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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
KEY FINDINGS
■ Collecting accurate information about costs and isolating the impact of the duty were not
possible. Despite these limitations, this evaluation does suggest that the presence of the
duty has affected dutyholder and worker behaviour. Both dutyholders and workers also
believe that the introduction of the duty has resulted in improvements.
■ Dutyholders are finding some aspects of the duty difficult, including formulating
management plans, adequately recording their actions, and effectively monitoring the
condition of asbestos-containing materials (ACMs) within their properties on an ongoing
basis.
■ Barriers to effective compliance tend to be related to a lack of skills/knowledge/
awareness in this area, and difficulties/costs in getting access to, or removing, asbestos,
particularly where tenants are disrupted.
■ There is only limited evidence that an extension to the duty is necessary. Both
dutyholders and workers fear the scale of the additional work involved.
■ Future work in this area could usefully focus on: including the views of private landlords
and consultants; using different methods to collect real time cost data; more objective
assessments of compliance levels and the presence of asbestos (eg through surveying or
reviewing of dutyholder surveys on a larger scale) in UK building stock.
AIMS OF THE EVALUATION
Exposure to asbestos is one of the major causes of occupationally related death from illhealth. The groups now most at risk of exposure are individuals working to maintain
buildings that still contain asbestos. The HSE has therefore taken a number of steps to
control exposure to asbestos on the part of maintenance workers, including the introduction
of an explicit duty to manage asbestos in non-domestic premises. The duty was included in
the Control of Asbestos Regulations (2002); however, it did not come into force until 21
May 2004. It is now contained as Regulation 4 of the Control of Asbestos Regulations
(2006).
Dutyholders (which is every person with an obligation in relation to the maintenance/repair
of non-domestic properties and the communal areas of domestic properties) are required to
take steps to identify the location and condition of materials likely to contain asbestos, keep
records on this, have a risk register and management plan, and pass on such information to
workers who are liable to work on or disturb asbestos-containing materials in their premises.
The HSE has a commitment to provide evidence of the impact of the duty, which informs
any decision on extending the scope of the regulations (eg to domestic premises); hence, the
decision to commission this evaluation.
The evaluation objectives were to:
■ establish levels of compliance with the duty
■ establish the extent to which compliance by dutyholders has brought about improved
work practices among maintenance workers
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■ re-assess the assumptions made in the Regulatory Impact Assessment (RIA) which
accompanied the introduction of the Regulations about costs/benefits of the duty
■ identify/investigate factors influencing dutyholders’ compliance with the duty and
examine any barriers to compliance
■ determine the proportion of non-domestic and domestic rented premises which contain
asbestos and the rate at which this is being removed.
RESEARCH APPROACH
The research was focused on organisations managing properties built before the year 2000
and workers who were not solely involved in new build projects. The main research elements
were:
■ a telephone survey of 1,000 dutyholders
■ a telephone survey of 500 maintenance workers
■ in-depth face-to-face interviews with 20 maintenance workers and 20 dutyholders, and
site visits to 20 dutyholders to provide an objective assessment of their compliance.
PROGRESS AGAINST OBJECTIVES
This evaluation:
■ Provided indicators of levels of awareness of, and compliance with, the various aspects of
the duty by dutyholders. The use of self-report measures, however, tends to result in an
overestimation of compliance, even when combined with more objective data collected
during site visits.
■ Examined information sharing between dutyholders and workers, worker awareness of
the duty and whether its introduction has resulted in changes at the level of maintenance
worker practice. Being able to compare the results of the worker survey with the
dutyholder survey was particularly useful in understanding the true picture.
■ Identified potential barriers to compliance with the duty. The use of surveys and
interviews were effective methods in understanding this.
However, there were some areas where fulfilling the objectives of the study was more
problematic. These were:
■ Providing accurate indicators of the proportion of non-domestic and domestic premises
which contain asbestos. More objective testing or document reviews on a larger scale
would be necessary to improve the available information here.
■ Revisiting the assumptions of the RIA. Dutyholders do not collect data on the costs of
asbestos management and removal related to the size of their premises (as in the RIA).
Asking for a retrospective view on costs is hampered by inaccurate or incomplete dutyholder
records/recall, and/or asbestos management costs being subsumed under more generic
maintenance budgets. Collecting real time information, with the use of a cost diary, for
example, could be a useful way to investigate costs in the future. The widespread use of
consultants (who were not included in this research) suggests that they too could help to
compile a more accurate estimation of costs associated with the duty.
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UNDERSTANDING LEVELS OF COMPLIANCE
Awareness (which was found to be highest amongst local authority housing departments and
managing agents) is consistently related to better asbestos management behaviours.
Compliance with various elements of the duty was as follows:
■ Identification of the location and condition of materials likely to contain asbestos. A
substantial proportion of dutyholders have not conducted any survey work to confirm the
belief that their premises do not contain asbestos (47 per cent of general dutyholders and
53 per cent of housing associations, for example, were found not to have undertaken
surveys). Whilst the duty does not require surveying to be undertaken, dutyholders are
not compliant when they neither presume the presence of asbestos nor conduct a survey.
Annual reviews of asbestos occurred in fewer than half (45 per cent) of the representative
sample of dutyholders. Dutyholders who are owners of housing but who may not be
subject to Regulation 4 (labelled throughout this report as ‘domestic’ dutyholders to
reflect the fact that they have a responsibility under the Duty, but only to the common
areas within their domestic properties) were, however, more likely to undertake more
regular reviews (around 70 per cent of these dutyholders conducted reviews at least
annually).
■ Type 2 surveys (a standard sampling, identification and assessment survey or
sampling survey) were the most common type of survey undertaken by all the different
dutyholder groups. For example, amongst the representative sample of dutyholders who
had conducted a survey, 65 per cent had conducted a Type 2 survey, compared to 16 per
cent undertaking a Type 1 survey (where the surveyor uses his prior knowledge and
experience to identify the possible presence of asbestos materials, but no sampling and
analysis to confirm their judgement is carried out, allowing the presumed ACMs to be
managed but deferring sampling and analysis until when it may become necessary to
disturb the material). Type 1 surveys were seen as having limited value unless the person
undertaking them has specialist knowledge.
■ Keeping of records, risk registers and management plans. Weaknesses in
documentation exist even amongst those who believe they have a good management plan
containing all the necessary information. For example, survey reports or registers are
often felt, incorrectly, to constitute a plan (as revealed during site visits and face-to-face
interviews). Larger companies, and/or those with larger property portfolios, tend to have
more sophisticated asbestos management systems, with smaller companies often lacking
resources to introduce and maintain such systems.
■ Passing on information to workers likely to come into contact with asbestos. The vast
majority of dutyholders who are aware of the presence of asbestos on their premises
report passing on information to workers. However, maintenance workers (although we
cannot be clear how many) do appear at risk of not receiving information when they
should, due to some dutyholders underestimating the presence of asbestos in their
properties. An additional issue is that workers have often started work before any
information is passed on (22 per cent of workers stated that they received information
about asbestos only after starting the job). This reflects potential breakdowns in
communication along the sub-contractual chain.
A summary of actions taken by three different dutyholder types is presented in Table 1,
although dutyholders where there was no asbestos believed to be present were asked only
those questions regarding action taken to identify the presence of asbestos.
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Table 1: Summary of actions taken by dutyholders
Type of dutyholder %
Who
answered the
question?

Representative
sample

Local
Managing
authority
agent

Housing
association

Believe asbestos to be
present

All
dutyholders

30

98

85

35

Are aware of Duty

All
dutyholders

83

99

100

87

Have sought advice on
presence/condition of
asbestos

All
dutyholders

29

45

47

33

Have undertaken a
formal survey

All
dutyholders

53

96

92

47

Have a management
plan drawn up

Those with
asbestos only

70

96

95

80

Update their documents Those with
at least every year
asbestos only

73

68

73

()

Review the condition
of asbestos at least
every year

Those with
asbestos only

55

69

71

74

Workers are informed
about presence of
asbestos

Those with
asbestos only

80

97

89

94

() indicates that fewer than 30 cases were available for analysis.
Source: IES/Ipsos MORI survey of dutyholders, 2008

MAINTENANCE WORKER PRACTICES
Half of maintenance workers had heard of the Duty, the same proportion believed that the
introduction of the duty had improved practice. Workers with better awareness of the duty
tended to report a higher proportion of asbestos present in the buildings they work on.
Individuals working solely on non-domestic properties (which are covered by the Duty) were
more likely to have been given information about asbestos, suggesting that the duty is having
some effect. However, less than half of these workers had been informed about asbestos in a
non-domestic property over the previous 12 months. A quarter of workers believe that they
have (or may have) disturbed asbestos in the last 12 months.
Workers tend not to proactively seek information about asbestos, and formal training on
asbestos is not common. There is also evidence that some workers are more vulnerable than
others to unknowing exposure, particularly those in less skilled jobs and/or those with less
on-the-job experience.
REVISITING THE REGULATORY IMPACT ASSESSMENT ASSUMPTIONS
Providing information on costs in a format which was suitable to revisit the assumptions
made in the Regulatory Impact Assessment (RIA) proved impossible using a dutyholder
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survey. The RIA requires that information is broken down per 1,000 metres squared of
premises, and dutyholders simply do not have access to information in this format. Early
attempts in the research to collect information related to the size of premises failed as
dutyholders were unable to answer the questions. Estimating the precise costs of managing
asbestos within organisations is particularly difficult given that such costs are often absorbed
into a general maintenance budget.
This evaluation is therefore limited in what it can say about costs, but it is clear that:
■ A minority of dutyholders, overall, had paid for services/equipment as part of their
asbestos management, but a high proportion of local authorities and managing agents had
done so.
■ The average cost of one-off fees and time spent managing asbestos (since 2004) was
around £5,000 per employer, but this figure hides significant variations across different
types of dutyholder and housing stocks.
■ Surveys are considered to be good value, but asbestos removal firms are not.
FACTORS AFFECTING COMPLIANCE
Barriers to more effective management include:
■ a lack of resources, awareness and skills
■ a lack of confidence in survey results, as well as some difficulties in accessing areas to
conduct surveys without affecting residents or businesses
■ poor management systems, a lack of mutual trust and a lack of procedures
■ the costs involved.
Dutyholders felt they would benefit from clear and real life examples of what constitutes
good practice in complying with the Duty.
PRESENCE AND REMOVAL OF ASBESTOS
Dutyholders and workers find it difficult to be precise about the scale of remaining asbestos
requiring removal or their plans for its removal; their estimates were that:
■ Thirty per cent of dutyholders (from the representative sample) believed there to be some
asbestos present in the buildings they manage, although three-quarters of small and
medium sized dutyholders believe they have no asbestos present in their buildings (the
same proportion as in a 2002 survey).
■ Local authorities and managing agents report a higher proportion of asbestos in their
housing stock than other types of dutyholder (98 per cent and 85 per cent respectively
believe some asbestos is present in their properties).
■ Asbestos removal was more common amongst larger organisations, those managing a
high number of properties or public premises and those with a higher awareness of the
Duty. Asbestos removal is often seen as more cost effective than engaging in a long-term
management programme. Around half of dutyholders who consider they have some
asbestos in the properties they manage have engaged in some form of removal.
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EXPANDING THE DUTY
The majority of dutyholders believe that private and communal areas of their properties are
managed to an equal standard, although a quarter of both local authorities and managing
agents feel that communal areas are better managed. Dutyholder views on an extension to the
duty to include the private areas of domestic premises varied. Housing associations were
most supportive of an extension, followed by managing agents, with local authorities less
positive. There were concerns amongst both dutyholders and workers about the implications
for their workloads if the duty was expanded.
CONCLUSIONS
1. It is not clear whether greater awareness of the duty leads to better compliance, but
greater awareness is linked to better management and communication procedures.
2. There are a number of indicators which suggest that the duty is working to change
behaviours. These include the following:
■ Workers’ views that the introduction of the duty has led to noticeable improvements in
work practices.
■ Better communication about the presence of asbestos with workers in relation to nondomestic properties.
■ Dutyholders’ views (particularly those managing domestic properties) that the duty has
impacted on how they manage asbestos.
■ The fact that legislation and fear of prosecution are both key drivers in dutyholders’
decisions to actively manage asbestos.
Some aspects of the duty are proving challenging, particularly formulating management
plans, recording actions, and conducting ongoing reviews. Dutyholders often rely on
consultants for support, or prefer to remove rather than manage asbestos, due to a lack of
skills (or confidence in their skills) in asbestos management.
Half of workers are aware of the Duty, but they tend not to take a proactive role in
information sharing.
There is only limited support for an extension of the Duty, and consideration would need to
be given to aspects of domestic property management relating to labelling procedures,
information storing, and encouraging tenants to act responsibly.
Useful next steps could include:
■ Producing clear, concise examples of good practice which apply to different building
types, lease arrangements and maintenance trades.
■ Conducting further investigative work which focuses on collecting more accurate cost
data and objective assessments of both levels of dutyholder compliance, and the scale of
the remaining asbestos in buildings.
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CHAPTER 1: DETAILS OF THE RESEARCH
Summary
The main research involved the following elements:
■ A survey of 1,000 dutyholders which included a representative sample of 700 and
three separate surveys, each of 100, to include managing agents, housing associations
and local authority housing departments.
■ A survey of 500 maintenance workers (which excluded those working solely on new
builds).
■ In-depth interviews with 20 dutyholders and 20 maintenance workers.
■ Site visits to 20 dutyholders to compare dutyholders’ assessment of their own
compliance with an objective assessment.
1.1

INTRODUCTION

The UK Health and Safety Executive (HSE) is responsible for the regulation of a large
number of the risks to health and safety arising from work activity in Britain. Their mission
is to ensure that risks to people’s health and safety from work activities are properly
controlled. To achieve their objectives, they develop and apply science and technology to
provide a sound, independent knowledge base to evaluate the risks to people’s health and
safety from work activities and the means to assess and control these risks.
Asbestos exposure is a major cause of occupational disease. The groups now most at risk of
exposure are individuals working to maintain buildings that still contain asbestos. The HSE
has therefore taken a number of steps to control exposure to asbestos on the part of
maintenance workers, including the introduction of an explicit duty to manage asbestos in
non-domestic premises. The duty was included in the Control of Asbestos Regulations
(2002); however, it did not come into force until 21 May 2004. It is now contained as
Regulation 4 of the Control of Asbestos Regulations (2006).
This report presents the findings of a research project aimed at evaluating the duty to manage
asbestos. This project is one of a series of research activities looking at the impact of the
duty and informing any modifications that may be required.
1.2

RESEARCH AIMS

A commitment has been made to Ministers that the duty should be fully evaluated, in
particular to determine whether it should be extended to domestic rented premises. This has
been included in the HSC Business Plan for 2007/2008. This research project is part of a
wider HSE evaluation of the duty to manage regulations, drawing on existing information
from previous reports, industry stakeholders, and research to be carried out by the HSL.
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The overarching aim of the evaluation is:
‘To discharge the commitment made in the then Health and Safety Commission’s (the
Health and Safety Commission was succeeded by the Health and Safety Executive)
business plan to evaluate the duty to manage in the workplace – to provide evidence
of impact and to inform any decision on extending the scope of the regulations, eg to
domestic premises.’
The aims of this research project were:
1. To establish the level of compliance with the duty to manage.
2. To establish the extent to which compliance with the duty to manage on the part of
dutyholders has brought about improved work practices among maintenance workers.
3. To re-assess, and if necessary, update the assumptions made in the Regulatory Impact
Assessment (RIA) which accompanied the introduction of the Regulations about the costs
and benefits of the duty to manage.
4. To identify and investigate factors influencing dutyholders’ compliance with the duty to
manage, and to examine any barriers to compliance.
5. To determine the proportion of non-domestic and domestic rented premises which
contain asbestos of different types, and the rate at which this asbestos is being removed.
1.3

OVERVIEW OF RESEARCH METHODS

This research study forms part of a larger HSE evaluation exercise which it is obliged to
carry out to provide a report on the impact of the Regulation 4. This evaluation component
relies heavily on information gathered using a telephone survey, and the HSE recognises that
this method has certain limitations. However, the use of telephone surveys does offer a
relatively cost effective way of collecting useful information.
Before work on the evaluation began in earnest, a development phase for the project was
undertaken. This included: a review of existing literature; testing of the survey instruments
with dutyholders and maintenance workers; and a survey scoping exercise to test how best to
reach appropriate individuals within organisations to answer the questions.
Following this, the main research involved:
■ a telephone survey of 1,000 dutyholders
■ a telephone survey of 500 maintenance workers (achieved sample was 510)
■ face-to-face interviews with 20 dutyholders
■ face-to-face interviews with 20 maintenance workers
■ site visits with 20 dutyholders to provide an objective assessment of dutyholder
behaviour.
An overview of the different elements are provided below, and further technical details are
provided in Appendix 1.
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1.4

SURVEYS

This research project consisted of two surveys – a survey of 1,000 dutyholders and a survey
of 500 maintenance workers.
1.4.1 Dutyholders
The telephone survey of 1,000 dutyholders was conducted between March and April 2008 by
Ipsos MORI. This is best viewed in terms of two groups of interest:
■ Dutyholders as a whole. One part of the survey was designed to involve businesses
which would broadly match 1 the overall profile of organisations in Great Britain in terms
of size and business activity (ie their industrial sector). Seven hundred organisations were
involved in what is referred to throughout the report as the representative sample (as the
organisations are ‘representative’ of dutyholders in Great Britain as whole).
■ Dutyholders not subject to Regulation 4, as they are owners of housing where the main
duty currently relates only to common parts of the premises. Throughout this report, these
dutyholders are referred to as ‘domestic dutyholders’. In order to ensure that the views of
‘domestic dutyholders’ were fully explored, 100 additional interviews were conducted
with managing agents, a further 100 with housing associations and another 100 with local
authority housing departments. Private landlords were not included in this research,
although many of these landlords do use the services of a managing agent.
Throughout the report, the results for these different groups of interest are presented
separately to allow comparisons between them to be made.
Half of all businesses approached to take part in the survey did so (ie a response rate of 50
per cent was achieved – further details on response rates are presented in Appendix 1). The
full content of the dutyholder survey is provided in Appendix 2.
A quantitative survey is a cost-effective means of obtaining data on a large population and,
where sample sizes are sufficiently large, of making statistically reliable comparisons
between two or more groups. To obtain statistical reliability it is necessary to have
sufficiently large samples which allow subgroup comparisons to be made which answer the
research questions with confidence. In this case, the Institute for Employment Studies (IES)
was asked to consider what sample size would be suitable to support analysis of up to nine
different sub-groups (eg when three size groups and three types of premises are considered
simultaneously). A total survey size of 1,000 was felt to be sufficient to support such
analysis.2
Identifying the ‘right’ dutyholders

1

It was necessary to apply weighting to make the sample look more like the GB population. Weighting is used
to adjust the relative contribution of respondents without making any changes to the actual responses to
survey questions (eg ‘weighting down’ the contribution of larger businesses to the survey results if there is a
higher proportion of this type of business in the sample than in the population). Further details on the
weighting procedures used are provided in Appendix 1.

2

Assuming a 50 per cent finding and a limited universe size, the 95 per cent confidence intervals for a
comparison of a sub-group of 100 with another sub-group of 100 is +/- a maximum error of 14 per cent. This
is reduced to 11 per cent when the comparison is between a group of 100 and 300. Comparing groups of 200
and 500 results in a further reduction in the maximum error to 8 per cent.
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Dutyholders were only included in the survey if they were responsible for establishments
built prior to 2000 in order to focus on premises where the risk of asbestos exposure were
greatest.
Getting hold of the right person to speak to within organisations was difficult but a number
of steps were taken to identify the best person available to answer the questions, for
example:
■ Conducting multiple calls where necessary to identify ‘the person with overall
responsibility for commissioning or overseeing building maintenance and repair work’ at
the establishment (or on the domestic premises).
■ Finding the most appropriate person even if they were located off-site (eg because they
were based at head office or because they were employed by a separate company which
managed the establishment premises on their behalf).
Despite making every effort to identify the right person, the sheer complexity of premises
management arrangements and asbestos management within this made the process very
difficult. It was also not possible to ask in a straightforward way to speak to the ‘dutyholder’
for asbestos, as this could have confused participants and affected responses relating to
awareness of the duty (by ‘priming’ respondents about the Duty). In addition, the survey was
limited to one respondent within each organisation to focus resources most effectively on
getting a wide range of dutyholder views from across different organisations. However, in
some cases more than one individual actually held responsibility. Throughout the survey,
respondents were instructed to provide answers in reference to the named establishment
only, not their own company. However, this may have been difficult for some respondents.
The research could not always, therefore, secure all the information about the management
of asbestos in a company from the respondent interviewed (demonstrated by the number of
‘don’t know’ responses to some questions). Further missing data is attributable to an error 1
during the survey which meant that some interviewees had to be called twice. Where a
second call wasn’t possible, a limited amount of information for that organisation is missing.
The design of the survey did attempt to take account of these problems as far as was possible
within the constraints of the research aims and budget. Nevertheless, this will have impacted
on the overall value of the survey, but estimating the scale of the effect is more difficult.
Chapter 3 provides details of respondents to the dutyholder survey, including the
responsibilities they have for managing asbestos in their premises. This shows that 55 per
cent of respondents have direct responsibility for maintenance work and we would therefore
expect at least this number to have provided relatively accurate information on the situation
within their organisation. However, another 27 per cent stated that a colleague had direct
responsibility for asbestos management rather than themselves (although some respondents
may oversee the work of this colleague). A separate point is that 39 per cent of the total
sample had an in-house maintenance department, and may therefore have indirect
responsibility for asbestos management if they personally oversee the work of this
department or the work of a colleague who does. It is therefore not possible to provide a
precise estimate of the scale of the error introduced by the inability of the survey

1

The error involved the way that the survey was loaded onto the telephone interview systems, basically in the
script used in the Computer Assistant Telephone Interview (CATI) software. This led to some relevant
questions being omitted from interviews with a small minority of dutyholders.
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methodology utilised to fully account for the complexity of asbestos management
arrangements which exist.
1.4.2 Maintenance workers
A telephone survey of 500 maintenance workers was conducted in March 2008 by Ipsos
MORI. In order to identify maintenance workers it was necessary to contact them via their
household telephone numbers. Households in Great Britain were randomly selected to
receive a call. Two simple questions were then asked:
■ whether anyone living there worked in the building and maintenance trades or in cable
installation, and if they did:
■ whether they worked on projects other than new builds or buildings built since 2000 (as
they would be highly unlikely to have come into contact with asbestos through such
work).
If an individual lived in the household and answered yes to both questions, they were
approached to take part in the survey. As might be expected, only a very small proportion of
households (around 2.3 per cent) approached had a household member that met these
criteria. For more technical details on the maintenance worker survey please refer to
Appendix 1. A full version of the survey is presented in Appendix 3.
1.5

OTHER SOURCES OF DATA

In-depth interviews
In addition to the survey, face-to-face interviews were conducted with 20 dutyholders and 20
maintenance workers in order to provide a more in-depth exploration of the issues. These
individuals were selected from survey respondents who agreed to take part in further
research.
Site visits
Site visits were conducted by Loughborough University with 20 dutyholders. The aim of the
site visits was to check the validity of the self-report research elements, and provide a
thorough assessment of the appropriateness of any actions taken by dutyholders. Basically,
the visits compared dutyholders’ own assessments of compliance with an objective
assessment of compliance.
Further details on the in-depth interviews and site visits are provided in Appendix 1.
1.6

FORMAT OF THE REPORT

This report is structured into ten main chapters.
Chapter 2 provides further background to the study by setting out the results of a literature
review. Chapter 3 describes the types of dutyholders taking part in the research.
Each of the remaining chapters addresses a specific objective of the evaluation, by
examining the following:
■ The proportion of properties containing asbestos (Chapter 4).
■ Dutyholder compliance (Chapter 5).
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■ Aspects of the duty concerned with informing maintenance workers about asbestos, and
the behaviour and attitudes of maintenance workers (Chapter 6).
■ Factors affecting dutyholder compliance (Chapter 7).
■ The costs involved in managing asbestos (Chapter 8).
■ The impact and future of the duty (Chapter 9).
■ Chapter 10 then draws together the main findings from the research into a conclusions
chapter.
In addition, a separate, accompanying document contains a range of technical information,
presented as Appendices to the main report. These appendices are referenced throughout the
main report where relevant.

6

CHAPTER 2: LITERATURE REVIEW
Summary
Asbestos is a major cause of occupationally related death from ill-health. The HSE aims
to prevent 5,000 asbestos related deaths over the next 50 years. The duty to manage
(Regulation 4) was part of the Control of Asbestos at Work Regulations (CAWR) which
came into force on 21 November 2002. However, the duty to manage did not come into
force until the 21 May 2004. Its introduction was delayed to allow businesses to put into
place the necessary systems and processes to comply with the provisions of the
regulation. Before a duty to manage asbestos was specifically written into the 2002
CAWR the only obligation was under Sections 2, 3 and 4 of the Health and Safety at
Work Act (ie a general duty of care towards employees and others). The 2004 duty was
included in the current 2006 regulations.
Existing research suggests that before the duty came into force:
■ dutyholders underestimated how much asbestos was present in their buildings
■ there was a lack of awareness of the duty or their responsibilities under it
■ a range of barriers to compliance (including problems with asbestos removal, costs of
asbestos management and worker attitudes) were identified.
In addition, research looking at maintenance workers showed that:
■ they underestimate the extent of their contact with asbestos and do not always take
adequate precautions
■ they often lack knowledge on how to protect themselves from asbestos exposure
■ around one-fifth of workers (prior to the introduction of the Duty) believed that they
were never made aware of the presence of asbestos on work sites.
2.1

PROGRESS AGAINST EVALUATION OBJECTIVES

The first element of the project involved a brief review of the recent literature in this area,
conducted in the early stages of the project. This was conducted in order to inform the design
of the survey and qualitative research instruments. The review focused on recent research on
asbestos, in particular, how asbestos is managed, and research looking at compliance with
HSE regulations. This activity has successfully provided a backdrop to the evaluation,
informed research design and highlighted available data on the position prior to the
introduction of the Duty.
2.2

ASBESTOS AS A SPECIFIC HAZARD

Exposure to asbestos materials is one of the major causes of occupationally related death
from ill-health. Asbestos was used extensively as a building material in the UK from the
1950s through to the mid-1980s and is still present within many buildings, despite ongoing
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repair and removal work. The HSE estimates that over half a million non-domestic premises
currently contain some form of asbestos.1 If asbestos remains in good condition and is not
disturbed or damaged, there is no risk. But when it is disturbed asbestos fibres can be
released into the air. Inhaling fibres may cause a number of serious diseases, including
mesothelioma (a cancer of the linings of the lungs or lower digestive tract), lung cancer and
asbestosis (a chronic fibrosis of the lungs).
As a result of their exposure to asbestos materials, around 4,000 people in Great Britain die
each year from mesothelioma and asbestos-related lung cancer. These figures have been
rising steadily since the 1970s and predictions estimate that they will continue to do so.
There are occupations and geographical areas where the exposure to asbestos materials is the
most direct, including shipbuilding, railway engineering and asbestos product manufacture. 2
However, those involved with the refurbishment, repair or maintenance of buildings are
those now more commonly at risk from the consequences of poorly controlled work with
asbestos materials. The HSE seeks to prevent further unknowing exposure to asbestos of
building and maintenance workers in the non-domestic sector with the aim of saving 5,000
lives over the next 50 years.
2.3

COMBATING ASBESTOS-RELATED ILL-HEALTH

The primary initiative for reducing the exposure of maintenance workers has been the duty
to manage asbestos which covers all non-domestic premises, regardless of what type of
business is carried out in them. It also covers the common areas of domestic premises (eg
halls, stair wells, lift shafts, roof spaces).
In summary, the Duty to Manage requires those in control of premises to:3
■ take reasonable steps to determine the location and condition of materials likely to
contain asbestos
■ presume materials contain asbestos unless there is strong evidence that they do not
■ make and keep an up to date record of the location and condition of the asbestoscontaining materials (ACMs) or presumed ACMs in the premises
■ assess the risk of anyone being exposed to fibres from these materials
■ prepare a plan setting out how the risks from the materials are to be managed
■ take the necessary steps to put the plan into action
■ review and monitor the plan periodically
■ provide information on the location and condition of the materials to anyone who is liable
to work on or disturb them.

1

Giles Denham, Policy Programme Director, HSC Press Release 3 Nov 2005.

2

Further details on the scale and distribution of asbestos-related disease is available from the HSE website.
See www.hse.gov.uk/statistics/causdis/meso.htm

3

This summary of the requirements of the duty is from the HSE website.
See www.hse.gov.uk/asbestos/campaign/duty.htm
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In addition to enforcement, the HSE is interested in other ways of helping promote safe and
healthy working through enabling industries, sectors and individuals to become more aware
and compliant through a range of support activities. The HSE’s Cascading Messages
campaign aims specifically to raise awareness among these dutyholders through a range of
intermediaries, known as ‘partners’. Any organisation can sign up to become a partner and
will be supported by HSE activities and materials to facilitate training and awareness raising
activities with dutyholders. In 2006 there were over 3,000 registered partners involved.
Communication activities aimed at maintenance workers include Don’t take the gamble,
which ran from September to October 2006. Various guidance and other materials aimed at
both dutyholders and maintenance workers have been designed to explain the risks from
asbestos and how to deal with them.
2.4

PREVIOUS RESEARCH ON DUTYHOLDERS

A telephone survey of 500 dutyholders carried out in 2002 found that they tended to have
limited knowledge about the materials likely to contain asbestos, risk assessment or
appropriate controls, and recommended raising awareness and educating employers about
the risks of asbestos, where asbestos can be located, and the various aspects involved in
managing asbestos in work premises.1 The research was conducted prior to the new duty
coming into force, and therefore provides baseline data on levels of awareness and
compliance amongst dutyholders. It suggests an overconfidence at the time in awareness of
all ACMs in workplace buildings; 77 per cent of all of the respondents were of the view that
asbestos material was not present, although the majority had not conducted or had access to
the findings of a formal audit of asbestos in the premises. Employers tended to assume that
builders and/or other relevant outside contractors would identify and report any suspect
materials if they encountered them.
In 2004/2005, research was undertaken by Continental Research for the HSE to understand
how the HSE’s Cascading Messages Through Others training packs had been used and how
they had been received by the partners.2 Through a telephone survey of 303 partners and indepth interviews with 12 partners, they found that all respondents had used the pack to some
extent, with most having shared the information, but not necessarily externally (as not
everyone saw this as their role). Of the total sample, 80 per cent were potential dutyholders,
suggesting that the materials had been used for their own purposes. The vast majority (82 per
cent) felt confident that they were doing all they should to comply. However, only 11 per
cent felt that the majority of other companies were complying at the time.
Research by HPI evaluating the Don’t take the gamble campaign, using telephone interviews
with 202 dutyholders, found strong differences between organisations in their responses to
asbestos.3 Smaller dutyholders and those from low risk sectors were more ‘disorganised’ in
health and safety generally. Often, asbestos was not an issue they were familiar with, and
they were neither aware of the duty nor their responsibilities under it. Larger firms or those
in higher-risk sectors tended to be more ‘organised’. In these organisations asbestos

1

Weyman A K, Tylee B E, Lawton C G (2002), Asbestos Risk Management Survey of Duty Holder Awareness,
Health and Safety Laboratory Report No. ERG/02/18.

2

Davies S (2005), Asbestos Research Management: Quantitative Research Findings, Continental Research,
Presentation to the HSE.

3

Lloyd K, Lewis D (2007), Asbestos and Contact Dermatitis Campaign Evaluations, HPI, Market Research
Report to the HSE.
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management often fell to an employee in a more dedicated health and safety role, who used
structured policies and practices to help in their management.
Research by IES, published in 20071, looked at the impact of the Cascading Messages
Through Others campaign, launched in 2002. This campaign was designed to educate and
inform dutyholders and responsible others regarding the Duty to Manage Asbestos
Regulations. This research was the first to identify levels of awareness and compliance with
the duty and barriers to these. One issue with the research, however, is that the dutyholders
involved in the research had participated in some form of training run as part of the
campaign, so could potentially be different from the average dutyholder. Whilst dutyholders
were positive about the training and felt that it improved both their awareness of the duty and
their compliance, the findings had key implications for the effectiveness of the Duty.
2.4.1 Need for better publicity
Partners responsible for implementing the campaign reported that it could be difficult to
engage dutyholders with the training because they were not aware of the duty or their
responsibilities under it. Both partners and dutyholders felt that the duty needed to be more
widely publicised, and that the Cascading Messages campaign needed to be combined with
some more widespread awareness raising activities. They also felt that the legislation could
be made clearer and easier to understand. Some suggested a need for more and higher profile
enforcement to act as an incentive to organisations.
2.4.2 Weaknesses in compliance
Dutyholders tended to be pleased with their performance with regard to asbestos
management and were confident in their approach. However, while they were efficient at
conducting or organising surveys/removal they were often less systematic in the more
regular ongoing tasks such as conducting reviews and updating documentation. Some also
found it difficult to ensure that all maintenance workers were informed of the risks,
particularly when sites employed many maintenance workers. It was also difficult for
dutyholders to find time for asbestos management alongside other work demands. There
were also weaknesses in reporting, with a lack of written documentation on management
plans and/or registers, with some dutyholders relying solely on survey reports as the basis for
their whole asbestos management plan. Dutyholders with responsibility for domestic
properties could be confused over the precise remit of the duty and whether their premises
were included.
2.4.3 Barriers to compliance
Dutyholders and partners were able to identify a number of specific barriers to complying
with the Duty.

1

Sinclair A, Gifford J, Hunt W with Bust P and Gibb A (2007), Cascading messages through others: the effect
on awareness of, and compliance with, the Duty to Manage Asbestos Regulations, IES/University of
Loughborough, HSE Research Report 559.

10

Some of these related to the specific tasks in the Duty, such as the following:
■ Being able to inform employees sufficiently for them to comply with company
procedures without raising unnecessary alarm.
■ Removing asbestos from premises where it would require ceasing company operations.
■ Selecting good asbestos removal and surveying specialists (there were concerns about
being overcharged and receiving a low quality of service).
■ Persuading maintenance workers to take procedures seriously where they lack awareness
of, or have a blasé attitude to, the risks, or dislike the formality of the management
systems.
■ Where responsibility for the duty was shared between various bodies (eg tenant and
owner). In such cases there were occasionally complications including conflicting views
on whether and how to inform employees, how much is reasonable to pay and, in
particular, on ensuring that maintenance workers are informed when jobs are arranged by
one or other of the parties.
Some dutyholders also reported more general barriers, including the cost of managing
asbestos; in particular, the expense of surveys and removal, and a lack of time to set up the
necessary systems and manage asbestos day-to-day. It was felt that these barriers were more
likely to present issues to small organisations, where resources are tighter. Another barrier
was a lack of the commitment needed to gain support, financial and otherwise, in order to
make any necessary changes to comply with the law, and to ensure that staff adhere to any
rules and operate the correct procedures.
The authors recommended more research to look at the extent of the reach of the Cascading
Messages Through Others campaign. It was suggested that future research, similar to the
baseline dutyholder survey conducted in 2002, could be conducted to ascertain current levels
of awareness and compliance among dutyholders in the UK. More recent research for the
HSE, the Fit3 Employer Survey (Wave 1), did include some questions about the information
passed on to maintenance workers regarding asbestos. The results showed that 40 per cent of
employers do not provide any information to their workers.
2.5

PREVIOUS RESEARCH ON MAINTENANCE WORKERS

Other research with maintenance workers highlighted the risks taken by this group and the
need for more effective protective measures to be put in place. Research conducted by the
Health and Safety Laboratory in 2003 showed that plumbers seriously underestimate their
exposure to asbestos and do not take adequate precautions. The research involved a
comparison between work activity logs (in which workers note down when they believe they
have come into contact with asbestos) and passive asbestos samplers (which record actual
levels of exposure). It found that even amongst plumbers who recorded that they had not
worked with asbestos at all, 69 per cent had in fact had some asbestos contact over the
course of a sample week.1

1

Burdett G, Bard D (2003), Pilot study on the exposure of maintenance workers (Industrial Plumbers) to
asbestos, Health and Safety Laboratory MF/2003/15.
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Recent research by Continental Research evaluating a campaign aimed at raising awareness
of the risks of asbestos amongst maintenance workers in the North West found that precampaign levels of awareness were low.1 The research found that:
■ 85 per cent of workers felt that, in their current work, the risks posed by asbestos-related
diseases was low
■ 44 per cent felt that they are never exposed to asbestos in their current day-to-day work
■ 92 per cent were sure that they would recognise asbestos if they came across it
■ 92 per cent felt well informed about the risk of being exposed to asbestos.
In addition, the research found that pre-campaign understanding of asbestos issues was poor.
For example, a significant proportion of workers believed that:
■ very few people die of asbestos-related diseases nowadays (37 per cent)
■ asbestos is a thing of the past so there is not much risk of exposure (42 per cent)
■ asbestos is not a real threat (40 per cent)
■ taking proper precautions is too expensive and time consuming (36 per cent).
Fortunately, the campaign had led to positive shifts in several attitudes including greater
awareness of the danger of asbestos today (although this campaign is yet to be run
nationwide).
The HPI evaluation2 of the Don’t take the gamble campaign included qualitative research
with a small sample of maintenance workers and found that there is a tendency for workers
to leave the responsibility for site safety to their bosses, rather than taking a personal,
proactive interest. Although all acknowledge the seriousness of the asbestos risk, it is seen to
lack salience in relation to other everyday health and safety concerns such as PPE, working
at height and fire. Also, workers from smaller outfits and/or in more general trades (eg
painters and decorators) were more ‘disorganised’ and less likely to have been trained, whilst
those from larger outfits and more specialised trades (eg plumbing, heating engineering) had
more formal exposure to information.
Research conducted by IES in 20073 also found that maintenance workers take risks with
asbestos. In-depth interviews were conducted with 60 maintenance workers including
electricians, joiners/carpenters, plumbers/heating engineers, painters/decorators and other
maintenance trades. Overall, the workers in the study had high levels of awareness of the
dangers of asbestos, although there was considerable variety in terms of the messages
received about asbestos, with some workers being dangerously misinformed. Furthermore,
many workers lacked knowledge on how to protect themselves from asbestos. Some thought
this information was unnecessary, as only licensed and trained asbestos removal specialists
are allowed to test and remove asbestos from worksites. Similarly, most workers felt
1

Parkinson T, Chilvers D (2008), Asbestos Pilot Campaign Evaluation, Continental Research/COI,
Presentation to the HSE.

2

Lloyd K, Lewis D (2007), Asbestos and Contact Dermatitis Campaign Evaluations, HPI, Market Research
Report to HSE.

3

O’Regan S, Tyers C, Hill D, Gordon-Dseagu V with Rick J (2007), Taking risks with asbestos: what
influences the behaviour of maintenance workers?, IES/IWP HSE Research Report RR558.
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decontamination skills were irrelevant since they were unlikely to come into contact with
asbestos in the first place.
The IES research also showed that many of the workers claimed to have never come across
asbestos nor to have worked with it, which is extremely unlikely given the known quantities
in UK buildings. Even more alarming was the fact that workers consistently overestimated
their ability to recognise ACMs. In reality, it is very difficult to identify an ACM without
chemical laboratory testing, and although maintenance workers are aware of the need to
inform others when the presence of ACMs is suspected, they tended not to question ‘suspect’
materials.
IES identified four main issues affecting behaviour around asbestos:
■ Technical issues, relating to the complexity of messages about asbestos, its effects and
how to deal with it effectively.
■ Psychological issues, concerning an individual’s attitudes towards risk, health and the
specific risks posed by asbestos.
■ Cultural factors such as pressures from their employers, clients, co-workers etc., which
are largely driven by economic as well as social pressures.
■ Control factors, namely the extent to which individuals feel that they are able to control
their work environment. These are linked to the nature of the employment contract an
individual has, and their labour market capital.
The prevailing safety culture and the attitudes of co-workers/family/employers are clearly
important here. These combine with an individual’s sense of control to determine their
intention to behave safely or not. However, putting this intention into practice is actually
dependent on them having sufficient knowledge in order to take appropriate action.
Moreover, very few individuals mentioned receiving any communication about the presence
of asbestos from dutyholders they worked for.
In the Fit 3 Employee Survey (Wave 1)1, 53 per cent of maintenance workers stated that they
are always made aware of the possible location of asbestos before they start a job, but 22 per
cent said that they are never made aware. This research again found that workers potentially
underestimate levels of exposure to asbestos, as 56 per cent believed that they had not come
into contact with asbestos in the past six months.
Together, the research with dutyholders and maintenance workers highlights the challenges
involved in reducing exposure to asbestos and how making improvements is dependent on
effectively engaging both those working with the substance and those paying for the
maintenance work. Whilst maintenance workers need to take more steps to protect
themselves, dutyholders need to be better at managing asbestos in their own premises, and
both groups need to ensure that information is shared and taken seriously. Effective asbestos
management is a two-way process, so an effective review of the duty requires understanding
the barriers to compliance and good practice for both dutyholders and maintenance workers.

1

Fit 3 Wave 1 Surveys, Preliminary results, unpublished, HSE.
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CHAPTER 3: SAMPLE PROFILE
Summary
In order to achieve the aims of the evaluation, a wide variety of dutyholder views were
collected. The main method of collecting these views was through the use of telephone
surveys. The remainder of this report is based upon two main types of dutyholders:
1. Dutyholders of different types which reflect the characteristics of dutyholders across
Great Britain – known as the ‘representative sample’ because their views can be seen
to represent those of all dutyholders.
2. ‘Domestic dutyholders’ (ie those not subject to Regulation 4 of the Duty) working
for local authorities, managing agents or housing authorities. These samples are not
representative and provide only an indication of the views of this type of dutyholder.
A variety of different building ownership and maintenance management arrangements
exist across these different groups.
In addition, a sample of maintenance workers has been achieved which broadly fits that
of the construction industry in general. Most workers are in smaller companies or work
for themselves. Workers were drawn from a range of different occupations and had
worked on a range of properties.
Interviews were also conducted with a range of workers and dutyholders, some of which
also received a site visit.
3.1

PROGRESS AGAINST EVALUATION OBJECTIVES

This chapter presents the details of the dutyholders and workers involved in each of the main
stages of the research. Individuals were selected for inclusion in the research (ie ‘sampled’)
so that conclusions could be drawn about dutyholders as a whole, as well as providing a
greater understanding of the views of different types of ‘domestic dutyholders’. In addition,
by using a randomised household survey to identify maintenance workers, it has been
possible to achieve a sample which matches, relatively closely, the profile of workers in the
construction trades. The results of the workers’ survey are therefore also likely to reflect
those of workers more widely. In addition, the collection of interview data and the use of site
visits provides examples of actual practice to set against the survey results.
3.2

DUTYHOLDER SURVEYS

3.2.1 The ‘representative’ sample
The majority of dutyholders (697 out of the 1,000 involved in the survey) form what is called
the ‘representative sample’. Basically, these dutyholders share the characteristics of
dutyholders across Great Britain as a whole. Therefore, their views can be taken to
‘represent’ the views of dutyholders in general.
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There were initially a few differences between our sample and the profile of organisations
across Great Britain. These were dealt with by weighting the sample data to that of the
population.1 The process of weighting attempts to make a sample look more like a
population, and weighting is used to adjust the relative contribution of respondents without
making any changes to the actual responses to survey questions. In this case, there was a
need to reduce the contribution of larger businesses to the survey results as the proportion of
these businesses was greater in the sample taking part in the research than in the general
population. In this chapter the data for the representative sample is reported without using
weighting, in order to show the actual numbers achieved and the full breakdown of the
sample, but in later chapters the weighted data is used.
3.2.2 ‘Domestic dutyholders’
The remaining 303 respondents came from three separate booster samples (100 local
authorities, 103 managing agents and 100 housing associations), each of which is presented
separately in the remainder of the report.
3.2.3 Sizes of dutyholders taking part
The survey was designed to include representatives from companies of different sizes, and
this is reflected in the achieved sample (Table 3.1). Employers have been categorised as
either large – employing more than 250 staff, medium – employing between 50 and 249
workers, small – employing between 10 and 49 staff, and micro – where there are fewer than
ten employees.
Table 3.1: Dutyholder characteristics
Representative
Local
sample %
Authority %

Characteristic
Employer size

Whether a multisite operation

32.2

0

3.9

67.0

Small
(10 to 49)

17.5

2.0

15.7

18.0

Medium
(50 to 249)

15.8

21.0

43.1

7.0

Large (250+)

34.5

77.0

37.3

8.0

Base (N)

676

99

102

100

Missing/DK (N)

21

1

1

0

Yes

58.9

85.0

84.5

45.0

No

41.1

15.0

15.5

55.0

Base (N)

683

100

103

100

14

0

0

0

697

100

103

100

Source: IES/Ipsos MORI survey of dutyholders, 2008

1

Housing
Authority %

Micro (< 10)

Missing/DK (N)
Total (N)

Managing
Agent %

Further details on the weighting used is presented in Appendix 1.
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The majority (77 per cent) of local authorities were large organisations, but there was a
greater variation amongst the other ‘domestic dutyholder’ groups. The majority of managing
agents were either medium-sized (43 per cent) or large (37 per cent), and the majority (67
per cent) of housing associations were micro organisations. Despite the different sizes,
respondents from each of the three ‘domestic dutyholder’ samples, when taken together,
managed a large portfolio of buildings (see later in the chapter for further details). The
majority (59 per cent) of the respondents were from multi-site organisations.
3.2.4 Participating business types
There were a range of different types of dutyholder within the representative sample (Figure
3.1). Organisations were categorised as belonging to one of a range of different industry
types (or industrial sectors), according to how they described the main business interest of
the organisation. The profile of different business types was broadly in line with that of
establishments generally in the UK.
Figure 3.1: Types of businesses included in the representative sample
Wholesale/retail/repairs

27.6
17.8

Real Estate/renting/business
Manufacturing

12.3

Health and Social Work

8.8

Other community/social/personal

8

Transport/storage/communication

5.2

Hotels/restaurants

5.1

Education

4.9
4.6

Construction
Public Administration/defence

1.9

Mining and Quarrying

1.7

Financial Intermediation

1.3
0.7

Electricity, Gas and Water Supply
0

5

10

15

20

25

30

% of representative sample

(N=691)
Source: IES/Ipsos MORI survey of dutyholders, 2008

3.2.5 Types of buildings that participating dutyholders managed
Many dutyholders managed a small property portfolio (43 per cent of the representative
sample were responsible for just one property and an additional 30 per cent responsible for
less than ten properties, as outlined in Table 3.2). However, ‘domestic dutyholders’ tended to
be responsible for a far greater number of properties. The distributions for local authorities
and managing agents were similar and more than three-quarters of both had responsibility for
over 100 properties. Amongst housing associations, only 30 per cent were responsible for
such a large housing stock, whilst 43 per cent were responsible for between 11 and 100
properties. The representative sample of dutyholders consisted of organisations that were
responsible for a range of different types of property (Figure 3.2).
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Table 3.2: Number of buildings managed
No. of buildings
managed

Representative
Local
sample %
Authority %

Managing
Agent %

Housing
Association %

1

43.2

1.1

3.0

2.1

2-10

30.4

5.4

4.0

25.3

11-100

12.2

10.8

14.0

43.1

100 plus

14.1

82.8

79.0

29.5

Base (N)

687

93

100

95

10

7

3

5

697

100

103

100

Missing/DK (N)
Total (N)

Source: IES/Ipsos MORI survey of dutyholders, 2008

Figure 3.2: Type of buildings managed (representative sample only)
39.4

Offices
32.3

Shops/restaurants
24.9

Warehouses/workshops
14.4

Factories

12.4

Domestic
9.8

Other public premises
5.2

Other health care

4.7

Schools

4

Educational colleges & facilities
3

Agricultural
2.4

Hospitals

1

Places of worship
0
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35

40

% of representative sample

Note: Dutyholders were able to give multiple responses to this question to reflect the variety of their
property portfolio (N=697).
Source: IES/Ipsos MORI survey of dutyholders, 2008

In the remaining chapters, to allow easier comparisons to be made between different types of
buildings, responses have been compared for dutyholders (within the representative sample)
according to the following building types:
■ Offices only (which represents 15 per cent of the representative sample).
■ Industrial buildings only or with offices (ie factories, warehouses/workshops, agricultural,
which covers 23 per cent of the sample).
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■ Public premises only or with offices (ie hospitals, other healthcare, places of worship,
other public premises, schools, educational facilities, which is 13 per cent).
■ Shops and restaurants only or with offices (23 per cent of the representative sample).
■ Mix of types of buildings (27 per cent of the representative sample).
3.2.6 Ownership arrangements of participating dutyholders
The majority of dutyholders (60 per cent) amongst the representative sample owned at least
some of the buildings they managed, whilst 49 per cent leased their properties and 42 per
cent rented their properties from a landlord (Table 3.3). A considerable number of
organisations had more than one arrangement in place. Amongst ‘domestic dutyholders’,
local authorities and managing agents had similar managing arrangements and the majority
of each group (83 per cent of local authorities and 97 per cent of managing agents) owned
some or all of their premises. However, a large proportion also leased properties (53 per cent
of local authorities and 62 per cent of managing agents). Housing associations were
different. A lower proportion owned their properties (just 40 per cent) and a higher
proportion managed properties on behalf of other organisations (60 per cent).
Table 3.3: Type of Ownership
Type of ownership of
managed buildings

Representative
sample %

Local
Authority %

Managing
Agent %

Housing
Authority %

Owned

60.3

83.0

97.1

44.0

Leased

48.6

53.0

62.1

20.0

Rented from a landlord

42.3

32.0

27.2

19.0

Managed on behalf of
another organisation

15.9

37.0

56.3

60.0

Base (N)

