricultural safety in general.
Overview and comparison
A number of issues were discussed across both workshops, many of which were
reflected in the comments made by the HSE inspectors. Firstly, the SADs were
raised by the self-employed group as being practical and useful, both in terms of
lessons learnt and format. The farm employer/employee group did not raise the
SADs (and indeed they had been directed at the small/self employed sector)
although they did agree how useful they sounded for larger farms and contractor
organisations as well.
The inspectors also suggested that the self-employed farmers might prefer a
more prescriptive regime of regulation, which was more transparent and easy to
apply. The farmers’ request for a ‘crib sheet’ with everything they need to know
about rules and regulations suggests the inspectors’ observations were correct.
Similarly, the self-employed farmers underlined the importance of HSE
inspectors and policy makers being competent and experienced in agricultural
practices. This is interesting in light of HSE’s concerns about inspectors
becoming less specialised and a related loss of credibility.
The farm employer/employee group said they felt inspections were becoming
less frequent, which was not viewed in a positive light as previously the threat of
inspection forced them into focusing on farm health and safety.
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For more details please see the discussion on HSE interventions in Section 7.
Both farmer groups believed inspections were linked to number of employees on
the farm (high number = more inspections) or the employment of new staff.
Despite the alignment between views, ratings assigned by the inspectors were
generally higher than assigned by either of the farmer workshops.
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E3 Market Influence - The commercial and economic context affecting the agriculture
industry.

W/S

Comments

Rating

HSE

This influence is perceived to have changed a great deal in the last four to six (see
years. For livestock farmers the current climate is considered to have a very left)
poor rating, especially in the light of the BSE and foot and mouth crises. With
regard to the rest of the farming community, this influence is rated as fairly
average.
The Common Agricultural Policy (CAP) was originally driven by a strategic need
for food security in Europe, which led to a deliberate increase in domestic food
production and reduced dependence on imports. The key objectives are to
increase agricultural productivity to ensure a fair standard of living for the
agricultural community; to stabilise markets and to assure availability of supplies
and reasonable prices to consumers. However, more recently there have been
reforms to CAP given concerns that it is not delivering what farmers, the rural
economy or the environment need. DEFRA aims to reduce the overall burden of
the CAP, delivering better value for money to taxpayers and consumers; greater
reflection of animal welfare concerns; a better deal for the environment; and a
better deal for farmers. DEFRA is aiming towards transitional support payments
to help farmers to adjust, however, there are general concerns that the CAP
may actually favour large scale commercial farmers rather than smaller selfemployed ones.
Livestock farming

SE

2 – 3; All other farming 5

This factor dominated much of the discussion with self-employed farmers and 0
therefore influenced the majority of other factors across the Influence Network.
Overall it was felt that there was considerable pressure on farmers (especially
the self-employed) to compete in the global marketplace. The constant pressure
to produce made the farmers feel that they are not allowed to treat their
business as a real business and therefore take the same safety precautions that
any other hazardous industry would take. Making money takes complete
priority, as it dictates survival, so day to day activities are constantly pressurised
by the need to make sufficient money. For example, dairy farmers feel under
constant pressure to produce milk at 17.5p per pint (the price they can sell it on
for) when the basic cost of production is 18p.
Part of the problem was with the Government, which allows retailers to import
foreign foods, which can be bought cheaply, stacked high and sold for profit.
Although it was appreciated that ultimately it is the average consumer, who is

Page 5.75 of 5.106

usually looking for the cheapest option, that dictates food prices. However, the
farmers felt it was in the Government’s power to help turn this around by
encouraging investment in home grown produce and thus money is re-invested
into our own economy.
In an attempt to shorten the food supply chain, one of the farmer’s marketed and
sold produce directly to the local consumer, however he spoke of the difficulties
encountered competing against four large supermarkets. Retailing produce also
introduces another raft of paperwork for the farmer to manage.
The workshop group did appreciate that it was very easy to blame the market
and government for a myriad of problems, but farmers throughout the ages have
experienced tough times for various reasons and had to survive. However, the
general consensus was that the balance in the last few years has gone
completely to retailing and away from farmers.
To finish their discussion, the farmers debated their own potential to change the
marketplace for themselves. They felt that if they were to make a stand and
withdraw supply altogether there would always be a handful of people that would
end up conceding because they were that desperate for the money. Overall it
was felt that farmers are relatively powerless when it comes to significantly
influencing the market.
E

The largest farms in the group had ongoing contracts with some of the leading 1-8
food retailers. Before a supermarket will enter into a relationship with a farm it
insists that the farm has all the necessary farm assurance certificates. One
farmer suggested retailers could also request to see the farmer’s safety
management policy and in this way it would be helping to influence farm safety.
However, another farmer shared his experience of being audited by one of the
large supermarkets as part of an ongoing sales contract. He explained that the
supermarket checks all aspects of the farm, not just safety, including areas such
as employee working hours and wages. It was felt that this process was
unrealistic for most farming organisations as the supermarket applies the same
standards to a small farm as it would apply to itself. The clear majority of farms
(large and small) would not be able to match up to the stringent and wide
ranging standards applied by a large retailing giant.
Generally it was felt that the majority of society does not think a great deal about
where food starts its life. However, farmers were aware that a fairly powerful
segment of society, those with high levels of disposable income, are becoming
more interested in food origins and are therefore driving the market for organic
and home grown food products.
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Overall the farmers generally felt quite detached from the market.
Overview and comparison
Both farmer groups felt that the market has a strong influence on their business
and as a result the time they can devote to safety, yet at the same time feel
powerless to change the direction the market is going in. Overall the large
supermarkets are determining the food prices based on what the consumer is
willing to pay. If UK farmers cannot supply enough of what the consumer wants,
when the consumer wants it and at a price the supermarket is willing to pay to
keep profit margins high, then the supermarkets will simply go abroad for
produce. This leaves the farmers extremely pressurised with a 100% focus on
productivity. The farm employer/employee group had direct experience of
working with some of the large retail chains and explained how difficult it could
be to fulfil the standards expected by such retail giants. It was suggested that
retailers might be able to influence farm safety positively by auditing farm safety
policies, however this was felt to be unrealistic in terms of the standards
supermarkets would expect and probably serve to heighten the pressure on
farmers even more.
One positive direction for the future was a move towards the organic and
homegrown end of the market.
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E4 Societal Influence - Aspects of the community and society at large, which bear upon the
public perception of the agriculture industry.

W/S

Comments

Rating

HSE

There is generally thought to be a poor public perception of farming as an 3
industry. It is understood that farmers do not see themselves as being highly
valued by the public especially in the light of food health scares such as
Salmonella and BSE. However the group argued that the start of the decline in
public perception dates from the removal of the hedgerows along with the
increase in the use of pesticides and increases in highly visible cash crops such
as oil seed rape.
It is noted that despite the public being well informed about the industry and its
problems, this does not translate to public concern for workers’ welfare. It is felt
that there is little or no public concern for workers’ welfare on farms and that any
safety concerns are only related to food hygiene issues rather than workers’
personal safety. It was acknowledged by the participants that the Countryside
Alliance is receiving a lot of public attention and support and thus may be an
area of potential leverage for health and safety issues to be recognised.

SE

Society is having an increasing impact on general farm safety, especially with 4
the government pushing the “right to roam”. The farmer’s felt that both children
and adults need to be better educated about agriculture in general as well as the
risks associated with farming in order that they behave responsibly when
walking on farmland. It was felt that at present up to 80% of society believes
milk comes from the supermarket and do not appreciate that a farm presents
real danger. There was a perception that the HSE are not allowing as many
farm visits to schools, which is further restricting the spread of knowledge.
People’s opinion of farming was perceived to differ depending on where they
live. Society is much more accepting of farms and farm work in the South West
compared with the home counties. There is a supportive and encouraging
environment for farmers in the South West that may not be found in other parts
of the country where farming is viewed as a ‘second class’ occupation. This
negative opinion manifests itself in little respect for farms and farm workers and
numerous complaints. This results in additional work for farmers dealing with
the complaints and does not help raise farmer morale or attract new people to
the industry.
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E

The group agreed that society was increasingly having an impact on farm safety. 0-9
One of the participants expressed fairly strong views that society had a very low
opinion of farms and farm workers. By way of example he described his
ongoing discussion with the county council over numerous complaints made by
local residents regarding how the farm is spoiling their local area. Government
policy giving members of the public the “right to roam” was felt to be making the
situation worse. In general it was felt that if people have an accident whilst out
walking they will look for somebody else to blame and are less and less inclined
to take responsibility for their own actions. This typically leaves the farmer to
take responsibility for the accident and the possible associated costs and
damage to their public profile. One farmer said that it was impossible to take
into account constantly the possibility that there may be a member of the public
on your field, which could be particularly hazardous during crop spraying
season.
The general lack of agricultural awareness amongst society is also not helping
to improve people’s perception of farm work. It was felt that society is
becomingly increasingly divorced from where basic foods such as milk and eggs
actually originate. One farmer explained how a lot of people think about these
foods as coming straight from the supermarket and easily forget about the food
supply chain that supports the retail market. In an attempt to combat this
gradual decline in awareness, one of the (organic) farms in the group shows up
to 6,500 school students around its farm every year. The farmer felt this was a
small step in helping to raise the profile of farming within the local community.
A more positive aspect of this factor was society’s increasing awareness about
general health and safety issues. It was felt that for farm workers at least, they
would bring this awareness with them to work. So by being a part of an
increasingly ‘safety aware’ society, farm workers also behaved more safely
when they were at work.
Overview and comparison
All three workshop groups agreed that there is generally a poor public
perception of farming. Some segments of society view farming as a ‘second
class’ occupation, although in traditionally agricultural regions (e.g. the South
West) there was felt to be a lot more support for local farmers. Both of the
farmer workshops felt that society lacks awareness of the risks associated with
farming (and the inherent danger to the public roaming on farmland) and the part
farmers play in the food supply chain. The general consensus was people
should be educated early on about the agricultural industry and farms should
play an active role in this process.
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5.2.5

Overview of factors with a poor rating

Figure 5.1 and Figure 5.2 highlight the factors farmers rated as being poor either in terms of the
rating values they assigned or in terms of the general qualitative points made during the
workshops. Poor quality factors in small farms (see Figure 5.1) were largely assessed on the
basis of the qualitative feedback gathered from self-employed farmers. For the larger farms the
poor quality factors were also based on the quantitative data collected. The ratings assigned by
farmers during the workshop were averaged and the factors that had a ratings value of <4.9 or
between 5 and 5.9 but with qualitative feedback indicating room for improvement were deemed to
be poor (highlighted in Figure 5.2). There were also a couple of factors that had not been
assigned a poor ratings value but the qualitative feedback indicated significant room for
improvement with regard to a certain aspect of the industry, where this was the case the factor
was also deemed to be of poor quality. Conversely there were some factors with a poor rating
value, but the qualitative feedback did not support this and they were therefore not deemed to be
poor. It is also important to note that although some factors were rated poorly against the scale of
worst-to-best conceivable practice in safety management, they were not always of evident
‘concern’ to the farmers. Some practices that would be deemed ‘standard’ in other industries were
not considered to be appropriate or applicable to agriculture. It may well be that the same safety
ends could be achieved through different mechanisms and this will be considered when
contemplating areas for change to achieve safety impact.
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Figure 5.1 Factors with a poor rating on the overall worst-to-best practice scale in small farms
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LARGE FARMS
SAFE / UNSAFE
FARMING PRACTICES
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MOTIVATION /
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Figure 5.2 Factors with a poor rating on the overall worst-to-best practice scale in large farms
Both of the Influence Network diagrams highlight the strong alignment between the self-employed
and farm employer/employee group, suggesting there are many poor quality factors that are
common across the agriculture sector. At the direct level common poor quality factors are:

•

Motivation / morale

•

Fatigue / alertness

•

Information / advice

•

Suitable human resources

•

External conditions

•

Stress.

At the organisational level common areas of potential concern are:

•

Recruitment

•

Training

•

Procedures
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•

Planning

•

Incident management & feedback

•

Pay and conditions.

At the policy level safety management and profitability were areas of potential concern for both
groups of farmers as were all of the environmental level influences (political, regulatory, market
and societal).
The main differences are that self-employed farmers also highlighted health, inspection and
maintenance, ownership and control and labour/union relations as being of a relatively low
standard, at least when compared with wider industry practices, whereas the larger farm group
had not rated these factors as being poor. The smaller farms generally felt they had less time and
resource to manage safety systems to the standard, and in the format the regulator required and
thus rated ownership and control as an area requiring improvement. This was not highlighted as
much by the larger farms.
Influences specific to the larger farms were situational awareness/risk perception, compliance and
safety culture. These influences were largely linked to, and reflective of, having a large and
dispersed workforce that could not always be trusted to work safely even when they had been fully
trained and were aware of the risks. It was felt that ultimately employee compliance came down to
having a positive safety culture. This may not have been such an issue for the self-employed
farmers as they were largely reliant on themselves.

5.2.6

Comparison with HSE workshop findings

Overall the majority of the observations made by HSE inspectors about the industry during the
original workshop were strongly reflected in both farmer workshops. This is a positive finding
suggesting the agriculture team is well aware of the main issues affecting people working in their
sector (see Figure 3.3 for the factors the inspectors rated as being of concern). Interestingly the
inspectors had not focused on the influences external conditions, recruitment, and pay and
conditions although both farmer groups had rated these factors poorly. The inspectors’ discussion
about recruitment largely covered the actual recruiting process as opposed to the lack of suitable
human resources and therefore ‘recruitment’ at the organisational level would not have been
highlighted as a major area of concern. Similarly, financial constraints were highlighted in the
ratings assigned to profitability, as opposed to pay and conditions. Finally, although the inspectors
did acknowledge that the weather could cause farmers significant pressure, there was also an
understanding that it would not necessarily mean jobs are avoided due to the weather.
A handful of factors were hard to compare directly due to the particular angle or aspect of the
factor discussed on the day. For example, the inspectors focused on levels of competence
throughout the industry and the difference between general and safety related competence. In
contrast the farmers were more focused on training workers and general compliance. This did not
mean farmers did not agree with the inspectors’ perspectives on competence, they just chose not
to discuss this aspect of competence in any depth. During the farmer workshops there were also
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a few factors that did not merit a great deal of discussion (indicating their low significance). Where
this was the case direct and reliable comparisons were also hard to make.
It is also important to note that the ratings may vary between the inspectors and the farmers
because of differences in the expectations between the two groups regarding what merits best or
worst practice. For example, the inspectors rated inspection and maintenance significantly lower
than the farmers had, despite all three groups generally highlighting similar beliefs and issues
about this particular factor. The farmers obviously felt current industry practice in relation to
inspection and maintenance is acceptable, whereas the inspectors had much higher expectations
and thus rated it significantly lower. It is also worth noting that ratings may vary within distinct
farmer groups due to the way in which ratings were collected from participants. Individuals were
asked to independently rate the factors based on their perception of the agriculture industry as a
whole. However, it may be that some farmers rated the factors on the basis of current practice on
their own individual farms, as opposed to the whole industry, which may have bias their ratings.
However, there were notable differences in opinion regarding a handful of significant factors,
which therefore merit some further discussion.
At the organisational level the inspectors believed that any farm planning was undertaken
predominantly to maximise productivity on the farm and not in relation to safety. Feedback from
both farmer workshops suggested this was not the case and planning was used on a regular basis
not only to ensure the flow of work, but also to conduct informal risk assessments and to avoid a
potentially dangerous clash of jobs. The farmers also pointed out that they would like more time to
prepare comprehensive work schedules. At the policy level the inspectors thought that company
culture did not apply to the farmers at all and they were not aware of their public image. Both the
farmer workshops highlighted that company / industry culture did apply to them as they were
part of an industry where people were quick to help and share equipment and safety was a key
feature of this ‘sharing’ culture. However, an explanation for this difference in opinion could be
that in the farmer workshop the factor was titled ‘industry / company’ culture, whereas in the
inspector workshop the factor was only called ‘company’ culture. In contrast to the inspectors’
perceptions, the larger farms also highlighted that they were aware of their public image,
especially those that sold branded produce through the larger retail outlets. Public image could
therefore be a potentially powerful safety management lever for larger farms.
Throughout both farmer workshops it became apparent that safety management systems in the
form expected by regulatory bodies were not as applicable to some areas of the agriculture
industry as they may be to other industry sectors. This was particularly the case for smaller farms
that were typically managed by one self-employed farmer. Interestingly this was not an
observation made during the inspector workshop. The sheer volume of paperwork associated
with health and safety legislation paired with legislation applicable to other aspects of running a
business means the smaller farms, and some of the medium to large farms, are becoming
overburdened with bureaucracy, much of which does not even apply to their businesses. The
same sentiment applies to other aspects of safety management such as risk assessments,
procedures and training. The agriculture industry is unique in many different ways and thus
needs a safety management approach that is both relevant and practical to implement and
Page 5.83 of 5.106

maintain. The Government and regulatory bodies need to think more about how regulations and
requirements can be adapted to suit the idiosyncrasies of the farming industry. The farmers also
felt that many of the current safety systems do not take into account farmers’ rich experience of
working in the agricultural environment. Essentially the farmers felt that completing a series of risk
assessments and rigidly sticking to a series of procedures in a very dynamic environment does not
necessarily make someone safe in reality and is therefore a false indicator of farm safety. This
suggests that the criterion upon which farm safety is measured may need to be re-evaluated.
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5.3

WEIGHTINGS
The following section outlines the weightings assigned to factors at each level of the Influence
Network across all three workshops. These weightings highlight the relative significance of each
factor in relation to other factors in the network and their overall impact on agricultural safety. It is
therefore possible to see which factors are having the strongest direct impact on farm safety and
also those factors at the upper levels which may be exerting significant influence on the highly
influential factors below them. The weighting is assessed independently from the previously
assigned ratings, the focus being on influencing factors that may increase or decrease the risks
due to their relative impact as opposed to the underlying quality of the influencing factors. For
example, the market has a strong influence on profitability irrespective of whether the market is in
a good or bad state.
Due to the shortened length of the farmer workshops it was not possible to gather a detailed
series of weightings for every level of the Influence Network. However when time was at a
premium a broader overview was gathered on key paths of influence and routes for intervention.
This made it possible to draw comparisons between all three workshops in order to explore any
discrepancies and perhaps, more importantly, to highlight common strong influences that may
provide a route for effective and far reaching change across the industry sector.
Weightings are assessed on the following categorical scale:

•

H – High

•

HM – High-Medium

•

M – Medium

•

ML – Medium Low

•

L – Low

At the outset of the workshop all weightings were set to a default value of ‘low’ and the weightings
developed from this position. Participants also had the option to choose zero.
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5.3.1

Direct level influences on safe/unsafe farming practices

Table 5.1 highlights the weightings assigned to factors having a direct affect on safe and unsafe
farming practices across all three Influence Network workshops. It is important to note that the
large and small farm perspectives were examined specifically because differences were
anticipated in the way safety is addressed. There is, therefore, no expectation that the weightings
should be identical but it is important to understand how and why discrepancies and similarities
arise.
Table 5.1 Direct level weightings on safe / unsafe farming practices

DIRECT LEVEL FACTORS ON >
D1 Competence
D2 Motivation/Morale
D3 Teamworking
D4 Situational Awareness/Risk
Perception
D5 Fatigue/Alertness
D6 Health
D7 Communications
D8 Information/Advice
D9 Compliance
D10 Suitable Human Resources
D11 Inspection and Maintenance
D12 Equipment Operability
D13 Work Environment
D14 External Conditions
D15 Stress
D16 Safety Equipment

HSE inspector
workshop

Self-employed
farmers workshop

Farm employer /
employee
workshop
A1 SAFE/UNSAFE FARMING PRACTICES
H
M
H
L
M
H
ML
ML
L
H
M
H
ML
HM
M
H
HM
M
H
ML
L
HM
n/a
n/a

H
L
ML
M
L
H
M
M
M
H
H
L

HM
ML
L
L
H
H
HM
H
M
HM
ML
HM

Note: H – High; HM – High-Medium; M – Medium; ML – Medium-Low; L – Low; n/a factor not included on Influence Network

An initial assessment of the weightings shows that the factor external conditions is the only
factor perceived to have a high impact on farm safety across all three workshops. The selfemployed group of farmers weighted it as having a ‘high’ influence and the farm
employers/employees and HSE both weighted it as ‘high-medium’. In order to understand why the
factors have been weighted in this way it is important to look more closely at the findings from
each workshop group.
HSE DIRECT LEVEL WEIGHTINGS
Table 5.1 highlights that the factors the HSE group regard as having the most significant direct
influence on farm safety are:
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•

Competence

•

Situational Awareness / Risk Perception

•

Information / Advice

•

Inspection and Maintenance.

Interestingly, competence, inspection and maintenance and information and advice were all
rated poorly with regard to some aspect of the industry, for example, competence is considered
to be poor with regard to safety but not general practice. In contrast, situational awareness was
given a rating of 5 reflecting that the risks are known amongst farmers, but their behaviour is not
modified accordingly.
With regard to information and advice having the potential to influence improved standards of
safety in agriculture, the group clearly felt that currently this factor was not being used to its
maximum potential. However it is important to state clearly that the quality of information and
advice regarding safety issues was definitely not thought to be the issue in this regard, rather it
was the uptake of this information and its practical application which was preventing the factor
achieving its potential impact.
These factors were followed closely by:

•

Health

•

Compliance

•

External Conditions.

SELF-EMPLOYED FARMERS’ DIRECT LEVEL WEIGHTINGS
The self-employed farmers thought the following direct level factors were exerting the strongest
influence on farm safety:

•

Fatigue / Alertness

•

Suitable Human Resources

•

External Conditions

•

Stress.

The group explained that these factors rarely exert an influence in isolation, but rather work in
combination to increase significantly the risk of unsafe farming practices. For example, as
explained in the ratings discussion (see section 5.2) a change in external conditions such as
predicted rain can cause a sudden increase in stress when work has to be completed quickly to
avoid spoiling produce. Additional human resources cannot be employed to ease the strain due
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to the financial constraints placed on farmers and thus the owner/occupier farmer becomes
increasingly fatigued. Interestingly, these factors were all rated relatively poorly.
The farmers also suggested ‘time’ constitutes a fifth direct level factor which can exert a strong
influence on unsafe farming practices, as it is essentially a lack of time that causes increased
stress levels, fatigue etc.
These factors were followed by:

•

Competence

•

Motivation / Morale

•

Situational Awareness / Risk Perception

•

Information / Advice

•

Inspection and Maintenance

•

Equipment Operability

•

Work Environment.

The farmers generally felt that health and safety information / advice was worthwhile, but it was
not felt to have a particularly high impact on safe farming behaviour due to its perceived
inaccessibility and a lack of time to fully read and digest guidance. In some respects, therefore,
there was concurrence with the inspectors’ observations. The HSE’s SADs were thought to be
particularly worthwhile and more would be welcomed although it was also felt that farmers should
not be forced into attending through fear of inspection. The farmers also commented that
equipment manufacturers could be doing more to provide information and guidance on the
machines they sell in order to help ensure people are competent to operate increasingly
complicated machinery.
The group stressed that it was important for people to be motivated in their work and enjoy what
they were doing in order to want to work safely. With regard to situational awareness / risk
perception, it was felt that risk assessment is occurring all the time on farms; however it is
happening on an informal basis and it is not documented.
Inspection and maintenance, equipment operability and the work environment were all also
assessed as having a medium influence on safe farm practices due to the perceived significant
improvements in farming equipment and reasonable inspection and maintenance of machinery
(equipment is too expensive now to let deteriorate).
Factors that were assessed to have a medium to low impact on farm safety were teamworking and
communications. This was primarily because the smaller farms only consist of one or perhaps two
workers making these factors irrelevant in this context. The factors health, compliance and safety

Page 5.88 of 5.106

equipment were also thought to be irrelevant and were therefore assigned a low weighting. It was
felt that a lot of farmers are healthy individuals through their natural diet and physical outdoor
work.
FARM EMPLOYERS’/EMPLOYEES’ DIRECT LEVEL WEIGHTINGS
Table 5.1 highlights the factors farm employers and employees regard as having the most
significant impact on farm safety. These factors are as follows:

•

Competence

•

Motivation / Morale

•

Situational Awareness / Risk Perception

•

Compliance

•

Suitable Human Resources

•

Equipment Operability.

The group felt that competence and compliance were closely linked with regard to their impact
on safe working practices. Farm workers may be qualified to use machinery through training,
guidance and/or experience however this has no real bearing on safety if workers are noncompliant with training and/or guidance. Interestingly this group of farmers’ range of ratings for
competence was much more positive (between 6 and 8) than their ratings range for compliance
(between 1 and 7), suggesting they generally feel competence is good in the industry but this is
being let down by poor compliance. Individual risk perception was felt to strongly influence an
employee’s decision (conscious or unconscious) to comply with procedures.
Equipment operability was thought to be an important factor as it not only ensured equipment
was safe for use, but also helped keep motivation levels high, as workers are more motivated to
work with good machinery. It currently has a reasonably good range of ratings (between 5 and 9),
which suggests it is currently having a relatively positive impact on safety. Motivation itself was
also weighted as having a strong impact on farm safety as, if farm workers are not motivated, they
are unlikely to want to work safely; however the ratings range was not so positive (between 3 and
8).
The group also highlighted how difficult it was to find suitable human resources in the current
employment climate. Young graduates are not interested in joining the agriculture industry as they
do not see a future in it and this has caused a skills shortage which in turn was perceived to
impact strongly on safety.
These factors were closely followed by:

•

Fatigue / Alertness
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•

Inspection and Maintenance

•

External Conditions

•

Safety Equipment.

Interestingly, fatigue / alertness, inspection and maintenance and external conditions all
showed considerable variation in the ratings they had been assigned, ranging from poor to
excellent. Safety equipment had a reasonably high rating range (between 6 to 10), which
suggests it is having a positive impact on safety.
The farmers’ work environment was weighted as having a medium impact on safety and stress
and health were both weighted as having a medium to low impact.
The factors that farm employers and employees felt had the weakest impact on farm safety were
teamworking, communications and information/advice. It was felt that employees rarely worked in
teams and therefore teamworking and communications do not have a significant impact on safety
in relation to other direct level factors. Information / advice was not felt to be a highly influential
factor for the participants in this workshop group.

5.3.2

Comparison of direct level weightings assigned across workshops

Figure 5.3 compares the weightings assigned to direct level factors across all three workshops.
This graph illustrates the extent to which all three workshop groups agreed and/or disagreed about
which factors have the strongest direct impact on farm safety.

