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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
STUDY BACKGROUND AND METHODOLOGY
This study was conducted by BOMEL Limited for the Health and Safety Executive (HSE) as
part of its technical support framework agreement. The research was aimed at adapting and
deploying a ‘cultural barometer’ to assist the HSE agriculture team in assessing the impact of an
arboriculture client Safety and Health Awareness Day (SHAD) event.
The study took a measure of SHAD attendee’s views prior to their attendance at an arboriculture
client SHAD (termed the ‘target’ group). The study also took the same pre-intervention
measure from a matched ‘control’ group, who did not attend the event.
The study gathered insight into how arboriculture clients contract services, the nature of the
contracts, their attitudes to employing competent contractors, the existing measures they have in
place for contracting services and their intention to introduce improvement measures.
MAIN STUDY FINDINGS
In total there were 89 survey respondents; 47 in the target group and 42 in the control group.
The main findings from the survey were as follows:



The largest number of respondents were from Local Authorities. Other organisations
attending the SHAD included private estates, churches, universities/colleges and
independent schools. The SHAD event attendees (target group) included tree officers,
groundsman, gardeners and others with a health and safety role.



The majority of respondents (49 out of 89) did not use their own staff for arboriculture
work, however, a further 30 out of 89 did use their own staff.



Of the 30 respondents that confirmed their organisation used their own staff for
arboriculture work, 27 confirmed these staff did have relevant arboriculture
qualifications. The types of qualifications cited included: NPTC Certificates of
Competence (CoCs) in chainsaw use, aerial tree work and aerial rescue, general
forestry works, and grounds maintenance.



The majority of all survey respondents (76 out of 89 in total) reported that their
organisation used contracted services for arboriculture work. In total, 31 of these 67
question respondents reported using contractors only (i.e. they did not use their own
staff at all).



The majority of respondents indicated that their organisations awarded arboriculture
contracts for one-off or ad-hoc jobs.



Respondents confirmed that they identified contractors through recommendation, by
using existing contractors and by using approved lists.
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Of all 89 respondents, the largest number confirmed that the contracts awarded were
valued between £5,000 to £49,000; this was closely followed by contracts in the
region of £1,000 to £4,999.



Of the seven attitude statements relating to issues such as selecting a contractor,
Certificates of Competence/training, costs of meeting health and safety legislation and
contractor risk assessments, the majority of the 89 respondents, answered positively.
This demonstrated an overall positive outlook in the industry regarding employing
safe, competent arboriculture contractors.



In terms of selecting and managing contractors, the largest number of respondents
reported:










Having more than one contractor to choose from
Incorporating health and safety requirements into a contract
Asking to see evidence of written risk assessments
Asking to see evidence of Certificates of Competence/training
Having systems to manage, monitor and review contractors
Having a system to improve contractors’ standards
Having a system to terminate a contract

In terms of selecting contractors, the selection criteria perceived as being most
important were as follows:





Health and safety management systems in place
Compliance with legislation
Level of insurance in place
Contractor’s technical ability



The largest number of respondents indicated using guidance published by the
Arboriculture Association and this was closely followed by organisations using
guidance generated in-house.



In terms of respondents’ intention to improve the health and safety management
practices related to contracting arboriculture services, many individuals said they
intended to make positive changes and also agreed that their peers and family would
approve of any improvements.



Most of the respondents had never attended a SHAD before (61 out of 89). Of those
that said they had attended a SHAD in the past (22), 21 said they had found the day
useful because it was a good opportunity to meet colleagues / associates, it helped
with interpreting new regulations that had been introduced and it was good for an
update on health and safety issues in general.
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Respondents from the target group who confirmed they would be attending the SHAD,
said they would attend because it was an opportunity to:





Refresh their knowledge
Keep up with an industry that is always changing and introducing new HSE
legislation
Learn more about H&S issues in contracts with a view to re-tendering
contracts
Network with like minded people

RECOMMENDATIONS
The study created a baseline measure of current industry practice with regard to contracting
arboriculture services. It is recommended that a second measure using the same cultural
barometer is conducted in order to assess the extent to which the arboriculture client SHAD has
had an impact on the event attendees and improved upon existing industry practice. This will
act as a post-intervention measure allowing comparisons to be drawn between findings before
and after the event. In order to establish whether any changes observed in the post-intervention
measure are attributable to the SHAD event, it is recommended that a control group is also
measured for a second time.
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1.

1.1

INTRODUCTION

STUDY OVERVIEW

This report has been prepared by BOMEL Limited for the Health and Safety Executive (HSE)
as part of the technical support framework agreement. This research is aimed at adapting and
deploying a ‘cultural barometer’ to assist the HSE agriculture team in assessing the impact of an
arboriculture client Safety and Health Awareness Day (SHAD) event. As part of this project,
the barometer was used to gather information on the way in which arboriculture services are
contracted and the way in which health and safety is managed. This information lays the
foundation for a post-intervention measure of the SHAD event. This current report describes
how the barometer was developed for the study and presents the information collected as part of
the pre-intervention measure.
1.2

BACKGROUND TO THE ARBORICULTURE SHAD EVENT

The SHAD event is designed to inform organisations employing arboriculture services (these
organisations are referred to as ‘arboriculture clients’) about the health and safety context within
which arborists should be working. The SHAD is an all day event consisting of a number of
theoretical and practical sessions outlining various health and safety issues. These sessions
include briefings on the legislative framework surrounding the health and safety of arboriculture
practices, the training and certification available to arborists, the Personal Protective Equipment
(PPE) that should be worn by arborists and risk assessments that should be carried out.
The overall objective for the SHAD is that following the event the arboriculture clients (i.e.
organisations contracting arboriculture services) will ensure they employ competent contractors
and regularly monitor and review contractors work.
1.3

STUDY AIMS

The aim of the study was to conduct the first part of a two-phase study to measure the impact of
the arboriculture SHAD. The study also provided the opportunity to further develop and test the
application of the cultural barometer framework.
1.4

SCOPE OF WORK

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

Contact details for all SHAD event attendees were obtained from HSE. Attendees of
the SHAD event are referred to throughout this report as the ‘target group’.

2.

A sample of organisations that ‘matched’ those attending the SHAD event were
identified. Representatives from these organisations did not attend the event but
participated in the cultural barometer survey. This group is referred to throughout this
report as the ‘control group’.
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3.

