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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

INTRODUCTION AND OBJECTIVES
This report has been prepared by Frontline Consultants for the Health and Safety Executive
(HSE) as Contract JN4480, and describes a pilot evaluation of the Construction (Design and
Management) Regulations 2007 (CDM 2007).
The objectives of this project are to:
1.

Prepare evaluation methodologies with the aim of assessing:
�
�

the effectiveness of CDM 2007, measured through the extent to which the
Regulations’ objectives have been met
the accuracy of the assumptions made in the Regulatory Impact Assessment
(RIA)

2.

Pilot these methodologies on a subset of the intended population sample to assess the
feasibility of each one.

3.

Present the available options for a full evaluation, justifying any preferred choice.

PROPOSED EVALUATION METHODOLOGY
What objectives should be evaluated?
HSE has stated the following objectives for CDM 2007:
1.

Simplifying the Regulations to improve clarity – so making it easier for duty
holders(1) to know what is expected of them

2.

Maximising their flexibility – to fit with the vast range of contractual arrangements
in the industry

3.

Making their focus planning and management, rather than the plan and other
paperwork – to emphasise active management and minimise bureaucracy

4.

Strengthening the requirements regarding coordination and cooperation,
particularly between designers and contractors – to encourage more integration

1

In the context of CDM 2007, a duty holder is any person or organisation holding a legal duty placed on
them by CDM 2007. Specifically, duty holders in CDM 2007 are Clients, Coordinators, Designers,
Principal Contractors and Contractors.
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5.

Simplifying the assessment of competence (both for organisations and
individuals) – to help raise standards and reduce bureaucracy.

The responses received to HSE’s consultation Revitalising health and safety in construction
indicated that there was general agreement that the principles of CDM were correct, but that a
number of issues still needed to be addressed to deliver the benefits that had been expected
when CDM first came into force.
The consultation document issued in support of the revisions to CDM 1994 identified the issues
to be addressed via changes to CDM as:
•

Improve competence at all levels

•

Recognise the influence that clients wield

•

Reevaluate the Planning Supervisor role, to address issues such as remoteness from
‘frontline’ activity, lack of client and designer support, independence and late
appointment

•

Produce more specific legislation so that everyone knows exactly what they need to do

•

Improve consultation with the workforce

•

Improve project management and fragmentation

•

Encourage integrated teams

•

Improve industry culture

Whilst there are five stated objectives for CDM 2007, our view is that the evaluation should
assess the impact of all of the changes incorporated in CDM 2007.
What assumptions were made in the regulatory impact assessment?
The regulatory impact assessment for CDM 2007 set out a number of assumptions under the
following headings:
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•

Benefits – result from the safety benefits associated with a reduction in the number of
accidents; health benefits have not been included

•

Costs – to each duty holder as a result of implementing CDM 2007 and complying
with changes to the regulations

•

Cost savings – from productivity improvements, incorporation of the Construction
(Health, Safety and Welfare) Regulations 1996 into CDM 2007 and changes to the
requirements for checking and demonstrating competence

How do we plan to evaluate CDM 2007?
Our approach is to develop an evaluation plan that addresses the issues identified above and is
compatible with the requirements of the Treasury’s Green Book (the Green Book sets out the
broad framework for the appraisal and evaluation of all policies, programmes and projects).
Each of these issues is summarised below and discussed in detail in the main report.
Evaluation issue

Issues addressed

Objectives

• The objectives include the original objectives for CDM 2007 plus the
associated changes to the regulations – the evaluation will measure impact in
terms of whether CDM 2007 has met these objectives

Rationale for CDM
2007

• A theory of change is hypothesised for the impact of CDM 2007 – this is
required to describe how and why CDM 2007 is likely to work
• A logic model is developed – this is required to link the inputs made by HSE
and the duty holders to the longterm impact of reducing injuries, accidents
and ill health in construction

Indicators

• A series of indicators are identified and data will need to be collected on each
of these indicators to see if CDM 2007 has met its objectives
• These indicators are included in a question set

Baseline

• This is the point against which the impact of CDM 2007 is to be measured and
comprises a qualitative baseline of attitudes and behaviours given in HSE
Research Report 538 and a qualitative baseline of costs and attitudes given in
HSE Research Report 555

Counterfactual

• This is the situation that would have happened if CDM 2007 had not existed
and the difference between the counterfactual and the position with CDM
2007 gives us an indication of what CDM impact has added in addition to
what would have happened any way

Confounding factors

• These are the factors that may have an impact on the ultimate outcome
(reducing the rate of injuries and fatalities in construction) but are not related
to CDM 2007
• They include other regulations and industry initiatives

Stakeholder
sampling

• This provides details on who needs to be surveyed, in what form and how
many responses are required to provide a robust answer
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PILOT EVALUATION SURVEY
Fortysix responses were received in total. Ten responses each were received from Clients, Co
ordinators, Designers and Principal Contractors, whilst six responses were received from
Contractors. A sample of 60 contacts was used for the Clients, Coordinators, Designers and
Principal Contractors giving a 1 in 6 response rate. A sample of 160 contacts was used for the
Contractors giving a 1 in 27 response rate.
Half of the respondents felt that the question set was too long, and twothirds had difficulty in
separating out the CDM 2007 costs from other costs. However, they found the guidance notes
accompanying the question set to be helpful.
Respondents views on the core objectives of CDM 2007
Based on duty holders’ views relating to the core objectives of CDM 2007 the pilot suggests
that:
6.

Objective 1 is being met as most of the respondents (87%) agreed that CDM 2007
was clearer than CDM 1994, and 96% agree that they clearly understand what their
duties are under CDM 2007

7.

Objective 2 is being met as respondents are using a range of contractual forms with
CDM 2007 and most of the respondents (89%) agree that CDM 2007 can be used with
the types of contract used in the construction industry

8.

Objective 3 is being partially met as around half of the respondents (46%) disagree
that CDM 2007 assists in minimising bureaucracy, whilst most of the respondents
(85%) agree that CDM 2007 assists in managing health and safety

9.

Objective 4 is being partially met as half of the respondents agree that CDM 2007
has helped bring about integrated teams (48%) and better communications and
information flow between project team members (50%); however, a significant
majority (ranging from 67% to 81% for the four relevant questions) of the respondents
agree that CDM 2007 assists in facilitating coordination and cooperation

10.

Objective 5 is being met as threequarters of the respondents (76%) agreed that CDM
2007 is helpful when assessing the competence of duty holders; most (83%) agreed
that the client thoroughly assessed the competence of those organisations they
appointed to work on the project; and most respondents (86%) agreed that the
organisation who appointed them made a good job of assessing the competence of
their organisation

This indicates that there are positive signs in terms of CDM 2007 meeting its objectives, with
evidence of three being met and two being partially met. However, some respondents have
concerns with the effectiveness of CDM 2007 in:
•

x

Minimising bureaucracy

•

Bringing about integrated teams

•

Bringing about better communications and information flow between project team
members

Costs of introducing CDM 2007
The respondents reported the following costs of introducing CDM 2007 into their organisations
for the first time:
•

Employing health and safety staff / advisors – a third of the respondents (15)
reported negligible costs; however, nine respondents reported spending £10,000 or
more; of these four were Principal Contractors

•

Preparing health and safety management systems – over half of the respondents
(26) spent less than £5,000; however, five respondents reported spending £10,000 or
more; of these three were Principal Contractors and two were Contractors

•

Health and safety training – over half of the respondents (27) spent less than £5,000;
however, eight respondents reported spending £10,000 or more; of these eight, there
were two each of Coordinators, Designers, Principal Contractors and Contractors

Costs of maintaining CDM 2007 in the last year
The respondents reported that they incurred the following costs whilst maintaining CDM 2007
in the last year:
•

Employing health and safety staff / advisors – a third of the respondents (14)
reported negligible costs; however, ten respondents reported spending £10,000 or
more; of these four were Principal Contractors