5
H
4
HM
3
M
2
ML
1
L

iv
tn

ot

D

4

Si

tu

at
nl

D

2

D

M

1

C

om

pe

te
nc
e
/M
Aw
D
3
o
ar
Te
ra
en
am le
ss
/R
w
rk
D
is
5
i
k
Pe ng
Fa
rc
tig
pt
ue
/A ion
le
rtn
es
D
s
6
H
ea
D
lth
7
C
D
om
8
m
In
s
fo
D
D
/
Ad
10
9
vi
Su Co
ce
m
D
11 itab
pl
ia
le
nc
In
R
sp
e
e
so
ct
n
u
D
rc
&
12
es
M
Eq
ai
n
ui
tn
p
nc
O
e
D
p
e
13
ra
bi
W
D
lit
or
14
y
k
Ex
En
te
vi
rn
ro
al
C
on
D
15 ds
D
16
St
re
Sa
ss
fe
ty
Eq
ui
p

0

HSE

Self-employed farmers

Farm employers/employees

Figure 5.3 Comparison of direct level weightings on safe/unsafe farming practices
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The graph shows that none of the factors received exactly the same weighting across all
workshop groups although the factors teamworking and external conditions showed the closest
alignment across the three groups (for both factors the inspectors agreed directly with one of the
farmer groups and the other farmer group varied by one weighting scale).
The inspectors’ views also showed close alignment with the farm employer/employee group with
regard to competence, situational awareness/risk perception, compliance and inspection
and maintenance. Both groups weighted these factors as having a high impact on farm safety.
The graph also makes it possible to see clearly discrepancies in weightings assigned across
workshop groups. Closer inspection of Figure 5.3 indicates that both groups of farmers weighted
the following direct level factors higher than the HSE inspectors had weighted them:

•

D2 Motivation Morale (combined farmer weighting High-Medium v HSE weighting Low)

•

D5 Fatigue/Alertness (combined farmer weighting High v HSE weighting Medium-Low)

•

D10 Suitable Human Resources (combined farmer weighting High v HSE weighting
Medium)

•

D12 Equipment Operability (combined farmer weighting High-Medium v HSE weighting
Medium-Low)

•

D13 Work Environment (combined farmer weighting Medium v HSE weighting Low)

The factors motivation/morale, fatigue/alertness, suitable human resources and equipment
operability were all weighted by farmers as having a significant impact on farm safety, in contrast
the HSE perceived these factors as having a relatively low impact. The variance in weightings
assigned was less critical for the factor work environment as farmers felt it only had a medium
impact on farm safety and the HSE had weighted it as low.
Both groups of farmers felt the following direct level factors have a lower impact on farm safety
than was perceived by the HSE inspectors:

•

D6 Health (combined farmer weighting Low v HSE weighting High-Medium)

•

D7 Communications (combined farmer weighting Medium-Low v HSE weighting
Medium)

•

D8 Information / Advice (combined farmer weighting Medium-Low v HSE weighting
High)

The factors health and information/advice were both perceived by the inspectors as having a high
impact on farm safety, although farmers only perceived these factors to have a medium-low or low
significance. Communications is less critical as the variance between groups was smaller and
neither group perceived the factor as having a high impact on safety.
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The above differences represent areas where the HSE may need to re-evaluate their beliefs about
the impact some factors are having on farm safety.
Inspectors did not explicitly weight the factors stress and safety equipment in their workshop.
However, the feedback gathered from them throughout the workshop suggested that they might
have assigned a relatively high weighting as the inspectors considered them factors with
potentially serious consequences for safety. This would agree with the self-employed farmers
weighting for stress and the farm employer/employee weighting of safety equipment. Interestingly,
the farmers did not agree with each other on either of these factors.

5.3.3

Organisational level influences on safe/unsafe farming practices

The self-employed farmer workshop engaged in detailed discussion about the significance of
factors at the direct level however this reduced the time available to discuss the impact of factors
at the organisational level. However, it was discussed that market and political influences at the
environmental level affect profitability, which in turn affects training and equipment purchasing
at the organisational level.
In the farm employer/employee workshop time permitted a more detailed discussion about the
most significant factors at the organisational level exerting an influence on high impact factors at
the direct level. Direct level factors chosen for discussion were: motivation/morale, situational
awareness/risk perception, compliance, suitable human resources and equipment operability.
Table 5.2 highlights the weightings assigned to organisational level factors by both the farm
employer/employee group and HSE inspectors for these five direct level factors.
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Table 5.2 Organisational level weightings on key direct level influences
HSE Inspector workshop
D4 Situational Awareness/Risk Perception

D9 Compliance

D10 Suitable Human Resources

D12 Equipment Operability

D2 Motivation / Morale

D4 Situational Awareness/Risk Perception

D9 Compliance

D10 Suitable Human Resources

D12 Equipment Operability

O1 Recruitment
O2 Training
O3 Procedures
O4 Planning
O5 Incident
Management &
Feedback
O6
Management/Supervisio
n
O7 Communications
O8 Safety Culture
O9 Equipment
Purchasing
O10 Inspection and
Maintenance
O11 Design
O12 Pay and Conditions

D2 Motivation / Morale

ORGANISATIONAL
LEVEL FACTORS ON >

Farm employer / employee
workshop

ML
HM
M
M
L

L
H
HM
M
M

M
HM
HM
HM
M

H
H
M
HM
ML

ML
HM
M
M
ML

L
H
L
L
L

L
H
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M
H

L
H
M
L
H

H
H
L
L
L

H
H
L
L
L

M

M

H

HM

HM

H

H

M

HM

M

HM
M
HM

HM
HM
M

HM
H
M

ML
HM
L

M
HM
H

H
L
HM

H
H
L

H
H
L

L
L
L

L
L
M

M

ML

HM

L

H

L

HM

L

L

H

HM
H

ML
L

HM
ML

L
H

H
L

L
H

L
L

H
L

L
H

H
L

Note: H – High; HM – High-Medium; M – Medium; ML – Medium-Low; L – Low

An initial assessment of Table 5.2 indicates training followed by management/supervision,
communications and design were felt to have a universally strong potential to influence the
factors being focused on at the direct level. In order to develop a deeper understanding of these
weightings, it is important to look more closely at the weightings assigned in each workshop.
HSE ORGANISATIONAL INFLUENCES ON THE DIRECT LEVEL
In the HSE inspector workshop both safety culture followed by training were felt to have a
universally strong potential to influence all the factors at the direct level. There is typically a high
level of sole working and therefore workers need to look after their own safety for the majority of
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the time. This is why good standards of training and a positive safety culture are believed to
have the potential to influence all the factors at the direct level.
The next predominant factor is management and supervision which is perceived to have a
potentially high or high medium impact on all those factors at the direct level excluding
competence, motivation and morale, situational awareness and fatigue. However, the
practicability of providing management and supervision in agricultural workplaces needs
consideration. Following these dominant factors, communications and planning are considered
to offer the greatest potential for improvement.
Other organisational factors were also believed to have the potential to make improvements, albeit
on more specific, localised factors at the direct level (not all of which can be seen in Table 5.2, for
the complete report see Appendix A). Motivation and morale in the farming community, rated as
being especially low in relation to livestock farming, was expected to be strongly influenced
primarily by pay and conditions and secondly by factors such as equipment purchasing and
training, all fostering a feeling that the workers and the business are being invested in. Factors
anticipated to have a beneficial impact upon levels of fatigue included such things as training
workers appropriately in order to make certain tasks less fatiguing; this might include for example,
the best ways to lift livestock for shearing etc. Safety culture was also brought out in relation to
fatigue as it was hypothesised that a culture which discourages the acceptance of fatigue and
encourages the acceptance of stopping work and taking rest periods when tired, might serve to
reduce the contribution that fatigue plays in many current farming accidents. Improved design in
equipment, including adoption of ergonomic best practice, may help to reduce the levels of fatigue
currently associated with the use of some farm equipment.
Factors at the organisational level anticipated to have most bearing on improving health included
appropriate training and management and supervision in order to help workers recognise the
early signs of potential health problems and seek advice before the condition becomes more
serious.
Of particular concern at the direct level were levels of inspection and maintenance and uptake of
information and advice. Both of these were strongly influenced by management and
supervision and safety culture. Adequate planning and training were expected to have great
potential to impact on inspection and maintenance. Recruitment and selection were weighted
as having a High-Medium influence on the uptake of information and advice. This was based on
the premise that recruits from agricultural colleges tend to have been exposed to the latest
information and advice as part of their course requirements and therefore as a group they are
potentially more up to date, at least in terms of health and safety best practice, than other
recruitment sources.
A complete write up can be found in Appendix A.
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FARM EMPLOYERS’/EMPLOYEES’ ORGANISATIONAL INFLUENCES ON THE DIRECT
LEVEL
In the farm employer/employee workshop training was thought to have a strong influence on the
high impact direct level factors discussed, suggesting it plays a significant role in nurturing and
managing safe farming practices. The consistency in the inspector and farmer weightings in Table
5.2 implies a common understanding of the way in which training works and the influence it exerts.
Throughout the discussion participants also highlighted management and supervision as a
critical organisational level factor as it not only affected factors at the direct level, but also had a
strong horizontal influence. Essentially it was felt that effective management and supervision is a
pre-requisite to the successful implementation of the other organisational factors.
Employee motivation and morale was seen as a critical element in maintaining employee impetus
to work safely. It was felt training helps to encourage motivation and high morale amongst the
workforce as it suggests to employees that they are valued and worth investing in. HSE
inspectors also made the same observation during their workshop. Training was also felt to
increase employees’ knowledge about their working environment, which in turn would help
enhance situational awareness and risk perception – a factor which was rated as having a high
direct impact on whether people would behave safely in the working environment. In addition, it
helps to ensure people are trained to operate equipment effectively and safely. Compliance was
felt to have a significant direct impact on farm safety and to address this it was felt that continuous
training reminded employees how they should behave in the workplace and thus helps
encourage compliance with safe procedures of work. The difficulties finding and recruiting suitably
qualified personnel were also discussed throughout the workshop. On the occasions qualified
workers could not be identified or recruited, unqualified people could be trained instead. In
summary, the workshop believed training was a factor with the potential to influence many of the
direct level factors that were perceived to be having a strong direct impact on farm safety.
Additional organisational influences on employee motivation were management/supervision and
communications, which were both felt to be important in order that positive and encouraging
messages were communicated to staff. Unsurprisingly pay and conditions was also felt to have
a high impact on how motivated people feel. This was closely followed by equipment
purchasing which, like training, helps to nurture employee feelings that they are both valued and
worth investing in. Interestingly, the inspectors also perceived these factors as having a high
impact on staff motivation/morale. In addition to the factors already displayed on the Influence
Network, it was also suggested that ‘job satisfaction’ and ‘fun’ are critical factors in keeping
employees enthusiastic and happy. It was felt that even with good communications, pay and
conditions and training, in the long term employees need to experience job satisfaction and an
element of fun in their role in order to remain inspired.
Situational awareness / risk perception was also perceived as a key factor determining whether
individuals would behave (consciously or unconsciously) in a safe manner on the farm. A range of
organisational factors were felt to have a strong influence on this; primarily training, incident
management and feedback, communications and safety culture, followed closely by
procedures and inspection and maintenance. In order that these organisational elements are
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both implemented and maintained effectively, management and supervision was also felt to be
critical. To help raise people’s awareness of the risks it was suggested they are frequently
exposed to the consequences of an incident, which will act as a powerful reminder of what can
potentially happen in everyday working situations. Procedures were generally not felt to be
relevant for the farming environment, unless they were being used to standardise the process of
inspection and maintenance which was seen as important in this instance for heightening
employees’ awareness of their working environment. Underpinning all of these influential
organisational factors is safety culture, which was perceived as the driving force behind the
implementation and adoption of such safety systems.
Compliance was seen as a particular issue in the farm employer/employee workshop. In terms of
skill, farm workers were perceived as being very competent, but the problem was that employees
often did not comply with best or simply safe working practice. In addition to training, a number of
other factors at the organisational level were identified as having the power to influence workforce
compliance. Providing employees with incident feedback was felt to raise their awareness of the
risks and therefore help them make their own decision to comply consciously with safe methods of
working. It was felt that providing people with equipment and machinery that was designed
according to ergonomic principles would encourage people to use it in the way it was designed to
be used, which would also be the safest. A positive safety culture was also thought to ultimately
influence whether people would comply with safe working practices. If the culture was one where
safety took priority, then it was felt that employees would be more likely to comply themselves and
also encourage others to comply. This also highlighted the importance of good communications
between staff. Management and supervision was again felt to be having a horizontal influence
on factors and in order that employees knew what they had to comply with, there needed to be
some form of procedures in place, although this was not something that was felt to have such a
high impact on compliance.
The gradual depletion of suitable new recruits was discussed throughout the workshop, although
the organisational level factors influencing this were felt to be much clearer in terms of what was
needed. Recruitment was the primary factor influencing the engagement of suitable workers. It
was felt that young people do not want to join the agriculture industry as it does not provide them
with as many benefits as other industries and they also don’t see a long-term future in the
industry. The result is that the pool of possible candidates is severely restricted and the criterion
for recruiting new people becomes fairly broad. As discussed above, if it is not possible to find
qualified recruits, then it is a case of taking on unqualified people and training them up to a
suitable skill level. The level of pay and conditions employers are able to promise also plays a
significant part in attracting and retaining new employees, although the current economic climate
makes it increasingly difficult for employers to offer a competitive package.
Equipment operability was the last factor discussed by the workshop group. Ergonomic design
and regular equipment inspection and maintenance are imperative to ensure equipment is both
comfortable and safe for continued use. To ensure qualified people are operating equipment that
is often very complex and potentially dangerous, the recruitment process needs to attract (closely
linked to pay and conditions offered) and identify the right people for the job and if they cannot
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be found, then existing or new employees must be suitably trained to operate the machinery. It is
typically the equipment manufacturer that designs and conducts the training, so it is important that
employers communicate their specific needs to these manufacturers. These organisational
factors were closely related to the need for effective management and supervision to ensure
these systems are in place and also the importance of investing in new machinery for employees
to operate (equipment purchasing).

5.3.4

Comparison of organisational level weightings assigned across workshops

As it was not possible to gather a complete set of organisational level weightings during the farmer
workshops, it was not feasible to make detailed comparisons between all three workshop groups.
However, it is possible to draw some broad qualitative comparisons based on the information that
was collected.
There was considerable alignment between all three groups with regard to the factor training; all
of which felt this factor had considerable influence over factors directly affecting safety. The farm
employer/employee group also agreed with the inspectors overall high weighting of management
and supervision, communications and design.
Looking at the alignment between weightings on specific direct level factors, the farm
employers/employees agreed directly with the inspectors with regard to their high weighting of
recruitment on suitable human resources; procedures on situational awareness/risk perception;
management/supervision on suitable human resources; safety culture on compliance; equipment
purchasing on motivation/morale; inspection and maintenance on equipment operability and pay
and conditions on motivation/morale and suitable human resources. In addition to this, there were
no organisational factors that farm employers/employees had weighted overall as higher than the
HSE inspectors. However, inspectors had overall weighted procedures, planning, safety culture
and equipment purchasing as generally having more impact on farm safety than was felt by the
farm employers/employees. This reflects some fundamental differences in understanding about
the way some of the basic tools within a safety management approach can influence safe working.
Nevertheless, it would appear that the inspectors’ observations are reasonably well aligned with
the farm employers’/employees’ perspectives.

5.3.5

Policy level influences on safe/unsafe farming practices

As with the organisational level influences, there was a minimal amount of time for the selfemployed farmers to discuss significant influences at the policy level and attention focused on
those direct level factors more pertinent in a non-hierarchical enterprise. In addition it was also felt
that this level might not be so relevant for smaller farming organisations. However, the discussion
did underline the effect low profitability has on investment in training and equipment purchasing.
Profitability levels were mainly thought to be as a result of poor market and political influences.
In the farm employer/employee workshop time permitted a more detailed discussion about the
policy level factors exerting a significant influence on training and incident management and
feedback.
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Table 5.3 highlights the weightings assigned to policy level factors.
Table 5.3 Policy level weightings on key organisational level influences
HSE inspector workshop

O2 Training

O5 Incident Management &
Feedback

O2 Training

O5 Incident Management &
Feedback

POLICY LEVEL
FACTORS ON >

Farm employer / employee
workshop

P1 Contracting
Arrangements
P2 Ownership & Control

M

ML

L

L

ML

ML

H

H

P3 Company/Industry
Culture
P4 Organisational
Structure
P5 Safety Management

M

H

H

L

ML

ML

L

L

H

H

L

H

P6 Labour/Union
Relations
P7 Profitability

M

ML

L

L

H

ML

H

L

Note: H – High; HM – High-Medium; M – Medium; ML – Medium-Low; L – Low
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Initial impressions of Table 5.3 suggest safety management is the most significant factor at the
policy level, closely followed by profitability and company/industry culture.
HSE POLICY INFLUENCES ON THE ORGANISATIONAL LEVEL
The HSE inspectors weighted the policy level factors with regard to their significance on all factors
at the organisational level (see Appendix A for all weightings). Overall the two dominant
influences were ‘company’ culture and safety management closely followed by profitability.
Currently it is estimated that neither factor is being exploited to its full potential (i.e. low ratings) in
order to engineer safety improvements and that should this state change, then great
improvements might be anticipated. It is important to recognise that despite initial reservations, it
was recognised that even self-employed farmers have their own culture, standards and ways for
managing safety and the same principle applies to larger conglomerates.
With regards to profitability, as one might expect, it has an important bearing on the
organisational level in relation to recruitment and selection, training, planning of work activities
and equipment purchasing.
FARM EMPLOYERS’/EMPLOYEES’ POLICY INFLUENCES ON THE ORGANISATIONAL
LEVEL
The farm employer/employee workshop weighted policy level factors in relation to training and
incident management feedback. Ownership and control, company/industry culture and
profitability were considered to have the most significant impact on training. Training can only be
delivered if there is money to invest in it, which is said not to be the case in the current economic
climate. It was also felt that ownership and control and company/industry culture should be
merged together as one factor exerting a combined influence. The agricultural climate needs to
be one that automatically embraces safety initiatives such as training and therefore, at a senior
level, ownership and control would automatically be taken for addressing training needs.
Improving incident management and feedback was felt to be influenced through existing safety
management systems and, as with training, ownership and control needs to be taken at a
senior level to ensure this system is both effectively implemented and maintained.

5.3.6

Comparison of policy level weightings assigned across workshops

All three workshops agreed profitability was a significantly influential factor at the policy level. In
addition, farm employers/employees and HSE inspectors showed considerable alignment with
regard to the high weightings assigned to company/industry culture and safety management.
Interestingly, the farmers weighted ownership and control as a high influence, whereas the
inspectors only weighted it as a medium-low influence, highlighting a discrepancy between views.
This could be because the inspectors’ perception and farmers’ perception differs with regard to
what constitutes ‘taking control of safety performance’. Inspectors measure safety management
on the basis of written procedures and documented risk assessments, whereas farmers take a
more informal and dynamic approach. There were no factors that the farmers weighted
significantly lower than the HSE inspectors.
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5.3.7

Environmental level influences on safe/unsafe farming practices

The final level discussed was the environmental level. This level played a particularly dominant
part in both farmer workshops, many of the environmental level factors having a significant
influence on other factors in the network. Weightings at this level will now be discussed in more
detail for all three workshops.
HSE ENVIRONMENTAL INFLUENCES ON THE POLICY LEVEL
The general consensus from the workshop was that political and market forces exert the
greatest influence on policy level factors. It was firmly stated during the workshop that the key
catalyst needed to improve safety in agriculture is the securement of political will. Without this it
was felt that attempts to initiate improvements would be unlikely to succeed as other potential
influences are so strong in affecting farming practice.
SELF-EMPLOYED FARMERS’ ENVIRONMENTAL INFLUENCES ON THE POLICY LEVEL
Overall the workshop participants felt both political and market influence were having the most
significant influence on safe and unsafe working practices in agriculture. These two environmental
level factors were not just affecting the policy level, but also had a direct affect on factors at the
organisational and even direct level. At the policy level the factor suffering most from government
and market forces is profitability.
FARM EMPLOYERS’/EMPLOYEES’ ENVIRONMENTAL INFLUENCES ON THE POLICY
LEVEL
Farm employers and employees felt that at the environmental level the political and regulatory
influence had the strongest impact on factors at the levels below. The political level was felt to
have an effect on profitability at the policy level, but also more directly on employee stress and
motivation at the direct level. Employees and potential new recruits are aware of the poor political
situation and this directly affects workers staying in the industry and new people entering the
industry. Young people are just not motivated to work in agriculture anymore. Profitability was felt
to exert an impact across many factors including equipment purchasing (including safety
equipment), investment in training, employee pay and conditions, inspection and maintenance and
overall organisational culture and safety culture.
The workshop group also felt that the regulator, in this case the HSE, has a significant impact on
farm safety. The regulator was felt to be having a significant impact on management and
supervision, training, inspection and maintenance and communications at the organisational level,
as well as competence and information/advice at the direct level. It was important that information
and advice is targeted at the right place and time. The Internet and telephone helplines were
suggested as mediums through which information and advice could be usefully channelled to be
available when needed.

5.3.8

Comparison of environmental level weightings assigned across workshops

All three groups identified the political influence as having a significant impact on farm safety.
Self-employed farmers also agreed directly with the inspectors regarding the strong impact
market forces were having on farming practices and therefore indirectly on farm safety. The farm
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employer/employee participants were the only group to identify the regulator as having a
relatively high impact on farm safety. Overall, both farmer groups were closely aligned with the
inspectors’ observations.

5.3.9

Consolidated weightings across all three workshops

Table 5.4 highlights the overall significance of factors at each level of the Influence Network for all
three workshops. It also highlights the combined farmer weighting where it was possible to gather
quantitative weightings from both farmer workshops (predominantly at the direct level), in order to
obtain an overall farmer weighting which was representative of views across the agriculture sector.
The final column gives each factor an ‘overall impact’ weighting which takes into consideration all
weightings gathered from each of the three workshops (where weightings were not assigned
during the workshop sessions this is denoted by a single asterix*). The overall significance is
essentially a qualitative ‘average’ of the weightings indicated for each factor from each workshop.
This table therefore clearly highlights the key factors having a significant impact on farm safety,
based on aggregated feedback from all three expert groups.
Table 5.4 Overall significance of factors across all three workshops

DIRECT LEVEL FACTORS
D1 Competence
D2 Motivation/Morale
D3 Teamworking
D4 Situational Awareness/Risk
Perception
D5 Fatigue/Alertness
D6 Health
D7 Communications
D8 Information/Advice
D9 Compliance
D10 Suitable Human Resources
D11 Inspection and Maintenance
D12 Equipment Operability
D13 Work Environment
D14 External Conditions
D15 Stress
D16 Safety Equipment

HSE
W/S***

Selfemployed
W/S

Employer
/employee
W/S

Combined
farmer
impact

OVERALL
IMPACT

H
L
ML
H

M
M
ML
M

H
H
L
H

HM
HM
ML
HM

HM
M
ML
HM

ML
HM
M
H
HM
M
H
ML
L
HM
HM**
HM**

H
L
ML
M
L
H
M
M
M
H
H
L

HM
ML
L
L
H
H
HM
H
M
HM
ML
HM

H
L
ML
ML
M
H
HM
HM
M
H
HM
M

HM
ML
ML
M
HM
HM
HM
M
ML
HM
HM
M
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ORGANISATIONAL LEVEL FACTORS
O1 Recruitment
M
O2 Training
H
O3 Procedures
M
O4 Planning
M
O5 Incident Management &
ML
Feedback
O6 Management/Supervision
HM
O7 Communications
HM
O8 Safety Culture
H
O9 Equipment Purchasing
M
O10 Inspection and Maintenance
M
O11 Design
M
O12 Pay and Conditions
ML
POLICY LEVEL FACTORS
P1 Contracting Arrangements
M
P2 Ownership & Control
M
P3 Company/Industry Culture
HM
P4 Organisational Structure
ML
P5 Safety Management
HM
P6 Labour/Union Relations
M
P7 Profitability
M
ENVIRONMENTAL LEVEL FACTORS
E1 Political Influence
H
E2 Regulatory Influence
M
E3 Market Influence
H
E4 Social Influence
ML

*
H
*
*
*

M
H
ML
L
M

n/a
H
n/a
n/a
n/a

M
H
M
M
ML

*
*
*
*
*
*
*

HM
M
M
ML
ML
M
M

n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a

HM
M
HM
M
M
M
ML

*
*
*
*
*
*
H

L
H
M
L
M
L
M

n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
HM

M
M
HM
ML
HM
ML
HM

H
*
H
*

H
H
*
*

H
n/a
n/a
n/a

H
HM
H
ML

Note: H – High; HM – High-Medium; M – Medium; ML – Medium-Low; L – Low
* Weightings not assigned in workshop
** Weightings not assigned in workshop; based on qualitative assessment of inspectors’ ratings feedback
*** Overall significance calculated based on all weightings gathered from HSE inspector workshop – see Appendix A

Table 5.4 highlights that the most significant direct level factors across all three workshop groups
are as follows:

•

Competence

•

Situational awareness / risk perception

•

Fatigue / alertness

•

Compliance

•

Suitable human resources
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•

Inspection and maintenance

•

External conditions

•

Stress.

The most significant factors at the organisational level are:

•

Training

•

Management / supervision

•

Safety culture.

The most significant factors at the policy level are:

•

Company / Industry culture

•

Safety management

•

Profitability.

Finally, the most significant factors at the environmental level are:

5.4

•

Political influence

•

Regulatory influence

•

Market influence.

SUMMARY OF KEY ISSUES
Throughout the ratings and weightings process, a number of key issues were highlighted across
both farmer workshops, these are summarised as follows:

•

Motivation – on an individual level people are motivated as most farm workers have
made a lifestyle choice, however the industry overall is one of low morale due to
agricultural crises such as Foot & Mouth and BSE. Low profitability also significantly
affects motivation and morale levels.

•

Teamworking / Communications – work on farms is not generally conducted in teams,
which makes maintaining communications between dispersed individuals critical for
safety. Mobile communications play an important role.

•

Age – age can affect motivation and risk perception / risk taking behaviour in some
employees. In general, younger workers are more motivated but less risk aware (and
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sometimes less compliant); older workers can be less motivated and more complacent
and possibly unwilling to change their ways despite the known risks.

•

Administration – there is far too much administration for the average farmer to
manage. This is also counterproductive as the farmer is ‘turned off’ the important
paperwork. Many of the generic health and safety requirements are not relevant to the
agriculture industry and this is therefore an area where the HSE could intervene

•

Information / Advice – information for farmers on health and safety issues may be
better channelled through equipment manufacturers, journals such as Farmers’ Weekly
and representative bodies such as the NFU. HSE SADs were viewed as a good idea
and worthwhile attending, although farmers should not be pressured into attending
through fear of inspection. The HSE web address should also be profiled more heavily.
Finally, farmers would welcome more feedback on incidents and accidents, but this
feedback needs to be graphic and hard hitting to make people sit up and take notice.

•

Health – musculoskeletal problems are still the most significant health problem.

•

Fatigue – this is a serious issue self-employed farmers, mainly due to lack of
opportunity for them to take a holiday (no employees to take over), constraints due to
weather and increasing amounts of paperwork. This was perceived to have a significant
impact on farm safety.