The cultural barometer developed previously by BOMEL (as part of HSE Research
Contract 4500/R64.105) was refined for the arboriculture SHAD and was designed for
use as a pre-intervention measure. This included piloting the newly refined barometer
on a small sample of SHAD attendees.

4.

BOMEL approached the entire target group (SHAD attendees) for participation in the
study.

5.

BOMEL approached the control group (non-attendees) to identify a suitable person
and seek their agreement to participate.

6.

Telephone interviews were held with individuals in the target and control groups by
taking them through the barometer questions.

7.

BOMEL attended the arboriculture SHAD in order to gain a full understanding of the
event.

8.

Data from the pre-intervention survey interviews was collated, processed and
analysed.

9.

Findings were drafted into this report deliverable for the HSE project team.
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2.

2.1

STUDY METHODOLOGY

INTRODUCTION

In order to conduct the first phase of the study, the existing cultural barometer was adapted to
conduct a pre-intervention measure of the arboriculture SHAD. Two groups of individuals were
interviewed using the barometer. The first group were those attending the SHAD (target group)
and the second group were those that were ‘matched’ but did not attend (control group). The
following sections outline the methodology applied.
2.2

CULTURAL BAROMETER DEVELOPMENT FOR THE STUDY

2.2.1

Modifications to existing cultural barometer

In order to develop and refine the cultural barometer developed previously for HSE (as part of
HSE Research Contract 4500/R64.105) a number of adjustments were made to:


Enable the barometer’s use in the arboriculture industry



Enable the barometer’s use at an organisational level (e.g. arboriculture clients as
opposed to arborists themselves)

2.2.2

Sections contained within arboriculture barometer

The following sections were included in the arboriculture barometer:
Section 1: Background information
This section was modified to gather background information on the arboriculture clients
attending the event (the ‘target’ group for the intervention). For example, the type of
organisation (e.g. LA’s, national parks, housing associations etc.); the attendees role at that
organisation; how long they have worked at the organisation; the process in place for
contracting arboriculture services; and how involved they personally are in this process. All
questions in Section 1 were applicable to both the target and control groups.
Section 2: Industry safety culture
This section was designed to explore the overall attitudes of arboriculture clients towards issues
including: contracting arboriculture services; ensuring contractors are competent; and the
ongoing monitoring and review of contractors work. This section was in the same format as the
existing barometer, with attitude statements and a Likert scale to indicate respondents’ level of
agreement with the statements, but the content of the attitude statements was modified to reflect
the nature of the arboriculture industry and SHAD event.
The attitude statements were developed based on information gathered from the sector team;
interview consultation with key industry stakeholders; and BOMEL’s existing knowledge of
wider sector contracting issues in both the agriculture and forestry industries. The attitude
statements were also piloted on a small sample of confirmed SHAD event attendees as part of
the validation process.
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Section 3: Industry safety measures
This section was designed to explore the actual processes and practices arboriculture clients
may, or may not, have in place for selecting, contracting and monitoring arboriculture
contractors. This focused specifically on issues of contractor competence and safety. The
questions were largely based on the questionnaire provided to SHAD event attendees by
‘Treevolution’ which outlined all of the risk management practices they should be undertaking
when contracting out arboriculture services. By basing the questions around this questionnaire,
it also ensured that the cultural barometer was directly asking event attendees about issues
covered at the event. The development and validation of these questions followed a similar
process as described for Section 2 of the barometer.
Section 4: Intention to behave with due care for health and safety
These questions focused in on the risk management practices identified in Section 3, which
respondents may not be currently fulfilling. Where event attendees (or the ‘target group’)
indicated they were not fulfilling the appropriate risk management practices, the questions
explored their intention to behave more positively in the future.
Section 5: Intervention specific questions
A pre-intervention measure designed for use with both the target group (event attendees) and the
control group was developed. For respondents who were attending the event, questions
included exploring what influenced them to attend the SHAD, what they hoped to gain from the
event and how much it costed them to attend. If a follow-up phase is conducted in the future, it
is suggested that the post-intervention questions would explore issues such as: what attendees
liked about the event; areas they found most useful; areas they found least useful; changes they
anticipate making; changes they have already made; and costs incurred as a result of making
any changes.
Agreement to be called back
Interviewers also asked respondents whether they would mind being contacted again in future to
complete a similar questionnaire and contact details were confirmed.
2.2.3

Pilot study

To ensure that the barometer questions were sensible and would produce reliable and valid
responses a small scale pilot study was undertaken. Several SHAD attendees were interviewed
using the cultural barometer which resulted in some modifications to the barometer wording,
particularly in relation to the attitudinal statements and risk management questions.
A copy of the arboriculture client cultural barometer can be found in Appendix A.
2.3

SAMPLING SURVEY RESPONDENTS

2.3.1

Sample size

In terms of the sample size guidance was initially sought from the National Audit Office (NAO)
publication on sampling1. The NAO outlines that practical limitations are often the chief
determinant of the sample size, although a sample size of between 50 and 100 should ensure
that the results are sufficiently reliable for the majority of purposes. In terms of the current
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study, the number of people attending the SHAD limited the target group sample size. The
event targeted around 50 organisations.
2.3.2

Target and control groups

Two groups were interviewed using the barometer: a target group that consisted of SHAD event
attendees and a ‘matched’ control group who did not attend the SHAD event.
The organisations attending the event (target group) were forwarded to BOMEL by HSE.
BOMEL then used online contact directories to identify their telephone numbers. BOMEL’s
team of interviewers approached all attendees seeking their consent to participate in a telephone
interview.
The control group was ‘matched’ to the target group according to:



Organisation type (e.g. Local Authority, Church etc.)



Number of different types of organisation



Overall numbers in the group

Contact details for the control group were also identified by BOMEL using online contact
directories.
2.3.3

Administering the cultural barometer

All interviews were conducted over the telephone and took place over a 5-day period leading up
to the SHAD event (i.e. pre-intervention). Interviewers often had to make five to six calls to
secure an interview with an event attendee and often more to secure a response from the control
group.
To ensure there were no biases during the interview process, three BOMEL consultants
undertook interviews in both the target and control group. Contact details in both the target and
control groups were randomly allocated to all interviewers to ensure there was no bias across
any of the results.
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STUDY FINDINGS

3.
3.1

INTRODUCTION

This section presents the findings from the interviews conducted with both the target and
control groups prior to the SHAD event.
3.2

INTERPRETATION OF THE FINDINGS

In order to aid interpretation of the findings, please read and refer to the following definitions:



Respondents – where percentages are displayed out of ‘respondents’ (e.g. 60% - 6 out
of 10 respondents) this means that this is a percentage of the total number of people
responding to that question.