697

100

103

100

Note: Dutyholders could give multiple responses to this question.
Source: IES/Ipsos MORI survey of dutyholders, 2008

3.2.7 Arrangements that participants had with their maintenance workers
The majority of respondents, of all types, had arrangements in place to use regular external
contractors to carry out maintenance work (Table 3.4) but a large proportion (39 per cent)
had in-house maintenance workers (although the number and trades of these workers could
differ substantially by organisation). This was also true for ‘domestic dutyholders’, and the
majority used regular external maintenance contractors (73 per cent of local authorities, 82
per cent of managing agents and 82 per cent of housing associations) to carry out
maintenance work. In-house maintenance departments were particularly common amongst
local authorities (65 per cent had one).
The majority of dutyholders directly supervised maintenance workers themselves (Table
3.4), in both the representative sample (61 per cent) and housing associations (55 per cent).
This was far less common amongst the local authority group (just 16 per cent), with many
indicating that a colleague would supervise workers (63 per cent). This could reflect the
larger size of these organisations and the inability of property managers (who are likely to
manage a greater number of properties than respondents from other types of organisation) to
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also directly supervise individual maintenance jobs. Amongst both managing agents and
housing associations there was a fairly high proportion who claimed that maintenance
workers were not supervised (15 per cent and 13 per cent respectively).
Table 3.4: Arrangements for maintenance work
Representative
Local
sample %
Authority %
Type of
arrangements

Supervision
arrangements

Housing
Authority %

In-house
maintenance dept

39.0

65.0

38.8

28.0

On site contractors

12.9

22.0

16.5

4.0

Regular external
maintenance
contractor

68.2

73.0

81.6

82.0

Other maintenance
contractor

25.1

12.0

10.7

19.0

Base (N)

682

100

103

100

Missing/DK (N)

15

0

0

0

Self

61.0

16.2

33.7

54.5

Colleague

30.5

62.6

46.5

21.2

Other

16.4

28.3

19.8

23.2

No-one - not
supervised

4.9

3.0

14.9

13.1

Base (N)

694

99

101

99

3

1

2

1

697

100

103

100

Missing/DK (N)
Total (N)

Managing
Agent %

Note: This was a multiple response question. The ‘Other’ category included a range of arrangements
including landlord/freeholder, managing agent and employee from company whose premises we
manage.
Source: IES/Ipsos MORI survey of dutyholders, 2008

3.2.8 The responsibility that participants had for managing asbestos
Over half (55 per cent) of the respondents from the main dutyholder survey who either
currently have or previously had asbestos present in premises they manage claimed that they
were personally responsible for managing asbestos on a day-to-day basis (Table 3.5). It is not
clear how involved the 45 per cent of respondents without direct responsibility for asbestos
management were in this process, but it is possible that they oversee the work of others who
have direct responsibility, or are required to get involved in asbestos management on a less
regular basis. Colleagues were also often involved in the day-to-day management of asbestos,
particularly in local authorities, where 47 per cent of respondents reported a colleague holding
responsibility. In the housing association group, 12 per cent stated that managing agents held
the responsibility, demonstrating how this role can often be outsourced.
It is perhaps worth noting that, even given the use of a well-constructed telephone survey,
with fully briefed interviewers and a clear screening process to try and identify the most
relevant contact within organisations, it was difficult to pin down precisely who was the best
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source of information on asbestos management within a given organisation. This complexity
must therefore be at least as difficult (and probably more so) for any maintenance worker
looking to identify such a contact.
Whether the responsibility for managing asbestos on a daily basis lay with the respondent or
someone else was significantly associated with the size of organisation and the number of
buildings managed (with responsibility being more likely to lie with someone else in larger
organisations and in companies with a large property portfolio; see Appendix 6, Table A6.3).
Responsibility was also more likely to lie elsewhere in companies in the public sector, which
is likely to reflect the need for a number of individuals to share responsibility for asbestos
management when a large number of premises are involved. Many of those responding to
this survey as dutyholders, particularly those working for smaller firms, took responsibility
for asbestos management as part of a wider job. More complex and sophisticated systems
were generally in place amongst larger companies with a bigger portfolio of properties.
Table 3.5: Day-to-day responsibility for managing asbestos
Where responsibility for
asbestos management lies

Representative
Local
sample %
Authority %

Managing
Agent %

Housing
Association %

Self

55.4

54.1

60.2

57.1

Colleague

26.6

46.9

37.5

23.8

Landlord/freeholder

2.0

2.0

3.4

2.4

Managing agent

4.0

3.1

2.3

11.9

Employee from company
whose premises we manage

6.5

2.0

0

0

Other

15.4

9.2

12.5

16.7

Don’t know

0.8

1.0

2.3

4.8

Base (N)

282

98

88

42

20

2

2

3

302

100

90

45

Missing (N)
Total (N)

Note: Please note this was a multiple response question.
Source: IES/Ipsos MORI survey of dutyholders, 2008

3.3

MAINTENANCE WORKER SURVEY

The survey of maintenance workers achieved a random sample of 510 interviews. This
section provides an overview of the characteristics of this sample. It is worth discussing how
this sample was obtained.
Using random digit dialling, it is not possible to say for all potential respondents whether
they would have been eligible to participate or not. So, for individuals who refuse to take
part before screening questions can be administered to determine whether they work in the
relevant sectors, it is not possible to say with certainty how many of these would have
actually been eligible. These individuals count, in strict terms, therefore, towards the
response rate calculations outlined in the technical appendices (see Appendix 1 for further
details). However, survey piloting suggested that eligibility amongst the general population
was around one per cent. If this figure is applied to refusals (ie we assume that one per cent
of refusals are amongst people who would have been eligible for the survey) that leads to an
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estimated response rate, amongst the eligible population, of 70 per cent (ie 500 interviews
were achieved, 21,424 refusals obtained prior to screening, of which 214 are estimated to
have been eligible to participate). Taking a more conservative view, if we also include some
of the engaged/no reply into the response rate calculations (again assuming that one per cent
would be eligible), this results in an estimated response rate of 49 per cent.
Therefore, whilst it is not possible to state with certainty what the response rate was for
eligible workers, it would appear to be in an acceptable range for a survey of this type.
3.3.1 Employment and work details of participating workers
The sample was split fairly evenly between workers who were self-employed (or employers),
and those who worked for a company (43 per cent and 57 per cent respectively; see Table
3.6). The majority of the sample worked for small or micro sized companies (62 per cent),
and a quarter of the sample described themselves as ‘sole traders’. Although there is no
direct population data to compare respondents in the survey to (since the sample only
included workers who work on buildings built before 20001), this is similar to the data from
the Labour Force Survey (LFS) which shows that 52 per cent are self-employed, 48 per cent
are employees, and that 68 per cent of the construction population work in small
workplaces.2 The vast majority of the sample were not members of a trade union (80 per
cent).
The majority of respondents in our sample had been working in their current occupation for a
considerable number of years (48 per cent had been in their occupation for more than 20
years, and 19 per cent between 10 and 20 years). This is likely to relate to the age range of
the sample (74 per cent of respondents were over the age of 35). It is therefore possible that
three-quarters of the sample were born in 1974 or earlier and they may share certain
characteristics relating to generational experiences (eg have a greater awareness of asbestos
dangers because they were alive during the peak years of asbestos use) and may have greater
concerns for their own health as a result. However, given that there is an aging population
amongst the construction industry3, it is likely that these concerns are also reflected amongst
the wider population of those working in the maintenance trades. The sample included
workers from a wide range of building and maintenance trades as highlighted in Figure 3.3.
The most commonly reported occupations were carpenter/joiner, electrician, builder,
plumber/heating engineer, and general maintenance/handyman. The vast majority of workers
(95 per cent) reported working in one trade only. In order to carry out meaningful analysis of
data on occupation it was necessary to group together occupations into a smaller number of
categories (Table 3.7), and these categories are used in the remainder of this report.

1

Respondents in our sample were also asked ‘How large is the company you work for?’, whereas the LFS asks
respondents to indicate the size of the ‘workplace’ that they work in. Therefore, the profile for company size
and workplace size may be expected to be slightly different, particularly for larger companies.

2

Labour Force Survey, October to December 2007.

3

See www.agepositive.gov.uk/publications/pdf/Man_Age_Construction_v5.pdf, for further details on the aging
population in construction.
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Table 3.6: Sample characteristics
Characteristic
Employment status

Size of company

Years in occupation

%
Employee - in-house maintenance

24.3

Employee - external contractor or temp/agency

32.5

Self-employed/employer

43.1

Base (N)

510

Sole trader

24.7

Micro (2 to 9 employees)

20.2

Small (10 to 49 employees)

17.4

Medium (50 to 250 employees)

12.6

Large (more than 250 employees)

25.1

Base (N)

506

Missing/DK (N)

4

Less than 5 years

16.9

Between 5 and 10 years

15.9

Between 10 and 20 years

19.0

More than 20 years

48.2

Base (N)

510

Trade union member Member of a trade union
Not a member of a trade union

79.6

Base (N)

509

Missing (N)
Age of respondent

20.4

1

35 or less

26.2

36-54

52.6

55 or over

21.3

Base (N)

508

Missing (N)

2

Source: IES/Ipsos MORI survey of maintenance workers, 2008
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Figure 3.3: Worker’s main occupation
15.9

Carpenter and joiner

15.7

Electrician
13.6

Builder
11.6

Plumber/heating engineer
7.9

General maintenance/handyman
5.7

Painter and decorator
4.3

Plasterer
2.8

Telephone/IT installer/cable layer

2.6

Building surveyor

2.4

General operative/labourer

14.9

Other (specified)
8.8

Other (not specified)
0

2

4

6

8

10

12

14

16

% of maintenance workers

Note: ‘Other’ category included Asbestos removal specialist, Glazier/Window fitter/Glazing fitter,
Lift engineer, Structural engineer, Interior fitter, Roofer, Floorer/Carpet fitter/Wall tiler, Shop fitter,
Gas engineer, Contract manager, Project construction manager, Design engineer, Welder,
Plant/machine operator, Civil engineer, Mechanical engineer, Site manager/foreman, Building
restoration/ refurbishment, Maintenance manager, Installation/fitting engineer, Technical engineer.
(N=509)
Source: IES/Ipsos MORI survey of maintenance workers, 2008

Table 3.7: Occupational group
Occupational grouping

%

Carpenter/roofer/glazier/shop fitter

16.1

Painter/decorator/interiors

9.8

Builder/labourer/general maintenance

22.6

Plumber/heating

11.4

Electrician/cable/IT installation

17.1

Site/contract manager/surveyor/tech engineer

7.6

Other occupation

10.2

More than one main occupation

5.1

Base (N)

509

Missing/don’t know (N)

1

Total (N)

510

Source: IES/Ipsos MORI survey of maintenance workers, 2008
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3.3.2 Type of properties participants have worked on
The majority of workers spent at least some of their time working on domestic properties (75
per cent) but the sample also included those whose work involved areas such as communal
spaces in blocks of flats, industrial buildings, public buildings and other commercial
premises (Figure 3.4). The majority of respondents had worked on both domestic and nondomestic properties within the last 12 months (59 per cent). Of these, 62 per cent had spent
the majority of their time working on domestic properties. Only 16 per cent of all workers
had worked exclusively on domestic properties in the past year. Self-employed workers or
those working for small companies tended to have spent more time on domestic properties.
Figure 3.4: Type of properties worked on in past 12 months
74.7

Domestic properties
Communal areas in a block
of flats

46.1

Industrial buildings

51.4

Public buildings

49.6
55.9

Other commercial properties
0

10

20

30

40

50

60

70

80

% of maintenance workers

Note: Workers could indicate working on different types of buildings.
Source: IES/Ipsos MORI survey of maintenance workers, 2008

In the 12 months leading up to the survey, 43 per cent of the workers had worked on less
than ten sites, 23 per cent had worked on 10 to 20 sites, and 35 per cent had worked on more
than 20 sites. A minority of respondents reported working on 100 sites or more (16 per cent)
whilst only nine per cent had worked on just one site in the past 12 months. Working on a
greater number of sites was associated with working for a larger company and being an inhouse employee.
The majority of workers (80 per cent) had spent, during the past 12 months, at least half of
their time on premises built before the year 2000 (although individuals who had only worked
on buildings built since 2000 had already been excluded from the survey).
3.4

FACE-TO-FACE INTERVIEWS

Face-to-face interviews were conducted with 20 dutyholders (all of whom had taken part in
the dutyholder survey). Thirteen of the interviewees managed non-domestic premises, whilst
the others were primarily responsible for domestic premises (one local authority, two
housing associations, three managing agents and one private landlord). The interviewees
were mainly senior managers from a mix of public and private sector organisations, within a
range of micro (three), small (four), medium (six) and large (seven) organisations. Properties
managed ranged from one building to a managing agency which had a portfolio of over
50,000 properties. Eight of the dutyholders used a mix of in-house maintenance workers and
external contractors, whilst nine used only external contractors.
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Face-to-face interviews were also conducted with 20 maintenance workers, all but one of
whom had taken part in the survey. The maintenance workers were from a range of
occupations, including trades people such as carpenter, electrician, plasterer, heating and
maintenance engineers, whilst six were in more senior roles such as a maintenance foreman
and senior engineer. Thirteen of the interviewees were employees and the others were selfemployed. The sample included 11 workers employed by medium or large maintenance
companies. Four of the maintenance workers were employed in-house in organisations
whose main purpose was not maintenance and repair. More than half of the interviewees
mainly worked in non-domestic buildings. Two of the interviewees worked solely in
domestic premises, but these workers had experience of working in communal areas of
blocks of flats.
Five of the face-to-face interviews with maintenance workers were linked to the dutyholder
interviews (ie involved workers who had carried out work for the dutyholders in the sample).
Of these, two were with maintenance workers from in-house maintenance departments, two
with external contractors and one was with a worker employed by a property management
company. Overall, the linked interviews revealed no discrepancies in accounts between
dutyholders and workers, although dutyholders who have better relationships with their
workers may have been more likely to volunteer to get involved in this type of interview.
3.5

SITE VISITS

Twenty site visits were carried out with dutyholders who had taken part in the survey. Five
had also taken part in the face-to-face interviews. Fourteen of the companies that took part in
the site visits were responsible for non-domestic premises and six for domestic premises.
The sample included manufacturing employers, local authorities, managing agents, health
care companies, education providers and retail employers (Appendix 5 gives more details on
who was involved). The site visits allowed an objective assessment of the practices
dutyholders described in the interviews, and whether this was an accurate assessment of
what they had in place. Most interviews did in fact give an accurate picture, but there were
occasional discrepancies (eg descriptions of the number of employees), and a number of
dutyholders mistakenly believed that they had an adequate ‘management plan’, when in fact
they had only asbestos registers, or policy documents (see Chapter 5 for further details).
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CHAPTER 4: PRESENCE OF ASBESTOS
Summary
The research was asked to provide an assessment of the proportion of premises
containing asbestos. Indicators of this were achieved. The accuracy of the results of the
survey, however, is reliant on individual dutyholders having access to precise
information. It was not possible using a survey approach to provide an objective measure
of asbestos levels. Such information could best be collected by using more in-depth visits
to employers (much like the site visits used in this report but on a larger scale) to check
surveys and other assessments of the presence of asbestos on their premises.
The information provided by dutyholders suggests that:
■ 30 per cent of dutyholders believe, overall, that asbestos is present in their buildings
■ pubic sector employers, particularly local authorities, and those managing public
buildings report higher levels of asbestos
■ greater awareness of the duty is associated with higher levels of asbestos reporting, but
the reporting of asbestos amongst small and medium enterprises (SMEs) appear to
have changed little since the introduction of the Duty.
Maintenance workers from larger companies and those who work as employees rather
than being self-employed (or employers) are more likely to report higher levels of
asbestos being present in the buildings they work on. Almost two-thirds of workers
believe that 20 per cent or fewer of the properties they work on contain asbestos. Again,
higher reporting levels amongst workers are associated with greater awareness of the
Duty. Around a quarter of workers believe that they have (or might have) disturbed
asbestos in the last year.
4.1

PROGRESS AGAINST EVALUATION OBJECTIVES

The evaluation objectives included determining the proportion of non-domestic and domestic
rented premises which contain asbestos of different types. In this chapter the available data is
discussed, including dutyholder and worker perceptions of the amount of asbestos present in
the buildings they manage and work on. However, these findings give only an indication of
the amount of asbestos in buildings.
In order to determine the actual amounts of asbestos still present in buildings in the UK with
greater precision, a different research approach would be required. This would need to
provide a more objective assessment of asbestos levels. It would be possible to do this by
investing in research which focused more on the approach taken here with the site visits
(which were able to collect impartial data on asbestos levels). This would allow a more
detailed review of surveys and other assessments conducted by dutyholders. By ensuring that
a variety of different building types and dutyholders were covered in these site visits, a better
estimate of scale of issue could be made. This could then be linked back to these survey
results (by making assumptions about the presence of asbestos in particular types of
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buildings, for example) in order to extrapolate and model the situation across the country
more closely.
4.2

THE PRESENCE OF ASBESTOS

In the representative sample of dutyholders, 30 per cent of respondents reported that asbestos
was present in the fabric of their buildings, and the proportion was around the same (35 per
cent) for housing associations (Figure 4.1). However, the vast majority of both local
authorities and managing agents reported asbestos in their properties (98 per cent and 85 per
cent respectively), although these organisations tended to have larger building stocks (mainly
more than 100 properties). Amongst SMEs in the representative sample, 74 per cent
indicated that they do not have asbestos in their buildings. This is slightly less than the levels
expressed by SMEs in a survey conducted in 2002 (prior to the duty coming into effect)
which found that 77 per cent of SME dutyholders felt that they had no asbestos in their
buildings.1
Figure 4.1: Proportion of dutyholders stating that asbestos is present in the
fabric of building(s) they manage (%)
100
98

90
80

84.5

per cent

70
60
50
40
30
20

35

30

10
0
Representative sample

Local Authority

Managing Agent

Housing Association

Note: The domestic samples were asked to refer to their communal areas and other non-domestic
areas only. (N=697 representative sample, 100 local authorities, 103 managing agents, 100 housing
associations.)
Source: IES/Ipsos MORI survey of dutyholders, 2008

The reporting of asbestos was related to a number of factors, including the following:
■ The number of properties managed – those with a larger property portfolio were more
likely to report that their buildings contain asbestos.
■ Type of business – those from the public sector more likely to report asbestos.
■ Type of buildings managed – those managing public premises were more likely to report
asbestos.

1

Weyman A K, Tylee B E, Lawton C G (2002), Asbestos Risk Management Survey of Duty Holder Awareness,
Health and Safety Laboratory Report No. ERG/02/18.
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■ Awareness of the regulations and whether individuals had seen guidance or campaign
materials – those who had were more likely to report asbestos. However, it is not clear
whether individuals had referred to guidance as a result of identifying asbestos or vice
versa.
All those identifying asbestos were asked to state the proportion of their buildings that they
believed contained asbestos (see Table 4.1). Amongst the representative sample, eight per
cent of dutyholders believed asbestos was present in 100 per cent of their properties.
Amongst those with more than one property, less than one per cent stated that it was present
in all of their buildings. Amongst the ‘domestic dutyholders’, the perceived levels of
asbestos were highest for local authorities; 43 per cent of local authorities believed asbestos
was present in over 50 per cent of their properties, compared with just 18 per cent of
managing agents and 13 per cent of housing associations. In all samples, there were some
dutyholders who did not know the proportion of their buildings that contain asbestos
materials.
Table 4.1: Dutyholder perceptions of the proportion of managed buildings
that contain asbestos
% of buildings
containing asbestos

Representative
Local
sample %
Authority %

Managing
Agent %

Housing
Association %

100

8.3

2.2

0.0

3.1

80-99

2.6

19.4

4.0

3.1

50-79

4.1

21.5

14.0

7.1

20-49

3.6

12.9

14.0

1.0

Less than 20

7.6

24.7

37.0

15.3

None

65.0

2.2

15.0

62.2

Don’t know

8.8

17.2

16.0

8.2

Base (N)

693

93

100

98

4

7

3

2

697

100

103

100

Missing (N)
Total (N)

Note: Respondents with one property who had indicated that they have asbestos were assigned a
percentage of 100, and all those who believed asbestos was not present were assigned 0 per cent.
Source: IES/Ipsos MORI survey of dutyholders, 2008

These results raise the question of whether the differences in reported levels of asbestos are
due to actual differences in the levels of asbestos present, or are more associated with
dutyholder awareness about asbestos. This highlights the need for a more objective
assessment of actual levels of asbestos in order to really understand the situation.
4.3

MAINTENANCE WORKER AWARENESS

Workers were also asked to state the proportion of buildings that they work in that they
believe contain asbestos (Figure 4.2). It should be noted that this question differs from that
asked of dutyholders as workers were not given a response option of ‘None’ (workers had
already been selected on the basis that they did not work solely on new builds).
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Nearly half (45 per cent) of all workers felt that asbestos was present in less than 20 per cent
of the buildings they worked on, while just under one-third (29 per cent) felt that asbestos
was present in 50 per cent or more of their buildings. A small minority were unsure (seven
per cent).
Worker views on the proportion of asbestos present varied (see Appendix 6, Table A6.2)
according to the following:
■ Size of employer – those from larger companies believed asbestos was in a higher
proportion of buildings, and self-employed workers believed that asbestos was less
prevalent than employees believed.
■ Whether workers had experience of working exclusively on non-domestic properties –
this group believed that asbestos was more prevalent than those who worked only on
domestic properties or on both types.
■ Awareness of the duty to manage asbestos – those with higher awareness levels were
more likely to say that a higher proportion of buildings contain asbestos than those who
were unaware of the duty (36 per cent compared to 26 per cent).
Figure 4.2: Worker perceptions of the proportion of buildings worked in
that contain asbestos
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(N=510)
Source: IES/Ipsos MORI survey of maintenance workers, 2008

In face-to-face interviews, some workers highlighted how they knew that the nature of their
occupation meant that they often worked around asbestos. For example, individuals working
primarily as heating engineers stated that they knew that boilers of a certain age were likely
to contain asbestos lagging. A number identified asbestos as highly prevalent in the UK,
although others believed that there was no, or very little, asbestos left in buildings. One
maintenance worker who worked in domestic buildings explained how every building he
worked in could potentially contain asbestos.
‘It could be in any house I go into so at the end of the day I am doing a risk to my
health every job I go into because I can never be sure whether they have got asbestos
in there, but like I said, I can’t go in to every house prepared with goggles on and
that, it just doesn’t look right.’
IT cable installer, large private company working in domestic sector
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4.4

MAINTENANCE WORKERS’ EXPERIENCE OF DISTURBING ASBESTOS

Maintenance workers were asked whether they felt they had disturbed any asbestos at work
over the past 12 months, and 21 per cent said that they felt that they had done so. A further
five per cent felt that they may have done (Figure 4.). Interestingly, workers from different
trades gave similar responses. In the Fit 3 survey, 42 per cent of workers thought they had
come into contact with asbestos in the past six months.1 Both surveys, however, are reliant
on workers’ perceptions of their exposure and are not therefore likely to be completely
accurate (other research has demonstrated that workers tend to underestimate their levels of
exposure2).
Figure 4.3: Whether workers feel they have disturbed any asbestos at
work in the last 12 months
Yes
21%

Don't know
1%

Maybe
5%

No
73%

(N=510)
Source: IES/Ipsos MORI survey of maintenance workers, 2008

The type of properties that respondents worked on was linked to the extent to which they felt
that they had disturbed asbestos in the past 12 months (Figure 4.4). Individuals who had
worked on both domestic and non-domestic properties were more likely to feel that they had
disturbed asbestos at work compared to those who only worked on one type or other.

1

Fit3 Wave 1 Surveys, Preliminary Results, unpublished, HSE.

2

Burdett G, Bard D (2003), Pilot study on the exposure of maintenance workers (Industrial Plumbers) to
asbestos, Health and Safety Laboratory MF/2003/15.
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Figure 4.4: Proportion of workers who believed that they had disturbed
asbestos in the past 12 months (by type of property worked on)
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(N=510)
Source: IES/Ipsos MORI survey of maintenance workers, 2008

When respondents were asked how they knew that asbestos had been disturbed (see Figure
4.5), the most common reasons given were that:
■ they recognised the material after starting working with it (46 per cent)
■ general experience gave them this impression (29 per cent)
■ someone alerted them to it (19 per cent)
■ they had a sense that there is always a risk/asbestos is present in many buildings (18 per
cent).
Figure 4.5: Reasons for thinking asbestos might have been disturbed while at
work in the past 12 months
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Note: This was a multiple response question. (N=510).
Source: IES/Ipsos MORI survey of maintenance workers, 2008
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In interviews, several workers felt unable to recall an instance in the past 12 months when
they had disturbed asbestos, but they were usually able to discuss some experience in the
past several years. Other workers, however, were able to give some very recent examples.
One individual described how he often came across materials which he suspected were
asbestos. On the day of the interview he suspected asbestos was present when he was sent to
repair a gas leak in a school. Maintenance workers who worked primarily on domestic
properties described how they often came across suspected asbestos in the form of Artex
ceilings.
‘Regularly, very regularly yes ... I probably do about, I am doing one tomorrow
actually. I probably do between one and three times a week I would come into
contact with it. If not working with it, at least viewing it. I will see it a lot at least
once a week. I work with Artex if I’m doing a lot of domestic stuff.’
Self-employed plasterer/general handyman, working in domestic sector
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CHAPTER 5: DUTYHOLDER COMPLIANCE
Summary
The research was asked to determine levels of compliance amongst dutyholders, and was
able to fulfil this objective through the use of survey data, interviews and site visits.
Awareness of the Duty
Awareness of the duty is particularly high amongst dutyholders working for local
authority housing departments and for managing agents, but lower amongst dutyholders
from micro organisations, particularly those managing shops and restaurants. Awareness
of the duty and campaign/guidance materials is consistently (throughout this report)
linked to better practice. Understanding of the extent of the duty (ie that private areas are
not included) was greatest amongst those with larger property portfolios, and those who
had seen guidance/campaign material. The vast majority of dutyholders, however,
understood that the duty extended to industrial, public and commercial buildings as well
as the communal areas of flats.
Assessment procedures
Dutyholders are required to ensure that a suitable and sufficient assessment is carried out
to determine the presence of asbestos. This should include consideration of building
plans or other relevant information and inspection of reasonably accessible areas.
Conducting surveys is therefore not necessarily a requirement of the Duty. However, few
organisations are carrying out initial desk research. The vast majority of those that do,
however, find this to be a useful exercise. Seeking advice about asbestos-containing
materials was strongly linked with a greater awareness of the Duty.
Most dutyholders do not conduct Type 11 surveys, and these are generally dismissed as
having limited value unless the person conducting it has specialist knowledge, despite
representing a potentially cost effective initial assessment stage. Type 2 surveys are
generally preferred.2
It is clearly important that workers are not put at risk when dutyholders just assume that
asbestos is not present without ensuring this is the case. However, it is likely that at least
some organisations could delay spending money on formal testing by waiting until work
is actually due to take place on these areas, adopting a more ‘common sense’ approach to
assessment and inspection.

1

A Type 1 survey is where the surveyor uses his prior knowledge and experience to identify the possible
presence of asbestos materials but no sampling and analysis to confirm their judgement is carried out. This
allows the presumed ACMs to be managed but defers sampling analysis until when it may become necessary
to disturb the material.

2

A Type 2 survey is a standard sampling, identification and assessment survey (sampling survey).
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Risk management
Most dutyholders report that they have a management plan and that this includes all the
necessary information to be compliant with the Duty. However, face-to-face interviews
and site visits highlighted several weaknesses in documentation. When individuals refer
to management plans, in reality they can be referring to survey reports or registers which
provide only information about where asbestos is located, rather than constituting a full
risk management strategy.
Dutyholders tend to prefer to remove asbestos even when this isn’t strictly necessary,
believing that this is a cost effective strategy in the long-term compared to adopting an
asbestos management strategy. Over half of dutyholders have removed asbestos where
they believe it to be present. Generally, dutyholders prefer to outsource the removal
process as in-house removal is seen as expensive and they lack confidence, and fear
making mistakes, if they undertake the work themselves.
Despite weaknesses in management procedures identified through interviews and site
visits, in the survey dutyholders stated that they feel very confident that they know how
to manage asbestos, and that they have successfully identified it in their own premises.
This could suggest some complacency amongst dutyholders regarding their ability to
comply with the Duty.
Monitoring the risk
Only a minority of dutyholders with asbestos are reviewing its condition on an annual
basis (although most ‘domestic dutyholders’ reported annual inspections) and site visits
suggest that often documents are not regularly updated. Once the risk of asbestos had
been assessed, with the completion of a survey, many dutyholders thought that their
work was complete.
Duties relating to passing information on to workers are covered in Chapter 6.
5.1

PROGRESS AGAINST EVALUATION OBJECTIVES

The objectives for the research included establishing levels of awareness of, and compliance
with, the duty (ie assessing the asbestos risk, risk management planning, and recording/
monitoring procedures). A survey of, and interviews with, a wide range of different
dutyholders proved to be an effective way to identify trends in awareness and behaviour. The
use of site visits, however, allowed dutyholder views on their practice to be tested, giving
greater insights into areas where dutyholders found it more difficult to understand or comply
with the Duty.
It is important, however, to note that surveys are reliant on respondents providing honest
answers. In responding to questions about an emotive subject like asbestos, it is likely that
there is some pressure on respondents to provide socially desirable answers (ie state that they
are doing the ‘right thing’). The use of site visits demonstrated that some dutyholders did, in
the survey, overestimate the extent of their compliance (although often as much because they
lacked the ability to assess it accurately as because they were overestimating it deliberately).
Solely focusing on subjective measures of compliance may result in the extent of compliant
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behaviour being overestimated. However, the results here do provide useful indications of
what dutyholders are and are not doing at present.
5.2

AWARENESS AND UNDERSTANDING OF THE LEGISLATION

During the survey of dutyholders, in order not to bias responses, the survey made no mention
of the duty during the introduction to the research, focusing instead on ‘managing asbestos at
work’. The survey contained questions which asked about awareness of the duty and which
then probed further on the detail of what was covered. Interviews with dutyholders also
allowed this to be explored.
5.2.1 Awareness of the Duty
Awareness of the duty was very high amongst dutyholders (Figure 5.1). In the representative
sample, 83 per cent of respondents indicated awareness of the regulations, and awareness
was even higher amongst all the ‘domestic dutyholder’ samples, particularly local authorities
and managing agents, almost all of whom were aware of the regulations.
In the representative sample, awareness varied according to a number of factors (see
Appendix 6, Table A6.19). Awareness amongst dutyholders can be predicted by the
following factors1:
■ Respondents that work for small companies were significantly more likely to report
having heard of the duty (than micro or medium-sized firms).
■ Respondents who owned at least some of their own buildings were more likely to have
heard of the duty than those who do not.
■ Those based in multi-site organisations were more likely to have heard of the Duty.
■ Those whose buildings consisted of shops and restaurants (with or without) offices only
were less likely to have heard of the duty than those who have any other types of
buildings.

1

Determined using a logistic regression analysis which examines the importance of a number of factors, when
other factors are held constant.
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Figure 5.1: Proportion of dutyholders who are aware that regulations apply to
the management of asbestos in buildings
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(N=697 representative sample (29 missing/don’t know), 100 local authority sample, 103 managing
agent sample, 100 housing association sample.)
Source: IES/Ipsos MORI survey of dutyholders, 2008

A high proportion of the dutyholders were unsure when they first became aware of the duty
(Table 5.1). In the representative sample, 35 per cent stated that they had become aware
since 2004 (ie since the duty was formally introduced) and 21 per cent between 2002 and
2003 (when information about the upcoming duty was included in the Control of Asbestos at
Work regulations). However, 45 per cent of the respondents stated that they first became
aware prior to 2002. As such, it is unclear whether the respondents were referring to the duty
itself or other regulations concerning asbestos. Around half of the local authorities and
managing agents (51 per cent and 52 per cent respectively) stated that they became aware of
the duty before 2002. Although the majority of respondents recalled hearing about the duty
before it was introduced in 2002, there was a general Section 2 under the Health and Safety
at Work Act, which a responsible person would have been acting on prior to 2002/2004. This
could be what respondents are referring to, although they could also be providing a socially
desirable response.
Table 5.1: When dutyholders first became aware of the regulation
Representative
Local
Managing
sample %
Authority % Agent %

Housing
Association %

2004-2008

34.5

27.0

29.0

38.1

2002-2003

20.6

22.5

19.4

17.5

Pre 2002

44.9

50.6

51.6

44.4

Base(N)

467

89

93

63

99

1

10

18

566

99

103

81

Missing/don’t know (N)
Total (N)

Source: IES/Ipsos MORI survey of dutyholders, 2008

36

The main sources of information used varied according to the type of organisation the
dutyholder worked for (Table 5.2). Amongst the representative sample and managing agents,
the most common source of information were colleagues or another company, whilst for
local authorities, dutyholders were most likely to have found out information by having been
on a course. Amongst housing associations, dutyholders were most likely to have received
information from colleagues/another company and/or by consulting the press or trade
publications.
Table 5.2: Where dutyholders’ staff received information regarding the
regulations
Representative
Local
Managing
Housing
sample %
Authority % Agent % Association %
Colleagues/another company

28.3

29.3

35.0

27.2

Press/trade publication

18.1

23.2

17.5

27.2

A course

13.9

32.3

33.0

12.3

HSE publications

10.8

23.2

14.6

7.4

External adviser/consultant

6.7

7.1

9.7

8.6

HSE website

4.2

19.2

12.6

2.5

Asbestos professional

2.7

1.0

0

0

Other

24.5

10.1

11.7

23.5

Don’t know

9.7

2.0

3.9

12.3

Base (N)

566

99

103

81

Note: This was a multiple response question.
Source: IES/Ipsos MORI survey of dutyholders, 2008

5.2.2 Understanding the Duty
Dutyholders were also asked a more probing set of questions to determine their
understanding of the Duty. When asked which types of properties they believed were
included in the Duty, as many as 53 per cent of the dutyholders (in the representative
sample) believed that the regulations applied to the private areas of domestic premises. In the
representative sample, larger employers or those with a large property portfolio were more
likely to know that private areas are not included (see Appendix 6, Table A6.21). Those who
had seen guidance/campaigns were also more likely to know that these were not included.
The vast majority of dutyholders correctly understood that the duty related to industrial
buildings, public buildings, commercial buildings and communal areas in flats (Table 5.).
Dutyholders who took part in face-to-face interviews were asked to explain to the
researchers what they knew about the duty to manage asbestos. Overall, understanding of the
regulations was good, but at least one dutyholder admitted that they had refreshed their
memory of the current legislation because of the researcher’s visit. This could indicate that
more respondents had done so, but not discussed it with researchers. Also, the site visits
were conducted with individuals involved in the telephone survey, so it is possible that the
interview would have led them to have some expectations about what would be expected of
them during the site visit. There were some examples, however, where dutyholders clearly
understood the detail of the duty very well and this knowledge is likely to have pre-existed
any contact made as part of this research. Other dutyholders, however, admitted that their
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understanding was ‘not 100 per cent’. Only around half of those interviewed raised the fact
that the duty required them to inform maintenance workers, and some did so only when
prompted.
‘As a company we’ve got a legal duty, as indeed the term dutyholders in there [shows],
and to manage any asbestos that we’ve got to make sure our employees, contractors,
visitors, guests or the general public don’t come to any harm at all from the asbestos
that we know that we’ve got, to manage it into a safe system, look after it.’
Interviewer: ‘And in terms of managing asbestos, what do you understand that to
include?’
‘That we’ve got a requirement to know it’s there, to record that it’s there, to inform
and train others who might come in contact with it and to make sure that they work
in a safe and suitable manner in the areas where it might be.’
Site Services Manager, medium sized manufacturing company
‘It needs to be sealed and not disturbed. If it is going to be disturbed that person
needs to be made aware that asbestos is present – I don’t know if asbestos is present
if you can get rid of it – that’s one thing I don’t know. But yes, it’s just to make sure
that if it is present then it’s safe and secure.’
Asset Manager, medium sized housing association
Table 5.3: Whether dutyholders believe that the regulations apply to various
types of premises
Representative
Local
sample %
Authority %

Managing
Agent %

Housing
Association %

Private areas of domestic
properties (eg in flats & houses)

53.1

45.5

50.5

49.4

Communal areas in a block of
flats (eg lofts, stairs, hallways)

83.0

100.0

99.0

91.4

Industrial buildings

94.3

94.9

91.3

82.7

Public buildings

94.8

100.0

97.1

80.2

Other commercial properties

94.8

93.9

93.2

86.4

Base (N)

566

99

103

81

Source: IES/Ipsos MORI survey of dutyholders, 2008

5.3

USE OF INITIAL DESK RESEARCH

Most survey respondents had not carried out any initial desk research in ascertaining the
presence of asbestos in their buildings (Table 5.3). In the representative sample, 15 per cent
of dutyholders indicated they had sought advice from builders and 14 per cent from
architects about the condition of asbestos. Local authorities and managing agents were more
likely to have sought information from both sources. Larger organisations or those with
larger property portfolios were more likely to seek advice (see Appendix 6, Table A6.5), as
well as those who manage public premises. The vast majority of those who had conducted
this sort of initial desk research claimed that it had been useful and that they had managed to
get what they needed (over 86 per cent across all of the groups).
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Table 5.3: Whether advice sought on the presence/condition of asbestos
Whether advice sought (and
from where) on
Representative
Local
presence/condition of asbestos
sample %
Authority %

Managing
Agent %

Housing
Association %

Yes - builders

15.3

25.0

24.0

18.9

Yes - architects

14.1

20.0

23.0

13.7

No

69.2

64.0

57.0

71.6

Don’t know

9.0

4.0

8.0

6.3

Base (All employers - N)

663

100

100

100

Note: This was a multiple response question.
Source: IES/Ipsos MORI survey of dutyholders, 2008

Looking at other factors associated with seeking advice, analysis demonstrated that there was
a marked association between awareness of the duty and the tendency to seek advice about
asbestos-containing materials, with 25 per cent of those who were aware having sought
advice compared with only seven per cent of those who were unaware of the regulations.
Similarly, those who had seen guidance/campaigns were more likely to have sought
information from builders or architects.
In the face-to-face interviews, there did not appear to be any evidence of organisations
referring to architects’ or builders’ plans when managing asbestos. The only exception to this
was an organisation which had recently added a new purpose-built property to its industrial
site. In this case, the architect’s plans had been used to rule out asbestos and avoid the need
for a survey.
5.4

USE OF SURVEYS

All of the dutyholders who completed the telephone survey were asked whether a formal
survey or assessment of the fabric of their buildings had been conducted to establish whether
asbestos materials were present. In the representative sample, 53 per cent of dutyholders
indicated that a formal survey or assessment had been conducted (Table 5.4).
Table 5.4: Whether a formal survey/assessment of building(s) fabric had been
conducted to establish whether asbestos materials were present
Whether a formal
assessment had been
undertaken (and by whom)

Representative
Local
Sample %
Authority %

Managing
Agent %

Housing
Association %

Yes −us

39.1

82.0

78.0

36.8

Yes − landlord

6.5

3.0

4.0

4.2

Yes − company we manage
premises for

7.2

11.0

10.0

6.3

No

38.7

9.0

12.0

46.3

Don’t know

9.6

2.0

2.0

6.3

Base (N)

663

100

100

100

Note: This was a multiple response question.
Source: IES/Ipsos MORI survey of dutyholders, 2008

39

Looking just at the representative sample, there were 488 dutyholders who believed that they
did not have any asbestos present in their buildings. Of these, 48 per cent stated that they had
not carried out a survey or formal assessment and 36 per cent had conducted neither a survey
nor had any consultation with builders and architects. The majority of this 36 per cent were
micro-businesses. This group of dutyholders do not therefore appear to have taken any
formal steps to ensure that there is actually no asbestos present, meaning that their workers
could potentially be at risk.
In research conducted in 2002 1, prior to the duty coming into effect, 39 per cent of SMEs
reported that a survey had been conducted. The current research also put the proportion of
SMEs conducting a survey at 39 per cent (of the representative sample). However, this figure
hides a lot of variation between employers of different sizes. Whilst 41 per cent of microbusinesses had not carried out a survey, this figure reduces to 22 per cent of small employers
and 16 per cent of medium sized firms. Amongst large organisations, just 13 per cent had not
conducted a survey.
Very few of the local authorities and managing agents had not carried out a survey (nine per
cent and 12 per cent respectively), but almost half of housing associations had not
undertaken one. Most surveys had been organised by the company, but in some cases the
landlord or company they manage premises for had arranged for a survey to be carried out.
Therefore, the precise arrangements for managing asbestos can differ, depending on the
lease.
Further analysis showed that a number of factors were related to whether or not companies
had decided to conduct a survey (see Appendix 6, Table A6.6). These were (all other things
being equal)2:
■ Small and medium sized companies were four times more likely, and large companies
eight times more likely, to have had a survey done than micro companies.
■ Public sector companies were nearly twice as likely to have conducted a survey than
those from other sectors.
■ Respondents who were aware of the duty were nearly twice as likely to have had a survey
done than those who were not aware of the Duty. Whilst it seems implausible that surveys
would have been conducted by dutyholders who were unaware of the Duty, this is likely
to reflect the limitations of surveying one individual within an organisation and requiring
them to provide information about how that organisation deals with the Duty. The
individual answering the survey may not be aware of the duty themselves, but this does
not mean that as a dutyholder, there is not some organisational awareness prompting
surveying.
■ Those who had seen guidance/campaigns on the duty were also nearly twice as likely to
have had a survey, compared to those who have not seen/read the guidance.
When asked how recently the first survey had been carried out, a high proportion (around 20
per cent across all four groups) did not know. This may be because their company was not

1

Weyman A K, Tylee B E, Lawton C G (2002), Asbestos Risk Management Survey of Duty Holder Awareness,
Health and Safety Laboratory Report No. ERG/02/18.

2

Determined using a logistic regression analysis which examines the importance of a number of factors, when
other factors are held constant.
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directly involved in the survey. However, in each group, dutyholders were most likely to
have conducted their survey in the period since 2004, ie since the duty was introduced (Table
5.6). This was particularly true for housing associations (69 per cent of which had conducted
their surveys since 2004). Local authorities were more likely to have taken earlier action as
41 per cent had conducted their first survey before 2002. This could be related to the fact that
prior to the Duty, there was implied good practice under the Health and Safety at Work Act,
and the regulations, when they were introduced in 2002, simply made this more explicit.
Table 5.6: When survey was first carried out
When survey was first
carried out

Representative
sample %

Local
Authority %

Managing
Agent %

Housing
Association %

Prior to 2002

24.4

40.5

18.2

22.2

Between 2002 and 2004

20.3

28.4

24.2

8.3

2004 onwards

55.3

31.1

57.6

69.4

Base (N)

311

74

66
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Base: Employers conducting a survey.
Source: IES/Ipsos MORI survey of dutyholders, 2008

5.4.1 Type of survey conducted
Those that had conducted a survey were asked what type of survey they had undertaken
(Table 5.7). A small proportion of respondents from both the representative group and
amongst housing associations did not know the answer (despite descriptions of the different
types being given by the telephone interviewers). The most common type of survey
conducted was a Type 2 survey (conducted by well over half of the respondents from each
group). Type 3 1 surveys were fairly common, particularly amongst the local authorities (38
per cent of which reported carrying out a Type 3 survey). Type 1 surveys were less common
(just 16 per cent of the representative sample had carried out this type of survey, for
example).
Table 5.7: Type of surveys carried out
Type of survey
carried out

Representative
sample %

Local
Authority %

Managing
Agent %

Housing
Association %

Type 1 surveys

15.9

32.6

33.7

24.4

Type 2 surveys

65.2

97.8

87.2

73.3

Type 3 surveys

19.9

38.2

33.7

35.6

Don’t know

19.7

1.1

1.2

11.1

Base (N)

402

89

86

45

Note: This was a multiple response question.