•

Stress – another problematic area for self-employed farmers. Sources of pressure
include mounting paperwork, tight finances, low staffing levels and the weather. Stress
also comes from the Government and market influences.

•

Compliance – farm employers highlighted the problem of employee compliance, which
was thought to have an overall high impact on farm safety.

•

Human resources / Recruitment – there is a general shortage of qualified and
available farm workers. Young people are not attracted to the agriculture industry any
more as it is not perceived to have a profitable future. It was felt this has a significant
overall impact on agricultural safety.

•

Inspection & maintenance – typically conducted by the farmers themselves, their top
priority is keeping machinery productive. Inspection and maintenance of PPE is
particularly poor as it is not related to production. This was perceived to have a high
impact on farm safety.

•

Weather – a sudden change in the weather can have a significant impact on planned
farming activities, which can result in extreme fatigue and stress. It was perceived as
having a high impact on farm safety.
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•

Training - training needs to be affordable, practical and in context. Training people just
to satisfy the requirements of insurance companies or to gain operator licenses misses
the point, which is to teach useful farming skills and safe methods of working. Training
employees also makes them feel valued and worth investing in. Overall it was seen as
having a high impact on factors critical to farm safety.

•

Procedures – are too rigid in the dynamic agricultural working environment. Careful
planning prior to undertaking a job is far more important for ensuring a task is completed
safely.

•

Risk assessment – not formalised or documented but still undertaken and this needs to
be recognised by regulatory bodies. The HSE could also liase more with the NFU with
regard to their “risk reduction service” and also the Farm Assurance organisation in
order to streamline existing risk assessments. As with procedures, planning is more
important for ensuring safe farming activities.

•

Risk perception – people are aware of the risks but still take them. Improved training,
accident feedback and communications were thought to improve risk taking behaviour.
The (lack of) risk perception of workers was thought to have a high impact on farm
safety.

•

Industry culture / Safety culture – there is a strong industry culture which encourages
safe sharing of equipment and services. More specifically safety culture has also vastly
improved, although it still has a long way to go. Despite being in its infancy it was
perceived to hold the key to safe farm working and thus weighted as having a high
impact on agricultural safety.

•

Equipment – was thought to be of safer design and the increased use of contractors
has resulted in a lot of the machinery being used on the average farm being both
modern and safe. New equipment also helps to motivate employees.

•

Profitability – is particularly poor within the agriculture industry, which has a direct
effect on investment in safety initiatives such as training. It also results in some farmers
earning less than the minimum wage, which can have a significant effect on motivation
levels. Profitability was felt to have a high impact on farm safety.

•

Contractors – are being used more and more but it is important that responsibility for
safety is clarified between the contractor and employer at the beginning of a working
relationship.

•

Government – farmers feel powerless to change their future; increasing political will
amongst this group might be harder than anticipated. This was perceived as having a
high impact on safe and unsafe farming practices.
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•

HSE – need to appreciate agriculture is not the same as other industries and therefore
the safety management approach and related measurement indicators may have to be
modified accordingly. The SADs are beneficial and farmers would welcome more. It is
important that inspectors are experienced and competent in order that they do not
increase the risk when they visit farms. Overall, farmers would welcome clear
legislative guidelines that cover all aspects of their farm work. The HSE was felt to have
a high impact on farm safety.

•

Market – currently farmers feel very detached from the market, with little power to
change or influence the way the market is heading, which was a view shared even by
those engaged directly in commercial supply contracts. Greater commitment to invest in
UK produce would help ease the strain.

•

Society – farmers feel society has a poor public perception of the agriculture industry.
This could partly be due to a general lack of awareness regarding agricultural pursuits
and thus educating society may help. The Government’s introduction of the “right to
roam” has increased the burden on farmers.
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6.

AGRICULTURAL RISK CONTROL INFLUENCE
NETWORK MODEL

6.1

INTRODUCTION
The findings described so far have outlined the main factors deemed of poor quality within the
agriculture industry as perceived by self-employed farmers (small farms), farm employers and
employees (large farms) and the HSE sector team. The relative significance of each factor on
safe and unsafe farming practices has also been explored, independently of the discussion about
the areas of concern or apparently poor standards in comparison with wider industry norms. This
section draws these findings together to outline which factors are perceived as having the greatest
potential to reduce agricultural risk, as they have a significant impact on farm safety whilst at the
same time show considerable room for improvement with regard to some aspect of the industry.
This largely qualitative analysis is completed for each of the three workshop groups in order that it
is possible to see which potential ‘high risk control’ factors are common to the sector or distinct
between groups. These models are then consolidated into one final agricultural risk control
model, which incorporates the risk control factors identified across the three workshop groups.
These factors are prioritised from one to five in order that the HSE can identify at a glance where
the key areas are which may bring about the greatest reduction in risk and therefore where
interventions may be targeted. This consolidated model also acts as a baseline model against
which future interventions can be benchmarked and evaluated. To complete the Influence
Network analysis, a qualitative assessment of the key paths of influence is presented which
highlights the factors exerting the widest influence across the Influence Network.

6.2

INFLUENCE NETWORK MODELS
6.2.1

Potential risk control areas highlighted by self employed farmers

Figure 6.1 highlights the factors that self-employed farmers indicated were having a high impact
on farm safety whilst at the same time showed considerable room for improvement and should
therefore be considered for risk control in small farms. This was assessed by comparing the
areas that this group identified as being of poor quality (see Figure 5.1) with the factors that they
weighted as having a high or high-medium impact on farm safety (see Table 5.4). On the basis of
the data gathered there were no factors that the self-employed group weighted as having a
significant impact on farm safety, but were excellent with regard to current industry practice.
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SMALL FARMS
SAFE / UNSAFE FARMING
PRACTICES
DIRECT LEVEL
MOTIVATION /
MORALE

COMPETENCE
D1

D2

COMPLIANCE
D9

SITUATIONAL
AWARENESS / RISK
PERCEPTION

TEAMWORKING
D3

SUITABLE HUMAN
RESOURCES

D4

INSPECTION &
MAINTENANCE

D5

EQUIPMENT
OPERABILITY

D11

D10

FATIGUE /
ALERTNESS

D12

D6

WORK
ENVIRONMENT
D13

INFORMATION /
ADVICE

COMMUNICATIONS

HEALTH

D8

D7

EXTERNAL
CONDITIONS

SAFETY
EQUIPMENT

STRESS
D15

D14

D16

ORGANISATIONAL LEVEL
RECRUITMENT

TRAINING

O1

O2

COMMUNICATIONS
O7

PLANNING

PROCEDURES
O3

O4

EQUIPMENT
PURCHASING

SAFETY CULTURE
O8

O9

INCIDENT
MANAGEMENT &
FEEDBACK
O5

INSPECTION &
MAINTENANCE
O10

MANAGEMENT /
SUPERVISION
O6

PAY AND
CONDITIONS

DESIGN
O11

O12

POLICY LEVEL
OWNERSHIP &
CONTROL

CONTRACTING
ARRANGEMENTS
P1

P2

P3

COMPANY /
INDUSTRY
CULTURE

ORGANISATIONAL
STRUCTURE
P4

LABOUR / UNION
RELATIONS

SAFETY
MANAGEMENT
P6

P5

PROFITABILITY
P7

ENVIRONMENTAL LEVEL
POLITICAL
INFLUENCE
E1

MARKET
INFLUENCE

REGULATORY
INFLUENCE
E2

E3

SOCIETAL
INFLUENCE
E4

POTENTIAL RISK CONTROL FACTOR (low rating + high weighting)
high weighting only

Figure 6.1 Small farm potential risk control factors as identified by self-employed farmers
Figure 6.1 indicates the key influences that warrant significant attention amongst the selfemployed farming community. The four factors at the direct level are largely linked to each other.
By way of example, external conditions may significantly increase stress levels amongst farmers
when work is doubled without warning due to a sudden change in the weather. This can then lead
to fatigue, as the farmer has to complete the work of two men in half the time to avoid produce
spoiling in the rain. Additional help on the farm could relieve this situation, but due to financial
constraints brought on by the economic climate, self-employed farmers cannot afford to employ
suitable human resources and therefore have to shoulder personally the burden of all the main
farming activities and increasing administration requirements. These factors are directly
influenced by profitability at the policy level. Profitability also affects investment in safety initiatives
such as training. Training was perceived to be important in terms of both productivity and safety,
although courses currently available were not thought to be practical, in context or affordable. At
the environmental level the political influence and market influence were thought to be having a
direct effect on profitability levels.
A more detailed discussion of these potential risk control factors can be found in Section 5.2 and
Section 5.3.
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6.2.2

Potential risk control areas highlighted by farm employers and employees

Figure 6.2 highlights the factors that farm employers and employees indicated were having a high
impact on farm safety whilst at the same time showed considerable room for improvement. This
was assessed by comparing the areas that this group identified as being of poor quality (see
Figure 5.2) with the factors that they weighted as having a high or high-medium impact on farm
safety (see Table 5.4). There were also some factors that this group identified as having a high
impact on farm safety, but were not currently a significant area of concern amongst the
participants. These areas were also identified on the Influence Network as they highlighted
potentially important paths of influence – some of which have been tackled in recent HSE strategy.

LARGE FARMS
SAFE / UNSAFE FARMING
PRACTICES
DIRECT LEVEL
MOTIVATION /
MORALE

COMPETENCE
D1

D2
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OWNERSHIP &
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CONTRACTING
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CULTURE

ORGANISATIONAL
STRUCTURE
P4

SAFETY
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ENVIRONMENTAL LEVEL
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E2

E3

SOCIETAL
INFLUENCE
E4

POTENTIAL RISK CONTROL FACTOR (low rating + high weighting)
high weighting only

Figure 6.2 Large farm potential risk control factors as identified by farm employers and
employees
Figure 6.2 highlights a series of influences that may bring about significant improvements at the
larger end of the agriculture industry if targeted by the HSE. Similarly to the smaller farms the
farm employers and employees identified suitable human resources, fatigue/alertness and
external conditions as potential risk control factors at the direct level. Unique to this group,
compliance was identified as a risk control area. These farms have a larger workforce and thus
compliance is a problem amongst a large and often dispersed working group. Many participants
felt employees would work how they wanted to regardless of the training they had undergone or
guidelines provided. Strong management and supervision was felt to influence compliance in
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employees, although traditional means of managing staff were not as easily applied in the
scattered agricultural working environment. The point was also made that effective management
and supervision at the organisational level should have a horizontal influence on other factors at
the organisational level, i.e. if there is good management and supervision there should also be
good training, procedures, planning etc.
Partly linked to the compliance issues was an observed lack of motivation amongst some
employees, particularly some older workers who were not always motivated to learn new and
sometimes safer ways of undertaking tasks. At the organisational level training was highlighted
again as being an area that has a significant impact on farm safety, yet leaves considerable room
for improvement. Similarly to the small farms, the larger farms also felt training was often not
applicable or affordable in terms of time or money.
At the environmental level political influence came out as being an area requiring attention, as did
regulatory influence. One of the main concerns this group had with the HSE was that the number
of inspections had significantly reduced. It was acknowledged that inspections cause additional
work which there was not always time for, however, the majority of the group also felt that an
imminent inspection forced them into focusing on health and safety which was ultimately very
positive. The group agreed they would much rather have a proactive inspection with the
opportunity for constructive learning and advice rather than experience an accident and reactive
enforcement.
In summary, Figure 6.1and Figure 6.2 highlight that the following factors were judged as being
potential risk control areas in both farmer workshops:

•

Fatigue / alertness

•

Suitable human resources

•

External conditions

•

Training

•

Political influence.

Potential risk control areas particularly strong for small farms were:

•

Stress

•

Profitability

•

Market influence.

Potential risk control areas particularly strong for large farms were:

•

Motivation/morale
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•

Situational awareness / Risk perception

•

Compliance

•

Regulatory influence.

A more detailed discussion of these high risk factors can be found in Section 5.2 and Section 5.3.
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6.2.3

Potential risk control areas highlighted by the HSE sector team

Using the findings from the original inspector workshop it was possible to identify the factors which
they perceived as having potential for risk control by comparing the areas they perceived as poor
with regard to some aspect of the industry (see Figure 3.3) and the influences they weighted as
having a high or high-medium impact on farm safety (see Section 3.3). Figure 6.3 highlights these
factors and also the factors that were not identified as being of concern, but were judged to have a
high impact on farm safety.

HSE SECTOR TEAM
SAFE / UNSAFE FARMING
PRACTICES
DIRECT LEVEL
MOTIVATION /
MORALE

COMPETENCE
D1

D2

COMPLIANCE
D9

SITUATIONAL
AWARENESS / RISK
PERCEPTION

TEAMWORKING
D3

SUITABLE HUMAN
RESOURCES

D4

INSPECTION &
MAINTENANCE

EQUIPMENT
OPERABILITY

D11

D10

FATIGUE /
ALERTNESS
D5

D12

WORK
ENVIRONMENT
D13

INFORMATION /
ADVICE

COMMUNICATIONS

HEALTH
D6

D8

D7

EXTERNAL
CONDITIONS

SAFETY
EQUIPMENT

STRESS

D16

D15

D14

ORGANISATIONAL LEVEL
RECRUITMENT

TRAINING

O1

O2

COMMUNICATIONS
O7

PLANNING

PROCEDURES
O3

O4

EQUIPMENT
PURCHASING

SAFETY CULTURE
O8

O9

O5

INCIDENT
MANAGEMENT &
FEEDBACK

INSPECTION &
MAINTENANCE
O10

MANAGEMENT /
SUPERVISION
O6

PAY AND
CONDITIONS

DESIGN
O11

O12

POLICY LEVEL
OWNERSHIP &
CONTROL

CONTRACTING
ARRANGEMENTS
P1

P2

P3

COMPANY /
INDUSTRY
CULTURE

ORGANISATIONAL
STRUCTURE
P4

SAFETY
MANAGEMENT

LABOUR / UNION
RELATIONS
P6

P5

PROFITABILITY
P7

ENVIRONMENTAL LEVEL

E1

MARKET
INFLUENCE

REGULATORY
INFLUENCE

POLITICAL
INFLUENCE
E2

E3

SOCIETAL
INFLUENCE
E4

POTENTIAL RISK CONTROL FACTOR (low rating + high weighting)
high weighting only

Figure 6.3 Potential risk control factors as identified by the HSE sector team
Figure 6.3 helps highlight the similarities in the risk control areas identified across all three
workshop groups. For example, at the organisational level training is identified again as being an
area warranting attention, as is political influence at the environmental level. These influences
were also highlighted as potential risk control areas in both farmer workshops. Interestingly, both
farmer workshops identified suitable human resources, fatigue/alertness and external conditions at
the direct level as being possible risk control areas, yet the inspector workshop did not. At the
organisational level the inspectors’ results also revealed safety culture and
management/supervision as being potential risk control areas. Although the farmers appreciated
the important role these factors play in farm safety (see discussion in Section 5.2 and Section 5.3)
they did not feel they were currently areas of great concern and were therefore not deemed
possible risk control areas.
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A more detailed discussion of these potential risk control factors can be found in Section 5.2 and
Section 5.3.

6.2.4

Consolidated model of agricultural risk control

All three agriculture workshops have made a significant contribution to developing a deeper
understanding about the critical areas and high impact factors that are having an effect on safe
and unsafe farming practices. Each group of participants has provided their expert opinions
based on their perceptions of the agriculture industry and many years’ experience of working
within it. It was therefore important to consolidate all of the final risk control models to provide
triangulation of the datasets to ensure the final model is balanced and representative in its
treatment of key influences. Consolidation of the findings also widens the participant sample
increasing the robustness of the final agricultural risk control model.
Figure 6.4 illustrates an amalgamation of the analyses displayed in Figure 6.1, Figure 6.2 and
Figure 6.3. Influences have been split into various grades of potential risk control from 1 to 5; 1
reflecting the greatest potential to reduce risk. This simple scale provides an indication of each
factors risk control potential in relation to other factors on the network. For example, training and
political influence are both rated as a potential risk control ‘1’ as all three workshop groups
identified them as having a high impact on farm safety and being of concern with regard to some
aspect of the industry. However, a risk control ‘3’ factor would only have been rated as being a
potential risk control in two of the workshop groups. Factors that were weighted as high impact
but were not rated poorly are also highlighted on the network. The remaining factors were not
judged as either potential risk controls or high impact in this study.
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Figure 6.4 Consolidated agricultural risk control influence network model
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Figure 6.4 highlights that training and political influence should be considered as areas that
interventions might be targeted at due to their high grade of potential risk control. These areas are
closely followed by external conditions and then situational awareness/fatigue,
fatigue/alertness, compliance, suitable human resources, stress and market influence.
These potential risk control areas provide guidance in terms of where interventions might be
targeted and where to monitor change in the industry.
To complete the Influence Network analysis it was important that the findings were also assessed
in terms of which factors were exerting the widest influence on farm safety. Targeting
interventions at these areas is likely to have maximum impact across the sector. The main paths
of influence across the whole sector were therefore qualitatively traced based on the previous risk
analyses and qualitative points made throughout the workshop sessions. Figure 6.5 highlights
these key routes of influence, which are by no means exhaustive, but do serve to reflect the main
critical paths.
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Figure 6.5 Key routes of influence across the agriculture sector
Figure 6.5 highlights that political influence, at the environmental level, is clearly exerting the
widest influence over other potential risk control factors on the network, namely motivation/morale;
fatigue/alertness; stress; profitability; the regulator and the market. This therefore makes it a
priority area for the HSE to target in terms of designing suitable intervention mechanisms. These
paths are also demonstrative of the unique structure of the agriculture industry. In other contexts
it would be unusual to see factors at the environmental level having a direct impact on factors at
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the direct level; however, due to the structure of many of the farms, and particularly the small
farms, the organisational and policy level does not play such a critical part in determining paths of
influence. For example, for the self-employed farmer, the Government does have a direct
influence on their motivation/morale. These farmers are unhappy with their treatment by the
Government during recent crises, feel that DEFRA are more concerned about the environment
than their welfare and feel the Government could do more to influence the market in the direction
of the farmers. Their perception of the Government therefore directly affects their motivation
levels and general morale as well as their feelings of powerlessness and stress. The farmers also
felt that the huge amount of legislation continuously coming through DEFRA directly affects their
stress and fatigue levels. They already spend very long days completing manual work and are
then faced with rafts of paperwork to complete during the evenings. There was a time when
spouses may have helped ease the administrative burden but now they too have to carry out farm
work or take alternative employment to keep the business afloat. Finally, it was felt that the
Government could be doing a lot more in terms of influencing the market in the farmers’ favour by
discouraging investment in foreign foods and encouraging the consumer to choose British food.
The market influence predominantly has an effect on farmer profitability levels, which in turn
affects investment in safety initiatives such as training, investment in human resources and also
significantly contributes to farmer stress and fatigue. Many of the farmers do not feel they have
the power to change the direction of the market, which is increasingly moving away from farmers
towards the bigger retailers that buy in bulk and sell on for profit. This is squeezing many of the
smaller producers out of the market and causing others to borrow money so that they can expand
in order to produce the minimum amount required by the retail giants. Selling direct to the
consumer is also hard as it increases an already unmanageable amount of paperwork for the
farmer. Changes need to start where the supply chain stops – with the consumer. Once the
consumer starts demanding foods of UK origin, the retailers might start to take notice. The
retailers also have a potentially positive part to play by expecting good health and safety
standards from the farmers they are working with. However, farmers cannot be expected to meet
the same standards as a large supermarket chain – rules need to be practical and in context.
Both the market and the government directly affect profitability, which in turn impacts on
investment in training, which has a direct impact on the potential risk control factors: competence;
compliance; motivation/morale; suitable human resources and situational awareness/risk
perception. Training increases competence and also increases employee morale as they feel
valued given the overt investment in them. Increased knowledge should also help to improve
employees’ situational awareness and therefore their assessment of the potential risks. Finally,
finding suitable human resources was a major issue, especially for the larger farms who could
actually afford to employ new people. It was therefore felt that if qualified people cannot be found,
unqualified people will be recruited instead and trained up to the required competence level.
Training is therefore also highlighted as being a key focus for HSE interventions.
The regulatory influence also comes out as highly influential, not least because of its relationship
with the political influence. It was felt that the regulator could do more in terms of working more
closely with Government to streamline legislation (to help reduce stress and fatigue) and also to
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put agricultural health and safety back on the political agenda. The regulator also publishes a
great deal of the information and advice that was perceived as being important and useful, but
needs to be more timely and should contain more detail on accident causes and consequences.
In summary, the critical influences exerting the widest influence across a range of factors with the
potential to significantly reduce risk were training, political influence, market influence and the
influence the regulator itself has to make positive industry changes. These influences were also
judged as potential risk control areas which means they were not only weighted as having a
significant impact on farm safety but were also perceived to show considerable room for
improvement with regard to some aspect of the industry. In terms of resource commitment it is
therefore suggested that the HSE targets intervention measures in these key areas in order to
have maximum impact across the whole agriculture sector.
A more detailed discussion of each of these potential risk control factors, including assigned
industry ratings and weightings across all three workshop groups can be found in Section 5.2 and
Section 5.3.

6.2.5

Feasibility of interventions

In terms of the feasibility of bringing about effective change in these risk control areas, potential
interventions will ideally be evaluated against a number of different criteria including their financial
and time cost; the overall timescale needed to roll out; the current industry climate and openness
to change and the number of people that will potentially be affected by the interventions. With
regard to training, interventions do not have to be costly in terms of time or money, despite a
general misconception that training staff always involves considerable investment. Training is also
something that, depending on how focused it is, could be rolled out relatively quickly. Based on
the feedback from both farmer workshops, training is also something that farmers believe is very
important, despite them feeling unhappy about the quality of what is currently on offer.
Farmers’ perceptions of the Government are currently not good which indicates that considerably
more effort will need to be made if the Government is to win back the trust and support of the
agricultural community. Making considerable political changes also takes time, although not so
much time that effort to reduce the legislative burden or help make the market place more ‘farmer
friendly’ should be abandoned. This is also a factor that, if successfully transformed, will have a
powerful and far reaching influence over the whole agricultural sector. Like interventions aimed at
the Government, the market will take time to change but it is not an impossibility and could have
far reaching effects over a number of potential risk control factors currently having a detrimental
affect on farm safety.
The farm employer/employee group felt compliance was a problem despite farmers being aware
of the risks. In general it was felt that some individuals needed information and advice from the
regulator (in this case the HSE) that is more graphic in its depiction of the consequences of
agricultural accidents, in order that the safety message is more powerful. Collating and issuing
this information could be completed relatively quickly and may have a far reaching impact if
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channelled through media such as Farmers’ Weekly magazine, the SADs and trade associations
such as the NFU.
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7.

RECOMMENDATIONS

7.1

INTRODUCTION
The previous section suggested that the HSE targets interventions in the areas of training, political
influence, market influence and regulatory influence in order to have maximum impact across the
whole agriculture sector as the effects are expected to cascade through the organisational and
direct level factors critical to safety. The following section suggests different approaches the HSE
may want to take in order to bring about positive change in these influential areas. These
suggestions are based on the general feedback and specific intervention mechanisms suggested
by farmers during the workshops. Many of these suggestions are applicable across the whole
agriculture sector, which is reflective of the close alignment between the views of both workshop
groups documented throughout this report, however where there were interventions suggested by
a distinct farming group this is highlighted.

7.2

SUGGESTED HSE INTERVENTIONS
7.2.1

Preamble

Throughout both farmer workshops participants were invited to suggest practical improvement
measures and also to think about any further ways the HSE could provide additional health and
safety support. The suggestions ranged from very specific interventions to general changes such
as modifying the way regulatory bodies operate and enforce safety legislation. These suggestions
have been mapped against the main areas it is suggested that the HSE targets its interventions.
They have also been divided by whether they were suggested by small or large farms in order that
the HSE can pick and choose different intervention measures depending on the target group. This
provides the HSE with an immediate source of targeted intervention measures that they can be
confident will be well received amongst the agricultural community.

7.2.2

Interventions specific to HSE

Information/advice
The following suggestions came from both workshop groups and are therefore applicable to both
small and large farms:

•

The SADs are an effective and well received initiative – continue with the SADs and
also extend the audience to include larger farms and contractors. However,
farmers should not be pressured into attending through fear of inspection.

•

Raise HSE’s online profile – many of the workshop participants were not fully aware of
the HSE website or the dedicated agricultural pages and felt if the website’s address
had a higher profile they would be more likely to visit the site. Farmer’s Weekly or
similar popular publications (see below) may be a suitable conduit.
Page 7.1 of 7.5

•

Communicate health and safety information through different channels such as
Farmers’ Weekly magazine. This is a highly respected publication and widely read
across the whole agricultural community. Channelling HSE information through this
publication would give the guidance credence and guarantee a widespread audience.
Equipment manufacturers provide another relatively untapped channel through which to
filter information.

The following suggestions came predominantly from larger farms:

•

Provide more accident/incident feedback – farmers requested more hard evidence
on where accidents are actually happening (e.g. by sector, accident type, work process,
agent).

•

Circulate the HSE publication “Fatalities in farming, fishing & forestry” to a wider
audience as it makes sobering reading.

•

Provide farmers with more information on the consequences of unsafe behaviour,
(e.g. not wearing a dust mask for 20 years would lead to throat cancer).

•

Make sure advertising campaigns and accident/incident feedback is graphic in its
depiction of accident consequences – this will strengthen the message.

•

Provide more guidance on lines of safety responsibility when renting land and the
interaction of contracting parties.

•

Look to see how the European Union is dealing with agricultural health and safety
issues.

Regulatory Inspections
The following suggestions came predominantly from smaller farms:

•

Rather than asking for evidence of procedures and documented risk assessments ask
farmers to show you how they are safe. It was appreciated that this requires very
experienced inspectors to be able to make a safe judgement.

•

Start thinking about how safety management can be assessed in the agriculture
industry in a way that is appropriate and proportionate.

•

Inspectors must be competent and experienced in order that they are sensitive to
the environment and the people working within it.

The following suggestions came predominantly from larger farms:

•

More inspections – it was felt this would force farmers do devote time to health and
safety and a higher inspector profile might help improve employee compliance.
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7.2.3

HSE influencing the Government/DEFRA

A significant number of concerns were aired about the Government during both farmer workshops.
Farmers therefore made a series of suggestions regarding ways in which the HSE could work
more closely with the Government to help address some of their main concerns. Self-employed
farmers predominantly made the following suggestions:

•

Work with DEFRA to help reduce the amount of administration/regulations coming
through – legislation was felt to be hard to keep up with in terms of knowing when new
regulations had come out and having the time to digest and embrace these policies.

•

Work with Government to provide a legislative ‘crib sheet’ detailing everything the
self-employed farmer needs to know about running a business to being safe on the
farm.

•

Ensure other agency inspectors are competent in relation to safe practices on the
farm so that they do not create additional hazards and issues.

