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CSI Country-Wide Case Study
Safety Strategy Discussion

Construction Safety Investigator

Instructions:

The objective of this tool is to provide field supervisors with information to proactively
engage workers and discuss safety related concerns that they may encounter. Safety
discussions typically pertain to all activities that workers will be involved in that

may have the potential for safety related exposures. This case study is based on facts and
materials developed and first published by the agency/organization identified in the section
below entitled Source of Case Study Investigative Information.

Case Day:

Spring 2018

Accident Type:

Highway Work Zone Accident

Relevant Laws, Rules, and Codes May Include:

29CFR 1926.20(a)(1); 29 CFR 1926.20(b)(2); 29 CFR 1926.20(b)(4); 1926.20(f)(2);
1926.21

e US Manual of Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD)

¢ Michigan Vehicle Code (MVC)

¢ Michigan Manual of Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MMUTCD)

¢ Michigan Maintenance Work Zone Traffic Control Guidance (MMWTCG)

Case:
Struck by Vehicle in Active Roadway
Accident Detail:

A field manager for underground-equipment-locating operations died when he was struck
by a vehicle while taking a drilling depth measurement in an active roadway.

The roadway had two traffic lanes with a middle (center) lane. At a nearby intersection, the
southbound roadway widened to two lanes and the northbound two-lane wide roadway
narrowed to one lane.

The posted speed limit was 50 mph and there was no reduction of speed in the work zone.

There had been awater tap break on the west side of the roadway. The Department of
Public Works (DPW) foreman instructed two workers to place temporary traffic control
signs (“Work Zone Ahead” and “Work Zone Begins”) on each side of the roadway.
Channelizing devices were placed on the east and west fog lines of the roadway in the work
zone; both the northbound and southbound travel lanes were open to active traffic.

A DPW subcontractor dug an excavation on the west side of the roadway and then dug a

second excavation on the east side of the roadway. A directional boring machine was set up
on the west side. The plan was to bore under the roadway, west to east, pull the new water
pipe through and then make the connection.

While the boring took place, the location and depth of the bore were monitored.

The decedent and a coworker, who worked for acompany that developed, manufactured,
and marketed instruments for underground locating were at the site to demonstrate their
new locating equipment. The decedent and his coworker placed sensors on both sides of
the road to assist with locating the boring head.



Throughout the boring operation, the decedent had walked back and forth across the open
traffic lanes, assessing the depth and location of the bore head, demonstrating the new
underground locating equipment.

Checking the bore depth one last time, the decedent took an older piece of equipment

into the northbound travel lane. He placed the equipment on the roadway and bent over to
read the results. Avehicle travellingin the open lane at approximately 55 mph neared the
work zone.

Aworker ran toward the vehicle yelling and waving his hands and hard hat. The vehicle
struck the decedent, propelling him in the air. He landed on the asphalt. Emergency response
arrived and transported the decedent to a nearby hospital. He died several days later from
the injuries sustained at the time of the crash.

The decedent was wearing a Class 2 high-visibility vest at the time of the incident.

Reconstructive Safety Evaluation:

e What are some of the possible causes of the accident being discussed?

e What actions could have been taken that might have prevented this accident
from occurring?

Agency’s Accident Scene Conclusion:

e There was one supervisor and two workers from Township DPW at the worksite.
The township DPW workers had received work zone training conducted by the DPW
supervisor in early 2018

¢ Routinely, when the DPW is responsible for setting up the work zone, a drawing and/or
copy of the appropriate temporary traffic control is given to the workers; on the date of
the incident, no drawing or copy was made

e The decedent routinely worked in roadways and spent a significant amount of time in
construction activities, and he was wearing a Type 2 high-visibility vest at the time of
theincident

e The decedent’s employer health and safety program primarily addressed the office/
manufacturing segment of the business, not the construction segment (providing
customer support on construction sites)

o The firm relied on the field techs/managers to keep themselves safe in the field.
Field employees coordinated and received their training from a third party however the
firm did not confirm the training was performed or if it pertained to the work operation
and did not have knowledge of or documentation regarding the type or content of the
decedent’s training

e The Firmdid not have knowledge of MIOSHA Construction Safety and Health regulations/
requirements, nor the requirements of the Michigan Manual of Uniform Traffic Control
Devices (MMUTCD) or Michigan’s Maintenance Work Zone Traffic Control Guidelines
(MWZTCD)