Responses – where on some occasions percentages are displayed out of ‘responses’
(e.g. 60% - 6 out of 10 responses) this means that this a percentage of the total number
of responses given to that question (i.e. 4 people may have provided a total of 10
responses).



Majority – used when the number of respondents or the number of responses
answering in a particular way is more than 50% of the total number of respondents or
responses answering that question.



Large – used when the number of respondents or the number of responses answering
in a particular way is the largest number answering in that way, but is not more than
50% of the total number of respondents or responses answering that question.

3.3

SAMPLE BACKGROUND DETAILS

3.3.1

Number and type of participating organisations

Table 1 presents the number of survey respondents according to group (control or target) and
gender.
Table 1 Number of respondents by group and gender
Target

Control

Total

Male

42

28

70

Female

5

14

19

Total

47

42

89

Table 1 highlights that there were 89 survey respondents in total; 47 in the target group and 42
in the control group. Respondents were predominantly male. It should be noted that there were
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multiple respondents from some of the organisations. Therefore, the total figure of 89 equates
to 89 people taking part in the interview, not 89 individual organisations.
The numbers obtained are the result of intensive interviewing for 5-days and several hundred
telephone calls.
Figure 1 presents the number of respondents from each type of organisation.
interviewees were in the target or control group is also highlighted.

Whether

40
35
30
25
Target Group

20

Control Group

15
10
5

Land Agent

Network Rail

Highways
Agency

Church

The National
Trust

NHS Trust

Utility Company

Landscaper

Housing
Association

University or
College

Other

Local Authority

0

Figure 1 Number of respondents from each type of organisation
The largest number of respondents (37 out of 89) were from Local Authorities. The next most
common organisational category was ‘Other’. Further exploration indicated that this group
comprised of:



Charities



Contractors



Private Estates



Independent Schools / Educational establishments

Some participating organisations only featured in the control group (e.g. housing associations,
NHS Trusts, churches, Network Rail and land agents).
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Figure 2 highlights the size of the organisations that responded.
35

30

25

20
Target Group
Control Group

15

10

5

0
1 to 9

10 to 49

50 to 249

250 to 1,000

More than
1,000

No response

Team
numbers
only

Figure 2 Size of organisation
Figure 2 highlights that the largest number of respondents worked for organisations employing
over 1,000 people; this reflects the dominance of Local Authorities in the sample. In summary:



37% (33 out of 89) of respondents worked for organisations with more than 1,000
workers.



21% (19 out of 89) of respondents worked for organisations with between 250 and
1,000 workers.



7% (6 out of 89) of respondents worked for organisations with between 1 to 9
workers.

Some respondents also volunteered information about the number of people who were in their
team; their responses are presented in Figure 3.
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8
7
6
5
Target Group

4

Control Group

3
2
1
0
1 to 9

10 to 49

50 to 249

Figure 3 Size of team
Figure 3 highlights that seven respondents indicated that they worked in a team sized 1 to 9,
another seven indicated they worked for a team that was 10 to 49 in size and one respondent
reported working in a team of 50 to 249 people.
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Position/role in organisation

3.3.2

Figure 4 highlights the survey respondents’ role in the organisation.
70
60
50
40
Target Group
Control Group

30
20
10

General manager

Office
manager/administrative

Land/countryside
manager/officer

Arboriculture
manager/officer

No response

Tree manager/officer

Other

0

Figure 4 Role of survey respondent in organisation
Figure 4 indicates that most respondents worked in roles ‘other’ than those presented in the
barometer question-set. When respondents were asked to provide more detail on their job titles,
it was found that many of the respondents attending the event were in roles such as groundsman,
gardener or health and safety.
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Figure 5 presents the type and number of respondents’ arboriculture qualifications.
40
35
30
25
Target Group

20

Control Group

15
10
5

Figure 5

Aerial works

Training
Qualifications

City & Guilds

Other
disciplines

NPTC

Degree

Certificate

Experience Only

Chainsaw

National
Diploma

None

0

Number of respondents with arboriculture related qualifications

Figure 5 highlights that 38% of respondents reported that they have no arboriculture
qualifications. The apparent lack of arboriculture related qualifications may indicate that
mechanisms such as SHAD events and training (that do not lead to a formal qualification) might
play an important role for organisations to maintain competent employees.
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USE OF CONTRACTORS

3.4

Figure 6 highlights the number of respondents that indicated whether or not their organisations
used their own staff for arboriculture work.
60

50

40

Target Group

30

Control Group

20

10

0
Do not use their own staff

Use own staff

No response

Figure 6 Number of respondents indicating that their organisations use their own staff
for arboriculture work
Figure 6 highlights that although some respondents indicated that their organisation used their
own staff for arboriculture work (30 out of 89), the majority of respondents (49 out of 89) did
not use their own staff. The divide between the target and control groups is similar.
Of the 30 respondents that confirmed their organisation used their own staff for arboriculture
work, 27 confirmed these staff did have relevant arboriculture qualifications. The types of
qualifications cited included: NPTC Certificates of Competence (CoCs) in chainsaw use, aerial
tree work and aerial rescue, general forestry works, and grounds maintenance.
Respondents were similarly asked to confirm whether or not their organisation employed the
use of contractors for arboriculture services. The results are presented on Figure 7.
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80
70
60
50
Target Group

40

Control Group

30
20
10
0
Contracts in arboriculture
services

Does not contract in services

No response

Figure 7 Number of respondents that confirmed using arboriculture services
Figure 7 highlights that the majority of respondents (76 out of 89) reported that their
organisation used contracted services for arboriculture work. This indicates that whilst some
organisations have qualified staff to do the work, many still contract in services at some point.
Figure 8 presents the contracting arrangements for staff versus contractors.
35

30

25

20
Target Group
Control Group

15

10

5

0
All contracted

Majority
contracted

Dependent on job Majority in-house

All in-House

Figure 8 Use of own staff versus contractors for arboriculture work
Figure 8 indicates that 31 respondents reported only using contractors (this equals 46% as there
were 67 responses to this question). Where interviewees indicated that the use of contractors
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was ‘dependent on the job’ (20 respondents in total) several indicated that contractors were used
for the more complicated jobs such as tree felling or jobs that involved working at height.
Extent of respondents’ role in procurement process