1

A Type 3 survey involves getting full access to all parts of the building, using destructive inspection if

necessary. This type is usually used just before demolition or major refurbishment.
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Source: IES/Ipsos MORI survey of dutyholders, 2008

5.4.2 Reasons for choosing a Type 2 survey
In the face-to-face interviews (where all but two of the dutyholders had conducted a Type 2
survey) there was an opportunity to ask why Type 2 surveys tended to be the preferred
choice. Several of the dutyholders had used consultants for dealing with all aspects of their
asbestos management and were therefore not involved in the decisions about what type of
survey to carry out, the decision having been taken by the consultant. Those who were
involved gave a range of reasons for selecting a Type 2.
Some talked about a fear of prosecution as a motivation for carrying out surveys. This was
the case in a large county council, when neighbouring local authorities had been prosecuted.
Other individuals used surveys to get accurate up-to-date information on their organisation
when they moved into a new role which involved asbestos management:
‘Surveys have been done in the past but I’d not got that information and nobody
could point me to that information. I got, you know, bits and pieces … I can’t lay my
hands on that information … but you need to know with this horrible material. That’s
one of the reasons as soon as I came in, there were certain things that we needed to
put in place and that were just one of them.’
Facilities Manager, maintenance company with large contract to a city council
In contrast, there were other organisations which chose a Type 2 survey for more
commercially motivated reasons (eg wanting to sell the property or to get a second opinion
before carrying out expensive works). For example, the owner of several domestic premises
with communal areas described being given a quote for roof work which was over £10,000
due to the need for asbestos removal. This organisation then commissioned a full survey of
the roof which confirmed their suspicions that there was no asbestos present.
Many of the dutyholders were aware of the option of self-inspecting with a Type 1 survey
but did not regard this as a useful alternative. Some explained that they felt that the
information it gave was only as good as assuming that asbestos was everywhere:
‘I’m not over sure I’d see the value of a Type 1 frankly. If you’re an asbestos expert,
then to be able to look at something with the naked eye and say that is asbestos or,
hand on heart, no it’s not, I think you’d have to be very very clever and if you’re not
then I don’t see the value of a Type 1 because if you look at it and say well it might
be but it might not be, it’s no kind of survey at all. If you’re going to survey it you’ve
got to know, it’s no good looking and saying well it could be, that’s no good to
anybody. You have to know whether it is or whether it isn’t and something as
dangerous as asbestos, it’s a black and white situation, you’ve got to know it is or it
isn’t, don’t think there’s any room for “it might be”.’
Site Services Manager, medium sized manufacturing company
Other dutyholders, particularly those who dealt with a large number of premises, described
Type 1 surveys as a ‘waste of time’:
‘Type 1’s a waste of time. I don’t know why they ever introduced it. I don’t know why
they don’t just call them 1 and 2.’
Site Services Manager, medium sized manufacturing company
‘Well a Type 1 survey is totally meaningless, you might as well not bother. It doesn’t
save you any work; it is just a pointless exercise.’
Strategic Maintenance Manager, county council
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Only two of the organisations had carried out a Type 1 survey, and this was because they
lacked resources to do a Type 2, or perceived that the risk of asbestos was low.
From the site visits and the face-to-face interviews, it was clear that most dutyholders were
satisfied with the service provided by their asbestos surveyors. However, the site visits
revealed a couple of instances where asbestos materials had been missed by the survey. A
city council had a boiler house where asbestos had been identified in a Type 2 survey. A
specialist contractor removed the asbestos and certificates were provided. However, a second
contractor who subsequently carried out work in the boiler house suspected some materials
contained asbestos and these were later tested and confirmed as asbestos. Similarly, in a
supermarket, a Type 2 survey had been carried out which identified vinyl tiles as containing
asbestos. When the condition of the tiles was reviewed three years later the adhesive was
also said to contain asbestos.
5.5

ASSESSING THE CONDITION OF ASBESTOS

Amongst those dutyholders carrying out surveys, a high proportion (over 90 per cent of each
of the four types of dutyholder) indicated that this had included an assessment of the
condition of asbestos to see if it needed to be removed or repaired (Figure 5.2).
Figure 5.2: Proportion of surveys which involved assessment of need for
asbestos removal/repair
100
100
98

per cent

96

96.6

96.2

94
92

93.3

90
88
Representative sample

Local Authority

Managing Agent

Housing Association

(N=248 representative sample, 87 local authority sample, 79 managing agent sample, 32 housing
association sample.)
Source: IES/Ipsos MORI survey of dutyholders, 2008

During face-to-face interviews and site visits the nature of these assessments was explored.
In some cases, the prioritisation system was simple and asbestos risks were assigned a low,
medium or high risk category. For example, a large multi-national manufacturing company
received colour coded reports from the surveyors and their policy had been to remove all
asbestos that had been categorised as medium or high risk. Other organisations had more
sophisticated systems in place for assigning risks (these tended to be most common in large,
public sector organisations such as hospitals and housing associations). For example, in a
large hospital, the system incorporated various risk factors such as the type and condition of
asbestos, how accessible the location was (eg hand height or ceiling) and how frequently the
area was used. Each of these factors was taken into account in calculating a score. Those
areas with the highest scores were targeted for action first, sometimes using a traffic light
system.
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‘Each factor got a number and it was multiplied out in an algorithm to end up with a
final score so, it varied from about eight or nine, up to about 350. So anything with a
score of 350 was obviously very dangerous and we had all that removed and now we
are working down the numbers bit by bit.’
Strategic Maintenance Manager, county council
The site visits revealed that the Methods for the Detection of Hazardous Substances 100
(MDHS 100, produced by the HSE) was often used as part of the risk assessment procedure.
However, in one organisation, a college, where a formal risk assessment had not been carried
out, ACMs had been located by the county council and subsequent action had been taken,
including the removal of pipe lagging, labelling anything visible and locating all items on the
estate drawings. However, it was clear from the visit that the college had no records of the
asbestos type, condition, surface treatment or accessibility of the materials in the premises.
5.6

TAKING ACTION WITH ASBESTOS MATERIALS

Dutyholders stating that they believe their premises to contain asbestos were asked whether
any steps had been taken to repair, enclose or remove it. Amongst the representative sample,
around one-third (33 per cent) had not taken any action with the materials, but over half (58
per cent) had removed some ACMs, whilst a significant proportion had repaired (24 per
cent) or enclosed (32 per cent) some of the materials in their premises (Table 5.8). Housing
associations gave very similar responses, but local authorities and managing agents were
more likely to have taken some form of action (93 per cent and 89 per cent respectively had
conducted some removal, for example).
As might be expected, asbestos was more likely to have been removed by larger
organisations or those with a larger property portfolio: over 80 per cent of respondents who
worked in large organisations or managed more than 100 buildings had removed some
asbestos (see Appendix 6, Table A6.7). Removal was also most likely to have taken place
amongst dutyholders managing public premises.
The introduction of the duty is also linked to higher levels of asbestos removal, as companies
that were aware of the duty or which had seen guidance/campaigns about it were more likely
to have removed asbestos.
Table 5.8: Has the organisation ever taken action to repair, enclose or
remove any asbestos materials?
Whether actions taken (and type
of action) to repair, enclose or
remove asbestos

Representative
sample
%

Local
Authority
%

Managing
Agent
%

Housing
Association
%

Yes - repaired

23.7

49

33.3

22.9

Yes - enclosed/encapsulated/ sealed

32.4

68.4

52.9

31.4

Yes - removed

57.5

92.9

88.5

62.9

Yes - other

3.0

2.0

1.1

5.7

No

33.2

2.0

2.3

28.6

Don’t know

2.8

1.0

5.7

2.9

Base (N)

267

98

87

35

Notes: Base for this question is all dutyholders who said that they have asbestos on their premises.
This is a multiple response question, so that respondents could give as many answers as applied to
them, thus the percentages do not add up to 100.
Source: IES/Ipsos MORI survey of dutyholders, 2008
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5.6.1 Amount of asbestos removed
All respondents who had removed asbestos were asked what proportion had been taken out
(Table 5.). A number were unsure how much asbestos had been removed. Amongst those
that could answer, nearly a quarter of the representative sample (24 per cent) and one-third
of housing associations reported having removed all asbestos from their premises. Local
Authorities and managing agents were much less likely to have removed all of the asbestos –
57 and 60 per cent of these companies respectively had removed less than half of the
asbestos in their premises.
Having had a survey was also related to whether some removal had taken place. Dutyholders
undertaking surveys were more likely, across all types of dutyholder, to have engaged in
some form of removal. For example, amongst the representative sample, 66 per cent of those
undertaking surveys had removed at least some of it, compared to 48 per cent of those not
undertaking surveys.
Table 5.9: Percentage of asbestos-containing materials that have been
removed

Percentage of asbestos removed

Representative
Local
sample %
Authority %

Managing
Agent %

Housing
Association %

100

23.9

0.0

3.8

33.0

80-99

5.5

4.4

3.8

0.0

50-79

5.5

5.5

6.3

6.7

20-49

15.3

11.0

11.4

0.0

Less than 20

33.4

46.2

48.1

40.0

Don’t know

16.4

33.0

26.6

20.0

Base – all respondents who had
removed asbestos (N)

196

91

79

30

6

0

1

2

203

91

80

32

Missing (N)
Total (N)

Source: IES/Ipsos MORI survey of dutyholders, 2008

5.6.2 Reasons for removing asbestos
The main reasons given for removing asbestos suggest that a risk analysis had prompted the
decisions (Table 5.). Amongst the representative sample these were because:
■ removal was necessary before carrying out construction work (34 per cent of
representative sample)
■ asbestos posed a risk of exposure (24 per cent)
■ it was recommended by a professional (19 per cent)
■ it was too damaged to manage (13 per cent).
The same reasons were stated by respondents from the ‘domestic dutyholder’ groups,
although the local authorities and managing agents were less likely to state that they were
acting on the guidance of a professional. It should be noted that the numbers included in the
housing association sample on this question are small.
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Table 5.10: Reasons given for asbestos removal
Representative
sample %

Local
Authority %

Was necessary before carrying
out construction work
Risk of exposure
Was recommended by a
professional
Too damaged to manage
Policy to remove all asbestos
Due to demolish in the future
More cost effective to remove it
To reduce concern amongst
tenants
Didn’t want the responsibility for
managing it
To reduce concern amongst
employees

33.8

36.3

26.2

18.8

23.7
18.7

33.0
1.1

35.0
8.8

21.9
21.9

12.7
5.4
4.5
3.5
3.0

33.0
13.2
2.2
5.5
5.5

25.0
7.5
0
6.2
6.2

18.8
9.4
6.2
6.2
6.2

2.9

1.1

2.5

-

2.7

4.4

3.8

-

Don’t know

2.2

-

1.2

-

Other

9.8

16.5

20.0

12.5

Base all respondents who had
removed asbestos (N)

203

91

80

32

Reason for removing asbestos

Managing
Housing
Agent % Association %

Note: This was a multiple response question.
Source: IES/Ipsos MORI survey of dutyholders, 2008

5.6.3 Managing vs. removing asbestos
In the face-to-face interviews, dutyholders were asked what measures they had taken to deal
with the asbestos in their premises. Often they had opted to manage rather than remove it,
and the majority of dutyholders described instances where they had encapsulated and/or
labelled ACMs. Usually this was to save costs, given the expense of asbestos removal.
However, some believed it was safer to leave their asbestos than remove it. The property
manager of a hotel described an example where removal would have required the asbestos to
be broken up, so instead it was encapsulated:
‘We identified panelling that was damaged on the back of some lift doors, so that
was encapsulated first to ensure that that was safe and that then enabled the strip out
of the lift equipment, and it was done one lift at a time and we looked at removing
asbestos on the backs of the lift doors, and it was decided that actually you could
only remove it by breaking it, so you’d possibly increase the risk rather than
encapsulating it, which is what we decided to do in the end. So it’s encapsulated,
there’s signage on it to say that it’s there, but there was less risk than actually
removing it.’
Property Manager, large independent hotel
Where asbestos was removed this was usually due to it having been assessed as high risk in a
survey, although occasionally it was removed out of convenience (eg when an opportunity to
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gain access to an area arose while other maintenance work was being carried out). The
Health and Safety Manager of an agricultural college described how their policy was to
remove asbestos whenever works were taking place around or near it:
‘So when we know we’ve [got] asbestos and we’re doing a job we always bring in a
specialist asbestos removal firm irrespective of the state of the asbestos… the fact
that it’s sheet asbestos as distinct from insulation asbestos round a heating pipe
which is flaky is neither here nor there… I’m not interested whether it’s green, pink,
yellow or whatever, it’s asbestos – so that’s the approach to take. And that’s how I
manage asbestos.’
Maintenance Manager/ H&S Adviser, residential agricultural college
Other organisations judged each situation separately; they tended to manage the asbestos in
place but preferred to remove it if it was within their resources to do so. Some dutyholders
saw removal as being an easier and sometimes more cost-effective way to manage asbestos
as it eliminated the need for further assessments and surveys:
‘The policy is that we manage asbestos and we maintain it in situ in good condition,
but the reality is that we take quite a lot out where we can, especially if we think it is
a vulnerable location, because we don’t want to keep going back and re-inspecting
and re-inspecting if we’ve got the resources to do it and we feel that it’s a priority
then we try and do that.’
Managing Agent, responsible for council housing stock
In a handful of cases, organisations preferred to take a more cautious approach and removed
asbestos even when it was not necessary for them to do so. For example, one organisation
removed asbestos which was in communal areas of domestic flats, even though it was not
easily accessible or damaged:
‘We had some removed in a property in Fourth Avenue – asbestos material which
was the lagging of an old tank in the roof, it had been left in the roof. Nobody had
legal access to that roof space but on the other hand it was immediately above the
top floor flat and as such people would have access to it and the decision was taken
to have it removed. Now, a lesser agent or a lesser individual could say, “Well noone’s going to go up there, we’ll leave it there”. I’d rather go for a belt and braces
approach – if you find it, get rid of it.’
Managing Director, managing agent operating in domestic sector
The site visits did not find any instances of ACMs which should have been removed, as
everything that was viewed was either in a cement or vinyl matrix, sealed with paint or
encapsulated. However, there was one firm which had clearly gone further than was
necessary to remove asbestos, in part due to a lack of control over works, cited as a case
study example below.
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Case study 1: City council
Within one city council, all of the dwellings with communal areas had been surveyed
(using a Type 2 survey) in the past year. Prior work had been conducted with two main
maintenance contractors who had been able to organise the testing of materials and were
licensed to remove ACMs. The register consisted of a list of asbestos tests carried out
and a list where asbestos had been removed. However, there had been little financial
control over this work and it was estimated that about £1m had been spent on the
removal of Artex coatings from ceilings. This was done without checking first whether
the coatings could safely remain in place and be managed. At the time of the visit, the
housing department was in the process of adopting asbestos management software and
planned to populate the database with the survey, testing and removal information to
improve the cost effectiveness of future ventures.
5.6.4 Using removal specialists
In the interviews, dutyholders also reported that asbestos removal within their premises was
always carried out by specialist, approved companies. This appears to be linked to a lack of
confidence amongst dutyholders about correct procedures for asbestos removal. Although it
was expensive, using specialists meant that organisations felt more assured that the work was
being conducted properly and as a result there would be no need carry out extra works to
rectify mistakes. Some organisations with in-house maintenance workers were aware that
they could remove certain types of low risk asbestos themselves without a licence. However,
the resources required to undertake removal work in-house was often felt to outweigh the
benefits of outsourcing. The cost of buying specialist equipment as well as costs associated
with storage and transportation once it had been removed were all felt to add to the burden.
‘Then I have reason to look on the HSE site and I have got all the HSE guidance to
the work you can do without being a licensed contractor, but the pertinent point to
this is it might not need a licensed contractor but by the time you’ve got all of the
personal equipment and all of the specialist equipment they talk about in the HSE
guidance, you might as well end up asking a licensed person to do it anyway.’
Housing Contracts Manager, district council
5.7

MANAGEMENT PLANS

All survey respondents who stated that they had asbestos in their premises were asked
whether a management plan or any other type of document had been drawn up regarding the
procedures for managing asbestos in their buildings (Figure 5.3). Almost all local authorities
and managing agents had a plan (96 per cent and 95 per cent respectively), but a lower
proportion of housing associations and dutyholders from the representative sample (80 per
cent and 70 per cent respectively) did so.
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Figure 5.3: Proportion of dutyholders where a management plan (or any
other kind of document) has been drawn up regarding procedures for
managing asbestos
100
90

95.9

95.4

80
80

per cent

70
60

69.8

50
40
30
20
10
0
Representative sample

Local Authority

Managing Agent

Housing Association

Type of dutyholder

(N=267 representative sample, 98 local authority sample, 87 managing agent sample, 35 housing
association sample.)
Source: IES/Ipsos MORI survey of dutyholders, 2008

5.7.1 Content of management plans
All dutyholders that stated that they had some kind of plan were asked further questions
about the content of these plans. The majority reported that their plans contained information
on the location of asbestos materials, the condition of these materials, details of who is
responsible, and procedures for informing maintenance workers about asbestos (Table 5.5).
Table 5.5: Content of Management Plan

Content of management plan

Representative
Local
Sample %
Authority %

Managing
Agent %

Housing
Association %

Information on the location of
asbestos materials in your
premises

98.8

94.7

88.0

96.4

The condition of asbestos
materials in your premises

96.8

92.6

90.4

92.9

Details of who is responsible for
managing asbestos

92.8

95.7

90.4

92.9

Procedures for informing
maintenance workers about
asbestos

92.7

97.9

98.8

96.4

Base (N)

203

94

83

28

Source: IES/Ipsos MORI survey of dutyholders, 2008

The face-to-face interviews provided an opportunity to assess the actual content of management
plans and documentation held by dutyholders. These demonstrated that plans vary substantially
in standard and format, and suggest that some survey respondents may be overstating the
sufficiency of their plans in the survey. However, there were several examples of good practice
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where dutyholders had full management plans which included information about the location of
asbestos and what to do when it is detected, as well as long-term management plans (which for
some of the larger organisations were very detailed). For example, a dutyholder from a large
building contractor had used survey data to develop electronic plans highlighting all areas of
asbestos in buildings to supplement their register.
‘So that is the actual survey, you know, photographs, etc. etc., and although there’s some
basic plans in there, I’ve then done, you know, using AutoCAD we have plans and full
detail and again that’s both for here and over at our manufacturing plant …so I did a
full plan, so every column, every piece of asbestos basically is highlighted.’
Facilities Manager, maintenance company with large contract to a city council
An example of good practice came from the site services manager of a manufacturing
company, who told how his plan was a live document which was regularly reviewed,
updated and signed by all concerned:
‘We’ve got our policy document for asbestos management, which actually, it was
updated last by me and that’s been signed by the managing director, the director of
operations and the machine shop manager (because it’s his area that these piers are in
with this stuff that we can’t get at so it seemed pertinent that he knew as well and read
the policy and signed it), and so it gives a brief introduction as to what this policy is
about and states that staff and contractors are not expected to work with or be exposed to
asbestos on company sites, and … company policy is to prevent exposure to the hazards
associated with asbestos contained in materials, to promote awareness of the hazards of
asbestos-containing materials in this policy through staff training to maintain the
register, to freely provide information on asbestos, to implement an effective asbestos
materials management plan so appropriate measures such as monitoring, encapsulation,
ceiling labelling, inspection or removal of the materials are undertaken, and regular
review of course.’
Site Services Manager, medium sized manufacturing company
However, other dutyholders (across a range of organisations) appeared unsure of what was
meant by ‘management plan’ as they were only able to refer to their registers or survey
reports. Many of these organisations were able to describe set procedures for managing
asbestos such as how maintenance workers are informed and long-term removal plans, but it
was unclear whether these were recorded anywhere. One organisation specifically admitted
that whilst procedures were in place and followed, these had not been formally documented
due to a lack of time. A dutyholder from a small hospice who had carried out his own Type 1
survey admitted how most of the information was in his head rather than formally
documented, and was aware of the implications of this for workers.
Interviewer: ‘Do you keep any record of the location of asbestos − plans or anything like
that?’
‘Not in plans. Because I’ve done a walk through here, it’s only been in like one area, so
it’s really a) in my head and b) on the record on there. If someone came in from the
outside and I’d gone under a bus, they’d have to root around a little bit to find it.’
General Manager, small hospice
Another organisation felt that formal plans or policies for asbestos management were not
necessary as maintenance workers should be suitably qualified to recognise asbestos and
notify the organisation if it is found.
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‘We haven’t had to deal with it so we ain’t got no sort of system …. We ain’t got
nothing in place for it – let’s put it that way.’
Asset Manager, medium sized housing association
Previous research evaluating the HSE’s partnership campaign1, and the site visits in this
project revealed a number of weaknesses regarding documentation. A quarter of the sites
visited did not appear to have a register and 12 of the 20 did not have a management plan.
Around half of those interviewed offered a company asbestos policy document, or other
similar document, when asked for a management plan. There does appear, therefore, to be
misunderstanding amongst certain dutyholders about what could be used in place of a plan. It
was clear that some dutyholders did not appreciate that they need a document to show others
what they have been doing.
The quality of plans varied substantially, from a ten bullet point plan on a single sheet of
paper which was comprehensive, clear and succinct, to large company asbestos policy
documents (which included regurgitated obligations from the regulations and, whilst
comprehensive, were assessed as being too large to follow clearly). More detailed examples
are provided as case studies below.
Case study 2: College
This college has 52 buildings, the core of which were built in 1969 with additional
blocks built in the last ten years. The county council had responsibility for the site in the
1980s and carried out asbestos surveys to locate all ACMs. This information was then
added to their Estates drawings and all visible ACMs were labelled. The Estates
drawings were used as a register and continued to record all work carried out, location of
ACMs and any removal. The management plan consists of a single sheet of paper with
ten bullet points on, is easily understood and contains the necessary procedures for any
work to be carried out. All work had to go through the Estates department. This was
considered to represent good practice.
Case study 3: District Council
A district council with over 3,000 dwellings, most of which were built in the 1950s and
1960s, used an external consultant to survey the communal areas of the properties and
the same consultant produced registers both in hard copy and in online versions. They
did not have a management plan but produced an asbestos management policy document.
This was 30 to 40 pages long and listed the council’s responsibilities under the relevant
legislation documents. There was no clear procedure laid down in it to say how
maintenance work should be carried out but it did say that awareness training had to be
provided for maintenance workers. There was no procedure for the review of the ‘plan’
and the ACMs in the communal areas were not, as yet, being monitored. This was not
felt to represent good practice.

1

Sinclair A, Gifford J, Hunt W with Bust P and Gibb A (2007), Cascading messages through others: the effect
on awareness of, and compliance with the Duty to Manage Asbestos Regulations, IES/University of
Loughborough, HSE Research Report 559.
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5.7.2 Where plans are located (including ease of access)
Many of the dutyholders taking part in face-to-face interviews kept paper copies of asbestos
plans and policies in their offices, which meant that others could access them, but workers
tended not to do so. More than one dutyholder acknowledged that it could be difficult for
maintenance workers to find the right information in their premises as the documentation
was one of several pieces of information stored in the office. Other organisations were more
conscious of the need to make the documentation easily accessible to the relevant people. In
some cases, copies of documentation were left at each site for maintenance workers to
access.
‘Yeah, what we do, is each store that has asbestos left in it, we’ve set up an asbestos
file. It’s in a red folder, so if anybody goes in and asks to see, you know, the asbestos
file, they’ll hand them the red folder.’
Interviewer: ‘So that’s kept in the shop?’
‘That’s kept in the shop, yeah. In that there’ll be a copy of the survey, a copy of the
audits, there’ll be a contractor signing-in form and there’s some information about
asbestos in buildings which was issued by the HSE.’
Health and Safety Officer, chain of stationery shops
One county council had provided awareness courses for its staff in which they emphasised
the need to leave asbestos registers in accessible locations, such as with a caretaker at a
school rather than in an office.
‘On the awareness courses I make it clear that it is no good putting it in the office −
if the secretary goes home at 3.00pm and locks the office, the builder is waiting for
the school to close so he can get in and do work so it has to be accessible at all
times.’
Strategic Maintenance Manager, county council
Registers had sometimes been transferred onto electronic databases (particularly amongst
large public sector organisations), so that contractors could view asbestos plans before
starting a job, although it was unclear whether this happened in practice (Chapter 6 provides
more information on how maintenance workers are provided with documentation on
asbestos).
5.7.3 Updating documentation
The majority of dutyholders reviewed their management plans once a year (Table 5.)
although there was some variation between the different dutyholder types. Amongst the
representative sample, 52 per cent reported updating their plans every year, although 21 per
cent were doing so more often. Only a very small minority of each group reported never
updating their plans, although a significant minority couldn’t say with certainty how often
this was done. However, dutyholders appear to refer to different types of documentation
when discussing ‘management plans’. There was considerable confusion about what exactly
constitutes a management plan.
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Table 5.12: How often documentation is updated

When documents updated

Representative
Local
Sample %
Authority %

Managing
Agent %

Housing
Association %

Monthly

9.0

10.6

18.1

3.6

Every six months

12.0

13.8

7.2

14.3

Every year

51.8

43.6

47.0

64.3

Every two years

10.2

13.8

10.8

3.6

Less often

6.5

5.3

2.4

7.1

Never

2.9

1.1

2.4

0

Don’t know

7.7

11.7

12.0

7.1

Base (N)

203

94

83

28

Source: IES/Ipsos MORI survey of dutyholders, 2008

5.8

REVIEWING THE ASBESTOS MATERIALS

Respondents tended to report that asbestos materials in their premises were reviewed once a
year (Table 5.). In all of the ‘domestic dutyholder’ samples, over half of the respondents
reported regular annual inspections. In the representative sample, the proportion conducting
a review this frequently was much lower (just 39 per cent), and a sizeable proportion (25 per
cent) reported reviewing less than once a year. Amongst the representative sample, one in
ten reported that they never review the asbestos materials.
Reviews tended to be more frequent in larger organisations (although medium-sized
organisations were those most likely to review more than once a year) and amongst those
with more than one property (see Appendix 6, Table A6.8). Just 38 per cent of those with
one property undertook a review once a year or more. Those who were aware of the duty
tended to conduct reviews more frequently, with 66 per cent conducting a review once a year
or more compared to 13 per cent of those who were not aware. Those who had seen
guidance/campaigns were also likely to undertake reviews more frequently.
Table 5.13: How regularly the condition of asbestos-containing materials is
reviewed
When condition of
asbestos reviewed

Representative
sample %

Local
Authority %

Managing
Agent %

Housing
Association %

Once a month

4.7

5.1

1.1

8.6

Once every six months

11.0

11.2

12.6

8.6

Once a year

38.8

53.1

57.5

57.1

Less than once a year

24.9

19.4

12.6

20.0

Never

10.1

3.1

3.4

0

Don’t know

10.5

8.2

12.6

5.7

Base (N)

267

98

87

35

Source: IES/Ipsos MORI survey of dutyholders, 2008
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In the face-to-face interviews, some of the dutyholders discussed how they prioritised
conducting regular reviews of the condition of asbestos that had previously been identified.
Several of the organisations said they reviewed the asbestos at least once a year, and in some
cases, more often. Sometimes these arrangements were quite informal, as expressed by the
site manager of a medium sized engineering company:
‘Every time I walk through I just glance up and then once a year I just write it down
that I’ve inspected it, which I understand is all the requirement is that we inspect it
and we warn any contractors that go near.’
Site Manager, medium sized manufacturing company
In other organisations reviews were subject to more formal arrangements. A small number of
organisations had their annual review carried out by their asbestos or health and safety
consultants, mainly because they lacked the confidence to do it themselves. This was more
likely to be the case for organisations with large or multiple buildings. One example is that
of a facilities manager of a large maintenance company who was aware of the need to review
the condition of asbestos and conducted full inspections himself every six months. However,
he discussed how he was considering bringing back a specialist company to carry out these
reviews as he did not feel completely qualified to do so himself.
‘Ok, we had the survey and then it’s not a case of having the survey done which is
basically two years and then that’s it, you know, you actually go round at
predetermined intervals and actually inspect everything, you know, and I’m actually
just wondering whether I get them back in actually, although I do inspections, but get
them in to do a follow up, you know, just in case. I mean, I know it’s only two years
but, you know, I’m no expert. … Every six months I do the inspection, as a minimum,
you know.’
Facilities Manager, maintenance company with large contract to a city council
Some dutyholders felt that annual reviews were not possible or even necessary. A managing
agent with responsibility for 9,500 domestic properties explained how the areas they
considered low risk were not being formally reviewed, although they were monitored for
obvious signs of deterioration:
‘Yeah, I mean, the reality is that we’re probably not up to our annual re-inspections.
It really depends, you know, if we go to a block and there’s two areas of asbestos
identified and they’re both in a loft which has got high security locks and only
contractors and no residents and nobody else can get there and it’s labelled, I’m not
going to go back to that every year because that’s an easy waste of money. I can get
my caretaker to look at it regularly to make sure there’s not been a leak and it’s not
been damaged in any way.’
Managing Agent, responsible for council housing stock
A minority of the interviewees admitted that asbestos in their premises was not reviewed and
that their documents were not updated. One dutyholder, who managed a small number of
domestic properties, said he was not aware of the requirement to review the condition of the
asbestos and to update records. The site visits also revealed some weaknesses in the
reviewing of asbestos. The assessment found that the condition of the ACMs was being
monitored in only seven of the 20 organisations visited, and that the documentation of
reviews (dates and signatures) was poor.
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5.9

RESULTS FROM THE SITE VISITS

Spokespersons of dutyholders responding to the survey discussed what they believed their
behaviours were in relation to the Duty. The use of the site visits allowed the research team
to provide a more in-depth assessment of dutyholder behaviours. Table 5.14 provides an
overview of the behaviours examined during site visits for the 20 participating companies. It
should be noted that the site visits sample includes dutyholders with responsibility for nondomestic and domestic properties. It is therefore most useful to compare the results from the
site visits with those of the survey of ‘representative’ dutyholders which similarly includes a
wider variety of dutyholder types than the other samples.
As the data from the site visits demonstrate, dutyholders involved were highly likely to have
conducted a survey, and only one of the 20 had not conducted a survey of any kind.
However, a further three dutyholders had undertaken surveys, but were unable to specify the
type of survey that they had used, whilst 15 in total had undertaken a Type 2 survey, and five
of these had also undertaken a Type 3 survey. Only three of the 20 dutyholders had not
undertaken any testing of materials.
Five of the 20 did not have a register available for the researcher to view, although one of
these was not sure whether a register existed or not. Management plans were far less
common and only eight dutyholders were deemed to have a management plan in place
(fewer than the 70 per cent of dutyholder representatives responding to the survey who felt
that they had a management plan in place).
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Table 5.14: Summary of information gathered during site visits
No.

Type of
dutyholder

Survey

Testing

Register

Management
plan

1

Non-domestic

Type 2

Y

Y

2

Non-domestic

Type 2

Y

3

Domestic

Type 2 (communal areas
only)

4

Domestic

5

How ACM’s
monitored

How workers informed

Plan reviewed

Y

At tender stage

6 monthly

Visual inspection with
record photos

Y

N

External contractors shown register

No plan

12 monthly, check
against record photos

Y

Y

N

Worker awareness high due to
ongoing controlled removals

Periodic review built into
new database

Very recent survey

Type 2 (communal areas
only)

Y

Y

N

Awareness training provided

No plan

Not yet - plan to use
own staff

Non-domestic

Type 2

Y

N

N

Risks written into tender

No plan

50 per cent already
removed, re-survey
planned

6

Domestic

Type 2 (communal areas
only)

Y

Y

N

Contractors given details in
specification for work

No plan

Not yet - plans to use
consultant

7

Non-domestic

Type 2

Y

Y

N

Through permit to work system

No plan

Monthly visual check

8

Non-domestic

N

N

N

N

Stated by owner

No plan

By owner

9

Non-domestic

Type 1 (asbestos located
from original drawings
and condition checked)

N

Y

Y

Through head office (estates)

Not yet

Not yet - plan to use
own staff

10

Domestic

Types 2 and 3

Y

Y

Y

Awareness training provided

Annual review

No monitoring

11

Non-domestic

Types 2 and 3

Y

N

N

Very experienced workforce,
considered aware

No plan

No – building about to
be demolished

12

Domestic

Type 2

Y

Y
(in-house
database)

N

Regular contractors provided with
database details

No plan, but use
ISO9000 to review
system

At end of tenancy

13

Domestic

Types 2 and 3
(communal areas only)

Y

Y

Y

Awareness training provided

No – plan to use external
contractors

Annually

56

No.

Type of
dutyholder

Survey

Testing

Register

Management
plan

How workers informed

Plan reviewed

14

Non-domestic

15

Y (unspecified)

N

Y

Y

Information not available

Information not available

Information not
available

Non-domestic

Y (unspecified)

Y

Y

N

Information not available

Information not available

Information not
available

16

Non-domestic

Y (unspecified)

Y

?

?

Information not available

Information not available

Information not
available

17

Non-domestic

Type 2

Y

N

N

Through head office (estates)

No plan

Information not
available – tend to
remove when it is
identified

18

Non-domestic

Types 2 and 3

Y

Y

Y

Training for in-house workers,
inductions for external workers.
Workers view register in reception,
sign and date it

6 monthly

Informal monitoring
system

19

Non-domestic

Types 2 and 3

Y

Y

Y

All work issued through a facilities
advisor on site who discusses where
ACMs are. Buildings where asbestos
has been identified anywhere on the
premises are clearly identified and
areas labelled. Awareness training
provided for internal staff

Quarterly audit

Quarterly audit

20

Non-domestic

Type 2

Y

Y

Y

When commissioned to do work,
copies of surveys available at all sites

Annually

Use external consultant

57

How ACM’s
monitored

CHAPTER 6: INFORMATION TRANSFER BETWEEN
DUTYHOLDERS AND WORKERS
Summary
This evaluation was asked to determine whether the introduction of the duty has resulted
in changes to the actual work behaviour of maintenance workers. This was investigated
by examining worker awareness of the Duty, and dutyholder compliance with aspects of
the duty that require information about the presence of asbestos to be communicated to
every person liable to disturb it. This research was successfully able to investigate
different aspects of the information sharing process and compare the views of
dutyholders and workers to identify weaknesses.
Workers’ experiences, awareness and views
Around half of maintenance workers have noticed a change in the provision of
information about asbestos over the past five years, suggesting that, from the worker
perspective, the duty has led to noticeable improvements in practice. Additionally,
workers whose sole focus was non-domestic premises were more likely to be told than
other workers, which also suggests that the duty is having some effect on the provision
of information.
Around half of maintenance workers claim to have heard of the Duty. Older workers,
supervisors and employees (as opposed to the self-employed) were more aware of the
duty overall. Training and information from colleagues were the main ways of finding
out about the Duty. However, the face-to-face interviews suggested that this knowledge
is patchy, and that it commonly relates more to the wider Control of Asbestos at Work
regulations than the duty specifically.
Most workers appear to have a constructive attitude to the asbestos risk, but often have
little experience of formal training. There was some evidence that a proportion of
workers do not take the asbestos risk seriously, particularly younger workers. Workers
tend not to be pro-active in seeking information.
Just 43 per cent of maintenance workers felt that they had been informed about asbestos
in a non-domestic property in the past 12 months, and the frequency with which workers
receive information is low; often information was provided for less than 20 per cent of
the properties worked on. Workers in smaller companies, the self-employed or those in
certain trades are less likely to report getting information about either the presence or
absence of asbestos in a property.
Dutyholder actions
Eighty per cent of dutyholders believe that they have passed on information about
asbestos to contractors or workers when they believe it to be present (this figure
increases to around 90 per cent (or more) for ‘domestic dutyholders’).
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According to dutyholders, where information is provided it tends to be shared prior to
jobs commencing and through sharing registers with contracting companies. However,
workers often stated that they only receive information once they start work.
Communication may therefore be breaking down somewhere in the chain from
dutyholders to contractors and some dutyholders do rely heavily on contracting
companies to pass on information on their behalf. This practice could result in
breakdowns occurring in the communication chain, resulting in workers not receiving the
information that dutyholders believe they have already provided.
6.1

PROGRESS AGAINST EVALUATION OBJECTIVES

One objective of this research was to establish the extent to which compliance by
dutyholders has brought about improved work practices amongst maintenance workers. This
was explored by investigating worker awareness of the duty, and the extent of information
sharing between dutyholders and maintenance workers, and vice versa, and by investigating
the various stages of this process.
This chapter of the report therefore looks at the important part of the duty concerned with
informing maintenance workers if they are working in areas near asbestos. It draws on
dutyholders’ reports on how and when they are informing maintenance workers and
compares these with reports from maintenance workers. The methods used were able to
successfully identify how information is shared and where potential problems might exist.
6.2

WORKER ATTITUDES TOWARDS AND KNOWLEDGE OF ASBESTOS

An important starting point in understanding how workers behave around asbestos is
understanding their attitudes towards, and knowledge about, asbestos.
6.2.1 Dutyholder view
The persons interviewed as representing the dutyholders were asked to rate how seriously
they believed maintenance workers take the health risks associated with asbestos exposure
(Table 6.1). The majority thought that workers took the risks very or quite seriously,
although local authorities and managing agents tended to be more positive. There was a
sizeable minority of dutyholders, however, that felt workers did not take the risks seriously
(between eight and 16 per cent, depending on the type of dutyholder). Dutyholders using
internal maintenance workers gave similar responses to those using external workers. The
proportion of dutyholders who felt that they didn’t know enough about worker attitudes to
comment was small, but sufficiently large to suggest that, particularly housing associations
and those in the representative sample, have little close contact with workers.
There was an expectation amongst some dutyholders that maintenance workers should have
enough knowledge to be able to identify asbestos and be aware of safe working practices.
Workers and their contracting company should therefore decide on the best approach to take
if asbestos was discovered, in their view.
‘I mean, you know, they should be aware, they’re supposed to have asbestos
awareness courses, that’s all conditions of the contracts, it’s all the things that we
ask for.’
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Table 6.1: How seriously dutyholders believe maintenance workers take the
health risks associated with asbestos exposure

Very
seriously

Quite
seriously

Neither
seriously nor
not seriously

Not very
seriously

Not at all
seriously

Don’t
know

Base
(N)

Representative
sample %

37.8

25.9

4.3

12.2

3.2

16.6

697

Local
Authority %

54.0

28.0

8.0

7.0

1.0

2.0

100

Managing
Agent %

54.4

25.2

2.9

11.7

1.0

4.9

103

Housing
Association %

43.0

24.0

10.0

9.0

3.0

11.0

100

Type of
dutyholder

Source: IES/Ipsos MORI survey of dutyholders, 2008

However, there was also an acknowledgement that workers may not have enough knowledge
to be fully aware of the dangers.
‘A lot of maintenance contractors are not – let’s think back – they are not highly
skilled – they’ve not had professional training so they wouldn’t know what asbestos
looks like.’
Centre Operations Manager, shopping centre
Some dutyholders believed that workers in certain trades, such as boiler engineers, were
more likely to be aware of the dangers of asbestos than others, and that those who worked
for larger companies had greater awareness of the risks. Many dutyholders also made a
distinction between younger and older workers. Some believed that older workers were more
cautious because of their experience with the material and in the industry, although one
suspected that older workers tend to be more blasé about asbestos. Most of the maintenance
workers agreed that older workers were, on the whole, more informed.
‘I’ve got a feeling now that most of the people now – especially the younger people
probably believe – it’s only the older workers that really think about asbestos – I think
the younger workers nowadays think it’s all under control and think they ain’t got it in
their buildings, especially all the new buildings, they wouldn’t have it in anyway.’
Asset Manager, medium sized housing association
6.2.2 Worker view
Maintenance workers were asked whether they agreed or disagreed with a series of
statements related to asbestos risks (Table 6.2). The majority of workers were aware of links
between unsafe work practices and asbestos-related diseases, and agreed that there was a
direct link between levels of exposure to ACMs and how careful individuals were. The vast
majority also agreed that following safety precautions was more important than getting the
job done, particularly workers with awareness of the Duty.
Workers were, however, more divided on whether or not most of them will be exposed to an
unsafe level of asbestos at some time, and this was related to the length of time individuals
had spent in the industry (those in their current occupation for more than 20 years were more
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likely to agree that most workers are likely to come into contact with asbestos at some time,
compared to those who were newer to the profession – 56 per cent compared to less than 43
per cent). Actual occupation or whether the worker was a trade union member did not appear
to affect their attitudes towards asbestos exposure.
Table 6.2: Worker attitudes towards the asbestos risk
Strongly
Neither agree
Agree nor disagree Disagree
agree

Attitude statement

Strongly
disagree

Base
(N)

It is more important to get the job
done than to follow a safety
procedure or precaution that takes
time or costs more money %

4.5

5.7

2.2

15.5

72.2

510

Most workers will be exposed to an
unsafe level of asbestos at some
time %

17.1

30.4

6.7

29.4

16.5

510

Asbestos-related diseases are
usually the result of unsafe work
practices %

40.4

30.4

6.7

15.7

6.9

510

There is a direct link between how
careful workers are and the levels
of exposure to asbestos they
experience %

30.8

45.7

8.0

10.6

4.9

510

Source: IES/Ipsos MORI survey of maintenance workers, 2008

The information workers had received on asbestos came from a variety of sources, and was
often through word of mouth, from other older workers or just gathered during years of
experience in the trade. Formal training was rarely discussed.
‘I got the information from, [it] is just from, like, basically family. Elderly people
seem to know a lot about asbestos probably from the old days and that information
that has arrived [is] basically [what you] find out in the long run. These days you
don’t find out nothing about asbestos.’
IT cable installer, large private company working in domestic sector
There were a few workers who had been alerted to the dangers as a result of knowing
someone with an asbestos-related disease. These workers tended to be the most adamant
about not putting themselves or others at risk. One maintenance worker whose grandfather
was dying of an asbestos-related disease told how he was on a ‘personal crusade’ to inform
as many workers as possible about the dangers.
6.2.3 Have there been improvements?
Both dutyholders and maintenance workers thought that workers’ attitudes to asbestos had
improved over time. Some thought that a ‘cavalier’ attitude, more prevalent in the past, had
started to wane and that workers nowadays were more cautious.
‘There are quite a lot of the contractors’ operatives who are quite anxious about
asbestos, which is good really, because we went from an extreme of the “gung ho”
type of thing, so there are quite a few who are quite anxious and go, “Oh, I’m really
quite concerned about that”.’
Managing Agent, responsible for council housing stock
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Not all dutyholders shared this opinion however, and some discussed how workers could
have a blasé attitude, wrongly believing that no harm could come to them. There were
reports of maintenance workers consciously ignoring the risks and showing no concern for
their long-term health. Some maintenance workers also agreed that not all workers take the
risks seriously.
‘You have a problem in all walks with complacency, you know, “Asbestos and
asbestos-related diseases is only the same as the risk from working at a height”, etc.,
“It will never happen to me”, and that’s in them, just going off on a tangent but all
accidents, or the majority, it comes down to complacency.’
Facilities Manager, maintenance company with large contract to a city council
Maintenance workers tended to rate their own knowledge of asbestos as quite high, and
thought that they could identify ACMs and were aware of the different types of asbestos
(corresponding to other research 1). However, managers doubt the extent of knowledge
amongst those they work or contract with.
‘The maintenance workers don’t know, they don’t have the knowledge and if they do,
they don’t care.’
Building Development manager, large property development company
‘Overall, not enough contractors or engineers know about asbestos and they are not
aware of asbestos. The amount of times that I do the induction programme within our
company and people’s eyes light up and they get shocked − it really makes you think
what these people know.’
Senior Engineer, large facilities management company (non-domestic)
6.3

WORKER AWARENESS OF THE DUTY

The maintenance worker survey also looked at levels of awareness about the Duty.
Maintenance workers were informed that there is now a regulation in place which requires
people who manage properties to know about the presence of asbestos within them and to
pass the information about its whereabouts to anyone who may come into contact with it.
They were then asked whether or not they were aware of this regulation before they were
told this. Just over half (53 per cent) said that they were aware of the Duty.
Workers with the following characteristics were more likely to be aware of the duty (see
Appendix 6, Table A6.20)2:
■ Age predicted awareness of the duty with the odds of respondents being aware of the duty
increasing by three per cent per year (all else being constant).
■ Those who worked in more supervisory occupations and those who worked in ‘Other’
occupations were more likely than other occupational groups to be aware of the Duty,
with the odds of managers being aware of the duty nearly six times higher.

1

For example, Continental Research, Asbestos Pilot Campaign Evaluation, May 2008.

2

Determined using a logistic regression analysis which examines the importance of a number of factors, when
other factors are held constant.
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■ The odds of self-employed maintenance workers being aware of the duty decreased by
half when compared to employees, all else being equal.
The most common ways in which maintenance workers had learned of the duty (Figure 6.1)
included:
■ on training or a course (34 per cent)
■ through colleagues (20 per cent)
■ from external health and safety advisors/consultants (12 per cent).
Figure 6.1: Where workers heard about the Duty
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Source: IES/Ipsos MORI survey of dutyholders, 2008

In the face-to-face interviews with maintenance workers it was clear that very few had prior
knowledge about the duty and some were not aware that the practices they experienced at
work were being driven by specific regulations. A minority had somewhat ‘patchy’
knowledge of the wider Control of Asbestos at Work regulations, knowing some elements
such as how to test and remove asbestos-containing materials, but were not aware of the duty
itself and the regulations concerning the management of asbestos in buildings.
6.4

UNDERSTANDING OF THE DUTY

Whilst awareness of the duty is an important indicator of its impact and reach, arguably more
important is the extent to which the requirements of the duty are actually understood by
those it targets. The overwhelming majority of maintenance workers (over 90 per cent)
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correctly identified that the communal areas of blocks of flats, industrial buildings, public
buildings and other commercial properties, were covered by the duty to manage asbestos.
However, a high proportion (70 per cent) also mistakenly believed that private areas were
included (Table 6.3).
Table 6.3: Whether maintenance workers believe that the regulations apply to
various types of premises
Included Not included Don’t know Base (N)
Private areas of domestic properties %

69.6

22.3

8.1

273

Communal areas in blocks of flats %

91.2

4.8

4.0

273

Industrial buildings %

93.0

2.6

4.4

273

Public buildings %

96.3

1.8

1.8

273

Other commercial properties %

92.7

2.6

4.8

273

Source: IES/Ipsos MORI survey of maintenance workers, 2008

In the interviews, it was clear that workers lacked detailed understanding of the full scope of
the Duty to Manage Asbestos Regulations, although most were aware of at least some
elements (eg the need for an asbestos register, or that they should stop working when they
suspect asbestos). The extent to which workers understood the breadth of dutyholder
responsibilities therefore varied. Whilst some thought that there was a responsibility on
dutyholders to remove all asbestos, some thought they were just supposed to avoid areas
containing asbestos. One worker thought that it was the responsibility of workers to find out
about the risks on site and another thought that the responsibility was just for maintenance
workers to inform their supervisors. One of the fullest explanations given was from a Senior
Engineer in a facilities management company (below).
‘The duty to manage, it’s the landlord of the building has a duty to manage and
inform people of the whereabouts of asbestos in the building. I think you can register
and have a yearly check done on it.’
Senior Engineer, large facilities management company (non-domestic)
6.5

WHETHER WORKERS ARE INFORMED ABOUT THE PRESENCE OF
ASBESTOS

Clearly, awareness of the dangers of asbestos are not enough, in isolation, to allow workers
to protect themselves from exposure; this also requires that they have access to information
about when and where they might be exposed, and for this they are reliant on dutyholders (at
least to some extent). Both dutyholders and maintenance workers were asked to discuss how
information was passed on to those conducting maintenance work.
6.5.1 Dutyholder view
Where dutyholders had conducted some maintenance work in the last two years they were
asked:
1. On the last occasion, had discussions taken place with maintenance workers regarding the
presence of asbestos? If so, what information had been provided?
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2. If the last occasion had not resulted in discussion, then dutyholders were asked whether
there had been any occasions in the last two years where there was a chance that asbestos
could have been disturbed. If the answer was yes, then they were asked whether
information was provided on that occasion.
The responses to these questions are compared between dutyholders conducting maintenance
work who had, and had not, identified asbestos in their premises (Figure 6.2). Without an
objective assessment of whether asbestos was actually present, however, it is not possible to
determine whether there was any real risk of it being disturbed. The majority of dutyholders,
however, who believed asbestos was present in their premises, were passing on information
about this (80 per cent of the representative sample, 97 per cent of local authorities and 89
and 94 per cent of managing agents and housing associations respectively). The main single
reason given by dutyholders that had not passed on information the last time works were
conducted was that they were not aware of the need to discuss the issue.
It should be noted that most of the information in this chapter from dutyholders is based on
the views of those who indicated in response to these questions that they do provide
information on asbestos when works are carried out.
Figure 6.2: Proportion of dutyholders holding discussions with maintenance
workers about the presence of asbestos (in past two years)
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Source: IES/Ipsos MORI survey of maintenance workers, 2008

6.5.2 Maintenance worker view
Amongst individuals who had worked on non-domestic properties in the past 12 months, 43
per cent had been specifically told that there may be asbestos present. This figure closely
matches the proportion of dutyholders that believe they pass on information (41 per cent of
dutyholders reported passing on information during maintenance jobs1), but is lower than
1

Comparisons are made difficult by the fact that the time period for the maintenance worker question is
shorter (12 months rather than two years) and is about information being received by individual workers,
whilst dutyholders may have passed on information to a contractor.
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suggested by the Fit3 Employee Survey (Wave 1 – see Appendix 6, Table A6.11 provides
further information1), 52 per cent of workers said that they were always made aware of the
possible location of asbestos.
The following characteristics of maintenance workers were associated with a higher
likelihood of receiving information about asbestos on site2:
■ The maintenance workers were electricians, managers or worked in ‘other’ occupations
(eg structural engineer, interior fitter, roofer).
■ They were younger rather than older workers.
■ They worked on non-domestic properties only rather than on both domestic and nondomestic properties, or solely on domestic properties.
■ They were aware of the Duty.
Workers who reported being told about asbestos were asked how often this had happened
(Table 6.4). Whilst a high proportion of workers report being told about asbestos, the
frequency with which this is happening is low; only 15 per cent (of those working only nondomestic jobs in the last 12 months) reported that they had been told in 100 per cent of the
buildings they worked on, whereas, 48 per cent reported that they were told less than 20 per
cent of the time. On average, individuals working solely on non-domestic premises were told
about asbestos on 17 per cent of the properties that they worked on in the past year.3
Whilst some of the workers who took part in the face-to-face interviews felt that they often
received information about asbestos, some were very clear in their assertion that they are
never informed. Workers do, however, tend to attribute this to a lack of awareness amongst
dutyholders about the presence of asbestos in their premises, rather than a deliberate
omission. A number of the workers were able to describe occasions when they had come
across asbestos without previously being informed about it. Some said this was common
during major work when hidden asbestos could be exposed. For example, in an interview
involving the dutyholder and regular maintenance worker from a shopping centre, both told
how they were very familiar with the asbestos survey and register for the premises.
However, the maintenance worker explained that during shop refits he had occasionally
exposed himself to undetected asbestos. On each occasion he had informed the dutyholder
about his discovery.
‘It’s mainly when they’re stripping and if obviously if we’re taking a ceiling down
we’re not aware of what’s behind that. It’s only at them points where you take a
ceiling off and it’s behind it, then obviously we’ve got to come away then, but with
the initial first few boards.’
Self-employed contractor, maintenance of shopping centre

1

Although there were differences in the individuals included in the two surveys which could account for these
variations. This research involved only workers who did not work solely on new builds, for example.

2

Determined using a logistic regression analysis which examines the importance of a number of factors, when
other factors are held constant.

3

This figure includes all respondents who worked on non-domestic premises, including those who reported
that they were not told about asbestos.
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Table 6.4: Estimated proportion of buildings in which respondents were told
about the possible presence of asbestos (workers on non-domestic properties)
Maintenance workers %
Less than 20% of buildings

48.1

20-49% of buildings

17.3

50-79% of buildings

17.3

80-99% of buildings

1.9

100% of buildings

15.4

Base (N)

52

Don’t Know/Missing* (N)

20

Total (N)

72

* ‘Missing’ indicates unusable data.
Source: IES/Ipsos MORI survey of maintenance workers, 2008

6.6

WHETHER INFORMATION IS SHARED WHEN ASBESTOS IS NOT
PRESENT

The survey asked both dutyholders and maintenance workers about any discussions which
took place in cases where there was no asbestos present.
6.6.1 Dutyholder view
The legislation does not require dutyholders to state that asbestos is not present, but this
might be considered good practice if discussions about asbestos are taking place as a matter
of course between all dutyholders and contractors. Without having some discussion about
asbestos, whether it is present or not, maintenance workers are unlikely to know whether
dutyholders are fulfilling their responsibilities.
The majority of dutyholders indicated that workers were informed when asbestos was not
present in areas they were working on (58 per cent of the representative sample, 65 per cent
of local authorities). However, only 37 per cent of housing associations indicated that they
pass on this information (Figure 6.3).
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Figure 6.3: Proportion of dutyholders stating that workers are informed that
areas do not contain asbestos when conducting work
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(N=649 representative sample, 100 local authority sample, 103 managing agent sample, 99 housing
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Source: IES/Ipsos MORI survey of dutyholders, 2008

There were also a number of factors related to whether or not dutyholders informed
maintenance workers about the absence of asbestos (see Appendix 6, Table A6.12)1, these
were (all other things being equal):
■ Those with industrial premises, shops/restaurants, or public buildings (such as churches,
schools, museums etc.) were more likely to have told workers when there is no asbestos.
The common factor here could therefore be buildings which members of the public or
large workforces use are more likely to be managed by dutyholders who are compliant
with the Duty, perhaps because they are more aware of their responsibilities in relation to
this type of property.
■ In-house maintenance workers were more likely to have been informed than other
workers.
■ Awareness of the duty and having seen guidance/campaigns on the duty both increased
the odds of dutyholders having told workers when there was no asbestos.
In contrast to the survey results, few dutyholders who took part in the face-to-face interviews
reported that they specifically informed maintenance workers or contracting companies
when there was no asbestos present. Some were hesitant to say to workers there is no
asbestos present, just in case a survey has not picked up all the ACMs. Dutyholders also felt
that this was an unnecessary step; if there is no asbestos present, then by implication, there is
no problem and no need to have a discussion.