•

Health and safety management systems – over half of the respondents (27) spent
less than £5,000; however, five respondents reported spending £10,000 or more; of
these three were Principal Contractors and two were Contractors

•

Health and safety training – over half of the respondents (25) spent less than £5,000;
however, five respondents reported spending £10,000 or more; of these two were
Principal Contractors

Costs of implementing CDM 2007 on a specific project
Respondents were asked for information on the additional costs incurred in implementing CDM
2007 on a specific project. Respondents were asked to identify the additional costs incurred due
to CDM 2007, either in terms of hours, days, or Pounds Stirling for each of the key duties that
each group of duty holders had to undertake. These duties included both those duties that were
new or amended in CDM 2007 as well as those that remained unchanged from CDM 1994.
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The findings indicate that respondents were able to provide cost data. Some Clients, Designers
and Principal Contractors reported no additional costs in complying with CDM 2007 on a
project. However, the remaining Clients, Designers and Principal Contractors, and all of the
Contractors did report additional costs in complying with CDM 2007 on a project.
In the full evaluation, it would be useful to understand why these respondents occurred
additional costs, particularly in relation to duties that that remained unchanged from CDM 1994.
Balancing costs and benefits
In addition to questions on detailed costs, respondents were asked how they would rate the
overall costs and benefits of CDM 2007.
Over half of the respondents (25) rate the costs of CDM 2007 as low or lowmoderate, with
another 12 rating the costs as moderate. Only seven respondents rated the costs as high or
moderatehigh. Three of those respondents were contractors. Twentyone respondents viewed
the benefits of CDM as 2007 as moderate. Ten respondents thought that the benefits were
higher than moderate, whilst 14 thought that the benefits were less than moderate.
On balance, the respondents’ views on CDM were positive as the benefits were viewed as
moderate, whilst the costs were viewed as moderate or lower.
RECOMMENDATIONS
A set of seven activities has been developed for the evaluation of CDM 2007. These address
the issues identified in this pilot and provide continuity from the baseline studies.
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1.
1.1 �

INTRODUCTION

INTRODUCTION

This report has been prepared by Frontline Consultants for the Health and Safety Executive
(HSE) as Contract JN4480, and describes a pilot evaluation of the Construction (Design and
Management) Regulations 2007 (CDM 2007).
1.2 �

CONTEXT OF THE STUDY

The CDM Regulations are intended to be applicable to all construction work. This implies that
they should be used on projects ranging from the smallscale client commissioning an extension
to a high street shop to major projects such as the Olympics and Crossrail. However, this broad
applicability raises issues including the concerns raised by the then Leader of the Opposition in
an Early Day Motion and Prayer Debate following lobbying by groups concerned with the
potential impact of CDM 2007 on small and occasional clients. Because of this, the
Government gave a commitment to undertake an early evaluation of CDM 2007.
The fullscale evaluation of CDM 2007 will provide HSE with:
•

an indication of the impact of CDM at an early enough stage for HSE to make a
difference

•

a signal to the construction industry that HSE is fulfilling its obligation to evaluate
CDM 2007

•

a means of addressing the issues raised in the early day motion on 15 March 2007 and
prayer debate on 10 May 2007

•

a means of testing the accuracy of the regulatory impact assessment

Before embarking on the fullscale evaluation of CDM 2007, HSE has decided to undertake a
pilot of the evaluation to help plan the fullscale evaluation. The benefits to HSE of undertaking
this pilot evaluation include:
•

a better value and more effective fullscale evaluation

•

an opportunity to identify key issues and act accordingly

•

an opportunity to obtain initial feedback from duty holders

This report provides an overview of the development of the evaluation plan and its pilot.
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1.3 �

OBJECTIVES

The objectives of this project are to:
1.

Prepare evaluation methodologies with the aim of assessing:
�
�

the effectiveness of CDM 2007, measured through the extent to which the
Regulations’ objectives have been met
the accuracy of the assumptions made in the Regulatory Impact Assessment
(RIA)

2.

Pilot these methodologies on a subset of the intended population sample to assess the
feasibility of each one.

3.

Present the available options for a full evaluation, justifying any preferred choice.

1.4 �

SCOPE OF THIS REPORT

Section 2 contains an overview of what the Construction (Design and Management) Regulations
(CDM) and the case for changes that are proposed in CDM 2007.
Section 3 contains a summary of how we plan to develop an evaluation plan that addresses the
key issues and is compatible with the requirements of the Treasury’s Green Book.
Section 4 summarises the objectives and assumptions against which CDM 2007 will be
evaluated.
Section 5 explains how we will account in our evaluation for the fact that the impact of CDM
2007 will take time as the target audience need to progress from awareness to attitude change to
behaviour change before tangible results are apparent.
Section 6 contains details of where the evaluation evidence is located in both the baseline and
evaluation question sets.
Section 7 provides information on the baseline against which the impact of CDM 2007 will be
measured.
Section 8 summarises the counterfactual i.e. what would have happened if HSE had not
implemented CDM 2007.
Section 9 identifies potential confounding factors that may have an impact on either the
objectives of CDM 2007 or on reducing the rates of accidents, injuries and ill health, but are not
necessarily a result of any CDM 2007 initiatives.
Section 10 highlights the evidence available from published sources.
Section 11 contains a summary of the key findings from the pilot of the evaluation survey.
Section 12 contains information on the survey samples required for the full evaluation.
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Section 13 contains details of a range of options for evaluating CDM 2007. The options are
then developed and recommendations made for core, desirable and useful combinations.
The conclusions drawn from this work are presented in Section 14.
The references used in this work are given in Section 15.
The appendices contain details of the information sources located, detailed results form the pilot
survey and a copy of the question sets.
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4

2. �

THE CONSTRUCTION (DESIGN AND MANAGEMENT)
REGULATIONS

This section contains an overview of the development of the Construction (Design and
Management) Regulations (CDM) and the case for changes that have been incorporated in
CDM 2007.
2.1

THE DEVELOPMENT OF CDM

Key events in the development of CDM are summarised in Table 1. This is adapted from the
HSE web site(1), and shows how CDM has undergone regular reviews (including an evaluation)
over the last seven years.
Table 1 Key events in the history of CDM
Date

Event

1995

• Construction (Design and Management) (CDM) Regulations 1994 (CDM 94)
came into force to implement, in part, the Temporary or Mobile Construction
Sites (TMCS) Directive (from Europe)

1996

• Construction (Health, Safety and Welfare) Regulations 1996 came into force

1997

• An evaluation of the impact of CDM 1994 was undertaken(2)
• This concluded that although the philosophy was widely understood and
accepted, there was a need to clarify the CDM requirements for duty holders

2001

• The evaluation findings led to the Approved Code of Practice (ACoP) and
Guidance that accompanied CDM 1994 being revised and issued(3)
• The CDM 1994 regulations were not revised, however

2002

• HSC published a discussion document Revitalising Health and Safety in
Construction(4) to seek industry’s views on improving the construction industry’s
then poor health and safety performance

2003

• HSC agreed to revise the CDM regulations
• A Working Group of HSC’s Construction Industry Advisory Committee
(CONIAC) was set up to develop detailed proposals and a consultation
document

2005

• HSC published a consultation document(5) to seek comments on the revisions to
the CDM 94 and CHSW 96 regulations

February 2007

• The CDM 2007 Regulations were laid before Parliament and come into force as
planned on 6 April 2007
• The Approved Code of Practice (ACoP) Managing Health and Safety in
Construction(6) supporting the new CDM 2007 was published

March 2007

• Early Day Motion was tabled calling for a debate on the CDM 2007 Regulations

6 April 2007

• CDM 2007 Regulations came into force

10 May 2007

• Early Day Motion praying against CDM 2007 Regulations Parliamentary debate
took place, and the Committee fully supported the Regulations
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2.2 �

THE CASE FOR REVISING CDM 1994

The responses received to HSE’s consultation Revitalising health and safety in construction(4)
indicated that there was general agreement that the principles of CDM were correct, but that a
number of issues still needed to be addressed to deliver the benefits that had been expected
when CDM first came into force.
The consultation document(5) issued in support of the revisions to CDM 1994 identified these
issues. They are summarised below:
1.

