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Regulatory and Sentencing Update 



HSE Statistics - Injuries

▪ 137 fatal injuries in Britain's workplaces – a decrease on 144 and 

142 in the previous two years and one of the lowest standardised 

rates of fatal injury across the EU.

▪ 70,116 other injuries reported by employers under RIDDOR

▪ 12,000 lung disease deaths estimated to be linked to past work 

exposures

▪ 526,000 work-related stress, depression or anxiety cases (new or 

longstanding)

▪ For the first time, stress became the UK's biggest work-related 

illness, overtaking musculoskeletal disorders

▪ Overall cost of ill health = £14.9 billion and 31.2 million working 

days lost.



HSE Statistics - Enforcement

Enforcement 

Number of enforcement notices 

issued

11,913 (compared to 11,403 in 

15/16)

Number of HSE cases prosecuted 

(incl. Scotland)

554 (660 in 15/16)

% of cases where conviction for at 

least one offence

93%



Question Time

▪ What do you think the total amount of fines was in 

2016/2017 as result of convictions by HSE?

▪ (in 2015/16 the figure was £38.3m)

▪ (a) £50m

▪ (b) £60m

▪ (c) £70m

▪ (d) £100m



Changes to HSE's FFI Scheme

▪ 1 September 2017 – introduction of HSE’s new

procedure for challenging FFI bills following a judicial

review brought by OCS Group.

▪ OCS Group argued that the HSE was acting as

Prosecutor, Judge and Jury in the FFI dispute process.

▪ The query process has remained the same – you have

21 days to query an invoice.

▪ Key change – any dispute will now be considered by an

independent panel consisting of a lawyer and two

others with practical experience of health and safety

management.



HSE Business Plan 2017/18

1. To lead and engage with others to improve workplace

health and safety

▪ 3 year Health and Work programme to reduce levels of

work-related stress, musculoskeletal disorders, lung

disease

▪ New approaches to enable SME’s to manage health and

safety sensibly and proportionately

▪ Embedding of broader ownership of health and safety

through the Helping Great Britain work well strategy

▪ Strengthening links with other regulators through sharing

of technical expertise



HSE Business Plan 2017/18

2. To provide an effective regulatory framework

▪ Supporting UK’s exit from EU.

▪ Tackling challenges where the bureaucratic demands 

placed on businesses by each other are 

disproportionate to the risks faced.

▪ Amending the Gas Safety (Installation and Use) 

Regulations 1998.

▪ Implementing recommendations of the review of the 

Control of Asbestos Regulations 2012.



HSE Business Plan 2017/18

3. To secure effective management and control of risk

▪ 20,000 proactive inspections.

▪ At least 500 targeted at each of: agriculture, 

construction refurbishment; manufacturing of 

refurbished metal; manufacturing (food); waste and 

recycling; manufacturing (woodworking).

▪ 1000 inspections – asbestos removal projects.

▪ Target of 90% of HSE investigations into fatal accidents 

to be completed within 12 months of the accident.



HSE Business Plan 2017/18

4. To reduce the likelihood of low-frequency, high-

impact catastrophic incidents.

▪ Aim to strengthen leadership and worker engagement 

across all major hazard sectors.

▪ Developed regulatory approach to decommissioning 

and ageing infrastructure.

▪ Targeted interventions focused on control of high 

consequence risks from cooling towers, fairground rides 

and major construction projects.



HSE Strategy for Cyber Security

A new cyber security strategy for the major hazard sector will 

start in 2018. The HSE has 3 priorities:

▪ Identifying emerging safety related cyber risks and 

closing gaps in HSE knowledge and activity.  

▪ Leading others to reduce the chance of major 

incidents.  

▪ Ensuring that the HSE has a proportionate and 

transparent approach to regulation.



The Definitive Guideline on Reduction 

in Sentence for a Guilty Plea

▪ Came into force on 1 June 2017.

▪ Sets out the discount that should be given in relation to 

early guilty pleas including those for health and safety 

offences.

▪ The guideline restricts the timing and amount of discount 

applied to reduce fines if the defendant pleads guilty.

▪ 1/3 reduction will be appropriate where a guilty plea has 

been entered at the first stage of the proceedings.

▪ Thereafter credit will reduce on a sliding scale from 25% to 

10% on the first day of trial.