1

Determined using a logistic regression analysis which examines the importance of a number of factors, when
other factors are held constant.
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6.6.2 Maintenance worker view
Maintenance workers were also asked if they had been specifically told that there was no
asbestos present in a non-domestic property they had worked on in the past 12 months. Only
24 per cent of workers said they had received this information (compared to the 58 per cent
of dutyholders who claimed to be passing on this information). However, it is difficult to
know whether this is due to a failure by dutyholders or contractors.
The extent to which workers were told about the absence of asbestos in non-domestic
properties was significantly associated with a number of factors (see Appendix 6, Table
A6.13). Respondents who were self-employed (or employers) were much less likely than
employees to report being told that asbestos was not present. Those that were new to the
profession and had been in their current role for less than five years were less likely to
receive this information. This is slightly at odds with the results of other analysis examining
which workers are more likely to be told about the presence of asbestos. This found that
older workers were the most likely to receive information. This suggests that two different
processes may be taking place regarding communication about the presence or absence of
asbestos which impact differently on the workers involved.
Electricians and site managers were more likely to report getting information about the
absence of asbestos while painters and decorators were much less likely to have been told.
These results link with those found regarding communication about the presence of asbestos.
6.7

WHEN INFORMATION IS PASSED ON TO MAINTENANCE WORKERS

Another important factor in understanding how the duty is interpreted is the point at which,
during the work process, information about asbestos is passed on.
6.7.1 Dutyholder view
Dutyholders who indicated in the survey that they did pass on information to workers were
asked at what stage this had occurred. Their view was that, on the whole, information was
passed on prior to work being carried out. Amongst the representative sample, the most
common stages at which information was passed on were:
■ prior to placing an order (29 per cent)
■ at the tendering/quotation stage (28 per cent)
■ after the tendering stage but prior to the commencement of work (24 per cent)
■ when workers come on site to carry out work but prior to the commencement of work (19
per cent).
The respondents from the ‘domestic dutyholder’ groups were all more likely than the
representative sample to provide information at the earliest stage, prior to placing an order,
with around 38 per cent of each group stating this response, and were less likely to provide it
at the later stage when workers were on site but had not started working. Only two per cent
of those from the representative sample claimed that information about asbestos had been
passed on once workers had started work, and amongst the ‘domestic dutyholders’ this was
lower still.
Nearly half of the dutyholders who took part in face-to-face interviews stated that they
inform contracting companies about asbestos prior to them starting work, with a small
number actually raising the issue at the tendering stage. Some specified how they include
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information at an early stage so that contractors can allow for it in their plans, and put
together a risk assessment and method statement on how the asbestos will be dealt with.
Most, but not all, of the dutyholders providing information at an early stage were from
medium or large organisations.
‘If we’re doing a programme of works we know what’s there so we just check on the
register…and stick it in the tender then everyone knows.’
Property Services Co-ordinator, small housing association
‘If maintenance is required on the premises, our Maintenance Manager will check to
see if asbestos is in those stores, and then he will notify the contractors that there is
asbestos there and that they should check the surveys and audits before they start
work.’
Health and Safety Officer, chain of stationery shops
‘They can allow for that within their tender then…that information is passed onto the
contractors before they start work because we would expect to see that covered in
their method statement.’
Strategic Maintenance Manager, county council
Some dutyholders reported that they provided information to maintenance workers in person
when they arrived on site, either by holding a site induction, going through the register, or
physically showing them the area that contains asbestos. It was clear that the size of a job
often determined when information was provided by dutyholders to workers; for large jobs it
would usually be at the planning stage but for smaller jobs it would be direct to the
maintenance worker on the site.
‘If it’s someone who’s like the one man band that comes to work on our roof and
things like that, that would be a case of talking to them when they come on site and
say before you start there’s a few things you need to know…If it comes to the larger,
shall we say, organised company…then that would be a case of proper project
planning and sitting down with a pre-tender safety assessment which would come up
with asbestos issues.’
General Manager, small hospice
Where dutyholders had used the same group of contractors for a long time, they were
unlikely to inform them more than once about asbestos, beyond the initial contract stage.
Due to the ongoing nature of the relationship between the dutyholder and the contractors,
repeated provision of information was not considered necessary. However, it is important to
stress that there is a risk with such an arrangement that some individual workers may not be
given the information they need.
6.7.2 Maintenance worker view
The reports from maintenance workers confirmed that most (85 per cent) of those who
received information about asbestos received it prior to starting work (Figure 6.4). However,
maintenance workers were more likely to say that they were informed about asbestos after
work had commenced than the dutyholder reports would suggest (12 per cent stated that this
was when they received the information, whilst only two per cent of dutyholders reported
passing on information at this stage). It is unclear whether this is due to failures of
dutyholders or contractors in passing on information.
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Figure 6.4: When workers believe they were last informed about asbestos in a
non-domestic property (by stage in job)
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Source: IES/Ipsos MORI survey of maintenance workers, 2008

Contrary to the survey results, few of the maintenance workers who took part in interviews
stated that they were made aware of asbestos at the tender stage or when they were planning
a job, and only one worker specifically mentioned getting information straight from a survey.
Some of those interviewed were unlikely to have been involved in the tendering stage of
work, given their roles, but even the self-employed workers who did their own quotations
did not report the issue of asbestos being raised at that stage.
‘Generally, people will get, a firm will get, three quotes and then decide between the
three quotes. If you pick up the best quote then you get the job.’
Interviewer: ‘Ok, so how and when do you find out if there is any asbestos risks
involved, would you say generally?’
‘I don’t.’
Self-employed damp-proofer/plasterer, working in domestic sector
6.8

HOW INFORMATION ON ASBESTOS IS PROVIDED

Dutyholders who did provide workers with information were asked how this was passed on
(Table 6.5). The common way is to show workers documentation (76 per cent of the
representative sample, 96 per cent of local authorities, 89 per cent of managing agents and 60
per cent of housing associations did this). Site walk rounds were also used (between 38 and
54 per cent of respondents offered this). Local authorities were most likely to offer some
form of training (63 per cent compared to just 16 per cent of housing associations).
In the survey, workers also reported these methods as the most common means of being
informed about asbestos. On the last occasion in which they were informed about asbestos in
a non-domestic property, 64 per cent stated that they had been shown documentation on the
location of asbestos, and 55 per cent stated that they had been given a walk round. Nearly
half (47 per cent) stated that they had received training.
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Table 6.5: Ways in which information is provided to maintenance workers
Ways in which information is
provided to maintenance
workers by dutyholders

Representative
Local
sample %
Authority %

Managing
Agent %

Housing
Association %

Shown documentation on
location of (possible) asbestos

75.8

48.1

20.3

10.1

Gave a site walk-round and
(possible) asbestos materials
pointed out

95.7

38.7

63.4

-

Provide training to workers

89.3

38.1

48.8

3.6

None of these

60.0

54.0

16.0

16.0

Base (N)

266

93

84

50

Note: The base for this table was all dutyholders who reported informing their workers. This was a
multiple response question.
Source: IES/Ipsos MORI survey of dutyholders, 2008

6.8.1 Examples of actual practice
In this section, the actual practices of dutyholders are examined in more detail using
information from the interviews and site visits. As discussed in Chapter 5, the most obvious
weakness identified by the site visits was that procedures for informing maintenance workers
were not always clearly recorded in the documentation (although there was only one
occasion where it was unclear whether workers were being put at risk). The boxed case
studies provide in-depth information on individual dutyholder practice before a range of
different communication methods are examined.
Case study 4: Property maintenance organisation
This company had taken over the running of a works depot from a city council. All of the
buildings have either had a Type 2 or Type 3 survey carried out. The company have
prepared a register from the survey information which contains location drawings for the
ACMs and is held in reception. Anyone carrying out work on site has to view the register
and sign to say they have viewed it. As the organisation carries out maintenance work for
the city council they have an asbestos team of five people who are based at the depot. All
in-house maintenance workers are given asbestos awareness training and all external
maintenance workers are made aware of the ACMs through the company’s induction
process. There is an approval system that external contractors have to go through to get
onto an approved list and asbestos awareness is part of the rating score. This is
considered to be an example of good practice.
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Case study 5: Packaging manufacturer
A Type 2 survey had been carried out in 2003 on the company premises. The company
had prepared a register from the survey information which included record photographs
of all of the ACMs (mostly asbestos cement cladding and Artex coatings to ceilings) and
a location drawing. The condition of the ACMs was checked annually and record
photographs taken and dated. A management plan had been developed with reference to
information from the HSE, IOSH and the Croner organisation. This included a
management flow diagram to show the procedure for maintenance work. Contractors
were informed about the ACMs when pricing for maintenance work and the workers
were also informed prior to work being carried out in case their companies had not
passed on the information. This is considered to be an example of good practice.

Case study 6: National Park organisation with head offices and over 80 satellite
sites over a large area
The buildings have been surveyed by the county council from 2003 onwards and copies
of the surveys are held at the head office and at each site. A database has been prepared
which contains all the location information for the ACMs together with recommended
action needed from the surveys and notes of any action taken. However, a management
plan could not be found during the visit and it was not clear what instructions had been
given to the managers of the satellite sites. It appeared that the dutyholder had no control
or awareness of what happened on the satellite sites as site managers had control over
their own maintenance budgets and did not need to inform the head office when work
was carried out. When contractors work at the head office they are made aware of the
ACMs but it is not clear what the procedure is elsewhere. This is not considered to be an
example of good practice.
Site induction
Several dutyholders reported that information is provided about asbestos during general site
inductions. These tended to be responding on behalf of medium or large organisations.
Often, particularly in larger firms, the individuals greeting the workers would be concierges
or caretakers so it was important that these members of staff were aware of their duties.
‘Caretakers and the like, we tell them, you must make sure that they follow that
procedure when they come to site and make them sign, check and sign the log when
they come to site and, in the main, that’s what happens.’
Strategic Maintenance Manager, county council
Some of the maintenance workers who took part in interviews confirmed that they had
received information during a site induction but acknowledged that these did not happen
everywhere.

73

Sharing registers with contractors
A number of the dutyholders talked about showing workers asbestos registers as part of the
induction process, and around half of the maintenance workers discussed being given
information prior to signing a register on a regular basis. However, some workers reported
signing registers on arrival without actually taking on board the information it contained.
However, it was not clear that maintenance workers were always aware of the processes for
them to update the register. One maintenance worker described how after looking at a survey
which showed two locations of asbestos, he started work only to discover more asbestos that
had not been picked up. He also told how it was unclear that there was any system to
incorporate this new information into the existing map of asbestos locations. Whilst this is a
worrying example, it was an experience discussed by only one of the workers interviewed.
A small but significant number of dutyholders reported that they shared databases of
information about asbestos in their buildings with their external maintenance contractors.
Information was passed on when they originally had surveys conducted or when they set up
a contract with the company. In some cases, the survey information was actually passed over
to the contracting company to control, maintain and possibly update as part of a building
maintenance contract.
‘The contract was set up about two years ago, perhaps a little longer, and at the time
the contractor was given a database with all the properties and the likelihood of
asbestos within them from the surveys that were carried out.’
Asset Manager, large housing association
Training
Some of the large public sector dutyholders reported that they hold awareness sessions for
their own staff and maintenance workers, including their regular external contractors. Some
of the dutyholders, with internal maintenance teams, also mentioned keeping asbestos as a
rolling agenda item in team meetings.
‘There are regular awareness seminars…we have a company… and they give
presentations on general health and safety issues. They have covered asbestos… and
we have asbestos as an agenda item on our team leader’s meeting each Wednesday
morning, so if there’s any issues with asbestos, the agenda item is there, it’s a weekly
reminder to inform any staff of issues.’
Head of Estates Management, NHS trust
However, very few of the maintenance workers interviewed talked about having received
awareness training on site.
Labelling asbestos
Dutyholders appeared to consider the labelling of asbestos materials in premises a sufficient
way of informing maintenance workers about the presence of asbestos. It was believed that
the label information would be enough to inform the worker of the level of risk and what
action to take. Some used a traffic light system on their labels to warn of the different levels
of danger.
‘By virtue of the fact that the areas will be labelled – then it’s up to the contractor to
be able to recognise the fact that it’s labelled.’
Managing Director, managing agent operating in domestic sector
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However, maintenance workers reported that asbestos labels do not always give them the
information they need, partly because they can signify different things, either that an area has
been tested or that an area contains asbestos. One maintenance worker employed by a large
facilities management company told of an occasion when he came across an asbestos label
during a job. He stopped work and rang his managing company, who checked the asbestos
register and found out that the area had been tested previously and that no asbestos had been
found. He complained that this had delayed his work, as he was not able to get sufficient
information from the label himself.
6.9

WHETHER INFORMATION IS PASSED DIRECTLY TO WORKERS

Dutyholders who reported that they did pass on information about asbestos were asked
whether information about asbestos had been provided directly to workers rather than to a
contracting company. In the representative sample, 68 per cent of dutyholders claimed that
they provided information directly to workers (Figure 6.5). The proportions of ‘domestic
dutyholders’ passing on information directly to workers were slightly lower (61 per cent of
local authorities, 48 per cent of managing agents and 54 per cent for housing associations).
This may reflect the larger size of these companies, and the fact that they operate works
using longer chains of sub-contractors.
Figure 6.5: Proportion of dutyholders that provide information directly to
workers rather than their company
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Note: Based on those who pass on information about asbestos when undertaking works (N=266
representative sample, 93 local authority sample, 84 managing agent sample, 50 housing association
sample).
Source: IES/Ipsos MORI survey of dutyholders, 2008

The reports from respondents to the maintenance worker survey, however, were slightly
different. Workers were most likely to state that they had received information from
someone they worked with, either a foreman or boss (23 per cent of respondents) or a
building manager (19 per cent). Only a small proportion of workers reported being told by
either a client (19 per cent), landlord, tenant or managing agent (four per cent) or
‘dutyholder’ (just two per cent). In the face-to-face interviews, only a few dutyholders
reported providing information directly to workers and these tended to be dutyholders who
operated a single site.

75

Some dutyholders reported that information about asbestos was passed on to contracting
companies and not directly to maintenance workers. In these cases, the assumption was that
contracting companies would then filter the information down to their workers. Often subcontractors were required to have an asbestos policy which included transferring information
to workers as part of their contract. Some dutyholders were confident that the information
was being passed down the chain, as they had seen asbestos mentioned on the written orders
that maintenance workers carried or had witnessed contractors informing their workers.
‘Our contractors, we’ve known them for a long time, they tell their employees. I’ve
been there when people have informed their employees, “Be careful, if you find
something let me know”.’
Head of Management Department, managing agent operating in domestic sector
Other dutyholders had reservations about the extent to which information was filtered down
to workers. Within a company managing a large portfolio of domestic properties the
individual speaking as the dutyholder had ‘no idea’ whether information on asbestos was
being passed on. Another individual explained how the flow of communication is often
prevented by the amount of subcontracting that goes on in maintenance work; the longer the
chain of communication the more likely that information will fail to reach the end point of
the chain (ie the maintenance worker).
‘The actual strip-out demolition, we learnt afterwards, was sub-contracted three
times. So the information never filtered through to the last and cheapest lot of
contractors… We had to stop work, the contract had to be stopped, in fact, the main
contractor was thrown off and we had to start from scratch.’
Property Manager, large independent hotel
A common view amongst dutyholders was that the responsibility should be on the
contracting company to inform individual workers about asbestos and what to do when it is
found. Some complained that it would be too difficult for their own companies to ensure that
every worker is informed.
‘I feel the responsibility lies with the main contractor to deal with the explanation to
his men…’
Interviewer: ‘And why have you decided to take that approach – essentially putting
some of the onus on them to be proactive?’
‘Convenience.’
Managing Director, managing agent operating in domestic sector
6.10 RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN WORKERS AND DUTYHOLDERS
The duty relies on good communication between workers and dutyholders. It is therefore
interesting to determine further how the relationships between the two sides work in practice.
This section considers data which examines how much workers trust dutyholders to provide
them with adequate information, and whether workers are proactive in asking for
information.
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6.10.1 Whether maintenance workers trust dutyholders to provide information
Thirty-nine per cent of workers felt that they couldn’t really trust clients to pass on reliable
information about the presence of asbestos (as indicated in Figure 6.6 by those saying they
trusted their client ‘not at all’ or ‘not much’). Only 32 per cent trusted their clients a ‘great
deal’ to pass on the information they needed. The interviews revealed that some workers
suspected that clients keep quiet so that they can get work done more cheaply or quickly.
‘They do know how to identify it and they know of the problems etc., but because of
money and I guess ease of development they would try and cover it up.’
Building Development manager, large property development company
Figure 6.6: Extent to which workers trust clients to pass on reliable
information about the presence of asbestos on site
Don't know
11%
A great deal
32%
Not at all
20%

Not much
19%

A little
18%

(N=510)
Source: IES/Ipsos MORI survey of maintenance workers, 2008

6.10.2 Whether maintenance workers are proactive in asking about asbestos
Whilst the duty requires that information on asbestos is passed from dutyholders to
maintenance workers, this research also examined whether communication flows both ways,
and whether maintenance workers ever proactively ask about asbestos.
Amongst dutyholders, 47 per cent of respondents from the representative sample stated that
workers never ask about the presence of asbestos, and a further 16 per cent stated that they
rarely ask (Table 6.6). The responses of ‘domestic dutyholders’ varied substantially (80 per
cent of respondents from housing associations felt that workers either never or rarely ask
about asbestos, compared to 25 per cent of local authorities, and 32 per cent of managing
agents). This could reflect the use of different types of workers amongst these groups. A
small but significant proportion of respondents stated that they did not know how proactive
workers are, suggesting that they do not deal with workers directly. Workers’ own reports
confirm that less than one-third (29 per cent) believe that they pro-actively ask questions
about asbestos.
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Table 6.6: How often maintenance workers proactively ask about presence of
asbestos (dutyholder view)
Representative
Local
sample %
Authority %

Managing
Agent %

Housing
Association %

All the time

8.5

29.0

14.6

5.0

Most of the time

6.8

22.0

13.6

4.0

Sometimes

7.5

13.0

16.5

6.0

Rarely

15.5

16.0

23.3

28.0

Never

46.9

9.0

16.5

52.0

Don’t know

14.8

11.0

15.5

5.0

Base (N)

697

100

103

100

Source: IES/Ipsos MORI survey of dutyholders, 2008

Whether workers asked for information was significantly associated with a range of
characteristics1 (see Appendix 6, Table A6.14):
■ Managers, electricians, and those in ‘other’ occupations were more likely to ask about
asbestos than those in all other occupational groups of maintenance workers.
■ Those who worked on domestic properties only were less likely to ask about asbestos
than those who worked on non-domestic properties or both domestic and non-domestic
properties.
■ Workers who had heard of the duty were nearly three times as likely as those who had not
heard of the duty (holding a range of worker characteristics constant in the analysis) to
ask about asbestos.
These last two points suggest that the duty has had an impact on practice amongst
maintenance workers, as those who work on areas that are covered by the duty or those who
are explicitly aware of the duty are more likely to understand that they can and should
request information on asbestos.
In the face-to-face interviews, it was clear that there was some difference of opinion
regarding who should prompt the information flow, with some dutyholders believing that it
was the maintenance workers’ responsibility to ask for the information if they felt they
required it for that job. One ‘domestic dutyholder’ in a micro organisation stated:
‘I would say it’s up to them [workers] to ask us if they feel it’s appropriate for a copy
of the report. Arguably you could say it’s our responsibility to give them a copy of
every report every time but we don’t.’
Managing Director, managing agent operating in domestic sector
However, very few dutyholders reported maintenance workers being proactive in asking
about asbestos before starting work. Indeed, some reported that they had never been asked
by a maintenance worker about asbestos.
1

Determined using a logistic regression analysis which examines the importance of a number of factors, when
other factors are held constant.
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‘Infrequently, it has happened, the contractor has asked specifically if a particular
area they’re going into did contain asbestos, which was a bit surprising because it
was our day-to-day responsive contractor and he had the database that told him.
Yes, we have been asked the question. It’s not very common though.’
Asset Manager, large housing association
‘Well, nobody to date has asked me about asbestos so I don’t know how clued up
they are – I’m quite surprised that nobody has asked me – those that I use outside.
But I would have thought that they should do.’
Asset Manager, medium sized housing association
This was in contrast to the reports from maintenance workers, some of whom said they had
to be proactive in order to find out about asbestos. Some thought the onus was on them to
seek out the asbestos register and prompt the dutyholders for information when they were
inspecting the site.
‘What will happen when we get an enquiry from our client, that will come through to
our office say to strip out of a unit. We will then visit the unit, do a visual inspection
of it and then ask for the centre manager for the asbestos report on that premises.’
Self-employed contractor, maintenance of shopping centre
Others admitted that they were not proactive, with some saying that this was because they
lacked faith in their clients to be able to provide the necessary information.
6.11 WORKER RESPONSES TO THE PRESENCE OF ASBESTOS
This section examines how workers react to the presence of asbestos, either when they are
actually informed that it is present, or when they suspect that it might be.
6.11.1 When workers are informed about the presence of asbestos
Dutyholders who pass on information about asbestos when undertaking works were asked
what actions maintenance workers had taken when they had been informed about the
presence of asbestos (Table 6.7). The main answer was that workers undertook safe
procedures to enable them to work with the materials (as stated by 23 per cent of the
representative sample). Another common response was that they avoided the area (22 per
cent of the representative sample). However, 19 per cent of the representative sample
indicated that the workers took no action on learning about asbestos; in their view these
workers carried on as normal. A fairly high proportion of dutyholders found this question
difficult to answer, suggesting that they may not have worked particularly closely with
individual workers.
‘Domestic dutyholders’, particularly respondents from the local authorities and managing
agents, were both more likely to report safe methods being used. This could be related to the
fact that they are more likely to have in-house workers.
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Table 6.7: Actions taken by maintenance workers when told there was
(or may have been) asbestos in their work areas
Representative
Local
sample %
Authority %

Managing
Agent %

Housing
Association %

They undertook safe procedures
to enable them to work with the
materials

23.2

35.6

29.5

19.5

No response - they carried on as
normal

18.7

6.7

6.4

22.0

They avoided the area

22.0

26.7

16.7

17.1

They ceased work/did not start
the project

11.6

15.6

14.1

9.8

They suggested that an asbestos
specialist company was brought
in

7.9

16.7

19.2

7.3

They used equipment to enable
them to work with the materials

7.5

6.7

7.7

7.3

Don’t know/can’t remember

16.2

11.1

12.8

26.8

Other

8.3

15.6

19.2

9.8

Base (N)

241

90

78

41

25

3

6

9

266

93

84

50

Missing (N)
Total (N)

Note: This was a multiple response question.
Source: IES/Ipsos MORI survey of dutyholders, 2008

Amongst maintenance workers, individuals who had been told about the possible presence of
asbestos in non-domestic properties were asked what they did as a result of receiving the
information. The main actions taken were:
■ 26 per cent stated that they made adjustments to work plans/ways of working (in a further
question workers were asked directly if they had made any adjustments to their ways of
working, which brought this proportion up to 52 per cent).
■ 16 per cent recommended that an asbestos specialist company was brought in.
■ 13 per cent stayed away/didn’t disturb it.
However, a similar proportion of workers to that of dutyholders felt that they did nothing
different when notified about asbestos (17 per cent compared to the 19 per cent discussed
earlier). However, it is difficult to state with confidence whether this results in them being
put at risk. It may be that the condition of the asbestos or the tasks they were carrying out
would not result in disturbing the asbestos in any way, in such cases it may have been
appropriate to continue with normal working practices. Fourteen per cent of workers stated
that they had engaged in some form of asbestos removal.
The most common adjustment made to work plans as a result of the presence of asbestos was
to use a suitable mask to enable them to work with the material (17 per cent). Very few
indicated that they kept asbestos-containing materials damp (just two per cent), used hand
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tools instead of power tools (two per cent), cleaned up with a type H vacuum cleaner (one
per cent) or double-bagged waste (three per cent). Whilst this could mean that risks were
taken, equally it could mean that their work did not result in disturbing the asbestos present.
It is clear that workers prefer to avoid having to deal with the asbestos themselves; 43 per
cent stated that their adjustment was to avoid the area and 17 per cent said they had enquired
or arranged for professional asbestos removal teams to remove asbestos. Of the 96
respondents that reported making adjustments to work practices, more than half (57 per cent)
said that the changes made incurred an additional cost. However, in most cases (64 per cent)
these additional costs were borne by the client/customer.
6.11.2 When workers suspect the presence of asbestos
All maintenance workers, including those who worked only on domestic properties, were
also asked: ‘In the last 12 months, have you ever suspected the presence of asbestos in areas
where you’ve been working, where this information wasn’t provided?’, and one-third of
respondents (33 per cent) reported that they had.
Analysis showed that there were a number of factors that were related to whether a worker
had suspected the presence of asbestos when they hadn’t been informed 1, these were:
■ The number of buildings individuals had worked on (the more buildings the greater the
likelihood).
■ Occupation, with electricians and workers in ‘other’ occupations more likely to have
suspected asbestos than all other occupational groups.
■ Working on either domestic or non-domestic properties only, these workers were less
likely to report having suspected asbestos on site than were workers who worked on both
types of property.
Workers were also asked what they had done as a result of their suspicions (Figure 6.7). The
most common responses were that workers:
■ reported the suspected asbestos (24 per cent)
■ left the site or stopped work (14 per cent)
■ asked for more information from the foreman/boss (12 per cent).
However, 16 per cent of those who had suspected asbestos said that they did nothing about
it. It is not clear whether this is because they continued working regardless, or whether the
work they were undertaking did not require them to disturb or come into contact with it.

1

A logistic regression analysis which examined the importance of a number of factors, when other factors are
held constant.
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Figure 6.7: The last time the presence of asbestos was suspected,
what action was taken?
Reported it
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Note: This was a multiple response question (N=169).
Source: IES/Ipsos MORI survey of maintenance workers, 2008

In the face-to-face interviews, many of the dutyholders believed that maintenance workers
would seek out more information about asbestos if they found any during a job. Some said
that maintenance workers report to them or their contracting company straight away if they
suspect the presence of asbestos. These were mainly medium to large organisations.
‘We do regularly get people downing tools and saying, “Well, I’ve been told to come
and work in this kitchen but I’m concerned about this panel”, so they just clear off
site.’
Managing Agent, responsible for council housing stock
Most maintenance workers who took part in interviews also reported stopping work if they
came across suspected asbestos, so that they could check the register or get it checked by
clients. Most thought that their managers were supportive of them stopping work. However,
some described it as a bold step to take; more than one talked about having to ‘stand their
ground’ and insist that the suspicious materials get checked before they continue work.
‘We just basically told them that we weren’t going in to do the job. We had to stand
our ground.’
Interviewer: ‘Did that worry you at all?’
‘It did, it worried us all. There was probably about 15 to 20 workers there so I think
because we all did it as well the company thought they had to do something. Maybe if
it was just one or two people that wouldn’t do it then I don’t know what would have
happened, if they would have bothered.’
Self-employed electrician, both domestic and non-domestic sectors
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Some maintenance workers were aware that stopping and testing samples could increase the
cost of a job, and that there would be costs associated with the delays or any removal. For
self-employed workers it was not always clear who should bear these extra costs. A small
number of maintenance workers reported that they carry on with their work when they find
asbestos and do not stop working. Some told how they would be required to bag up the
material if they wanted it to be tested, and therefore saw carrying on with their original task
as posing no more of a risk to their health.
‘Then it is a risk where I just cross my fingers and hope everything is going to be all
right. I suppose in a situation like that it is the only thing I can do really.’
IT Cable Installer, large firm working in domestic sector
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CHAPTER 7: FACTORS INFLUENCING DUTYHOLDER
COMPLIANCE
Summary
Understanding the issues that dutyholders face in complying with their duties was one of
the objectives for this evaluation. Survey and interview data were successfully used to
identify the areas which dutyholders feel act as barriers or facilitators to compliance.
Dutyholders were, overall, confident in their ability to manage asbestos, and this was
highest amongst those with greater awareness of the duty. However, site visits revealed
that this confidence could be misplaced, and even when dutyholders believed they were
fully compliant with the duty, this was not always the case.
Difficulties that dutyholders had encountered included the following:
■ A lack of time and resources.
■ A lack of awareness, understanding and the skills required to implement the correct
procedures.
■ Difficulties accessing some areas without disturbing day-to-day business, and a lack of
confidence that surveys have identified all asbestos in the premises.
■ The costs involved (discussed further in Chapter 8).
■ The complexities of passing information to workers about asbestos. This is seen as
difficult, and poor management systems, a lack of mutual trust between dutyholders
and workers, and a lack of procedures that ensure information is passed on in an
accessible format, all tend to exacerbate the issue.
Most dutyholders believe that the duty has impacted on how they manage asbestos,
particularly those that manage domestic properties. Legislation and the fear of
prosecution are both key drivers in dutyholders’ decisions to manage asbestos, providing
further evidence of the impact of the duty.
7.1

PROGRESS AGAINST EVALUATION OBJECTIVES

The objectives of the research required that the factors influencing dutyholder compliance
with the legislation were investigated and any barriers to compliance identified. The research
approach used did allow a full investigation of this, however the use of interview data as well
as survey data was particularly useful in finding out real life examples of barriers to and
facilitators of good practice.
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7.2

CONFIDENCE IN MANAGING ASBESTOS

An important factor in taking appropriate action as a dutyholder is whether there is sufficient
organisational confidence about dutyholder responsibilities. Like a number of previous
research projects 1, this research found that dutyholders were, on the whole, confident in their
approach to managing asbestos. The majority of dutyholders who took part in the survey felt
that they understood how to manage asbestos in their premises either very well or fairly well
(over 70 per cent across the representative sample, and housing associations and nearly all of
the local authorities and managing agents – see Table 7.1) However, in the representative
sample, a sizeable group (12 per cent) felt that they did not understand how to manage
asbestos very well, and seven per cent did not understand at all well. There were also a
sizeable proportion of housing association respondents who stated that they lacked
understanding of how to manage asbestos.
Perceived understanding was lowest in smaller firms or those with a small property portfolio,
and amongst companies involved in manufacturing or production (see Appendix 6, Table
A6.9). It was also lowest amongst those managing just offices. Respondents who were aware
of the duty felt they had a better understanding than those who were not, as did those who
had seen campaigns and guidance.
Table 7.1: How well dutyholders feel they understand how to manage asbestos

Type of dutyholder

Very
well

Fairly
well

Neither well
nor not well

Not very
well

Not at
all well

Base
(N)

Representative sample %

32.1

42.6

6.2

12.1

7.0

676

Local Authority %

71.7

28.3

-

-

-

99

Managing Agent %

43.7

54.4

1

1.0

-

103

Housing Association %

24.7

49.5

8.2

12.4

5.2

97

Source: IES/Ipsos MORI survey of dutyholders, 2008

Most dutyholders also felt confident that they were aware of all the materials containing
asbestos, even though a number had never conducted a survey (Table 7.2). In the
representative sample, 88 per cent were either very or fairly confident that their company
was aware of all the materials containing asbestos, and only ten per cent were not very or not
at all confident.
In both the local authority and managing agent samples, levels of confidence were slightly
higher, with over 90 per cent of each group stating that they were very or fairly confident
regarding their awareness of asbestos-containing materials in premises. However, 16 per cent
of those representing housing associations were not very or not at all confident about this. As
before, confidence was lowest amongst smaller firms or those with a small property portfolio
and highest amongst those who were aware of the duty or had seen campaigns/guidance on
how to manage asbestos (see Appendix 6, Table A6.10).

1

For example: Davies S (2005), Asbestos Research Management: Quantitative Research Findings, Continental
Research, Presentation to the HSE; Lloyd K, Lewis D (2007), Asbestos and Contact Dermatitis Campaign
Evaluations, Market Research Report by HPI to HSE; and Weyman A K, Tylee B E, Lawton C G (2002),
Asbestos Risk Management Survey of Duty Holder Awareness, Health and Safety Laboratory Report No.
ERG/02/18.
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Table 7.2: Confidence of dutyholders that their company is aware of all the
materials containing asbestos in their premises
Confidence in identifying asbestos-containing materials
Type of
dutyholder

Very
confident

Fairly
confident

Neither confident
nor not confident

Not very
confident

Not at all
confident

Base
(N)

Representative
sample %

50.4

37.7

2.1

7.6

2.2

681

Local Authority
%

50.5

41.4

3

5.1

-

99

Managing
Agent %

43.0

50.0

3

4.0

-

100

Housing
Association %

37.5

43.8

3.1

11.5

4.2

96

Source: IES/Ipsos MORI survey of dutyholders, 2008

Dutyholders with more than five properties were asked whether they had any properties
where they felt less confident that asbestos was being effectively managed than in others.
Most indicated that they did not (Figure 7.1). Amongst the small proportion who did have
problems with some properties, the main reasons for the representative dutyholder were the
lease arrangements and age of some buildings (indicating issues in understanding the
problems in those properties). In local authorities, the main issue was not having the
authority to effectively manage asbestos in some properties, and managing agents were
concerned that surveys still needed to be done in some properties.
Figure 7.1: Proportion of dutyholders who feel less confident that asbestos is
being effectively managed in all properties (those with >5 properties)
25
24.4

% of dutyholders
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15
14.7

13.5
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12.8

5

0
Representative sample

Local Authority

Managing Agent

Housing Association

(N=230 representative sample, 90 local authority sample, 96 managing agent sample, 83 housing
association sample.)
Source: IES/Ipsos MORI survey of dutyholders, 2008

Most dutyholders who took part in face-to-face interviews felt that they were managing
asbestos reasonably well. Those who felt most confident about this tended to be those who
had support from management or used asbestos consultants for surveys and for reviews.
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‘I think we do a reasonably good job, you know. There is [a] general ethos from top
down that it needs to be managed, it needs to be done, yes there’s a cost involved, we
need to plan for it, but it’s accepted that it’s there and needs to be managed and dealt
with.’
Property Manager, large independent hotel
Several of the other organisations talked about doing the best that they could within their
limits. However, many were able to describe difficulties they faced in managing asbestos.
7.3

MOTIVATIONS FOR MANAGING ASBESTOS

In the survey, dutyholders were asked what they believe to be the main factors that
encourage organisations to manage asbestos (Figure 7.2). The most common (although not
mutually exclusive) factors for the representative sample were:
■ wanting to protect employees (37 per cent)
■ the legislation (25 per cent)
■ part of managing health and safety (22 per cent)
■ wanting to protect maintenance workers (18 per cent).
Amongst ‘domestic dutyholders’, protecting residents was also a key driver.
The face-to-face interviews suggested that fear of prosecution combined with the moral
imperative to protect people’s health were the main reasons why dutyholders adhered to the duty.
‘Fear of prosecution because the local authorities around this area, a number of
them have been prosecuted− as I said before, we don’t want to go down that route.
Even if you are in the right and you have done nothing wrong, your policies and
procedures are all in place, it is not a comfortable experience being prosecuted. So
that is really the main drive.’
Strategic Maintenance Manager, county council
Another common response was the need to protect the health of their employees, contractors, or
even themselves when they are on site. Dutyholders had strong opinions about this, and did not
want to be responsible for any injuries or illness that could occur because of their lack of action.
‘At the end of the day people don’t go to work to get injured, to catch diseases,
asbestosis, so you’ve got a duty to look after your people and hopefully that’s what
we do. So we talk about finances and cost, it’s immaterial. There’s certain things you
have to do, you know, and hopefully we do.’
Facilities Manager, maintenance company with large contract to a city council
Reputational risk was another factor for some organisations, in that they needed to be seen to
set a good example. One managing agent stated that in a highly competitive property market
they need to show that they are more aware of legislation than freeholders themselves, so
that they can impress their clients with their knowledge and services.
‘Number one is, it shows as a managing agent that you are aware of the legislation
and I think your clients are then hopefully impressed by the fact that their agent is up
and aux fait with such legislation.’
Managing Director, managing agent operating in domestic sector
Legislation does, therefore, appear to be a direct factor for many dutyholders in the way they
manage asbestos.
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Figure 7.2: Motivations driving organisations to manage asbestos
in their premises
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Source: IES/Ipsos MORI survey of dutyholders, 2008
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7.4

FACTORS AFFECTING ASBESTOS MANAGEMENT

The dutyholder survey asked what, if anything, makes it difficult for organisations to manage
asbestos in properties and to keep maintenance workers informed (ie comply with various
aspects of the duty). Amongst the representative sample, the major concerns were:
■ a lack of knowledge on how to manage asbestos (18 per cent)
■ a lack of awareness of the regulations (11 per cent)
■ the cost of removal (eight per cent)
■ a lack of skills to manage asbestos (six per cent).
‘Domestic dutyholders’ appear to face slightly different barriers due to the different types of
properties that they manage. Local authority dutyholders lacked access to properties (41 per cent),
whilst managing agents were concerned about the time taken to manage asbestos (13 per cent).
The face-to-face interviews provided an opportunity to explore these issues in greater depth.
In all cases, costs were seen to act as a barrier to good practice (Chapter 8 provides further
details on costs). However, several other barriers, often similar to those discussed in the
survey, were discussed. Dutyholder’s main concerns were:
■ lack of time
■ lack of an initial knowledge base concerning asbestos management
■ the attitude of others, including the public
■ difficulties accessing areas with asbestos without disturbing day-to-day business
■ lack of confidence that all asbestos had been identified in surveys.
The volume of work asbestos management required was raised as an issue by several of the
larger organisations. Dutyholders told how they struggled to fit this task in with other aspects
of their day job, and some felt their organisations needed a dedicated staff member whose
sole role would involve managing asbestos. One district council with a large number of
domestic and non-domestic properties explained how organising surveys was timeconsuming enough, but how then organising any works was a major undertaking.
‘The volume, it’s 20 minutes to do a survey but it’s a lot more to arrange and do the
work. Cost on the communal areas doesn’t really come into it. It’s more just
arranging it.’
Housing Contracts Manager, district council
Other organisations talked about difficulties resulting from the fact that they had no prior
knowledge of asbestos and had been required to learn quickly about it in order to develop
plans and policies. Dutyholders felt they needed to put substantial time into keeping
themselves updated on legislation (this is despite the fact that no actual changes to the duty
itself have taken place since 2004).
‘I could probably spend my whole time on keeping myself absolutely up to speed on
all forms of legislation related to property. In reality that’s not going to happen –
nobody does that. Again it depends on how large you are – that’s why I offload
anything of a technical nature.’
Managing Director, managing agent operating in domestic sector
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Several dutyholders talked about the attitudes of others as a barrier to managing asbestos
well. This included the attitudes of members of the public who might use a property. For
example, the treasurer of a small community association described how the general public
who used the building would put drawing pins on walls even though they knew these
contained asbestos. He felt that they were not aware of the significance of the risks.
‘The only trouble we have with people is, at parties and that, we tell people that there
is asbestos in the building and they still, we tell them not to use drawing pins and
they still use drawing pins. That is the thing…The general public are not so aware of
these things.’
Treasurer, residents association
In other cases, it was the attitudes of other workers which caused problems. In a large
hospital spread over several sites, the Head of Estate Management described how some
departments were ready to take on board new policies and procedures but that there were
difficulties in getting everyone to follow the same management plan due to the range and
number of activities carried out in the hospital.
‘The problem tends to be not with the dangerous stuff but with the asbestos cement in
the Artex. Because they know it is not as hazardous, they take appropriate
precautions but they don’t always appear as appropriate to people on site, and that
causes consternation and I do have to smooth a few feathers from time to time.’
Strategic Maintenance Manager, county council
Another barrier mentioned by dutyholders was gaining access to areas of the buildings to
carry out works. This was raised as an issue by a large hotel and a hospital which both told
of limited opportunities to carry out major works without disturbing the public. Others told
how work could only be carried out when offices were empty (out of hours) or the business
would suffer.
‘Some areas, back of house, are more easy to actually work on because they don’t
disturb the day-to-day running of the business, so we could do more extensive works
in those areas, whereas some of the public areas we’ve got very little opportunity to
do anything with …’
Property Manager, large independent hotel
A final barrier raised by several dutyholders related to the limitations of the surveys on
which their management plans were based. The widespread use of asbestos in the fabric of
buildings and the fact that it was not possible to sample all areas meant that some could
never have complete confidence in the findings of their surveys.
‘But there’s a challenge there because no matter what survey you have on one of
these old buildings, you cannot survey every area that a contractor is going to come
up against, because inherently in the building process, or refurbishment, or
demolition process, there is a dilemma about how deep your destructive survey is,
let’s put it that way. This building here, we refurbished it completely. It used to be a
[Name] County Council building. We bought it and we refurbished it. In theory all of
the asbestos has been removed from here. There’s no asbestos management plan in
this building. I can’t put my hand on my heart or say to anyone, “I guarantee there’s
not asbestos in this building.”’
Housing Contracts Manager, district council
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7.5

FACTORS AFFECTING HOW INFORMATION IS SHARED

In interviews, both dutyholders and maintenance workers recognised that ensuring that the
information gets to workers is one of the biggest challenges they face in dealing with
asbestos.
‘The biggest challenge I think to us, to the industry, is getting this information from
this survey down to the man who goes on site with his drill to drill through that
textured coating or whatever.’
Housing Contracts Manager, district council
Some of the maintenance workers also recognised the challenges that dutyholders face in
ensuring that information is passed on.
‘It is very hard to put steps in place like that and also to monitor them as well and
make sure that that information is being put across effectively because in effect it is
already a chain in, you know, it is quite long in itself. It is quite a monumental task to
monitor…the information being passed on.’
Self-employed plasterer/general handyman, working in domestic sector
A number of specific barriers were also identified, and these are discussed in the remainder
of this section.
7.5.1 Time
A small number of the maintenance workers believed that time was a major barrier to them
being informed about asbestos. There were concerns that clients are not willing to spend time
and money conducting surveys before workers start, and that contracting companies do not
take the time to check the knowledge of their own workers. One dutyholder told how he
tended to have sufficient time to collate relevant information when organising bigger jobs,
but not when the jobs were smaller.
7.5.2 Lack of an adequate management system
Inadequate management systems were a problem for many of the dutyholders interviewed. In
some cases they felt they were ‘making do’ with a system that did not suit them or the
workers. For example, one dutyholder told how he had several reports about a site which
contained information of relevance to maintenance workers, but did not have a system in
place to extract and communicate the relevant parts.
‘So, in practical terms you give a contractor, who is going to redecorate the public
ways, three reports at 120 pages – the likelihood of the person that is actually going
to do the job and reading that is remote, but I suppose you could say that we would
have done our job to its absolute ultimate to have drawn that to their notice. If you
drew it to its absolute ultimate ultimate, you would have to take the view that
possibly the person who is doing the job in the public ways couldn’t read and
therefore you ought to read it out to them – how far do you go?’
Managing Director, managing agent operating in domestic sector
Some dutyholders wanted to improve their systems so that asbestos would be automatically
flagged up on any orders they print out. Usually logs and survey information was passed en
masse to contractors, and information on asbestos was not tailored to a specific job or task.

91

‘We are looking to change that so that when the job is printed out, the asbestos data,
if it’s relevant to the property, is flagged up, and that’s ongoing at the moment.’
Asset Manager, large housing association
7.5.3 Poor compliance amongst dutyholders
Many of the maintenance workers reported that dutyholders were their main barrier to
receiving accurate information about asbestos, although this varied by the size of the site. On
larger, more organised sites they thought dutyholders were more likely to inform workers
than on small sites which tend not to have such sophisticated communication systems. Some
workers even mentioned dutyholders hiding asbestos from workers, and in some cases this
was felt to be a deliberate attempt to reduce costs. However, there were other examples
where workers pointed out that a lack of information transfer was less a deliberate omission
and more a question of ignorance amongst dutyholders of their legal duties.
‘A lot of it’s hushed up. Kept quiet about.’
Self-employed carpenter, domestic and commercial properties
‘I don’t think a lot of places that we go, especially the older ones, I don’t think they
realise they’ve got it.’
Heating service and repair engineer, nationwide non-domestic contractors
7.5.4 Poor compliance amongst maintenance workers or contractors
Some dutyholders thought that maintenance workers made it difficult for them to pass on
information because they did not comply with procedures. Some dutyholders had experience
of maintenance workers signing registers without reading them first, or not listening when
they were given verbal information about asbestos, for example.
‘There’s nothing difficult about informing maintenance workers. There’s a difficulty
with maintenance workers [which] is whether they actually take any notice… if a
maintenance contractor decides that he’s going to cut a corner and, you know, go
against the guidelines he’s been issued then we have no control over that.’
Health and Safety Officer, chain of stationery shops
A number of workers knew others who did not take the issue seriously or always take time to
consider the information they were given.
‘You have a form and everyone signs it, that they’ve read the form – a lot of people
don’t read the form – if you go back down and ask what was in that form they
wouldn’t know.’
Self-employed carpenter, domestic and commercial properties
Some dutyholders discussed how the problem actually lay with contractors, as they have to
trust them to pass on information to workers. Dutyholders also talked about the difficulties in
providing information when a high number of workers are involved in a job. One dutyholder
from a medium-sized company commented that having a small in-house team meant that he
was more aware of the ability of individual workers, making it easier to communicate
effectively.
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‘It works fine. We’re a small team that’s a very stable team as well. I think it’s far
more difficult if I had to manage a much larger team, or if you had far more turnover
of staff then I think it becomes far more difficult.’
Property Manager, large independent hotel
7.5.5 Working on the same building over time
Using regular workers who were familiar with their buildings was felt by some dutyholders
to reduce the difficulties they experienced in information sharing. There is a potential danger
with this approach, however, in that new workers may not get the information they need,
particularly where the communication systems were limited. Some maintenance workers also
raised the point that they were more confident in their knowledge about asbestos on sites
they worked on frequently. Workers employed in in-house maintenance departments told
how their familiarity with the site gave them confidence that they were not being put at risk.
It helped also if they worked with others who had a good knowledge of the site.
‘We tend to use the same group of external contractors, so they all have the same
knowledge, they all have the same knowledge, they’ve all been briefed on exactly the
same basis and at some stage have all seen the asbestos register, so they know
what’s there.’
Property Manager, large independent hotel
‘It is the same people going to the same properties all the time, they become familiar
with the issues.’
Strategic Maintenance Manager, county council
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CHAPTER 8: COSTS OF MANAGING ASBESTOS
Summary
One of the objectives of the research was to re-assess the assumptions made in the
Regulatory Impact Assessment (RIA). This was not possible using the methods
employed in this evaluation. There were a number of reasons for this. Firstly, many
dutyholders were unaware of the precise cost of managing asbestos in their
organisations, often because they did not keep records of costs or time spent, or because
managing asbestos is absorbed into wider maintenance budgets. Additionally, what
information is available is not compatible with the way that the RIA calculations are
made. Essentially, dutyholders do not collect information which directly relates the costs
of asbestos management/removal to the size of their properties.
The information that dutyholders were able to provide on costs revealed:
■ Whilst a minority of dutyholders have paid for services or equipment to manage
asbestos, a high proportion of local authorities and managing agents have done so.
Often these costs are high, above £20,000, although the median cost per employer was
£5,000.
■ The cost of a survey varies depending on the type and size of premises, but overall,
these are considered good value given the quality of information received in a survey
report.
■ Both dutyholders and maintenance workers feel that specialist companies are able to
make large profits on asbestos removal, and consider the costs out of proportion to the
amount of work involved. The indirect costs of removal also need to be considered (eg
replacing parts or losing revenue when work buildings need to be evacuated). There
are felt to be long-term cost savings in having asbestos removed.
■ For some organisations, costs are a barrier to compliance. Some are spending large
amounts on asbestos management, particularly local authorities, but fear of legal costs
related to ineffective asbestos management can motivate spending. However, some
managing agents found it difficult to get their clients to understand why potentially
costly monitoring procedures are necessary.
■ Most organisations employ consultants to help with the management of asbestos,
partly to save time but also because they feel they lack the knowledge or skills to deal
with it fully themselves. Involving consultants in future research (they were not
specifically targeted by this research) could therefore help to provide more accurate
information on cost data.
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8.1

PROGRESS OF RESEARCH AGAINST SPECIFIC OBJECTIVES

When the amendments were made to the Control of Asbestos at Work regulations, a series of
assumptions were made about the costs of the duty to businesses, as noted in the Regulatory
Impact Assessment (RIA).1 One aim of this research was to assess how accurate these initial
assumptions were.
However, the findings of this research, like other existing research dealing with compliance
issues2, are limited with regard to what can be said on cost. Organisations may not keep
records, or if they do, may keep inaccurate records. Therefore, in the absence of any accurate
time recording systems, the details of time spent on activities tend to be rough estimates.
Participants may also find it difficult to differentiate between tasks, and some do not include
the costs of company personnel when considering costs. For this, and other reasons, it was
not possible to compare our findings directly with those of the RIA. Despite these
limitations, this research provides some useful information on the range of costs incurred by
dutyholders, as well as which aspects of the duty are associated with the greatest costs, and
the extent to which these pose a barrier to organisations.
In order to collect more accurate data on costs in the future, a different way of collecting the
data will be required. The site visit approach used here was able to offer a better
determination of the costs incurred by dutyholders, although an ongoing cost/activity diary,
which collects data in real time, would offer greater accuracy. However, this clearly
constitutes a more extensive approach per dutyholder than a survey. Therefore, a decision
must be taken with regard to future research priorities on whether a more in-depth and
accurate understanding of the costs of asbestos management, but on a smaller scale, will be
useful in informing future cost benefit modelling. What could prove useful to explore would
be the possibility of linking cost data provided by a few case study employers with other data
sets (eg the survey data presented in this report). This would, however, rely on a new set of
assumptions being developed. For example, detailed cost data from a small number of
dutyholders could be extrapolated, given that they share characteristics with dutyholders
involved in this survey, to a wider group of dutyholders.
An additional point is the extensive use of consultants by dutyholders. Involving them in
future research/evaluation activities and drawing on their data on the costs of jobs they have
conducted (which seems likely to have a precision lacking amongst dutyholders) could help
to build a more accurate picture of the costs involved in dutyholder activities.
8.2

DIFFICULTIES IN COLLECTING COST INFORMATION

The survey was designed to collect as much meaningful information on costs as possible, but
it proved difficult for dutyholders involved in the survey to provide accurate or specific
information on different costs.
The survey was designed so that, as far as possible, dutyholders were given the option to
provide costs in a way that made sense to them. They were given the option to give overall
costs for all asbestos management or removal activities, or more detailed cost breakdowns of

1

Amendment to the Control of Asbestos at Work Regulations 1987 and ACOP: Regulatory Impact Assessment,
available at www.hse.gov.uk/ria/chemical/ria-176.pdf.