The following suggestions are applicable to both small and large farms:

•

Act as an intermediary between farmers and Government – lobby on their behalf to
put their safety, health and welfare on the political agenda.

•

Communicate agricultural safety concerns to the Government – highlight the high fatality
rate and make Government aware of the detrimental influence the Government
can have on farmers’ health and safety.

7.2.4

HSE influencing the market

The current market place significantly affects farmer profitability levels and therefore their ability to
invest in safety initiatives. It also has a direct impact on stress as farmers feel they have no
control over the way the market is moving. Changing the market is not easy, however, it was felt
there are a number of things the HSE could help with that may improve the current situation.
The following suggestions are applicable to both small and large farms:

•

Talk to the market more - work with people in the food supply chain to help them
become aware of the influence that they have on safe/unsafe farming practices.

•

Encourage Government to set fixed food prices and discourage foreign imports.

•

Encourage Government to encourage consumers to purchase food produced in
Britain.
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Farm employers and employees at larger farms predominantly made the following suggestions:

•

Involve the retailers in auditing farm safety policies, although standards set must be
realistic for farmers and should not be so hard to achieve that they heighten already
considerable pressure.

•

Branding / image – work with retailers to promote UK originated food.

7.2.5

HSE Training

Small farms predominantly made the following suggestions:

•

Introduce regional on-farm training days – this keeps training practical and in
context. It also reduces travel costs and encourages interaction between participants.

•

Run training courses and SADs from November to May – there is no point running
them at any other time as farmers are busy with harvesting, lambing etc.

The following suggestions are applicable to both small and large farms:

•

Regulate training courses provided by equipment manufacturers and inspection of
specific safety training legislation (e.g. chain saws) – some courses (even refresher
courses) were thought to be extremely long, out of context and extremely costly.
However, farmers have to complete them or their operator’s license is revoked.

•

Promote national or regional agricultural training circles/groups to oversee what
training is needed, find suitable training providers and directly liaise with the farms to
enrol them on training sessions. In addition, farmers could take advice from this group
with regard to what training they are required to have by law etc. This would help to
streamline the training process. The self-employed group also felt that real experience
should be acknowledged more, which is perhaps something that a training group could
more easily take into account.

7.2.6

HSE working with industry bodies

Throughout the workshops a number of organisations or industry groups were suggested as being
good bodies through which the HSE could target interventions, channel health and safety
information and generally work more closely with to raise the profile of farmer health and safety.
The following groups were suggested:

•

National Farmers Union – illustrative of industry representative bodies through which
to channel health and safety information; share information on the NFU’s ‘Risk
Reduction Service’ to streamline the inspection process; work together to lobby
Government

•

Equipment manufacturers – work together to issue health and safety advice and
target training at farmers buying equipment; work together on design of associated PPE
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•

Equipment designers – work with designers to think about safety features in the early
stages of equipment or facilities design

•

Farmers’ Weekly – a powerful and relatively untapped medium through which to
spread the health and safety message.

•

DVLA – work with the DVLA to standardise MOTs across all agricultural vehicles

•

Contractors – being used more and more by smaller farmers and thought to improve
safety through using modern machinery and being highly skilled; the HSE should work
more closely with them to maximise the impact they are already having on safe farming
practices.

•

Abattoirs – self-employed groups felt they still had some bargaining power with the
abattoirs, as they relied on the raw produce supplied by the farms to sell on to the large
retailers; they could therefore be an important group for the HSE to consult with.

7.2.7

Key message for the HSE

Throughout both farmer workshops it became apparent that safety management systems in the
form expected by regulatory bodies were not as applicable to some areas of the agriculture
industry as they may be to other industry sectors. This was particularly the case for smaller farms
that were typically managed by one self-employed farmer. The sheer volume of paperwork
associated with health and safety legislation paired with legislation applicable to other aspects of
running a business means the smaller farms, and some of the medium to large farms, are
becoming overburdened with bureaucracy, much of which does not even apply to their
businesses. The same sentiment applies to other aspects of safety management such as risk
assessments, procedures and training. The agriculture industry is unique in many different
ways and thus needs a safety management approach that is both relevant and practical to
implement and maintain. The Government and regulatory bodies need to think more about how
regulations and requirements can be adapted to suit the idiosyncrasies of the farming industry.
Essentially the farmers felt that completing a series of written risk assessments and rigidly sticking
to a series of formal procedures in a very dynamic environment does not necessarily make
someone safe in reality and is therefore a false indicator of farm safety. This suggests that the
criterion upon which farm safety is measured may need to be re-evaluated.
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8.

CONCLUSIONS
8.1.1

Preamble

Influence Network workshops were conducted with two distinct groups in agriculture (the selfemployed and farm employers/employees) in order to develop a deeper understanding of the
critical influences and paths of influence affecting farm safety. The following conclusions are
focused around the main questions that were asked in order satisfactorily to address the study
objectives. This section of the report therefore serves as a quick reference guide for the HSE
sector team.

8.1.2

What are the main poor quality factors across the whole agriculture industry?

A thorough discussion with all of the farmers regarding each of the factors on the Influence
Network revealed a series of factors perceived as being of poor quality with regard to some aspect
of the industry. There was found to be considerable alignment between the views of both
workshop groups regarding the factors that were perceived to be poor. Table 8.1 provides an
overview of the areas of potential concern identified in both farmer workshops (detailed discussion
points on each factor can be found in Section 5.2).
Table 8.1 Poor quality factors across the whole agriculture sector
Direct Level Factors
Motivation / morale
Fatigue / alertness
Information / advice
Suitable human
resources
External conditions
Stress

Organisational
Level Factors
Recruitment
Training

Policy Level Factors
Safety management

Procedures

Profitability

Planning
Incident management
and feedback
Pay and conditions

Environmental
Level Factors
Political influence
Regulatory influence
Market influence
Societal influence

Page 8.1 of 8.10

8.1.3

Which factors are consistently exerting a significant influence on safety
across the whole agriculture industry?

Independently of the factor ratings, the farmers identified the influences that they felt consistently
exerted a strong impact on farm safety. The weightings assigned by both farmer workshops were
combined which highlighted a number of factors at each level of the Influence Network that were
consistently exerting a significant influence on safe and unsafe farming practices across the
agriculture sector (see Table 8.2).
Table 8.2 Significant impact factors across the whole agriculture sector
Direct Level Factors
Competence
Motivation / morale
Situational awareness /
risk percepti on
Fatigue / alertness
Suitabl e human
resources
Inspection and
maintenance
Equipment operability
External conditions
Stress

Organisational Level
Factor
Training

Policy Level Factor
Profitability

Environmental Level
Factor
Political influence
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8.1.4

What were the main issues highlighted by farmers?

Throughout the ratings and weightings process, a number of key issues were highlighted across
both farmer workshops, these issues included:

•

Farmers find it increasingly difficult to keep up with the new legislation constantly
coming through Government.

•

The criterion upon which farm safety is measured by regulators is not necessarily
monitoring the real safety indicators and may need to be re-assessed.

•

Risk assessments are not documented but are undertaken and this needs to be
recognised by regulatory bodies.

•

Procedures are too rigid in the dynamic farming environment.

•

Farmers feel very detached from a market which favours the retailer.

•

Fatigue and stress are serious issues particularly for self-employed farmers.

•

Farm employers highlighted a problem with employee compliance.

•

There is a general shortage of qualified and available farm workers.

•

Contractor usage is increasing and in general is perceived to make a positive
contribution to farm safety.

•

Inspection and maintenance is typically conducted by the farmers themselves with a
focus on remaining productive and reflects the value placed on equipment.

•

A sudden change in the weather can have a significant impact on planned farming
activities, which can result in extreme fatigue and stress.

•

Most training is typically too expensive, not practical nor delivered in context.

•

There is a strong industry culture which encourages safe sharing of equipment and
services, and this translates into positive individual farm cultures.

•

At this point in time, profitability is particularly poor.

•

Farmers feel society has a poor public perception of the agriculture industry.
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8.1.5

What are the main potential risk control areas in small farms?

In order to identify the main risk control areas particularly strong for small farms, the factors that
self-employed farmers rated as showing room for improvement were compared with the factors
they weighted as having a high impact on farm safety. The results of this analysis are illustrated in
Figure 8.1.
SMALL FARMS
SAFE / UNSAFE FARMING
PRACTICES
DIRECT LEVEL
MOTIVATION /
MORALE

COMPETENCE
D1

TEAMWORKING

D2

COMPLIANCE
D9

SITUATIONAL
AWARENESS / RISK
PERCEPTION

D3

SUITABLE HUMAN
RESOURCES

D4

INSPECTION &
MAINTENANCE

EQUIPMENT
OPERABILITY

D11

D10

FATIGUE /
ALERTNESS
D5

D12

WORK
ENVIRONMENT
D13

INFORMATION /
ADVICE

COMMUNICATIONS

HEALTH
D6

D8

D7

EXTERNAL
CONDITIONS

SAFETY
EQUIPMENT

STRESS

D16

D15

D14

ORGANISATIONAL LEVEL
RECRUITMENT

TRAINING

O1

COMMUNICATIONS
O7

PLANNING

PROCEDURES

O2

O3

O4

EQUIPMENT
PURCHASING

SAFETY CULTURE
O8

O9

O5

INCIDENT
MANAGEMENT &
FEEDBACK

INSPECTION &
MAINTENANCE
O10

MANAGEMENT /
SUPERVISION
O6

PAY AND
CONDITIONS

DESIGN
O11

O12

POLICY LEVEL
OWNERSHIP &
CONTROL

CONTRACTING
ARRANGEMENTS
P1

P2

P3

COMPANY /
INDUSTRY
CULTURE

ORGANISATIONAL
STRUCTURE
P4

LABOUR / UNION
RELATIONS

SAFETY
MANAGEMENT
P6

P5

PROFITABILITY
P7

ENVIRONMENTAL LEVEL

E1

MARKET
INFLUENCE

REGULATORY
INFLUENCE

POLITICAL
INFLUENCE
E2

E3

SOCIETAL
INFLUENCE
E4

POTENTIAL RISK CONTROL FACTOR (low rating + high weighting)
high weighting only

Figure 8.1 Small farm potential risk control factors as identified by self-employed farmers
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8.1.6

What are the main potential risk control areas in large farms?

The same analysis was completed with the findings from the farm employer/employee group. The
results of which are displayed in Figure 8.2

LARGE FARMS
SAFE / UNSAFE FARMING
PRACTICES
DIRECT LEVEL
MOTIVATION /
MORALE

COMPETENCE
D1

D2

COMPLIANCE
D9

SITUATIONAL
AWARENESS / RISK
PERCEPTION

TEAMWORKING
D3

SUITABLE HUMAN
RESOURCES

D4

INSPECTION &
MAINTENANCE

D5

EQUIPMENT
OPERABILITY

D11

D10

FATIGUE /
ALERTNESS

D12

D6

WORK
ENVIRONMENT
D13

INFORMATION /
ADVICE

COMMUNICATIONS

HEALTH

D8

D7

EXTERNAL
CONDITIONS

SAFETY
EQUIPMENT

STRESS

D16

D15

D14

ORGANISATIONAL LEVEL
RECRUITMENT

TRAINING

O1

O2

COMMUNICATIONS
O7

PLANNING

PROCEDURES
O3

O4

EQUIPMENT
PURCHASING

SAFETY CULTURE
O8

O9

INCIDENT
MANAGEMENT &
FEEDBACK
O5

INSPECTION &
MAINTENANCE
O10

MANAGEMENT /
SUPERVISION
O6

PAY AND
CONDITIONS

DESIGN
O11

O12

POLICY LEVEL
OWNERSHIP &
CONTROL

CONTRACTING
ARRANGEMENTS
P1

P2

P3

COMPANY /
INDUSTRY
CULTURE

ORGANISATIONAL
STRUCTURE
P4

SAFETY
MANAGEMENT

LABOUR / UNION
RELATIONS
P6

P5

PROFITABILITY
P7

ENVIRONMENTAL LEVEL

E1

MARKET
INFLUENCE

REGULATORY
INFLUENCE

POLITICAL
INFLUENCE
E2

E3

SOCIETAL
INFLUENCE
E4

POTENTIAL RISK CONTROL FACTOR (low rating + high weighting)
high weighting only

Figure 8.2 Large farm potential risk control factors as identified by farm employers/employees

8.1.7

What are the main similarities and differences between small and large farm
potential risk control factors?

The following factors were highlighted as potential risk control areas in both farmer workshops:

•

Fatigue / alertness

•

Suitable human resources

•

External conditions

•

Training

•

Political influence.
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Potential risk control areas particularly strong for small farms were:

•

Stress

•

Profitability

•

Market influence.

Potential risk control areas particularly strong for large farms were:

•

Motivation/morale

•

Situational awareness / Risk perception

•

Compliance

•

Regulatory influence.

8.1.8

How closely aligned were HSE’s observations of the industry with the farmers’
perspectives?

The inspectors’ observations of the industry were strongly reflected in the feedback given by
farmers. This suggests that the team has a good grasp of the key issues affecting agricultural
safety. The only issue that ran throughout the farmers’ workshops that was not explicitly identified
during the inspector workshop was that safety management systems, in the form expected by
regulatory bodies, are not always as applicable to some areas of the agriculture industry as they
may be to other industry sectors. This was particularly the case for smaller farms that were
typically managed by one self-employed farmer. The sheer volume of paperwork associated with
health and safety legislation paired with legislation applicable to other aspects of running an
agricultural business meant that the smaller farms, and some of the medium to large farms, are
becoming overburdened with bureaucracy, much of which does not even apply to their
businesses.

Page 8.6 of 8.10

8.1.9

Considering the evidence from all three workshops (self-employed, farm
employer/employee and HSE sector team) where should the HSE be targeting
improvements to achieve maximum impact across the sector?

Potential risk control factors identified in small and large farms were consolidated with the risk
control factors identified in the original inspector workshop to arrive at a final agricultural risk
control model. This provided important triangulation of the evidence to ensure the final model was
balanced and representative in its treatment of the potential risk control areas. Risk control factors
were rated on a scale of 1 to 5, 1 indicating the greatest potential to reduce agricultural risk. This
scale provided an indication of each factors risk control potential in relation to other factors on the
network. Training and political influence were rated as the factors with the most potential to
control agricultural risk.
To complete the Influence Network analysis the findings were also assessed in terms of which
factors were exerting the widest influence on farm safety. The main paths of influence across the
whole sector were therefore qualitatively traced based on the risk control analyses and qualitative
points made throughout the workshop sessions (see Figure 8.3).

SAFE / UNSAFE FARMING
PRACTICES
DIRECT LEVEL
MOTIVATION /
MORALE

COMPETENCE
D1

TEAMWORKING

D2

D3

SUITABLE HUMAN
RESOURCES

COMPLIANCE
D9

SITUATIONAL
AWARENESS / RISK
PERCEPTION
D4

INSPECTION &
MAINTENANCE

EQUIPMENT
OPERABILITY

D11

D10

FATIGUE /
ALERTNESS
D5

D12

WORK
ENVIRONMENT
D13

INFORMATION /
ADVICE

COMMUNICATIONS

HEALTH
D6

D8

D7

EXTERNAL
CONDITIONS

SAFETY
EQUIPMENT

STRESS
D15

D14

D16

ORGANISATIONAL LEVEL
RECRUITMENT

TRAINING

O1

O2

COMMUNICATIONS
O7

PLANNING

PROCEDURES
O3

O4

EQUIPMENT
PURCHASING

SAFETY CULTURE
O8

O9

O5

INCIDENT
MANAGEMENT &
FEEDBACK

INSPECTION &
MAINTENANCE
O10

MANAGEMENT /
SUPERVISION
O6

PAY AND
CONDITIONS

DESIGN
O11

O12

POLICY LEVEL
OWNERSHIP &
CONTROL

CONTRACTING
ARRANGEMENTS
P1

P2

P3

COMPANY /
INDUSTRY
CULTURE

ORGANISATIONAL
STRUCTURE
P4

SAFETY
MANAGEMENT

LABOUR / UNION
RELATIONS
P6

P5

PROFITABILITY
P7

ENVIRONMENTAL LEVEL

E1

Potent ial
risk contro l 1

E2

Potent ial
risk contro l 2

MARKET
INFLUENCE

REGULATORY
INFLUENCE

POLITICAL
INFLUENCE

Potential
risk control 3

E3

Potential
risk control 4

SOCIETAL
INFLUENCE
E4

Potential
ri sk control 5

Hi gh
wei ghti ng
only

Not j udged as
a potential
ri sk control or
high weighting

FOCUS FOR HSE INTERVENTIONS

Figure 8.3 Agricultural risk control model and critical paths of influence
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The analysis presented in Figure 8.3 suggests that the HSE should target intervention
mechanisms in the areas:

•

Training

•

Political influence

•

Regulatory influence

•

Market influence.

8.1.10

What can HSE do to address these highly influential factors and therefore
improve the health and safety of people working in the agriculture industry?

The suggestions made by farmers throughout each workshop group were mapped against the four
key influences: training, Government, HSE and the market.
Where possible these
recommendations were divided according to whether they had been suggested by the selfemployed farmers or the farm employers and employees. A general observation was that selfemployed farmers wanted less information and farm employers and employees wanted more
feedback. There were also a considerable number of recommendations that were common
across the sector. The final recommendations included:
HSE Interventions

•

Continue with the SADs and also extend the audience to include larger farms and
contractors

•

Raise HSE’s online profile

•

Communicate health and safety information through different channels such as
‘Farmers’ Weekly’

•

Provide more accident/incident feedback

•

Rather than asking for evidence of procedures and documented risk assessments, ask
farmers to show how they have ensured they are safe

•

Start thinking about how safety management can be better delivered and assessed in
the agriculture industry

•

Inspectors must be competent and experienced in agriculture

•

Increase the number of proactive inspections.
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Government/DEFRA

•

Work with DEFRA to help reduce the amount of administration/regulations coming
through

•

Work with Government to provide a legislative ‘crib sheet’ detailing everything the selfemployed farmer needs to know about running a business to being safe on the farm

•

Act as an intermediary between farmers and Government with regard to their welfare
and safety

•

Make Government aware of the detrimental influence it and the actions of some of its
agents can have on farmers’ health and safety.

Market

•

Work with people in the food supply chain to help them become aware of the influence
that they have on safe/unsafe farming practices

•

Encourage Government to set fixed food prices and discourage foreign imports

•

Encourage Government to encourage consumers to purchase food produced in Britain

•

Involve the retailers in auditing farm safety policies

•

Work with retailers to promote UK originated food.

Training

•

Introduce regional on-farm training days

•

Run training courses and SADs from November to May

•

Regulate training courses provided by equipment manufacturers and commercial
training bodies

•

Promote national or regional agricultural training circles/groups

•

Develop a deeper understanding about the role of training in this industry context, e.g.
most appropriate format and desired benefits.
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HSE to work more closely with the following industry groups:

•

Trade associations such as the National Farmers Union

•

Equipment manufacturers

•

Equipment designers

•

Industry journals such as Farmers’ Weekly

•

DVLA

•

Contractors

•

Abattoirs.
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APPENDIX A
HSE AGRICULTURE SECTOR WORKSHOP FINDINGS
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HSE AGRICULTURE SECTOR WORKSHOP
Attendees, Conduct, Process
The agriculture workshop was held on 17 and 18 June 2002 at the HSE office at Stoneleigh. Participants
at the workshop were as follows:
Roger Nourish – Sector Head
Graeme Walker – Head of Health Section, Principal Inspector
Andrew Williams – Principal Inspector, Agriculture Machinery
Neil Craig – Inspector, Health Section
Chris Molde – Data Analysis for Publicity Office
Nick Sangha – Data Analysis
Helen Bolt – BOMEL Director and Workshop Facilitator
Sally Caruana – BOMEL Project Manager and Human Factors Team Leader
Julia Morris – BOMEL Human Factors Consultant and Lead Researcher on the FAI Review
Prior to commencement of the workshop, the project manager and facilitator gave a presentation about the
overall project scope, some contextual information regarding the nature and type of fatalities that have
occurred across the agriculture sector and a brief outline of the Influence Network methodology that would
be used throughout the workshop.
The facilitator's role at the workshop was to take participants through the Influence Network process, to
maintain the agenda and pace of the work, to ensure full opportunity for all participants to provide their
inputs and to elicit expert judgments concerning definitions, ratings and weightings of the influencing
factors.
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General Points
A particular consideration of this workshop was the need to identify an industry area of focus, given that the
Agriculture Sector covers agriculture, fishing, forestry and wood. It had been determined with the Head of
Sector prior to the workshop that consideration of the agricultural industry may be most useful for the team in
terms of assisting with providing a greater understanding of the underlying causes and facilitating the
identification of new potential measures that could be implemented to help improve health and safety. Thus
the focus of the workshop was on the variety of farming practices that exists within agriculture, ranging from
arable to livestock, and from large farms employing personnel and supplying products to supermarkets, to
smaller self-employed family owned farms. The point was made that farming as a whole should not be seen
as a homogenous group, in that the practices and risks associated within particular sections of the industry,
and indeed the wider economic pressures placed upon them, differ considerably.
Prior to commencing with an examination of the particular influence of each IN factor in turn, some general
discussion was held with the experts regarding the specific problems that occur within agriculture. Much of
this focused around what can be learnt from the existing RIDDOR data collected on fatalities within
agriculture and some of the limitations that are apparent within the current FOCUS categorisations. For
example, in terms of working practices, the vast majority of fatalities are categorised as ‘mixed farming’,
based on pre-1995 SIC coding, yet this classification is in fact a grouping of many different farming practices
and thus on its own can be misleading. Further confusion can also occur with the examination of work
activity, for example, animal handling is an area where many of the fatalities occur, but this does not
necessarily mean that it is due to the handling of the animal that the fatality occurred, but rather that this was
the general area that the incident happened.
These limitations in what can be learnt from the categorisations, make it necessary to drill down into the data
to identify potential linkages. The RIDDOR data analysis tool enables this closer examination, such that the
fatalities that occur in mixed farming can be examined more closely in terms of working practices and thus
subsequently in terms of accident agent etc. However, these descriptive explanations of the immediate
causes of fatalities do not give a significant insight into the underlying causes and thus it is necessary to
provide a further means of exploring such aspects. The Influence Network workshop process facilitates
discussion to explore such underlying causes.
Some further points worth noting prior to using the network in detail, related to the fact that the agricultural
industry as a whole has a higher fatality rate than other sectors of industry. However, further examination of
the age distribution of fatalities across the agricultural sector as a whole shows that in 20% of cases the
worker was 65 or over, compared with 2% across all other industry sectors. There may be wider
occupational health reasons why accidents occur (agility), or the consequences are fatal (fragility) for older
as opposed to younger workers. The continued ageing workforce, combined with a shortage of young
skilled labour, may serve to exacerbate this problem, as the required expertise for a particular area of work
may only be available within the ageing population and thus farmers may continue to involve or hire back
older personnel, even those notionally retired. There is also the fact that older farmers may see the nature
of their work and the risks involved as a ‘way of life’, rather than an occupation. There may indeed be a
misperception of their abilities and thus an increased tendency to take inappropriate risks.
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Another aspect that may have a significant bearing on the increase in fatalities is the fact that over recent
years the breed of cattle has changed, due to an increasing demand for the greater weight and mothering
skills of the continental breeds. However, whilst these breeds may prove more profitable, there are also
greater dangers, particularly where the increased mothering skills mean more protective and aggressive
behaviour in the cattle, and the animals are inherently more highly strung.
A general point was made by the sector participants relating to the overall structure of the Influence Network,
in that the wider organisational and corporate practices within the model may not be so relevant to small
scale subsistence farms within the industry. The participants noted that the industry is predominantly
influenced by the wider environmental factors, such as the overall condition of the market and political
climate, and that it is these factors, rather than corporate structures, that have a direct bearing on the
operational working practices. The custom and practice of the industry means that communication and
management are predominantly verbal within the direct working environment, rather than through a formal
organised system.

Structuring the Agriculture Influence Network
A significant proportion of time was spent during the workshop session to review and discuss the meaning
and relevance of each influencing factor in the context of the agriculture industry. This activity is extremely
important and provides the foundation for a comprehensive and meaningful evaluation. As a basis for the
discussion, the full set of influences were presented through the Influence Network software. The
customized information that was collected from this session was recorded as key bulleted points within the
software.
Once the factors and definitions had been discussed, the experts were asked to assign a rating value where
possible for each influencing factor based on a three point anchored rating scale which defined poor,
moderate and excellent practice. Participants were asked to provide a rating value between 1 and 10, to
reflect the current practice of that influencing factor across the industry. The salient points relating to each
influencing factor and the agreed ratings are summarised below.

