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Sector: Construction

Assessment Code Contractor Date Time Event Type Decision

CTR-EN-20260612-1
33254004

DEMO 2026-06-12 13:32 Contractor
prequalification
assessment; no

incident reported

Conditional Approval

The date and time above are derived from the assessment-code timestamp. No separate assessment date, incident date, or incident
time was provided.

This review is a contractor risk and prequalification assessment rather than an investigation of a reported injury, illness,
property-damage event, or environmental release. The assessment evaluates the contractor’s self-reported management systems,
historical indicators, legal-compliance responses, construction controls, environmental controls, and referenced field evidence.

Site

Specific Location

Area or Department

Work Activity

Location Status

N/A (Not Provided)

N/A (Not Provided)

N/A (Not Provided)

Construction and parquet
work

No project-specific
location supplied

A project name, address, work zone, client site, and geographic jurisdiction were not provided. Applicable legal obligations must
therefore be confirmed before mobilization, including whether United States OSHA requirements, local construction regulations, or an
equivalent national framework governs the work.

# 1. ASSESSMENT SCOPE AND METHODOLOGY

The review applied the supplied scoring model and assessed:

» Core systems, policies, leadership, and implementation;

» Legal compliance, certifications, training, and authorization controls;

» Historical safety performance and incident-investigation capability;

» Construction-sector operational controls;

« Construction environmental controls;



» Consistency between management-system claims and field implementation evidence;

» Alignment with OSHA construction principles and ISO 45001 risk-management expectations.

The assessment was limited by the absence of:

» The wording and units associated with coded questions;

» Project-specific procedures, registers, and inspection records;
* Accessible field-evidence content;

* Atraining matrix;

* Permit-to-work samples;

» Competency certificates;

» Equipment inspection records;

+ IS0 45001 or ISO 14001 certificates;

» Definitions for several unusually high numeric responses.

All supplied question codes were processed. No answer code in the submitted dataset was left blank.

# 2. QUESTION COMPLETENESS AND RESPONSE REVIEW

2.1 SECTION 1 — CORE ORGANIZATION AND LEADERSHIP RESPONSES

Code Submitted Answer Processing Status Audit Interpretation

1_1 DEMO COMPANY Processed Contractor identified. Legal
registration was not supplied.

1.2 99 Processed Numeric answer supplied;
meaning and unit were not
defined.

13 9 Processed Numeric answer supplied;
meaning and unit were not
defined.

1.4 9 Processed Numeric answer supplied;
meaning and unit were not
defined.

1.5 “Constraction, parquet” Processed Indicates construction and
parquet work; scope requires
clarification.

16 Yes Processed Positive self-declaration; no
supporting document supplied.

1.7 No Processed Negative response indicates a
possible core-system gap.

1.8 No Processed Negative response indicates a
possible leadership or
governance gap.

1.9 Monthly Processed A monthly frequency is reported;
records were not supplied.

1_10 No Processed Negative response requires
clarification and closure before
unrestricted approval.

Section finding: The contractor reports at least one established core arrangement and a monthly activity, but multiple negative
responses weaken confidence in leadership and governance maturity. The absence of the underlying question wording prevents



precise classification of each gap.

2.2 SECTION 2 — HISTORICAL PERFORMANCE RESPONSES

Code Submitted Answer Processing Status Audit Interpretation

2.1 9.00 Processed Metric definition, period,
denominator, and unit were not
supplied.

22 0.90 Processed Potential rate supplied, but it
cannot be benchmarked without
its definition.

23 No Processed Negative historical-performance
response; exact significance is
unverified.

2 4 99 Processed High numeric value requiring

source records and definition.

25 9 Processed Numeric value requires a
reporting period and
measurement basis.

26 Decreasing Processed Positive trend claim; supporting
annual data were not supplied.

2.7 Yes Processed Incident-investigation capability is
claimed.
28 Fishbone Processed A recognized causal-analysis

method is identified.