2

Risk Solutions (2006), RR343 Impact evaluation of the Control of Major Accident Hazards (COMAH)
Regulations 1999.
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different activities they had undertaken. Dutyholders were also asked to provide any data
they had available on the costs involved in one-off services (eg conducting surveys, asbestos
removal) as well as the amount of time spent by staff on asbestos management. Where
possible, dutyholders who took part in face-to-face interviews and site visits were also asked
for information on costs. However, recall was poor. Dutyholders tend not to keep records of
costs, and the costs of asbestos management were often absorbed into larger, overall
maintenance budgets. Many participants preferred to state the range of costs they had
incurred rather than give actual figures.
Data held by dutyholders cannot be easily mapped onto that used in the RIA which breaks
costs down per 1,000 metres squared for different types of premises. In the initial draft of the
survey, a question on size of premises was included but testing revealed that dutyholders
found this too difficult to answer. It was more common for the type of premises to be
recorded against cost data, but the number of dutyholders who were able to provide this type
of information was too small to allow meaningful analysis. This would suggest that future
modelling activities, and not those solely concerned with asbestos management will need to
take account of what real life data is available if the assumptions are to be adequately tested.
A simple way to do this with regard to asbestos would be to involve dutyholders themselves
in the modelling process by asking how best to try and estimate costs, given the type of
information they actually have available on this. Another recommendation from this research
would therefore be that if more detailed information on costs is required, a dedicated study
with a methodology specifically designed to focus on the collection of cost data will be
necessary.
Average figures for costs are presented where possible, but these are taken from data
provided by dutyholders in the representative sample only, and are generally based on only a
small proportion of responses (ie those who were able to give actual costs by the number of
buildings managed).
8.3

MEASURING COSTS AND TIME SPENT

The key message from dutyholders who took part in the face-to-face interviews was that it
was very difficult to quantify the total costs of managing asbestos. Some large organisations
such as county councils or national chains of stores were allocated an annual budget for
asbestos management. The highest of these was in a housing association (with 8,000
properties) which had a budget of £400,000 just for asbestos removal. The next highest
figure was £150,000 per year in a large county council, which was to be split between
responsive and planned works. However, for many dutyholders it was not practical to make a
distinction between the costs of asbestos work and other maintenance work.
‘I know what my budgets are and I know I spend them fully, but there’s a bit of
juggling between them depending on what stage you’re at in the year and what
comes up. I have a responsive budget which is £93,000 and a planned budget of
£60,000. It’s basically £150,000 and I need to do as much asbestos within that as
possible, but in terms of how much is spent on surveying and how much is spent on
removal I’m not really clear, to be honest, and it wouldn’t be very easy to work out.’
Strategic Maintenance Manager, county council
Estimating budgets was another issue faced by dutyholders as this varied enormously
depending on the premises. One dutyholder considered setting budgets a waste of time, as
money would still need to be found for any unplanned responsive asbestos works.
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‘So, [there] ain’t no budget for it but it’s got to be done, so why budget for it?
Because you do a budget and someone turns round and says, “Well you overspent”,
well yeah, I don’t know how much is there do I? It’s a waste of time having a budget,
it’s as and when – let’s get it cut back elsewhere.’
Property Services Co-ordinator, small housing association
No dutyholders were able to specify accurately how long they had spent on asbestos
management during the past year, as they had no recording system for this. In addition,
several individuals had come into post after some asbestos systems had been set up, so were
unable to say how long previous work (especially set-up work) had taken. For most
organisations, asbestos management was seen as part and parcel of the dutyholders’ role and
therefore not separated out and monitored.
‘I’ve no idea, to be honest, no idea – it’s like saying to me, “How much time do you
spend chasing rent arrears?” How much time would they spend? We haven’t got
time to analyse that.’
Managing Director, managing agent operating in domestic sector
8.4

OVERALL COSTS INVOLVED

The survey asked dutyholders whether they had paid for any services or equipment to help
manage or remove asbestos since 2004. In the representative sample, just 24 per cent had
paid for services or equipment, but the proportion was much higher amongst local authorities
and managing agents (92 per cent and 86 per cent respectively). Housing associations were
the least likely to have paid for services amongst the ‘domestic dutyholder’ groups (just 37
per cent had done so).
Figure 8.1: Proportion of organisations that paid for services/equipment to
help manage or remove asbestos (since 2004)
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Source: IES/Ipsos MORI survey of dutyholders, 2008

Within the representative sample, the types of dutyholders most likely to have paid for
services or equipment were larger firms or those with a big property portfolio, and public
sector companies or those that managed public premises (see Appendix 6, Table A6.16).
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Awareness of the duty was linked to the buying of services or equipment, with those who
were aware more likely to have paid for services. Similarly, those who had seen
campaigns/guidance were more likely to have paid one-off fees.
The total estimated costs incurred through the management of asbestos varied, but across all
of the groups the most common response was more than £20,000 (Table 8.1). In the
representative sample, 35 per cent of organisations had paid more than £20,000 for these
services. Local authorities appeared to have spent the most money out of the ‘domestic
dutyholders’, with 70 per cent indicating that in total they had paid over £20,000 for services
and equipment. Housing associations were much less likely to have paid so much, with 16
per cent indicating that they had spent no more than £1,000.
Table 8.1: Estimated total costs of managing asbestos
Representative
Local
sample %
Authority %

Managing
Agent %

Housing
Association %

Don’t know

30.2

13.0

23.6

21.6

Under £1,000

10.9

1.1

1.1

16.2

£1,000 to £4,999

17.2

5.4

12.3

13.5

£5,000 to £9,999

2.8

4.4

11.2

13.5

£10,000 to £19,999

3.9

6.5

7.9

13.5

£20,000 plus

35.1

69.6

43.8

21.6

Base (N)

222

92

89

37

Source: IES/Ipsos MORI survey of dutyholders, 2008

A higher proportion of dutyholders had spent some time on asbestos management than had
paid one off fees (39 per cent of the representative sample, 99 per cent of local authorities
and 95 per cent of managing agents; see Figure 8.2), although, again, housing associations
were much less likely to have spent time managing asbestos than the other ‘domestic
dutyholder’ groups (just 47 per cent). Larger firms or those with a big property portfolio, and
public sector companies or those that managed public premises were the most likely to have
spent time managing asbestos (see Appendix 6, Table A6.17). Awareness of the duty meant
that dutyholders were more likely to have spent time managing asbestos, as did seeing
campaigns/guidance.
A sizeable minority of dutyholders could not remember how much time they had spent on
asbestos management, or could not work it out because it was ‘just part of their job’ (Table
8.2). However, amongst those that could recall, the amount of time spent on this tended to be
high, with 34 per cent of dutyholders in the representative sample stating that more than 21
hours had been spent. Dutyholders from local authorities or managing agents were likely to
have spent more time managing asbestos (57 per cent and 53 per cent respectively stated
they had spent over 21 hours).
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Figure 8.2: Proportion of organisations that spent some time managing
asbestos in properties
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(N=697 representative sample, 100 local authority sample, 103 managing agent sample, 100 housing
association sample.)
Source: IES/Ipsos MORI survey of dutyholders, 2008

Table 8.2: Amount of time spent on managing asbestos
Representative
Local
sample %
Authority %

Managing
Agent %

Housing
Association %

Don’t know/just part of my job

36.9

39.4

35.7

34.1

Less than 2 hours

4.7

0

1.0

2.1

2 to 5 hours

12.1

1.0

4.1

10.6

6 to 10 hours

6.9

2.0

2.0

6.4

11 to 20 hours

5.4

1.0

4.1

12.8

21 hours plus

33.9

56.6

53.1

34.0

Base (N)

342

99

98

47

Source: IES/Ipsos MORI survey of dutyholders, 2008

Average figures for the total amount of money spent on one-off fees and total time spent in
managing asbestos have also been calculated (Table 8.3). Two different ways of calculating
the average are provided. The mean is the sum of all costs divided by the number of
dutyholders providing information. The median is the mid-point in terms of all the costs
provided. The two measures therefore offer slightly different but complementary measures
of average costs.
The mean costs per company are almost £70,000; however, the median figure is much lower,
under £5,000, suggesting that there are a small number of companies with disproportionately
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high costs1 in the sample. The median cost is around £50 per building. Time spent on
asbestos management is a mean of 58 hours per company, but a median of just 16 hours.
When broken down this equates to a median of less than an hour per building. These
relatively low figures could reflect the fact that many companies are outsourcing asbestos
management to consultancies.
Table 8.3: Average costs of one-off fees and hours spent managing asbestos

Overall cost (£)

Overall time
spent (hrs)

69,596

58

4,714

16

69

123

3,830

8

Median

50

<1

N

65

109

Per company Mean
Median
N
Per building

Mean

Source: IES/Ipsos MORI survey of dutyholders, 2008

8.5

COSTS AND TIME SPENT ON DIFFERENT ACTIVITIES OF ASBESTOS
MANAGEMENT

Dutyholders who took part in the survey were also asked to provide data on the costs and
time spent on different aspects of the duty.
8.5.1 Average costs and hours spent
Many dutyholders were unable to recall exact figures and their responses therefore cannot be
used in the calculation of averages (although some respondents were able to respond when
given different (banded) options, and this data is presented in Appendix 7). The result is that
the numbers available for analysis are small. Where the base falls below 50 (for either hours
or money spent), average figures have not been presented.
This means that this section focuses on the following stages:
■ Working out what to do in relation to managing asbestos (eg receiving training,
familiarising with the regulations, reading guidance etc.).
■ Conducting a survey.
The costs of these two elements appear broadly similar (Table 8.4), but dutyholders spent
more time, overall, in working out what to do. This is likely to reflect the use of external
contractors to conduct surveys.

1

The median is less susceptible to the effects of very large or very small values. It often provides a more
reliable estimate than the mean (eg in interpreting wage data where very high salaries can push up the
mean).

100

Table 8.4: Average one-off fees and time spent for each activity
Working out what to do
Cost (£)

Time spent
(hrs)

Cost (£)

Time spent
(hrs)

11,273

77

11,937

25

1,950

20

1,000

7

N

70

98

87

87

Mean

302

1.8

187

0.5

Median

28

0.1

21

0.1

N

65

93

77

82

Per company Mean
Median
Per building

Conducting survey

Source: IES/Ipsos MORI survey of dutyholders, 2008

8.5.2 Views on the relative costs
Interviews were also used to determine the breakdown of costs for each stage of asbestos
management for each of the participating organisations. Again, this proved difficult,
although some dutyholders were able to produce invoices relating to specific work.
Initial policy building
Where the individuals being interviewed had been involved in writing policies and
procedures they felt that this had been a time-consuming exercise.
‘Talking to our consultant (the asbestos consultant who works closely with me at the
beginning) I had a lot of data that I had to re-assemble, re-evaluate, check, that took
time getting the policy procedures.’
Head of Estates Management, NHS trust
This was raised relatively infrequently, but this may reflect the fact that most of the
interviewees had not been in post when the initial policies were drawn up.
Surveys
The breakdown of costs for surveys varied widely depending on the organisation and type of
property. In the site visits, ‘domestic dutyholders’ reported spending between £10,000 and
£250,000 a year on having asbestos surveys carried out, whilst for those with non-domestic
properties (typically over fewer sites) the figures were between £3,000 and £16,000.
Organisations with larger buildings typically paid more for their surveys (eg a large hotel
that paid £3,500 to survey one building). However, there would appear to be considerable
variation in the amount being charged by surveying companies. For example, one housing
association said their surveys cost £100 a time, whereas, another said it was charged £300
per domestic property (although the size and depth of these surveys is not known). There
was some feeling that the price of surveys had been reduced recently as there were more
licensed companies competing for work.
Reviews and repeat surveys were pinpointed as a particularly costly area by a small number
of interviewees. One county council who had annual reviews costed these at £500,000 each
year, and was adamant that this was ‘not a viable option’ for their organisation.
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‘The re-surveys − HSE constantly go on about re-surveys annually but the costs of
that is estimated at half a million pounds to [Name] County Council and half a
million pounds per year on re-surveys is not a viable option.’
Strategic Maintenance Manager, county council
Treating asbestos
The costs of removal varied substantially depending on the extent of asbestos present. For
example, the Health and Safety officer of a national chain of book stores explained how he
had a budget of £50,000 per year for asbestos removal across all of his properties. In some
years this had not been spent, however in one year they spent £45,000 on asbestos removal
in one store alone. The maintenance manager of a large agricultural college told how he paid
roughly £1,000-£1,200 per removal job, and in his experience the costs were similar
irrespective of the size of the job. He suspected that this was because most of the money
goes on setting up safety equipment and sealing an area, which is necessary regardless of the
amount removed. One city council revealed in a site visit that they were spending over £1
million on their asbestos removal alone.
Where asbestos was identified it was usually considered to be substantially cheaper to encase
it than remove it, although some told how any work requiring asbestos specialists was
expensive. Some mentioned the added costs of removal, including having to replace the
material or equipment which had been taken out. However, many dutyholders talked about
how they would prefer to do more removal works if the funds were available, as this would
eliminate the need for further asbestos management and thereby save costs in the long-term.
When asked how significant the costs of managing asbestos were for their organisation, most
thought that surveys were a reasonable cost given the level of detail contained within reports.
However, several organisations thought that the costs for encasing, removal and disposal
were especially high.
‘I’m a cynic and I tend to think, well, our removal companies know that they’re in a
specialist situation and they can charge a little bit more, but then it’s a dangerous
business to be in and [there’s the] overalls they have to destroy every week, or
whatever, I don’t know.’
Housing Contracts Manager, district council
For some organisations, such as hotels or buildings used by the public or employees, any
asbestos removal or encapsulation meant closing off buildings, which brought added
associated costs of lost revenue.
‘They’re very significant, and probably almost more significant is the time factor as
well, because the removal of asbestos tends to be quite slow and you’ve got an
element of extending the job. So if you had a job that was maybe to re-plaster a room
that would have taken three days, it probably takes twice as long because you’ve got
three days to remove the old asbestos before you can do it, and for us where most
areas actually generate revenue for us as bedrooms, or whatever, it’s a loss of
revenue.’
Property Manager, large independent hotel
In interviews, some maintenance workers were also critical of the high costs of removal
which they considered a barrier to ensuring safe and effective asbestos management. On
more than one occasion they described how either members of the public or unlicensed
workers were removing asbestos and dumping it to avoid paying high charges.
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8.6

WHETHER COSTS REPRESENT A FINANCIAL BURDEN

When asked whether the costs of asbestos management represent a financial burden,
dutyholders were fairly evenly divided (Table 8.5). Local authority dutyholders were the
most likely to feel that the costs did represent a burden (60 per cent compared to around half
of the other samples saw the costs as either a great deal or a little burden to their
organisation). These were also the dutyholders who reported spending the most time on
asbestos management. Aside from this, organisations were most likely to consider managing
asbestos a financial burden if they were: medium-sized companies, companies with a high
property portfolio, and those who manage industrial buildings (see Appendix 6, Table A6.18).
Table 8.5: Extent to which costs of asbestos management are
considered a burden
Representative
sample %

Local
Authority %

Managing
Agent %

Housing
Association %

A great deal

19.7

34.3

19.2

14.8

A little

30.2

25.3

31.3

33.3

Not much

21.7

15.2

26.3

18.5

Not at all

24.0

22.2

22.2

31.5

Don’t know

4.4

3.0

1.0

1.9

Base (N)

697

100

103

100

Source: IES/Ipsos MORI survey of dutyholders, 2008

On the whole, the dutyholders who took part in the face-to-face interviews accepted the
overall costs of asbestos management as part of their necessary and normal expenditure. One
housing association likened asbestos work to gas safety checks and other health and safety
procedures they have to carry out.
‘The asbestos one is a minor additional cost basically. But they all add up, so you
know, I’d put it on the same line as the gas safety checks − there’s similar costs, [it’s
a] similar thing, still got to manage it and make sure you get in and register and
everything like that.’
Property Services Co-ordinator, small housing association
Costs were felt to be a low priority relative to ensuring people’s safety. One dutyholder from
a large building contractor felt he had support from top management to protect workers at all
costs. A dutyholder from a large district council also made the point that the costs of
surveying and treating asbestos are small in comparison to the legal costs the company could
face if they did not manage asbestos correctly.
‘In any health and safety situation, you know, asbestos, or [whatever] the problem − I
could keep talking about time, money, etc., but the last thing you want is somebody being
exposed to that material and that’s what it’s all about. It’s not about cost, etc., it’s
making sure.’
Facilities Manager, maintenance company with large contract to a city council
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‘The cost in the future is going to come back to employers when the cases come up:
what [is the] cost [of] paying out on a case when it comes up against the cost of
doing more surveys. Interesting how much the threat of a £20,000 fine and the
associated humiliation or spending £20,000 now to prevent that happening [affects
decisions].’
Housing Contracts Manager, district council
For some of the organisations such as managing agents, costs did not affect the business
directly as these were passed on to clients. However, some described difficulties in getting
lessees or freeholders to share the costs of surveys, especially the costs of repeat surveys
each year.
‘The costs of the survey was borne by the lessees or freeholders. That was a sore
subject. They couldn’t understand why they needed to pay for an asbestos survey. It’s
money out of their pockets.’
Head of Management Department, managing agent operating in domestic sector
However, some of the dutyholders interviewed told how the costs of asbestos management
were a significant burden on their company. When asked about barriers that organisations in
general face in managing asbestos, several dutyholders told of other companies (including
previous employers) that were less likely to follow regulations for cost-cutting reasons:
‘From ourselves, I know we are fully compliant with all rules but I think there are
companies who I’ve worked for in the past [that] don’t follow procedures as they
should and they just get things done on the cheap – so they are putting people at risk,
and we can’t afford to do that, and we won’t.’
Centre Operations Manager, shopping centre
8.7

WIDESPREAD USE OF CONSULTANTS

A high proportion of survey respondents who currently have or previously had asbestos
present in buildings they manage stated that they use consultants to help them manage it
(Figure 8.3). In the representative sample, 71 per cent used consultants, and the proportions
were even higher amongst local authorities, managing agents and housing associations.
Larger companies, and those with a large portfolio of properties were the most likely to have
used consultants (see Appendix 6, Table A6.4). Companies involved in manufacturing/
production, or companies with industrial premises, were the least likely to use consultants.
Respondents who were aware of the duty or had seen guidance/campaigns were also more
likely than others to use consultants, although it is not clear whether the use of consultants
enhances knowledge of the duty, or whether knowledge of the duty prompts the use of
consultants.
The main reason given for using consultants was that dutyholders felt that they lacked the
knowledge or skills to do the work themselves. This was consistent across all the groups of
dutyholders in the survey, with over 70 per cent of each group indicating this as a reason. For
some organisations, particularly local authorities and managing agents, lacking time to
manage asbestos themselves was also an issue (given as a reason for using consultants by 12
per cent and ten per cent of these respondents respectively).
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Figure 8.3: Proportion of dutyholders using consultants
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(N=302 representative sample, 98 local authority sample, 90 managing agent sample and 45 housing
association sample.)
Source: IES/Ipsos MORI survey of dutyholders, 2008

The majority of dutyholders who took part in face-to-face interviews had used some kind of
external support in managing asbestos, either to carry out a survey or on a regular, ongoing
basis. In some cases, consultants took on all responsibility for asbestos management
including dealing directly with asbestos removal companies. This was more likely to be the
case for companies with a large number of buildings, such as housing associations or
managing agents.
The reasons given by the interviewees for using consultants echoed those given in the
survey: a lack of time and a lack of confidence to manage asbestos themselves.
‘It’s just the landlord, because there’s only two of us managing agents on site and
myself so we haven’t got time to do it, so they come in and they deal with it and it
takes a bit of the strain off.’
Centre Operations Manager, shopping centre
Some dutyholders also felt that they lacked the skills and expertise to manage asbestos
themselves. Because there are so many different areas of legislation with which they need to
comply, some felt it was impossible for them to be experts on everything. The managing
director of a property managing agent with 450 residential properties explained:
‘There are so many different specialists that you need because if you’re not qualified
to do it yourself you tread the boards with some trepidation, therefore we don’t − we
outsource that because it’s the most commercially sensible way of us, as a small
firm, dealing with that.’
Managing Director, managing agent operating in domestic sector
Using external consultants also provided consistency in the task of managing asbestos,
particularly in large organisations where there would otherwise be several members of staff
involved.
‘As I said, the overseeing consultant, we felt it was the best thing for him to have
access to the registers. When I say access, that he’s the only person who can change
and update them, rather than us. So it stops any problems.’
Head of Estates Management, NHS trust
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The majority of the dutyholders reported being happy with the service provided by their
consultants, describing it as professional and thorough. The cost of the service was the only
concern raised.
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CHAPTER 9: THE IMPACT AND FUTURE OF THE DUTY
Summary
The overarching aim of the evaluation was to provide evidence which would: a)
demonstrate the impact of the duty; and b) inform any decision on extending the scope of
the regulations (eg to domestic premises).
Evidence regarding impact is presented throughout this report, and greater awareness of
the duty is consistently related to better practice amongst dutyholders and workers. In
addition, dutyholders and workers believe that the introduction of the duty has made an
impact, and has affected the way they deal with asbestos.
The extension of the duty was specifically investigated through the inclusion of three
different dutyholders’ groups in the survey, and this strategy allowed information from
across dutyholders managing different types of buildings to be compared. The view of
private landlords, however, is not included, apart from where managing agents act on
their behalf. Future research may benefit from specifically targeting this group to fully
understand their position.
Overall, there was limited evidence that an extension to the duty would be necessary
because of the following:
■ A relatively high proportion of dutyholders (around 50 per cent of both the
representative sample of dutyholders and amongst ‘domestic dutyholders’ surveyed)
believe that the current regulations already apply to the private areas of domestic
properties.
■ There is little evidence to suggest that an extension of the duty would greatly affect
practice, given that most ‘domestic dutyholders’ already believe that they manage the
private areas of domestic properties as well as other areas.
■ The majority of ‘domestic dutyholders’ do not believe that an extension to the duty
would affect the way that domestic areas are managed.
■ Dutyholders and maintenance workers both suggest that future actions should focus on
awareness raising and information sharing on the existing duty, rather than any
extensions to it.
9.1

PROGRESS AGAINST EVALUATION OBJECTIVES

The overarching aim of the evaluation was to investigate the impact of the duty and to
inform decision making on any extensions of the duty. The methods used were able to
effectively investigate these questions.
There is evidence that the duty has affected behaviour amongst both dutyholders and
maintenance workers. The results also suggest that any future activities should focus on
promotion and awareness raising regarding the existing duty rather than extending the duty.
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9.2

PERCEIVED IMPACT OF THE DUTY

Another question in understanding the role of the duty in stimulating good practice is the
extent to which those covered by it believe that it made a difference to how people and
companies operate. The survey and interviews therefore also asked individuals who stated
they were aware of the duty what impact they felt the duty had made since its introduction.
9.2.1 Dutyholders
Around three-quarters of the representative sample of dutyholders indicated that the
introduction of the duty had made some difference (Table 9.1). In the representative sample,
perceived impact was greatest amongst larger employers, those with a large property
portfolio and those who managed public premises (Appendix 6, Table A6.22). Those who
had seen campaigns/guidance were also more likely to believe that the regulations make a
difference to how they manage asbestos. The impact of the regulations appeared to be greater
amongst the ‘domestic dutyholder’ groups, higher proportions of whom believe that the duty
has made a great deal of difference to their procedures.
Table 9.1: The extent to which dutyholders believe that regulations make a
difference to how they deal with asbestos
Representative
Local
Managing
sample %
Authority % Agent %

Housing
Association %

A great deal

64.7

86.6

84.5

80.0

A little

9.1

7.2

9.7

9.3

Not much

7.6

2.1

3.9

1.3

Not at all

18.7

4.1

1.9

9.3

Base (N)

542

97

103

75

Source: IES/Ipsos MORI survey of dutyholders, 2008

In the face-to-face interviews, dutyholders also tended to feel that the legislation had
impacted on their work. For one dutyholder the impact was clear: his organisation was not
aware of the risks of asbestos until the legislation came in, and by following the guidelines
he was now confident that they were managing the risks well. Others described how the
legislation had enabled them to persuade more senior members of the organisation to provide
funding for necessary management procedures.
A small number of dutyholders in organisations with large property portfolios were pleased
with the recent changes in the regulations which meant that they did not need licensed
contractors to carry out some lower risk work. This allowed work to be completed more
cheaply and more quickly.
‘I wasn’t unhappy when Artex was removed from the Licensable works. I know the
contractor’s organisation were not happy because it meant that they were losing out
potentially, financially. It does seem a very sensible decision to me.’
Strategic Maintenance Manager, county council
However, others felt that the duty was not as effective as it could be because not enough
people were aware of their responsibilities, and some described the legislation as ‘onerous’.
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9.2.2 Maintenance workers
Maintenance workers who took part in the survey were asked whether or not they had
noticed a change in how often they were provided with information about asbestos in the
buildings they worked on over the previous five years. In fact, 53 per cent of maintenance
workers did feel that there had been a difference.
Those most likely to have noticed a difference tended to be from larger firms and employees
(rather than self-employed workers or employers; see Appendix 6, Table A6.23).
Electricians (and cable engineers/IT installers) and site managers were also most likely to
have noticed a change in how often they were provided with information on asbestos over
the past five years. Those with some experience of working on non-domestic properties were
more likely to have noticed a change than those working solely on domestic premises, which
strongly suggests that information is being more readily passed in properties covered by the
duty.
Views collected in face-to-face interviews were divided. Those who worked for large public
sector organisations thought that the regulations were effective in their own workplaces, but
were unsure as to whether the same could be said of smaller firms. Some maintenance
workers felt that the regulations were not effective because not enough people are being
informed about asbestos or the risks that they face. A small number expressed concern that
they still do not get told often enough about the presence of asbestos in the buildings they
work in.
9.3

GUIDANCE AND CAMPAIGNS ON THE DUTY

There have been a number of campaigns designed to inform dutyholders about the duty, as
well as the provision of guidance. The extent to which dutyholders had accessed or used this
information was also therefore an important issue to consider (Figure 9.1). In the
representative sample, 47 per cent of dutyholders claimed that they had not seen any
guidance or other materials on how to manage asbestos in buildings. In the ‘domestic
dutyholder’ groups, the vast majority of local authorities and managing agents had seen
guidance or campaign information, but 44 per cent of housing associations had not.
Amongst the representative sample, companies that had accessed information on how to
manage asbestos tended to be larger and have a large property portfolio, suggesting that
smaller companies are a hard to reach group (see Appendix 6, Table A6.24). Those who
manage shops and restaurants were also less likely to have seen any campaigns or guidance,
as were companies in the North and in Scotland. This latter finding is in line with the
research by Zurich Risk Services 1 in 2003, which found that businesses in the North were
least aware of changes to the Control of Asbestos at Work Regulations. Those who were
aware of the duty were more likely to have seen these sources.
The factors which were most associated with awareness of guidance/campaigns amongst
dutyholders were as follows:2

1

Zurich Risk Services, (2002 and 2003) Survey on asbestos in the workplace following the introduction of the
duty to manage asbestos .

2

Determined using a logistic regression analysis which examines the importance of a number of factors, when
other factors are held constant.
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■ The more buildings respondents managed, the more likely they were to have seen
guidance/campaigns.
■ Respondents from small companies were two and a half times more likely than those
from micro companies to have seen the guidance/campaigns, and this ratio was even
higher for medium and large organisations compared to micro.
■ Those with only industrial buildings (with or without offices), and shops and restaurants
(with or without offices), were significantly less likely to have seen guidance/campaigns
on the duty than those with any other types of buildings.
Figure 9.1: Proportion of dutyholders that have read guidance/seen any posters
or leaflets/material on the Internet on how to manage asbestos in buildings
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(N=697 representative sample, 100 local authority sample, 103 managing agent sample, 100 housing
association sample.)
Source: IES/Ipsos MORI survey of dutyholders, 2008

The most commonly used sources of information were generally HSE materials, either
information on the HSE website or HSE leaflets (Figure 9.2). However, it is worth noting
that only a relatively small proportion of the representative sample of dutyholders have used
these sources, although far higher proportions of local authorities and managing agents had
done so. Trade and management journals were also a common source of information on the
management of asbestos, particularly amongst local authorities.
In the face-to-face interviews, most dutyholders also stated that they received their
information about how to manage asbestos from the HSE. Three publications were
highlighted as being particularly useful, the ‘Approved Code of Practice’, the ‘Asbestos
Essentials Task Manual’ and the ‘Introduction to Asbestos Essentials’.
‘Well, the best books are the two HSE publications. The legislation you glance
through but from my point of view the best of these publications [are those] that the
HSE produce [in] which it is giving you practical guidance on how to deal on very
specific things. There are 20 items in here that the non-license contractor can do
and… we use this a lot because this covers the day-to-day things.’
Strategic Maintenance Manager, county council
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Figure 9.2: Sources of information used by dutyholders
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Source: IES/Ipsos MORI survey of dutyholders, 2008

The Internet had made it easier for some dutyholders to keep up to date with regulations and
share information with other businesses. Those who had been able to seek advice and share
good practice in forums discussed how it had given them confidence in their own systems.
However, there was some concern that due to the sheer scale of the Internet and the number
of sites providing information, people can suffer from information overload, and some of the
key messages can be lost. Some dutyholders expressed a concern that information they came
across on the Internet was not directly useful to them.
‘It gives you the confidence then, I think, to come up with a plan and actually know
that not only is it my plan, but actually this is what everybody else seems to be doing
as well and they can’t all be wrong. So I think it’s a great help.’
Site Services Manager, medium sized manufacturing company
Support from other organisations was also common, either ones that provided training
courses like the Royal Institution of Chartered Surveyors (RICS) or the Asbestos Removal
Contractors Association (ARCA), or disseminated relevant Health and Safety information
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like the Barbour Index 1. Industry specific organisations such as the Engineering Employers
Federation (EEF) were also a source of support and information, as were trade journals.
9.4

FUTURE SUPPORT FOR DUTYHOLDERS AND WORKERS

Given the attitudes towards and awareness of the duty already described, this section
considers what more, from a dutyholder and worker perspective, could be done to improve
how asbestos is managed in properties. Suggestions are often linked to views on the barriers
to managing asbestos discussed in the previous chapters.
9.4.1 Could more be done?
The first question was whether individuals felt that more needed to be done to ensure
workers are properly informed about asbestos.
Amongst dutyholders, a roughly similar proportion (just less than half) of the representative
sample, the managing agent sample and the housing association sample, felt that more could
be done, as did a slightly higher proportion of the local authority sample (Figure 9.3).
The majority (69 per cent) of maintenance workers felt that more could be done.
Figure 9.3: Proportion of dutyholders who believe that things can be done to
ensure workers are properly informed about the presence of asbestos
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Source: IES/Ipsos MORI survey of dutyholders, 2008

1

Barbour provide professional information services and deliver full texts of legislation, guidance, news and
briefings to the health, safety, environment and construction sector.
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9.4.2 What more should be done?
Those dutyholders and maintenance workers who did feel that more should be done were
asked what actions they felt should be taken (Figure 9.4 and Figure 9.5).
The most common responses amongst the representative sample of dutyholders were:
■ more communication and information on asbestos and the duty (55 per cent)
■ more publicity and advertisements (12 per cent)
■ more training (14 per cent).
The responses were very similar amongst the ‘domestic dutyholder’ respondents. Only a
small proportion of respondents within each group suggested more enforcement action.
Maintenance worker suggestions for what action should be taken to improve things were
very similar to those of dutyholders, namely for there to be more communication and
information on the subject (36 per cent), better awareness (18 per cent), more
training/courses (14 per cent) and better publicity and advertisements (eight per cent).
Twelve per cent of workers also suggested more warning signs/notices to be put around sites.
Figure 9.4: What more dutyholders feel should be done
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Note: This was a multiple response question (Base is those who felt more should be done, N=327
representative sample, 57 local authority sample, 48 managing agent sample, 46 housing assoc. sample).
Source: IES/Ipsos MORI survey of dutyholders, 2008
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Figure 9.5: What more maintenance workers feel should be done
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9.4.3 Detailed suggestions from the interviews
The face-to-face interviews also provided an opportunity to ask participants what more could
be done to ensure that workers are better informed about asbestos. Their views suggested
that few dutyholders and maintenance workers were entirely happy with the current support
available.
Awareness raising
Some dutyholders thought that maintenance workers should be made more aware of the risks
of asbestos, and better informed on how to identify it and avoid disturbing it. Suggestions for
how this could be done included more advertising and publicity, including putting asbestos
information on health and safety notices and posters and making asbestos labels more
prominent. They also thought that asbestos awareness training should be part of all industry
training courses. Given the high number of migrant workers employed in the construction
industry, some thought that information for workers should be made available in a range of
languages.
Most of the maintenance workers stated that there needs to be more effective and mandatory
training on asbestos in the industry, and that this should include examples of different types
of asbestos and ACMs. Whilst workers should have some form of mandatory training, it
clearly does not seem mandatory to them. This could be because they haven’t had any
training, or because they don’t know that they should have had it. Like the dutyholders, they
suggested that asbestos awareness training be incorporated into college and industry courses,
and into regular health and safety courses and ‘toolbox talks’. Many workers told how this is
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not common practice, and a significant number called for more onsite inductions which
include this information.
‘Unless a poster and a mandatory awareness sort of seminar was forced on every
single factory and that was in place and someone allocated trying to spot asbestos,
then I don’t think you’ll ever fix it.’
Building Development manager, large property development company
Like dutyholders, maintenance workers also suggested more advertising to raise awareness.
They thought that this should be available in a range of languages, prominent on sites,
mailed directly to workers and available in builders’ merchants to ensure that all workers are
picking up the relevant information. They felt it important not only for awareness to be
raised amongst workers but also contract managers, the general public and dutyholders.
Other suggestions from maintenance workers included better surveying of sites and
specialists on site to identify asbestos, tougher enforcement of regulations, and the process of
identifying and removing asbestos to be made more straightforward and cheaper.
Improved legislation and information
Both dutyholders and maintenance workers had ideas about how the legislation could be
improved. In summary, these included:
■ rewriting the legislation in plain English
■ providing practical guidance on how to manage asbestos
■ clarifying the legislation on what they should be doing in domestic areas.
Most of the dutyholders who took part in face-to-face interviews thought that the regulations
could be improved in some way. A common complaint was that the duty is too technical and
contains too much ‘jargon’ for most people to be able to read and understand. Whilst they
often thought that the guidance notes were fairly clear, some recommended that the
regulation be written in more simple plain English.
Some dutyholders also thought that the HSE should provide annual updates about changes in
the regulations. This is interesting because it reveals that there is a perception that the
legislation has undergone changes when in fact there have been no changes in the duty since
2004. However, the duty was re-printed in 2006, which could account for this. It is also
possible that they are confusing this particular legislation with others that apply to them.
Some dutyholders of domestic premises expressed their opinion that Regulation 4 could be
reworded to make it much more obvious that common areas in domestic buildings are covered.
They recommended that the duty be re-worded to make it more explicit that these areas are
covered by the regulation, and thought this would enable greater consistency across the industry.
‘They will look at the heading of the Act and say it doesn’t apply to us, it’s a factory
or an office or whatever and therefore doesn’t apply for a residential building.’
Partner, management consultancy with some property investments
‘I kind of personally wish that they’d gone a bit further to clarifying what the duty is
with domestic dwellings. I can see why they haven’t, but it would make life a lot
easier and then you’d probably get a lot more of a consistent approach.’
Strategic Maintenance Manager, county council

115

A common suggestion was for there to be more practical guidance available to dutyholders
on how to manage asbestos: providing examples of forms that should be used in
management plans and registers, for example. Other dutyholders wanted to learn from
examples of good practice and to be able to share information with other organisations
identified by the HSE as having robust systems. A small number suggested more step by step
guides or flowcharts on how to manage asbestos.
‘I’m sure it’s out there somewhere if you want to pay for it. The HSE could have a
basic register thing that you could download, simple [enough] that everybody could
comply with what they want. Quite difficult to know what the HSE are expecting. You
probably wouldn’t know until you end up in court.’
Head of Management Department, managing agent operating in domestic sector
9.5

EXTENDING THE DUTY TO DOMESTIC PREMISES

One of the aims of this research was to identify whether there is a need to extend the duty to
manage asbestos to include private areas of rented domestic premises. One method of
assessing this was by finding out what happens in these areas currently: whether asbestos is
being managed differently in these properties, and whether maintenance workers who work
in these premises are receiving information about asbestos.
Private landlords, however, were not included in this research, although managing agents do
represent private landlords to some degree.
9.5.1 Presence of asbestos in domestic premises
‘Domestic dutyholders’ (local authorities, managing agents, housing associations) were
asked to state the proportion of their private residential areas that contain asbestos (Table
9.2). There was a relatively high proportion (around 20 per cent across all the different
dutyholder types) who did not know, suggesting that a survey has not been conducted in
these areas.
Table 9.2: Estimates of the proportion of properties in which asbestos is
present in the private residential areas (‘domestic dutyholders’)
Local Authority %

Managing Agent %

Housing Association %

100%

3.0

1.0

0

80-99%

17.0

3.9

1.0

50-79%

23.0

16.5

3.0

20-49%

10.0

16.5

3.0

Less than 20%

22.0

38.8

24.0

None

6.0

5.8

45.0

Don’t know

19.0

17.5

24.0

Base (N)

100

103

100

Source: IES/Ipsos MORI survey of dutyholders, 2008

Local authorities reported the highest levels of asbestos − 43 per cent stated that asbestos
was present in more than half of their private areas. Housing associations were much less
likely than other ‘domestic dutyholders’ to believe there was asbestos present − 45 per cent
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felt there was none present in their private areas. The lower incidence of asbestos in housing
association properties may relate to the fact that these tended to be much smaller
organisations with a much smaller property portfolio. It is also important to bear in mind that
these are only the estimates of respondents and differences in responses could be due to them
managing different types of properties and/or having different levels of awareness about
their legal duties.
For local authorities, the proportion of asbestos believed to be present in private areas was
similar to that reported in communal areas. However, the housing association respondents
stated that there was a lower incidence of asbestos in their private areas than in their
communal areas.
9.5.2 Asbestos management in private areas
The majority of dutyholders from local authorities and managing agents believe that they
manage asbestos in a similar manner regardless of whether it is present in private residential
areas or communal areas covered by the duty (Table 9.3). However, just under a quarter of
local authorities and managing agents stated that asbestos was managed better in their
communal areas. The majority of housing associations (62 per cent) also reported that
asbestos management was the same in the two types of area, but 26 per cent did not know
how they compared, suggesting that this type of dutyholder is less clear about how asbestos
is managed in areas not covered by the duty.
When questioned why asbestos was managed better in the communal areas, the main reasons
given were: because private areas are not covered by the duty; the organisations have a duty
of care to their residents; and because it is not their responsibility to manage the private
areas. Some local authorities and some managing agents also stated how it is more difficult
to access private areas. However, it is important to bear in mind that these responses were
based on small numbers (just 25 local authorities, 26 managing agents and seven housing
associations) which is why percentages have not been provided.
Table 9.3: Whether dutyholders believe asbestos is managed in private
residential areas differently to communal areas
How well dutyholders feel they understand how to
manage asbestos
The same

Better in
communal areas

Better in
private areas

Don’t
know

Base
(N)

Local authority %

70.2

23.4

3.2

3.2

94

Managing Agent %

71.1

23.7

3.1

2.1

97

Housing Association %

61.8

12.7

-

25.5

55

Type of dutyholder

Source: IES/Ipsos MORI survey of dutyholders, 2008

9.5.3 Methods of domestic management
Face-to-face interviews with ‘domestic dutyholders’ allowed an opportunity to gather more
detail on how asbestos is managed in domestic rented properties.
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Surveying
Most of the public sector organisations such as housing associations and councils had
surveyed at least some of their domestic properties, even though they were aware that this
was not a legal requirement. In some cases they had chosen to survey a random cross-section
of their property stock, whilst in others they had deliberately targeted buildings identified as
higher risk – most risky due to their age. One organisation surveyed domestic properties
whenever they had the opportunity to do so (ie when they became vacant).
‘We’ve been doing surveys in void dwellings, empty dwellings, probably since at
least 1999, maybe ’98, something like that, so we’re probably getting on ten years
and we get, I think, about 400 void dwellings a year, so we have a fairly good picture
of what’s out there. We haven’t been in every dwelling obviously, but we’ve probably
been [in] somewhere between a third and a half.’
Managing Agent, responsible for council housing stock
‘It was a targeted survey of 92 units which were identified as being high risk and I
think they managed to get into about 30 per cent of them.’
Asset Manager, large housing association
The main reason given for surveying domestic properties was to prepare for property
refurbishments. The Housing Contracts Manager for a district council explained how they
had an ageing housing stock which was likely to require more and more repairs as time went
on. Two local authorities raised the Government’s 2010 Decent Homes Initiative, which
meant automatic refurbishment of many of their properties (including significant levels of
intrusive works like refitting kitchens). In these organisations asbestos surveys were being
carried out as part of the preparation for this work.
Those organisations that had not surveyed their domestic premises were more likely to be
private managing agents of blocks of flats or houses. Their reasons for not surveying were
usually that they felt that the responsibility lay with the householder.
Treating or removing asbestos
Generally, asbestos was only removed if it was located in a high risk area or in poor
condition (much the same as for non-domestic properties). In some cases, more asbestos was
removed than was immediately necessary in order to make future management easier.
‘Once we’d had the surveys done, we then discussed it with the blocks and what to
do. Where we found asbestos, most of it we tried to get rid of, because it’s simpler to
just get rid of it out of the way, but there are some places you can’t, like where it’s in
the Artex on the wall and the floor tiles, which nobody is going to pay to rip out at
this stage until such time as you redecorate.’
Head of Management Department, managing agent operating in domestic sector
9.5.4 Whether information on asbestos in private areas is provided to
maintenance workers
Maintenance workers were also asked about asbestos management in the private areas of
domestic properties, and specifically, whether they had been given information about the
possible presence of asbestos in these areas in the past 12 months. Only 26 per cent had been
given such information. This is substantially lower than the proportion being told about
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asbestos in non-domestic properties (43 per cent), which could indicate a direct effect of the
duty. As in the case of non-domestic areas, the likelihood of respondents being told about the
possible presence of asbestos in private domestic properties was significantly associated with
a number of factors (see Appendix 6, Table A6.15). Those least likely to be informed were
self-employed workers (or employers), and those who worked for smaller organisations.
There was no difference by occupational group.
Those who had worked on both domestic and some form of non-domestic premises in the
past year were also asked in which type of building they were most likely to come across
asbestos without being told. The most common view was that there was no difference (37
per cent), although roughly equal proportions felt that either domestic or non-domestic
properties posed more of a risk (33 per cent and 31 per cent respectively). However, this data
should be treated with some caution as the types of commercial buildings that respondents
worked in varied from person to person.
In the face-to-face interviews, dutyholders did not appear to consciously differentiate
between areas currently covered by the legislation and the rented domestic sector in the way
they provided information to maintenance workers, although it is clear that some were less
aware about the presence of asbestos in these areas. In fact, some understood asbestos
management in terms of a general duty to care to their employees or as a duty of care to the
tenants in their properties.
‘Over the years, people began to be concerned that they could be inadvertently
drilling into asbestos in their dwellings so they could be exposing their family to risk,
and I think that’s just not acceptable. I think we’ve got a duty of care to protect those
people, so we’ve always endeavoured to find out where it is.’
Managing Agent, responsible for council housing stock
However, some written forms of communication with maintenance workers which were
commonly used for communal areas (onsite registers/logs and passive labelling) were not
feasible options in the domestic areas. That is, workers could not access asbestos registers or
sign logs at the point of starting the maintenance job in a tenant’s home. Similarly, passive
labelling was not considered acceptable in people’s homes.
‘We manage it in exactly the same way: we don’t have a site log, there is no log on
site, there is no documentation to sign. But because we are using the same
contractors we have one rule that suits all, we manage it exactly the same way…they
are all our employees and they deserve the same protection as everyone else.’
Strategic Maintenance Manager, county council
In interviews with workers, several described how they were not informed about asbestos
risks in domestic properties (mainly in relation to owner occupied rather than rented
domestic properties) and put this down to residents not being aware of the risks themselves.
In some cases, maintenance workers described how they felt it was their duty to pass on
asbestos-related information to residents rather than the other way round as they felt that
they were much more likely to have this knowledge.
‘So it’s up to you if you come across it to tell them about it – the tradesman who’s
working in their house or anything can suddenly say, “Can we have a meeting?
You’ve got a dangerous substance in your property, until that’s removed I can’t do
nothing”.’
Managing Agent, responsible for council housing stock
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‘The householders are normally never aware. I normally tell them.’
General Manager, small hospice
9.5.5 Barriers to managing asbestos in domestic premises
Dutyholders who took part in face-to-face interviews described a range of barriers they face
in managing asbestos in domestic premises. Some of these are similar to the problems
encountered in non-domestic premises. Other barriers that were unique to, or more acute in,
domestic areas, focused on the difficulties of working with tenants/clients, and included:
■ difficulty gaining access to premises for surveys and removal work
■ non-acceptability of asbestos warning labels in homes
■ problems with storage of documentation
■ inability to control tenants’ behaviour
■ difficulties in persuading leaseholders to pay for works.
Dutyholders told of instances where residents would not allow surveyors access to
properties. They also told of the difficulty of putting asbestos labels in private dwellings due
to residents, understandably, finding these unappealing.
‘We’re looking at putting stickers on but it’s difficult. We can go in someone’s house
and put a sticker on, [but] they don’t appreciate it. I don’t think that’s a good idea
but we do it in industrial premises… you can do it in communal areas, but definitely
can’t do it in peoples houses. I don’t think they’d like that too much, [and] where am
I gonna stick it? You’ve got to put it somewhere where someone’s gonna see it.’
Property Services Co-ordinator, small housing association
Another barrier for managing asbestos in domestic properties was around the storage of
documentation such as asbestos registers, since dutyholders thought it inappropriate to keep
registers in peoples’ homes. This had caused difficulties in a county council which employed
maintenance workers to cover both domestic and non-domestic properties. The dutyholder in
this organisation explained that workers were trained to follow the same procedures in all
types of buildings, including referring to the asbestos log when they arrive on site, but that
these resources were not available in private dwellings. There was also a concern that even
where asbestos had been identified and tenants informed, there was no guarantee that they
would behave safely around it.
‘There is not a single solution for everything, so it depends on the issue − there might
be access issues, there might be condition issues, there might be all sorts of issues
but we don’t have a log for obvious reasons because it would be unrealistic to expect
a domestic person to have to log in the house. So we manage the information as best
we can.’
Strategic Maintenance Manager, county council
The interviewee from a domestic property agent told of a tenant who had decided to carry
out DIY renovations in her property which involved knocking down walls containing
asbestos. She had not informed the agency of her plans, or given any information on how she
had carried out the task or disposed of the asbestos.
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‘They knocked walls down without telling anyone. She also nicked all the asbestos
and nobody knows where it went. We only found out when we got in there about a
month ago. We’ve no idea where that went.’
Head of Management Department, managing agent operating in domestic sector
A couple of managing agents also mentioned the difficulty of trying to persuade residents (or
leaseholders) to pay for asbestos works, and how their clients often viewed this as an
unnecessary cost. The complexity of the legislation on who is responsible for maintenance in
leasehold properties was felt to make it difficult for these managing agents to persuade their
clients to pay for the works.
‘The big problem is that people don’t want to pay for it. It’s the report stage and then
removing the asbestos, because you always have the little old ladies in saying, “I’ve
lived here for 80 years and I’m perfectly all right”. That’s the attitude you get.
People don’t want to spend money they don’t have to. And a lot of the cases it’s not
something they can see.’
Head of Management Department, managing agent operating in domestic sector
9.5.6 Views on extending the duty to include private rented domestic areas
With the possibility of extending the duty, it is interesting to determine how dutyholders
view this potential change. It is clear that the majority of dutyholders participating in the
survey do not believe that extending the duty will make any difference to the way that they
manage asbestos in private areas of domestic rented premises (Figure 9.6). An extension to
the duty could have a greater impact on housing associations, as this was the group most
likely to feel that changes to the duty would make a difference to how they manage asbestos
in these areas.
The different responses of the booster samples may be accounted for by the different
professional focus of each group, whilst local authorities and managing agents are likely to
manage some public or commercial properties. However, housing associations are more
likely to be solely concerned with domestic premises and therefore extending the regulation
to include private areas of domestic premises would have the most impact on them.
In the face-to-face interviews, when dutyholders were asked what they thought would be the
implications of extending the duty to include rented domestic properties, most talked about
the amount of extra work it would entail in terms of organising surveys. For example, an
interviewee from a county council said that the number of surveys they would need to do
would jump from 300 to 3,000, and was concerned there would not be enough approved
surveyors to carry out this task. Another council worker thought it would be difficult to carry
out surveys of all their housing stock because it would mean imposing on people’s private
homes.
‘I think it would be almost impossible for us to adequately manage the risk, because
it would require us to actually sort of impinge on people’s residencies a lot more
than we do at the moment.’
Asset Manager, large housing association
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Figure 9.6: Proportion of ‘domestic dutyholders’ that believe extending they
duty to private areas of domestic premises would affect how asbestos is
managed in those areas
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Source: IES/Ipsos MORI survey of dutyholders, 2008