The Definitive Guideline on Reduction 

in Sentence for a Guilty Plea

▪ Special features in health and safety cases and

corporate manslaughter cases.

▪ Specialist advice and often the involvement of experts

required to consider whether a defence can be

established.

▪ Prosecution case summaries often unavailable or

inadequate at the first hearing.

▪ Aggravating, mitigating factors and culpability and harm

categories are often not identified at this stage by the

Prosecution.



The Definitive Guideline on Reduction 

in Sentence for a Guilty Plea

"Where the sentencing court is satisfied that there were 

particular circumstances which significantly reduce the 

Defendant's ability to understand what was alleged or 

otherwise made it unreasonable to expect the Defendant to 

indicate a guilty plea sooner than was done, a reduction of 

one third should still be made".  

▪ The Guideline is therefore unlikely to significantly impact

health and safety offences in general, however there will

be more pressure on Defendants to justify why no plea

was entered at the first hearing.



Proposed New Sentencing 

Guidelines for Manslaughter

▪ First time that comprehensive guidelines have been drawn

up for these very serious and difficult cases.

▪ Includes Gross Negligence Manslaughter arising from

workplace fatalities.

▪ The aim of the guidelines is to promote consistency in

sentencing and transparency in terms of how decisions

are reached.



Culpability

A – Very High ▪ The extreme character of one or more culpability B factors and /or
▪ A combination of culpability B factors

B – High ▪ The offender persisted in the negligent conduct in the face of the obvious suffering

▪ of the deceased

▪ The negligent conduct was in the context of other serious criminality

▪ The negligent conduct was motivated by financial gain (or avoidance of cost)

▪ The negligent conduct persisted over a long period of time (weeks or months)

▪ The offender was in a dominant role if acting with others

▪ The offender was clearly aware of the risk of death arising from the offender’s

▪ negligent conduct

▪ Concealment, destruction, defilement or dismemberment of the body (where not

▪ separately charged)

C – Medium ▪ Factors are present in high and lower which balance each other out and/or

▪ The offender’s culpability falls between the factors as described in high and lower

D - Lower ▪ The offender did not appreciate the risk of death arising from the negligent conduct

▪ The negligent conduct was a lapse in the offender’s otherwise satisfactory standard

▪ of care

▪ The offender was in a lesser or subordinate role if acting with others

▪ The offender’s responsibility was substantially reduced by mental disorder,* learning

▪ disability or lack of maturity

▪ abusing drugs or alcohol or by voluntarily failing to follow medical advice



Proposed New Sentencing Guidelines for 

Gross Negligence Manslaughter

▪ The next step requires the Court to arrive at a starting point, taking

into account the category range for each culpability category:

Culpability 

A – Very High B – High C – Medium D – Low

Starting point 12 
years’ custody 

Starting point 8 years’ 
custody 

Starting point 4 years’ 
custody 

Starting point 2 years’ 
custody 

Category range 
10 – 18 years

custody 

Category range 
6 – 12 years custody 

Category range
3 – 7 years custody 

Category range 
1 – 4 years custody 



Proposed New Sentencing 

Guidelines for Manslaughter

Aggravating Factors:

▪ Previous convictions, having regard to:

▪ the nature of the offence to which the conviction relates

and its relevance to the current offence; and

▪ the time that has elapsed since the conviction .

▪ Death occurred in the context of dishonesty or the

pursuit of financial gain
▪ Actions after the event (including but not limited to

attempts to cover up/conceal evidence)

▪ Blame wrongly placed on other(s).



Proposed New Sentencing 

Guidelines for Manslaughter

Mitigating Factors:

▪ No previous convictions or no relevant/recent 

convictions

▪ Remorse

▪ The duty of care was a temporary one created by the 

particular circumstances.



Proposed New Sentencing Guidelines 

for Gross Negligence Manslaughter

Concerns: 

▪ Risk that cases will end up falling within the high or very high 

culpability range due to the factors in the guidance that indicate a 

finding of high culpability – in particular:

▪ Negligent conduct persisting over a long period of time and offender 

being clearly aware of the risk of death. 

▪ Likely significant increase in the level of sentences handed down for 

gross negligence manslaughter compared to current average of 4 to 5 

years imprisonment.

▪ Sentences are likely to double for very high culpability cases given 

range of 10 to 18 years and a starting point of 12 years.



Sentencing Update
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Introduction

▪ The Guideline which came into force in February 2016 

has resulted in a significant rise in fines for most sizes 

of organisations. 