Direct Level Influencing Factors
D1 Competence – the skills, knowledge and abilities required to perform particular tasks safely.
Competence levels across the industry were considered to be excellent, as the industry as a whole is
populated by highly skilled personnel. However, when considered in the context of safety, the view was held
that expertise is not really judged in terms of safety by farmers. It is not that safety is avoided, just that it is
not given priority. As a result it was deemed necessary to provide a rating for general competence as well
as one relating to safety.
Agricultural workers are multi-skilled people, in that they are required to manage a range of tasks requiring
different skills, such as dealing with accounts, cattle handling, fencing, etc. Routine tasks are performed
very well, but irregular tasks that require specific skills, such as roofing, may be more problematic as there
will be a tendency to attempt such tasks without the necessary competencies. In effect, their competence is
judged by their relative resourcefulness. The participants felt that a number of fatalities have occurred when
people ignored the limitations of their particular capabilities and thus consciously take risks, rather than
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contract in the required expertise. The financial and time constraints mitigating against contracting in
assistance were noted.
As a result of the distinction between competence related to expertise in performing tasks and that related to
performing them safely, a range of rating values was provided from 3 to 9, as shown.
General competence (non
-safety)
Self employed
(accounting for safety)
Employed / employee
(accounting for safety)

8-9
3
6

D2 Motivation – workers incentive to work towards the business, employer, personal and common
goals.
There was some discussion around the fact that morale and motivation levels may differ, in that the average
self-employed farmer is very positive about their role, strongly motivated to make a success of their business
and proud of what they do, and yet morale may still be low due to the impact of the poor economic climate
and other environmental level influences affecting the industry. Farmers experience low morale as the
viability of their businesses reduces, particularly when no longer able to offer regular employment to
personnel, as they have done traditionally, and thus feel they are letting local people down. Even when
farmers are not optimistic about the future they may still derive great satisfaction from their job. However,
this is not linked to safety concerns and there is a lack of interest in proactive safety management. HSE has
tried to emphasise the linkage between profits and safe business to farmers in order to encourage greater
motivation towards safe practice. However, whilst the link is recognised in theory, in practice safety is still
low on the priority list when the business is under pressure. Nevertheless, it was also felt that morale and
motivation did not really have an impact on safety, as safety is given a low priority generally.
When considering morale levels generally, it was highlighted that it is important to make a distinction
between different sectors of the industry. Livestock farmers may be experiencing low morale due to the
major impact of the economic climate, whereas arable farming, whilst facing reduced subsidies, is profitable
and farm sizes have grown, with greater investment in machinery and continuing ability to employ on a
casual basis. Morale was considered to be low in horticulture and mixed farming was considered to be the
worst hit by the economic crisis, exacerbated by the diversity of support skills to be employed. Given these
variations across the industry, a range of ratings values was identified from 2 to 8 as shown.
Beef

2-3

Sheep

3-4

Pigs

3

Arable

7-8
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D3 Teamworking – the extent to which individuals in teams work as cohesive units and look out for
each other’s health and safety interests.
It was suggested that when there are two or more people working together, they may be more likely to think
about safety given the close co-ordination in the work, but this concern with safety is not so apparent when
witnessing others doing separate tasks. A macho culture also stills exists across the industry where safety is
disregarded. In general, given the nature of agricultural activity, people work on individual fronts rather than
in teams. However, when there is casual grouping in which people come together to complete a task, there
is likely to be more concern for health and safety. When the individual’s actions possibly affect the health
and safety of the others, there will be increased vigilance, but where actions do not necessarily affect the
others directly, then there seems to be less concern for one’s own safety.
Employed and
Self-Employed

5

D4 Situational Awareness / Risk Perception - the extent to which workers are aware of the hazards
and risks presented in the workplace.
The risks are known, but no efforts are made with regard to behaviour modification. The extent to which
farmers are capable of undertaking a range of different tasks may result in a misperception of their ability to
undertake certain activities, such as roofing, rather than contract the work out and in this respect the risks
are either ignored or not identified with.
5

D5 Fatigue - the degree to which performance is degraded through sleep deprivation, or excessive /
insufficient mental or physical activity, or drugs / alcohol
Farmers work long hours and get very tired, this is particularly prevalent at certain times of the year, such as
harvesting or lambing where external factors dictate demand. There are also some moderate levels of social
alcohol and, amongst the younger workforce, rural drug taking is an increasing issue, but this spans across
all sectors of industry. Alcohol is consumed after working hours but can affect performance the next day.
Youngsters form these habits of drinking etc at the colleges and this will tend to continue into working life.
However, whilst this can have an impact on alertness, alcohol abuse was not considered to be a primary
problem. Drug abuse has not been linked to accidents, however the activity is increasing and was identified
as a potential issue of concern for the future.
Sleep deprivation is the biggest problem and this partly relates to the length of the day and the demands of
the work at particular seasons, such as during harvesting. In mixed farming, especially dairy, there is a
constant level of fatigue due to extended hours of work for milking etc, whereas sheep and beef workers can
get up later. However, lambing is a busy, fatiguing time of year. Fatigue is compounded if farm workers
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have other work requirements during the day as may frequently be the case with growing numbers of ‘hobby
farmers’ or where economic pressures force farmers to seek other sources of income. The largest arable
farms require 12-hour shifts through 24 hours days.

3–4

D6 Health – the well being of body and mind of the workforce
The general level of health in the over 60s was considered to be poor, yet excellent for the young. Stress is
a significant problem, which was believed to be linked to the economic situation, rather than related to the
demands of the job etc. Unlike job stress, this means that there are limited measures and support
mechanisms that can make a difference, and the real levers for change require the influence of the market,
regulator etc, and government policy to respond to the market changes. Stress has been found to be
particularly prevalent with self-employed farmers.
In terms of fitness, those that enter the industry would generally be very fit. However, four out of every five
individuals working in the area would be likely to experience a musculoskeletal injury during their working
life. Lower limb disorders have a high likelihood, as do hip problems (possibly weight related) and back
problems. The workforce as a whole does not utilise the services of the NHS, as individuals will try and sort
themselves first and will only present to the GP when the condition is very poor or serious. Farmers are self
reliant and independent and also need to keep working and not take the time out to go from remote locations
to centralised NHS centres. They are also surrounded by a population across the industry that has similar
injuries and health problems, so perceive such matters to be the norm. Furthermore, given the ageing
population that is prevalent across the industry, farmers will have a tendency to assume that health problems
are as a result of their general age, rather than due to the (unacceptable) nature of their working activities
etc. This problem with the ageing workforce is expected to get worse as people do not access NHS support
services and may therefore end up deteriorating more rapidly and being a burden to the NHS later in life.

Young workers

9

Old workers

3

D7 Communications - the extent to which the frequency and clarity of communications are
appropriate to enable tasks to be performed safely.
There is a lot of communication across agriculture, but in relation to safety this is predominantly implicit and
there is an underlying assumption that jobs will be performed safely. There exists quite explicit
communication with regard to discussing quality standards of the job, but not general safety standards.
People learn well from others’ experiences, and thus if a fatality has occurred within the family this is most
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likely to drive a greater concern for safety. Communication is informal and even risk assessments are rarely
conducted via a formalised process. Farmers’ perceptions of the risks drive how work is planned and how
risk assessments are undertaken, e.g. arboriculture is a high-risk area, where there is a lot of contract work
and thus workers are required to adapt to changed working environments easily, such that risk assessments
are carefully conducted. However this is not the case in farming.
3

D8 Information/Advice - the extent to which people can access information that is accurate, timely,
relevant and usable.
The agricultural sector is the biggest publisher of information and advice within HSE. There is a lot of
information available which market research has shown to be appropriately designed to address the
information needs of the industry. It is presented in different usable formats focused on attracting interest.
There may, however, be too great a focus on the law within the information it was suggested, although what
is presented is simple and straightforward.
However, the problem lies with regard to ensuring that the information is accessible to those that actually
perform the job. The participants felt that much of the information is likely to get stored in the farmer’s office
(or binned on receipt) and thus may not be seen by the employees. Workers may not even be aware of the
documents that they might need to keep work to safe standards. This is a significant issue with regard to
casual workers who are unlikely to access or use the information / advice, particularly when personnel may
be from eastern European backgrounds with a different prioritisation of safety. In contrast the contractor
workforce is likely to be better informed as the structure is more formal and business- minded.
There was felt to be a general problem with regard to the goal-setting approach to regulation for this
industry, in that farmers may respond more favourably to prescriptive guidelines for example on risk
assessment, rather than generic goals where the onus is placed on interpretation. Thus HSE have tried to
make information simpler and more straight forward and use different forms of media to get the message
across, such as through the use of safety awareness days and ongoing development of an online risk
assessment tool.
The participants also felt that if it were possible to de-couple the access to information from the threat of
enforcement, then workers may use it more frequently. For example, at shows farmers may feel more
comfortable picking up leaflets if they felt it was a more proactive positive action rather than any association
with current poor practices; the same goes for ringing up the HSE Infoline for advice.
One means of getting the health and safety message across effectively to farmers was felt to be through
communicating with the wives after an inspection, on the basis that this could lead to more active responses
due to the wives’ concerns. However, this was not felt to be so much of a gender issue when it came to
women who physically work in the industry, as it was felt that those women would be likely to behave in the
same way as male farmers, due to the realities of the economic pressures overriding any concern for safety.
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The quality and
availability of the
information
Penetration and uptake of
information - employed
Penetration and uptake of
information – casual
employment
Contractors

9
4
2
5-6

D9 Compliance - the extent to which people comply with instructions, procedures, rules or
regulations.
Much of the discussion focused around compliance in relation to undertaking risk assessments. The
participants felt that risk assessment as an approach was not wholly relevant to this industry, as farmers do
not see the point, do not consider they have time for it, and lessons from applying it are rarely being heeded
anyway. They again reiterated the point that the industry would be more likely to respond to prescriptive
legislation, as health and safety are very difficult for them to deal with anyway, and thus straightforward
regulations would make it easier to deal with. Abstract concepts are difficult for farmers to deal with and
paperwork is never welcomed, but when it is completed it is more likely to be for subsidies etc. rather than
risk assessments. However, it was also pointed out that even though farmers don’t comply completely, the
industry had come a long way from where they were at in the 1950s.
The participants felt that whilst there are clear distinctions to be made between those that comply and those
that don’t, a new group is also forming in which there is a move towards the non-compliant end because the
risk assessment regime is too difficult. Many farmers do not know how to deal with it and whilst some have
had risk assessments done for them, they may not have taken ownership or bought into the approach.
Whilst contractors are more business-focused and thus likely to comply more readily, casual employees are
relatively non-compliant.
Overall, one participant described the compliance problem for the industry with the analogy of a box of
regulations and requirements that farmers are required to delve into, but as the box is too big then nothing is
dealt with at all.

Contractors

5

Employees

3
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D10 – Availability of Suitable Human Resources - the relationship of supply to demand for suitable
human resources. Relates to the appropriate mix and number of personnel in terms of experience,
knowledge and qualifications.
There is a general shortage of resources, which is driven by the wider economic environment. If farmers
had the margins to pay for workers they would recruit more. However, they are often left struggling alone
due to an inability to pay for extra labour, and are deterred from employing youngsters because the need to
train them on the job would result in reduced productivity. Farmers would rather employ someone with the
skill level (e.g. semi-retired) and bring them back or employ contractors, particularly when work is often
required on a short-term basis. If there is a need to supervise then the cost may be greater than employing
skilled labour. This reduces opportunities for young workers to join the labour pool.
In addition, farmers do not want to get bound up in contracts or with responsibilities that may have to be
dropped, i.e. don't want to bring people in on false promises. This situation is believed to be likely to get
worse as the semi-retired pool of workers is reduced and / or becomes too expensive and therefore there will
be an increasing need to contract out. This is compounded by the fact that there is a growing skill shortage
across the country and a number of agricultural colleges have closed down. Young people are not entering
agriculture and are moving into other industries; this is even the case when the farm is a family run business.
Mixed farming in particular is severely affected by the skill shortage, as the available multi-skilled personnel
are sparse. Basically the traditional structure of farming is changing and contracting will probably have to
supersede the traditional model.
One means of dealing with the skill shortage problem is through the use of machinery pools / rings round the
UK, in which experienced personnel and equipment are available for contracting as required. However there
is not a pool of qualified labour available to move around the country.
The point was made that farming was changing and farmers were becoming more custodians of the land
rather than just producers. People entering the industry are more likely to have environmental interests than
to be entering the field for monetary reasons. Many of those in the industry could be forced to leave due to
the financial pressures and those most likely to stay may just be those within family run businesses.
It was felt that this factor had a very significant bearing on the potential for fatalities to occur and thus would
be relevant when the weighting exercise was undertaken.
General farms

4

Large farms with a lot of
contracting

5- 6

D11 – Inspection and Maintenance – the extent and frequency with which equipment is inspected
and maintained.
The quality of the inspection and maintenance is related to assuring productivity, and it was also suggested
that if profits were low, maintenance would suffer. The point was made that the safety aspects of
maintenance are not adequately addressed, such as brakes, steering, corrosion etc. The investment in
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maintaining machinery would relate to the degree to which it has a bearing on overall output. Farmers have
a tendency to attempt to manage all aspects of inspection and maintenance and thus may not be fully skilled
to undertake this work, this is a further product of the general ‘can do’ attitude that is prevalent. The only
time farmers tend to buy in skilled labour for maintenance is with regard to large electronic elements, such
as modern combine harvesters, where there are often lease arrangements under which routine inspection
and maintenance is undertaken. A particular area of concern that HSE is hoping to target relates to the fact
that no MOTs are required for farm vehicles. The participants highlighted the fact that in terms of PPE,
inspection and maintenance is almost non-existent in relation to noise, head protection, chemicals etc.
2

D12 - Equipment Operability – the extent to which systems and equipment are available, conform to
best practice and meet the usability needs of the user.
Like inspection and maintenance, the quality of the equipment is related to productivity, yet ironically
equipment operability is quite good, as farmers are borrowing money to buy new machinery due to the
necessity for maintaining profitability. Thus equipment that relates to the completion of agricultural tasks is
usually of good quality, whereas safety equipment is not given a high priority. Equipment is treated as
specifically for a task, and the focus is on whether it will do the job quickly and efficiently, not on whether it is
completed safely. An example of this is that combine harvesters will have very sensitive devices to stop it if
a piece of metal goes in, but will not if a worker gets trapped. With regard to cattle handling equipment,
there is a tendency for people to struggle on with poor equipment, as the use of the equipment itself does
not affect productivity, and thus the farmer does not regard it as a priority to change the equipment. There is
also a large second hand market through the use of dealers / auctions and this may cause problems,
however, the turnover of the equipment is generally high in order to ensure greatest productivity. There is
also an increasing purchasing of equipment that is imported from Europe and has fewer safety features than
UK equipment. In summary, the more related to productivity the equipment is, the better the quality it is.
7

D13 – Work Environment – the level of noise, temperature, congestion, light and vibration existing in
the place of work.
Noise is not a specific problem across the industry except occasionally. The noise within tractor cabs has
improved. Vibration is an issue, and Hand Arm Vibration Syndrome and Whole Body Vibration are
problems, especially in pig breeding and poultry units. Dust is an occasional problem, particularly on jobs
which are extremely dusty over several days’ duration, but modern cabs are helping to improve this situation.
With regards to temperature, personnel may experience the cold more than the average working population,
especially amongst livestock farmers. In addition, the indoor temperature of farm buildings can be very low.
5
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D14 – External Conditions – the extent to which external conditions, such as weather, affect
workplace activity.
Whilst the weather has a major bearing on the activities of farmers, they would never avoid a job due to poor
weather, but rather regard it as a necessary part of the job. The weather forecast for the next day can have
a major impact on the level of pressure required to get the job done, for example a whole annual hay crop
could depend on getting the job done the night before predicted bad weather the next day. Harvesting wet
grain would mean that they have to be dried which is expensive. Harvesting used to take 6-8 weeks,
whereas it now takes a few days, when the conditions are right the pressure is enormous to get the crop in
and results in very long working hours. Suppliers are also under an enormous pressure from supermarkets
to spray at particular times despite the weather conditions. In these and other respects, it is apparent that
weather has a unique impact on farming as opposed to other industries.
The external influence is important and frequent in influencing farmer behaviour and activity, however, new
technology is providing a means of mitigating the effects of the weather further.
4

PageA.12 of A.37

Organisational Level Influencing Factors
O1 – Recruitment and Selection - the system that facilitates the employment of personnel that are
suited to the job demands.
Safety issues are not a priority during recruitment, unless there is a specific requirement e.g. working with
pesticides. Recruitment is driven by individuals’ ability to do the jobs, for example the competence to drive a
combine harvester etc. Certification is desired but not definitely required. Individuals who break machinery
or damage things become ‘known’, which could affect their recruitment potential. However, labour is often
cheap and personnel will work long hours so there is the potential for an exploitative relationship.
Traditionally, outdoor manual jobs are filled by personnel who have achieved little academically. However,
as machinery becomes more complex technologically, there is becoming a greater need for higher levels of
competence. References are taken up to assure competence of personnel and in the case of specialist
skills, such as those required of herdsman, this is a critical measure of capability as the role is essential for
the farms productivity.
Employed

7

Casual Labour

4

O2 – Training – the system that ensures the skills of the workforce are matched to their job
demands.
There is little formal training sought and most is provided on-the-job. Skills are very much passed on by
peers and training is provided on the job, which may not necessarily focus on the safest way of doing things,
rather the most productive and thus bad habits can be passed on.
Certain work areas, such as those dealing with chemicals, require personnel to possess a certificate of
competence. However, if born before 1 December 1964, then personnel have grandfather rights and thus
do not require certification. There are a lot of areas where training could usefully be provided, but there isn't
necessarily a certification requirement.
Formal training is linked to safety but it is regarded as expensive. Yet new recruits tend to be better trained
and more competent (in terms of safety) than their peers would be and this trend has been improving over
the past five years. It was also noted that Agricultural colleges have been more attuned to building Health &
Safety into their curricula and there is general evidence of more training taking place. However, take up is
more likely to be by bigger farms, whereas smaller ones won't fund this as it is not perceived to be important
to the business risk.
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Larger farms, including
first aid etc
Smaller farms, selfemployed and casual
labour

7
3

O3 – Procedures - the system that ensures that the method of conducting tasks and/or operations is
explicit and practical.
There is scope for procedures, but even on large farms there are unlikely to be written procedures.
Pesticides should have documented procedures but generally they are not used. Non-routine jobs on large
farms might involve some discussion about how to do the job safely, however no written procedures would
be used. Routine jobs would not involve any discussion. There are no permit to work systems within
agriculture, even for high risk tasks, such as silos. Safety policies are not converted into specific
procedures. There is often no system of work nor method statements, however there should be as
equipment can be difficult to use, and as a means of saving farmers from themselves, especially for the high
risk tasks. However, even if procedures existed, they would be unlikely to be utilised effectively, falling
outside the industry’s modus operandi, and would not be seen by those people who really need them.
Following procedures might also involve (or be perceived to involve) more cost than farmers are prepared to
pay.
The participants felt that front line safety training would be a more effective means of communicating how to
do tasks safely. Implementing procedures was felt to be an ineffective means of bringing improvement, as it
would be unlikely to be taken seriously by farmers. Currently inspectors principally expect procedures for
entry into confined spaces. There would be a need to focus on changing the culture and thinking first before
introducing procedures.
Rating is zero to reflect the non-existence of procedures, weighting is also low as they would be unlikely to
have a great impact anyway.
0

O4 – Planning - the system that designs and structures the work activities of personnel.
Planning is linked to productivity not risk. There is a lot of planning with regard to the next day’s activities
and the tasks that are required to be performed, due to the need to prioritise. Planning is influenced by the
weather conditions and this can be very detailed in order to ensure the greatest productivity. However, the
same level of concern does not extend to safety matters, such that the link between productivity and safety
is not realised. Some farmers won't even plan for safety with regard to pesticide spraying, where there is a
risk to the public. Personnel potentially think about safety in the context of what they are doing, but are
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unlikely to think wider than the immediate context; they will do their best with any particular task, but they will
not make an effort to do it more safely.
This factor, as with recruitment, training and procedures has experienced a small improvement with regard
to safety, however much of this has been driven by changes in industry structure and market pressures,
resulting in a greater requirement to buy in labour rather than rely solely on existing personnel. To contract
work out requires planning, as there is a need to think ahead with regard to future requirements. An
increasing number of people are moving out of mixed farming to selective areas of production, because
employment on a casual basis is much easier. Farmers are struggling to afford full-time employees and
therefore there is a general trend towards casual labour / contractors. In this respect, the safety message is
more likely to be expressed than for full-time employees, due to the basic provisions of contractual
arrangements.

As part of business
activity
In relation to safety /
hazards

9
3

O5 – Incident Management and Feedback - the system of incident management that ensures high
quality information about incidents and near misses is collected, analysed and acted on
appropriately.
98% of non-fatal incidents affecting the self-employed are not reported at all. The employed sector report 25
- 30% of incidents. In general there is a very high level of under-reporting compared with other industries.
Farmers will not keep a record of near misses or accidents. Fatalities will get heard about by other
neighbouring farms, but understanding of the underlying causes will not be shared. Typically the operator
will be blamed and it will be put down as a one off incident. The FOCUS categorisation doesn't allow for
more than two deficiencies to be assigned, which does not assist a level of understanding about underlying
causes. One HSE inspector suggested that it is possible to ascertain underlying causes quite easily through
direct questioning, such as asking farmers to state the six main reasons why the incident occurred.
Under-reporting is believed to be driven by the level of paperwork involved and lack of shared knowledge
regarding the requirement to report. Farmers do not want HSE inspectors to come to the premises and thus
information is not shared. Employees are loyal to employers and thus claims would not be made, however
this is changing as the industry moves from tied cottages to casual labour, where the same loyalty does not
exist. A claims culture that is more prevalent in other industries is entering agriculture, but this is mostly
related to trauma injury not health matters.
0
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O6 – Management and Supervision – the system that ensures human resources are adequately
managed/supervised.
This industry does not have a structured form of management and supervision in the same way that other
industries do. Individuals are delegated tasks and then just required to get on with them. There is some
one-to-one training but not direct supervision as this is not feasible for employers as it is too expensive to
invest in and there are too few personnel to supervise. In addition, it is difficult to increase the level of
supervision anyway, as it is dictated by the nature of the work, with lots of lone working tasks etc. In larger
farms there will be a foreman that will organise the work of the team and delegate tasks. Gangs of casual
workers are supervised all the time whereas experienced workers are unlikely to be supervised to the same
extent.
This factor is not deemed to be critical and thus would obtain a low weighting.

General farming

3

Casual labour and
horticulture

5–6

O7 – Communications - the system that ensures that appropriate information is communicated
clearly to its intended recipients.
Communication is better than it used to be due to the introduction of mobile communications, however,
communication is not formalised, in that employees/ managers only call when there is a problem or issue
and they may only meet up in the morning and in the evening. Large farms are better in that there are some
formal meetings, but this is a small percentage across the industry as a whole. However, safety is not
communicated as part of this process. If the industry could be persuaded to adopt formalised
communications to talk about safety, this could be an effective means of creating a change. Importantly,
there is a mechanism and openness in communication between levels.
7

PageA.16 of A.37

O8 – Safety Culture - product of individual and group values, attitudes, competencies and patterns of
behaviour in relation to safety.
Information about safety is not actively hidden or avoided, but it is not welcomed either. People come up
with lots of ideas, they are adaptable, innovative and multi-skilled and their ideas are not crushed.
Inspectors feel that they may be influenced by the accidents they see and there are employees that attempt
to apply common sense and work safely. Most of the time it is external pressures that force personnel to
take short cuts and thus accidents occur. However, external information regarding safety is ignored.
5

O9 – Equipment Purchasing - the system that ensures that the range of equipment (tools, machinery,
PPE etc) available is appropriate for the job demands and meets user requirements.
The ultimate driver is productivity, and thus specialist equipment is purchased to meet the business
requirements, however specialist safety equipment is not prioritised and the cheapest PPE is purchased.
New equipment is getting better in terms of safety and thus farmers may buy safer equipment inadvertently.
Part of the problem is the complexity of choice, for example, the guidance within HSG53 with regard to
respiratory equipment is complex and not immediately understandable. It may be more effective to provide
prescriptive information regarding equipment types etc. For example, there is a range of dust masks
available but little guidance as to which type is useful for which tasks and this information might facilitate a
better match to the job demands. Contractors are likely to buy safer equipment due to the associated
business risk, they also tend to buy equipment more often.
Evidence that regulations can make a difference in reducing fatalities is clear from the introduction of the
tractor cab regulations that were introduced in 1967 to set up testing requirements and cab standards, in
1970 requiring all new tractors sold for agricultural use to have tested and approved cabs or roll bars fitted
and in 1977 requiring all employers to only allow employees to operate tractors with a safety cab or roll bar
fitted. The impact of these regulations is that the number of tractor overturn fatalities has fallen dramatically
from forty five in 1967 to three in 1998/9.
There is a need to save farmers from themselves through safer design and there are several examples of
very poor design from a safety perspective, for example, a recent combine harvester has been introduced
that is 5.2m high, yet virtually all overhead power lines in the UK are less than 5.2m high and thus a hazard.
Farmers may not consider this risk in their purchasing, thus there is a need to work with manufacturers to
achieve safer designs.