3.4.1

Figure 9 highlights the extent to which respondents indicated that they were involved in the
procurement process.
40

30

Target Group

20

Control Group

10

0
All or most aspects of
the process

Some aspects of the
process

Not involved at all

No response

Figure 9 Extent of respondents’ involvement in the procurement process
Figure 9 indicates that the majority of respondents were involved in the procurement process
with 40% (36 out of 89) being involved in ‘all or most of the process’ and 29% (26 out of 89)
being involved in ‘some aspects of the process’.
3.4.2

Type of contracts commissioned for arboriculture services

Table 2 presents the type of contracts commissioned by organisations for arboriculture services.
Respondents were able to select more than one type of contract to reflect the different types of
contracts that were used for different arboriculture service requirements.
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Table 2 Type of contracts commissioned for arboriculture services
Type of contract

Number of respondents
Control

Target

Total

3 year contract

6

6

12

2 year contract

2

1

3

1 year contract

8

2

10

One off/ad-hoc jobs

28

31

59

Emergency services

2

2

4

Other

5

7

12

Table 2 highlights that the majority of respondents indicated that work was awarded for one-off
or ad-hoc jobs. Observations made by interviewers indicated that some organisations
(particularly Local Authorities) would have a long-term call-off contract with a company; the
organisation would contact their supplier and ask them to do a particular job at an agreed rate,
rather than repeatedly tendering or quoting for individual jobs.
Respondents were asked how they initially identified arboriculture contractors and the findings
are presented in Table 3.
Table 3 Method / channel used to identify contractors
Method/channel for identifying contractors

Number of responses
Control

Target

Total

Public sector

1

3

4

Arboriculture Association

4

14

18

International Society of Arboriculture

1

2

3

Forestry Contracting Association

0

1

1

CHAS

0

2

2

Business directories

8

2

10

Internet

1

3

4

Recommendation

17

13

30

Family and friends

0

0

0

Existing contractors

22

23

45

Other sources

22

18

40

Respondents were invited to indicate all of the methods / channels that their organisation used.
Table 3 highlights that initial identification of contractors appears to be based on a combination
of recommendation, use of existing contractors and ‘Other’ sources. These ‘Other’ sources
were primarily approved lists as highlighted in Figure 10 below.
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16
14
12
10
Target Group

8

Control Group

6
4
2

Royal warrant

National
contract

Word of mouth

Don't know

Advertisements
in press/web

Local
contractors

Other

Approved list

0

Figure 10 ‘Other’ types of sources used
Figure 10 highlights that 15 of the respondents indicated selecting arboriculture contractors
from an ‘approved list’ suppliers. Other methods of identification included opting for local
contractors, advertisements in the press or on the Internet or ‘word of mouth’.
Typical approximate value of arboriculture service contracts

3.4.3

Figure 11 highlights the approximate value of the arboriculture contracts awarded by the
organisations taking part in the survey.
30

20

Target Group
Control Group

10

0
Under
£1,000

Between
Between
£1,000 and £5,000 and
£4,999
£49,000

Between
£50,000
and
£99,000

Between
£100,000
and
£150,000

Over
Don't know
No
£150,000
response

Figure 11 Approximate value of contracts awarded
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Figure 11 indicates that the largest number of contracts awarded were valued between £5,000 to
£49,000; this was closely followed by contracts in the region of £1,000 to £4,999. The £5,000
to £49,000 contracts are likely to be too expensive to be ad-hoc/one-off contracts, further
indicating the presence of long-term agreements with suppliers.
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3.5

INDUSTRY SAFETY CULTURE

3.5.1

Introduction

This section presents the findings related to the industry’s safety culture. Respondents were
presented with a series of statements reflecting certain attitudes and values towards contracting
in arboriculture services. The following graphs indicate respondents’ level of agreement with
these statements.
Selecting an arboriculture contractor

3.5.2

Figure 12 presents responses to the idea that selecting a contractor can influence health and
safety.
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Figure 12 Response to the statement: ‘The process of selecting an arboriculture
contractor has the potential to affect the health and safety of people working in and
around the work site’
Figure 12 highlights that 90% of respondents ‘agreed’ or ‘strongly agreed’ with the notion that
the selection of a contractor has the potential to affect health and safety.
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Certificates of competence

3.5.3

Figure 13 presents responses to the idea that certificates of competence are less important than
completing work to time and budget.
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Figure 13 Response to the statement: ‘Certificates of Competence or other proof of
training are not so important as long as the contractor can do the work to time
and budget’
Figure 13 indicates that 88% of respondents disagreed with the idea that certificates of
competence are not as important as the contractor’s ability to do work to time and budget.
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Importance of legal framework

3.5.4

Figure 14 presents responses to the idea that the legal framework within which arboriculture
contractors carry out their work, can protect themselves and members of the public from harm.
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Figure 14 Response to the statement: ‘The legal framework within which arboriculture
contractors work is essential to protect themselves and members of the public from
harm’
Figure 14 highlights that 92% of respondents either ‘agree’ or ‘strongly agree’ with the idea that
the legal framework within which contractors work is essential to protect themselves and
members of the public from harm.

C1286\05\004R Rev C September 2008

29 28

Employing arboriculture services

3.5.5

Figure 15 presents responses to the idea that the way in which an organisation goes about
employing arboriculture services will influence incident likelihood.
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Figure 15 Response to the statement: ‘The way we go about employing arboriculture
services can directly impact on the likelihood of health and safety incidents occurring’
Figure 15 highlights that 87% of respondents ‘agree’ or ‘strongly agree’ with the idea that the
way they go about employing arboriculture services can directly impact on the likelihood of
health and safety incidents occurring.
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Level of involvement in contractors work

3.5.6

Figure 16 presents responses to the idea that it is better to let contractors get on with their work,
unsupervised, until a job is finished.
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Figure 16 Response to the statement: ‘Once a contractor is in place it is best to let
them get on with the work, unsupervised, until it is finished’
Figure 16 highlights that 57% of respondents disagreed with the idea that leaving contractors to
get on with work, unsupervised, until the job is complete is the best course of action. However,
some respondents did clarify their response by saying that they did not want to get in the way of
contractors, noting that having someone watching you work is not always helpful.
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Cost of meeting health and safety legislation requirements