Other dutyholders talked about the difficulties involved in making sure all maintenance
workers are informed about asbestos before they start work, simply because of the volume of
maintenance work being carried out on domestic properties. However, these jobs often
involve minor repairs carried out by caretakers who may be less likely to be aware of the
need to ask for asbestos information than maintenance workers. Thus, despite being
problematic, changes to the regulations could help to protect a group of potentially
vulnerable workers.
‘If it required a log to be signed each time a contractor went to site, then yes, it
would have an impact because some of the caretakers in particular, whilst they are
good at their jobs, are not necessarily good at reading and writing, some are foreign,
so there would be problem then getting them to understand the issues and I dare say
a lot of them do their own maintenance, so we might not pick up all the work that is
going on − DIY people, decorating and then decoration − you have no idea what they
are doing. They wouldn’t understand the need to ask first, so I see huge problems
there if that was brought into the same regulation.’
Strategic Maintenance Manager, county council
Most dutyholders therefore felt that extending the legislation would be unworkable in
practice. However, one managing agent welcomed a change in the legislation, which he said
would help him persuade his superiors to take asbestos in the communal areas more
seriously.
‘All these properties are residential properties and therefore trying to get directors
to be persuaded that the legislation applies to the common areas of residential blocks
is quite difficult. They will look at the heading of the Act and say it doesn’t apply to
us, it’s a factory or an office or whatever and therefore doesn’t apply for a
residential building.’
Partner, management consultancy with some property investments
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In contrast to dutyholders, many maintenance workers interviewed would welcome
regulations which include private areas of domestic properties. Such an extension was felt to
be of potential benefit not only to themselves but also the general public who need to be
more aware of dangers they face when doing their own refurbishments and DIY. However, a
number of workers recognised that it would be very hard to regulate the duty in the private
domestic sector in practice.
‘I’d love to see the whole private sector covered, but how do you make a customer
pay VAT? How do you stop the black market, how do you stop the Polish workers
working in the black market? How do you do everything? You know it’s there but you
can’t do anything about it.’
Employee of small building contracting company, mostly non-domestic LA work
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CHAPTER 10: CONCLUSIONS
10.1 LIMITATIONS OF THE EVALUATION
Information about the costs incurred by dutyholders was difficult to obtain, and isolating
the impact of the duty without access to baseline information was not possible. Despite
these limitations, however, this evaluation does suggest that the presence of the duty has
affected dutyholder and worker behaviour.
This research was able to address some but not all of its objectives. Despite significant
resources deployed in the design and execution of the survey instruments and efforts to
ensure that suitably informed respondents were involved, using telephone surveys to collect
reliable and robust information on the scale of asbestos present in buildings and the costs
incurred by dutyholders in asbestos management failed. This is because dutyholders simply
do not know the answers to these questions. It is therefore clear that different methods must
be used to find out this information in future. One possibility is using a case study approach
where selected employers are required to keep ongoing information, perhaps in the form of a
diary. Asking them to provide retrospective data, in a format in which they do not normally
collect it, does not work. Another problem is the way that the current RIA relies on
information being presented in a format which dutyholders do not use in real life to calculate
their costs.
Isolating the ‘true’ impact of any new duty relies on the presence of baseline information on
performance measures prior to the introduction of the duty, in order that changes to these
measures can be assessed at some point after the duty has been introduced. Even then,
determining precisely what happened as a result of the duty, over and above what would
have happened anyway, is extremely difficult. In this case, establishing what would have
happened in the absence of the duty has not been possible.
However, there are some indicators that awareness of the duty is linked to more compliant
behaviours. Awareness of the duty is high and consistently associated with better asbestos
management amongst dutyholders and with greater awareness about the presence of asbestos
amongst workers. Information is also more likely to be passed on to workers when
dutyholders are aware of their responsibilities.
10.2 LEVELS OF COMPLIANCE
Dutyholders are finding some aspects of the duty difficult, including formulating
management plans, adequately recording their actions and effectively monitoring the
condition of ACMs within their properties on an ongoing basis.
10.2.1 Awareness of the duty
Most dutyholders and workers are aware of the duty, in fact, many believe that it extends
even further than it actually does. Awareness of the duty and/or contact with guidance/
campaigns are consistently associated with better asbestos management procedures amongst
dutyholders and with greater asbestos awareness amongst workers.
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10.2.2 Risk identification
Few organisations carry out initial desk research to highlight potential asbestos risks by
seeking the advice of builders or other professionals. The vast majority of those who did
engage in such research found the process to be useful and beneficial. However, the
experiences of many dutyholders are that they immediately opt for a Type 2 survey, not
believing that they have the knowledge they need to conduct a Type 1.
There are also indications that some dutyholders are underestimating the scale of the
problem. Almost half of those stating that their premises held no asbestos, for example, had
not conducted a survey to determine this for certain.
Different types of dutyholder vary in terms of the extent to which they believe asbestos is a
real issue for them. There is a clear split in views between local authorities and managing
agents on the one hand, almost all of whom believe that at least some of their premises
contain asbestos, and the representative sample of dutyholders and those from housing
associations, amongst which just over 60 per cent believe that none of their premises contain
asbestos.
10.2.3 Written plans
When surveyed, almost without exception, dutyholders believed that they have a
comprehensive management plan in place. Out of 20 companies visited, 12 did not have a
management plan, although there were also examples of good practice. There is still some
confusion regarding the difference between management plans and registers or survey
reports, and while dutyholders may believe they have a full management plan, this may
actually focus only on some properties or fail to set out what future actions need to be taken.
Also, whilst many may be following, broadly, correct procedures, the extent to which these
are formally documented varies substantially.
A sizeable minority of dutyholders admit that they do not know how to manage asbestos
effectively and that they can be confused by the requirements of different lease arrangements
or by buildings of different ages.
The documentation that is available is frequently difficult to physically access meaning that
it can be difficult for workers to find the information they need even when it is available.
Good practice amongst some larger employers was exemplified by the use of electronic
databases, made available to all contractors, which ensure that full disclosure occurs prior to
the start of every job. There could be advantages to providing examples of such databases for
wider use.
10.2.4 Monitoring and reviews
Amongst the representative sample, there also seems to be some issues regarding the review
of ACMs. The survey demonstrated that one in ten didn’t know how regularly reviews took
place, and the same number admitted that reviews never take place. Site visits revealed that
only seven out of 20 organisations were monitoring the condition of ACMs, and that
documentation of reviews (eg dates and signatures) was poor. It would seem, therefore, that
this aspect of the duty needs to be better emphasised.
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10.2.5 Management/removal
Overall, dutyholders are confident about their ability to manage asbestos, although a sizeable
minority (around 20 per cent) of respondents from housing associations and from the
representative sample of dutyholders admitted they did not really understand how to manage
asbestos well. Often, removal was preferred over management, being seen as a simpler
and/or cheaper option.
Local authorities and managing agents were the most likely, by some way, to have engaged
in removal activities. They were also far more likely to feel that they had more removal work
to do, whereas a sizeable proportion of the representative sample and housing associations
felt that their removal works had completely dealt with the problem. Removal activity tends
to be focused on high risk areas when they are identified as such by a survey, although some
dutyholders are taking an overly cautious approach, removing asbestos even when there is no
evidence that this is necessary. For some large, public sector organisations, the costs of this
are extremely high and need to be better managed. There is evidence of wide-scale reliance
on consultants in asbestos management (and planning), mainly due to perceptions amongst
dutyholders that they lack the confidence or skills necessary to adopt good or compliant
practice.
10.2.6 Sharing information
When asbestos is perceived to be present, the majority of dutyholders do believe that they
are passing on information, particularly ‘domestic dutyholders’. Where information is not
being passed on, this is generally because dutyholders are unaware of the need to do so.
There is therefore a need to clarify the terms of the duty with dutyholders (particularly those
not responsible for public buildings).
The proportions of workers who report receiving information on jobs they work on, and the
proportion of dutyholders who report passing on that information are almost identical.
However, workers are less likely to feel they receive information directly from dutyholders
than dutyholders are to think that they provide it in this way. The longer the chain of
communication between dutyholder and worker, the more opportunity there is for
information transfer to fail. Only half of workers felt that they trusted their clients to pass on
reliable information about the presence of asbestos on sites.
Despite this, workers rarely proactively ask for information about asbestos, although many
dutyholders expect them to do so, and few appear to actively engage in a two-way process of
information sharing.
10.3 FACTORS AFFECTING COMPLIANCE
Barriers to effective compliance tend to be related to both a lack of skills/knowledge or
awareness in how to deal effectively with asbestos, and to difficulties/costs in getting
access to, or removing, asbestos, particularly where tenants are disrupted.
The main barriers to managing asbestos amongst the representative sample were a lack of
knowledge, a lack of awareness of the regulations or skills in asbestos management and the
costs associated with removal. Amongst local authorities, a common problem was gaining
access to premises, and managing agents were concerned about how much time the process
of asbestos management could take. In interviews, individual dutyholders raised a range of
other issues, including how difficult it can be to access properties without causing disruption
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to the business activities of those using them, as well as dealing with the negative views of
the public and, in some cases, workers. Some dutyholders simply felt that, without surveying
every inch of their properties, they would never have complete confidence that they had
identified all the potentially hazardous areas.
Some dutyholders do appear to be struggling to understand and implement the duty. A
number of these suggested that the use of good practice examples and case studies, which set
out in detail how other companies have approached the issue, would be helpful. In compiling
such materials, however, care needs to be taken to address a range of different property
types, lease arrangements and dutyholder situations, so that individuals can easily relate
them to their own situation.
10.4 IMPACT ON MAINTENANCE WORKERS
From a worker perspective, there have been noticeable improvements in practice since
the introduction of the Duty.
Workers do appear to have a constructive attitude towards the asbestos risk, although some
younger workers may not be taking the risks seriously enough. Around half of workers
believe that most of them will be exposed to unsafe levels of asbestos at some time, but over
three-quarters believe that by being careful at work they can reduce their propensity to be
exposed. Despite this, there is little evidence that workers pro-actively seek information
about asbestos in relation to their work sites. Workers may benefit from some clear and
simple guidance about what information they should expect to receive and what demands
they can reasonably make of their clients to encourage greater pro-activity.
Half of workers have heard of the Duty, and around one-third of these had found out through
some form of training. Around half also noticed a difference in the way that they receive
information since the duty came into effect. Awareness of the duty was also associated with
a greater likelihood of being told about the presence of asbestos on work sites. However, one
in five workers do not trust their clients ‘at all’ to pass on reliable information about the
presence of asbestos. Focusing on the role that contracting firms play would help
information transfer between dutyholders and workers as there is some evidence that it is
through these chains that communication can break down.
10.5 ESTIMATING COSTS
It was not possible to revisit the assumptions of the Regulatory Impact Assessment (RIA)
as part of this evaluation as dutyholders kept imprecise or incomplete records of the time
and resources expended on asbestos management/removal.
Given the difficulties dutyholders have in recalling information on costs, mainly due to poor
recording systems or a lack of facilities to isolate the costs of asbestos from other types of
maintenance work, this research has not been able to provide comprehensive information on
the costs associated with asbestos management for a large enough sample for the results to
be meaningful. However, what we do know is that only a quarter of the representative
sample of dutyholders had paid for any services or equipment to help them manage or
remove asbestos since 2004, and just 40 per cent had spent any time in managing asbestos in
their properties. Local authorities and housing associations, however, spend both more time
and money on asbestos management than other types of dutyholder.
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The average amount of money spent on asbestos management was affected by some very
high outliers (ie organisations that had spent far more than other companies, such as one
local authority that had spent over a million pounds in the previous year), but the median
costs equated to just less than £5,000 per company, and around £50 per building. There was
a similar situation with regard to hours spent, with some companies spending a very large
number of hours. The median hours spent were 16 per company, and less than one per
building. Working out what to do with asbestos cost companies as much as conducting
surveys. Only around a half of companies felt that these costs represented a financial burden;
however, it is unclear from this data whether organisations are investing what they should to
effectively tackle the problem.
10.6 EXTENDING THE DUTY
There is limited evidence that an extension to the duty is necessary, as many stakeholders
already believe that private residential areas are covered (either under Regulation 4 or a
general duty of care). There were some reservations expressed about whether such an
extension could in fact work in practice in private domestic areas. Workers would be
supportive of an extension, but dutyholders fear that the additional work involved could
be overwhelming for them in terms of notifying workers about a broader range of works
and across a larger number of buildings.
The majority of ‘domestic dutyholders’ believe that they already manage asbestos as well in
the private residential areas as they do in the communal areas, although around a quarter
admit that the communal areas are better managed. Despite it not being a legal requirement,
many public sector organisations had already surveyed at least some of their domestic
property stock, some choosing a random sample of properties to survey, others targeted
higher risk or vacant properties. There was, however, a clear difference in the extent to
which workers were informed about asbestos in private areas − 26 per cent received
information compared to 43 per cent of those being told about asbestos in non-domestic
areas. This may be due, in part, to the practical difficulties of keeping information such as
asbestos registers in people’s homes. Also, passive labelling in private areas is not common
or acceptable practice.
All three types of ‘domestic dutyholders’ felt that extending the duty to the private areas of
domestic premises would impact on the way in which they managed asbestos, particularly
housing associations which are primarily focused on managing domestic property. However,
there were concerns that extending the duty would involve considerable extra work. For
example, by conducting a greater number of surveys or ensuring that a greater number of
maintenance workers (involved in a broader range of minor works) were kept informed
about asbestos. Maintenance workers, however, seem positive about extending the duty, but
recognised the work involved for their clients. There was, perhaps unsurprisingly, little
support for greater enforcement activities. Both workers and dutyholders therefore have
some concerns about the extent of changes to the duty and what this would mean for them in
practical terms. It would be useful to address their specific concerns in guidance
accompanying any extension of the duty. Some specific issues, such as how to adapt
labelling procedures and store information on site, will also have to be considered in any
extension to the duty.
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10.7 FUTURE RESEARCH
Future work might focus on: including the views of private landlords and consultants;
using different methods to collect real time cost data; more objective assessments of
compliance levels and the presence of asbestos (eg through surveying or reviewing of
dutyholder surveys on a larger scale) in UK building stock.
Identifying dutyholders for this research was time consuming and costly, but still, this
evaluation does not include private landlords, who were outside the scope of this evaluation.
It may therefore be useful in future to consider how best to configure research which allows
their views to be included in an assessment of the impact of the duty to manage.
In addition, the records of dutyholders on costs are somewhat limited and many are simply
unable to provide the level of detail we would like in order to be able to answer all the
evaluation questions. It has therefore not been possible to fully explore the assumptions
made in the RIA. Future research may also therefore benefit from a more detailed evaluation
of costs and benefits, but this would require the use of different and specific methodology
(eg detailed diary-based case studies which ask cost data to be collected on an ongoing, realtime basis). It is unlikely, however, that dutyholders will be able to record data which
directly relates to the size of properties in the way that the RIA calculates costs.
A greater acknowledgement of the role that consultants play in the process of asbestos
management and removal will also be necessary to develop a fuller picture, not just of the
costs involved, but also the processes. Similarly, a more objective assessment of the levels of
asbestos present in buildings (eg through conducting surveys or reviewing dutyholder
surveys) would be likely to provide a more accurate picture of the scale of the remaining
problem.
It is also important to note that, with the use of a survey methodology, particularly on such
an emotive subject as asbestos, respondents are likely to give socially desirable answers
which put them in a positive light. In this case, the additional qualitative research
components (namely face-to-face interviews and the use of site visits to review
documentation) allowed the research to test out survey responses. Future survey work
should, therefore, either consider ways to encourage more open/honest responses and/or
continue to include the use of in-depth face-to-face work. Solely focusing on quantitative,
but subjective, measures of compliance would be counterproductive in understanding actual
practice in asbestos management.
10.8 KEY POINTS
There are a number of key points emerging from the evaluation.
1. Does awareness of the duty help compliance? Awareness of the duty is consistently
associated with better management practice. It is not clear whether those dutyholders who
were already engaging in good practice were simply more likely to have found out about
the Duty, or whether awareness of the duty in itself has actually led to better practices
being introduced. Without a ‘true’ impact evaluation, isolating the effect of the duty is not
possible.
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2. Is the duty working in changing behaviours? The indicators that are available do
suggest that the duty is working, however. For example:
□ Around half of workers believe that the introduction of the duty has led to noticeable
improvements in work practices.
□ Workers in non-domestic properties are more likely to be told about the presence of
asbestos than those that work on domestic properties.
□ Most dutyholders believe that the duty has impacted on how they manage asbestos,
particularly those that manage domestic properties.
□ Legislation and the fear of prosecution are both key drivers in dutyholders’ decisions
to actively manage asbestos.
3. Are dutyholders compliant? Dutyholders generally believe that they are compliant with
the Duty, but often lack the knowledge required to make a valid assessment of this. Many
dutyholders have only a limited understanding of what constitutes a management plan,
and lack confidence in their ability to effectively manage asbestos, leading some to opt
for expensive removal even when this might not be the most cost effective solution.
Reliance on consultants for support in managing asbestos is common, but ongoing risk
monitoring is not, and this element of the duty requires greater emphasis.
4. Do workers know about the Duty? Half of workers are aware of the Duty. However,
they need a more explicit knowledge of the duty and what this means for them before
they are likely to take a proactive role in sharing information about asbestos. They would
benefit from greater clarity on the type of information they should expect to receive (and
share) about asbestos on their work sites, where this information should come from and
what role they can be expected to play themselves.
5. Should the duty be extended? There is some support for an extension of the duty,
although dutyholders and workers both fear the additional work that this could involve
and are resistant to greater enforcement activity. Some specific issues, such as how to
adapt labelling procedures and store information on site, will also have to be considered
in any extension.
6. Next steps?
□ Both workers and dutyholders would benefit from clear, concise examples of what
constitutes good practice. However, these would have to be relevant to a wide range of
different properties and arrangements to be most effective.
□ Any expansion to the duty would need to deal with worker and dutyholder concerns
about business burden and a number of specific issues which do not apply to nondomestic properties.
□ Additional investigative work could be done to:
• determine the costs incurred by dutyholders, and the extent to which these are
‘necessary’ (ie whether they could actually have been avoided or reduced by taking
alternative steps in the management process)
• provide a more accurate estimate of the scale of the remaining asbestos problem in
UK buildings
• offer an objective assessment of dutyholder compliance on a larger scale.
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INTRODUCTION
Exposure to asbestos is one of the major causes of occupationally related death from illhealth. The groups now most at risk of exposure are individuals working to maintain
buildings that still contain asbestos. To help protect these workers from future exposure, the
HSE has introduced an explicit Duty to Manage asbestos in non-domestic premises. The
duty requires dutyholders to take steps to identify the location and condition of materials
likely to contain asbestos, keep records on this, have a risk register and management plan,
and pass on such information to workers who are liable to work on or disturb asbestos
containing materials in their premises. The HSE has a commitment to provide evidence of
the impact of the duty which informs any decision on extending the scope of the regulations
(eg to domestic premises).
EVALUATION AIMS
This research aimed to evaluate the impact of this duty so far, and more specifically to:
■ establish levels of compliance with the Duty
■ establish the extent to which compliance by dutyholders has brought about improved
work practices among maintenance workers
■ re-assess the assumptions made in the Regulatory Impact Assessment (RIA) which
accompanied the introduction of the regulations about costs/benefits of the duty
■ identify/investigate factors influencing dutyholders’ compliance with the Duty and
examine any barriers to compliance
■ determine the proportion of non-domestic and domestic rented premises which contain
asbestos and the rate at which this is being removed.
RESEARCH APPROACH
The main elements of this research involved:
■ A telephone survey of 1,000 dutyholders. This included 700 dutyholders which were
broadly representative of the population of dutyholders in Great Britain, and an additional
100 interviews each with dutyholders from local authority housing departments,
managing agents and housing associations.
■ A random survey of 500 maintenance workers who work in the building and maintenance
trades or in cable installation, and who do not work solely on new build projects.
■ In-depth face-to-face interviews with 20 maintenance workers and 20 dutyholders, and
site visits to 20 dutyholders to provide an objective assessment of their compliance.
ABOUT THIS DOCUMENT
This document accompanies the main research output of the evaluation described above. It
provides a range of information for those wanting further information on the approaches
taken in the research. The different sections are as follows:
■ Appendix 1 provides details of the methods used in the research (this accompanies
information given as Chapter 1 in the main research output). It also provides further
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details on the response rates achieved in the different surveys, and the definition of
‘maintenance worker’ used in the research.
■ Appendix 2 is a full copy of the questions used in the dutyholder survey.
■ Appendix 3 is a full copy of the questions used in the maintenance worker survey.
■ Appendix 4 presents the full results of regression analyses conducted to determine which
of a range of factors was most important in determining a number of different outcomes
using survey data.
■ Appendix 5 gives the details of the dutyholders involved in the site visits.
■ Appendix 6 gives data tables which, for reasons of brevity, were not included in the main
report.
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APPENDIX 1: FURTHER DETAILS ABOUT THE RESEARCH
METHODS USED
EARLY INTERVIEWS
Using the results of the review, two initial drafts of survey instruments were designed.
Cognitive interviewing was used to test the format and appropriateness of the questions in
these drafts and was conducted with three dutyholders and three maintenance workers. A
check was also conducted with these individuals to ensure that key topic areas were being
adequately covered. This process provided useful feedback used in designing the final
surveys.
SCOPING PHASE
The dutyholder survey was targeted at individuals with responsibility for overseeing or
managing the maintenance or repair of premises, both in commercial, public and rented
domestic premises (common areas only). Due to different responsibility arrangements in
different premises, it is not always clear with whom this responsibility lies. For this reason it
was necessary to undertake exploratory qualitative research, involving semi-structured
telephone interviews with 15 dutyholders (six in the domestic sector, six in the private sector
and three in the public sector), before commencing the main telephone research.
These were used to establish:
■ the most appropriate person to interview in the survey and the range of possible job titles
■ where this person was likely to be based – at site, at HQ, external/subcontractor
■ the best method to sample dutyholders and the type of screening questions required
■ the number of attempts required to identify the correct person (to help with costing this
element).
The sample used for the scoping phase included organisations that agreed to be re-contacted
from the FIT 3 Wave 2 survey.
DESIGN OF THE DUTYHOLDER SURVEY
The surveys were designed in order to allow the evaluation to make statistically reliable
comparisons between two or more groups. The sample frame was randomly drawn from the
Experian Business Database and stratified by size of organisations (ie number of employees)
and industry sector, representing the overall profile of organisations in Great Britain.1 Quotas
were set to ensure coverage of both large and small organisations. The survey was conducted
at the level of establishment rather than enterprise, as the focus was on practices at selected
sites (as opposed to organisational policy).

1

Profile taken from ONS analysis showing the Count of UK VAT and/or PAYE based Local Units in Great
Britain, England, Scotland and Wales by Specified SIC2003 Section Groupings by Specified Employee Size
Band.
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The sample of dutyholders also included three booster samples (each of 100 participants)
covering managing agents (which cover private landlords), housing associations and local
authority housing departments. These boosters were included as the Duty to Manage also
covers the communal areas of domestic rented premises such as halls, stairwells, lift shafts
and roof spaces.
Prior to the main stage, the survey was piloted in 50 telephone interviews.
The adjusted response rate for the survey (excluding all calls to ‘ineligible’ establishments)
was 50 per cent. For more technical details on the dutyholder survey please refer to
Appendix 2.
Survey content
The final survey for dutyholders covered the following topic areas (see Appendix 2 for the
full version):
■ Background information on the establishment and respondent (eg job role, type of
business, types of buildings on premises).
■ How maintenance work is organised (eg who tenders, who supervises workers on the
premises).
■ Awareness of presence of asbestos in the premises (and proportion of premises with
asbestos).
■ How asbestos is managed in premises (including specific activities undertaken in relation
to each step of the regulations).
■ What information on asbestos is provided to maintenance workers, how and at what
stage, and perceived responses of maintenance workers to information on asbestos.
■ Awareness and understanding of the Duty to Manage.
■ Awareness of HSE guidance/involvement in HSE campaigns and other communication
activities (eg Partnership Network) on asbestos and views on these.
■ Costs incurred in managing asbestos.
■ If have private rented domestic premises (currently not included under the duty), how
asbestos is currently managed in these properties and views on whether the duty should
be extended to cover domestic properties.
■ Confidence in, and motivations for, managing asbestos.
■ Views on the barriers to compliance and future support required.
Updating the cost and benefit assumptions of the RIA
One of the key aims of this research was to update the cost/benefit assumptions of the RIA.
Dutyholders were asked to identify the costs incurred in managing asbestos in their premises
(both one-off fees and time spent by the participants and colleagues). In addition to asking
for a total figure, the costs involved in paying for different elements of compliance were also
covered.
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Dutyholders were asked to discuss the costs involved in:
■ familiarisation with the duty
■ initial desk work
■ surveys (Type 1, 2 or 3)
■ remediation (eg recording, encapsulating, removing)
■ management – both initial and final year.
MAINTENANCE WORKER SURVEY
Numbers were generated using Random Digit Dialling (RDD). This involved approaching a
random selection of households by telephone and conducting a ‘screener’ interview with
individuals to establish if there is an eligible person within the household. The telephone
numbers are generated using RDD. Given the methodology it was not possible to stratify the
sample, but the random nature of the approach provided workers from a range of different
establishment sizes (micro, small, medium and large) and crucially, included both selfemployed and employed individuals.
Interviews were conducted with individuals who responded to the screening survey that they
‘worked in the building and maintenance trades or who work in cable installation’. In
addition, and in line with the dutyholders survey, a screening survey was also employed to
exclude maintenance workers that work solely on new build projects or buildings built since
2000 (as they would be highly unlikely to have come into contact with asbestos through such
work). However, maintenance workers who work on domestic projects were included. Prior
to the main stage, a pilot survey was carried out by telephone with 50 participants, to test the
contact procedures, strike rate, question wording, and assess the average interview length.
Overall, 2.3 per cent of the total eligible sample resulted in an interview.
Survey content
The final survey for maintenance workers covered the following topic areas:
■ Work characteristics (eg trade, whether employee/self-employed, whether part of an inhouse maintenance department, length of time in construction, size of company, types of
premises worked on).
■ Perceived contact with ACMs in their work, and levels of asbestos currently present in
buildings.
■ Information about asbestos contained in buildings they work on (when, how and from
whom).
■ Typical responses when they are informed of asbestos, including protective measures
adopted when working with asbestos and any costs incurred.
■ Typical responses if they suspect or discover asbestos.
■ Locus of control variables – ie the extent to which they feel able/confident to protect
themselves against exposure to asbestos.
■ Awareness and understanding of the Duty to Manage.
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■ Whether they find out about asbestos in domestic properties.
■ Views on the barriers to working safely with asbestos and effective communication
between dutyholders and workers, and future support required.
A full version of this survey is presented as Appendix 3.
SURVEY ANALYSIS
Survey data from both surveys was analysed using SPSS and STATA software. This
included initially outlining the characteristics of the sample respondents, broken down by
various sub-groups.
Weighting
The maintenance worker sample was not weighted. The population data available, which
would have been the Labour Force Survey (LFS), was not sufficiently comparable to the
achieved sample to allow weighting. The main differences were that the sample data
excluded individuals working solely on new builds (the LFS contains all those working in
construction), and focused on size of company rather than size of establishment (the latter of
which is covered by the LFS). The random digit dialling method was also felt to provide a
sufficiently representative sample, given the parameters of the research, such that weighting
was not necessary.
The representative sample for the dutyholder survey data (consisting of 700 establishments)
was weighted by size. For analysis purposes and presentation of results we divided the
sample into two main groups:
1. Subset A, the representative sample: 700 establishments comprising a range of
dutyholders (by size, sector, non-domestic/domestic). This was checked for
representativeness against the March 2007 extract of the Inter-Departmental Business
Register (IDBR), which is a list of UK businesses maintained by the Office for National
Statistics and which includes counts for both VAT and/or PAYE based units. A weight
was applied to address differences in size between the sample and population data.
2. Subset B, the domestic dutyholder sample: comprising of three booster samples of 100
managing agents, 100 housing associations and 100 local authorities (housing
departments only). These have not been weighted and the samples have been treated
independently.
The descriptive analysis of responses to different questions, broken down into various
subgroups, formed the next stage of analysis. Simple univariate tests of association or
difference were conducted. The final stage involved the use of multivariate tests. These
attempt, analytically, to ensure that ‘true’ differences are estimated, controlling for other
characteristics. The tests used in this case were logistic regressions. Appendix 4 provides full
details on the regression analyses and interpretation of these findings.
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TECHNICAL DETAILS ON THE SURVEYS
Dutyholder survey
Target, achieved and profile
The following table illustrates the overall target and achieved number of interviews for the
main and the booster sample. The last two columns show the actual profile for size band for
the representative sample (based on ONS profile, March 2007). As can be seen, the actual
quotas set and interviews achieved for the representative sample differ to the national profile
on size band (deliberately so), which means that the final survey data had to be weighted to
correct for these differences.
Table A1.1: Targets, achieved and profile
Interviews
Representative sample

Quota (N)

Micro (1-9 employees)

400

Small (10-49 employees)

Actual (N)

Actual (%)

Profile (%)

371

53

80

100

102

15

16

Medium (50-249 employees)

100

107

15

3

Large (250+ employees)

100

117

17

1

Total

700

697

100

100

Local authorities

100

100

33

Managing agents

100

100

33

Housing associations

100

103

34

Total

300

303

100

1,000

1,000

100

Booster sample

Grand Total

100

Source: Ipsos MORI, 2008

Screening section
The screening questions at the start of the survey were aimed to help the interviewer to
determine the appropriate person who has overall responsibility for maintenance and repair
work, ie the dutyholder. In some instances, the interviewer needed to go through these
questions a few times in order to get to the correct person, in particular where responsibility
for maintenance had been outsourced to an external company, or maintenance was arranged
at Head Office level. On average, one or two referrals were needed to reach the dutyholder.
Response rate
As this is a quota survey, it is not possible to calculate a response rate in the same way as a
random probability sample. Instead, a detailed breakdown of the sample supplied is
presented in Table A1.2. As can be seen, out of a total of 6,526 leads, 2,931 leads were
‘ineligible’. Overall, 50 per cent of the total eligible sample resulted in an interview.
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Table A1.2: Final sample status – dutyholders survey
Total
Total sample issued

6,526

Achieved interviews

1,000
1

Unadjusted response rate
2

Adjusted response rate

15%
50%

Eligible sample
Achieved interviews

1,000

Refusal

1,007

Total eligible sample

2,007

Ineligible sample
Incorrect telephone number3
Ineligible for the survey

4

5

Other ineligible

758
1,294
879

Total ineligible sample

2,931

Not needed – target achieved

1,588

1

Unadjusted response rate is the number of achieved interviews over the total number of leads
issued.

2

Adjusted response rate is the number of achieved interviews over the total number of leads issued
once the ineligible and unused leads have been removed.

3

The number given in the sample supplied to Ipsos MORI was not the correct number for the
establishment.
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These contacts were either out of quota, and so were not contacted, or they were contacted, but did
not pass the screening questions, eg if their buildings were built post 2000 or did not manage
domestic properties etc.

5

This category includes the following outcomes: engaged; no reply; lead called maximum number of
times.

Source: Ipsos MORI, 2008

Maintenance worker survey
Definition of a maintenance worker
The professions within this definition included:
■ Electricians
■ Carpenter and joiners
■ Plumbers/heating engineers
■ Painter and decorators
■ Telephone/IT installers
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■ Builders
■ General operatives/labourers
■ Asbestos removal specialists
■ Glaziers/window fitters/glazing fitters
■ Plasterers
■ Building surveyors
■ Lift engineers
■ Structural engineers
■ Interior fitters
■ Roofers
■ Shop fitters
■ Floorers/carpet fitters/wall tillers
■ General maintenance workers/ handymen.
Respondents with the following professions were excluded as they were considered
ineligible for the purpose of this survey:
■ Quantity or chartered surveyors
■ Construction workers on new build properties, and
■ Stone masons.
Interviewers were also asked to check whether the occupation of the respondent was related
to the disturbance of asbestos if they did not fall into any of the above categories.
Response rates
A detailed breakdown of the sample supplied is presented in Table A1.3. Overall, 2.3 per
cent of the total eligible sample resulted in an interview.
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Table A1.3: Final sample status – maintenance workers survey
Total
Total sample issued

166,676

Achieved interviews

510
1

Unadjusted response rate
2

Adjusted response rate

0.3%
2.3%

Eligible sample
Achieved interviews

510

Refusal

21,424

Total eligible sample

21,934

Ineligible sample
Incorrect telephone number3
Ineligible for the survey

4

5

Other ineligible

55,042
57,159
31,096

Total ineligible sample
Not needed – target achieved

143,297
1,445

1

Unadjusted response rate is the number of achieved interviews over the total number of leads
issued.

2

Adjusted response rate is the number of achieved interviews over the total number of leads issued
once the ineligible and unused leads have been removed.

3

The number given in the RDD sample supplied to Ipsos MORI was not a residential telephone
number.

4

These were where respondents were screened out as they did not meet the eligibility criteria.

5

This category includes the following outcomes: engaged; no reply; lead called maximum number of
times.

Source: Ipsos MORI, 2008

OTHER DATA SOURCES
Interviews
The 20 face-to-face discussions with dutyholders and 20 interviews with maintenance
workers focused on the survey topics, but in more depth, probing individuals on their
motivations and the reasoning behind decisions being taken, and on barriers to good practice.
All interviews were transcribed by a professional transcription service to provide an accurate
account of the interview, and analysed using Atlas.ti software.
Dutyholders
Dutyholders were selected who could discuss managing asbestos and informing maintenance
workers about its presence from direct experience (ie from amongst those specifying that
there was some asbestos present in their premises). Interviews were conducted across a
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number of different UK regions and involved individuals representing companies of different
sizes. Seven of the 20 dutyholders managed domestic premises.
Maintenance workers
Maintenance workers were selected from the survey sample who worked on non-domestic
properties (or both non-domestic and domestic) and were offered an incentive of £20 to take
part in interviews. In order to allow direct comparison of responses from dutyholders and
maintenance workers, dutyholders were asked whether they were happy for us to speak to
their regular maintenance workers or in-house maintenance team. Five of the maintenance
workers were recruited through this method.
Site visits
Participants for the site visits were selected from dutyholders who had agreed to further
research during the survey (15 out of the 20) or following their participation in a face-to-face
interview. The researcher carrying out the visit was blind to the results of surveys or face-toface interviews to avoid the introduction of any bias.
Dutyholders’ premises were visited and dutyholders and/or their representatives were
interviewed using a number of checklist-guided questions developed by Loughborough
University in conjunction with the Steering Group. Visits lasted between one and a half and
three hours, and the extent of the building stock for each visit varied considerably (eg a
motor repair shop, a hospital, a city council housing department etc.). Where visit times were
limited by respondents, interviewers were required, to some extent, to use data provided by
the dutyholder without validation.
The age and type of building were checked on arrival for the likely presence of ACMs and
this assessment was confirmed with the dutyholder later. Where possible, a walk-through of
the building stock was carried out to observe the condition and labelling of the ACMs, and to
check their location against that indicated in the register.
During the visits all available documents were examined for their adequacy in assisting the
dutyholders with locating, inspecting, monitoring, controlling and the review of the ACMs.
Having been shown the available documents and discussed their application with the
dutyholders, the presence of these documents and their suitability were rated objectively and
subjectively. Dutyholders were questioned on the practicality of their management using
scenarios (eg how did they proceed when external contractors arrived to carry out work?) to
test their procedures. A scoring system was used during the visits to indicate the level of
compliance, using a checklist pro-forma. In the event that it was thought the procedures were
found wanting, feedback based on HSE guidance documents (primarily MDHS 100) was
given.
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APPENDIX 2: DUTYHOLDER SURVEY
Good morning/afternoon, my name is …. from Ipsos MORI, an independent research
company. We are conducting a survey on behalf of the Health and Safety Executive, in
conjunction with the Institute for Employment Studies, about risks associated with asbestos
present in the fabric and structure of buildings. This includes many buildings that were built
recently, before the year 2000. Asbestos poses a risk to the health of those who work with or
near it. The HSE has commissioned this survey to find out more about how asbestos is being
managed in properties. The results will be used to help them develop guidance for people
like you.
The information you give will be treated as totally confidential and will not be attributed to
you or passed on to any third party.
(NON-DOMESTIC) Could you tell me the name of the person responsible for
commissioning or overseeing building maintenance and repair work at <INSERT NAME
AND ADDRESS OF ORGANISATION>?
(DOMESTIC) Could you tell me the name of the person responsible for commissioning or
overseeing maintenance and repair work to residential properties managed by <INSERT
NAME AND ADDRESS OF ORGANISATION>?
Yes – TAKE DETAILS. REPEAT INTRO
No – THANK AND CLOSE
1. Would you be willing to answer a few questions on this issue? The interview will take
around 20 minutes?
a. Yes

Continue

b. No

Thank and Close (and if possible get reason for refusal)

BACKGROUND INFORMATION
Non-domestic dutyholders located on site: Please note that if your organisation has
multiple sites, we are interested in what happens with regards to asbestos on this site only.
Non-domestic dutyholder not located on site: This survey is about the management of
asbestos in [INSERT COMPANY NAME AND SITE ADDRESS FROM SAMPLE]. Please
answer with reference to this site only if possible.
Domestic dutyholders: Managing agents/Housing Associations/Council Housing):
Please note that, unless specified, we are interested in what happens in the communal areas
of these rented/leased domestic premises you manage/own (by this we mean hallways, stairs,
loft spaces) and any offices or commercial premises you manage, not what happens in the
residential areas of your domestic properties. We will ask about these residential areas later.
2. Can I just check, do you manage any buildings which were built before the year 2000?
a. Yes
b. No

Thank and Close

3. How many buildings do you manage? Try to record actual number or best guess.
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4. What type of buildings do you manage? Do not read out. Prompt to precode. Code all
that apply.
a. Factories
b. Offices
c. Shops/restaurants
d. Warehouses/workshops
e. Agricultural
f. Schools
g. Educational colleges and facilities
h. Hospitals
i. Other health care, eg doctor’s surgery, residential home
j. Places of Worship
k. Other public premises (eg libraries, town halls)
l. Domestic
5. Thinking about the building(s) you manage, is it/are any of them…? Read out.
a. Owned by your company: Y/N/DK
b. Leased by your company: Y/N/DK
c. Rented by your company from a landlord: Y/N/DK
d. Managed by your company on behalf of another organisation: Y/N/DK
Non-domestic dutyholder not located on site: Please note again that this survey is about
[INSERT COMPANY NAME AND SITE ADDRESS FROM SAMPLE].
6. Can you confirm that you/the organisation is mainly concerned with [INSERT
DESCRIPTION FROM SAMPLE]
a. Yes
b. No
7. (If Q6=b ASK): What is the nature of your/the business?
8. (ASK ALL): Is this/it a multi-site organisation?
a. Yes
b. No
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9. Can I just check, how many employees do you have in your company/does the
organisation have? Try to record actual number, or best guess, otherwise code. WRITE
IN, PROMPT WITH CODES IF UNSURE
a. Less than 10
b. 10 to 49
c. 50 to 249
d. 250 or more.
e. Refused
10.No Question (Deleted)
HOW MAINTENANCE WORK IS ORGANISED
Non-domestic dutyholder not located on site: Thinking about the site for [INSERT
COMPANY NAME AND SITE ADDRESS FROM SAMPLE]
11.Who do you normally use to conduct maintenance work on your premises (by
maintenance work we mean any work that may disturb the fabric of the building such as
plumbing, cable installation, electrical and minor repair)? Read out. Code all that apply.
a. In-house maintenance department
b. On site contractors
c. Regular external maintenance contractor(s)
d. Other maintenance contractor(s)
12. Who, if anyone, is responsible for supervising maintenance workers when they come to
your buildings? Do not read out. Code all that apply.
a. Self
b. Colleague (please get job title)
c. Landlord/freeholder
d. Managing agent
e. Employee from company whose premises we manage
f. Other (please specify)
g. No one – maintenance workers are not supervised
h. Don’t know
PRESENCE OF ASBESTOS IN THE PREMISES
Domestic dutyholders (Managing agents/Housing Associations/Council Housing – from
sample): Please note again that, unless specified, we are interested in what happens in the
communal areas of these rented/leased domestic premises you manage/own and any office
or commercial properties you have, not what happens in the residential areas of your
domestic premises.
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13.As far as you are aware is there any form of asbestos present in the fabric of your
buildings?
a. Yes
b. No
c. Don’t know
14.(If Q3>1 AND Q13 = a ASK): In what percentage of your buildings are asbestos
materials present? Do not read out. Prompt to precode.
a. 100%
b. 80-99%
c. 50-79%
d. 20-49%
e. Less than 20%
f. Don’t know
15.(If Q13 = b ASK): Can I just check, since your time in your role has there been any
asbestos in your building(s) that has been removed?
a. Yes
b. No

GO TO Q17

c. Don’t know GO TO Q17
HOW ASBESTOS IS MANAGED IN PREMISES
16.(ASK ALL except code 2 and 3 on Q15) Who is/was responsible for managing asbestos
in your premises on a day to day basis? Read out. Code all that apply.
a. Self
b. Colleague (please get job title)
c. Landlord/freeholder
d. Managing agent
e. Employee from company whose premises we manage
f. Other (please specify)
g. Don’t know
17.(ASK ALL): Has your company (or the landlord) ever specifically sought information
about the presence and condition of asbestos in your premises from builders or architects?
Read out. Code all that apply.
a. Yes (builders)
b. Yes (architects)
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c. No
d. Don’t know
18.(If Q17 =a or b, ASK): Did you get the information you needed from them?
a. Yes
b. No
c. Don’t know
19.(ASK ALL): To the best of your knowledge, has a formal survey or assessment of the
fabric of your building(s) been conducted to establish whether asbestos materials are
present? (If ticked Q5 = b or c (rented/leased) ASK ADDITIONALLY): Who conducted
this? Was it you or the landlord? (If ticked Q5 = d (managed on behalf of company) ASK
ADDITIONALLY): Who conducted this - was it you or the company you manage
premises for? Do not read out. Code all that apply.
a. Yes (us)
b. Yes (landlord)
c. Yes (company we manage premises for)
d. No
e. Don’t know
20.(If Q19 = a or b or c ASK): When was the first time a survey was carried out? Try to get
the month and year if possible. CODE MONTH AND YEAR
■ Don’t know
■ Pre-tenancy
21.What sort of survey(s) has/have been done. Please let us know if you have done more
than one type. Read out. Code all that apply.
a. Type 1 survey – a visual survey only, often undertaken by employees of the company
b. Type 2 survey – a survey undertaken by professionals, involving a degree of material
sampling but without removal of fittings
c. Type 3 survey – a very detailed survey involving considerable sampling and some
destructive inspection of fittings, floorings, and walls, usually taken before
demolition/major refurbishment
d. Don’t know
22.(ASK IF Q19 = a or b or c AND (Q13 = a OR Q15 = a)) Did this survey include an
assessment of the condition of the asbestos containing materials in your premises to see
whether they are in need of removal/repair?
a. Yes
b. No
c. Don’t know
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23.(If Q13 = a AND Q19 = d or e ASK): Has the condition of the asbestos-containing
materials in your premises ever been assessed to see whether they are in need of
removal/repair?
a. Yes
b. No
c. Don’t know
24.(If Q13 = a ASK) How regularly, if at all, is the condition of the asbestos-containing
materials in your premises reviewed? Do not read out. Code one only.
a. Once a month
b. Once every six months
c. Once a year
d. Less than once a year
e. Never
f. Don’t know
25.Has a management plan or any other type of document been drawn up regarding the
procedures for managing asbestos in your buildings?
a. Yes
b. No
c. Don’t know
26.(If Q25 = a, ASK) Does this include…? Read out. Code all that apply.
a. Information on the location of asbestos materials in your premises: Y/N/DK
b. The condition of asbestos materials in your premises: Y/N/DK
c. Details on who is responsible for managing asbestos: Y/N/DK
d. Procedures for informing maintenance workers about asbestos: Y/N/DK
27.How often is this documentation updated?
a. Monthly
b. Every six months
c. Every year
d. Every two years
e. Less often
f. Never
g. Don’t know
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28.(If Q13 = a ASK): Has your organisation ever taken action to repair, enclose or remove
any asbestos materials in your premises? If yes, what have you done? Do not read out.
Code all that apply.
a. Yes - Repaired
b. Yes - Enclosed/encapsulated/sealed
c. Yes - Removed
d. Yes - other
e. No
f. Don’t know
29.(If Q28c = yes ASK): What percentage of asbestos containing materials in your buildings
has been removed? Do not read out. Prompt to precode.
a. 100%
b. 80-99%
c. 50-79%
d. 20-49%
e. Less than 20%
f. Don’t know
30.(ASK If Q15 = a or ticked Q28c ASK): Why did you decide to remove the asbestos from
your premises? Do not read out. Code all that apply.
a. Was necessary before carrying out construction work
b. Too damaged to manage
c. Risk of exposure
d. To reduce concern amongst employees
e. To reduce concern amongst tenants
f. Didn’t want the responsibility of managing it
g. Due to demolish in future
h. Policy to remove all asbestos
i. More cost effective to remove it
j. Other (please specify)
k. Don’t know/can’t remember
31.(IF Q13 = a or Q15 = a): Can I just check (bear in mind that may be obvious from what
already described) have you used/do you use consultants to help with your management
of asbestos?
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a. Yes
b. No
c. Don’t know
32.(If Q31 = a ASK) Why was this? Do not read out. Code all that apply.
a. Lack confidence to do ourselves
b. Lack knowledge/skills/qualifications to do ourselves
c. Lack time to do ourselves
d. Cheaper to use consultants
e. Other (please specify)
f. Don’t know/can’t remember
INFORMATION ON ASBESTOS PROVIDED TO MAINTENANCE WORKERS
Domestic dutyholders (from sample) (Managing agents/Housing Associations/Council
Housing): Please note again that, unless specified, we are interested in what happens in the
communal areas of these rented/leased domestic premises you manage/own and any office
or commercial properties you have, not what happens in the residential areas.
33.(ASK ALL): In the last 2 years, has maintenance work ever been conducted in your
buildings?
a. Yes
b. No (GO TO Q42)
c. Don’t know (GO TO Q42)
34.(If Q33 = a ASK) Thinking about the last time that maintenance work was done, were
any discussions had with maintenance workers about the presence of asbestos in your
premises?
a. Yes
b. No
c. Don’t know
35.(If Q34 = b ASK) Why not? Do not read out. Code all that apply.
a. No asbestos present in area
b. Information about asbestos previously given to workers
c. Didn’t know I needed to discuss it
d. Don’t know
e. Other (please specify)
f. Don’t know/can’t remember
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36.(If Q34 = b or c ASK) In the last two years, has there ever been a time when maintenance
work was conducted in your building(s) where you thought there was a chance that
asbestos could have been disturbed? Please note that we are not referring to asbestos
removal jobs here, but other maintenance work.
a. Yes
b. No
c. Don’t know
37.(If Q36 = a ASK) On the last occasion, was information provided to maintenance workers
about the presence of asbestos?
a. Yes
b. No
c. Don’t know
38. (If Q34 = a or Q37 = a ASK) At what stage was information provided? Do not read out.
Code all that apply.
a. Prior to placing an order
b. At the tendering/quotation stage
c. After the tendering stage but prior to the commencement of work
d. When workers come on site to carry out work (but prior to work commencing)
e. Once started work
f. After completing a job
g. All workers made aware (in-house)
h. Other
i. Don’t know/can’t remember
39.In which of the following ways was information provided? Did you…? Read out. Code
all that apply.
a. Show documentation on the location of asbestos/possible asbestos
b. Give a walk-round of the site and asbestos materials/possible asbestos materials
pointed out
c. Provide training to maintenance workers
d. None of these
e. Don’t know/can’t remember
40.Just to be clear, was information provided directly to the workers who were carrying out
the job, rather than just the company?
a. Yes
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b. No
c. Don’t know
41.Thinking of this last example again, what actions, if any, did the maintenance workers
take when they were told that there was or may have been asbestos in or near areas they
were working on? Do not read out. Code all that apply.
a. No response – they carried on as normal
b. They avoided the area
c. They ceased work/did not start the project
d. They suggested that an asbestos specialist company was brought it
e. They undertook safe procedures to enable them to work with the materials
f. They used equipment to enable them to work with the materials
g. Other (please specify)
h. Don’t know
42.(ASK ALL): In general, if maintenance work is required in areas that, as far as you know,
do not contain asbestos materials, do you inform maintenance workers that you believe it
is not present? Do not read out. Code one only.
a. Yes
b. No
c. Sometimes
d. Never had such work required
e. Don’t know
43.From your experience of dealing with maintenance workers, in general, how seriously do
you think maintenance workers view the health risks associated with asbestos exposure?
Do not read out. Prompt to precode.
a. Very seriously
b. Quite seriously
c. Neither seriously nor not seriously
d. Not very seriously
e. Not at all seriously
f. Don’t know
44.How often do maintenance workers proactively ask about the presence of asbestos or ask
to see the register when working in your premises? Do not read out. Prompt to precode.
a. All the time
b. Most of the time
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c. Sometimes
d. Rarely
e. Never
f. Don’t know
AWARENESS AND UNDERSTANDING OF THE DUTY TO MANAGE
REGULATIONS
45.(ASK ALL): Do you know whether there are any regulations that apply to the
management of asbestos in buildings?
a. Yes
b. No
c. Don’t know
46.(If Q45 = a ASK) When did you first become aware of the regulations? Try to get year.
WRITE IN YEAR
Don’t know/can’t remember
47.Where did you hear about them? Do not read out. Code all that apply.
a. Through colleagues/company
b. External health and safety adviser/consultant
c. On a course
d. On the HSE website
e. Through HSE publications
f. In the press/trade publication
g. Other (please specify)
Don’t know/can’t remember
48.From your understanding, which type of buildings are included under the regulations? Do
they include…? Read out.
a. Private areas of domestic properties (eg inside flats and houses): Y/N/DK
b. Communal areas in a block of flats (eg lofts, stairs, hallways): Y/N/DK
c. Industrial buildings: Y/N/DK
d. Public buildings: Y/N/DK
e. Other commercial properties: Y/N/DK
49.To what extent do the regulations make a difference to how you deal with asbestos in
your premises?
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a. A great deal
b. A little
c. Not much
d. Not at all
e. Don’t know
50. (ASK ALL): Have you ever read any guidance or seen any posters, leaflets, or material
on the Internet on how to manage asbestos in buildings? If yes, what?
a. Yes – seen information in trade/facilities management journals
b. Yes – partnership network/cascading messages campaign
c. Yes – don’t take the gamble campaign
d. Yes – seen HSE leaflets
e. Yes – HSE website
f. Yes – can’t remember where
g. Don’t know
h. No
COSTS OF MANAGING ASBESTOS
(ASK ALL)
51A: Has your organisation paid for any services or equipment to help you manage or
remove asbestos in your properties since 2004 (eg consultants, training, asbestos removal
specialists, equipment for use whilst handling asbestos)?
a. Yes
b. No
c. Don’t know
(If Q51A = a ASK):
51B: Do you know approximately how much your organisation has paid for this in total?
Can break down the costs into the separate elements if need be. WRITE IN, IF UNSURE
PROBE WITH BANDS.
£
■ Under £1,000
■ £1,000 to £2,499
■ £2,500 to £4,999
■ £5,000 to £7,499
■ £7,500 to £9,999
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■ £10,000 to £14,999
■ £15,000 to £19,999
■ £20,000 plus
■ Don’t know/can’t remember
51C: Has your organisation spent any time in managing asbestos in your properties (eg in
finding out what you need to do, arranging for support, identifying asbestos, putting together
a management system, informing maintenance workers)?
a. Yes
b. No
c. Don’t know
(If Q51C = a ASK):
51D: Do you know approximately how much time you or colleagues have spent on
managing asbestos in your premises in total so far? Time taken in hours. Can break down
time into the separate elements if need be. WRITE IN, IF UNSURE PROBE WITH BANDS.
Time taken ________hrs