A need to:

•

Improve competence at all levels – professionals, managers and site workers.
Respondents saw this as the single biggest factor in improving standards. This
included raising the profile and value of site induction.

•

Recognise the influence that clients wield – either beneficially or detrimentally.
Clients’ attitudes and approach (‘cheapest/quickest’) was seen as the second biggest
hindrance to progress – industry culture being the first. Linked to this was the
importance of allowing enough time to plan and deliver projects effectively. Most
respondents wanted clients’ legal duties to be increased, though some regarded this as
unreasonable.

•

Reevaluate the Planning Supervisor role – because many saw it as largely
ineffective. The vast majority of respondents wanted changes, albeit incompatible
ones, to address issues such as:
�
�
�
�

remoteness from “frontline” activity
lack of client and designer support
independence
late appointment

Although a substantial majority favoured changing and developing the role, there were
various views as to what the changes should be;
•

Produce more specific legislation – so that everyone knows exactly what they need
to do. Although many wanted more freedom to act, based on their assessment of the
risks.

•

Improve consultation with the workforce – however, attitudes were quite polarised.

2.

Project management and fragmentation

Many respondents saw poor project management and fragmentation as major obstacles to
progress in health and safety. Fragmentation and the associated adversarial attitudes
encouraged people to pass risk down the supply chain – often to those that were least able to
actually reduce or manage the risk.
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3.

Integrated teams

There was strong support for integrated teams, which respondents said produced benefits in
health and safety as well as other areas. However, few respondents thought that integrated
teams should be required in health and safety law. Gateways to ensure that health and safety
issues were properly addressed were seen as a way of improving project management, though,
again, there was a preference that they should not be prescribed in law.
4.

Industry culture

While there was a clear desire for better Regulations, industry culture (particularly its inertia
and complacency) was seen as the biggest hindrance to progress. There was recognition that
law cannot itself directly change the industry’s culture, but the actual process of changing the
law does provide opportunities to positively influence the culture.
2.3 �

CHANGES INCORPORATED IN CDM 2007

The changes introduced into CDM 2007 can be categorised as:
•

Making explicit what is already implicit – examples include encouraging co
ordination and communication

•

Changing duties – examples include telling duty holders how much time they have
before work starts on site

•

Changes to duty holders – the replacement of Planning Supervisors with Co
ordinators

The main changes introduced in CDM 2007 are summarised in Table 2.
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Table 2 Changes in duties included in CDM 2007 for each duty holder
Area

Changes

Clients

• Clients can no longer pass on their legal liability under CDM to a thirdparty
(Agent) (Duty removed)
• Clients to ensure that the arrangements made by other duty holders are
sufficient to ensure the health and safety of those working on the project (this
duty makes explicit duties which already existed under the Health and Safety
at Work Act 1974 and the Management of Health and Safety at Work
Regulations 1999)
• Client have to employ a Coordinator on notifiable projects (New duty)
• Clients must tell those they appoint how much time they have allowed, before
work starts on site, for appointees to plan and prepare for the construction
work (New duty)
• On notifiable projects Clients must ensure that the construction phase does
not start until the Principal Contractor has made arrangements for suitable
welfare facilities to be present from the start of the work

Coordinator

To assist clients in discharging their duties, HSE has replaced the Planning
Supervisor (PS) with a new role of the Coordinator to provide advice and
support. The new duties for the Coordinator are:
Advise and assist client with their duties
Ensure that HSE is notified of the project (unless a domestic client)
Coordinate health and safety aspects of design work
Facilitate good communication between client, designers and contractors
Identify, collect and pass on preconstruction information
Prepare and update the health and safety file
Liaise with principal contractor regarding ongoing design
Check own competence
Cooperate with others and coordinate work so as to ensure the health and
safety of construction workers and others who may be affected by the work
• Report obvious risks
• Compliance with Part 4  Duties relating to health & safety on construction
sites
• Apply the principles of prevention in Appendix 7 of the ACoP

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Designers

• The requirement for designers to demonstrate their competence and the
adequacy of their resources as part of the prequalification & bidding process
has been amended in CDM 2007 (Amended duty)
• Designers are to ensure that any workplace which they design complies with
relevant sections of the Workplace (Health, Safety and Welfare) Regulations
1992 (i.e. designing for the safe use of premises that are to be used as
workplaces) (New duty)

Principal
Contractor

• The requirement for Principal Contractors to demonstrate their competence
and the adequacy of their resources as part of the prequalification & bidding
process has been amended in CDM 2007 (Amended duty)
• The requirement for Principal Contractors to check the competence of their
Contractors has been amended in CDM 2007 (Amended duty)
• Principal Contractors must tell those they appoint how much time they have
allowed, before work starts on site, for appointees to plan and prepare for the
construction work (New duty)
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Area

Changes

Contractor

• The requirement for Contractors to demonstrate their competence and the
adequacy of their resources as part of the prequalification & bidding process
has been amended in CDM 2007 (Amended duty)
• The requirement for Contractors to check the competence of their (sub)
Contractors has been amended in CDM 2007 (Amended duty)
• Contractors must tell those they appoint how much time they have allowed,
before work starts on site, for appointees to plan and prepare for the
construction work (New duty)

Regulatory

• CDM 1994 and CHSW 1996 consolidated into a single set of Regulations
• CDM 2007 are grouped by duty holder, to make it is easier for each to see
what their duties are
• CDM 2007 apply to all sites, but there are additional duties for sites where
construction work lasts more than 30 days or takes more than 500 person days
• Projects for domestic clients no longer need to be notified
• There is a single trigger for the appointments of the CDM Coordinator and
the Principal Contractor, and preparation of a written health and safety plan 
this trigger is the same as the notification threshold (i.e. 30 days or 500 person
days of construction work)
• Demolition is treated in the same way as any other construction activity,
except a written plan is required for all demolition work
• Clearer guidance is given in the ACoP on competence assessment (which it is
hoped will save time and reduce bureaucracy)
• The Pretender Plan has been replaced with Preconstruction Information
• The Construction Health & Safety Plan has been replaced by the Construction
Phase Plan

9
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3.

APPROACH TO THE EVALUATION

Our approach is to develop an evaluation plan that addresses the issues identified in Table 3 and
is compatible with the requirements of the Treasury’s Green Book(7). Each of these issues is
developed and discussed in the indicate sections. The recommendations from each of these
sections are combined and summarised in the Evaluation Plan in Section 12 of this report.
Table 3 Issues to be addressed in the evaluation of CDM 2007
Evaluation issue

Addressed
in Section

Issues addressed

Objectives

4

• The original objectives for CDM 2007 are identified – the
evaluation will measure impact in terms of whether CDM
2007 has met these objectives

Intervention logic
model

5

• A theory of change is hypothesised for the impact of CDM
2007 – this is required to describe how and why CDM 2007 is
likely to work
• A logic model is developed – this is required to link the
inputs made by HSE and the duty holders to the longterm
impact of reducing injuries, accidents and ill health in
construction

Indicators

6

• A series of indicators are identified – data will need to be
collected on each of these indicators to see if CDM 2007 has
met its objectives

Baseline

7

• A baseline is established – this is the point against which the
impact of CDM 2007 is to be measured

Counterfactual

8

• The counterfactual is identified – this is the situation that
would have happened if CDM 2007 had not existed and the
difference between the counterfactual and the position with
CDM 2007 gives us an indication of what CDM impact has
added in addition to what would have happened any way

Confounding factors

9

• Confounding factors are identified – these are the factors that
may have an impact on the ultimate outcome (reducing the
rate of injuries and fatalities in construction) but are not
related to CDM 2007

Stakeholder
sampling

12

• A stakeholder sampling plan is proposed – this provides
details on who needs to be surveyed, in what form and how
many responses are required to provide a robust answer

11
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4.
4.1 �

EVALUATION OBJECTIVES

INTRODUCTION

HSE requires the evaluation of CDM 2007 to seek evidence on:
•

the effectiveness of CDM 2007, measured through the extent to which the
Regulations’ objectives have been met

•

the accuracy of the assumptions made in the Regulatory Impact Assessment (RIA)

This section summarises the objectives and assumptions against which CDM 2007 will be
evaluated.
4.2 �

OBJECTIVES FOR CDM 2007

HSE has stated the following objectives for CDM 2007:
1.