▪ In the 12 months before the Guideline came into force = 

3 fines in excess of £1m. 

▪ In the first year after the introduction of the Guideline = 

19 fines over £1m (including four fines over £3m). 

▪ The highest fine to date remains the £5m fine imposed 

in 2016 on Merlin Attractions Operations



The Construction Sector

Claxton Engineering Services Ltd / Encompass

Project Management Ltd and David Groucott

▪ Four CESL sub-contractors were constructing a large steel structure

weighing several tonnes which collapsed on top of the men causing their

deaths. ECPML were PC.

▪ The HSE found serious flaws in the planning, management and monitoring of

the project on the part of CESL as well as ECPML and its director David

Groucott. Both pleaded guilty.

▪ CESL was fined £500,000 for a breach of Reg 9 of CDM 2007 .

▪ ECPML was fined £200,000 for a breach of Section 3 of the HASAWA 1974 .

▪ Groucott pleaded guilty to a breach of Section 37 HASAWA 1974 and was

sentenced to 7½ month’s imprisonment suspended for 2 years and

ordered to complete 200 hours of unpaid community work.



▪ 61 year old worker was trying to replace a traffic light pole when he 

came into contact with a live underground cable which gave him an 

electric shock and set him on fire.

▪ He sustained severe burns to his hands, arm, stomach, face, legs and 

chest.

▪ The HSE found that Amey had failed to provide adequate information 

and location of underground services in the area nor had they 

adequately assessed and managed the risks and supervised the work. 

▪ The company pleaded guilty to a breach of Regulation 25 (4) of the 

CDM Regs 2015 and was fined £600,000.



▪ A worker was installing plywood boards covering holes on the third 

floor of a building at a construction site when he fell a distance of 

3.95 metres to the floor below.

▪ He suffered fractures to his pelvis and arm and was unable to 

return to work.

▪ Prosecuted for failing to ensure that the work was properly planned 

and carried out in a safe manner as no steps had been taken to 

prevent the worker from falling through the opening as he installed 

the plywood boards.  

▪ The company pleaded guilty to a breach of S4 of the Work at 

Height Regs 2005 and was fined £400,000.  



Retail / Food Sector

▪ In July 2015 workers were working within the roof void of the 

chilled store building when one of them stood on a fragile fireboard 

panel at the edge of the roof space and fell down the void between 

the chilled unit and the building shell.  Suffered multiple injuries .

▪ The workers had not been told about the fragile roof panels in the 

void despite having worked there on a number of occasions.  

▪ The panels were not clearly visible, had no warning markings and 

there were no barriers to prevent access to fragile areas.  

▪ The company pleaded guilty to a breach of S3 of the HASAWA 

1974 and was fined £400,000.



Wilko

▪ A 1.7 metre roll cage used to move stock around the store toppled

over a ledge that was created when the lift stopped at a slightly

lower level than the floor.

▪ It fell onto a part time employee who was trying to manoeuvre it out

of the doors, crushing her beneath hundreds of litres of paint tins.

She sustained severe spinal injuries and now has to use a

wheelchair.

▪ Prosecuted on the basis that the cage was incorrectly loaded,

inadequate supervision and insufficient training on how to use the

metal cages safely.

▪ Aggravating features- generic risk assessments and failure to head

warnings about the lift not levelling properly .

▪ The company was fined £2.2m for a breach of S2 HASAWA 1974.



KFC

▪ KFC was fined earlier this year for two separate incidents. 

▪ First incident - 16 year old boy sustained secondary degree burns 

when hot gravy spilled over his hands and arms as he removed it 

from a microwave.

▪ Second incident - another worker sustained third degree burns in 

the same way. Neither had protective gloves.

▪ The company pleaded guilty to two breaches of S2 of the 

HASAWA 1974 and received fines of £950,000 for the first incident 

and £150,000 for the second incident.  



▪ This knocked him unconscious and he sustained serious neck and 

head injuries. 

▪ The HSE found that the company had failed to adequately manage 

the risks of heavy loads being moved between manufacturing sites 

and had failed to properly supervise the work.

▪ DFS was fined £1m for a breach of S2  HASAWA 1974.  

▪ A worker was unloading wooden 

frames at one of the company's 

upholstery sites when he was 

struck by an unsecured furniture 

arm which fell from an unstable 

load.