PPE

2

Machinery

6
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O10 – Inspection and Maintenance – the system that ensures equipment and machinery are
maintained in good working order.
There is a clear distinction between capital assets and PPE, as the latter is not maintained. As examples,
chainsaw maintenance is reasonable, but ladders are not replaced until they are completely broken. There
is unlikely to be a system in place to check for potential maintenance needs.
There is some pre-work period maintenance, for example, before a harvest the combine harvester will be
thoroughly checked. Seasonal equipment in general is more likely to be maintained. This form of
maintenance would be performed internally, specialists would only be brought in when machinery is
complex. Certain aspects are ignored, such as brakes on trailers and tractors, this is because they are
being used every day, any deterioration may be gradual and it is believed that they can cope with
inadequate brakes. If a tractor breaks down, a farmer may be able to use another, and thus they are not
essential to productivity as they are quite readily available. Nevertheless, in terms of machinery accidents,
around 10% are brake failures (and other maintenance failings in non-productive elements). The
participants feel that it is essential that a requirement for MOTs for farm vehicles is introduced.
Contractors will have more incentive to keep tractors and equipment maintained, as they are more likely to
be used on a public road. Increased contractorisation will possibly lead to an increase in routine
maintenance of equipment and higher standards. By contrast, for the self-employed, inspection and
maintenance is poor.
PPE, ladders and other
non productive elements
Contractors, lease
machines and the better
farmers
Self-employed

0
7-8
3–4
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O11 – Design - the process of engineering and ergonomic design of the workplace activities,
facilities and equipment to ensure fitness-for-purpose, safety and operability.
There is some PPE which is specifically designed for agriculture, but it is more expensive and there is a
complexity of choice, so the cheapest is generally chosen which may not be suited to the working conditions.
Agricultural work is physically hard and generates high levels of body heat and some PPE may cause some
level of discomfort in order to be safe. A lot of PPE also becomes ineffective after a while but is not
replaced, and thus disposable PPE may actually be better in some instances e.g. when using chemicals to
avoid recontamination.
In relation to machinery, agricultural engineering degree courses do not have lessons on safety regulations
in design. HSE has researched the design of machinery to see what stage safety was considered
throughout the design stages and in the majority of instances, safety was only considered at the end of the
process. There are some specific inherent safety features that could be incorporated, but rarely are, and this
fundamental understanding by designers of what can / should be done is essential before any real
improvement can occur. Machinery is designed to meet a purpose, it is not designed for ease of use. Some
designers of agricultural machinery may not realise that machinery design regulations apply to them. Design
is predominantly influenced by manufacturers rather than in terms of HSE guidance.
Designers of agricultural buildings do not consider requirements for maintenance access etc. In addition
buildings are often adapted later for holding new equipment. CDM may not be applied and hence no design
risk assessments are carried out. For example, a slurry lagoon was built on a new build dairy farm without
any consideration of the potential for a tractor to be at risk of going over.
PPE

3-4

Machinery

5

Buildings

4

O12 – Pay and Conditions - the extent to which earnings, working conditions and other employment
rewards match the demands of the job.
Whilst there is an Agricultural Wages Board that should ensure that wages are adequate, the average farm
worker will not be well paid and thus the wages board is not being effective. The exception is with dairy farm
personnel who are relatively well paid but have to work long hours and many live in tied cottages, therefore
they may have retirement problems.
Rest facilities are poor in that some have access to the farm but are not always nearby, others do not have
rest / welfare facilities on the farm. The farmers believe that if they can cope whilst out in the field, they do
not need the farm facilities. Workers expectations are rising but the conditions aren’t. On the whole,
agriculture probably has pay and conditions around 10 -20% lower than average workers in other industries.
It is generally a life style choice to enter farming, therefore attitudes to pay and conditions will be different to
an average office worker. For example, there is an acceptance of poor weather conditions, and fluctuating
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work patterns to suit crop times. Probably about 50% of workers are around the minimum wage. The
compensation is high job satisfaction, the outdoor life, being their own boss and making decisions. Also long
hours mean a lack of opportunity to spend earnings. However, there is probably not much job satisfaction
for a casual labourer, who may experience very hard repetitive work, long hours, poor facilities and lack of
choice over the job they are required to do. Casual labour is increasingly provided by migrant workers from
Eastern European and Bangladeshi communities.
This factor is not considered to have a high weighting due to the fact that the choices are considered to be
led by a lifestyle package, however there is a move away from the provision of tied cottages to more causal
and contractor led work.
4

Corporate Policy Level Influencing Factors
P1 Contracting Strategy – the extent to which health and safety is considered in contractual
arrangements and the implications.
Contracting occurs slightly less than average compared to other industries, but use of contractors is
increasing. Local people tend to engage local (known) contractors. There may be some consideration of
safety in relation to pesticides but other issues are unlikely to be thought about from a safety point of view
from the farmers’ side, although the contractor may address the issue. Farmers believe that the
responsibility for safety rests with the contractor, yet conversely, contractors think that farmers should have
the responsibility for safety. This results in workers not knowing about safety at all.
There is a tendency to stick with the same contractors every year rather than taking a strategic response to
contracting. Contracting strategy only changes due to financial considerations. Critical production tasks
may affect the choice of contractors based on track record, capability etc. For non-productive areas, for
example building maintenance, poorer quality contractors may be selected on the basis of cost and speed at
getting the job done.
Contracting strategy is not being used as an effective measure for communicating the health and safety
message, responsibilities or requirements. However, the extent to which it could make a difference would
depend on whether contractors are providing a service that feeds the core part of the business, in which
case the responsibility is with the farmer, or whether they are providing a specialist service to carry out
peripheral aspects for the business, in which the safety responsibility is more clouded. The participants felt
that when the safety responsibilities rest with the contractors there would be a greater likelihood that safety
would be managed more effectively. Hence there may be some scope for making a difference through
contracting.
4
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P2 Ownership and Control – the extent to which ownership and control is taken to ensure sustained
safety performance.
Farmers know that legally they should have ownership and control over safety, but there is still a failure to
address it as a priority factor. Owners take reactive measures rather than employ explicit proactive steps to
managing safety; they use common sense and do not want to look into detail at the safety regulations which
apply to them.
Large landowners will discharge health and safety responsibilities to the workers/farmers on the land. It
would be useful to influence these landowners but it is difficult to know who they are. Landowners would set
a climate for safety and have the resource available, however they may not be forcing health and safety onto
their tenant farmers and thus the message may not be cascading down. Landowners do not think of the
letting of their land as a business undertaking, rather simply an income generator.
Far more shareholders are interested in environmental issues than safety ones. Large landowners could do
things to raise the profile of health and safety (as well as environmental / organic issues), but at the moment
they generally do not. However, it is generally the smaller farms where accidents are happening. The only
change over recent years is that there are larger farm businesses that now consider health and safety in
their undertaking.
There are general changes across the industry that could have an impact on the consideration of health and
safety by farm owners. There are four directions that this move could go: large producers focused on getting
the best trade price, environmental led farming, diversification into new areas or a greater focus on
producing quality products. However, whichever direction the move goes in, the smaller farms are not
involved and their businesses may become unviable.
3- 4

P3 Company Culture – culture within an organisation consisting of assumptions about the way work
should be performed; what is and what is not acceptable; what behaviour and actions should be
encouraged and discouraged.
Most employee farms pursue practices that have a minimum detriment to profits, comply with the law but fail
to address specific risks. There is not a great deal of exploitation, but workers are not valued. Farmers have
had no concept of having a public image, however, they are becoming increasingly concerned about how
they are perceived. This factor is not relevant for the self-employed farms as the culture is survival.
5
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P4 Organisational Structure – the extent to which there is appropriate clarity of roles and
responsibilities within and between organisations.
There is no formalised structure, roles are not explicit but are rather implicitly understood. Larger farms may
have more of a structure. Small self-employed farms may have a very clear understanding of roles and
responsibilities but they are not defined and there is very little communication with other self-employed
parties with regard to how to structure responsibilities. However, the lack of formalised structure does not
alter the clarity in understanding, which is considerable. Activities are structured around skills, roles,
experience and expertise but not around responsibilities. The shared goal is to complete the job and make
the farm viable. Negotiation is required with skilled operators to obtain extra input with specific tasks. Skilled
operators are in a good bargaining position and farmers will often consult their employees with regard to
advice on tasks. Accidents to employees have decreased as the skill set has increased and thus they have
more discretion over how things should be done.
In summary, whilst roles are not explicit, there is an informal level of understanding with regard to task
management. However, with regard to safety roles, there is no underpinning concept for managing safety.
For the business as a
whole
In relation to health and
safety issues

7-8
3-4

P5 Safety Management – the management system which encompasses safety policies, the definition
of roles and responsibilities for safety, the implementation of measures to promote safety and the
evaluation of safety performance.
Safety is not thought of in explicit terms, there is no setting of standards, setting a process of achieving
those standards or evaluation. There is a lack of understanding regarding the purpose of having policies in
place. Generic policies are written by NFU contractors in order to meet requirements, rather than being
considered on an individual basis and hence tend not to be applied in practice.
There is a potential challenge in meeting the safety management requirements for the large supermarket
contracts, although it is simply seen as an administrative exercise. Retailers are an important lever for
improving health and safety awareness, as they drive the activities of supplier farms in respect of product
quality and can be quite heavy handed with farmers. If retailers can be influenced with regard to the health
and safety message then this would be an effective driver for change.
Overall, 5% of farms are moderate, 95% poor and a handful excellent.
2
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P6 Labour Relations – the extent to which there is a harmonious relationship between
managers/owners and the workforce. Also the extent to which there is the opportunity for workers
to affiliate with associations active in defending and promoting their welfare, and the extent to which
there is a system in place for negotiation of pay and conditions.
There is a government wages board for agriculture and therefore a collective bargaining structure, however it
has little influence. The wages board has a scale for qualifications which means that ironically college
leavers are entitled to a better wage than older experienced workers. This results in farmers employing
others that are either semi-retired and very skilled or are unqualified and very cheap. Thus employers would
rather not have the wages board.
There is a standard rate of pay expected for skilled workers and they will negotiate on pay. Workers are
increasingly mobile and will change employer to get better pay etc. However, as greater specialisation
occurs, workers are having to move around the country for work. The wages board protects the minimum
wage for non-skilled workers and the scales required for NVQ qualifications.
The NFU is quite active from a health and safety perspective, however, arguably they have a narrow focus,
for example, seeing health in relation to pesticides and bale stacking and safety in relation to children. They
are also restricted in their scope of influence with limited funds.
Overall, employers are not exploitative, but the culture of workers being loyal servants is changing. There
are less tied cottages and a growing claims culture, however, this is not perceived to have a negative impact
on labour relations as there still remains a mutual interest between parties at all levels.
7

P7 Profitability – the extent to which the business is subject to competition over market share and
constrained as to the price that can be charged for the goods/services offered.
Profitability has been in decline for some years. HSE research has shown that about five years ago the
turnover of an average farm was £240,000 with a profit of around £5000. This situation is not expected to
have improved in absolute terms reflecting inflation. The livestock sector has been the most severely hit,
with diversification essential to maintain profitability. The cereal sector is still profitable.
There is a belated realisation that to make money in a global market there is benefit in aiming towards
quality and organic produce. The UK has a bad record of slovenly practices originating from after the war,
where the only restriction on profit was a restriction on output, due to guaranteed prices and so new
technology was funded that was designed to increase the yield. Farms therefore adopted this approach and
they are now finding it difficult to change. To expect the industry to change and maintain profitability in order
to increase safety is a high expectation. Trust is a problem as farmers no longer trust Government and
therefore new policies put forward by Government agents are not bought into.
Arable

5-6
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Livestock

0-2

Environmental Level Influencing Factors
E1 Political Influence – the profile of, and practices within, Government, related to the industry.
While agriculture has a high political profile, especially in the current climate, this is not related specifically to
health and safety in the industry. Farmers tend to perceive Government negatively following the perceived
lack of support throughout and subsequent to the Foot and Mouth crisis and thus considerations such as
health and safety are simply treated as a further area by the industry in which there is no real political
support. The participants feel that there is a pressing need to secure political will in terms of health and
safety in farming and it is perceived that there are forces that may prevent this. DEFRA have access to
Government ministers and are lobbied by a powerful NFU and therefore in the past the weight of NFU and
DEFRA combined has prevented HSE from driving through anything that they might be resistant to. In
addition members of the House of Lords are large landowners so they could act as a ‘buffer’ to stop any
unpopular policies from the HSE being driven through. In general terms, health and safety has not been
driven forward as far as it might and only recently has it started to have a higher profile due to greater
support from the NFU.
The Revitalising Health and Safety targets have secured a little more interest with NFU and DEFRA than
farming in general, but they have yet to achieve a real difference. The issues of relevance to the farming
community are the difficulties in maintaining profits in the face of the huge changes affecting the industry.
DEFRA produced a white paper on the future of farming suggesting that farmers could change to become
more custodians of the land than mainstream producers of food. Four paths are suggested as areas in
which farming may be directed: large producers focused on getting the best trade price, environmental led
farming, diversification into new areas or a greater focus on producing quality products. The changes in
terms of restructuring farming that this would bring could change the face of the industry quite significantly
and with it bring new challenges for health and safety. This change and volatility thus provides a strong
basis for affecting significant political influence.
The Agriculture Sector within HSE is now in a position where it cannot fund all the programmes desired
(including small pilot research), despite being a priority programme, so part of the issue is securing Treasury
funds. One of the best levers for securing this will is to highlight the cost to the country of those who are
unwell and claiming sickness benefits etc as a result of work related causes. The Sector feels that there is a
need for joined up Government focused on delivering tangible outcomes, rather than simply going through
the process of working together. Subsidies should be issued to farmers, not only in relation to environmental
factors, but also with regard to meeting certain health and safety conditions, this could be achieved in
conjunction with DEFRA.
The NFU probably had closer relations with MAFF than it feels it currently has with DEFRA, as it is a bigger
department and not solely focused on agriculture. DEFRA is now forcibly required to take on rural affairs,
which encompasses farming but many other things as well. The areas that are regarded as priorities are
environment and food and least of all rural affairs, so this does not help champion the cause.

PageA.24 of A.37

The key message during the discussion of this influence was the enormous potential for change that could
be achieved if political will were secured. This is yet to happen but the Sector remains hopeful that it will.
Agriculture on Government Agenda

8

Health & Safety in Agriculture on
Government Agenda

0

E2 Regulatory Influence – the framework of regulations, codes and conventions governing the
industry and the actions of the Register.
Two key issues are highlighted in relation to this influence. Firstly how the regulator impacts on employed
workers as opposed to the self employed and secondly the gap between the quality and availability of
guidance produced by the regulator and the uptake and application of this guidance in practice.
It is noted that some interventions over the last 15 years have been successful, such as the introduction of
the tractor cab regulations, resulting in the fatality rate being halved in the employed section of the
workforce. The quality of guidance produced is deemed as being excellent, especially when compared to
other sectors. It is described as being well focussed, user friendly and is available in a diversity of media.
However, the difficult issue is how to secure uptake of such guidance. Where there has been some success
it has tended to be in the larger farms that have some management structure in place, but for the self
employed such interventions are not having the desired impact. It is recognised that more time needs to be
spent on reaching this group of workers. In addition the number of self-employed workers has risen and
therefore this increases the urgency to impact practice in this section of the workforce.
There was a feeling that HSE impact with respect to the self-employed could be improved. It is believed that
the goal setting approach is difficult for the average self-employed farmer and that they would feel more
comfortable under a prescriptive regime of regulation that is both transparent and easy to apply. As well as
being easier for the farmer, it is also suggested that this regime would be easier to inspect. The lessons
learnt from tractor cab regulations demonstrate that prescriptive regulation can and does work. One means
through which HSE has tried to reach the self-employed and small farms across agriculture is the use of
Safety Awareness Days (SADs), which have been found to be very successful. These highlight common
health and safety problems and give practical solutions. Demonstrations are held to farmers as to how to
carry out tasks safely and they are made aware of the potential hazards that could kill or injure them.
With regard to inspection / enforcement a number of issues were raised. It was noted that HSE no longer
recruits dedicated agricultural inspectors and that as a result inspectors are beginning to lack required
specialist expertise. Despite careful induction training for general inspectors, this is perceived to be resulting
in a loss of credibility for HSE with agriculture.
The participants felt that there is a need for consistent sustained action in order to improve health and safety
across agriculture rather than short-term measures with an inexperienced inspectorate. The regulator is
seen as the face of Government by the industry and therefore farmers resist and resent interventions that do
not appear to address their concerns.
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Thus clarity is required to understand the most effective interventions on health and safety for the agricultural
industry. Instead of questions on whether the industry is receptive to regulations, it is important to
understand how the regulator can best effect improvements.
Guidance

9

Regulation

5

Enforcement

4

E3 Market Influence – the commercial and economic context affecting the industry.
This influence is perceived to have changed a great deal in the last four to six years. For livestock farmers
the current climate is considered to have a very poor rating, especially in the light of the BSE and foot and
mouth crises. With regard to the rest of the farming community, this influence is rated as fairly average.
The Common Agricultural Policy (CAP) was originally driven by a strategic need for food security in Europe,
which led to a deliberate increase in domestic food production and reduced dependence on imports. The
key objectives are to increase agricultural productivity to ensure a fair standard of living for the agricultural
community; to stabilise markets and to assure availability of supplies and reasonable prices to consumers.
However, more recently there have been reforms to CAP given concerns that it is not delivering what
farmers, the rural economy or the environment need. DEFRA aims to reduce the overall burden of the CAP,
delivering better value for money to taxpayers and consumers; greater reflection of animal welfare concerns;
a better deal for the environment; and a better deal for farmers. DEFRA is aiming towards transitional
support payments to help farmers to adjust, however, there are general concerns that the CAP may actually
favour large scale commercial farmers rather than smaller self-employed ones.
Livestock farming

2–3

All other farming

5

E4 Societal Influence – aspects of the community and society at large, which bear upon the public
perception of the industry and influence the future potential labour supply.
There is generally thought to be a poor public perception of farming as an industry. It is understood that
farmers do not see themselves as being highly valued by the public especially in the light of food health
scares such as Salmonella and BSE. However the group argued that the start of the decline in public
perception dates from the removal of the hedgerows along with the increase in the use of pesticides and
increases in highly visible cash crops such as oil seed rape. The view was held that BSE / Salmonella only
served to compound the problem. In addition to these issues, there is also the issue of government
subsidies which the British press have highlighted in recent years.
It is noted that despite the public being well informed about the industry and its problems, this does not
translate to public concern for worker’s welfare. It is felt that there is little or no public concern for worker’s
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welfare on farms and that any safety concerns are only related to food hygiene issues rather than workers
personal safety. This view is expected to be reflected in both urban and rural communities alike, especially
as rural communities are increasingly being populated by newcomers from towns and cities. It was
acknowledged by the participants that the Countryside Alliance is receiving a lot of public attention and
support and thus may be an area of potential leverage for health and safety issues to be recognised.
3

Summary of Ratings Discussion
The discussion and rating of factors served to highlight the significant variations in practices that exist across
the industry that thus warrant distinct rating values of their own. It highlights the pitfalls in considering
agriculture as a homogenous industry and highlighted particular variations that have a bearing. These were
as follows:

•

Small self-employed farms compared to large scale businesses employing personnel or casual
labour and / or contracting work out

•

Variations with regard to type of farming, e.g. livestock compared to arable

•

Variations with regard to overall competence/capability or productivity, compared to issues that
relate to safety in particular

•

As above, but with regard to production equipment / machinery and safety features of equipment /
machinery

•

Capabilities of the young compared to the ageing workforce

•

The quality and availability of information etc compared to access and relative uptake

•

Variations between guidance and enforcement

The graphs shown in figures H.1 to H.3 demonstrate the range of rating values assigned.
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Figure H.1 Agriculture Direct Level Ratings
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Figure H.2 Agriculture Organisational Level Ratings
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Figure H.3 Agriculture Policy and Environmental Level Ratings
Given the variations that existed in the assigning of ratings, it is complex to represent graphically the overall
picture, however, there are broad trends and certain factors that were highlighted as being poor, either in
terms of the rating values assigned or in terms of the general qualitative points made. The figure below
displays those factors that were deemed to be of poor quality and thus of general concern with regard to
some aspect of the agricultural industry.
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Figure H.4 Poor Quality Factors and Areas of Concern
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Influence Factor Weightings
Having developed and amplified a group understanding of the influencing factors and their current ratings,
the next stage of the workshop was to consider their relative significance (weightings) in relation to the
influencing factors higher in the network and their impact on safety in agriculture. The process commenced
working from the top (i.e. the most Direct influence level) downwards towards the lowest (i.e. the most
remote) influence level in the network. It is important to recognise that weighting is assessed independently
from the previously assigned ratings, the focus being on influencing factors that may increase or decrease
the risks due to their relative impact as opposed to the underlying quality of the influencing factors. For
example, the market influence has a strong influence on profitability irrespective of whether the market is
in a good or bad state.
For each influencing factor under consideration, an assessment is made of the levels of impact that
influencing factors at the level below have, and weightings are assessed on a simple categorical scale (from
high (H) to low (L) i.e. H, HM, M, ML, L or zero) which is easier for participants to use compared with the 10
point rating scale with three anchor points. At the outset of the workshop all of the weightings are set to a
default value of medium (M) and the weightings are developed from this position. The weightings from one
level of the network to the level above are discussed in the following sections. The main comments from the
groups are drawn together to show where there was consensus on the relative influence of the factors and
which were regarded as most important.
Direct Influences on Safety in Agriculture
Table H.1 shows the influence of the Direct level influencing factors upon general safety in agriculture.

D1 - Competence

D2 - Motivation / Morale

D3 - Team working

D4 - Situational Awareness / Risk
Perception

D5 - Fatigue / Alertness

D6 - Health

D7 – Communications

D8 - Information / Advice

D9 - Compliance

D10 - Availability of Suitable
Human Resources

D11 - Inspection and Maintenance

D12 – Equipment Operability

D13 - Work Environment

D14 - External Conditions

A1 –
FATALS

Active direct level influences

H

L

ML

H

ML

HM

M

H

HM

M

H

ML

L

HM

Table H.1 Direct Influences on Safety in Agriculture

The table highlights those areas which have the strongest weighting values. The factors regarded as
potentially having the greatest influence are as follows:

•

Inspection and Maintenance
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•

Situational Awareness / Risk Perception

•

Competence

•

Information / Advice

Interestingly, competence, inspection and maintenance and information and advice were all rated
poorly with regard to some aspect of the industry, for example, competence is considered to be poor with
regard to safety but not general practice. In contrast, situational awareness was given a rating of 5
reflecting that the risks are known amongst farmers, but their behaviour is not modified accordingly.
These factors were followed closely by:

•

Health

•

Compliance

•

External Conditions

With regard to information and advice having the potential to influence improved standards of safety in
agriculture the group clearly felt that currently this factor was not being used to its maximum potential.
However it is important to state clearly that the quality of information and advice regarding safety issues
was definitely not thought to be the issue in this regard, rather it was the uptake of this information and its
practical application which was preventing the factor achieving its potential impact.
Organisational Influences on the Direct Level
Table H.2 shows the influence of the Organisational level influencing factors upon the Direct level factors.
The table highlights those areas which have the strongest weighting values overall. Discussion on the
weighting of organisational to direct factor influences was varied, although some factors featured more
prominently than others. Both safety culture followed by training were felt to have a universally strong
potential to influence all the factors at the direct level. It was anticipated during the workshop that both these
factors were likely to predominate due to the nature of work organisation in agriculture. There is typically a
high level of sole working and therefore workers need to look after their own safety for the majority of the
time. This is why good standards of training and a positive safety culture are believed to have the
potential to influence all the factors at the direct level.

The next predominant factor is management and supervision which is perceived to have a potentially high
or high medium impact on all those factors at the direct level excluding competence, motivation and
morale, situational awareness and fatigue. However, the practicability of providing management and
supervision in agricultural workplaces needs consideration.
Following these dominant factors
communications and planning are considered to offer the greatest potential for improvement.
Aside from those organisational factors perceived to present opportunities for leverage across the majority of
factors at the direct level, there are other organisational factors which are believed to have the potential to
make improvements, albeit on more specific, localised factors at the direct level. It is especially interesting
to examine which organisational factors have the potential to improve the factors at the direct level which
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have been rated particularly poorly. For example, motivation and morale in the farming community, rated
as being especially low in relation to livestock farming, was expected to be strongly influenced primarily by
pay and conditions and secondly by factors such as equipment purchasing and training, all fostering a
feeling that the workers and the business are being invested in. Fatigue was recognised as a potential
problem with regard to safety and factors anticipated to have beneficial impact upon levels of fatigue
included such things as training workers appropriately in order to make certain tasks less fatiguing, this
might include for example, the best ways to lift livestock for shearing etc. Safety culture was also brought
out in relation to fatigue as it was hypothesised that a culture which discourages the acceptance of fatigue
and encourages the acceptance of stopping work and taking rest periods when tired, might serve to reduce
the contribution that fatigue plays in many current farming accidents. Similarly equipment design is
perceived to have a contribution to levels of fatigue. Improved design in equipment, including adoption of
ergonomic best practice, may help to reduce the levels of fatigue currently associated with the use of some
farm equipment. Examples where this has already been achieved include the design of tractor cabs which
are now heated / air conditioned and enclosed which may help with the fatigue levels associated with the
use of this equipment in extreme conditions.
In a similar way, poor health was also presented as a growing issue in the agricultural population, especially
given an ageing workforce. Those factors at the organisational level anticipated to have most bearing on
improving this factor included appropriate training and management and supervision in order to help
workers recognise the early signs of potential health problems and seek advice before the condition
becomes more serious.
Of particular concern at the direct level were levels of inspection and maintenance and uptake of
information and advice. Both of these were strongly influenced by management and supervision and
safety culture. Adequate planning and training were expected to have great potential to impact on
inspection and maintenance. Recruitment and selection were weighted as having a High Medium
influence on the uptake of information and advice. This was based on the premise that recruits from
agricultural colleges tend to have been exposed to the latest information and advice as part of their course
requirements and therefore as a group they are potentially more up to date, at least in terms of Health and
Safety best practice, than other recruitment sources.
Policy Level Influences on Organisational Level
Table H.3 shows the influence of the Policy level influencing factors upon the Organisational level factors.
The table highlights those areas which have most strong weighting values overall. The two dominant
influences at this level, in terms of having a positive impact on the factors at the level above, are ‘company’
culture and safety management followed by profitability. Organisational structure and labour relations
were estimated as likely to have the least impact. Currently it is estimated that neither factor is being
exploited to its full potential in order to engineer safety improvements and that should this state change, then
great improvements could be anticipated. It is important to recognise that despite initial reservations, it was
recognised that even self-employed farmers have their own culture, standards and ways for managing safety
and the same principle applies to larger conglomerates.
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With regards to the other factors, profitability, as one might expect, has an important bearing on the level
above especially in relation to recruitment and selection, training, planning of work activities and
equipment purchasing.
Environmental Influences on Policy Level
Table H.4 shows the influence of the Environmental level influencing factors upon the Policy level factors.
The table highlights those areas which have strongest weighting values overall. The general consensus
from the workshop was that political and market forces exert the greatest influence on the policy level
factors. It was firmly stated during the workshop that the key catalyst needed to improve safety in agriculture
is the securement of political will. Without this it was felt that attempts to initiate improvements would be
unlikely to succeed as other potential influences are so strong in affecting farming practice.
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D1 - Competence

D2 - Motivation / Morale

D3 - Team working

D4 - Situational Awareness / Risk
Perception

D5 - Fatigue / Alertness

D6 – Health

D7 - Communications

D8 - Information / Advice

D9 - Compliance

D10 - Availability of Suitable Human
Resources

D11 - Inspection and Maintenance

D12 - Equipment Operability

D13 - Work Environment

D14 - External Conditions

O1 - Recruitment and Selection

M

ML

HM

L

HM

HM

M

HM

M

H

ML

ML

L

L

O2 – Training

H

HM

HM

H

H

H

H

H

HM

H

HM

HM

M

H

O3 – Procedures

M

M

M

HM

M

ML

M

HM

HM

M

M

M

M

M

O4 – Planning

ML

M

M

M

HM

M

HM

M

HM

HM

HM

M

HM

M

O5 - Incident Management + Feedback

ML

L

L

M

L

H

HM

M

M

ML

M

ML

L

M

O6 - Management / Supervision

M

M

HM

M

M

H

HM

H

H

HM

H

HM

HM

HM

O7 – Communications

M

HM

H

HM

M

M

H

HM

HM

ML

ML

M

HM

M

O8 - Safety Culture

H

M

H

HM

H

HM

H

H

H

HM

H

HM

H

H

O9 - Equipment Purchasing

ML

HM

ML

M

HM

M

L

M

M

L

ML

H

H

H

O10 - Inspection + Maintenance

M

M

ML

ML

M

0

L

L

HM

L

H

H

H

ML

O11 – Design

ML

HM

ML

ML

H

HM

L

L

HM

L

M

H

H

H

L

H

ML

L

H

L

L

M

ML

H

L

L

L

L

O12 - Pay + Conditions

Table H.2 Weighting of Organisational Influencing Factors onto the Direct Level
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O12 - Pay + Conditions

O11 - Design

O10 - Inspection + Maintenance

O9 - Equipment Purchasing

O8 - Safety Culture

O7 - Communications

O6 - Management / Supervision
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O4 - Planning
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P1 - Contracting Strategy

HM

M

M
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ML

M
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M

HM

HM

HM

L

P2 - Ownership + Control

HM

ML

M

M

ML

M

M

HM

M

HM

ML

M

P3 - Company Culture

M

M

HM

HM

H

H

H

H

H

HM

L

ML

P4 - Organisational Structure

L

ML

M

M

ML

HM

HM

L

ML

ML

L

ML

P5 - Safety Management

HM

H

H

H

H

H

H

H

HM

H

M

ML

P6 - Labour Relations

ML

M

M

M

ML

ML

HM

H

ML

ML

L

M

P7 - Profitability

H

H

M

H

ML

HM

ML

L

H

M

L

H

P1 - Contracting Strategy

P2 - Ownership + Control

P3 - Company Culture

P4 - Organisational
Structure

P5 - Safety Management

P6 - Labour Relations

P7 - Profitability

Table H.3 Weighting of Policy Level Influencing Factors onto the Organisational Level

E1 - Political Influence

0

H

M

0

HM

H

H

E2 - Regulatory Influence

L

HM

M

HM

H

M

L

E3 - Market Influence

H

HM

M

HM

L

HM

H

E4 - Societal Influence

L

ML

M

0

0

L

HM

Table H.4 Weighting of Environmental Level Influencing Factors on the Policy Level

Some particular issues were highlighted with regard to this Sector level workshop. For example, it was clear
that the Sector found benefit in discussing the factors in detail as an explorative means of targeting specific
areas for new improvement measures to be implemented. Whilst the workshop was not specifically targeted
at developing risk controls or evaluating specific measures for their effectiveness (this would require another
workshop in order to be completed comprehensively), the ongoing discussion led to such considerations,
thus highlighting the fact that the approach is an effective means for HSE teams to evaluate their own
practices.
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The agriculture workshop also highlighted the fact that due to the degree of variations in practice across the
industry and thus the range of rating values provided on several factors, any quantitative analysis would
need to be performed with caution as the Influence Network structuring for this study is at such a macro level
and thus any conclusions based on quantitative analysis may disguise the most significant outcomes from
the work, which relate to the level of qualitative understanding that can be achieved.