29 9.00 Processed Metric definition and unit were not
supplied.
2_10 None Processed No item reported; the subject of

the response is not defined.

Section finding: A decreasing trend and use of fishbone analysis are positive indicators. However, values of 99, 9.00, 0.90, and 9
cannot be validated as TRIR, LTIFR, incident counts, lost days, or another metric without question definitions and source logs.
Historical performance is therefore only partially reliable.

2.3 SECTION 3 — COMPLIANCE AND TRAINING RESPONSES

Code Submitted Answer Processing Status Audit Interpretation

31 Yes Processed Positive compliance claim;
documentary evidence was not
supplied.

32 9.00 Processed Numeric answer requires

definition and records.

33 Yes Processed Positive declaration; evidence
unavailable.
3 4 Daily Processed Daily frequency indicates routine

activity if supported by records.




35 No Processed Potential legal-compliance or
training gap.

36 No Processed Potential legal-compliance or
training gap.

37 Yes Processed Positive declaration; evidence
unavailable.

38 Yes Processed Positive declaration; evidence
unavailable.

39 Yes Processed Positive declaration; evidence
unavailable.

3 10 9.00 Processed Numeric answer requires
definition, unit, and source
records.

Section finding: The reported daily activity and five affirmative declarations suggest some compliance infrastructure. Two negative
answers and undefined numerical values prevent confirmation that training, authorization, and legal registers are complete.

2.4 SECTION 4 — CERTIFICATION AND FORMAL-CONTROL RESPONSES

Code Submitted Answer Processing Status Audit Interpretation

4 1 No Processed ISO 45001 certification is not
claimed; no certificate verification
was required.

4 2 No Processed Formal-system gap; exact
question subject was not
supplied.

4 3 No Processed Formal-system gap; exact
question subject was not
supplied.

4 4 No Processed Formal-system gap; exact
question subject was not
supplied.

4 5 Yes Processed Positive declaration; no
supporting procedure supplied.

4 6 Yes Processed Positive declaration; no
supporting procedure supplied.

4 7 Yes Processed Positive declaration; no
supporting procedure supplied.

4 8 Yes Processed Positive declaration; no
supporting procedure supplied.

Section finding: Four consecutive negative responses indicate material weakness in formal certification, compliance, or control
arrangements. The four positive responses cannot be treated as verified implementation without permits, training records,
authorizations, or inspection evidence.



2.5 SECTION 5 — SAFETY MANAGEMENT AND FIELD IMPLEMENTATION RESPONSES

Code Submitted Answer Processing Status Audit Interpretation

51 Yes Processed Management-system element
claimed.

52 Yes Processed Management-system element
claimed.

53 Yes Processed Management-system element
claimed.

54 No Processed System gap requiring clarification.

55 No Processed System gap requiring clarification.

56 Yes Processed Management-system element
claimed.

57 Yes Processed Management-system element
claimed.

58 9 Processed Numeric response requires
definition and evidence.

59 Yes Processed Management-system element
claimed.

5 10 No Processed System or implementation gap
requiring closure.

5 11 /contractor-files/U4/CTR-EN-2026 | Processed; not visually verified A file path was reported, but no

0612-133254004/field-evidence.p accessible image attachment was
ng supplied.

Section finding: Six affirmative responses indicate a stated management framework, but three negative responses show material gaps.
The unavailable field-evidence image prevents confirmation that the claimed systems are implemented at site level.

2.6 SECTION 6 — CONSTRUCTION OPERATIONAL SAFETY RESPONSES

Code Submitted Answer Processing Status Construction-Sector Evaluation

6_1 Risk assessment procedures Processed Relevant but generic; procedure,
task coverage, and approval
evidence absent.

6 2 Guardrails and nets Processed Appropriate collective fall
controls; design and inspection
criteria absent.

6 3 Competent person certification Processed Relevant to scaffolding or similar
work; certificates were not
supplied.