▪ An employee was cleaning one of the mixing machines at the their

bakery when he lost his footing and fell nearly two metres. He

suffered a compression fracture to his spine and was unable to

work for over a year after the accident.

▪ The HSE found that the company had failed to control the risk of

falls from height when carrying out this routine cleaning activity.

There was also an absence of training and supervision.

▪ The company pleaded guilty to a breach of Regulation 6 (3) of the

Work at Height Regs 2005 receiving a fine of £2m .



▪ Separate incident  - an agency worker who was cleaning parts of 

the bread production line when his arm became trapped leaving 

him with friction burns that required skin grafts.

▪ The HSE found that the machine could have been fitted with 

localised guarding to prevent access between the conveyors.  

▪ The company pleaded guilty to a breach of Regulation 11 of the 

PUWER Regs resulting in a fine of

▪ £1.9m. 



Management of 

Contractors

Go Ahead London

▪ On 26 May 2011 a worker was using a ladder to access the top of 

a fuel tank when he fell almost three metres and sustained fatal 

head injuries. 

▪ The HSE found that the company had failed to manage their 

contractors effectively to ensure that they conducted work safely. 

▪ The company  pleaded guilty to a breach of S3 of the HASAWA 

1974 and was fined £600,000.



▪ A contractor was on site to replace filters within an air-conditioning unit

located on a plant platform above a suspended ceiling.

▪ The contractor fell three metres from the platform and through the

suspended ceiling and died.

▪ Prosecution argued that the company had been warned about the area

previously and had failed to carry out risk assessments.

▪ Iceland argued that it had intended for a guard rail to be installed

around the plant platform and had paid for one during refurbishment in

June 2013.

▪ As part of its defence – entitled to rely on specialist contractors who

carried out the work on the platform to identify the missing handrail.

▪ 3 week trial

▪ The company was convicted for breaches of S2 and 3 HASAWA 1974.



Sentencing Judge:

▪ Medium culpability bracket

▪ High likelihood of level A harm = Harm Category 1.

▪ The company in terms of its turnover (£2.7 billion) was a very large

company but for the purposes of assessing a fine under the

Sentencing Guideline it stayed within the large business category.

▪ The starting point was £1.3 million.

▪ Fine of £1.25 million for each breach of HASAWA resulting in a total

fine of £2.5 million.

▪ The total prosecution costs paid were £65,000.



Workplace Transport 

▪ A delivery driver who had only worked for the firm for two weeks 

sustained severe injuries to his foot while operating an electric 

pallet truck at one of its stores.  

▪ He received fractures to all toes in his left foot and two had to be 

amputated.  

▪ The Court heard that new workers would simply shadow other 

drivers to pick up the job.  

▪ The Council alleged that there should have been a standardised 

training programme to make sure that drivers had the necessary 

skills to operate the equipment.  

▪ The company pleaded guilty to breaches of S2 and 3 of the 

HASAWA 1974 and was fined £1m .



▪ In February 2015 a delivery driver lost control of the car he was 

driving towards the start of the production line.  His car collided 

with the rear of another vehicle causing a four car shunt.  

▪ Another worker who was crossing the production line became 

trapped between the second and third cars.  His injuries resulted in 

amputation of his right leg above the knee. 

▪ Two other employees also suffered minor injuries.  

▪ The company pleaded guilty to a breach of S2 of the HASAWA 

1974 and was fined £900,000. 



Encirc Ltd

▪ In December 2015 a worker sustained a broken arm when he was 

struck by a forklift truck at the Defendant's site in Cheshire.  

▪ The accident happened as a result of a lack of pedestrian and 

vehicle segregation.  

▪ The company had been served with an improvement notice in 

2007 due to poor segregation of workplace transport in the yard 

and warehouse areas.

▪ In 2008 an employee was injured in another incident involving a 

forklift truck.

▪ The company pleaded guilty to a breach of Reg 17 of the 

Workplace (Health, Safety & Welfare) Regs 1992 and was fined 

£500,000 . 



Public Sector

Southwark Council

▪ In July 2009 a fire at Lakanal House in which 6 people died 

uncovered a number of structural and safety issues.

▪ The investigation by London Fire Brigade found that there had 

been a failure to make a fire risk assessment, failure to prevent 

breaches of fire resistant structures between each flat, a lack of 

compartmentation of the four ceiling structures of common 

corridors and a failure to provide smoke seals and fire doors. 