Simplifying the Regulations to improve clarity – so making it easier for duty
holders to know what is expected of them

2.

Maximising their flexibility – to fit with the vast range of contractual arrangements
in the industry

3.

Making their focus planning and management, rather than the plan and other
paperwork – to emphasise active management and minimise bureaucracy

4.

Strengthening the requirements regarding coordination and cooperation,
particularly between designers and contractors – to encourage more integration

5.

Simplifying the assessment of competence (both for organisations and
individuals) – to help raise standards and reduce bureaucracy.

Whilst these are the stated assumptions of CDM 2007, the changes incorporated in CDM 2007
appear to go beyond these assumptions. The full list of changes incorporated in CDM 2007 is
summarised in Table 2. The evaluation should assess the impact of this full set of changes.
4.3 �

ASSUMPTIONS MADE IN THE REGULATORY IMPACT ASSESSMENT
FOR CDM 2007

The regulatory impact assessment for CDM 2007(8) sets out a number of assumptions under the
following headings:
•

Benefits

•

Costs
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•

Cost savings

The assumptions relating to each of these headings are summarised in the following sections.
4.3.1 �

Benefits

The primary benefits have been assumed to result from the safety benefits associated with a
reduction in the number of accidents. Health benefits have not been included.
The benefits expected from the following were not quantified:
•

health and safety benefits from designers considering the risk with the intended use of
buildings designed as places of work

•

reduction in the number of projects subject to the requirements for appointments (of
Coordinator and Principal Contractor) and preparation of Health and Safety Plans

Two approaches were used to estimate the safety benefits over the period 2007 to 2016:
•

Rate of injuries falling to the same level as the Engineering Construction
Industry Association (ECIA) members – this assumes a reduction in injury rate of
around 55%

•

Improvements in factors directly influenced by CDM 2007 – improvements in
these factors gave a reduction in risk of 34% using the Influence Network
methodology

The assumed safety benefits are summarised in Table 4.
Table 4 Safety benefits assumed in the CDM 2007 RIA
Safety benefit

Present value of benefit over
the period 2007 to 2016
(at 2004/05 prices)

Annualised benefit
(at 2004/05 prices)

ECIA injury rates

£536m to £1,513m

£62m to £176m

ECIA injury rates plus non
injury accidents

£740m to £2,645m

£86m to £307m

£337m to £935m

£39m to £109m

Improvement in Influence
Network factors
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4.3.2

Costs

CDM 2007
Requirement

Costs to each duty holder over the period 2007 to 2016 unless stated as a cost per
annum (pa)
Client

Coordinator

Designer

Principal
Contractor

Contractor

Cost of compliance with enhanced duties
Familiarisation

Not estimated

£16m

Compliance
with enhanced
duties

£209.3m pa
(for
Regulations
9 & 10)

265.5m to
378m pa
(for
Regulation
11)

Removal of
exemption
from Civil
Liability

None

None

None

£17.1m to
£26.2m

None

None

Cost of improved compliance with existing duties under CDM 1994
CDM training
for designers

£3.7m to
£13.0m

Coordinator

£257.6m to
£1,019.0m

Client to check
competence of
duty holders

£14.7m to
£80.0m

Client to
ensure
information is
available

£66.3m to
£359.9m

Information
and training
costs

£4.9m to
£26.4m

Worker
involvement
Other duties

£16.2m to
£88m
None

None

None
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None

None

4.3.3 �

Cost savings

Cost savings have been assumed to result from:
•

Productivity improvements – Movement for Innovation demonstration projects have
improved project management and teamworking and achieved costs savings of
around 6%. The RIA assumes that the implementation of CDM 2007 could lead to
cost savings of around 3% on projects where insufficient attention is currently being
paid to planning, managing and monitoring.

•

Incorporation of the requirements of the Construction (Health, Safety and
Welfare) Regulations 1996 into CDM 2007 – there may be some cost savings from
these rationalisations, but they were not quantified in the RIA.

•

Checking and demonstrating competence – the new guidelines for CDM 2007 place
the onus on the potential appointee to gather and provide evidence of their competence
to the client. The RIA assumed that this approach should reduce paperwork and thus
costs.

The potential cost savings assumed in the RIA are summarised in Table 5.
Table 5 Potential cost savings assumed in CDM 2007
Source of cost saving

Cost saving over the period 2007 to 2016 at 2004/05 costs
Client

Designer

Productivity
improvements
Incorporation of
CHSWR into CDM
2007
Competence
requirements

Contractor

£700m to £2,700m
None

None

None

29.5 to 80.0

29.8 to 242.3

28.3 to 229.9

It is interesting to note that the introduction of the Coordinator in CDM 2007 has been included
as a cost in the RIA, but the removal of the Planning Supervisor from CDM 2007 has not been
included as a cost saving in the RIA.
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4.3.4

Costs to HSE

The costs to HSE have been assumed to arise from the costs of providing 8 hours training on
CDM 2007 to each of the 150 construction inspectors. This equates to a cost of £63,000 –
presumably in the first year after implementation of CDM 2007.
No HSE costs have been included for:
•

providing input into industry guidance

•

updating the HSE web site

•

running CDM events for the construction industry
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5.
5.1 �

TESTING THE RATIONALE FOR CDM 2007

INTRODUCTION

In an ideal world, CDM 2007 would have an immediate effect on the construction industry.
However, it takes time for the effects of regulations to have an impact. The impact will take
time as the target audience need to progress from awareness to attitude change to behaviour
change before tangible results are apparent.
As we do not live in an ideal world, an approach is required to:
•

describe how and why CDM 2007 is likely to work

•

link the inputs made by HSE and the duty holders to the longterm impact of reducing
injuries, accidents and ill health in construction

A theory of change provides the former, whilst a logic model provides the latter.
Having these approaches allows us to define and measure indicators that will provide robust
evidence on whether CDM 2007 has met its objectives. Discussion of the issues surrounding
these approaches is provided in References 9 and 10.
5.2 �

THEORY OF CHANGE

A theory of change allows us to define how and why CDM 2007 will have an impact and tackle
the problem of injuries, accidents and ill health in construction. A theory of change is
particularly useful where there is insufficient empirical evidence to be sure that a desired
outcome can be achieved by a specific activity. As no theory of change is available in the
publicly available documents on CDM 2007, we have had to construct one for this evaluation.
We assume that the ultimate aim of CDM 2007 is to contribute to reducing accidents, injuries,
and ill health in construction by improving health and safety in construction procurement,
design and management.
Revitalising health and safety in construction(4) and the consultation document for CDM 2007(5)
provide indications of some of the key issues that CDM 2007 is to address. Essentially, these
are preconditions that need to be met in order to achieve the ultimate aim of CDM 2007. These
are developed into a theory of change in Table 6.
5.3 �

LOGIC MODEL

We have taken the objectives of CDM 2007 and developed a logic model to illustrate the inputs,
activities and outcomes required to achieve those objectives. This is summarised in Table 7.
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Table 6 Theory of change for CDM 2007
Issue

Intervention

Assumptions

Potential problems

Potential solutions to those
problems

Competence at
all levels

• Amend the requirements for
duty holders to check the
competencies of those that they
employ

• By only using those duty
holders who are sufficiently
competent there will be a
reduction
in
risks
and
subsequent injuries and ill
health

• The competence checks may
become a bureaucratic exercise
and not filter out those who are
not competent
• The mechanisms of the
competence checks may act as
a barrier to some competent
duty holders