6 4 Supervisor authorization Processed Authorization is identified, but
lifting competence is not
demonstrated.

6 5 Inspection validity dates Processed Relevant equipment-control
element; actual dates and
registers absent.




6 6

Certification records

Processed

Appropriate record type; no
sample record supplied.

6.7

Inspection procedures

Processed

Relevant control; frequency,
checklist, and responsible person
absent.

6_8

Entry permits

Processed

Relevant to controlled entry;
permit form and isolation
requirements absent.

69

Signage systems

Processed

Administrative control identified;
not a substitute for physical
protection.

Security controls

Processed

Relevant to access control; site
arrangements were not
demonstrated.

6_11

Monitoring procedures

Processed

Generic monitoring claim lacking
triggers, limits, and records.

6 12

Language adaptation

Processed

Positive
workforce-communication control;
languages and method
unspecified.

Inspection procedures

Processed

Relevant but generic;
competent-person and frequency
details absent.

6_14

Training programs

Processed

Training is claimed; curriculum,
matrix, attendance, and
assessment absent.

6 15

Gas monitoring

Processed

Important for excavations or
confined spaces; instrument and
limits absent.

Risk communication

Processed

Relevant communication control;
briefing records unavailable.

Waste management system

Processed

Operational/environmental
interface recognized; system
evidence absent.

Training programs

Processed

Training claim repeated,;
competency verification remains
absent.

Responsible personnel

Processed

Accountability recognized; named
appointments unavailable.

6_20

Standard compliance

Processed

Generic assertion without
identifying applicable standards.

6 21

Maintenance schedules

Processed

Preventive control identified;
schedules and completion
records absent.

6_22

Site coverage plan

Processed

Planning element identified; no
plan supplied.

6_23

Rest period policies

Processed

Fatigue control recognized; limits
and enforcement records absent.




6_24 Policy documentation Processed Policy documentation is claimed
but not attached.

6 25 Risk evaluation methods Processed Risk-evaluation concept
identified; methodology and
acceptance criteria absent.

Section finding: The responses cover many expected construction topics, including work at height, inspection, competent persons, entry
control, gas monitoring, training, maintenance, and fatigue. Most entries are control labels rather than evidence-rich descriptions. Crane
planning, scaffold tagging, excavation protective systems, underground-service detection, rescue arrangements, fall-arrest planning,
and subcontractor assurance are not demonstrated.

2.7 SECTION 7 — CONSTRUCTION ENVIRONMENTAL RESPONSES

Code Submitted Answer Processing Status Environmental Evaluation

71 Vehicle wheel wash Processed Relevant dust and mud-trackout
control; design and maintenance
absent.

72 Disposal manifest tracking Processed Strong traceability concept;

sample manifests and licensed
vendors absent.

73 Vibration monitoring Processed Relevant to construction impacts;
limits and baseline survey absent.

7 4 Settlement tanks Processed Relevant runoff and sediment
control; capacity and inspection
evidence absent.

75 COSHH register Processed Chemical register identified;
safety data sheets and exposure
controls absent.

76 Impermeable storage areas Processed Appropriate pollution-prevention
control; bunding capacity
unverified.

77 Nesting bird surveys Processed Ecological control identified;

timing and competent ecologist
evidence absent.

78 Staff emergency training Processed Relevant preparedness control;
drills and competency records
absent.

Section finding: The environmental answers are more specific than many operational responses and appropriately address trackout,
waste traceability, vibration, runoff, chemicals, storage, ecology, and emergency competence. Implementation remains unverified. No
ISO 14001 certificate, environmental plan, monitoring data, permits, spill records, or emergency-drill reports were supplied.