▪ The Council pleaded guilty to 4 offences under the Regulatory 

Reform (Fire) Safety Order and was fined £270,000 together with 

costs of £300,000.  



London Borough of Havering Council 

▪ 2 March 2015 - employee of the Council sustained a serious

laceration just above his left knee whilst using a petrol driven cut off

saw to cut trees and branches. The blade became stuck and as he

tried to pull it free the blade ran across the top of his left knee.

▪ The blade that had been fitted was inappropriate and there had been

no risk assessment for using the saw and blade.

▪ The employee had never been provided with the operating manuals

for the machine he was using and had not been given any safety

equipment.

▪ The Council pleaded guilty to breaches of Reg 4(2) and 4(3) of the

Provision and Use of Work Equipment Regs 1998 and received a

fine of £500,000 .



London Borough of Havering Council 

▪ The Council appealed the fine.

▪ Argued that it was manifestly excessive on the basis that the 

Sentencing Court had not made a sufficiently large reduction to 

soften the impact that it would have on services to residents. 

▪ Council argued that there should have been a 50% reduction in the 

fine after mitigating factors and discount for early guilty plea. 

▪ Arguments rejected by the Appeal Court who said that the 

guideline had been correctly applied and that there was no 

authority for the suggestion that a substantial reduction was one of 

at least 50%. 



Approach to Very Large Companies

▪ A 26-year-old lost the middle and ring fingers on his left hand

while trying to clear a blockage on machinery at the company’s

site in Corby in September 2014 and a 52-year-old lost part of

his little finger when his hand was caught in a lathe at the same

plant in February 2015;

▪ The two incidents were investigated HSE which found the 

guarding on both machines was inadequate.

▪ The company pleaded guilty to two breaches of S2 HASAWA

1974.

▪ Tata a “very large” company within the Sentencing guideline.



“Where an offending organisation’s turnover or equivalent 

very greatly exceeds the threshold for large organisations, 

it may be necessary to move outside the suggested range 

to achieve a proportionate sentence”

“The fine must be sufficiently substantial to have a real 

economic impact which will bring home to both 

management and shareholders the need to comply with 

health and safety legislation”



▪ High Culpability for 2nd offence because of prior incident and prior 

service of Improvement Notice

▪ Level B Harm risk and high likelihood of harm = Harm Category 2.

▪ Very large organisation with turnover of £4 billion.

▪ Starting point for a large organisation would be £1.1m with a range 

of £550,000 to £2.9m.

▪ Judge took starting point of £2.4m by moving up to Harm Category 

1 to reflect turnover.

▪ Then increased to £2.75m to bring home the message to 

management and shareholders.

▪ Declined to adjust downwards to reflect losses borne by parent 

company.



▪ After a reduction for early guilty plea the fine for the second offence 

was £1.8m. Total fine  £1,985,000.

Fine was appealed on following grounds:

▪ Should have been medium likelihood of harm.

▪ Judge had erred in moving up a harm category.

▪ Erred in double counting by increasing starting point from £2.4m to 

£2.75m.

▪ Erred in failing to adjust downwards to reflect financial losses.



Court of Appeal 

Decision

▪ Second offence as one of medium likelihood of harm. 

▪ Judge was entitled to have moved up a harm category to reflect a 

very high turnover.

▪ The Judge had not erred in increasing the starting point to £2.75m 

given his conclusion that senior management inadequately focused 

on  safety.

▪ The Judge had taken the resources of the parent company into 

account.

▪ The correct starting point was £2m and taking into account an early 

guilty plea the appropriate fine was £1,315,000.

▪ The fine of £185,000 for the first offence was correct.



Risk of Harm but no Actual Harm

Essar UK Ltd

▪ November 2013 highly flammable hydro-carbons were allowed to 

enter an unignited furnace

▪ Heat from a nearby furnace triggered an explosion which 

destroyed the furnace and caused several fires at Stanlow Refinery 

Ellesmere Port.

▪ Safety valve installed incorrectly, failure to adequately assess a 

new safety critical trip and a fuel line had not been isolated.

▪ Company pleaded guilty to breach of Regulation 4 of the Control of 

Major Hazards Regs 1999.

▪ Fined £1.65m.