• Provide guidance and advice

Mobilising
clients’
influences
beneficially

• Remove the right to appoint an
Agent
• Require clients to provide
sufficient time for mobilisation

• This will force clients to take
full legal responsibility
• Other duty holders will get the
time to plan the design and
construction

• Views on what is sufficient
may well vary

• Provide guidance and advice

The role of the
Planning
Supervisor is
considered
ineffective

• Replace
Supervisor
ordinator

• The Coordinator will take on
the role of the Client’s advisor
and be in a position to advise
them on how best to undertake
their duties
• The role of the Coordinator is
more focussed on the important
activities

• Clients may prefer the advice
of others

• Provide guidance and advice

• If the regulations are simpler to
understand, then duty holders
will be better able to appreciate
what their duties are

• Whilst an organisation may
understand the regulations, this
does not necessarily mean that
it will comply with them

The regulations
are not
sufficiently
clear

the
with

Planning
the Co

• Improve the clarity of CDM
2007 by grouping duty holder
duties
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• Other duty holders do not
collaborate with the Co
ordinator
• Provide guidance and advice

Issue

Intervention

Assumptions

Potential problems

Potential solutions to those
problems

Consultation
with the
workforce is
not always as
good as it could
be

• Encourage duty holders to
consult workers

• Workers buyin to initiatives
makes them more likely to
succeed
• Workers have a range of ideas
on what will work or not –
tapping into that expertise
should allow better solutions to
be provided

• Organisations may not always
consult with their workers

• Provide guidance and advice

Poor project
management
and
fragmentation

• Change the emphasis of the
regulations
to
encourage
planning and management

• Organisations that are better
managed and plan are more
likely to identify risks and
develop plans to address those
risks

• Planning and management may
be focussed on ‘getting the job
done’ rather than ‘getting the
job done safely’

• Provide guidance and advice

The need for
more integrated
teams

• Change the emphasis of the
regulations
to
encourage
integrated teams

• Teams that are integrated are
more likely to communicate
leading
to
risks
being
identified, communicated and
addressed by team members

• The contractual arrangements
may not encourage integrated
teams
• The culture of some duty
holders may not be conducive
to integrated teams

• Provide guidance and advice

Inertia and
complacency
inherent in
industry culture

• Not directly addressed in CDM
2007

• The industry culture is seen as
being one of the biggest
barriers to progress in the
construction industry

• Regulations cannot themselves
directly change the industry’s
culture,

• The actual process of changing
the regulations does provide
opportunities to positively
influence the culture
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• The culture on a site may be
one where workers do not feel
free to share ideas

Table 7 Logic model for CDM 2007
Duty
holder

HSE

HSE
Objective

All

Inputs

Outputs

Outcomes – Impact

Activities

Participants

Short term

Medium term

Long term

• Staff time
• Research
projects

• Regulations
• ACoP
• Industry
guidance
• Training
packages

• All CDM duty
holders

• HSE receiving
comments and
requests from
industry
• Sales of CDM
ACoP
• Download of
HSE and
industry
guidance from
HSE and
industry web site

• Less need to
issue notices
during
inspection visits
• More
observations of
good practice on
site

• Reductions in
accidents
• Less ill health

All

1
Simplify
regulations

• Review ACoP
and Industry
guidance

• Undertake CDM
roles

• All CDM duty
holders

• Greater clarity in
understanding
what their duties
are

• Increase in
compliance with
CDM duties

• Reductions in
accidents
• Less ill health"

All

2
Maximise
flexibility

• Incorporate all
contractual
forms in contract
documents

• Perform contract
roles

• All CDM duty
holders

• Less concerns
raised by duty
holders

• Integration in
contract
documents

• Same
performance
from duty
holders
regardless of
contractual form
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Duty
holder

HSE
Objective

Inputs

Outputs

Outcomes – Impact

Activities

Participants

Short term

Medium term

Long term

All

3
Focus on
planning &
management

• Less input into
plans

• Focussed
information and
activities

• All CDM duty
holders

• Less requests for
information that
is already
available

• Regular updates
of construction
plans
• Drawings
contain more
focussed
information

• Greater
efficiency as a
result of
planning and
management

All

4
Strengthen
co
ordination
& co
operation

• More input into
information
exchange
• More effort into
cooperating

• Review
meetings
• Exchange of
relevant
information

• All CDM duty
holders

• Less resistance
to the Co
ordinators' input

• Cooperation
seen as being the
preferred option
• Regular
exchanges of
relevant
information

• Consequences of
late changes are
minimal as
issues are
addressed

All

5
Simplify
assessment
of
competence

• Policies
• Procedures
• Health & safety
records
• Case studies

• Preparation of
information
packs to
demonstrate
competence

• All CDM duty
holders

• Being able to
produce a
standard pack of
information for
submission

• Recognition of
competence
accreditation
schemes by
other schemes

• Duty holders
have suitable
competence for
roles
• Costs of
competence
checks reduce
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6. �

SOURCES OF EVIDENCE TO EVALUATE WHETHER THE
OBJECTIVES OF CDM 2007 HAVE BEEN MET

To ascertain whether CDM 2007 has been effective in meeting its objectives, a series of
outcome measures (or indicators) are required for each objective. These outcome measures are
intended to relate to the key factors which, if achieved, indicate that CDM 2007 has met its
objectives.
Table 8 contains details of where evidence is located in both the baseline(12) and evaluation (See
Appendix 4) question sets. Where evidence is available in the evaluation question set, we can
get a picture of the current situation with respect to CDM 2007. Where evidence is available in
both the baseline and evaluation question sets, we can get a picture of what changes have taken
place as a result of CDM 2007.
Table 8 Sources of evidence to evaluate whether the objectives of CDM 2007 have
been met
CDM 2007 Objective
1 – Simplifying the
Regulations to improve
clarity – so making it
easier for duty holders
to know what is
expected of them

2 – Maximising their
flexibility – to fit with
the vast range of
contractual
arrangements in the
industry

3 – Making their focus
planning and
management, rather
than the plan and other
paperwork – to
emphasise active
management and
minimise bureaucracy

Question / Indicator

Source
Baseline

Evaluation

What changes in clarity
have been identified?

• N/A

• Interviews

Is CDM 2007 clearer
than CDM 1994?

• Q21.1
• N/A

• Q24.1
• Q24.2

Have inspectors
noticed an increase in
compliance?

• HSE inspection
records

• HSE inspection
records

What contractual
arrangements are duty
holders using with
CDM 2007?

• N/A

• Q9

Concerns of duty
holders over
compatibility of CDM
2007 with contractual
arrangements

• N/A

• Interviews

Is CDM 2007 more
flexible than CDM
1994?

• Q21.2

• Q24.3

Does CDM 2007
generate less
paperwork than CDM
1994?

• Q21.3

• Q24.4

Does CDM 2007 assist
in managing health &
safety more than CDM
1994?

• Q21.4

• Q24.5
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CDM 2007 Objective
4 – Strengthening the
requirements regarding
coordination and co
operation, particularly
between designers and
contractors – to
encourage more
integration

5 – Simplifying the
assessment of
competence (both for
organisations and
individuals)  to help
raise standards and
reduce bureaucracy

Question / Indicator

Source
Baseline

Evaluation

What differences in co
ordination and co
operation have you
seen since CDM 2007
was introduced?

• N/A
• N/A
• N/A

• Q16.3
• Q16.4
• Q16.7

Are these changes
improving cooperation
and coordination

• Q21.6

• Q24.7

Does CDM 2007 assist
in facilitating
integrated teams more
than CDM 1994?

• Q18.1

• Q20.1

Does CDM 2007 assist
in bringing better
communication and
information flow than
CDM 1994?

• Q18.2

• Q20.2

What differences have
duty holders seen in
competence
assessment?

•
•
•
•

Has the amount of
bureaucracy in
competence assessment
reduced in CDM 2007?

• HSE research

• Interviews

Has the effectiveness
of competence
assessment improved?