# 3. SCENE AND DOCUMENTARY EVIDENCE

3.1 VISUAL-EVIDENCE AVAILABILITY

No scene photographs, document images, or PDF document slots were attached to this request. Consequently:

1. No site condition, work-at-height arrangement, scaffold, excavation, lifting activity, access route, housekeeping condition, PPE use,
or environmental control could be visually verified.
2. No permit, inspection form, signature, authorization, validity date, training record, or certificate could be examined.



3. No image embedding is possible because no accessible visual attachment was supplied.

3.2 REFERENCED FIELD-EVIDENCE FILE

The response to 5_11 references:
/contractor-files/U4/CTR-EN-20260612-133254004/field-evidence.png

The file path is not equivalent to an accessible attachment. Its content, date, location, signatures, PPE conditions, hazards, inspection
findings, and corrective-action status could not be examined.

Evidence finding: Field implementation is not verified. The contractor’'s affirmative answers in Sections 5, 6, and 7 remain
self-declarations until the original image and associated audit or inspection record are made available.

Required action: Re-upload the original field-evidence file in an accessible format, together with its date, project, inspector identity,
checklist, findings, close-out evidence, and signatures.

#4. AUDIT INTERPRETATION AND BENCHMARKING

4.1 WEIGHTED SCORE

Scoring Domain Weight Awarded Score Principal Basis
Core systems, leadership, and 30 17 Positive framework claims offset
KPls by multiple “No” responses and

unavailable evidence

Legal compliance and training 15 8 Mixed compliance responses; no
ISO 45001 certification or training
records

Historical performance 15 8 Decreasing trend and fishbone

method claimed; metrics are
undefined and unverified

Construction operational safety 25 17 Broad hazard coverage but
mainly generic control labels

Construction environmental risk 15 11 Relevant controls identified;
implementation and ISO 14001
status unverified

Total 100 61 Conditional maturity with
significant evidence and
control-detail gaps

4.2 SAFETY MATURITY ASSESSMENT

The contractor demonstrates developing safety maturity. The response set recognizes several important construction controls, but
recognition is not equivalent to effective field implementation.

The operational inputs in Section 6 partially align with the stated management arrangements in Section 5. For example:
» Risk assessment procedures align with stated management-system elements;

» Guardrails and nets align with construction fall-prevention principles;

» Competent-person certification aligns with scaffold and inspection duties;

+ Entry permits and gas monitoring align with controlled-entry hazards;

« Training programs and language adaptation align with workforce competence and communication;

» Maintenance schedules and inspection procedures align with preventive control.

However, the alignment is weakened by:



Negative answersin5_4,5 5, and 5_10;

Absence of an accessible field-implementation record;

Generic descriptions without responsible persons, dates, thresholds, or forms;

No project-specific permits or inspection records;

No proof that subcontractors are subject to equivalent controls.

4.3 OSHA AND ISO 45001 BENCHMARK

The evidence does not yet demonstrate full alignment with the intent of:

*+  OSHA 29 CFR 1926 Subpart M for fall protection;

* OSHA 29 CFR 1926 Subpart L for scaffolds;

*  OSHA 29 CFR 1926 Subpart CC for cranes and derricks;

+ OSHA 29 CFR 1926 Subpart P for excavations;

+ OSHA 29 CFR 1926.20 and 1926.21 for accident prevention and training;

* OSHA 29 CFR 1926.1153 where respirable crystalline silica exposure may arise;

+ 1S0O 45001 Clauses 5-10 for leadership, planning, competence, operational control, performance evaluation, and improvement.

This conclusion does not establish a legal violation. It identifies that the supplied evidence is insufficient to verify conformity.

# 5. KEY FINDINGS AND INTEGRITY CHECKS

5.1 STRENGTHS

All supplied question codes contained a response.

A monthly core-system activity and daily compliance-related activity are reported.

Historical performance is claimed to be decreasing.

Incident investigation is claimed, with fishbone analysis identified.

Construction controls address several high-risk topics.

Guardrails and nets prioritize collective protection over reliance solely on personal fall arrest.