Waites Construction and RJ Fitters

▪ Sub-contractor blocked a live boiler flue during a project to remove 

cowls to redundant flue pipes from a block of flats causing carbon 

monoxide to escape into the property.

▪ Problem identified following homeowner’s investigation.

▪ Damaged boiler switched off before any serious ill health.

▪ HSE found that Waites Construction and RJ Fitters had failed to 

manage the risks involved in the project.

▪ Both companies entered guilty pleas to a breach of S3 HASAWA 

1974.

▪ Waites Construction fined £640,000.

▪ RJ Fitters fined £30,000.



Sentencing Individuals

SR & RJ Brown Ltd, MA Excavations Ltd, C Brown, R 

Brown, Mark Aspin and Peter Heap

▪ On 10 December 2014 a worker died when he fell from the roof of 

a metal structure.  

▪ No method statement had been prepared and the risk assessment 

was inadequate.  There was no safety harness or netting.  The 

worker was standing on the fragile roof surface when he fell 

through sustaining fatal head injuries.  

▪ The original contractor did not check the competency or 

qualifications of those to whom he sub-contracted the work.  

▪ The new risk assessment was typed up by R Brown immediately 

after the accident.  Peter Heap was told to go home and collect 

harnesses to bring to site. 



Sentencing Individuals

▪ C Brown and R Brown admitting attempting to pervert the course of 

justice and two health and safety breaches and were each 

sentenced to 20 months immediate imprisonment.

▪ SR and RJ Brown Ltd (the Directors of which are C Brown and R 

Brown) was fined £300,000 for corporate manslaughter. 

▪ Mark Aspin who was initially contracted to do the work but 

subcontracted the work to SR and RJ Brown Ltd was jailed for     

12 months imprisonment for a breach of S37 HASAWA 1974. 

▪ Aspin’s company MA Excavations was fined £75,000. 

▪ Peter Heap sentenced to 4 months in custody suspended for 2 

years for perverting the course of justice.



R v Gordon and Wood

▪ Accident on 9 February 2016 when the brakes of a 32 tonne lorry 

owned by Mr Gordon's company Grittenham Haulage failed as it 

went down a steep hill in Bath and killed a four year old girl and 

three men in a car.  

▪ The brakes of the lorry were found to be in such a poor state that 

their braking efficiency was minimal. 

▪ Peter Wood, a self employed mechanic was responsible for 

undertaking 6 weekly safety inspections. 

▪ Company Director Matthew Gordon and the mechanic/fitter Peter 

Wood were convicted after trial of 4 counts each of gross 

negligence manslaughter

▪ Mr Gordon received a sentence of 7 ½  years imprisonment and 

Mr Wood received 5 years  3 months. 



Kelvin Adsett and Damian Lakin-Hall

▪ On 30 August 2012 a woman died as she was hit by three falling 

window frames as she was walking past a building site in Central 

London.  

▪ The frames, weighing 655kg had been delivered to the 

construction site the previous day and had been left leaning 

unsecured against a wall.  

▪ Members of the public had noticed that the frames moved in the 

wind.  

▪ Site supervisor Kelvin Adsett was convicted of gross negligence 

manslaughter and jailed for 12 months.  

▪ Site manager Damian Lakin-Hall was acquitted of gross 

negligence manslaughter but convicted of a breach of Section 7 of 

the Health & Safety at Work Act 1974 and given a sentence of 6 

months imprisonment suspended for 2 years. 



Martin Gutaj

▪ Prosecution following a fatal accident in November 2014 when a 

number of employees were pulling an 18 stone sofa up via ropes 

over the first floor balcony of a multi-million pound Belgravia 

apartment.  

▪ The railings collapsed and the sofa fell back down to ground level 

dragging two of the employees with it.  Both men sustained fatal 

injuries.  

▪ The evidence was that a specialist transport company had offered 

to deliver the sofa using an outside elevator for less than £900. 

▪ Martinisation (London) Ltd was found guilty after trial of corporate 

manslaughter and fined £1.2m.

▪ Director Mr Gutaj was convicted of breaches of S 37 of the 

HASAWA 1974 and jailed for 14 months and  disqualified from 

acting as a company director for 4 years.



Concluding remarks

▪ Courts getting to grips with sentencing since February 

2016 and now we are seeing an increase in individual 

accountability.

▪ HSE continue to undertake compliance checks and FFI 

still a frustration, though clearly new changes are 

perhaps fairer in the circumstances.
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