• HSE research

• Interviews
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Q10.2
Q10.3
Q11.2
Q21.5

•
•
•
•

Q11.2
Q11.3
Q12.2
Q24.6

7.
7.1 �

ESTABLISHING THE BASELINE

INTRODUCTION

The baseline against which the impact of CDM 2007 will be evaluated has been defined in the
following two HSE research reports:
•

HSE Research Report 538: Improving the effectiveness of the Construction (Design
and Management) Regulations 1994  Establishing views from construction
stakeholders on the current effectiveness of CDM(11)

•

HSE Research Report 555: Construction (Design and Management) Regulations 2007
 Baseline Study(12)

Research Report 538 will provide the qualitative baseline of attitudes, actions and influences
within the construction industry. Research Report 555 will provide the quantitative baseline in
terms of costs of complying with CDM 1994 and attitudes to CDM 1994.
7.2 �

QUALITATIVE BASELINE

The qualitative baseline described in HSE RR538(11) consisted of:
•

Information sources from trade and professional journals

•

Facetoface interviews with 25 duty holders

•

Influence Network workshops held with three groups of duty holders

Detail of the baseline findings are summarised in the following sections.
The findings from these three evidence sources were mapped onto the five objectives for CDM
2007 (see Section 4.2) to provide a qualitative baseline on how well CDM 1994 met those five
objectives.
To make best use of the baseline data, fullscale evaluation of CDM 2007 would need to take a
twoprong approach:
•

Evaluate the changes in all three evidence sources as a result of CDM 2007 – to
identify in detail what has changed, why it has changed and what the potential impact
is

•

Evaluate the changes to how the five objectives are being met – to obtain a
composite view of the changes in relation to each objective and the strength of support
for each change
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7.2.1 �

Information sources

This provided information from a review of articles published in trade and professional journals.
The three key themes that appeared most frequently were:
•

Clarity of CDM

•

Duty holder competence

•

Impact of bureaucracy on cost effectiveness

7.2.2 �

Facetoface interviews

The facetoface interviews provided evidence from the same questions put to 25 stakeholders
(five each of Clients, Contractors, Designers, Planning Supervisors and Principal Contractors).
Indepth views were obtained on the underlying issues relating to CDM 1994, whilst Likert
scales were used to rate duty holders’ views.
The duty holders stated that the following issues would need to be addressed in CDM 2007 to
improve the effectiveness of the regulations:
•

Lack of awareness of responsibilities

•

Ineffectiveness of the planning supervisor role

•

The system encourages risk transfer and self protection

•

Implementations of CDM lead to excessive paperwork and bureaucracy

•

Lack of clarity, leading to fear, uncertainty and over cautiousness

•

CDM does not cover every project situation, or player

•

Improvements in managing risks through design

•

Duty holders not using documents created under CDM

7.2.3 �

Influence Network workshops

The Influence Network consists of a set of factors that influence construction health and safety.
These in influences are shown in Figure 1 where they are structured into the following four
levels:
•

Direct performance influences – these directly influence the likelihood of an
accident being caused

•

Organisational influences – these influence direct influences and reflect the culture,
procedures and behaviour promulgated by the organisation
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•

Strategy level influences – these reflect the expectations of the decision makers in the
employers of those at risk and the organisations they interface with (e.g. clients,
suppliers, subcontractors)

•

Environmental level influences  these cover the wider political, regulatory, market
and social influences which impact the policy influences

Figure 1 Influence Network for construction health and safety used in obtaining the
qualitative baseline
Workshops were held with duty holders to collect the following three types of information:
•

Ratings of the current quality of each factor (on a scale of 0 to 10)

•

Weightings of the importance of each factor in influencing those factors at the level
above (on a fivepoint low to high scale)

•

Discussion of the current state of play for each factor including why it has been
assigned that rating and weighting, how these vary for different sectors of the
construction industry and how CDM influences those factors

Together, this gives a quantitative measure of the quality and importance of each factor
supported by qualitative evidence.
Three Influence Network workshops were held to discuss the factors that influence health and
safety in construction, and provide a wider context for the way that CDM 1994 is perceived in
the construction industry. Each workshop group had a broadly similar profile, with attendees
chosen to represent the duty holders involved in a typical CDM project; this enabled the group
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to consider the interaction between duty holders in a project team and to try to reach moderated
views on the relative importance of each factor.
7.3 �

QUANTITATIVE BASELINE

7.3.1 �

Baseline information

The quantitative baseline described in HSE Research Report 555(12) provides information on:
•

Costs of introducing and implementing CDM 1994

•

Levels of agreement with a range of statements on: Clients, the design, onsite
construction, commitment to site workers, use of the structure, effects of CDM,
influences on health and safety performance, and CDM 1994

•

Successes and problems with CDM 1994

The evaluation survey (both pilot and fullscale) will seek evidence on:
•

Costs of introducing CDM 2007 – this will be compared with the cost estimates in
the RIA(8)

•

Additional costs of implementing CDM 2007 – this will involve the costs incurred
in implementing the new or amended duties and, for those that did not comply with
CDM 1994, the costs of complying with all CDM 2007 duties

•

Levels of agreement with the same questions plus any questions added to reflect
the changes in CDM 2007 – this will be compared against the results from the
baseline survey to see if the differences are statistically significant

•

Successes and problems with CDM 2007 – to identify what is working and where
intervention may be required

7.3.2 �

Baseline survey sample

Responses were received from 565 duty holders comprising:
•

16 occasional clients

•

103 repeat clients

•

200 designers comprising:
�
�
�

•

95 architects
19 building services engineers
82 civil/structural engineers

145 principal contractors
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•

49 (sub) contractors

Planning Supervisors were not surveyed.
The evaluation survey will need to target similar numbers of duty holders in order to get
comparable data. In addition, Coordinators will need to be surveyed to evaluate the costs
incurred in introducing this new duty holder.
7.4

ACCIDENT BASELINE

The baseline accident rates will need to be obtained from HSE’s RIDDOR data.

31

32

8.

ESTABLISHING THE COUNTERFACTUAL

The counterfactual can be viewed as what would have happened if HSE had not implemented
CDM 2007. In such a case, it is likely that the construction industry would have carried on
using CDM 1994, and the costs, attitudes, behaviours, incidents and accidents would have been
similar to those reported in HSE Research Reports 538(11) and 555(12).
In terms of the three components, the counterfactual will need to be established in the ways
suggested in Table 9.
Table 9 Establishing the counterfactual
Evaluation component

How to establish the counterfactual

Qualitative

• In the absence of updated information on quality, strength of influence
and attitudes they can be considered to remain the same as that for CDM
1994

Quantitative

• The costs of complying with CDM 1994 would need to be increased by
the effects of inflation between the baseline measurement and the
evaluation period for CDM 2007

Health & Safety

• The trend in accident rates can be extrapolated from the relationship
established in recent years
• As few incidences of ill health are eligible for reporting under RIDDOR,
the data for health are unlikely to be sufficiently detailed to allow
extrapolation
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9.

IDENTIFYING THE CONFOUNDING FACTORS

The confounding factors are those factors that may have an impact on either the objectives of
CDM 2007 or on reducing the rates of accidents, injuries and ill health, but are not necessarily a
result of any CDM 2007 initiatives.
Potential confounding factors may include:
•

The general duties in the Health & Safety at Work Act

•

The Management of H&S at Work Regulations

•

Specific H&S Regulations that apply to construction work

•

Other health and safety regulations (e.g. Asbestos, Noise, Manual Handling, Work at
Height Regulations, LOLER (lifting operations), PUWER (work equipment
regulations, Confined Spaces, etc)

•

Other criminal legislation (e.g. the laws on manslaughter)

•

HSE construction initiatives (e.g. the Construction Summits in 2001 and 2005,
specific initiatives on topics such as designers, falls, manual handling, ‘Shattered
lives’ Constructing Better Health, Safety & Health Awareness Days, etc.)