¢ Employeesinthefield did not receive training on the Michigan or federal Manuals of
Uniform Traffic Control Devices. Employees were not provided training regarding the
hazards associated with working at construction sites and the application of the
MMUTCD/MWZTCD at construction areas

¢ Within the work Zone amber lights on top of the stake truck were not activated.
The truck’s four-way flashers were not activated

Key contributing factors identified in this investigation include:

e Lack of hazard recognition

e Temporary traffic control not appropriate for roadway speed limit, traffic volume,
and work being performed

e Worker in active roadway without a dedicated spotter or flagger



Preventive Safety Measures Identified by the Investigating
Agency Include:

¢ Anemployer shall develop, maintain, and coordinate with employees an accident
prevention program, a copy of which shall be available at the worksite. The employer
does not have an accident prevention program in place as it relates to construction-
related work activities pertaining to their sales operation including but not limited
towater line repair/replacement

e Employers and employees should ensure that work zones and traffic control plans are
properly set up. Traffic control devices shall be installed and maintained as prescribed in
Part 6 of the MUTCD

o At theincident location, employees are walking/working in the traveled way while exposed
to vehicular traffic. The temporary traffic control devices used are not in compliance of
Part 6 of the MUTCD

Additional Commentary on Preventive Safety Measures
from Chubb Include:

e Complete a Job Safety Task Analysis that includes scope of work, anticipated exposures,
and safety equipment and/or procedures needed to ensure the task is completed
successfully and safely

e Conduct a pre-work meeting to review the JSTA and ensure workers understand the task
to be completed, any safe working procedures and have the necessary safety equipment

e Employees should have adequate training on job-specific tasks. Proper training must
extend to all workers, including day laborers. Language barriers and communication
should also be considered during training

e Whererequired or deemed necessary due to work zone specific conditions, the utilization
of trained flaggers as well as additional work zone protection devices and systems should
be considered and utilized

Attendance Roster

Source of Case Study Investigative Information:

This case study is based on facts and materials developed and first published by the following
agencies during their investigation of the applicable incident:

e U.S. Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC) and National Institute for
Occupational Safety and Health Office of the Director (NIOSH)

The source material is otherwise available on the agency website for no charge. Chubb’s use
of information sourced from these or any other governmental agency does not constitute
endorsement or recommendation of Chubb by these governmental agencies.

Source and Links to Relevant Material:

Michigan State FACE Program Case Report 18MI1072;
https://www.cdc.gov/niosh/face/stateface/mi/18mi072.html



https://www.cdc.gov/niosh/face/stateface/mi/18mi072.html

Chubb. Insured.’

This document is designed to be used as part of an overall construction or renovation site loss prevention program. It may be used as a resource in helping identify conditions that
potentially create risks and exposures for property damage and bodily injury. Remediation, adjustment, or improvement in any of these conditions is the sole responsibility of the
owner, developer, or contractor.

Chubb is the marketing name used to refer to subsidiaries of Chubb Limited providing insurance and related services. For a list of these subsidiaries, please visit our website at
www.chubb.com. Insurance provided by ACE American Insurance Company and its U.S.-based Chubb underwriting company affiliates. All products may not be available in all states.
This communication contains product summaries only. Coverage is subject to the language of the policies as actually issued. This document is advisory in nature and is offered for
informational purposes only as a resource to be used together with your professional insurance advisors in maintaining aloss prevention program. The information contained in this
document is notintended as a substitute for legal, technical, or other professional advice. Chubb, 202 Hall’s Mill Road, Whitehouse Station, NJ 08889-1600.
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