■ Less than 2 hours
■ 2 to 5 hours
■ 5 to 10 hours
■ 10 to 20 hours
■ 20 hours plus
■ Just part of my job
■ Don’t know/can’t remember
(If Q51A = a or Q51C = a ASK):
51E: To what extent would you say the money and time spent on managing asbestos in your
premises has been a financial burden for your organisation?
a. A great deal
b. A little
c. Not much
d. Not at all
e. Don’t know
(If Q51A = a or Q51C = a ASK):
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In order to assess how difficult it is for organisations like yours to manage asbestos, we’d
like to ask you some more detailed questions about costs incurred, in particular costs
associated with different activities such as getting a survey done, setting up a management
plan, getting asbestos removed etc. We appreciate that this may be difficult for some
organisations.
51F: Would you be able to answer a few questions on this issue?
a. Yes (GO TO Text above Q53)
b. No (SKIP COSTS SECTION, GO TO instructions above Q57)
Thank you very much. We appreciate that you may not have done all or any of the activities
we are about to describe and that some activities may be difficult to separate but please bear
with us and let us know when it is too difficult for you to answer the question.
Non-domestic dutyholder not located on site (CODE 2 at S3): Please note again that we
are interested in costs for [INSERT COMPANY NAME AND SITE ADDRESS FROM
SAMPLE].
To make it easier we are asking you to think again in terms of any one-off fees you had to
pay (eg to a consultant, specialist etc. and/or the time taken by yourself and colleagues to
organise and oversee each activity.
51.OK, to begin with, has any time or money been spent by your organisation on working
out what you need to do to manage asbestos in your premises (please include any training
you and colleagues have done, time taken familiarising yourself with the regulations,
reading guidance etc.)?
a. Yes
b. No
c. Don’t know
(If Q51 = a ASK):
52A: Firstly, were there any one off fees, eg for training, and if so how much were these?
Try to get actual figure but if struggling use bands. WRITE IN, IF UNSURE PROBE WITH
BANDS
One off fee £
■ Under £1,000
■ £1,000 to £2,499
■ £2,500 to £4,999
■ £5,000 to £7,499
■ £7,500 to £9,999
■ £10,000 to £14,999
■ £15,000 to £19,999
■ £20,000 plus
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■ No fees
■ We didn’t pay for it
■ Don’t know/can’t remember
52B: Secondly, how much time was taken by yourself and any colleagues? Time taken in
hours. WRITE IN, IF UNSURE PROBE WITH BANDS
Time taken _________

hrs

■ Less than 2 hours
■ 2 to 5 hours
■ 5 to 10 hours
■ 10 to 20 hours
■ 20 hours plus
■ No time taken
■ Just part of my job
■ Don’t know/can’t remember
(If Q51F = a ASK):
52.Next, has any time or money been spent on conducting initial desk work to find out about
the presence of asbestos in your premises (eg looking at any plans or documents already
available, speaking to builders and architects about the presence of asbestos, talking to
landlords where relevant etc). We are not including getting a survey done at this point.
a. Yes
b. No
c. Don’t know
(If Q52 = a ASK):
52A: As before, were there any one off fees, and if so how much were these?
Try to get actual figure but if struggling use bands. WRITE IN, IF UNSURE PROBE WITH
BANDS
One off fee £
■ Under £1,000
■ £1,000 to £2,499
■ £2,500 to £4,999
■ £5,000 to £7,499
■ £7,500 to £9,999
■ £10,000 to £14,999

24

■ £15,000 to £19,999
■ £20,000 plus
■ No fees
■ We didn’t pay for it
■ Don’t know/can’t remember
52B: Secondly, how much time was taken by yourself and any colleagues? Time taken in
hours. WRITE IN, IF UNSURE PROBE WITH BANDS
Time taken ___________hrs
■ Less than 2 hours
■ 2 to 5 hours
■ 5 to 10 hours
■ 10 to 20 hours
■ 20 hours plus
■ No time taken
■ Just part of my job
■ Don’t know/can’t remember
53A: (If Q51F = a AND (Q19 = a or b or c) ASK): Next, how much did it cost your
organisation to conduct a survey/assessment of asbestos in your premises?
As before, were there any one off fees, and if so how much were these?
Try to get actual figure but if struggling use bands. WRITE IN, IF UNSURE PROBE WITH
BANDS
One off fee £
■ Under £1,000
■ £1,000 to £2,499
■ £2,500 to £4,999
■ £5,000 to £7,499
■ £7,500 to £9,999
■ £10,000 to £14,999
■ £15,000 to £19,999
■ £20,000 plus
■ No fees
■ We didn’t pay for it
■ Don’t know/can’t remember
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53B: Secondly, how much time was taken by yourself and any colleagues (eg to find a
suitable company to survey or to conduct an assessment yourself, to negotiate a price for the
work, to accompany them around the site)? Time taken in hours.WRITE IN, IF UNSURE
PROBE WITH BANDS
Time taken ____ hrs
■ Less than 2 hours
■ 2 to 5 hours
■ 5 to 10 hours
■ 10 to 20 hours
■ 20 hours plus
■ No time taken
■ Don’t know/can’t remember
54A: (If Q51F = a AND (Q15 = a or ticked Q28a, Q28b or Q28c) ASK): Next, how much
did it cost your organisation to treat the asbestos-containing materials in your premises
(including repair, removal, enclosure)? Please include here any associated costs if possible
(eg removing a boiler in order to remove asbestos located behind it).
a. As before, were there any one off fees, and if so how much were these?
Try to get actual figure but if struggling use bands. WRITE IN, IF UNSURE PROBE
WITH BANDS
One off fee £
■ Under £1,000
■ £1,000 to £2,499
■ £2,500 to £4,999
■ £5,000 to £7,499
■ £7,500 to £9,999
■ £10,000 to £14,999
■ £15,000 to £19,999
■ £20,000 plus
■ No fees
■ Part of our maintenance budget
■ We didn’t pay for it
■ Don’t know/can’t remember
54B: Secondly, how much time was taken by yourself and any colleagues (eg to find
asbestos removers, to negotiate a cost, meet them on site etc.)? Time taken in hours. WRITE
IN, IF UNSURE PROBE WITH BANDS
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Time taken _________

hrs

■ Less than 2 hours
■ 2 to 5 hours
■ 5 to 10 hours
■ 10 to 20 hours
■ 20 hours plus
■ No time taken
■ Don’t know/can’t remember
(If Q51F = a AND (Q13 = a or Q15 = a) ASK):
55.Was any time or money spent on initially setting up a system for managing asbestos (eg
putting together a management plan, relevant documentation, deciding who is
responsible, deciding on a procedure for informing maintenance workers, providing
training to maintenance workers etc.)?
a. Yes
b. No
(If Q55 = a ASK)
55A: As before, were there any one off fees, and if so how much were these?
Try to get actual figure but if struggling use bands.
WRITE IN, IF UNSURE PROBE WITH BANDS
One off fee £
■ Under £1,000
■ £1,000 to £2,499
■ £2,500 to £4,999
■ £5,000 to £7,499
■ £7,500 to £9,999
■ £10,000 to £14,999
■ £15,000 to £19,999
■ £20,000 plus
■ No fees
■ We didn’t pay for it
■ Don’t know/can’t remember
55B: Secondly, how much time was taken by yourself and any colleagues? Time taken in
hours. WRITE IN, IF UNSURE PROBE WITH BANDS
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Time taken _________

hrs

■ Less than 2 hours
■ 2 to 5 hours
■ 5 to 10 hours
■ 10 to 20 hours
■ 20 hours plus
■ No time taken
■ Don’t know/can’t remember
(If Q51F = a AND (Q13 = a) ASK):
56.Is any time or money spent by your organisation on the ongoing management of asbestos
in your premises (please include reviewing the management plan, reviewing the condition
of asbestos and informing maintenance workers)? We’re looking for costs per year if
possible.
a. Yes
b. No
(If Q56 = a ASK):
56A: Firstly, are there any one off fees, and if so how much are these annually? Try to get
actual figure but if struggling use bands.
WRITE IN, IF UNSURE PROBE WITH BANDS
One off fee £
■ Under £1,000
■ £1,000 to £2,499
■ £2,500 to £4,999
■ £5,000 to £7,499
■ £7,500 to £9,999
■ £10,000 to £14,999
■ £15,000 to £19,999
■ £20,000 plus
■ No fees
■ We don’t pay for it
■ Don’t know/can’t remember
(If Q56 = a ASK):
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56B: Secondly how much time is taken each year by yourself and any colleagues? Time
taken in hours. WRITE IN, IF UNSURE PROBE WITH BANDS
Time taken __________hrs
■ Less than 2 hours
■ 2 to 5 hours
■ 5 to 10 hours
■ 10 to 20 hours
■ 20 hours plus
■ No time taken
■ Don’t know/can’t remember
RESIDENTIAL AREAS OF DOMESTIC PREMISES
Domestic dutyholders only (from sample):
57.Now thinking about the private residential areas of the premises you manage, in what
proportion of these would you say asbestos is present? Do not read out. Prompt to
precode. WRITE IN, IF UNSURE PROBE WITH BANDS
a. 100%
b. 80-99%
c. 50-79%
d. 20-49%
e. Less than 20%
f. None
g. Don’t know
58.(If Q57 does not equal f ASK) Does the way you manage asbestos in the private
residential areas differ to how you manage asbestos in the communal areas? Do not read
out. Prompt to precode.
a. No, it is the same
b. Yes, we manage it better in the communal areas
c. Yes, we manage it better in the private areas
d. Don’t know
59.(If Q58= b or c ASK): Why is this? Do not read out. Code all that apply.
a. Private areas not covered in the duty
b. Duty of care to the residents
c. We do not have the resources to look at all of our premises
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d. It is not our responsibility to manage the private areas
e. Other (please specify)
f. Don’t know/can’t remember
60.(If Q57 does not equal f ASK): At present the residential areas of rented domestic
premises are not covered by the duty. Would it make a difference to the way you manage
asbestos if the Duty to Manage regulations were extended to the private areas of domestic
rented premises?
a. Yes
b. No
c. Don’t know
CONFIDENCE AND MOTIVATIONS
61.(ASK ALL): How well do you feel you understand how to manage asbestos in your
premises? Prompt to precode.
a. Very well
b. Fairly well
c. Neither well nor not well
d. Not very well
e. Not at all well
f. Don’t know
62.How confident do you feel that your company is aware of all the materials containing
asbestos in your premises? Prompt to precode.
a. Very confident
b. Fairly confident
c. Neither confident nor not confident
d. Not very confident
e. Not at all confident
f. Don’t know
63.(ASK ALL): How confident do you feel that your company is effectively managing the
risks posed by asbestos materials in your premises? Prompt to precode.
a. Very confident
b. Fairly confident
c. Neither confident nor not confident
d. Not very confident
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e. Not at all confident
f. Don’t know
64.(If Q3 >5 ASK): Out of the all properties that you manage, are there any where you are
less confident that asbestos is being effectively managed?
a. Yes
b. No
c. Don’t know
65.(If Q64 = a , ASK): Why is this? Do not read out. Code all that apply.
a. It depends on the lease arrangements for each building
b. Don’t all contain asbestos
c. Not all are covered by the legislation
d. It depends on the residents/companies we manage
e. Don’t have time to look at all properties
f. Other (please specify)
g. Don’t know
(ASK ALL)
66.What, if anything, makes it difficult for organisations to manage asbestos in premises and
ensure maintenance workers are informed? Do not read out. Code all that apply.
a. Lack of awareness of the regulations
b. Lack the skills to manage asbestos
c. Lack the knowledge to manage asbestos
d. Lack of guidance on how to comply
e. The guidance available is poor
f. Unclear who is responsible for managing asbestos
g. Lack of support from management
h. Lack of co-operation from landlord(s)
i. Lack of co-operation from tenants
j. Lack of co-operation from maintenance workers
k. Lack the time
l. Too much paperwork
m. Cost of removal
n. Cost of consultants
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o. Other cost issue
p. Other (please specify)
q. Don’t know
67.What motivates organisations to manage asbestos in their premises? Do not read out.
Code all that apply.
a. Fear of prosecution
b. Wanting to protect maintenance workers
c. Wanting to protect employees
d. Fear of being sued
e. Part of job
f. Don’t know
g. Other (please specify)
68.In your view, is there anything more that could be done in general to ensure workers are
properly informed about the presence of asbestos?
a. Yes
b. No
c. Don’t know
69.(If Q68 = yes, ask: ) What would this be? Record full response.
Thank you for taking part in this research. In addition to this survey we are looking for
people to take part in face-to-face interviews and site visits which will provide a more indepth understanding of how organisations are managing asbestos and the support that they
need. The Institute for Employment Studies may be undertaking these on our behalf.
70.Would you be interested in taking part in this further research? We would be able to
contact you with more information about it at a later date.
a. Yes
b. No
IF YES AT Q70:
Collect name and address if agree to be recontacted at Q70.
THANK AND CLOSE
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APPENDIX 3: MAINTENANCE WORKER SURVEY
INTRODUCTION
Good morning/afternoon, my name is …. from Ipsos MORI, an independent research
company. We are conducting some research on asbestos for the Health and Safety Executive
and we want to speak to people in the building or maintenance trades, or who work in cable
installation.
71.Is there anyone in your household who works in these trades? If unemployed thank and
close. Use showcard of included and excluded professions if respondent is unsure.
a. Yes. Ask to be passed over if someone else and repeat (MAKE AN APPOINTMENT
IF NECESSARY)
b. No.

Thank and Close

IF MORE THAN ONE IN HOUSEHOLD, RANDOMLY SELECT ONE USING NEXT
BIRTHDAY RULE
72.Does this include working on buildings that were built before the year 2000?
a. Yes
b. No

Thank and Close

The HSE is interested in finding out how people working in the buildings and maintenance
trades deal with working with asbestos. The results of this survey will be used to help the
Health & Safety Executive develop guidance for people like you who work in buildings
where it may be present, and in the interest of improving health for everyone. The
information you give will be treated as totally confidential and will not be passed on to any
third party, or to the HSE in a way which could possibly identify you.
73.Would you be willing to answer a few questions on this issue? The interview will take
around 15 minutes?
a. Yes

Continue

b. No

Thank and Close (and if possible get reason for refusal)

74.What is your main occupation? Do not read out. Code all that apply.
a. Electrician
b. Carpenter and joiner
c. Plumber/heating engineer
d. Painter and decorator
e. Telephone/IT installer/Cable layer
f. Builder
g. General operative/labourer
h. Asbestos removal specialist

33

i. Glazier/Window fitter/Glazing fitter
j. Plasterer
k. Building surveyor
l. Lift engineer
m. Structural engineer
n. Interior fitter
o. Roofer
p. Shop fitter
q. Floorer/carpet fitter/wall tiler
r. General maintenance worker/handyman
s. Other (specify – if unrelated to building, maintenance or cable installation thank and
close)
[INTERVIEWER NOTE: CHECK LIST OF EXCLUDED PROFESSIONS]
75.Are you an… ? Read out. Multicode ok.
a. Employee
b. Employer
c. Self-employed
d. Temporary/agency worker
76.How large is the company that you work for? [If necessary: for agency workers, this
refers to the size of the agency] Try to record actual number, or best guess, otherwise
code:
WRITE IN NUMBER. IF UNSURE PROMPT WITH CODES
a. Sole trader

(no employees)

b. Less than 10
c. 10 to 49
d. 50 to 250
e. More than 250
f. Don’t know
77.(If Q75=a, ASK:) Are you part of an organisation’s in-house maintenance department (ie
you only work on properties for one organisation)?
a. Yes
b. No
78.(ASK ALL) How long have you been in this occupation? Do not read out. Code one only.
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a. More than 20 years
b. Between 10 and 20 years
c. Between 5 and 10 years
d. Less than 5 years (but more than one year)
e. Less than 1 year
79.Which of the following, have you worked on or in, over the last 12 months? Read out.
Multicode okay.
a. Domestic properties (eg flats and houses)
b. Communal areas in a block of flats (eg hallways, stairs, loft spaces)
c. Industrial buildings (eg factories, warehouses)
d. Public buildings (eg council buildings, schools, NHS properties, churches)
e. Other commercial properties (eg offices, shops)
80.Approximately how many sites have you worked on in the last year? Try to record actual
answer or get best guess.
81.Approximately what percentage of your time is spent on buildings that were built before
the year 2000? Do not read out. Code to best fit. IF UNSURE, PROMPT WITH CODES
a. 100%
b. 80-99%
c. 50-79%
d. 20-49%
e. Less than 20%
f. Don’t know
If only ticked Q79a GO TO Q83.
82.Approximately what percentage of your time is spent on domestic properties? Do not
read out. Code to best fit. IF UNSURE, PROMPT WITH CODES
a. 100%
b. 80-99%
c. 50-79%
d. 20-49%
e. Less than 20%
f. Don’t know
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LEVELS OF PERCEIVED CONTACT WITH ASBESTOS
We now want to ask you a few questions about your experiences of working with or near
asbestos. By asbestos we are including any asbestos or asbestos materials.
83.(ASK ALL) In the last 12 months, do you think you have disturbed any asbestos at work?
Do not read out.
a. Yes
b. Maybe
c. No
d. Don’t know
84.(If Q83 = a or b, ASK: ) What makes you think this? Do not read out. Multicode ok.
a. Recognised the material after starting to work with it
b. General experience
c. Material had an asbestos sticker on it/ was labelled
d. Someone alerted me to it
e. There is always a risk/asbestos is present in many buildings
f. Other – specify
g. Don’t know
85. (ASK ALL) In what percentage of the buildings you work in do you think asbestos may
be present? Do not read out. Code one only. IF UNSURE, PROMPT WITH CODES
a. 100%
b. 80-99%
c. 50-79%
d. 20-49%
e. Less than 20%
f. Don’t know
If only ticked Q79a, GO TO Q99
NOTICE OF ASBESTOS BEFORE STARTING WORK ON NON-DOMESTIC
PROPERTIES
Please note that in the following questions we are only interested in your experience of
working in commercial, industrial and public buildings, and the communal areas of a block
of flats, such as hallways and stairs. We will use the term ‘non-domestic’ properties to refer
to all of these building types. We will ask questions about any houses and flats you work in
later.
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86.(ASK ALL) In the last 12 months, before working on a non-domestic property, have you
ever been specifically told that there is or may be asbestos in or near the areas where you
are working?
a. Yes
b. No
c. Don’t know
87.(If Q86 = a ASK): How many times has this happened in the last year? WRITE IN, OR
CODE DON’T KNOW
88.(ASK ALL) In the last 12 months, before starting a job on a non-domestic property (or
the communal areas of a block of flats), have you ever been specifically told that there is
no asbestos in or near the areas where you are working? [IF NECESSARY: The previous
question was asking about time when you given a warning about the possible presence of
asbestos. For this question, we’d like to know if you were ever given a confirmation of
the absence of asbestos.]
a. Yes
b. No
c. Don’t know
89.(If Q88 = a ASK): How many times has this happened? WRITE IN, OR CODE DON’T
KNOW
90.(If Q86 = a ASK): Thinking about the last time you were specifically told there was
asbestos on site in a non-domestic property (including in this category the communal
areas of a block of flats), at what stage in the job did this occur? Do not read out. Prompt
to precode.
a. At the tendering/quotation stage
b. After the tendering stage but prior to the commencement of work
c. When arrived on site but prior to work commencing
d. Once started work
e. After completing a job
f. Through training
g. Don’t know/can’t remember
91. How were you told? Were you…? Read out. Multicode ok.
a. Told in a conversation: Y/N/DK
b. Shown documentation on the location of asbestos: Y/N/DK
c. Given a walk-round of the site: Y/N/DK
d. Given training: Y/N/DK
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92.And who was it that told you about the asbestos on the site? Do not read out, Multicode
ok
a. Foreman or boss
b. Co-worker or colleague
c. Client
d. Building manager
e. Landlord, tenant, or managing agent
f. Dutyholder
g. Health and safety rep
h. Other – specify
i. Don’t know/can’t remember
93.Thinking about this last example again, what did you do once you were told about it? Do
not read out list, multicode okay
a. Warned other workers
b. Looked for more information about asbestos
c. Made adjustments to work plans/ways of working
d. Cancelled the job
e. Recommended that an asbestos specialist company was brought in
f. Left the site
g. Renegotiated the price for the work
h. Removed it
i. Went on an asbestos training course
j. Did nothing differently
k. Other – please specify
l. Don’t know/can’t remember
94.(If Q93c not ticked ASK:) So in this last example, did you make any adjustments to your
work plans or change your ways of working?
a. Yes
b. No
c. Don’t know/can’t remember
95.(If ticked Q93c ASK) You mentioned that on this last occasion you made adjustments to
your work plans or changed your ways of working. Can you tell me what changes you
made? Don’t read out, multicode okay
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(If Q94 = a, ASK:) What adjustments did you make? Don’t read out, multicode okay
a. Avoided the area
b. Kept asbestos-containing materials damp
c. Used hand tools instead of power tools
d. Used a suitable mask
e. Cleaned up with a type H vacuum cleaner
f. Double bagged waste
g. Disposed of waste in a specialist waste site
h. Washed before leaving and before meals
i. Not taken contaminated clothing home/disposed of contaminated clothing
j. Enquired or arranged for professional asbestos removal teams to remove asbestos
k. Other - please specify
l. Don’t know/can’t remember
96. (If ticked Q93c or Q94 = a ASK) Did these changes you made incur any additional costs
either in terms of additional expense, or time?
a. Yes
b. No
c. Don’t know
97.(If Q96 = a, ASK:) Relative to the total value of the work being done, did these
changes…? Read out. Code one only.
a. Add considerably to the overall costs of the project
b. Add some expense to the overall costs of the project
c. Did not add to the overall costs of the project

98.Who was responsible for the additional costs? Do not read out. Multicode ok.
a. Me/Us/My employer
b. Client/Customer
c. Don’t know/can’t remember
WHAT HAPPENS WHEN NOT PROVIDED WITH INFORMATION AT START OF
JOB
99.(ASK ALL) In the last 12 months, have you ever suspected the presence of asbestos in
areas where you’ve been working, where this information wasn’t provided?
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a. Yes
b. No
100. (If Q99 = a, ASK): Thinking about the last time this happened, what did you do? Do not
read out, Multicode ok
a. Reported it
b. Asked for information from the foreman or boss
c. Asked to see the asbestos register
d. Carried out own inspection/checked for ACMs myself
e. Spoke to co-worker or colleague
f. Asked for information from the client
g. Left the site/stopped working
h. Nothing
i. Other – specify
j. Don’t know/can’t remember
101.(ASK ALL) Before starting a job in the last 12 months, have you ever specifically asked
if there is any asbestos on site?
a. Yes
b. No
c. Don’t know/can’t remember
LOCUS OF CONTROL QUESTIONS
(ASK ALL)
I’m going to read out a series of statements. For each statement, can you tell me whether you
agree or disagree, or neither agree nor disagree. For each agree/disagree response,
interviewer asks: Is that strongly agree/disagree?
102.No question (Deleted)
103.It is more important to get the job done than to follow a safety procedure or precaution
that takes more time or costs more money.
a. Strongly Disagree
b. Disagree
c. Neither Agree nor Disagree
d. Agree
e. Strongly Agree
104.Most workers will be exposed to an unsafe level of asbestos at some time.
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a. Strongly Disagree
b. Disagree
c. Neither Agree nor Disagree
d. Agree
e. Strongly Agree
105.Asbestos-related diseases are usually the result of unsafe work practices.
a. Strongly Disagree
b. Disagree
c. Neither Agree nor Disagree
d. Agree
e. Strongly Agree
106.There is a direct link between how careful workers are and the levels of exposure to
asbestos they experience.
a. Strongly Disagree
b. Disagree
c. Neither Agree nor Disagree
d. Agree
e. Strongly Agree
AWARENESS AND UNDERSTANDING OF DUTY TO MANAGE REGULATIONS
107.(ASK ALL) In the last 5 years, have you noticed a change in how often you are
provided with information about asbestos in the buildings you work on?
a. Yes
b. No
c. Don’t know
There is now a regulation in place which requires people who manage properties to know
about the presence of asbestos within them and pass information about its whereabouts to
anyone who comes to work on it.
108.Were you aware of this regulation before now?
a. Yes
b. No
c. Don’t know
109.(If Q108 = a ASK:) How or where did you hear about it? Do not read out. Multicode
okay.
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a. Through colleagues
b. External health and safety adviser/consultant
c. On a course/through training
d. On the HSE website
e. Through HSE publications
f. In the press
g. HSE campaigns
h. Other (please specify)
i. Don’t know/can’t remember
110.(If Q108 = a ASK:) From your understanding, which of the following types of buildings
are included under the regulation? Read out. Code all that apply.
a. Private areas of domestic properties (eg inside flats and houses) – Y/N/DK
b. Communal areas in a block of flats (eg hallways, stairs, loft spaces) – Y/N/DK
c. Industrial buildings – Y/N/DK
d. Public buildings – Y/N/DK
e. Other commercial properties – Y/N/DK
f. Don’t know – Y/N/DK
EXPLORE POTENTIAL TO EXTEND DUTY TO DOMESTIC PROPERTIES
111.(If coded more than one response at Q9, only display those coded and ASK): In your
current work, in which of the following types of properties are you most likely to come
across asbestos, without prior warning or notice? Read out. Code one only.
a. Private areas of domestic properties (eg inside flats and houses)
b. Communal areas in a block of flats (eg hallways, stairs, loft spaces)
c. Industrial buildings
d. Public buildings
e. Other commercial properties
f. All types/No difference in likelihood between different building types
g. Don’t know
112.(If ticked Q79a ASK): Now thinking about the private areas of domestic properties you
have worked on in the last 12 months, have you ever been specifically told that there is or
may be asbestos in or near the areas where you were working? Read out.
a. Yes
b. No
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c. Don’t know
113.(If Q112 = a) How many times?
WRITE IN ANSWER
Don’t know/can’t remember
VIEWS ON HOW HSE CAN SUPPORT/COMBAT BARRIERS TO EFFECTIVE
COMMUNICATION BETWEEN DUTYHOLDERS AND WORKERS, AND
WORKING SAFELY WITH ASBESTOS
114.Thinking about your work in general, to what extent do you trust a client to pass on
reliable information about the presence of asbestos on a site? Prompt to precode.
a. A great deal
b. A little
c. Neither do or don’t
d. Not much
e. Not at all
f. Don’t know

115.In your view, is there anything more that could be done to ensure workers are properly
informed about the presence of asbestos? Do not read out. Code one only.
a. Yes
b. No
c. Don’t know
d. Don’t think I am at risk
116.(If Q115 = a, ASK): What would this be?
Record full response.
ADDITIONAL PERSONAL INFORMATION
117.(ASK ALL): What age did you turn on your last birthday?
Record full response
Refused
118.Are you a paying member of a trade union?
a. Yes
b. No
Refused
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Thank you for taking part in this research. In addition to this survey we are looking for
people to take part in face-to-face interviews to get a more in-depth understanding of
whether and how maintenance workers are getting information about asbestos. We are
offering £20 to everyone who takes part. These may be conducted by IES on our behalf.
119.Would you be interested in taking part in this further research? We would be able to
contact you with more information about it at a later date.
a. Yes
b. No
Collect name and address if agree to be recontacted at Q119.
Thank and close.
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APPENDIX 4: REGRESSION ANALYSES
INTRODUCTION
The analysis presented so far in the report has largely focused on bivariate relationships in
the data (such as the relationship between the age of respondents and their awareness of the
duty to manage asbestos). However, regression analyses can be used in order to isolate and
identify true (or individual) effects whilst holding other key characteristics constant.
Stepwise model selection is appropriate in circumstances where one does not have an apriori theory to test but where analyses are exploratory in nature and the emphasis is more on
understanding what factors help predict a certain outcome as opposed to understanding the
effects of one variable on another. It also allows the research to find the most parsimonious
model (ie the simplest model that predicts the data sufficiently well). Using this approach, it
is possible to explore which of a number of potential variables best predict a given outcome.
LOGISTIC REGRESSION
Logistic regression analysis allows us to explore the relationship between one outcome (or
dependent) variable that is dichotomous and a number of predictor (or independent)
variables that can be either continuous or dichotomous. This method of regression is
appropriate where we are interested in finding out how a given set of variables are related to
the chances of something occurring (eg what types of maintenance workers are more or less
likely to have been told about asbestos). In this type of analysis the dependent variable will
either have a value of 1 if it occurs and a value of 0 if it does not occur (eg 1 = told about
asbestos; 0 = not told).
In order to find the most parsimonious model that fits the data, in each case, a backwards
elimination model selection method was used. This method was chosen over other forward
inclusion methods as it is not as likely to fall foul of suppressor effects. Suppressor effects,
as outlined by Agresti and Finlay (1997), are where a variable may only be seen to have a
significant effect on the outcome variable when another predictor variable is held constant. A
disadvantage of the forward inclusion method of model selection is that it may exclude
variables involved in suppressor effects and thus may fail to find a relationship when it
exists. With backward elimination, as the model starts with all variables in the equation there
is less chance of failing to find a relationship due to suppressor effects. A significance level
of .10 was chosen as the cut off point for excluding predictors from the model as some
authors (see Bendel and Afifi, 1977; Woffard et al., 1994) have suggested that a cut off level
of .05 is too stringent and may exclude important predictors from the final model.
In order to conduct the analysis, categorical variables have been coded into ‘dummy’
variables with the values 1 = applies, and 0 = does not apply. Where a categorical variable
has more than two categories these have been recoded into a series of dummy variables and
have been entered into the analysis using the ‘indicator’ method, whereby, the reference
group is where all dummy variables in the same group equal 0.
Unlike in linear multiple regression techniques where goodness-of-fit can be assessed fairly
accurately using the R2 statistic, there is no equivalent statistic that can adequately estimate
goodness-of-fit in logistic regression analyses. Pseudo R2 statistics have been proposed for
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assessing goodness-of-fit by authors such as Cox and Snell (1989) and Nagelkerke (1991);
however, these statistics have been suggested to be inaccurate in certain circumstances 1 (eg
Menard, 2000; Menard, 2002; Simm et al., 2007). All things considered, Field (2005)
recommends that these two measures, along with Hosmer and Lemeshow’s (1989) should be
considered, although it should be noted that none of these measures can be considered to be
exactly analogous to the R2 in linear regression analysis. In our analysis all three of the
above statistics have been reported in order to get an idea of goodness-of-fit. In addition,
classification tables for each model have been included as an indication of how efficiently
each model predicts the data.
In carrying out any kind of regression analysis it is important to examine the data for any
potential multi-collinearity amongst the predictor variables entered into the analysis. This is
important as multi-collinearity can inflate the standard errors of coefficients in the model
leading the analysis to find that there is not a significant association between a predictor
variable and our outcome variable when really there is an association present. It also makes
it difficult to assess the individual importance of the predictor. For this reason, all variables
used in each analysis were examined for multi-collinearity using a variety of tests advocated
by other researchers. These tests include using the following methods:
■ Using the collinearity diagnostics in SPSS tolerance and VIF (Variance Inflation Factor)
values for each variable can be obtained. Menard (2002) suggests that a tolerance of less
than .10 almost certainly indicates collinearity, and Myers (1990) suggests that a VIF
value of over 10 is a cause for concern. Thus, these statistics are inspected to make sure
that the values are within the desired range.
■ Collinearity diagnostics in SPSS also provide information on the condition index (CI) and
the proportions of variance for each variable that are explained by any underlying factors
in the model. Field (2005) suggests that a large increase in the CI for the factors in the
model are an indication of collinearity. Additionally, Field suggests that if large
proportions of the variance of more than one variable are explained by just one factor
with a small eigenvalue this may also indicate collinearity.
■ Finally, Pearson’s correlation coefficients were computed for each of the predictor
variables by all other predictor variables. These correlation coefficients were examined
for any high statistically significant correlations, as Menard (2002) suggests that any
significant correlation of more than .80 is cause for concern.
For each of the models shown in this report the collinearity diagnostics suggested that there
was not a problem of sever multi-collinearity. However, owing to the large number of
correlation coefficients and other collinearity diagnostic statistics generated by the models
these will not be detailed in the report.

1

Both the Cox and Snell and the Nagelkerke statistics have problems. The Cox and Snell statistic has a
maximum which cannot reach 1 (even for a model that fits the data perfectly), and which therefore tends to
lead to reduced values closer to 0, which may wrongly suggest that the model does not fit the data. The
Nagelkerke R2 aims to correct the Cox and Snell statistic by using an adjustment that permits a value of 1.
However, the value for this statistic also tends to be low and may also wrongly suggest the model is not a
good fit of the data when it is. In addition, Menard (2000) suggests that both of these two statistics have the
‘undesirable’ property of increasing as the base rate of the outcome increases from 0 to .50, suggesting that,
effectively, a predictor coefficient in the model could potentially be substituted by an increase in the sample
size in terms of the amount of variation explained.
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Finally, for all resultant logistic regression models included in the analysis a table has been
provided showing the beta coefficients and their respective standard errors and significance
values. The odds ratios, or ‘Exp(B)’, for each factor in the equation along with the 95 per
cent confidence interval above and below this value. The odds ratios for each variable in the
model essentially represent the proportional increase in the overall odds of the outcome
happening per unit change of the predictor variable if everything else is held constant. Odds
ratio values of less than 1 represent a proportional decrease in the odds of the outcome
occurring, and values of more than 1 represent a proportional increase in the odds. Where
predictor variables are categorical in nature the Exp(B) value represents the proportional
change in the odds for that group compared to the reference group (which would be the
group represented by all related dummy variables in the model for that group of variables
equals 0). It is the odds ratio, or Exp(B), value which provides most information about the
direction and strength of relationship between a given predictor variable and the outcome
variable.
DUTYHOLDERS SURVEY
For the dutyholders survey there were five key questions of concern for which logistic
regression analyses were carried out. These were:
1. What factors predict awareness of the duty?
2. What factors predict whether respondents have seen any guidance/campaigns on the
duty?
3. What factors predict the likelihood of respondents conducting a survey on their premises?
4. What factors predict whether respondents provide information to workers when asbestos
is present?
5. What factors predict whether respondents provide information when asbestos is not
present?
As the outcome measures for all of these questions are dichotomous variables (eg respondent
was either aware of the duty or unaware of the duty) logistic regression analysis was used to
explore what factors best predict the outcome (eg being aware of the duty) occurring or not
occurring. Having already explored the bivariate relationships between respondents’
characteristics and the outcome variables of interest, the following variables were selected
for entry into the regression analyses where appropriate:
■ Size of company (micro, small, medium, or large).
■ Number of buildings responsible for.
■ Sector (public, production, or service sector).
■ Whether or not the company owns any of its own buildings.
■ Whether or not the company is a multi-site organisation.
■ The type of buildings that they manage/are responsible for (offices only, industrial only
or with offices, shops only or with offices, public premises (hospitals/churches/
schools/etc.) only or with offices, mix of building types).
■ Region (London and the South East; the North and Scotland; Wales, the South West and
the East; or the Midlands).
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Awareness of the duty was also entered into the analyses for questions 3 to 5 above although
obviously not for question 1 or 2 which aimed to explore what factors predict awareness of
the duty and whether or not they had seen any guidance/campaigns. Whether respondents
use in-house or external maintenance workers (or both) was also entered into the regressions
for questions 4 and 5. The only continuous interval/ratio level variable that could be used in
the analyses was the number of buildings the company had. All other variables were
nominal/categorical variables which were recoded into ‘dummy’ variables and entered into
the analysis using the indicator method (outlined above).
Awareness of the duty
The Cox and Snell, Nagelkerke, and Hosmer and Lemeshow pseudo R2 measures for the
model predicting the likelihood of respondents having heard of the duty to manage asbestos,
all had values that were above significance level of .05, which would lead to the decision not
to reject the null hypothesis that the model fits the data.
The resulting model suggests that aspects of company size, number of buildings, types of
buildings, sector, whether the company is multi-site, and region, are all related to the
likelihood of respondents being aware of the duty. However, the significance levels for some
of the beta coefficients contained in the model are below our a-priori significance level of p
= .05 (ie number of buildings, whether the respondent works in the production sector,
whether the company is based in the North or Scotland, and if the company is a large
company). This might suggest that although these factors do not significantly predict
awareness of the duty on their own they may still contribute to the predictive power of the
model. From a look at the odds ratios (‘Exp(B)’) in Table A4.1 we can see the following
patterns:
■ Respondents that work for small companies are significantly more likely to report having
heard of the duty.
■ Respondents who own at least some of their own buildings are more likely to have heard
of the duty than those who do not.
■ Those based in multi-site organisations are more likely to have heard of the duty.
■ Those whose buildings consist of shops and restaurants (with or without offices) are less
likely to have heard of the duty than those who have any other types of buildings.
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Table A4.1: Variables included in the equation
95.0% C.I. for EXP(B)
B

S.E.

Sig.

Exp(B)

Lower

Upper

Number of buildings

0.006 0.003 0.061

1.006

1

1.011

Small company

0.847 0.358 0.018

2.334

1.157

4.709

Large company

0.696 0.362 0.054

2.006

0.988

4.075

Production sector

0.573 0.344 0.096

1.774

0.903

3.485

Owns any of own buildings

0.578

0.24

0.016

1.783

1.114

2.853

Multi-site company

0.704 0.275

0.01

2.022

1.181

3.464

0.001

0.434

0.261

0.723

North and Scotland

-0.407 0.243 0.095

0.666

0.413

1.073

Constant

0.883 0.244

2.419

Shops, restaurants and offices only -0.834

0.26

0

Base: All respondents, N = 697, excludes ‘Don’t know’ (N = 626)
Note: Cox and Snell = .121; Nagelkerke = .210; Hosmer and Lemeshow p = .084
Source: Dutyholders survey – Ipsos MORI, 2008

From looking at the classification table for the model (Table A4.2) we can see that the model
correctly predicts the outcome in 85 per cent of cases.
Table A4.2: Classification table for the prediction of whether or not
respondent had previously heard of the duty
Predicted
Observed Not aware Aware Correct, %
Not aware

7

89

7.3

Aware

5

525

99.1

Overall

85.0

Base: All respondents, N = 697, excludes ‘Don’t know’ (N = 626)
Note: % correct with only constant in the model = 84.7
Source: Dutyholders survey – Ipsos MORI, 2008

Seen guidance/campaigns
Goodness-of-fit measures for the resulting model predicting the likelihood of having seen
guidance or campaigns on the Duty to Manage Asbestos, suggest that the model does fit the
data. With aspects of the number of buildings, size of company, sector, and type of buildings
significantly predicting the chances of respondents having seen or read guidance on the duty
to manage asbestos. Although, the variables for whether or not the company is in the
production sector and if it is a multi-site organisation were retained in the model by the
backwards elimination stepwise procedure, the beta coefficients for these two variables are
not statistically significant at the p = .05 level. This may indicate that although they do not
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significantly predict the chances of having read the guidance on their own, they may still
contribute to predictive ability of the model. Alternatively, the non-significant p values for
these variables may be due to the fact that the direction of the relationship for more than five
per cent of respondents in these two groups were less likely to have seen the guidance rather
than more likely, thus indicating that the direction of this relationship might be unstable in
the population as a whole.
The following factors were found to predict whether respondents had seen guidance/
campaigns in the following ways:
■ The more buildings respondents have the more likely they were to have seen/read the
guidance.
■ Respondents from small companies are two-and-a-half times more likely than those from
micro companies to have seen the guidance and this ratio is even higher for medium and
large organisations compared to micro.
■ Those with only industrial buildings (with or without offices), and shops and restaurants
(with or without offices), are significantly less likely to have seen/read guidance on the
duty than are those with any other types of buildings.
Table A4.3: Variables included in the equation
95.0% C.I.for EXP(B)
B

S.E.

Sig.

Exp(B)

Lower

Upper

Number of buildings

0.001 0.001 0.036

1.001

1

1.003

Small company

0.954

0.26

0

2.595

1.559

4.319

Medium sized company

1.298 0.297

0

3.663

2.045

6.562

Large company

1.818

0.28

0

6.16

3.56

10.66

Production sector

0.46

0.246 0.061

1.584

0.978

2.565

Multi-site company

0.382 0.221 0.084

1.465

0.949

2.262

Industrial buildings (and offices) only -0.536 0.237 0.024

0.585

0.368

0.93

Shops, restaurants (and offices) only

-0.98

0.228

0

0.375

0.24

0.588

Constant

-0.645 0.184

0

0.525

Base: All respondents, N = 697, excludes ‘Don’t know’ (N = 652)
Note: Cox and Snell = .221; Nagelkerke = .297; Hosmer and Lemeshow p = .988
Source: Dutyholders survey – Ipsos MORI, 2008

The model accurately predicts the outcome in 72 per cent of cases, as can be seen from Table
A4.4.
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Table A4.4: Classification table for the prediction of whether or not
respondent had seen/read guidance on the duty
Predicted
Observed Not aware Aware Correct, %
Not aware

160

110

59.3

Aware

76

306

80.1

Overall

71.5

Base: All respondents, N = 697, excludes ‘Don’t know’ (N = 652)
Note: % correct with only constant in the model = 58.6
Source: Dutyholders survey – Ipsos MORI, 2008

Surveys
The pseudo R2 measures for the model predicting the likelihood of respondents having
conducted an asbestos survey on their property were all above our significance level of p<
0.05, leading to the decision not to reject the null that the model fits the data. Size of
company, awareness of the duty, whether the company was a public sector organisation, and
whether or not respondents had seen/read any guidance on the duty, were all found to be
significant predictors of whether or not respondents had had a survey done. Whether the
companies’ buildings consisted solely of offices or not was also retained in the model,
although this factor on its own does not significantly predict the outcome variable reliably.
The factors retained in the model suggest the following patterns:
■ Size predicts the likelihood of respondents having had a survey done, with small and
medium sized companies more than four times more likely and large companies eight
times more likely to have had a survey done than micro companies (all else being equal).
■ Public sector companies are nearly twice as likely to have conducted a survey than those
from other sectors.
■ Respondents who were aware of the duty are nearly twice as likely to have had a survey
done than those who are not aware of the duty.
■ Those who have seen guidance/campaigns on the duty are also nearly twice as likely to
have had a survey done compared to those who have not seen/read the guidance.
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Table A4.5: Variables included in the equation
95.0% C.I.for EXP(B)
B

S.E.

Sig.

Exp(B)

Lower

Upper

Small company

1.402 0.284

0

4.063

2.328

7.089

Medium company

1.535 0.296

0

4.639

2.599

8.279

Large company

2.125 0.263

0

8.369

4.999

14.012

Public sector

0.625 0.295 0.034

1.869

1.049

3.33

Aware of duty

0.628 0.284 0.027

1.875

1.075

3.269

Seen campaigns/guidance

0.625 0.216 0.004

1.868

1.224

2.853

Offices only

-0.481 0.273 0.078

0.618

0.362

1.056

Constant

-1.629 0.277

0.196

0

Base: All respondents, N = 697, excludes ‘Don’t know’ (N = 597)
Note: Cox and Snell = .246; Nagelkerke = .334; Hosmer and Lemeshow p = .987
Source: Dutyholders survey – Ipsos MORI, 2008

From the classification table (Table A4.6) we can see that our model correctly predicts the
outcome in just over three-quarters of cases.
Table A4.6: Classification table for the prediction of whether or not
respondent had conducted a survey
Predicted
Observed No survey Survey Correct, %
No survey

145

86

62.8

Survey

58

308

84.2

Overall

75.9

Base: All respondents, N = 697, excludes ‘Don’t know’ (N = 597)
Note: % correct with only constant in the model = 61.9
Source: Dutyholders survey – Ipsos MORI, 2008

Providing information when asbestos is present
As the Duty to Manage Asbestos states that dutyholders have to tell maintenance workers
about asbestos if there is a chance that they will disturb it in areas where they are working, it
is only appropriate to look at what factors predict whether or not dutyholders had provided
information to workers in cases where dutyholders did have asbestos in their buildings (or
believed they had asbestos). As only 228 respondents in our sample reported having asbestos
in the fabric of their buildings, and only 40 of these had not told workers about the presence
of asbestos (and only 34 of the 40 had complete data), reliable analysis of the data was not
possible.
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Providing information when asbestos is NOT present
The Cox and Snell and Nagelkerke pseudo R2 statistics have fairly low values for our model
relatively close to our specified significance level of p< 0.05. However, although low,
critically both of these measures are still above the specified significance level of p< 0.05.
This, coupled with the fact that the p value for the Hosmer and Lemeshow statistic is
reasonably high, leads to the conclusion that the model is a good fit for the data.
Respondents’ awareness of the duty, whether the respondent had seen/read guidance on the
duty, the types of buildings the company had, and whether or not the company only used
internal maintenance workers were all found to be significant predictors of whether or not
they had informed workers when there was no asbestos in the areas they were working in.
Whether or not the company was a multi-site organisation or not was also retained in the
model, although this variable on its own was not found to reliably predict the outcome
measure. The factors in the model were found to predict the outcome in the following ways:
■ Awareness of the duty increased the odds of respondents having told workers when there
was no asbestos by nearly double, compared to those who had not heard of the duty.
■ Whether or not respondents had seen guidance/campaigns on the duty also increased the
odds of respondents having told workers about the absence of asbestos.
■ Those with industrial premises (with or without offices), shops/restaurants (with or
without offices), or public buildings (such as churches, schools, museums, etc., with or
without offices) were more likely to have told workers when there is no asbestos, than
were those with other types of buildings.
■ Companies who only use internal maintenance workers were more likely to have
informed their maintenance workers about the absence of asbestos in the areas they work
in than were those who do not only use in-house maintenance workers.
Table A4.7: Variables included in the equation
95.0% C.I.for EXP(B)
B

S.E.

Sig.

Exp(B)

Lower

Upper

Aware of duty

0.604 0.267 0.024

1.829

1.084

3.087

Seen campaigns/guidance

0.495 0.202 0.014

1.641

1.105

2.437

Multi-site company

0.353 0.192 0.066

1.423

0.977

2.072

Industrial and offices only

0.704 0.234 0.003

2.021

1.277

3.197

Shops and offices only

0.775 0.249 0.002

2.17

1.333

3.534

Public premises

0.693 0.281 0.014

2

1.154

3.468

Internal maintenance workers only

0.558 0.259 0.031

1.747

1.051

2.902

Constant

-1.185

0.306

0.3

0

Base: All respondents, N = 697, excludes ‘Don’t know’ (N = 563)
Note: Cox and Snell = .064; Nagelkerke = .086; Hosmer and Lemeshow p = .691
Source: Dutyholders survey – Ipsos MORI, 2008
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The final model correctly predict chances of dutyholders telling maintenance workers about
the absence of asbestos in just under two-thirds of cases, as can be seen in Table A4.8.
Table A4.8: Classification table for the prediction of whether or not
respondent informs workers when there is no asbestos present
Predicted
Observed

No info provided Info provided Correct, %

No info provided

79

153

34.1

Info provided

52

279

84.3

Overall

63.6

Base: All respondents, N = 697, excludes ‘Don’t know’ (N = 563)
Note: % correct with only constant in the model = 58.8
Source: Dutyholders survey – Ipsos MORI, 2008

MAINTENANCE WORKERS SURVEY
In the analysis of the maintenance workers survey we were interested in exploring four key
questions of interest, namely:
1. What factors predict awareness of the duty to manage asbestos?
2. What factors predict chances of being told about asbestos in non-domestic properties?
3. What factors predict chances of respondents suspecting that they have come across
asbestos when they have not been told about it in non-domestic properties?
4. What factors predict the chances that a maintenance worker will ask specifically about
asbestos on site?
As in the analysis for the dutyholders survey, all outcome measures for the above questions
are dichotomous variables and so, again, logistic regression analysis is the most appropriate
method for exploring what factors best predict the outcome occurring or not occurring. As
before, having already explored the bivariate relationships between respondents’
characteristics and the outcome variables of interest, a number of factors were selected for
entry into the regression analyses. These factors were:
■ main occupational group
■ employment situation (employee or self-employed)
■ number of years in current occupation
■ size of company worked for
■ whether the respondent was a trade union member or not
■ respondent’s age at last birthday
■ number of sites worked on in the last 12 months.
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Awareness of the duty was also entered into the analyses for questions 2 to 4 above, although
obviously not for question 1 which aimed to explore what factors best predict awareness of
the duty. Where possible, continuous interval/ratio variables were used in the analysis,
including for: age, size of company, and number of sites worked on in the past 12 months.
Nominal and categorical variables were recoded into ‘dummy’ variables and were entered
into the analysis using the indicator method (outlined above).
Awareness of the duty to manage asbestos
In terms of maintenance workers’ awareness of the duty, age, employment situation, and
whether or not the respondent worked in a more managerial/supervisory or ‘other’
occupation were found to be the most important factors in predicting awareness. The Cox
and Snell, Nagelkerke, and Hosmer and Lemeshow pseudo R2 goodness-of-fit statistics for
the resultant model were all found to be over p = .05 suggesting that the null hypothesis that
the model fits the data should not be rejected.
Table A4.9 shows the beta coefficients and their respective standard errors and significance
levels, as well as the odds ratios (‘Exp(B)’) and the 95 per cent confidence interval for the
odds ratios. Respondents’ age, whether they were self-employed or an employee, and
whether or not they were in particular occupation groups, were all found to predict the
chances of them being aware of the duty. The model suggests the following patterns:
■ Age predicts awareness of the duty with the odds of respondents being aware of the duty
increasing by three per cent per year (all else being constant).
■ Those who worked in more supervisory occupations and those who worked in ‘other’
occupations were more likely than other occupational groups to be aware of the duty,
with the odds of managers being aware of the duty nearly six times higher and the odds of
those in ‘other’ occupations nearly two and a half times higher than those in any other
maintenance occupation.
■ The odds of self-employed maintenance workers being aware of the duty decrease by half
when compared to employees, all else being equal.
Table A4.9: Variables included in the equation
95.0% C.I. for EXP(B)
IVs in the model

B

S.E.