Summary of Key Issues Highlighted Within the Workshop
The following issues are particularly noticeable with regard to agriculture:

•

Ageing population – 20% of fatalities in agriculture that occurred in the period of 1996/7 to
2000/01 were to the over 65s, compared to 2% across other areas of industry

•

Cattle breed - the change in breed to a more aggressive overprotective one has increased the
risk in cattle handling, but this has not altered farmer behaviour sufficiently and unnecessary risks
are still being taken

•

Competence – skill levels are high across the industry and training courses are focusing
increasingly on safety, new technology is demanding increasing level of intellectual capability,
however, farmers are often not able to buy skilled personnel and thus resort to casual labour

•

Alcohol and drugs - recreational usage is common, whilst not directly attributable to accidents,
this can affect alertness. Drug taking in rural communities is recognised to be increasing although
the impact on worker safety is uncertain

•

Stress – a significant problem across the industry, but related to the overall economic pressures
and not job related

•

Information and advice – the Sector provides a considerable amount of quality information, but
the problem is accessibility for those that actually do the job and overall penetration. The Sector
needs to find a way of encouraging uptake.

•

Risk assessments – a problem for the industry in terms of what is required, would probably
prefer prescriptive approach, although contractors are much better than self-employed

•

Equipment quality, maintenance etc – the extent to which standards are upheld relate to the link
to productivity, whereas safety equipment and maintenance is poor. Farmers will not consider
safety in purchasing, which means that there is need to influence safer design. Specialist
contractors are more likely to manage regular maintenance

•

Training – there is an increased uptake occurring, however, this is partly driven by HSE
enforcement and is more likely to be taken up by larger farms or specialist contractors, due to the
expense for smaller enterprises

•

Procedures – do not generally exist, safety policies are not converted into procedures, but even if
they did exist, they would be unlikely to alter behaviour. Other mediums are needed from the
written form to suit workers in agriculture
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•

Recruitment, training and planning - have all improved slightly with regard to safety, mainly
driven by changes in industry structure and market pressures resulting in greater levels of
contracting rather than relying on existing personnel

•

Claims culture – loyalty levels to employers are changing with the increase in more casual labour
and contracting of work and thus less affiliation with tied cottages, thus resulting in an increase in
confrontation and claims

•

Design – agricultural engineering courses do not address the safety regulations and how they
apply to design. Safety is considered at the end of the design process. Machinery design
regulations are not adhered to. Inherent safety is not provided

•

Corporate changes – Health and safety is becoming a greater focus in large businesses, four
changes to the type of farming are a possibility – focus on best trade price; diversification; quality;
environmental led farming.

•

Retailers – an important lever for improving health and safety awareness as retailers drive the
activities of farming and can be influential in dictating practice. If HSE can influence retailers then
could be effective driver for change.

•

Profitability – in severe decline, turnover and profitability has remained unchanged from five
years ago

•

Political will – there is a need for joined up government in order to secure will to improve health
and safety conditions in farming. Despite being a priority programme, the Sector cannot fund work
due to inadequate HSE resources

•

Fatality rate – over the last 15 years the rate has halved for the employed sector. The numbers of
self-employed fatalities has increased and this is the area that needs to be targeted particularly as
economic pressures are increasingly facing farmers to work alone. The goal setting approach is
perceived not to be working for the self-employed

•

Inspection/enforcement – HSE no longer recruits specialist agricultural inspectors, potentially
resulting in loss of credibility and effectiveness in an industry where shared expertise has a
significant sway

•

Workshop benefits – whilst the workshop was not specifically focused on identifying risk controls
and evaluating alternative strategies, it was clear that the Sector found the process useful as an
explorative means of targeting specific areas for improvement
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INFLUENCES ON SAFE FARMING PRACTICES
SELF-EMPLOYED (OWNER/OCCUPIER FARMERS)
INFLUENCE NETWORK WORKSHOP

BRIEFING DOCUMENT

1.

AIMS OF BRIEFING DOCUMENT
The aim of this briefing document is to provide you with enough background material to prepare
for the Influence Network workshop on safe/unsafe farming practices to be held at the NFU
offices in Exeter on Wednesday 28 January 2004, starting at 11am.
This short document outlines:

•

The background and aims of our project

•

The aims and approach of the workshop

•

The process to be adopted during the workshop.

2.

PROJECT OVERVIEW

2.1

BACKGROUND
In June 2000 the Health and Safety Commission and the Health and Safety Executive (HSC/E)
launched the Revitalising Health and Safety Strategy Statement (RHS), which outlined a series
of targets to improve industrial health and safety performance over the next ten years. The
HSC/E have taken action that includes identifying eight priority programmes where significant
improvements in health and safety are needed. Due to the high rate of fatal and major injury
accidents, and rate of ill health in the industry, agriculture has been targeted as one of the eight
priority programmes by HSC/E.
Agriculture has the highest fatal accident rate of all industry sectors. In 2002/03 the rate stands
at 9.5 fatal injuries per 100,000 workers, which shows an increase compared with a rate of 9.2

Page B.2 of B.24

fatal injuries in 2001/02 (HSC, 2003). The group most at risk is the self-employed, who have a
higher fatal injury rate than employees. However, as with all areas of industry, small businesses
are particularly difficult for HSE to reach and help efficiently and effectively through its normal
contact methods such as intervention with intermediaries. Furthermore, across agriculture the
rate of major injury and over 3-day injury accidents is increasing and the rate of ill health
amongst agricultural workers is significantly higher than the average for all industries (HSC,
2003).

2.2

OBJECTIVES AND AIMS
The HSE have commissioned BOMEL to meet with distinct groups in agriculture (the selfemployed and employers/employees) and explore the source and strength of the influences on
safe and unsafe practices which they perceive and/or experience. The overall aim of the
workshop, which will use an Influence Network to help structure the discussion, is to provide the
HSE with a better understanding of these influences, enabling it to provide farmers with the most
useful/appropriate health and safety support.
The workshop session therefore provides participants with an opportunity to convey
confidentially the issues they believe affect safe/unsafe farming practices and also suggest ways
they feel the HSE could help.

3.

INFLUENCE NETWORK WORKSHOP

3.1

PURPOSE AND AIMS
The workshop provides an opportunity to examine the range of influences on safe and unsafe
behaviour in agriculture and to consider the potential effectiveness of a variety of risk control
measures. In particular, the key objectives of the workshop are to:

•

Identify the factors that influence safe / unsafe farming practices.

•

Rate and weight these factors in terms of current practice and their influences on other
factors.

•

Identify possible safety improvement measures.
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3.2

THE INFLUENCE NETWORK APPROACH
Most accidents are caused by a complex combination of events; they do not happen in isolation,
but occur as a result of a wide range of contributory factors. The Influence Network facilitates a
structured discussion about a whole range of possible factors that may or may not be
contributing to a particular event (desirable or undesirable). This approach has been thoroughly
used with previous studies to examine a number of health and safety issues including falls from
height (pan-industry, including agriculture), hand-arm vibration syndrome, goods delivery,
construction plant and safety at roadworks.
The figure below illustrates the typical structure of an Influence Network, and the various levels
of influence. This diagram has been partly customised to reflect the particular issues and
influences associated with health and safety in agriculture. However, within the workshop
session this diagram will be further customised to reflect your experience and judgement about
critical influences.

SAFE FARMING PRACTICES
DIRECT LEVEL
MOTIVATION /
MORALE

COMPETENCE
D1
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D3
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RESOURCES
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AWARENESS / RISK
PERCEPTION

INSPECTION &
MAINTENANCE

EQUIPMENT
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ALERTNESS

HEALTH

D5

WORK
ENVIRONMENT
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INFORMATION /
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ORGANISATIONAL LEVEL
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O7
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O3
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O8
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MANAGEMENT &
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O9

O10

MANAGEMENT /
SUPERVISION
O6

PAY AND
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DESIGN
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POLICY LEVEL
OWNERSHIP &
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P2

P3
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Figure 1 Influence Network for safe farming practices
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Within the figure there are four levels of influencing factors:
Direct Level, which refers to the immediate workplace factors that have a direct bearing on the
human and technical conditions which may lead to safe or unsafe acts and/or technical failures,
that may be responsible for an agricultural accident.
Organisational Level, which refers to the underlying organisational factors that influence the
human and technical conditions of the agricultural working environment and therefore affect the
occurrence of human/technical failures.
Policy Level, which comprises the factors that shape the way work is organised.
Environmental Level, which refers to the regulatory and wider external influences that impact
on the agriculture industry and farming businesses as a whole.

3.3

PROCESS AND AGENDA
The following section outlines the proposed agenda for the workshop session alongside the
step-by-step process used to explore the source and strength of influences on safe / unsafe
farming practices.
10.30-11.00: Arrive and coffee/biscuits
11.00-11.30: Background to workshop and overview of process
11.30-12.00: STEP 1 – Burning issues
The Influence Network diagram (see Figure 1) will be introduced to the workshop group. The
first opportunity will be for you to consider what the main factors are that have an affect on safe
and/or unsafe farming practices. In order to focus the session, it may also be useful for the
group to decide whether all of the network levels are relevant for small farms. This opening
discussion will provide the ideal opportunity for the group to highlight the main factors they
believe critically affect farming practices. This will usefully inform the rest of the workshop
session.
12.00-1.30: STEP 2 – Defining and rating factors
The factors at each level of the network are defined at the end of this document. The group will
be invited to discuss these factors in more detail, e.g. What is this factor like in agriculture?; Is it
relevant?; How does it affect safety? etc.. The discussion will pri marily focus on the Direct level
factors and, if time permits, will also cover the factors deemed ‘critical’ at the other levels. To
help this process, participants will also be asked to ‘rate’ each factor to provide an indication of
whether they feel current practice regarding this factor is good or shows room for improvement.
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1.30-1.45: Gather lunch and refreshment ready for the next step
1.45-2.45: STEP 3 - Weightings
In this step, the weight (or significance) of the influence that each factor exerts on the factors
above it will be assessed. For example, attendees may feel ‘fatigue/alertness’ is a key factor
affecting safety, which they may feel is heavily influenced by ‘pay & conditions’, but not
influenced at all by ‘recruitment’. This process will help unravel which factors consistently exert
a strong influence over factors that may be detrimental to safety. This will help in identifying
potential areas for targeting improvements.
2.45-3.15: STEP 4 – Risk controls
To conclude the session and build upon the safety improvement measures discussed throughout
the workshop, you will be invited to suggest practical improvement measures you would like to
see and also to think about any further ways the HSE could provide additional health and safety
support.

4.

USEFUL PREPARATION
Prior to the workshop it would be useful if you could familiarise yourself with the Influence
Network and think about the pertinent issues across the agriculture industry, especially the kind
of influences that may have a bearing on health and safety. If you feel that the influences
identified do not completely reflect all relevant factors, then this can also be addressed within the
session.
No other preparation is required, and everything else will be explained on the day.
We very much look forward to seeing you there.
If you would like any further information or have any questions prior to the workshop, please
contact Natasha Perry at BOMEL on Tel: 01628 777707, Fax: 01628 777877, Mobile: 07763
820041 or Email: natashaperry@bomelconsult.com.
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INFLUENCE NETWORK FACTOR DEFINITIONS
The following section outlines the generic definitions given to each of the factors at the Direct,
Organisational, Policy and Environmental levels of the Influence Network. Below each factor definition a
scale is given which describes three possible states of industry practice in relation to that factor
(particularly useful for Step 2). In general the terms might apply to any work activity/industry. The question
is: which apply in your area of agriculture and how good is current practice?

Direct Level Influences
This refers to the immediate workplace factors that have a direct bearing on the human and technical
conditions which may lead to safe or unsafe acts and/or technical failures, that may trigger an agricultural
accident.
D1 - Competence
The skills, knowledge and abilities required to perform particular tasks safely.
Worst
practice

Farm workers cannot perform a task without direct instruction and supervision. They have
little or no knowledge of equipment functioning. They have little or no understanding of their
job role or responsibilities.

Moderate

Farm workers can perform routine tasks with speed and efficiency, but need assistance with
complicated or novel situations. They are able to utilise equipment only in normal operations.
They have a basic understanding of their role and responsibilities.

Best
practice

Farm workers can perform complicated tasks with speed and efficiency and can problemsolve efficiently in novel situations. They are considered experts, able to deal with a range of
conditions. They are completely familiar with their role and responsibilities as well as those of
any junior workers.

D2 - Motivation / Morale
Farm workers’ incentive to work towards the business, employer, personal and common goals.
Worst
practice

Farm workers express negative and pessimistic views about their jobs and conditions;
withhold effort and withdraw their labour by sickness, absenteeism and lateness. Their jobs
hold little interest for them due to lack of opportunity for them to use their skills and little
discretion over how to perform their job.

Moderate

Farm workers are mostly neutral about their jobs and conditions; respond to job demands but
tend to problem-solve reactively. They perform their duties with care and attention most of
the time because they have some control over the work. They are motivated to look at safety
issues if they can be presented as important enough.

Page B.7 of B.24

D2 - Motivation / Morale
Best
practi ce

Farm workers will be positive and optimistic about their j obs and conditions and are proacti ve
in rel ation to safety. They are committed to hi gh quality work and acci dent preventi on. They
derive immense j ob satisfaction because their job provides variety and autonomy.

D3 - Teamworking
The extent to which individuals in teams work as cohesive units and look out for each other's
health and safety interests
Worst
practice

People work on individual fronts and rarely interact to talk about safety. There is negative
peer pressure (with respect to safety), in that people are expected to take risks.

Moderate

There is casual grouping of farm personnel in teams, where people accommodate each other
and are aware of each other's needs, including looking out for each other’s health and safety.

Best
practice

There is positive interaction within clear teams, with people complementing one another's
skills and looking out for safety. Positive peer pressure and advice regarding health and
safety is welcomed.

D4 - Situational Awareness / Risk Perception
The extent to which farm workers are aware of the hazards and risks presented in the workplace.
Worst
practice

Farm workers are merely aware of elements in the immediate environment and simply react
to situations. There is a lack of awareness of hazards and disregard of the risks.

Moderate

Farm workers comprehend the immediate situation but do not attend to aspects associated
with other activities and to potential future risks. Acknowledgement of hazards and risks but
little effort towards behaviour modification.

Best
practice

Farm workers not only comprehend the immediate situation but account for wider influences.
Clear recognition of hazards and risks with appropriate behaviour modification to
compensate.
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D5 - Fatigue / Alertness
The degree to which performance is degraded through sleep deprivation, or excessive / insufficient
mental or physical activity, or drugs / alcohol
Worst
practice

People are tired or drowsy leading to poor judgements and unnecessary risks.

Moderate

People are generally alert and vigilant. Capacity for work is normal, although certain
situations (such as prolonged periods of inactivity/excessive activity) may temporarily affect
capacity for work and thus increase risks.

Best
practice

People are exceptionally alert, vigilant and attentive. People are refreshed by rest and ready
for work, sufficiently stimulated by demand. Capacity for work is at its peak enabling good
decisions to be made in order to minimise risks.

D6 - Health
The physical well being of the workforce.
Worst
practice

There are relatively high levels of poor physical health, e.g. musculoskeletal. Physical fitness
levels are poor, in part due to the existence of an ageing workforce unable to match the
physical demands of the job.

Moderate Health is generally good but some workers have poor health, which may affect the capacity for
work. Fitness levels meet some of the requirements of the job, however some of the physical
demands may be extreme for the average workforce.
Best
practice

Health is excellent and capacity for work is at its peak. Physical fitness is optimum with a good
match to the physical demands of the job.

D7 - Communications
The extent to which the frequency and clarity of communications between workers are appropriate
to enable tasks to be performed safely.
Worst
practice

Communication is unclear, unreliable, too frequent or infrequent and disregards literacy /
language issues.

Moderate Communication is reasonably clear, timely and appropriate, but deteriorates occasionally.
Best
practice

Communication is always clear, reliable, timely and appropriate to literacy / language needs.
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D8 - Information / Advice
The extent to which people can access safety information that is accurate, timely, relevant and
usable.
Worst
practice

Information is either too frequent or infrequent, unobtainable, irrelevant, incomplete of diffi cult
to interpret.

Moderate Information is obtainable and relevant, but at times untimely or inconsistent.
Best
practice

Information is accessible, understandable, relevant, complete and timely.

D9 - Compliance
The extent to which people comply with instructions, procedures, rules, or regulations.
Worst
practice

Instructions, procedures, rules and regulations and are frequently violated, either partially or
not followed at all.

Moderate Instructions, procedures, rules and regulations are generally followed but often without
consideration of their appropriateness to the context.
Best
practice

Instructions, procedures, rules and regulations are complied with and due consideration to the
appropriateness of circumstances and context is given.

D10 – Suitable Human Resources
The relationship of supply to need for suitable human resources. Relates to the appropriate mix
and number of farm workers in terms of experience, knowledge and qualifications.
Worst
practice

There is a lack of farm workers available (with the necessary experience and knowledge
required). As a result, others may be stressed, and / or experience excessive workload.

Moderate Farm workers (with knowledge and experience) are available most of the time but occasionally
people are overstretched.
Best
practice

There is a stable and regular supply of farm workers (that possess the appropriate experience
and knowledge required).
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D11 - Inspection & Maintenance
The extent and frequency with which equipment (machinery and tools) is inspected and
maintained.
Worst
practice

Equipment is never, or rarely, inspected, serviced or maintained.

Moderate Equipment is regularly inspected, serviced and maintained, but on occasion this is poorly
performed.
Best
practice

Equipment is consistently inspected / maintained to a high standard as directed by the
manufacturer.

D12 – Equipment Operability
The extent to which systems and equipment (machinery and tools) are available, conform to best
practice and meet the usability needs of the user.
Worst
practice

Equipment and materials where available, are of poor quality/grade, shoddily constructed and
/ or difficult to use.

Moderate

There is restricted availability of equipment and the overall quality may not be consistent with
the required duty. The equipment is not ideally suited to the usability needs of the end user.

Best
practice

Good quality equipment and materials are readily available appropriate to the tasks in hand;
manufacture is to a high standard, consistent and is continuously being improved. The
equipment is reliable and performs consistently. The equipment has been designed with the
end user in mind and is well suited to users’ needs and matched to the jobs demands.

D13 - Work Environment (e.g. in cab, in buildings etc.)
The level of noise, temperature, congestion, light and vibration existing in the place of work.
Worst
practice

Noise levels are damaging, temperature extreme, workplace congested, housekeeping
inadequate, lighting levels extreme.

Moderate

Occasionally and transiently one of these factors is extreme.

Best
practice

All of these factors are regularly at an optimum level, with infrequent and minor deviations
from this level.
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D14 - External Conditions
The extent to which external conditions, such as weather, affect workplace activity.
Worst
practice

Frequent influence on farm work activity of poor weather / environmental conditions, (e.g.
night time, strong winds, fog, poor visibility, heavy rain and muddy conditions) or interference
from external activity (e.g. public proximity, distraction).

Moderate

Farm work is affected by adverse weather, distractions etc, either occasionally or with limited
severity (e.g. dull conditions, intermittent rain etc.).

Best
practice

Farm work is immune from external influences such as weather, distraction etc.

D15 – Stress
Pressures or stress from work or external sources, which affect farming practices.
Worst
practice

As a result of excessive pressure or stress caused by work or external sources, farm workers
feel rushed, tired, aggravated and distracted whilst carrying out daily duties. It may be that
some farm workers also feel they have no control over their work activities and thus have no
means by which to improve their own situation, further contributing to the perceived feelings
of ‘stress’.

Moderate

As a result of occasional feelings of stress caused by work or external sources, farm workers
sometimes find themselves carrying out daily duties whilst tired and distracted. Farm workers
feel they have some control over activities and can therefore help reduce these stressful
feelings.

Best
practice

Farm workers do not regularly experience feelings of stress either from work or external
sources and also feel that they have full control over their livelihoods and direct working
activities.
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D16 - Safety Equipment
The extent to which SAFETY equipment / PPE is available, conforms to best practice, meets the
usability needs of the farm worker and is inspected and maintained. This includes features such
as protective clothing, machinery guards, safety signs, warning devices and visibility aids.
Worst
practice

Safety equipment / PPE is either absent, of poor quality or impractical and is never or rarely
inspected, serviced or maintained.

Moderate

Safety equipment / PPE is usually available and is 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.

Best
practice

Safety equipment / PPE is always available and is 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.
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Organisational Level Influences
Refers to the underlying organisational factors that influence the human and technical conditions of the
agricultural working environment and therefore shape the occurrence of human/technical failures.
O1 – Recruitment
The system that recruits farm personnel that are suited to the job demands.
Worst
practice

There are no clear selection criteria for acquiring new farm workers: recruitment is informal
and discriminatory, often from within the network of family and friends. Selection is subjective
and casual. There are no defined competencies to inform the selection process.

Moderate

Selection criteria do not conform to best practice and are likely to be subjective, albeit formal.
Candidates are unlikely to be selected on the basis of their match to the job demands. There
are broad competencies to inform the selection process.

Best
practice

Selection criteria guidelines are clear and up to date. Best practice is conformed to such that
candidates are selected objectively and thus on the basis of their ability to perform the job.
Job specific competencies are fully representative of all of the demands placed on farm
personnel.

O2 - Training
The system that ensures the skills of the workforce are matched to their job demands.
Worst
practice

There is no budget, system or procedure for identifying farm personnel's training needs or
assuring competence: e.g. no appraisal system. There is no investment in the workforce.

Moderate

There is a system of training farm personnel that is based on minimum legal requirements,
but does not target individual needs. There is minimum investment in the workforce.

Best
practice

There is a system of identifying individual's training needs and resources are made available
to ensure that the competence of the workforce is continually assured. There is considerable
investment in the workforce.
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O3 - Procedures
The system that ensures that the method of conducting tasks and/or operations is explicit and
practical.
Worst
practice

There are no procedures in place to guide or inform farm personnel on how to perform the
necessary tasks safely. Any procedures that are in existence do not represent actual tasks or
are so poorly presented / inaccessible as to render them ineffective.

Moderate

There are procedures in existence for performing tasks safely, but they are of inconsistent
quality: e.g. they may be well presented but out of date.

Best
practice

Procedures for performing tasks safely are systematically updated involving farm personnel
whose responsibility it is to perform the tasks. They are well presented, and organised and
are effective in guiding operations.

O4 - Planning
The system that designs and structures the work activities of farm personnel.
Worst
practice

Planning is reactive and schedule driven with no regard to safe working methods. Risk
assessments are not undertaken as part of work planning or have not been undertaken
adequately.

Moderate

Basic planning exists which takes into account some safety considerations, but with little
regard for how different activities may be affected. Risk assessments are only undertaken
sporadically and limited to tasks with obvious hazards.

Best
practice

Planning is proactive and interactive for different work activities with sufficient consideration
for safe working methods. Risk assessments are an integral part of planning and are
performed to a high standard.

O5 - Incident Management & Feedback
The system of incident management that ensures high quality information about incidents and near
misses is collected, analysed and acted on appropriately.
Worst
practice

There are no procedures for recording information about incidents or near misses that can be
used to prevent further occurrences.

Moderate

Basic information regarding incidents is collected, but the recording may be inconsistent or
inaccurate. Near miss data is not given high priority.

Best
practice

Information on incidents is recorded and collated in a clear and comprehensible manner; it
reaches its intended recipients without having suffered degradation. Incident recording
systems are bias free, and enable steps to rectify and prevent further incidents from
occurring. Near miss data is actively used in decision-making and feedback.
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O6 - Management / Supervision
The system that ensures work is adequately managed / supervised.
Worst
practice

There is minimal management and supervision such that human and hardware resources are
often used inappropriately which increases risk.

Moderate

There are effective management procedures and supervision of personnel is helpful and
appropriate but seldom proactive in controlling potential risks.

Best
practice

Management and supervision is proactive in controlling risks and ensures that resources
(human and hardware) are used appropriately.

O7 - Communications
The system that ensures that appropriate information is communicated clearly to its intended
recipients.
Worst
practice

There are no systems or procedures for communications within the workplace and with third
parties. Information is suppressed and/or unreliable, such that people may not be informed
and/or may be misinformed.

Moderate

There are systems in place for gathering and communicating information, but people who
need to communicate/receive the information may not always be available or may not always
communicate, thus some individuals may be uninformed.

Best
practice

There is a system and structure in place that ensures communication is effectively received
and understood as and when it is required, to and by those who need it.

O8 - Safety Culture
Product of individual and group values, attitudes, competencies and patterns of behaviour in
relation to safety.
Worst
practice

Safety has little or no priority. Information is hidden, messengers are blamed, responsibility is
avoided, dissemination is discouraged, failure is covered up and new ideas are crushed.

Moderate

Safety has a priority to the extent it maintains image. The sharing of information on safety is
not encouraged and often ignored, messengers are tolerated, responsibility is
compartmentalised, dissemination is inconsistent and not encouraged, failure leads to local
remediation, new ideas present problems.

Best
practice

Safety has a high priority and is openly addressed. Information is actively sought,
messengers are praised, responsibility is shared, dissemination is rewarded, failure leads to
enquiries without blame and/or reforms and new ideas are welcomed.
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O9 - Equipment Purchasing
The system that ensures that the range of equipment (tools, machinery, PPE etc) available is
appropriate for the job demands and meets user requirements.
Worst
practice

There is no budget or procedure for acquiring and specifying new equipment. Money that is
available facilitates the purchase of the cheapest available that may not suit the user's
requirements or provide for greatest safety.

Moderate

A willingness to purchase new equipment exists but equipment may be selected to have
diverse functionality, but it does not necessarily meet specific user or task requirements.

Best
practice

The purchasing policy results in equipment purchases of high specification with appropriate
levels of functionality that meet users’ current requirements, and pre-empt, to some extent,
future requirements.

O10 - Inspection & Maintenance
The system that ensures equipment and machinery are maintained in good working order.
Worst
practice

There is no system to ensure the inspection and maintenance of equipment and materials.
The operational life of equipment is frequently exceeded. Any repairs are aimed at
maintaining working progress but not at preventing further equipment degradation or at
maintaining safety features.

Moderate

Maintenance and inspection conform to minimum requirements in terms of safety, but
equipment is maintained past its operational life to avoid new purchases. Occasionally safety
features are compromised.