Competent-person certification, inspections, equipment certification, and maintenance are recognized.

Language adaptation and risk communication support a multilingual workforce.

Environmental controls are specific and relevant to construction.

Disposal-manifest tracking provides a suitable basis for waste-chain traceability.

Settlement tanks and impermeable storage areas indicate awareness of runoff and pollution prevention.

No ISO 45001 certification is claimed.

No ISO 14001 certificate or equivalent environmental-management evidence was supplied.

Four Section 4 responses are negative.

Three Section 5 responses are negative.

Numeric performance data lack definitions, units, periods, and source records.

No training matrix or competence assessment was supplied.

No general permit-to-work procedure or sample permit was supplied.

No lifting plan, crane documentation, or rigger/signal-person evidence was supplied.

No scaffold design, handover certificate, tagging system, or inspection register was supplied.

No excavation classification, protective-system design, service scan, or daily competent-person record was supplied.

No fall-protection plan, rescue plan, anchor certification, or harness inspection record was supplied.



» No subcontractor prequalification and monitoring evidence was supplied.

* Field evidence could not be accessed.

« Environmental controls lack inspection, monitoring, and close-out records.

5.3 INTEGRITY ALERTS

Alert

Finding

Risk Effect

Field-evidence mismatch

A file path is provided, but the image is
unavailable for review.

Section 5 implementation claims cannot be
validated.

Undefined metrics

Several values are reported as 99, 9, 9.00, or
0.90 without labels or units.

Historical benchmarking may be misleading.

Generic operational answers

Many Section 6 responses name a control but
omit procedure details and proof.

Control effectiveness cannot be confirmed.

Certification limitation

ISO 45001 is answered “No”; ISO 14001
status is not verifiable from the supplied
structure.

Independent management-system assurance
is absent.

Schema inconsistency

The supplied framework references certificate
verification at 7.1, while the submitted 7_1
answer concerns vehicle wheel washing.

Environmental certification status cannot be
reliably determined.

Negative-answer concentration

Multiple “No” responses occur in Sections 1,
3,4, and 5.

Indicates system maturity gaps requiring
clarification.

No false-document finding is made because no certificate or accessible document was supplied for authenticity review.

# 6. RISK AND CAUSAL-FACTOR ANALYSIS

6.1 IMMEDIATE CAUSAL RISK FACTORS

No actual incident was reported; therefore, immediate causes cannot be assigned to a specific event. The assessment nevertheless
identifies conditions that could directly contribute to future incidents:

* Incomplete or unverified work-at-height planning;

» Unverified scaffold inspection and handover;

* Inadequate lifting authorization or planning;

6.2 UNDERLYING FACTORS

Unverified training and competence;

Incomplete excavation protective-system controls;

Reliance on generic procedures without task-specific implementation;

Potential communication failures despite claimed language adaptation;
Unverified permit and isolation arrangements;

Incomplete environmental monitoring and inspection evidence.

Undefined performance metrics;

Weak documentary control and evidence retention;

Limited linkage between policy-level claims and field records;

Lack of demonstrated responsibility assignments;

Insufficient validation of subcontractor controls;

Possible dependence on administrative controls without confirming engineering controls;



* Absence of externally certified ISO 45001 assurance.

6.3 ROOT-SYSTEM FACTORS

The principal systemic issue is an evidence-to-implementation gap. The contractor identifies appropriate control concepts but does not
demonstrate that they are consistently planned, authorized, inspected, recorded, and improved.

A second systemic issue is data-quality weakness. Historical and compliance metrics cannot support a reliable risk trend when
definitions, denominators, reporting periods, and source documents are absent.