3.5.7

Figure 17 presents responses to the idea that the cost of meeting health and safety legislation
requirements does not lead to real improvements in safety.
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Figure 17 Response to the statement: ‘Health and safety legislation increases the
cost of work without delivering real improvements in safety’
Figure 17 highlights that 72% of respondents ‘disagreed’ or ‘strongly disagreed’ with the idea
that health and safety legislation increases the cost of work without delivering real
improvements in safety.
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Contractors’ risk assessments

3.5.8

Figure 18 highlights responses to the idea that risk assessments are the responsibility of the
contractor and do not require detail checking by the client.
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Figure 18 Response to the statement: ‘Provided contractors have produced a risk
assessment, it is not our responsibility to check it in detail’
Figure 18 highlights that 71% of respondents disagreed with the idea that contractors’ risk
assessment did not require checking in detail.
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3.6

INDUSTRY SAFETY MEASURES

3.6.1

Introduction

The following section presents findings related to the measures that respondents have in place
when employing the services of arboriculture contractors. The issues ranges from identification
and selection of contractors to managing and terminating a contract.
3.6.2

Contractor selection and management

Figure 19 presents respondents’ answers to a number of different measures that they may or
may not have in place relating to the selection and management of contractors.
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Figure 19 Contractor selection and management
For each measure, Figure 19 highlights the number of respondents that do (‘yes’) or do not
(‘no’) undertake this measure. The largest number of respondents report:



Having more than one contractor to choose from



Incorporating health and safety requirements into a contract
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Asking to see evidence of written risk assessments



Asking to certificates of competence/training



Having systems to manage, monitor and review contractors



Having a system to improve contractors’ standards



Having a system to terminate a contract

If respondents indicated that they did have a system to manage, monitor and review work, they
were asked to elaborate on what this system included. Analysis of answers indicated that:



Formal systems of review were used



Informal systems of review were used



Spot-checks



Site visits



Post job/offline checks

The two measures that were adopted by the smallest number of respondents were having
received training in procurement and referring to guidance to select contractors. Of those that
reported using guidance to select contractors, the types of guidance that are used are presented
in Figure 20.
16
14
12
10
Target Group

8

Control Group

6
4
2
0
Arboriculture
Association

In-house

Other

General QA & H&S
guidance

Figure 20 Types of industry guidance used
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Figure 20 highlights the types of guidance used by organisations to help select arboriculture
contractors. The largest number of respondents indicated using guidance published by the
Arboriculture Association and this was closely followed by organisations referring to guidance
generated in-house.
3.6.3

Factors used when selecting contractors and how they are rated

The methods that an organisation applies when selecting a contractor can send a powerful
message out about how important the business considers health and safety to be. This may
influence the priorities for the contractor and therefore could ultimately influence risk and
accident likelihood.
Figure 21 presents a number of factors that are relevant to the selection of a contractor. For
each factor, respondents were asked to:


Indicate whether the factor was something that their organisation considered when
appointing a contractor



For each that they did consider, rate how important it was on a 1-10 scale (where 10 is
most important and 1 is least important)

The information presented in Figure 21 uses a monochrome colour scheme. Darker areas
indicate the factors of greater importance (i.e. ratings of 10 are in black). Lighter areas indicate
less important factors (for brevity, ratings of 1-6 were combined together owing to their low
frequency).
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Figure 21 Factors used when selecting contractors and their perceived level of
importance
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Figure 21 highlights that a range of factors were considered by respondents to be important
when selecting an arboriculture contractor. Three factors were mentioned fewer times than the
majority, these were the contractors accident record, whether they were an approved contractor
and whether they had an equal opportunities policy. The factors considered that were perceived
as being most important were:


Health and safety management systems



Compliance with legislation



Level of insurance in place



Contractor’s technical ability

Whilst the majority reported that cost and timescales were relevant, these were judged as less
important than the above.
INTENTION TO BEHAVE WITH DUE CARE FOR HEALTH AND SAFETY

3.7

In Section 3.6 of this report, Figure 19 indicated that some respondents did not use some of the
measures for contractor management. Respondents’ intention to tackle these areas was
considered in Section 4 of the cultural barometer. The data presented aims to provide the reader
with insight surrounding respondents’ intention to implement health and safety improvements.
Interviewers asked respondents to consider whether the contractor management measure(s) were
something that they could undertake in the future. The findings are presented in Figure 22.
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Figure 22 Why do you think it would or would not be possible to carry out these
measures in the future?
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Figure 22 indicates that many of the respondents intended to put measures in place immediately
and many said they intended to consider these measures in the next new contract. Some
respondents highlighted that it was not possible to carry out the measures in the future because
implementation was not in their control.
Peer approval of safe behaviours

3.7.1

When asked whether their peers would approve of the measure, 24 responded, 22 of which said
they felt others would approve and two said they did not think others would approve. Figure 23
explores why respondents thought that others would approve.
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Figure 23 Why do you think that your peers would approve of you carrying out these
measures?
Figure 23 reveals that respondents felt others would believe that health and safety will benefit as
a result and that it is good practice to do this. There were also ‘other’ reasons given which
included:



There is always a need to improve



Health and safety should come first



Important to maintain a good reputation for health and safety practices
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Developing the theme of approval further, respondents were then asked whether their family
would approve of them implementing the measures. Of the respondents that responded to the
question, 19 said they felt that their family would approve and four said they did not think that
their family would approve.
INTERVENTION SPECIFIC QUESTIONS

3.8

The final section of the barometer asked questions that were specific to the SHAD event.
Respondents were asked whether they had ever attended an HSE SHAD event in the past and
the findings are shown on Figure 24.
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Figure 24 Previous attendance at HSE SHAD event
Figure 24 indicates that 61 out of 89 respondents had never attended a SHAD before. Of those
respondents that had attended a SHAD before (22), they were asked if they found the day
useful. A total of 21 respondents said they had found the day useful and gave the following
reasons why:



Good opportunity to meet colleagues / associates



Helped with regulations that had been introduced at the time



Good for an update on health and safety issues in general
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Respondents were asked whether they had received an invitation to attend a forthcoming SHAD
event. Responses are presented in Figure 25.
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Figure 25 Have you received an invite to attend a forthcoming SHAD event?
Figure 25 highlights that, as we would expect, the majority of the target group had received an
invite and the majority of the control group had not received an invite.
The respondents from the target group who confirmed they would be attending were then asked
to confirm why they had chosen to attend. Reasons included the following:



Opportunity to refresh knowledge



Industry is always changing and introducing new HSE legislation



To learn more about H&S issues in contracts with a view to retendering contract



Networking with like minded people
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Estimated time and cost of attending event