•

Construction industry/sector initiatives (e.g. ConstructionSkills, Safety in Design,
Design Best practice, trade associations, professional bodies’ etc)

•

Pressures from those who award us our work or who provide our funding

•

A high level of commitment to health and safety in our organisation

•

The need to protect our corporate name and reputation, and avoid bad publicity

•

A fear of enforcement

•

Information provided by unions

•

Information provided by industry bodies

Our experience is that confounding factors can be identified, but it is difficult to evaluate the
exact extent of their impact. Whilst respondents can be asked to identify confounding factors, it
is typically difficult to make judgements on the impact of these factors.
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In the baseline survey, respondents were asked to rate the extent to which they were influenced
by CDM 1994 and other confounding factors. These questions are repeated in the evaluation
question set. By doing this, we can evaluate:
•

the relative importance of each confounding factor in comparison with CDM

•

how the relative importance of the confounding has changed
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10.

SOURCES OF PUBLISHED INFORMATION

In addition to the evaluation evidence to be collected directly from duty holders, evidence can
also be obtained from published sources. In particular, the following types of information are
available:
•

Viewpoint articles in the journals and web sites of professional institutions

•

Viewpoint articles in the journals and web sites of trade association

•

Refereed articles in academic and professional journals

•

Surveys undertaken by trade associations

•

Research undertaken by government organisations (including HSE)

We have identified a range of potentially relevant sources of information relating to CDM 2007.
Details of each is source and summaries of their contents are contained in Appendix 1.
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11.

SURVEY PILOT

This section provides an overview of the survey pilot, covering:
•

Methodology (Section 11.1)

•

Survey response (Section 11.2)

•

Duty holders’ views in relation to the core objectives of CDM 2007 (Section 11.3)

•

Costs of introducing CDM 2007 (Section 11.4)

•

Costs of maintaining CDM 2007 (Section 11.5)

•

Additional costs of implementing CDM 2007 on a project (Section 11.6)

•

Views on the costs and benefits of CDM 2007 (Section 11.7)

•

Duty holders’ views on the pilot survey (Section 11.8)

•

Lessons learned from the pilot survey (Section 11.9)

11.1 �

METHODOLOGY

Our target was to obtain 10 responses from each duty holder group, and our approach was as
follows:
•

Duty holder organisation names and construction site names were obtained from
HSE’s F10(2) database

•

Internet searches were undertaken to obtain duty holder contact details

•

Telephone contact was made with duty holders to encourage them to complete the
question set

•

The question set was emailed to those duty holders who had expressed an interest in
participating

•

If no response had been received, duty holders were reminded by email and / or
telephone

2

CDM 2007 requires that all construction projects which last longer than 30 days; or involve more than
500 person days of construction work be notified to HSE on form F10. This form contains details of the
construction project plus contact details for the Client, Coordinator and Principal Contractor and, where
known, Designers and Contractors.
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11.2 �

SURVEY RESPONSE

We had contact details for 60 of each duty holder group from HSE’s F10 database, and
managed to get the 10response target with:
•

Coordinators – very responsive

•

Designers – enthusiastic, but need reminders

•

Principal contractors – difficult to contact, but once contacted they were responsive

Difficulties occurred with:
•

Clients in large organisations – they were difficult to contact without a name. To
address this issue, HSE provided contact names and nonmobile contact numbers.
This enabled us get to obtain the 10 responses.

•

Contractors – were the most difficult to obtain responses from. A range of reasons
was given including size, lack of interest, not seen as relevant to them, out on site, etc.
HSE provided details for another 100 contractors giving 160 organisations. To date,
we have received six responses.

It should be noted that as this survey was part of a pilot the objective was to test the
methodology rather and not to obtain statistically significant survey results. As such the target
response was 50 responses, 10 from each of the duty holder groups.
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11.3 �

DUTY HOLDERS’ VIEWS IN RELATION TO THE CORE OBJECTIVES FOR
CDM 2007

Duty holders’ views relating to the core objectives of CDM 2007 are summarised in Table 10.
Detailed analyses of the responses to each of the questions are provided in Appendix C.
These results of the pilot survey based on 46 responses indicate that:
1.

Objective 1 is being met as most of the respondents (87%) agreed that CDM 2007
was clearer than CDM 1994, and 96% agree that they clearly understand what their
duties are under CDM 2007

2.

Objective 2 is being met as respondents are using a range of contractual forms with
CDM 2007 and most of the respondents (89%) agree that CDM 2007 can be used with
the types of contract used in the construction industry

3.

Objective 3 is being partially met as around half of the respondents (46%) disagree
that CDM 2007 assists in minimising bureaucracy, whilst most of the respondents
(85%) agree that CDM 2007 assists in managing health and safety

4.

Objective 4 is being partially met as half of the respondents agree that CDM 2007
has helped bring about integrated teams (48%) and better communications and
information flow between project team members (50%); however, a significant
majority (ranging from 67% to 81% for the four relevant questions) of the respondents
agree that CDM 2007 assists in facilitating coordination and cooperation

5.

Objective 5 is being met as threequarters of the respondents (76%) agreed that CDM
2007 is helpful when assessing the competence of duty holders; most (83%) agreed
that the client thoroughly assessed the competence of those organisations they
appointed to work on the project; and most respondents (86%) agreed that the
organisation who appointed them made a good job of assessing the competence of
their organisation

This indicates that there are positive signs in terms of CDM 2007 meeting its objectives, with
evidence of three being met and two being partially met. However, there are a number of areas
where respondents have concerns, including the effectiveness of CDM 2007 in:
•

Minimising bureaucracy

•

Bringing about integrated teams

•

Bringing about better communications and information flow between project team
members
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Table 10 Evaluating whether the objectives of CDM 2007 have been met based on
duty holders’ views
CDM 2007 Objective
1 Simplifying the Regulations to
improve clarity – so making it
easier for duty holders to know
what is expected of them

2 Maximising their flexibility – to
fit with the vast range of
contractual arrangements in the
industry

3 Making their focus planning
and management, rather than
the plan and other paperwork –
to emphasise active
management and minimise
bureaucracy

4 Strengthening the requirements
regarding coordination and co
operation, particularly between
designers and contractors – to
encourage more integration

Question / Indicator

Evidence from pilot survey

Q24.1: Is CDM 2007 clearer
than CDM 1994?

• 40 out of 46 respondents
(87%) agreed or strongly
agreed

Q24.2: I understand clearly
what my CDM duties are

• 44 out of 46 respondents
(96%) agreed or strongly
agreed

Q9: What contractual
arrangements are duty holders
using with CDM 2007?

• 6 types of contract were
explicitly identified
• Others were also used

Q24.3: CDM 2007 can be used
with the types of contracts in
use in the industry

• 41 out of 46 respondents
(89%) agreed or strongly
agreed

Q24.4: CDM 2007 assists in
minimising bureaucracy

• 21 of the 46 respondents
(46%) strongly disagreed or
disagreed
• Additionally, 13
respondents (28%) neither
agreed nor disagreed

Q24.5: CDM 2007 assists in
managing health and safety

• 39 out of 46 respondents
(85%) agreed or strongly
agreed

Q16.3: The coordinator co
ordinated health and safety
aspects of the design work

• 37 out of 46 respondents
(81%) agreed or strongly
agreed

Q16.4:
The
coordinator
facilitated good communication
between the client, designers
and contractors

• 31 out of 46 respondents
(67%) agreed or strongly
agreed

Q16.7: The coordinator liaised
with the principal contractor
regarding ongoing design

• 35 out of 46 respondents
(76%) agreed or strongly
agreed

Q24.7: CDM 2007 is helpful in
encouraging cooperation and
coordination between duty
holders

• 32 out of 46 respondents
(70%) agreed or strongly
agreed
• 12 (26%) respondents were
neutral

Q20.1: CDM 2007 has helped
bring about integrated teams

• 22 out of 46 respondents
(48%) agreed
• 11 respondents (24%) were
neutral
• 10 respondents (22%)
disagreed
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CDM 2007 Objective