# 7. PREDICTIVE RISK INSIGHTS

7.1 POTENTIAL ACCIDENT SCENARIOS

Predicted Scenario

Contributing Gaps

Potential Consequence

Fall from height

Unverified edge protection, rescue planning,
inspections, and competence

Fatality or major injury

Scaffold collapse or fall

No scaffold design, handover, tagging, or
inspection evidence

Multiple casualties

Struck-by lifting load

Generic supervisor authorization without lift
planning evidence

Fatal crush injury

Excavation collapse

No demonstrated soil classification or
protective-system design

Burial, asphyxiation, fatality

Confined-space exposure

Entry permits and gas monitoring named but
not evidenced

Toxic exposure or oxygen deficiency

Plant—pedestrian collision

Site coverage and security controls not
demonstrated

Serious struck-by injury

Silica or dust exposure

No exposure assessment or
respiratory-control evidence

Occupational disease

Fuel or chemical spill

Storage controls claimed without inspection or
emergency evidence

Soil or water contamination

Runoff discharge

Settlement tanks identified without capacity or
monitoring records

Environmental noncompliance

Fatigue-related error

Rest policy named without scheduling or
enforcement evidence

Vehicle, plant, or operational incident

7.2 OPERATIONAL AND COMPLIANCE RISKS

* Mobilization before verification could expose the client to uncontrolled high-risk construction work.

disturbance.

# 8. ACTION PLAN

Generic control statements may fail during changing site conditions.
Undefined performance metrics impair management review and trend analysis.
Missing inspection and permit evidence could result in regulatory enforcement.

Inadequate subcontractor assurance could introduce uncontrolled work practices.

Environmental-control failure could lead to nuisance complaints, contaminated runoff, waste-chain breaches, or ecological




8.1 IMMEDIATE ACTIONS — 0 TO 30 DAYS

implementation evidence.

inspections, storage
checks, emergency-drill
records

Priority Required Action Evidence Required Responsible Role Approval Condition
1 Re-upload the 5_11 Original file, date, site, HSE Manager Mandatory before
field-evidence file in an inspector, signatures, mobilization
accessible format. findings, close-out records
2 Define every numeric Metric names, units, HSE Manager / HR Mandatory
response in Sections 1-3 | formulas, periods, source
and 5. logs
3 Submit the complete PTW procedure, Project Manager Mandatory for high-risk
permit-to-work procedure | authorization matrix, work
and sample permits. completed examples
4 Submit a task-specific Roles, required courses, Training Coordinator Mandatory
training and competence expiry dates, assessment
matrix. results
5 Establish a construction Risk register, JHAs, HSE Manager Mandatory
risk register and task JHA | approvals, workforce
process. acknowledgment
6 Provide a work-at-height Plan, edge-protection Site Manager Mandatory before height
control package. design, inspections, work
rescue plan, equipment
records
7 Provide scaffold Competent-person Scaffold Supervisor Mandatory before scaffold
assurance documentation. | records, design criteria, use
handover, tags,
inspections
8 Provide lifting-operation Lift plans, equipment Lifting Supervisor Mandatory before lifting
controls. certificates, operator/rigger
competence,
exclusion-zone plan
9 Provide excavation and Service scans, soil Excavation Competent Mandatory before
trenching controls. classification, protective Person excavation
design, access,
inspections
10 Verify controlled-entry Entry permits, gas-monitor | HSE Manager Mandatory where
arrangements. calibration, rescue plan, applicable
attendant duties
11 Clarify all “No” responses | Gap register with actions, | Senior Management Mandatory
in Sections 1, 3,4, and 5. | owners, and dates
12 Submit environmental Waste manifests, runoff Environmental Lead Mandatory

8.2 SHORT-TERM ACTIONS — 30 TO 90 DAYS

Action

Required Outcome

Implement formal subcontractor HSE prequalification and monitoring.

Subcontractor competence and critical controls verified before work.




Establish documented legal and other requirements registers.

Applicable construction and environmental obligations tracked.

Introduce leading and lagging KPI definitions.

Reliable TRIR, LTIFR, near-miss, inspection, training, and
action-closure trends.

Conduct internal field audits against Sections 5-7.