3.8.1

All interventions such as SHADs will have an impact on the employing organisation. There are
various direct costs associated with the event such as mileage and consumables such as food, in
addition, there are less tangible costs associated with time, such as the time spent making
arrangements to attend the event, time travelling and time at the event. All these costs need to
be considered in comparison with the benefits offered by a SHAD event.
Figure 26 presents the estimated monetary costs associated with attending the SHAD. The costs
reflect what attendees anticipated to pay for the event and include mileage, train costs, taxis,
meals and other incidental expenses.
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Figure 26 Estimation of total monetary costs incurred when attending the event
Figure 26 presents the estimated monetary costs associated with attending the SHAD. The costs
reflect what attendees anticipated to pay for attending the event (the event itself was free) and
include mileage, train costs, taxis, meals and other incidental expenses.
In relation to the time cost to an organisation, 69% (29 out of 42) of respondents indicated that it
took less than 10 minutes deciding whether to attend and 29% (12 out of 42) took more than 10
minutes. A similar pattern emerged in relation to how long it took for the organisation to
consider how long it would take to select the most appropriate attendee(s), with 84% (26 out of
31) of respondents indicating it took less than 10 minutes to decide who should attend and 13%
(4 out of 31) indicating it took more than 10 minutes.
In terms of how long the SHAD event took, 70% (31 out of 44) indicated that they expected the
event to take less than 10 hours in total (including travel time) and 27% (12 out of 44) indicated
they thought that the event would take 10 or more hours.
Based on the information given by respondents, calculations indicate that the average time spent
per attendee on the SHAD event was 9.6 hours.
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3.8.2

Control group interest in SHADs

Control group respondents were asked whether they would be interested in attending a SHAD
event in the future, the majority (71%) indicated that they would, 7% said no and 21% declined
to respond. When asked why they wanted to attend most said that it was because it improves
and refreshes their knowledge of health and safety issues.
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4.
4.1

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
INTRODUCTION

The following section provides a summary of the findings from the pre-intervention survey. It
also provides recommendations regarding how to take this study forward.
4.2

SUMMARY OF SURVEY FINDINGS



In total there were 89 survey respondents; 47 in the target group and 42 in the control
group.



The largest number of respondents were from Local Authorities. Other organisations
attending the SHAD included private estates, churches, universities/colleges and
independent schools. The SHAD event attendees (target group) included tree officers,
groundsman, gardeners and others with a health and safety role.



Of the target group, the largest numbers of attendees came from organisations that
employed over 1,000 employees or employed between 250 and 1,000 employees.



The majority of respondents (49 out of 89) did not use their own staff for arboriculture
work, however, a further 30 out of 89 did use their own staff.



Of the 30 respondents that confirmed their organisation used their own staff for
arboriculture work, 27 confirmed these staff did have relevant arboriculture
qualifications. The types of qualifications cited included: NPTC Certificates of
Competence (CoCs) in chainsaw use, aerial tree work and aerial rescue, general
forestry works, and grounds maintenance.



The majority of all survey respondents (76 out of 89 in total) reported that their
organisation used contracted services for arboriculture work. In total, 31 of these 67
question respondents reported using contractors only (i.e. they did not use their own
staff at all).



The majority of respondents indicated that their organisations awarded arboriculture
contracts for one-off or ad-hoc jobs.



Respondents confirmed that they identified contractors through recommendation, by
using existing contractors and by using approved lists.



Of all 89 respondents, the largest number confirmed that the contracts awarded were
valued between £5,000 to £49,000; this was closely followed by contracts in the
region of £1,000 to £4,999.
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Of the seven attitude statements relating to issues such as selecting a contractor,
Certificates of Competence/training, costs of meeting health and safety legislation and
contractor risk assessments, the majority of the 89 respondents, answered positively.
This demonstrated an overall positive outlook in the industry regarding employing
safe, competent arboriculture contractors.



In terms of selecting and managing contractors, the largest number of respondents
reported:










Having more than one contractor to choose from
Incorporating health and safety requirements into a contract
Asking to see evidence of written risk assessments
Asking to see evidence of Certificates of Competence/training
Having systems to manage, monitor and review contractors
Having a system to improve contractors’ standards
Having a system to terminate a contract

In terms of selecting contractors, the selection criteria perceived as being most
important were as follows:





Health and safety management systems in place
Compliance with legislation
Level of insurance in place
Contractor’s technical ability



The largest number of respondents indicated using guidance published by the
Arboriculture Association and this was closely followed by organisations using
guidance generated in-house.



In terms of respondents’ intention to improve the health and safety management
practices related to contracting arboriculture services, many individuals said they
intended to make positive changes and also agreed that their peers and family would
approve of any improvements.



Most of the respondents had never attended a SHAD before (61 out of 89). Of those
that said they had attended a SHAD in the past (22), 21 said they had found the day
useful because it was a good opportunity to meet colleagues / associates, it helped
with interpreting new regulations that had been introduced and it was good for an
update on health and safety issues in general.



Respondents from the target group who confirmed they would be attending the SHAD,
said they would attend because it was an opportunity to:


Refresh their knowledge
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4.3

Keep up with an industry that is always changing and introducing new HSE
legislation
Learn more about H&S issues in contracts with a view to re-tendering
contracts
Network with like minded people

RECOMMENDATIONS

The current study took a measure of SHAD attendee’s views prior to their attendance at an
arboriculture client SHAD. The study also took the same measure from a matched control
group, who were not attending the event. The study gathered insight into how arboriculture
clients contract services, the nature of the contracts, their attitudes to employing competent
contractors who work within a legal health and safety framework, the existing measures they
have in place for contracting services and their intention to introduce improvement measures.
This study has therefore created a baseline measure of current industry practice with regard to
contracting arboriculture services. It is recommended that a second measure using the same
cultural barometer is conducted in order to assess the extent to which the arboriculture client
SHAD has had an impact on the event attendees and improved upon existing industry practice.
This will act as a post-intervention measure allowing comparisons to be drawn between findings
before and after the event. In order to establish whether any changes observed in the postintervention measure are attributable to the SHAD event, it is recommended that a control group
is also measured for a second time.
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APPENDIX A – COPY OF ARBORICULTURE CULTURAL
BAROMETER (TARGET AND CONTROL GROUP)
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48

Arboriculture client cultural
barometer tool
A management information tool developed by
BOMEL Limited
For the agriculture team within the Health and Safety
Executive

Notes to users
•

This barometer tool is designed to facilitate data gathering
from HSE’s target stakeholders in order to understand the
extent to which interventions are having an impact.