Sig.

Exp(B)

Lower

Upper

0.001

1.032

1.014

1.05

Age of respondent

0.031 0.009

Manager

1.754 0.503 <0.0005

5.776

2.155

15.48

‘Other’ occupation

0.885 0.364

0.015

2.424

1.188

4.943

Self-employed

-0.897

<0.0005

0.408

0.265

0.627

Constant

-1.061 0.403

0.008

0.346

0.22

Base: All respondents, N = 510, excludes ‘Don’t know’ (N = 413)
Note: Cox and Snell = .124; Nagelkerke = .166 ; Hosmer and Lemeshow p = .784
Source: Maintenance workers survey – Ipsos MORI, 2008

55

Accuracy of the model
Table A4.10 shows the classification table for the model, which shows that our model
accurately predicts awareness of the duty in around two-thirds (67 per cent) of observed
cases.
Table A4.10: Classification table for the prediction of whether or not
respondent had previously heard of the duty
Predicted
Observed Not aware Aware Correct, %
Not aware

132

62

68.0

Aware

74

145

66.2

Overall

67.1

Base: All respondents, N = 510, excludes ‘Don’t know’ (N = 413)
Note: % correct with only constant in the model = 53.0
Source: Maintenance workers survey – Ipsos MORI, 2008

Being told about asbestos in non-domestic buildings1
Age, occupation, number of years in their occupation and the types of property respondents
work in were all found to predict the chances of respondents being told about asbestos in the
areas where they work, as follows:
■ Electricians, managers and those in ‘other’ occupations are all more likely to report
having been told about asbestos than those in all other occupation groups in our survey
(not including plumbers). Although, the dummy variable for plumbers was retained in the
model, the significance level of the beta coefficient was non-significant, which would
suggest that, although the odds ratio is in the same direction as the other occupational
groups retained in the model, this factor does not reliably predict the outcome variable
with any high level of confidence.
■ As age increases, the odds of respondents having been told about asbestos decrease by
three per cent per year.
■ Respondents who work on non-domestic properties only are two and a half times more
likely to report having been told about asbestos in the areas they work in than those who
work on both domestic and non-domestic properties or solely on domestic properties.
■ Respondents who reported being aware of the duty were also more likely to have been
told about asbestos in the areas they work in compared to those who were unaware of the

1

It should be noted that dutyholders do not legally have to inform maintenance workers unless the workers are
likely to disturb asbestos, therefore, in any one instance the fact that a given worker was not told about
asbestos does not necessarily indicate bad practice, but may just mean that there was no asbestos present in
the area. However, given that all respondents had worked on buildings built before 2001 in the last year, and
that workers had generally worked on more than one site over the year, it may be reasonable to assume that
many will have worked on sites that will have had some asbestos present.
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duty, with an odds ratio representing a three-and-a-quarter increase in the odds for those
aware of the duty.
The factor for whether a respondent had been in their current occupation for 10 to 20 years
was retained in the model, although the significance level of the beta coefficient was not
significant, indicating that although the factor contributes to the predictive ability of the
model, the factor itself does not reliably predict the outcome variable on its own.
The pseudo R2 measures were all above .05 suggesting that the null hypothesis that the
model fits the data should not be rejected.
Table A4.11: Variables included in the equation
95.0% C.I. for EXP(B)
IVs in the model

B

df

Sig.

Exp(B)

Lower

Upper

Age of respondent

-0.031 0.011

0.004

0.97

0.949

0.99

Plumber

0.746 0.425

0.079

2.108

0.916

4.849

Electrician

1.103 0.324

0.001

3.014

1.596

5.692

Manager

1.36

0.44

0.002

3.894

1.643

9.233

‘Other’ occupation

0.907 0.375

0.016

2.477

1.187

5.17

Works on non-domestic only

0.924 0.269

0.001

2.52

1.489

4.266

In occupation for 10 to 20 years

0.53

0.084

1.699

0.932

3.096

Aware of duty

1.176 0.265 <0.0005

3.24

1.927

5.45

Constant

-0.608

0.544

0.306
0.49

0.214

Base: All those who have worked on non-domestic buildings in the last 12 months, N = 429, excludes
‘Don’t know’ (N = 347)
Note: Cox and Snell = .187; Nagelkerke = .252; Hosmer and Lemeshow p = .125
Source: Maintenance workers survey – Ipsos MORI, 2008

Accuracy of the model
Table A4.12 shows the classification table for the model, which shows that the model
correctly predicts whether or not respondents reported being told about the absence of
asbestos in 67 per cent of cases.
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Table A4.12: Classification table for the prediction of whether or not
respondent was told about asbestos in a non-domestic property during the
past year
Predicted
Observed Not told Told Correct, %
Not told

160

42

79.2

Told

72

73

50.3

Overall

67.1

Base: All those who have worked on non-domestic buildings in the last 12 months, N = 429, excludes
‘Don’t know’ (N = 347)
Note: % correct with only constant in the model = 58.2
Source: Maintenance workers survey – Ipsos MORI, 2008

Suspecting asbestos when not told
In terms of the goodness-of-fit of the model for whether or not respondents had suspected
asbestos during the last year when information had not been provided, the Cox and Snell,
and Nagelkerke pseudo R2 values were quite low. However, it has been noted previously
that these values may tend to have values that are relatively low and given that the values for
both of these statistics are above our significance level of p< 0.05 and given that the Hosmer
and Lemeshow statistic is high, this would suggest that the model is a reasonable fit of the
data.
In terms of the variables retained in the model, the number of sites worked on in the last
year, the types of properties worked on, and whether or not the respondent works in certain
types of occupation were all found to be significantly related to the likelihood of respondents
having suspected asbestos in the areas they had worked in. From inspecting the odds ratios
shown in Table A4.13, it can be seen that:
■ The odds of respondents reporting having suspected asbestos on site increase the more
buildings a respondent had worked on in the last year.
■ The odds of electricians and workers in ‘other’ occupations having suspected asbestos are
around double those of workers in all other occupational groups in our survey.
■ Maintenance workers who work solely on domestic properties or non-domestic properties
are less likely to report having suspected asbestos on site than are workers who work on
both types of property.
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Table A4.13: Variables included in the equation
95% C.I. for Exp(B)
B

S.E.

Sig.

Exp(B)

Lower

Upper

Number of sites worked on

0.003 0.001

0.027

1.003

1

1.005

Electrician

0.581 0.282

0.039

1.788

1.028

3.108

‘Other’ occupation

0.734 0.339

0.030

2.084

1.072

4.05

Works on domestic only

-1.087 0.364

0.003

0.337

0.165

0.689

Works on non-domestic only -0.592 0.262

0.024

0.553

0.331

0.925

Constant

-0.731 0.163 <0.0005

0.482

Base: All respondents, N = 510, excludes ‘Don’t know’ (N = 413)
Notes: Cox and Snell = .067; Nagelkerke = .093; Hosmer and Lemeshow p = .980
Source: Maintenance workers survey – Ipsos MORI, 2008

Accuracy of the model
The classification table for the model shows that the model correctly predicts the outcome in
just over two-thirds of cases.
Table A4.14: Classification table for the prediction of whether or not
respondent has suspected asbestos on a site when information about it had
not been provided
Predicted
Observed

Not suspected Suspected Correct, %

Not suspected

259

18

93.5

Suspected

112

24

17.6

Overall

68.5

Base: All respondents, N = 510, excludes ‘Don’t know’ (N = 413)
Note: % correct with only constant in the model = 67.1
Source: Maintenance workers survey – Ipsos MORI, 2008

Asking about asbestos on site
The Cox and Snell, Nagelkerke, and Hosmer and Lemeshow pseudo R2 values for the
resultant model for the likelihood of respondents specifically asking about the presence of
asbestos on site were all well above the specified significance level of p < 0.05; all of which
indicate that the null hypothesis that the model fits the data should not be rejected.
Awareness of the duty, whether respondents work solely on domestic buildings and whether
or not respondents work in particular occupations were all found to be significantly
associated with the chances of respondents having asked about asbestos.
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Table A4.15 shows that:
■ The odds of respondents who have heard of the duty asking about asbestos on site are
nearly three times the odds of those who have not heard of the duty (all else being equal).
■ Managers, electricians, and those in ‘other’ occupations are more likely to ask about
asbestos than those in all other occupational groups of maintenance workers in our
survey.
■ Those who work on domestic properties only are less likely to ask about asbestos than
those who work on non-domestic properties or both domestic and non-domestic
properties.
Table A4.15: Variables included in the equation
95% C.I. of Exp(B)
B

S.E.

Sig.

Exp(B)

Lower

Upper

Electrician

0.764

0.3

0.011

2.146

1.191

3.867

Manager

1.39

0.396

0

4.015

1.848

8.72

‘Other’ occupation

0.791 0.349 0.023

2.205

1.113

4.369

Works on domestic only -1.126 0.434 0.009

0.324

0.138

0.759

Aware of the duty

1.054 0.247

0

2.869

1.769

4.655

Constant

-1.688 0.221

0

0.185

Base: All respondents, N = 510, excludes ‘Don’t know’ (N = 413)
Notes: Cox and Snell = .144; Nagelkerke = .203; Hosmer and Lemeshow p = .988
Source: Maintenance workers survey – Ipsos MORI, 2008

Accuracy of the model
The model accurately predicts whether or not respondents had specifically asked about
asbestos over the last year in nearly three-quarters of cases, as shown in Table A4.16.
Table A4.16: Classification table for the prediction of whether or not
respondent has specifically asked about asbestos on a site when information
had not been provided
Predicted
Observed Not asked Asked Correct, %
Not asked

245

41

85.7

Asked

72

55

43.3

Overall

72.6

Base: All respondents, N = 510, excludes ‘Don’t know’ (N = 413)
Note: % correct with only constant in the model = 67.1
Source: Maintenance workers survey – Ipsos MORI, 2008
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APPENDIX 5: DETAILS OF THE SITE VISITS SAMPLE
Table A5.1: Size and type of organisation
Non-Domestic
More than 100 Buildings

Domestic
3. City Council
4. District Council
6. Property Maintenance
10. Borough Council
12. Property Maintenance
13. Property Letting

11 – 100 Buildings

2. Food Distributor
5. Hospital
9. College
15. National Park
20. Health Provider

1 – 10 Buildings

1. Manufacturer
7. Manufacturer
8. Motor Repair Shop
11. School
14. Supermarket
16. Manufacturer
17. Manufacturer
18. Property Maintenance
19. Supermarket

Source: Ipsos MORI, 2008

Table A5.2: Location of organisation
West of Birmingham

In Between

North of
Chesterfield

9. College
10. Borough Council
11. School

15. National Park
16. Manufacturer
17. Manufacturer
18. Building
Maintenance

In Between

8. Motor Repair Shop

12. Property
Maintenance
13. Property Letting
14. Supermarket
19. Supermarket
20. Health Provider

1. Manufacturer
2. Food Distributor
3. City Council

5. Hospital
7. Manufacturer

4. District Council
6. Property Maintenance

South of Watford
Gap
Source: Ipsos MORI, 2008
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East of Peterborough

APPENDIX 6: ADDITIONAL DATA TABLES
This section presents the details of the descriptive analysis conducted and used throughout
the report to highlight differences between different types of dutyholder and worker. Please
note that in all of the tables that follow, ‘don’t know’ responses have been excluded. All
bases are unweighted. Numbers in parenthesis ‘( )’ indicate that estimates should be treated
with caution due to low numbers of cases. Where bases are particularly low, less than 30,
figures have been removed. All breaks included in the tables showed significant differences
between groups in chi-squared analyses, with p<0.05.
Table A6.1: As far as you are aware, is there any form of asbestos in the fabric
of your buildings? (Dutyholders survey)
Yes % No % Base
Size of Organisation (Number of Employees)
Less than 10

16.60

83.40

210

10 to 49

27.80

72.20

112

50 to 249

46.20

53.80

101

250 or more

60.00

40.00

220

All

31.20

68.80

643

Services

28.20

71.80

421

Public

48.10

51.90

105

Production

32.70

67.30

130

All

31.30

68.70

656

Offices only

22.9

77.1

97

Industrial

38.0

62.0

152

Public premises

42.9

57.1

88

Shops and restaurants

15.6

84.4

150

Mix of others

43.0

57.0

175

All

31.7

68.3

662

Yes

35.70

64.30

539

No

18.30

81.70

96

All

32.70

67.30

695

No

15.60

84.40

265

Yes - any (Net)

46.40

53.60

397

All

31.70

68.30

662

Sector

Types of building managed

Are you aware of the regulations?

Have you read any guidance?

Source: Ipsos MORI, 2008
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Table A6.2: In what per cent of the buildings you work in is asbestos present?
(Maintenance worker survey)
Less than half
of buildings, %

Half of buildings
or more, %

Base

Less than 10

76.5

23.4

209

10 to 49

65.8

34.1

85

50 to 250

67.2

32.8

58

More than 250

56.8

43.2

118

All

68.5

31.5

470

In-house employee

63.8

36.2

116

External employee

60.8

39.2

153

Self employed/employer

76.6

23.4

115

All

68.3

31.6

474

Domestic properties only

77.7

22.4

76

Domestic and non-domestic

69.7

30.3

277

Non-domestic properties only

59.5

40.5

121

All

68.3

31.6

474

Yes

64.0

36.0

261

No

73.7

26.3

213

All

68.4

31.6

474

Size of company

Employment situation

Type of properties work in

Aware of Duty to Manage Asbestos

Source: Ipsos MORI, 2008
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Table A6.3: Whether respondent is personally responsible for managing
asbestos on a daily basis (Dutyholder survey)
Yes %

No %

Base

Less than 10

(76.30) (23.70)

40

10 to 49

(71.10) (28.90)

42

Size of Organisation

50 to 249

51.70

48.30

53

250 or more

36.90

63.10

138

All

56.70

43.30

273

Services

53.10

46.90

151

Public

43.60

56.40

61

Production

82.90

17.10

65

All

56.10

43.90

277

1

73.00

27.00

69

2 to 10

78.00

22.00

96

Sector

Number of buildings managed

11 to 100

(50.00) (50.00)

48

Over 100

31.50

68.50

65

All

56.80

43.20

278

Source: Ipsos MORI, 2008
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Table A6.4: Have you used consultants to help your management of
asbestos? (Dutyholder survey)
Yes %

No %

Base

Less than 10

(45.00) (55.00)

41

10 to 49

(73.50) (26.50)

45

Size of organisation

50 to 249

79.30

20.70

55

250 or more

85.30

14.70

149

All

71.70

28.30

250

Services

75.60

24.40

159

Public

75.60

24.40

67

Production

52.80

47.20

68

All

72.20

27.80

294

1

58.20

41.80

72

2 to 10

70.60

29.40

101

11 to 100

70.70

29.30

51

Over 100

83.50

16.50

71

All

71.40

28.60

295

-

-

29

Industrial

55.1

44.9

72

Public premises

78.0

22.0

52

(72.2)

(27.8)

42

Mix of others

73.9

26.1

104

All

71.9

28.1

299

Yes

74.80

25.20

273

No

-

-

23

All

72.70

27.30

295

No – any (Net)

50.90

49.10

64

Yes – any (Net)

78.00

22.00

235

All

71.60

28.40

299

Sector

Number of buildings managed

Types of buildings
Offices only

Shops and restaurants

Awareness of the regulations

Awareness of guidance

Source: Ipsos MORI, 2008
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Table A6.5: Has information been sought from builders or architects about the
presence and condition of asbestos? (Dutyholder survey)
Yes % No %

Base

Size of organisation
Less than 10

14.50

85.50

207

10 to 49

25.20

74.80

107

50 to 249

31.60

68.40

102

250 or more

27.30

72.70

228

All

21.20

78.80

644

1

14.40

85.60

274

2 to 10

24.30

75.70

201

11 to 100

26.50

73.50

82

Over 100

35.10

64.90

96

All

21.70

78.30

653

Offices only

20.8

79.2

97

Industrial

22.0

78.0

150

Public premises

23.5

76.5

89

Shops and restaurants

14.0

86.0

151

Mix of others

29.2

70.8

176

All

21.9

78.1

663

Yes

25.20

74.80

540

No

7.30

92.70

97

All

22.10

77.90

637

No

12.80

87.20

263

Yes – any (Net)

29.90

70.10

400

All

21.80

78.20

663

Number of buildings

Types of buildings

Aware of the Duty

Seen any guidance/campaigns

Source: Ipsos MORI, 2008
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Table A6.6: To the best of your knowledge, has a formal survey or assessment
of the fabric of your building(s) been conducted to establish whether asbestos
materials are present? (Dutyholder survey)
No % Yes %

Base

Size of Organisation
Less than 10

70.40

29.60

207

10 to 49

36.20

63.80

107

50 to 249

38.60

61.40

102

250 or more

17.00

83.00

228

All

48.00

52.00

644

Services

50.10

49.90

426

Public

32.90

67.10

105

Production

53.70

46.30

126

All

48.50

51.50

657

1

64.30

35.70

274

2 to 10

50.70

49.30

201

11 to 100

20.70

79.30

82

Over 100

20.70

79.30

96

All

48.30

51.70

653

Offices only

62.5

37.5

97

Industrial

50.4

49.6

150

Public premises

40.0

60.0

89

Shops and restaurants

53.1

46.9

151

Mix of others

38.7

61.3

176

All

48.3

51.7

663

Yes

42.40

57.60

540

No

74.50

25.50

97

All

48.00

52.00

637

No – any (Net)

64.90

35.10

263

Yes – any (Net)

33.50

66.50

400

All

48.30

51.70

663

Sector

Number of buildings managed

Types of buildings

Are you aware of the regulations?

Have you seen any guidance?

Source: Ipsos MORI, 2008
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Table A6.7: Has organisation taken any action to remove asbestos?
(Dutyholder survey)
Yes %

No %

Base

Less than 10

(36.00) (64.00)

34

10 to 49

(43.20) (56.80)

32

50 to 249

(50.00) (50.00)

Size of organisation

47

250 or more

82.40

17.60

138

All

59.20

40.80

251

1

31.60

68.40

60

2 to 10

51.20

48.80

91

Number of buildings managed

11 to 100

(68.80) (31.20)

45

Over 100

82.10

17.90

58

All

58.80

41.20

254

-

-

26

43.5

56.5

68

Public premises

(69.4)

(30.6)

45

Shops and restaurants

(59.3)

(40.7)

30

Mix of others

67.6

32.4

89

All

58.8

41.2

258

(45.9)

(54.1)

45

East, South West & Wales

48.8

51.2

54

London & South East

57.1

42.9

67

North & Scotland

73.3

26.7

92

All

59.3

40.7

258

62.80

37.20

233

Type of buildings managed
Offices only
Industrial

Region
Midlands

Awareness of the regulations
Yes
No

-

-

22

All

59.80

40.20

255

No – any (Net)

38.80

61.20

53

Yes – any (Net)

65.80

34.20

205

All

59.30

40.70

258

Have you seen any guidance/campaigns?

Source: Ipsos MORI, 2008
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Table A6.8: How regularly, if at all, is the condition of the asbestos-containing
materials in your property reviewed? (Dutyholder survey)
Once a year or Less than once
more often %
a year %

Base

Size of Organisation
Less than 10

(33.30)

(66.70)

31

10 to 49

-

-

26

50 to 249

(76.20)

(23.80)

43

250 or more

72.80

27.20

130

All

61.20

38.8

230

1

37.50

62.50

54

2 to 10

67.50

32.50

81

11 to 100

(67.90)

(32.10)

41

Over 100

69.70

30.30

58

All

60.40

39.60

234

Yes

66.10

33.90

217

No

-

-

17

All

61.70

38.30

234

No – any (Net)

(35.90)

(64.10)

45

Yes – any (Net)

67.60

32.40

193

All

61.00

39.00

238

Number of buildings managed

Awareness of regulations

Awareness of guidance

Source: Ipsos MORI, 2008
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Table A6.9: How well do you feel you understand how to manage asbestos in
your premises? (Dutyholder survey)
Very well % Fairly well %

Neither or
not well %

Base

Size
Less than 10

25.1

38.5

36.5

204

10 to 49

31.9

47.1

21.0

117

50 to 249

23.6

56.4

20.0

104

250 or more

48.7

40.3

11.0

231

All

32.0

42.3

25.7

656

Services

31.2

40.9

27.9

435

Public

41.8

35.4

22.8

105

Production

26.3

57.6

16.2

130

All

31.7

42.7

25.5

670

1

26.7

35.2

38.1

281

2 to 10

25.8

55.0

19.2

205

11 to 100

35.4

51.2

13.4

83

Over 100

53.6

40.2

6.3

97

All

32.1

42.6

25.3

666

Offices only

23.8

40.6

35.6

102

Industrial

28.5

56.1

15.4

153

Public premises

44.2

25.6

30.2

90

Shops and restaurants

30.0

36.5

33.5

147

Mix of others

34.9

48.4

16.7

184

All

32.0

42.7

25.3

676

Yes

34.3

44.7

21.0

559

No

22.9

35.2

41.9

93

All

32.4

43.1

24.5

652

No – any (Net)

20.6

34.4

45.0

267

Yes – any (Net)

41.9

49.7

8.3

409

All

32.0

42.6

25.3

676

Midlands

28.2

58.2

13.6

113

East, South West & Wales

39.3

38.6

22.1

147

London & South East

29.0

37.9

33.1

181

North & Scotland

31.6

41.3

27.1

235

All
Source: Ipsos MORI, 2008

32.0

42.6

25.3

676

Sector

Number of buildings

Type of building

Aware of the Duty

Seen guidance/campaigns

Region
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Table A6.10: How confident do you feel that your company is aware of all the
materials containing asbestos in your premises? (Dutyholder survey)
Very
confident %

Fairly
confident %

Neither or
not %

Base

Less than 10

44.6

36.2

19.2

209

10 to 49

52.1

40.0

7.9

118

50 to 249

50.9

43.9

5.3

105

250 or more

57.2

38.8

3.9

228

All

49.7

38.3

12.0

660

1

50.0

31.7

18.3

286

2 to 10

48.0

47.4

4.6

205

11 to 100

47.6

41.5

11.0

83

Over 100

59.3

37.2

3.5

97

All

50.8

37.4

11.8

671

Yes

52.0

38.7

9.2

560

No

45.5

29.1

25.5

97

All

50.9

37.1

12.0

657

No – any (Net)

47.8

33.4

18.8

271

Yes – any (Net)

52.6

41.6

5.8

410

All

50.4

37.7

11.9

681

Size

Number of buildings

Aware of the Duty

Seen guidance/campaigns

Source: Ipsos MORI, 2008
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Table A6.11: In the last 12 months, before working on a non-domestic property
have you specifically been told that there may be asbestos present?
(Maintenance worker survey)
Yes % No %

Base

Size of company
Less than 10

29.0

71.0

162

10 to 49

48.8

51.2

82

50 to 250

44.1

55.9

59

More than 250

56.2

43.8

121

All

42.7

57.3

424

In-house employee

50.5

49.5

111

External employee

50.3

49.7

157

Self employed/employer

30.2

69.8

159

All

42.9

57.1

427

27.3

72.7

66

(20.9)

(79.1)

43

31.4

68.6

86

(46.5)

(53.5)

43

54.4

45.6

79

(29.7)

37

Employment situation

Occupation
Carpenter/roofer/glazier/shopfitter
Painter/decorator/interiors
Builder/labourer/gen maintenance
Plumber/heating
Electrician/cable/IT installation

Site/contract manager/surveyor/tech engineer (70.3)
Other occupation

58.8

41.2

51

All

42.7

57.3

405

Source: Ipsos MORI, 2008
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Table A6.12: If maintenance work is carried out in areas that do not contain
asbestos, are they informed that it is not present? (Dutyholder survey)
Yes % No %

Base

Size
Less than 10

53.7

46.3

174

10 to 49

61.2

38.8

114

50 to 249

48.1

51.9

98

250 or more

72.0

28.0

225

All

59.6

40.4

611

1

56.1

43.9

253

2 to 10

54.4

45.6

194

11 to 100

63.2

36.8

79

Over 100

75.9

24.1

92

All

60.2

39.8

618

Offices only

54.9

45.1

87

Industrial

67.9

32.1

144

Public premises

66.7

33.3

84

Shops and restaurants

64.0

36.0

139

Mix of others

51.1

48.9

173

All

60.1

39.9

627

Internal only

74.3

25.7

98

External only

55.9

44.1

343

Both

61.0

39.0

179

All

60.0

40.0

620

Yes

62.3

37.7

516

No

48.4

51.6

88

All

60.1

39.9

604

No – any (Net)

52.2

47.8

237

Yes – any (Net)

66.6

33.4

390

All

60.2

39.8

627

Number of buildings

Type of building

Type of maintenance work

Aware of the Duty

Seen any campaigns/guidance

Source: Ipsos MORI, 2008
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Table A6.13: Ever been specifically told that there is no asbestos present in or
near the areas where you are working? (Maintenance worker survey)
Yes % No %

Base

Employment situation
In-house employee

25.5

74.5

110

External employee

30.8

69.2

156

Self employed/employer

16.4

83.6

159

All

24.0

76.0

425

Less than 5 years

13.2

86.8

68

Between 5 and 10 years

34.7

65.3

72

Between 10 and 20 years

23.5

76.5

85

More than 20 years

24.0

76.0

200

All

24.0

76.0

425

Carpenter/roofer/glazier/shopfitter

21.5

78.5

65

Painter/decorator/interiors

(2.3)

(97.7)

43

Builder/labourer/gen maintenance

17.4

82.6

86

(18.6)

(81.4)

43

30.4

69.6

79

(66.7)

36

Years in occupation

Occupation

Plumber/heating
Electrician/cable/IT installation

Site/contract manager/surveyor/tech engineer (33.3)
Other occupation

43.1

56.9

51

All

23.8

76.2

403

Source: Ipsos MORI, 2008
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Table A6.14: Before starting a job in the last 12 months, have you ever
specifically asked if there is any asbestos on site? (Maintenance worker
survey)
Yes % No %

Base

Size of company
Less than 10

20.3

79.7

227

10 to 49

33.0

67.0

88

50 to 250

35.9

64.1

64

More than 250

40.2

59.8

127

All

29.4

70.6

506

In-house employee

34.7

65.3

124

External employee

36.1

63.9

166

Self employed/employer

21.4

78.6

220

All

29.4

70.6

510

Carpenter/roofer/glazier/shopfitter

14.6

85.4

82

Painter/decorator/interiors

22.0

78.0

50

Builder/labourer/gen maintenance

20.9

79.1

115

Plumber/heating

24.1

75.9

58

Electrician/cable/IT installation

39.1

60.9

87

(35.9)

39

Employment situation

Occupation

Site/contract manager/surveyor/tech engineer (64.1)
Other occupation

48.1

51.9

52

All

30.0

70.0

483

Domestic properties only

8.6

91.4

81

Domestic and non-domestic

32.3

67.7

300

Non-domestic properties only

35.7

64.3

129

All

29.4

70.6

510

Yes

41.0

59.0

273

No

16.0

84.0

237

All

29.4

70.6

510

Type of properties work in

Aware of Duty to manage asbestos

Source: Ipsos MORI, 2008
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Table A6.15: Have you ever been specifically told that there is or may be
asbestos present in the private areas of domestic premises? (Maintenance
worker survey)
Yes % No %

Base

Size of company
Less than 10

18.9

81.1

206

10 to 49

31.1

68.9

61

50 to 250

(21.7)

(78.3)

46

More than 250

46.3

53.7

67

All

26.1

73.9

380

In-house employee

39.7

60.3

78

External employee

33.0

67.0

109

Self employed/employer

17.0

83.0

194

All

26.2

73.8

381

Employment situation

Source: Ipsos MORI, 2008
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Table A6.16: Has organisation paid for any services or equipment to help
manage or remove asbestos in properties since 2004? (Dutyholder survey)
Yes % No %

Base

Size
Less than 10

6.5

93.5

317

10 to 49

22.5

77.5

131

50 to 249

40.2

59.8

55

250 or more

59.6

40.4

152

All

32.9

67.1

655

Services

30.8

69.2

485

Public

45.4

54.6

83

Production

29.0

71.0

102

All

32.8

67.2

670

1

10.7

89.3

332

2 to 10

34.3

65.7

150

11 to 100

60.0

40.0

78

Over 100

75.5

24.5

108

All

32.9

67.1

668

Offices only

14.6

85.4

101

Industrial

17.9

82.1

155

Public premises

28.9

71.1

93

Shops and restaurants

18.4

81.6

147

Mix of others

38.8

61.2

181

All

24.8

75.2

677

Yes

38.8

61.2

532

No

7.0

93.0

115

All

33.9

66.1

647

No – any (Net)

11.7

88.3

325

Yes – any (Net)

47.1

52.9

353

All

32.8

67.2

678

Sector

Number of buildings

Type of building

Aware of Duty

Seen guidance/campaigns

Source: Ipsos MORI, 2008
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Table A6.17: Has the organisation spent any time in managing asbestos in
properties? (Dutyholder survey)
Yes % No %

Base

Size
Less than 10

13.7

86.3

215

10 to 49

40.6

59.4

115

50 to 249

60.7

39.3

103

250 or more

84.5

15.5

229

All

39.8

60.2

662

Services

39.6

60.4

440

Public

52.4

47.6

105

Production

31.4

68.6

131

All

39.9

60.1

676

1

15.7

84.3

288

2 to 10

37.1

62.9

207

11 to 100

73.8

26.3

81

Over 100

88.5

11.5

96

All

39.5

60.5

672

Offices only

29.4

70.6

100

Industrial

29.3

70.7

156

Public premises

44.0

56.0

89

Shops and restaurants

32.1

67.9

153

Mix of others

57.7

42.3

184

All

39.9

60.1

682

Yes

48.1

51.9

556

No

7.0

93.0

99

All

41.0

59.0

655

No – any (Net)

13.3

86.7

276

Yes – any (Net)

64.7

35.3

406

All

40.0

60.0

682

Sector

Number of buildings

Type of building

Aware of the Duty

Seen campaigns/guidance

Source: Ipsos MORI, 2008
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Table A6.18: To what extent has this been a financial burden for the
organisation? (Dutyholder survey)
Yes % No %

Base

Size
Less than 10

(52.2)

(47.8)

32

10 to 49

35.0

65.0

54

50 to 249

63.6

36.4

62

250 or more

59.4

40.6

187

All

53.2

46.8

335

1

39.6

60.4

69

2 to 10

37.1

62.9

118

11 to 100

52.5

47.5

65

Over 100

68.4

31.6

86

All

52.2

47.8

338

(25.0)

(75.0)

39

Industrial

54.3

45.7

69

Public premises

48.8

51.2

52

Shops and restaurants

50.9

49.1

58

Mix of others

59.8

40.2

126

All

52.2

47.8

344

Number of buildings

Type of building
Offices only

Source: Ipsos MORI, 2008
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Table A6.19: Do you know whether there are any regulations that apply to the
management of asbestos in buildings? (Dutyholder survey)
Yes % No %

Base

Size
Less than 10

70.7

29.3

204

10 to 49

91.0

9.0

113

50 to 249

90.9

9.1

103

250 or more

96.6

3.4

227

All

82.7

17.3

647

Services

80.7

19.3

428

Public

90.1

9.9

105

Production

87.8

12.2

130

All

82.9

17.1

663

1

72.6

27.4

278

2 to 10

85.7

14.3

203

11 to 100

93.9

6.1

83

Over 100

96.4

3.6

95

All

82.2

17.8

659

Offices only

82.7

17.3

98

Industrial

81.0

19.0

154

Public premises

87.4

12.6

91

Shops and restaurants

73.1

26.9

142

Mix of others

90.0

10.0

183

All

82.7

17.3

668

No – any (Net)

69.5

30.5

261

Yes – any (Net)

94.1

5.9

407

All

82.8

17.2

668

Midlands

91.3

8.7

107

East, South West & Wales

86.6

13.4

145

London & South East

82.0

18.0

180

North & Scotland

77.4

22.6

236

All

82.7

17.3

668

Sector

Number of buildings

Type of building

Seen guidance/campaigns

Region

Source: Ipsos MORI, 2008

81

Table A6.20: Were you aware of the Duty before now? (Maintenance worker
survey)
Yes % No %

Base

Size of company
Less than 10

42.3

57.7

227

10 to 49

60.2

39.8

88

50 to 250

53.1

46.9

64

More than 250

68.5

31.5

127

All

53.4

46.6

506

In-house employee

63.7

36.3

124

External employee

61.4

38.6

166

Self employed/employer

41.8

58.2

220

All

53.5

46.5

510

Carpenter/roofer/glazier/shopfitter

48.8

51.2

82

Painter/decorator/interiors

46.0

54.0

50

Builder/labourer/gen maintenance

47.0

53.0

115

Plumber/heating

37.9

62.1

58

Electrician/cable/IT installation

51.7

48.3

87

(12.8)

39

Employment situation

Occupation

Site/contract manager/surveyor/tech engineer (87.2)
Other occupation

75.0

25.0

52

All

53.2

46.8

483

Domestic properties only

40.7

59.3

81

Domestic and non-domestic

52.3

47.7

300

Non-domestic properties only

64.3

35.7

129

All

53.5

46.5

510

35 or younger

42.1

57.9

133

36-54

56.6

43.4

267

55 or older

60.2

39.8

108

All

53.5

39.8

508

Type of properties work in

Age

Source: Ipsos MORI, 2008
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Table A6.21: Are private areas included in the Duty? (Dutyholder survey)
Yes % No %

Base

Size
Less than 10

72.0

28.0

120

10 to 49

71.4

28.6

88

50 to 249

64.4

35.6

76

250 or more

42.9

57.1

189

All

63.0

37.0

473

1

80.0

20.0

173

2 to 10

72.9

27.1

153

11 to 100

38.7

61.3

67

over 100

34.0

66.0

87

All

62.7

37.3

480

No – any (Net)

75.6

24.4

149

Yes – any (Net)

54.6

45.4

338

All

62.3

37.7

487

Number of buildings

Seen guidance/campaigns

Source: Ipsos MORI, 2008
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Table A6.22: To what extent do the regulations make a difference to how
asbestos is dealt with? (Dutyholder survey)

A great deal %

Not a great deal
or not at all %

Base

Less than 10

53.5

46.5

135

10 to 49

64.7

35.3

98

50 to 249

68.9

31.1

84

250 or more

77.6

22.4

209

All

64.3

35.7

526

1

54.8

45.2

194

2 to 10

59.5

40.5

173

11 to 100

72.6

27.4

78

Over 100

84.8

15.2

91

All

64.6

35.4

536

Offices only

51.3

48.7

82

Industrial

56.4

43.6

125

Public premises

75.7

24.3

75

Shops and restaurants

67.0

33.0

94

Mix of others

69.0

31.0

166

All

64.6

35.4

542

No – any (Net)

51.1

48.9

168

Yes – any (Net)

72.6

27.4

374

All

64.7

35.3

542

Size

Number of buildings

Types of buildings

Seen campaigns/guidance

Source: Ipsos MORI, 2008
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Table A6.23: In the last five years, have you noticed a change in how often you
are provided with information in the buildings you work on?
(Maintenance worker survey)
Yes % No %

Base

Size of company
Less than 10

39.3

60.7

224

10 to 49

60.2

39.8

83

50 to 250

65.6

34.4

61

More than 250

66.9

33.1

127

All

53.1

46.9

495

In-house employee

68.3

31.7

123

External employee

60.0

40.0

160

Self employed/employer

39.4

60.6

216

All

53.1

46.9

499

Carpenter/roofer/glazier/shopfitter

48.8

51.2

80

Painter/decorator/interiors

40.0

60.0

50

Builder/labourer/gen maintenance

42.9

57.1

112

Plumber/heating

53.4

46.6

58

Electrician/cable/IT installation

63.4

36.6

82

(64.1)

(35.9)

39

Other occupation

72.5

27.5

51

All

53.4

46.6

472

Domestic properties only

33.3

66.7

78

Domestic and non-domestic

56.3

43.7

293

Non-domestic properties only

57.8

42.2

128

All

53.1

46.9

499

Yes

67.2

32.8

268

No

36.8

63.2

231

All

53.1

46.9

499

Employment situation

Occupation

Site/contract manager/surveyor/tech engineer

Type of properties work in

Aware of Duty to manage asbestos

Source: Ipsos MORI, 2008
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Table A6.24: Have you ever read guidance or seen any posters, leaflets or
material on the Internet on how to manage asbestos in buildings?
(Dutyholder survey)
Yes % No %

Base

Size
Less than 10

30.3

69.7

218

10 to 49

57.1

42.9

118

50 to 249

73.7

26.3

107

250 or more

81.4

18.6

233

All

51.4

48.6

676

1

31.3

68.8

297

2 to 10

57.4

42.6

209

11 to 100

74.7

25.3

84

Over 100

89.3

10.7

97

All

51.9

48.1

687

Offices only

51.5

48.5

103

Industrial

48.8

51.2

157

Public premises

50.6

49.4

93

Shops and restaurants

37.3

62.7

157

Mix of others

68.7

31.3

187

All

51.9

48.1

697

Yes

61.2

38.8

566

No

18.4

81.6

102

All

53.9

46.1

668

Midlands

58.4

41.6

115

East, South West & Wales

61.2

38.8

153

London & South East

53.1

46.9

185

North & Scotland

42.9

57.1

244

All

51.9

48.1

697

Number of buildings

Type of buildings

Aware of the Duty

Region

Source: Ipsos MORI, 2008

86

APPENDIX 7: BANDED COSTS DATA
WORKING OUT WHAT NEEDS TO BE DONE
Table A7.1: Any one-off fees for training and the amount to work out what
needed to be done?
Response

Representative
Local
Managing
Housing
sample
Authority
Agent
Association

Under £1,000

10.9

8.2

15.8

18.2

£1,000 to £2,499

12.1

12.3

14.0

6.1

£2,500 to £4,999

5.7

8.2

7.0

3.0

£5,000 to £7,499

6.3

13.7

7.0

9.1

£7,500 to £9,999

.1

0

1.8

0

£10,000 to £14,999

5.5

11.0

17.5

3.0

£15,000 to £19,999

1.1

5.5

3.5

0

£20,000 plus

4.4

11.0

7.0

0

No fees

33.7

11.0

14.0

48.5

We didn’t pay for it

1.1

1.4

0

0

Don’t know

19.0

17.8

12.3

12.1

Base

177

73

57

33

21

1

1

4

198

74

58

37

Missing
Total
Source: Ipsos MORI, 2008

Table A7.2: How much time was taken by dutyholder or colleagues to work out
what needed to be done?
Response

Representative
Local
Managing
Housing
sample
Authority
Agent
Association

Less than 2 hours

2.7

1.4

1.8

3.0

2 to 5 hours

14.1

5.5

3.5

18.2

6 to 10 hours

7.0

5.5

10.5

9.1

11 to 20 hours

8.3

4.1

3.5

3.0

21 hours plus

46.9

67.1

66.7

51.5

No time taken

3.6

0

0

0

Just part of my job

8.8

15.1

7.0

6.1

Don’t know

8.6

1.4

7.0

9.1

177

73

57

33

21

1

1

4

198

74

58

37

Base
Missing
Total
Source: Ipsos MORI, 2008
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INITIAL DESK WORK
Table A7.3: Were there any one-off fees for initial desk work?

Response

Representative
Local
Managing
Housing
sample
Authority
Agent
Association

Under £1,000

11.1

1.7

6.2

12.5

£1,000 to £2,499

2.6

5.1

2.1

8.3

£2,500 to £4,999

1.5

1.7

4.2

0

£5,000 to £7,499

2.8

3.4

6.2

0

£7,500 to £9,999

0

1.7

0

0

£10,000 to £14,999

1.1

0

6.2

0

£15,000 to £19,999

1.4

0

2.1

4.2

£20,000 plus

11.0

6.8

2.1

4.2

No fees

49.8

57.6

54.2

54.2

We didn’t pay for it

1.4

1.7

0

16.7

Don’t know

17.4

20.3

16.7

16.7

Base

141

59

48

24

57

15

10

13

198

74

58

37

Missing
Total
Source: Ipsos MORI, 2008

Table A7.4: How much time was spent on initial desk work?
Response

Representative
Local
Managing
Housing
sample
Authority
Agent
Association

Less than 2 hours

3.0

0

4.2

4.2

2 to 5 hours

24.5

6.8

2.1

16.7

6 to 10 hours

5.7

6.8

6.2

8.3

11 to 20 hours

7.5

3.4

6.2

16.7

21 hours plus

35.3

54.2

66.7

33.3

No time taken

3.0

0

0

0

Just part of my job

9.0

22.0

6.2

12.5

Don’t know

12.0

6.8

8.3

8.3

Base

141

59

48

24

57

15

10

13

198

74

58

37

Missing
Total
Source: Ipsos MORI, 2008
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CONDUCTING SURVEYS
Table A7.5: How much did it cost the organisation to conduct a survey or
assessment of asbestos in the premises?
Response

Representative
Local
sample
Authority

Managing
Agent

Housing
Association

Under £1,000

27.3

16.2

12.2

28.0

£1,000 to £2,499

14.1

1.5

0

12.0

£2,500 to £4,999

2.7

1.5

0

8.0

£5,000 to £8,089

3.9

4.4

0

4.0

£7,500 to £9,999

1.3

1.5

6.1

4.0

£10,000 to £14,999

.9

2.9

0

4.0

£15,000 to £19,999

1.9

1.5

0

4.0

£20,000 plus

10.5

22.1

36.7

4.0

No fees

9.5

14.7

8.2

4.0

Don’t know

13.0

13.2

18.4

20.0

Not recontacted

15.0

20.6

18.4

16.0

Base

148

62

49

25

Missing
Total

25

6

0

0

173

68

49

25

Source: Ipsos MORI, 2008

Table A7.6: How much time was taken by dutyholder or colleagues to do the
survey or assessment?
Representative
sample

Local
Authority

Managing
Agent

Housing
Association

Less than 2 hours

7.7

1.5

6.1

12.0

2 to 5 hours

15.5

10.3

8.2

24.0

6 to 10 hours

11.1

2.9

6.1

12.0

11 to 20 hours

5.9

2.9

10.2

8.0

21 hours plus

22.6

50.0

40.8

12.0

No time taken

11.8

2.9

6.1

12.0

Don’t know

10.5

8.8

4.1

4.0

Not recontacted

15.0

20.6

18.4

16.0

Base

173

68

49

25

0

0

0

0

173

68

49

25

Response

Missing
Total
Source: Ipsos MORI, 2008
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TREATING ASBESTOS
Table A7.7: How much did it cost to treat asbestos-containing materials in the
premises?
Representative
sample

Local
Authority

Managing
Agent

Housing
Association

Under £1,000

11.2

2.9

0

5.6

£1,000 to £2,499

7.2

2.9

5.9

5.6

£2,500 to £4,999

2.3

1.5

7.8

0

£5,000 to £7,499

7.7

4.4

5.9

0

£7,500 to £9,999

.2

0

5.9

0

£10,000 to £14,999

3.5

5.9

7.8

16.7

£15,000 to £19,999

1.8

0

0

5.6

£20,000 plus

23.5

41.2

39.2

16.7

No fees

12.6

22.1

17.6

5.6

Don’t know

30.0

19.1

9.8

44.4

Base

115

68

51

18

0

0

0

0

115

68

51

18

Response

Missing
Total
Source: Ipsos MORI, 2008

Table A7.8: How much time was spent by the dutyholder and colleagues on
the task of treating asbestos-containing materials?
Representative
sample

Local
Authority

Managing
Agent

Housing
Association

Less than 2 hours

5.3

1.5

3.9

0

2 to 5 hours

13.0

5.9

5.9

22.2

6 to 10 hours

13.4

4.4

3.9

22.2

11 to 20 hours

1.9

2.9

17.6

11.1

21 hours plus

37.9

66.2

52.9

27.8

No time taken

10.5

1.5

3.9

5.6

Don’t know

18.0

17.6

11.8

11.1

Base

115

68

51

18

0

0

0

0

115

68

51

18

Response

Missing
Total
Source: Ipsos MORI, 2008
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SETTING UP A SYSTEM TO MANAGE ASBESTOS
Table A7.9: Were there any one-off fees in setting up the system to manage
asbestos and if so how much?
Representative
sample

Local
Authority

Under £1,000

1.9

0

2.0

4.8

£1,000 to £2,499

4.0

5.9

6.1

4.8

£2,500 to £4,999

5.2

1.5

2.0

0

£5,000 to £7,499

3.1

10.3

4.1

4.8

£7,500 to £9,999

.1

1.5

2.0

0

£10,000 to £14,999

1.5

1.5

6.1

0

£15,000 to £19,999

.2

0

4.1

0

£20,000 plus

9.2

16.2

12.2

0

No fees

53.3

45.6

42.9

61.9

Don’t know

21.5

17.6

18.4

23.8

Base

118

68

49

21

0

0

0

0

118

68

49

21

Response

Missing
Total

Managing
Housing
Agent
Association

Source: Ipsos MORI, 2008

Table A7.10: Time spent in setting up system to manage asbestos

Response

Representative
Local
sample
Authority

Managing
Housing
Agent
Association

Less than 2 hours

5.3

0

0

4.8

2 to 5 hours

12.9

1.5

8.2

14.3

6 to 10 hours

10.4

4.4

6.1

23.8

11 to 20 hours

2.8

4.4

14.3

4.8

21 hours plus

42.6

75.0

53.1

38.1

No time taken

6.1

0

2.0

4.8

Don’t know

19.8

14.7

16.3

9.5

Base

118

68

49

21

0

0

0

0

118

68

49

21

Missing
Total
Source: Ipsos MORI, 2008
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ANNUAL ONGOING MANAGEMENT
Table A7.11: Are there any fees associated with the ongoing management of
asbestos in premises?
Representative
Local
Managing
Housing
sample
Authority
Agent
Association

Response
Under £1,000

6.8

0

2.2

4.3

£1,000 to £2,499

9.5

1.4

4.3

4.3

£2,500 to £4,999

.1

0

4.3

4.3

£5,000 to £7,499

1.4

5.7

13.0

0

£10,000 to £14,999

.1

5.7

2.2

4.3

£15,000 to £19,999

2.1

1.4

0

0

£20,000 plus

9.3

18.6

8.7

4.3

No fees

52.5

48.6

13.0

69.6

We didn’t pay for it

1.9

0

39.1

0

Don’t know

16.4

18.6

13.0

8.7

Base

112

70

46

23

0

0

0

0

112

70

46

23

Missing
Total
Source: Ipsos MORI, 2008

Table A7.12: Time associated with the ongoing management of asbestos in
premises
Representative
Local
sample
Authority

Response

Managing
Housing
Agent
Association

Less than 2 hours

7.5

0

2.2

8.7

2 to 5 hours

12.6

0

4.3

8.7

6 to 10 hours

3.3

2.9

8.7

21.7

11 to 20 hours

15.6

2.9

6.5

13.0

21 hours plus

39.6

85.7

69.6

43.5

No time taken

2.0

0

0

0

Don’t know

19.5

8.6

8.7

4.3

Base

112

70

46

23

0

0

0

0

112

70

46

23

Missing
Total
Source: Ipsos MORI, 2008
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Evaluation of the duty to
manage asbestos
The UK Health and Safety Executive (HSE) are
responsible for the regulation of a large number of the
risks to health and safety arising from work activity in
Britain. Their mission is to ensure that risks to people’s
health and safety from work activities are properly
controlled. To achieve their objectives, they develop
and apply science and technology to provide a sound,
independent knowledge base to evaluate the risks to
people’s health and safety from work activities and the
means to assess and control these risks.
Asbestos exposure is a major cause of occupational
disease. The groups now most at risk of exposure
are individuals working to maintain buildings that
still contain asbestos. The HSE has therefore
taken a number of steps to control the exposure
of maintenance workers to asbestos, including the
introduction of an explicit duty to manage asbestos
in non-domestic premises. The duty was included in
the Control of Asbestos at Work Regulations 2002;
however, it did not come into force until 21 May 2004.
It is now Regulation 4 of the Control of Asbestos
Regulations 2006.
This report presents the findings of a research project
aimed at evaluating the duty to manage asbestos.
This project is one of a series of research activities
looking at the impact of the duty and informing any
modifications that may be required.
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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