Self-reported controls confirmed through objective evidence.

Introduce scaffold, excavation, lifting, and work-at-height inspection
registers.

Time-bound competent-person verification.

Implement multilingual induction and toolbox-talk controls.

Understanding verified rather than attendance alone.

Establish dust and silica exposure controls.

Engineering controls, exposure assessment, housekeeping, and
respiratory protection where required.

Formalize environmental inspection and monitoring.

Wheel-wash, vibration, settlement tank, storage, and waste controls
routinely checked.

Conduct emergency drills.

Rescue, spill, fire, medical, and confined-space capability tested.

Establish corrective-action governance.

Findings assigned, tracked, verified, and closed by management.

8.3 LONG-TERM ACTIONS — MORE THAN 90 DAYS

Action

Maturity Objective

Develop an ISO 45001-aligned management system.

Integrated leadership, worker participation, risk control, audit, and
improvement.

Consider accredited ISO 45001 certification.

Independent assurance of occupational health and safety
management.

Develop an ISO 14001-aligned environmental system.

Structured environmental-aspect, compliance, and performance
management.

Digitize permits, inspections, training, and equipment certification.

Improved traceability and expiry control.

Implement behavioral and critical-control verification programs.

Supervisors verify control effectiveness at the point of work.

Perform annual contractor-management review.

Trends, incidents, audits, legal changes, and objectives reviewed by
leadership.

Benchmark performance by hours worked and exposure.

Reliable year-on-year and industry comparison.

# 9. FINAL DECISION SUMMARY

DECISION: CONDITIONAL APPROVAL

DEMO COMPANY demonstrates awareness of several important construction and environmental controls, including collective fall
protection, competent-person certification, inspection arrangements, gas monitoring, waste tracking, runoff control, and emergency
training. However, the assessment contains multiple negative core-system responses, undefined historical metrics, no ISO 45001
certification, no verified ISO 14001 status, and no accessible field-implementation evidence. The contractor may proceed only after the
mandatory 0—30 day actions are verified and project-specific critical controls are accepted by the client.

No unrestricted approval should be issued for work at height, scaffolding, lifting, excavation, confined-space entry, or other high-risk
activities until the associated evidence packages have been reviewed and approved.

# 10. EXECUTIVE MICRO REPORT




MICRO SAFETY REPORT

Score: 61 /100
Risk Level: Medium—High

» Sector Evaluated: Construction

+ Decision: Conditional Approval
* Key Risk Drivers:

- Field implementation evidence is inaccessible and unverified.

- High-risk construction controls are described generically without permits, inspections, or competence records.

- Historical metrics and several numeric answers lack definitions, units, and source evidence.

+ Top Recommendation: Complete a pre-mobilization critical-control verification covering work at height, scaffolding, lifting,
excavation, permits, training competence, and field evidence.

> Al REVIEW WARNING

>

> This report is an evidence-based decision-support assessment, not a substitute for a competent-person site inspection, legal review,
engineering design, regulatory determination, or accredited certification audit. All self-reported information must be verified before
high-risk work begins.

LEGAL DISCLAIMER

The score and decision reflect only the information made available for this assessment. Conditional approval does not transfer, reduce,
or replace the contractor’s legal duties or the client’s obligations regarding contractor selection, coordination, supervision, and site
control. Applicable national and local legal requirements must be confirmed for the actual work location.

IMPORTANT LEGAL DISCLAIMER: THIS REPORT HAS BEEN AUTOMATICALLY GENERATED BY SAFEASPECT Al. IT DOES NOT
CONSTITUTE A FINAL, OFFICIAL, OR LEGALLY BINDING DOCUMENT.

EXPERT REVIEW REQUIRED: THIS ASSESSMENT MUST BE REVIEWED AND VALIDATED BY QUALIFIED HSE PROFESSIONALS
BEFORE OFFICIAL USE.

Generated by SafeAspect Al » www.safeaspect.com