•

It should be used in conjunction with the Toolkit presented
in the main barometer report.

•

The tool should only be used by designated HSE
personnel.

•

In accordance with the Data Protection Act (DPA), any
personal data collected must remain confidential to HSE
and not passed on to any third party. Every effort should
be made to anonymise and secure the confidentiality of
the identity of people taking part in the research and after
an appropriate period of time this data should be
destroyed in accordance with DPA requirements.

•

Survey participants should be taken through each section
of the cultural barometer; questions should be asked in
the order presented.

•

Text appearing in “blue bold italic font” within this
barometer tool is suggested wording to use with
participants during the survey, text in “black bold font” are
instructions to users.
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SUGGESTED INTRODUCTORY SCRIPT
• Hello, my name is…(INSERT NAME)…and I work for an independent research

consultancy called BOMEL and we are conducting a short survey on behalf of the Health
and Safety Executive.
• TARGET GROUP SCRIPT: We have been given your name and contact details by the HSE

as someone who is intending on going to the arboriculture Safety and Health Awareness
day on 26th February and wondered if it would be possible to ask you a few pre-event
questions that will only take about 15 minutes to complete.
• CONTROL GROUP SCRIPT: The objective of the survey is to understand more about the

procedures and practices involved in contracting arboriculture services. We want to
understand more about how we can provide employers of tree surgeons and arborists
with the most useful advice, guidance and support to help maintain high standards of
arboriculture activities across the industry. We would really appreciate your insight into
these issues which will ultimately result in improved resources for the whole industry.

USE REMAINING SCRIPT FOR BOTH GROUPS
• If you would be happy to take part, everything that you say will be treated in the strictest

of confidence. Your details will not be made available to any other parties. The results
of the survey will be combined to explore the overall trends in opinion about employing
arboriculture services.
• Would you be willing to take part? (IF INDIVIDUAL SAYS ‘NO’ AT THIS POINT, THANK

THEM FOR THEIR TIME AND THEN POLITELY END THE CALL)
• Please stop me at any time if you have any questions or do not wish to continue. You

have the right to withdraw at any time without giving a reason. Before we begin, do you
have any questions?
• By continuing with this interview, I will take it as your full consent to participate.

• If you have any queries about this survey following participation, please contact me

on…(INSERT CONTACT NUMBER / EMAIL / FAX)…

Thank you for your assistance with this important study.
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SECTION 1 – BACKGROUND INFORMATION

INTERVIEWER INTRODUCTION TO SECTION 1: To start with there are a few background
questions about yourself and the organisation you work for.

1.
Sample group (to be completed by
the interviewer)
2.
Gender (to be completed by the
interviewer)
3.

What type of organisation best
describes the company you work for?

Target group (SHAD attendee)
Control group (non-attendee)
Male
Female
Local Authority
Housing Association
Construction company
NHS Trust
Network Rail
Landscaper
Highways Agency
Utilities company
University or college
The National Trust
Forestry Commission
Land agent
National park
Church
Other

If Other, please specify:
4.

Approximately what size is your
organisation (not including
contractors)?

1 to 9
10 to 49
50 to 249
250 to 1,000
More than 1,000
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5.

What is your role / position at the
company?

Land / countryside manager /
officer
Tree manager / officer
Arboriculture manager / officer
Office manager / administrative
General manager
Other

If Other, please specify:
6.

What arboriculture qualifications and
/ or experience do you personally
have?

7.

Does your organisation employ its
own staff to carry out arboriculture
and tree work?

Yes

7a

Yes

7b

8.

Do they have arboriculture
related qualifications?

No

No

If Yes, please provide details
of qualifications / training
held:

Does your organisation ever employ
the use of arboriculture services?
(e.g. for tree maintenance)

9.

(If ‘Yes’ to Question 7 AND 8) Can
you explain the split of tree /
arboriculture work between your
employees and contractors? (e.g.
employees may be used for small
tree trimming jobs, whereas
contractors may be employed on long
term tree maintenance work)

10.

Does your job role mean that you are
involved in any aspect of the
procurement process for employing
arboriculture contractors?

Yes
No

All or most aspects of the
process
Some aspects of the process
Not involved at all

11.

What type of arboriculture services
contract do you typically use?

3-year ongoing work contract
2-year ongoing work contract
1-year ongoing work contract
One-off / ad-hoc jobs
Emergency services
Other

If Other, please specify:
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12.

What is the approximate typical total
value of this arboriculture services
contract?

(Note: value given should relate to
the contract type stated in Question
11; note there may be more than one
contract type and therefore more
than one value)

Over £150,000
Between £100,000 and
£150,000
Between £50,000 and £99,000
Between £5,000 and £49,000
Between £1,000 and £4,999
Under £1,000
Don’t know

13.

How do you initially identify potential
arboriculture contractors? (Select all
that apply)

Public sector procurement
portals (e.g. Official Journal of
the European Union)
Arboriculture Association
International Society of
Arboriculture
Forestry Contracting
Association
LA’s Contractors Health and
Safety Assessment Scheme
(CHAS)
Business directories (e.g.
Yellow Pages)
Internet
Recommendation
Family / friends
Existing contractors
Other

If Other, please specify:
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SECTION 2 – INDUSTRY SAFETY CULTURE

INTERVIEWER INTRODUCTION TO SECTION 2: I now have some general statements about
contracting arboriculture services which I would like you to indicate your level of
agreement with; from ‘Strongly Disagree’ to ‘Strongly Agree’

Strongly
disagree

14.

“The process of selecting an arboriculture
contractor has the potential to affect the health
and safety of people working in and around
the work site”

15.

“Certificates of Competence or other proof of
training are not so important as long as the
contractor can do the work to time and budget”

16.

“The legal framework within which
arboriculture contractors work is essential to
protect themselves and members of the public
from harm”

17.

“The way we go about employing arboriculture
services can directly impact on the likelihood
of health and safety incidents occurring during
the work being undertaken”

18.

“Once a contractor is in place it is best to let
them get on with the work unsupervised until it
is finished”

19.

“Health and safety legislation increases the
cost of work without delivering real
improvements in safety”

20.