Best
practice

Systems of maintenance and inspection surpass minimum requirements in terms of safety.
Equipment is maintained up to its operational life, and then is updated or replaced.
Procedures cover long-term planning and contingency management.
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O11 - Design
The design of the workplace activities, facilities and equipment (machinery and tools) to ensure
fitness-for-purpose, safety and operability.
Worst
practice

There has been either very little or no consideration of how workplace facilities or equipment
are designed for the agriculture industry. Facilities may be difficult to maintain and
equipment difficult to operate which increases the risk of accidents.

Moderate

Some attempts are made to address the issue of how equipment and facilities are designed
for use in the agriculture industry. The more obvious hazards are dealt with at the design
stage but this is limited by the lack of experience which designers have regarding practices.

Best
practice

Designers have sufficient knowledge of the agriculture industry which allows them to design
equipment / facilities for safe use. This involves consultation with end users and
coordination between designers where appropriate.

O12 - Pay & Conditions
The extent to which earnings, working conditions and other employment rewards match the
demands of the job.
Worst
practice

Lower than average rates of pay or piece work payment, long working hours, no rest/welfare
facilities.

Moderate

Average pay rates, bonuses linked to productivity, reasonable working hours, some
rest/welfare facilities.

Best
practice

Above average pay rates, bonuses linked to safety performance as well as productivity, and
accessible rest/welfare facilities maintained to a high standard.

Page B.18 of B.24

Policy Level Influences
Comprises the range of factors that shape the way work is organised.
P1 – Contracting Arrangements
The extent to which health and safety is considered in contractual arrangements when contracting
in agricultural services or being contracted to supply products and the associated implications.
Worst
practice

Formal contracts either do not exist or have no requirements relating to safety. The
overarching strategy is for minimum cost and avoidance of liability. Agricultural contracting is
fragmented without clear lines of responsibility and accountability for safety. Those carrying
out the work are unclear of their responsibilities.

Moderate Contracts address safety requirements in general terms, but this is secondary to cost. Whilst
no attempt is made to 'offload' responsibility for safety, it is not clear what the safety
responsibilities of different parties are.
Best
practice

There is a strong emphasis on safety in the contract chain. Safety is a primary consideration
in contractor evaluation and contract award. Safety requirements are identified for all parties
involved in a job. The contractual arrangements are such that the responsibility for safety of
each party is appropriate to their role. The communication of responsibility is clear.

P2 - Ownership & Control
The extent to which ownership and control is taken to ensure sustained safety performance.
Worst
practice

Farm owners/managers are disinterested in taking responsibility for safety, either within their
own business or in working with clients or contractors.

Moderate

Farm owners/managers delegate responsibility for safety, but take little direct interest and do
not always provide the resources needed to tackle safety issues. Safety guidance and
regulations are followed, but there is little or no proactive activity.

Best
practice

Farm owners/managers have clear roles and responsibilities regarding the control of safety.
Safety responsibilities are embraced and industry initiatives are welcomed. Targets and
initiatives are set to address safety and everyone is expected to adopt these. A commitment
to safety is visible and transparent.
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P3 – Company / Industry Culture
Culture within a farm organisation and/or the agriculture industry consisting of assumptions about
the way work should be performed; what is and what is not acceptable; what behaviour and actions
should be encouraged and discouraged.
Worst
practice

The style of behaviour that is accepted is aggressive or defensive. Management and/or
industry style is either laissez-faire or autocratic. Short-term profit policies prevail even to the
extent of transgressing the law and ignoring the risks. Safety has little or no priority.

Moderate

Practices are pursued that have a minimum detriment to profits, comply with the law and seek
to maintain a clean public image, but fail to address specific risks.

Best
practice

Decision-making is by consultation and management style is inclusive. Investment is seen as
key to securing long-term goals. There is a strong emphasis on the value of farm workers,
mutual respect and concerns for safety, with commensurate standards for behaviour and
continuing goals for improvement. Safety is a high priority which includes an active
programme to control risks in the workplace and/or the wider agricultural industry.

P4 – Organisational Structure
The extent to which there is appropriate definition of roles and responsibilities within and between
farming organisations.
Worst
practice

Roles and responsibilities are not clearly defined, with no regard for communication issues or
cooperation. Relationships are confrontational and competitive.

Moderate There is some definition of roles and responsibilities but there may be gaps particularly in
respect of cooperation and communication issues.
Best
practice

Roles and responsibilities are clearly defined, with explicit consideration of cooperation and
communication issues. Relationships are open and constructive encouraging continuous
improvement.
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P5 - Safety Management
The management system which encompasses safety policies, the definition of roles and
responsibilities for safety, the implementation of measures to promote safety and the evaluation of
safety performance.
Worst
practice

Safety policies either do not exist or do not have explicit objectives as to the manner in which
farm operations should be conducted. There are no clearly written roles and responsibilities in
relation to safety. Safety management either does not exist or fails to implement measures
such as risk assessments etc. There is no monitoring/evaluation of safety performance.

Moderate There are broad policies and procedures regarding safe working practices, but most
responsibility is delegated to workers. Safety measures are implemented at a basic level. The
main aim of safety management is compliance with guidance and regulations. Safety is not
actively managed and review is infrequent.
Best
practice

Clear policies exist with explicit objectives regarding the manner in which operations are to be
conducted. There are clearly defined roles and responsibilities for safety. Safety management
is evident in all aspects of work by workers and management at all levels. Safety
management is comprehensive, audited and reviewed for continuous improvement on an
ongoing basis. Not only is compliance with guidance/regulations sought, but a positive effort is
made to go beyond the minimum requirements.

P6 – Labour / Union Relations
The extent to which there is a harmonious relationship between farm managers/owners and their
workforce. Also the extent to which there is the opportunity for farm workers to affiliate with
associations active in defending and promoting their welfare (e.g the NFU), and the extent to which
there is a system in place for negotiation of pay and conditions.
Worst
practice

Farm management/owners rarely consult the workforce. There is no collective bargaining
structure (e.g. union affiliation is not permitted). There is exploitation of the workforce by the
employer with little or no provision for welfare or health & safety.

Moderate

A system is in place for negotiation of pay and conditions and allows consultation on safety.
However, it receives minimal commitment from the employer, and is regarded sceptically by
the workers. Farm employees are able to associate with a restricted range of representation
bodies.

Best
practice

There is full consultation of the workers on all matters, including safety. Choice of union or
other association is open, and negotiation on pay and conditions is regular, productive, and
fair.
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P7 - Profitability
The extent to which farms are subject to competition over market share and constrained as to the
price that can be charged for the goods/services offered.
Worst
practice

Falling or poor market share in addition to falling demand for goods/services. The
increasing cost of operations is set against the decreasing rates or prices chargeable,
forcing unnecessary expenditure to be reduced and corners to be cut.

Moderate

Market share is good with reasonable and stable returns for the goods/services provided.

Best
practice

Substantial profits achievable given demand and price paid for goods/services. Sustained
profits enabling investment.
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Environmental Level Influences
Refers to the regulatory and wider external influences that shape the agriculture industry and farming
businesses as a whole.
E1 - Political Influence
The profile of, and practices within, Government, related to the agriculture industry.
Worst
practice

Damaging political interventions and/or detachment from or lack of interest in important
issues within the agriculture industry. Fiscal policies undermining prosperity of the industry.
No active measures to influence safety.

Moderate

Stable political environment. Agriculture industry regarded as moderately important. Desire
to avoid political profile. Political attention limited to 'public interest'. Passive stance on
safety.

Best
practice

Elevated profile for the agriculture industry. High-level political involvement and resulting
empowerment of the health and safety regulator. Fiscal policies support prosperity of the
industry and emphasise safety.

E2 - Regulatory Influence
The framework of regulations and guidance governing the agriculture industry and the profile and
actions of the Regulator.
Worst
practice

Regulations and guidance are not subscribed to, implemented or enforced and they do not
impinge on the day-to-day practices for many stakeholders. The inspectorate is underresourced and thus unable to influence performance.

Moderate

Regulations and guidance on safety are reactive. Compliance is checked but the regulator is
under-resourced or unwilling to take effective action, thus rules are inconsistently subscribed
to, implemented or enforced.

Best
practice

Regulations and guidance on safety is effective and focuses industry attention with a strong
and proactive Inspectorate encouraging improvements and strong enforcement deterring
transgressions. Regulatory policy is pro-active and pre-empts potential problem areas.
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E3 - Market Influence
The commercial and economic context affecting the agriculture industry.
Worst
practice

A volatile commercial environment with an overload of demand, or so little work that margins
are squeezed, such that corners are cut with respect to safety. Greater willingness to take on
high risk at low cost. A highly competitive market with very low/reducing margins and price
uncertainty/volatility. Poor and inconsistent returns resulting in lack of investment.

Moderate

Inconsistent returns. There is inadequate time or financial margins for renewed investment. A
competitive market with variable but adequate margins over the long term. Investment
orientated towards efficiency/productivity rather than safety.

Best
practice

A stable commercial environment with a balance of demand/supply and return to enable
investment in safety to be made.

E4 - Societal Influence
Aspects of the community and society at large, which bear upon the public perception of the
agriculture industry.
Worst
practice

There is poor or no public perception of the agriculture industry, resulting in limited concern
for the welfare of workers and no societal support. Agriculture industry held in low esteem
and unattractive as a career.

Moderate

Some sectors of the population with knowledge and/or experience of the industry. Vocal
concern amongst the public about the safety of the workers. Agriculture industry held in
moderate esteem with reasonable career prospects.

Best
practice

General population is well informed about the agriculture industry and its problems. The
industry is highly valued and there is a respect for the skills involved. There is active societal
concern for workers' welfare. Agriculture industry held in high esteem and seen as an
attractive occupation.
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APPENDIX C
WORKSHOP PRESENTATION
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INFLUENCES ON SAFE / UNSAFE
PRACTICES – FARMERS’
PERSPECTIVES
AGRICULTURE WORKSHOP
SELF-EMPLOYED OWNER/OCCUPIER FARMERS
28 JANUARY 2004
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SUMMARY
! Background to agriculture workshop
! Workshop aims and benefits
! ‘Influence Network’ approach
! Today’s agenda

C1094\04\006V
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BACKGROUND
! In June 2000 Health and Safety Commission and the
Health and Safety Executive (HSC/E) launched the
Revitalising Health and Safety Strategy Statement (RHS)
! Eight priority programmes identified where significant
improvements in health and safety are critical
! Agriculture targeted as one of the eight priority
programmes, due to the high rate of fatal and major
injury accidents, as well as the high rate of ill health
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BACKGROUND
!
!

!

!

!

Agriculture has the highest fatal accident rate of all sectors (9.5
fatal injuries per 100,000 workers –2002/03)
Of the 497 people killed in the past 10 years – 51% were selfemployed, 35% were employees and 14% were members of the
public
RIDDOR data tells us that the largest number of fatalities were:
– over 65 years of age
– classed as ‘agriculture managers’
– working in ‘mixed farming’
Major injury accident rate also high, and low non-fatal injury
reporting levels (only 26% of non-fatal injuries reported 2000/01)
suggest it could be significantly higher
Rate of ill health higher than average across all industries

C1094\04\006V
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BACKGROUND
! In June 2002 HSE inspectors took part in an Influence
Network workshop to discuss the possible underlying
influences on fatal accidents and routes for
improvement
! The HSE have commissioned this research because
they want to know the FARMERS’ PERSPECTIVE on
influences affecting safe/unsafe farming practices and
how YOU think things can be improved
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WORKSHOP AIMS AND BENEFITS
! The aim is to provide YOU (self-employed owner/occupier) farmers with an opportunity to discuss
the different influences that you think (either perceive or
through experience) affect safe and /or unsafe practices
in farming
! The ultimate aim is to feed back the workshop
findings/discussion (in confidence) to the HSE in order
that it can use the findings to provide farmers with the
most useful/appropriate health and safety support
! 2 workshops – one in the SW and one in SE
C1094\04\006V
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INFLUENCE NETWORK
APPROACH
! Influence Network diagram highlights four levels of
influence, which may or may not be affecting
safe/unsafe behaviour:
– Direct level, e.g. fatigue, physical health, equipment
operability, competence
– Organisational level, e.g. training, communications,
procedures, planning, pay & conditions
– Policy level, e.g. labour relations, contracting, safety
management, profitability
– Environmental level, e.g. political, regulatory and
market influences
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INFLUENCE NETWORK MODEL
Safe / Unsafe Farming Practices
Competence

Motivation /
Morale
Suitable
Human
Resources

Compliance

Situational
Awareness /
Risk
Percept ion

Team
Working

Equipment
Operability

Inspection &
Maintenance

Fat igue /
Alertness

Health

Work
Env ironment

External
Conditions

Comms

Informat ion
/ Adv ice

Stress

Safety
Equ ipment

Direct Level Inf luences
Recruitment

Training

Procedures

Planning

Incident
Management
& Feedback

Management /
Supervision

Comms

Safety
Culture

Equipment
Purchas ing

Inspect ion &
Maintenance

Design

Pay &
Cond itions

Organisational Level Influences
Contracting
Arrangement

Ownership
and Control

Political Influence
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Company
/Industry
Culture

Organisational
Structure

Safety
Management

Labour/Union
Relations

Profitability

Policy Level Influences

Regulatory Influence

Market Influence

Social Influence

Environmental Level Influences

PageC.5 of C.7

INFLUENCE NETWORK
APPROACH
! Discussing what you believe are the main factors
affecting farm safety
! Taking each factor in turn and discussing it in relation
to agriculture (including rating each of the factors to
reflect current industry practice)
! Weighting all of the factors for the strength of their
influence on other factors
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PATHS OF INFLUENCE
Safe / Unsafe Farming Practices

Competence

Motivation
/Morale

Team
Working

Situational
Awareness

Fatigue

Health

Comms

Info /
Advice

Availability
of Suitable
Resources

Compliance

Quality of
Inspection &
Maintenance

Equipment
Operability

Internal
Working
Environment

Operating
Conditions

Direct Level Influences

Recruitment
& Selection

Training

Procedures

Planning

Information
Management
& Feedback

Management/
Supervision

Comms

Safety
Culture

Equipment
Purchasing

Inspection &
Maintenance

Design

OrganisationalLevel Influences
Contracting
Arrangement

Ownership
and Control

Company
Culture

Organisational
Structure

Safety
Management

Labour/Union
Relations

Profitability

Policy Level Influences
Political Influence
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Regulatory Influence

Market Influence

Social Influence
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TODAY’S AGENDA
11.00 – 11.30: Introductions & background to workshop
11.30 – 12.00: STEP 1 – Burning issues and tailoring the
Influence Network
12.00 – 1.30: STEP 2 – Defining and rating factors
1.30 – 1.45:

LUNCH

1.45 – 2.45:

STEP 3 – Weighting and paths of influence

2.45 - 3.15:

STEP 4 – Risk controls

C1094\04\006V
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INTRODUCTIONS
Suggestions…
! Name?
! Time in farming?
! Type of farming?

C1094\04\006V
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APPENDIX D
RATINGS SHEETS
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RATING INFLUENCE NETWORK FACTORS
DIRECT LEVEL INFLUENCES
Please mark the number you feel best represents current agricultural practice with regard to the
factor:
D1 - Competence
The skills, knowledge and abilities required to perform particular tasks safely.
0

1

2

3

4

poor

5

6

7

8

9

10

moderate

excellent

D2 - Motivation / Morale
Farm workers’ incentive to work towards the business, employer, personal and common goals.
0

1

2

3

4

poor

5

6

7

8

9

10

moderate

excellent

D3 - Teamworking
The extent to which individuals in teams work as cohesive units and look out for each other's health and
safety interests
0

1

2

3

4

poor

5

6

7

8

9

10

moderate

excellent

D4 - Situational Awareness / Risk Perception
The extent to which farm workers are aware of the hazards and risks presented in the workplace.
0

1

2

3

4

poor

5

6

7

8

9

moderate

10
excellent

D5 - Fatigue / Alertness
The degree to which performance is degraded through sleep deprivation, or excessive / insufficient mental
or physical activity, or drugs / alcohol
0
poor

1

2

3

4

5
moderate

6

7

8

9

10
excellent
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D6 - Health
The physical well being of the workforce.
0

1

2

3

4

poor

5

6

7

8

9

10

moderate

excellent

D7 - Communications
The extent to which the frequency and clarity of communications between workers are appropriate to
enable tasks to be performed safely.
0

1

2

3

4

poor

5

6

7

8

9

10

moderate

excellent

D8 - Information / Advice
The extent to which people can access safety information that is accurate, timely, relevant and usable.
0

1

2

3

4

poor

5

6

7

8

9

10

moderate

excellent

D9 - Compliance
The extent to which people comply with instructions, procedures, rules, or regulations.
0

1

2

3

4

poor

5

6

7

8

9

10

moderate

excellent

D10 – Suitable Human Resources
The relationship of supply to need for suitable human resources. Relates to the appropriate mix and
number of farm workers in terms of experience, knowledge and qualifications.
0

1

2

3

4

poor

5

6

7

8

9

10

moderate

excellent

D11 - Inspection & Maintenance
The extent and frequency with which equipment (machinery and tools) is inspected and maintained.
0
poor

1

2

3

4

5
moderate

6

7

8

9

10
excellent
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D12 – Equipment Operability
The extent to which systems and equipment (machinery and tools) are available, conform to best practice
and meet the usability needs of the user.
0

1

2

3

4

poor

5

6

7

8

9

moderate

10
excellent

D13 - Work Environment (e.g. in cab, in buildings etc)
The level of noise, temperature, congestion, light and vibration existing in the place of work
0

1

2

3

4

poor

5

6

7

8

9

moderate

10
excellent

D14 - External Conditions
The extent to which external conditions, such as weather, affect workplace activity
0

1

2

3

4

poor

5

6

7

8

9

moderate

10
excellent

D15 – Stress
Pressures or stress from work or external sources, which affect farming practices.
0

1

2

3

4

poor

5

6

7

8

9

moderate

10
excellent

D16 - Safety Equipment
The extent to which SAFETY equipment / PPE is available, conforms to best practice, meets the usability
needs of the farm worker and is inspected and maintained. This includes features such as protective
clothing, machinery guards, safety signs, warning devices and visibility aids.
0
poor

1

2

3

4

5
moderate

6

7

8

9

10
excellent
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ORGANISATIONAL LEVEL INFLUENCES
Please mark the number you feel best represents current agricultural practice with regard to the
factor:
O1 – Recruitment
The system that recruits farm personnel that are suited to the job demands.
0

1

2

3

4

poor

5

6

7

8

9

moderate

10
excellent

O2 - Training
The system that ensures the skills of the workforce are matched to their job demands.
0

1

2

3

4

poor

5

6

7

8

9

moderate

10
excellent

O3 - Procedures
The system that ensures that the method of conducting tasks and/or operations is explicit and practical.
0

1

2

3

4

poor

5

6

7

8

9

moderate

10
excellent

O4 - Planning
The system that designs and structures the work activities of farm personnel
0

1

2

3

4

poor

5

6

7

8

9

moderate

10
excellent

O5 - Incident Management & Feedback
The system of incident management that ensures high quality information about incidents and near misses
is collected, analysed and acted on appropriately.
0
poor

1

2

3

4

5
moderate

6

7

8

9

10
excellent
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O6 - Management / Supervision
The system that ensures work is adequately managed / supervised.
0

1

2

3

4

poor

5

6

7

8

9

moderate

10
excellent

O7 - Communications
The system that ensures that appropriate information is communicated clearly to its intended recipients.
0

1

2

3

4

poor

5

6

7

8

9

moderate

10
excellent

O8 - Safety Culture
Product of individual and group val ues, attitudes, competencies and patterns of behaviour in relation to
safety.
0

1

2

3

4

poor

5

6

7

8

9

moderate

10
excellent

O9 - Equipment Purchasing
The system that ensures that the range of equipment (tool s, machinery, PPE etc) available is appropriate
for the job demands and meets user requirements.
0

1

2

3

4

poor

5

6

7

8

9

moderate

10
excellent

O10 - Inspection & Maintenance
The system that ensures equipment and machinery are maintained in good working order.
0
poor

1

2

3

4

5
moderate

6

7

8

9

10
excellent
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O11 - Design
The design of the workplace activities, facilities and equipment (machinery and tools) to ensure fitness-forpurpose, safety and operability.
0

1

2

3

4

poor

5

6

7

8

9

moderate

10
excellent

O12 - Pay & Conditions
The extent to which earni ngs, working conditions and other employment rewards match the demands of
the job.
0
poor

1

2

3

4

5
moderate

6

7

8

9

10
excellent
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POLICY LEVEL INFLUENCES
Please mark the number you feel best represents current agricultural practice with regard to the
factor:
P1 – Contracting Arrangements
The extent to which health and safety is considered in contractual arrangements when contracting in
agricultural services or being contracted to supply products and the associated implications.
0

1

2

3

4

poor

5

6

7

8

9

moderate

10
excellent

P2 - Ownership & Control
The extent to which ownership and control is taken to ensure sustained safety performance
0

1

2

3

4

poor

5

6

7

8

9

moderate

10
excellent

P3 – Company / Industry Culture
Culture within a farm organisation and/or the agriculture industry consisting of assumptions about the way
work should be performed; what is and what is not acceptable; what behaviour and actions should be
encouraged and discouraged.
0

1

2

3

4

poor

5

6

7

8

9

moderate

10
excellent

P4 – Organisational Structure
The extent to which there is appropriate definition of roles and responsibilities within and between farming
organisations.
0
poor

1

2

3

4

5
moderate

6

7

8

9

10
excellent
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P5 - Safety Management
The management system whi ch encompasses safety policies, the definition of roles and responsibilities for
safety, the implementation of measures to promote safety and the evaluation of safety performance.
0

1

2

3

4

poor

5

6

7

8

9

moderate

10
excellent

P6 – Labour / Union Relations
The extent to which there is a harmonious relationship between farm managers/owners and their
workforce. Also the extent to which there is the opportunity for farm workers to affiliate with associations
active in defending and promoting their welfare (e.g the NFU), and the extent to which there is a system in
place for negotiation of pay and conditions.
0

1

2

3

4

poor

5

6

7

8

9

moderate

10
excellent

P7 - Profitability
The extent to which farms are subject to competition over market share and constrained as to the price
that can be charged for the goods/services offered.
0
poor

1

2

3

4

5
moderate

6

7

8

9

10
excellent
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ENVIRONMENTAL LEVEL INFLUENCES
Please mark the number you feel best represents current agricultural practice with regard to the
factor:
E1 - Political Influence
The profile of, and practices within, Government, related to the agriculture industry.
0

1

2

3

4

poor

5

6

7

8

9

moderate

10
excellent

E2 - Regulatory Influence
The framework of regulations and guidance governing the agriculture industry and the profile and actions
of the Regulator.
0

1

2

3

4

poor

5

6

7

8

9

moderate

10
excellent

E3 - Market Influence
The commercial and economic context affecting the agriculture industry.
0

1

2

3

4

poor

5

6

7

8

9

moderate

10
excellent

E4 - Societal Influence
Aspects of the community and soci ety at large, which bear upon the public perception of the agriculture
industry.
0
poor

1

2

3

4

5
moderate

6

7

8

9

10
excellent
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APPENDIX E
LARGE FARM RATING
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RATINGS ASSIGNED AT FARM EMPLOYER/EMPLOYEE WORKSHOP
DIRECT LEVEL FACTORS

RATINGS ASSIGNED

D1

AVERAG
E RATING

D2

D3

D4

D5

D6

D7

D8

D9

D10

D11

D12

D13

D14

D15

D16

6

6

5

4

6

-

-

6

4

4

6

9

5

4

2

-

8

5

3

7

5

9

9

4

1

1

7

5

3

2

7

10

6

3

7

4

4

7

7

5

3

4

7

9

10

3

5

6

7

4

7

8

6

5

6

8

6

4

8

8

7

9

9

7

6

8

8

6

4

8

8

4

4

7

8

6

8

6

5

7

6

6

7

6

5

6

6

6

6

6

7

6

7

5

3

6

7

4

6

8

3

4

4

3

7

4

4

8

7

9

5

7

7

7

7

6

8

7

8

5

7

6

7

7

8

9

1

8

6.625

5.375

6.25

6.125

5.125 6.571429 6.857143

5.125

4.75

4.5

6.75

7.25

6.875

5.875

4.625 7.285714
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ORGANISATIONAL LEVEL FACTORS

RATINGS ASSIGNED

O1

AVERAG
E RATING

O2

O3

O4

O5

O6

O7

O8

O9

O10

O11

O12

3

4

1

4

5

7

7

7

-

5

8

5

0

10

7

10

5

10

10

10

10

8

9

8

5

8

3

4

2

6

6

9

6

6

8

2

5

6

2

4

2

5

6

7

7

9

7

8

4

4

4

4

6

7

7

4

7

8

7

4

5

8

7

6

6

5

7

7

8

7

8

3

2

6

0

3

0

7

7

9

9

4

8

1

8

8

7

8

5

7

7

7

6

6

8

6

4

6.75

3.875

5.375

3.875

6.75

7.125

7.5 7.571429

6.625

7.875

4.625
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POLICY LEVEL FACTORS

RATINGS ASSIGNED

P1

AVERAG
E RATING

P2

P3

P4

P5

P6

P7

8

7

6

8

6

9

4

8

9

10

10

10

10

10

5

8

5

5

2

3

0

7

6

7

5

6

6

8

4

7

6

5

4

7

3

1

6

6

5

7

1

6

9

5

4

7

4

1

1

2

7

6

6

6

7

-

5.5

6.875

6.25

6.375

5.625

5.5 4.571429

ENVIRONMENTAL LEVEL FACTORS

RATINGS ASSIGNED

E1

AVERAG
E RATING

E2

E3

E4

1

6

5

0

0

5

2

9

0

1

1

0

2

4

8

8

1

4

4

4

7

6

6

6

0

1

1

1

2

5

2

4

1.625

4

3.625

4
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Health and Safety
Executive

Influences on safe/unsafe practices
Farmers’ perspectives

The agriculture industry has been identified as a
priority area by the HSC/E due its high rate of fatal
and major injury accidents (Revitalising Health and
Safety Strategy Statement, June 2000). Agriculture
has the highest fatal accident rate of any other
sector and this rate continues to rise, which is of
particular concern in an industry where the workforce
is declining year on year. The farmers most at risk
are the self-employed, although as with all areas
of industry small businesses are particularly hard
for the HSE to target through the usual contact
methods such as interventions with intermediaries.
In order to understand more about the influences
on safe and unsafe farming practices BOMEL was
commissioned to explore the source and strength
of these influences with two distinct farmer groups
(the self-employed and farm employers/employees)
using the Influence Network technique. With a better
understanding of these influences HSE will be able to
design interventions appropriate to the target group
that will have maximum impact across the sector. The
results of this study will also provide a benchmark
against which the sector team can compare their own
observations of the critical influences.
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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