“Provided contractors have produced a risk
assessment, it is not our responsibility to
check it in detail”

Disagree

Neither
agree nor
disagree

Agree

Strongly
agree

SECTION 3 – INDUSTRY SAFETY MEASURES

INTERVIEWER INTRODUCTION TO SECTION 3: I now have some more specific questions
about the activities involved in employing a contractor at your organisation.

Yes

No

Don’t
know

21.
When selecting an appropriate contractor, does
your organisation typically always have more than one
potential contractor to choose from?
22.
Have you ever received any training in procuring
contractors?
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Yes

No

Don’t
know

23.
Do you follow any industry guidance on choosing
contractors?
24.

If Yes, what guidance have you used?

25.
When
selecting a contractor,
which of the following
factors
do
you
consider?
(Tick those considered
and rate how important
they are in coming to a
decision)

Factor

Tick if factor
considered

Rate importance
between 1 and 10 – 1
being least important
and 10 being most
important

Health and safety management
systems in place (including risk
assessment procedures)
Environmental management
systems in place
Equal opportunities policies
General reputation (including
financial stability) of contractor
Technical capabilities (e.g.
appropriate training /
Certificates of Competence in
chainsaw work, tree inspection
etc.)
Contractor’s compliance with its
legal obligations (e.g. Health
and Safety at Work Act; Work at
Height Regulations; Personal
Protective Equipment
Regulations; Lifting Operations
and Lifting Equipment
Regulations etc.)
Level of insurance contractor
has in place
Membership of ‘approved’
contractor schemes (e.g.
Arboricultural Association
Approved Contractor; LA’s
Contractors Health and Safety
Assessment Scheme (CHAS))
Cost of the proposed work
Timeframe for completing the
work
How they propose to go about
doing the work (method)
Contractors accident record
Your experience of working with
the contractor
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Yes

No

Don’t
know

Yes

No

Don’t
know

26.
Are health and safety requirements written into the
contract of work between your organisation and the
contractor?
27.
Do you ask to see evidence of written risk
assessments?
28.
Do you ask to see evidence of training / Certificates
of Competence?
29.
Once a contractor has been appointed, do you
have a system in place for managing, monitoring and
reviewing their work?
29a.

(If Yes to Question 29)

Could you please describe the way
arboriculture contractors are
managed and supervised?
Interviewers to establish:
- who is responsible for managing
and supervising contractors
- what relevant experience and / or
qualifications they have to do this
- the process for checking work

30.
If it is felt that the contractor is not working to the
required standards of health and safety, is there a system in
place for improving their standards?
If it is felt that the contractor is not working to the
31.
required standards of health and safety, is there a system in
place for terminating the contract?
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SECTION 4 - INTENTION TO BEHAVE WITH DUE CARE FOR HEALTH AND SAFETY
**SECTION 4 ONLY APPLICABLE IF INTERVIEWEE HAS ANSWERED ‘NO’ OR
‘DON’T KNOW’ TO QUESTIONS 26 TO 31**
INTERVIEWER INTRODUCTION TO SECTION 3: I now have a few questions about measures
you may or may not take in the future relating to employing and monitoring arboriculture
services.

32.
In the previous set of questions you
indicated there were some areas where you were not
undertaking certain measures (refer respondent to
example questions). Would it be possible for you to carry
out this / these measures when employing arboriculture
services in the future?

Yes

No

33.
Why do you think it would OR would not be
possible to carry out these activities?
34.
Do you think other people in a similar position to
you at other similar organisations would approve of you
undertaking these measures?

Yes
No

35.
Why do you think they would OR would not
approve of you carrying out these measures?
36.
Do you think members of your immediate family
would approve of you undertaking these measures?

Yes
No

37.
Why do you think they would OR would not
approve of you carrying out these measures?
38.
Do you intend to implement these measures in
the next three months?

Yes
No

39.
If ‘No’, why do you not intend to implement
measures?
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SECTION 5 – INTERVENTION SPECIFIC QUESTIONS

40.

Have you ever attended an HSE SHAD event? (If
‘no’ go to Question 43)

Yes
No

41.

If ‘yes’, did you find the day useful overall?

Yes
No

42.

Whether ‘yes’ or ‘no’ to Question
41, please state the reason why:

43.

Have you received an invite to attend a
forthcoming SHAD event in your area? (If ‘no’, go
straight to Question 48)

Yes

If ‘yes’ will you be attending?

Yes

44.

No

No
45.

Whether ‘yes’ or ‘no’ to Question
44, please state the reason why:

46.

(If interviewee is attending the SHAD)
Please estimate how many man hours
(or part hours) it will cost your
organisation to attend the event?
Please estimate the number of hours
for the following aspects:

Considering attending

Hours

Identifying the most appropriate
person to attend

Hours

Time at the event itself
(including travel there and back)

Hours

47.

(If interviewee is attending the SHAD) Please estimate the ‘hard’ cost
your organisation attending? (e.g. train tickets, mileage etc.)

48.

(If interviewee is not attending a SHAD) Would
you ever be interested in attending a SHAD?

£
Yes
No
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49.

Whether ‘yes’ or ‘no’ to Question
48, please state the reason why:

AGREEMENT TO BE CALLED BACK – FOR USE PRE-INTERVENTION ONLY

50.

Would it be acceptable for us to call you again in (6
weeks for target group or 6 months for control
group) to ask you some similar questions?

Yes
No

“Thank you, again, for your valuable help and assistance in this
important study. If you have further queries about this survey, please
contact (INSERT RELEVANT CONTACT DETAILS)”

FOR INTERVIEWERS USE ONLY
Interviewees name (if
obtained):

Company name (if
appropriate):

Published by the Health and Safety Executive

Telephone number for
call-back:

05/09
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Health and Safety
Executive

Engaging arboriculture clients
Safety and Health Awareness Days (SHADs)

This research was aimed at adapting and deploying
a ‘cultural barometer’ to assist the HSE agriculture
team in assessing the impact of an arboriculture
client Safety and Health Awareness Day (SHAD)
event.
The study took a measure of SHAD attendee’s
views prior to their attendance at an arboriculture
client SHAD and also took the same pre-intervention
measure from a matched ‘control’ group, who did
not attend the event.
The study gathered insight into how arboriculture
clients contract services, the nature of the contracts,
their attitudes to employing competent contractors,
the existing measures they have in place for
contracting services and their intention to introduce
improvement measures.
It was recommended that in order to assess the
impact of the arboriculture SHAD, a post-intervention
measure is taken with both the target and control
group using the same cultural barometer.
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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