5 Simplifying the assessment of
competence (both for
organisations and individuals) 
to help raise standards and
reduce bureaucracy

Question / Indicator

Evidence from pilot survey

Q20.2: CDM 2007 has helped
bring about better
communications and
information flow between
project team members

• 23 out of 46 respondents
(50%) agreed
• 14 respondents (30%) were
neutral
• 7 respondents (16%)
disagreed (including 4
Principal Contractors)

Q11.2: The client thoroughly
assessed the competence of
those
organisations
they
appointed to work on the
project

• 38 out of 46 respondents
(83%) agreed or strongly
agreed

Q11.3: The client thoroughly
checked that those they
appointed
would
provide
adequate resources

• 36 out of 46 respondents
(78%) agreed or strongly
agreed

Q12.2: The organisation who
appointed me made a good job
of assessing the competence of
my organisation

• 18 out of 21 respondents
(68%) agreed or strongly
agreed

Q24.6: CDM 2007 is helpful
when assessing the competence
of duty holders

• 35 out of 46 respondents
(76%) agreed or strongly
agreed
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11.4

COSTS TO DUTY HOLDERS OF INTRODUCING CDM 2007

Figure 2 shows the amount that the respondents spent on employing health and safety staff /
advisors when they were introducing CDM 2007 into their organisations for the first time. A
third of the respondents (15) reported negligible costs. However, nine respondents reported
spending £10,000 or more; of these four were Principal Contractors.
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Figure 2 Number of respondents incurring each level of cost for introducing CDM
2007 – Cost of employing health & safety staff / advisors
Figure 3 shows the amount that the respondents spent on preparing their health and safety
management systems when they were introducing CDM 2007 into their organisations for the
first time. Over half of the respondents (26) spent less than £5,000. However, five respondents
reported spending £10,000 or more; of these three were Principal Contractors and two were
Contractors.
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Figure 3 Number of respondents incurring each level of cost for introducing CDM
2007 – Cost of preparing health & safety management systems
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Figure 4 shows the amount that the respondents spent on health and safety training when they
were introducing CDM 2007 into their organisations for the first time. Over half of the
respondents (27) spent less than £5,000. However, eight respondents reported spending
£10,000 or more; of these eight, there were two each of Coordinators, Designers, Principal
Contractors and Contractors.
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Figure 4 Number of respondents incurring each level of cost for introducing CDM
2007 – Cost of health & safety training
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11.5 �

COST TO DUTY HOLDERS OF MAINTAINING CDM 2007 IN THE LAST
YEAR

Figure 5 shows the amount that the respondents spent on employing health and safety staff /
advisors whilst maintaining CDM 2007 in the last year. A third of the respondents (14) reported
negligible costs. However, ten respondents reported spending £10,000 or more; of these four
were Principal Contractors.
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Figure 5 Number of respondents incurring each level of cost of maintaining CDM
2007 in the last year – Cost of employing health & safety staff / advisors
Figure 6 shows the amount that the respondents spent on preparing their health and safety
management systems whilst maintaining CDM 2007 in the last year. Over half of the
respondents (27) spent less than £5,000. However, five respondents reported spending £10,000
or more; of these three were Principal Contractors and two were Contractors.
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Figure 6 Number of respondents incurring each level of cost of CDM 2007 in the last
year – Cost of preparing health & safety management systems
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Figure 7 shows the amount that the respondents spent on health and safety training whilst
maintaining CDM 2007 in the last year. Over half of the respondents (25) spent less than
£5,000. However, five respondents reported spending £10,000 or more; of these two were
Principal Contractors.
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Figure 7 Number of respondents incurring each level of cost of maintaining CDM
2007 in the last year – Cost of health & safety training
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11.6

ADDITIONAL COSTS OF IMPLEMENTING CDM 2007 ON A PROJECT

Respondents were asked for information on the additional costs incurred in implementing CDM
2007 on a specific project. Respondents were asked to identify the additional costs incurred due
to CDM 2007, either in terms of hours, days, or Pounds Stirling for each of the key duties that
each group of duty holders had to undertake. These duties included both those duties that were
new or amended in CDM 2007 as well as those that remained unchanged from CDM 1994.
Appendix 3 contains the specific cost areas that respondents were asked to provide information
on, and aggregated responses for each. The results are based on the results of ten completed
responses for each duty holder group, apart from the Contractor group where six responses were
received.
Table 11 shows the summary findings from the pilot survey of costs. This indicates that
respondents were able to provide cost data. Some Clients (6), Designers (4) and Principal
Contractors (3) reported no additional costs in complying with CDM 2007 on a project.
However, the remaining Clients (4), Designers (6) and Principal Contractors (7), and all of the
Contractors (6) did report additional costs in complying with CDM 2007 on a project.
In the full evaluation, it would be useful to understand why these respondents occurred
additional costs, particularly in relation to duties that that remained unchanged from CDM 1994.
Table 11 Key findings from the pilot survey of costs to respondents of complying with
CDM 2007 on a specific project
Duty holder

Key findings

Clients

• Six Clients reported no additional costs
• Three Clients reported additional costs in complying with a range of duties
• One Client just reported the additional cost of an extra two days as a result
of the removal of the Agent role in CDM 2007

Coordinators

• All ten Coordinators were able to provide sufficient information in hours,
days or pounds to be able to quantify the costs of complying with their
duties

Designers

• Four Designers reported no additional costs
• Six Designers reported additional costs in complying with a range of duties

Principal Contractor

• Three Principal Contractors reported no additional costs
• Seven Principal Contractors reported additional costs in complying with a
range of duties

Contractor

• No Contractors reported no additional costs
• All six Contractors reported additional costs in complying with a range of
duties
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11.7

VIEWS ON THE COSTS AND BENEFITS OF CDM 2007

In addition to questions on detailed costs, respondents were asked how they would rate the
overall costs and benefits of CDM 2007.
Figure 8 shows that over half of the respondents (25) rated the costs of CDM 2007 as low or
lowmoderate, whilst another 12 rated the costs as moderate. Only seven respondents rated the
costs as high or moderatehigh. Three of those respondents were contractors. Figure 9 shows
that 21 respondents viewed the benefits of CDM as 2007 as moderate. Ten respondents thought
that the benefits were higher than moderate, whilst 14 thought that the benefits were less than
moderate.
On balance, the respondents’ views on CDM were positive as the benefits were viewed as
moderate, whilst the costs were viewed as moderate or lower.
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Figure 8 Q21: How would you describe the costs of CDM 2007 to your organisation?
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Figure 9 Q22: How would you describe the benefits of CDM 2007 to your
organisation?
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11.8

RESPONDENTS VIEWS ON THE SURVEY

The fieldwork that informed this section was part of a pilot to inform a future, larger evaluation
of CDM 2007. As part of the fieldwork process, we asked respondents for their views on:
•

Clarity of the survey

•

Survey length

•

Clarity of who should fill in which sections

•

Ease of obtaining information required to respond to the survey

•

Ease of separating CDM 2007 costs from other costs

•

The extent to which the guidance notes were helpful

The results for each of these subject areas are discussed in the following sections.
11.8.1

Clarity of the survey

Respondents were asked for their views on the extent to which the survey was clear on what it
required. A slight majority of respondents 57% agreed that the survey was clear on what was
required. 22% of respondents disagreed, while a single respondent strongly disagreed. 22% of
respondents were neutral.
11.8.2

Survey length

Half of the respondents indicated that they felt that the survey was too long, with 43% of
respondents agreeing and a further 9% strongly agreeing. 20% of respondents disagreed,
indicating that they felt the survey was too short, while a single respondent strongly disagreed.
26% of respondents were neutral.
11.8.3

Clarity of who should fill in which sections

Survey participants were asked whether it was clear who should fill out which sections of the
survey. 50% of respondents agreed, indicating that it was clear, while 20% disagreed and a
further 9% strongly disagreed. 22% of respondents were neutral.
11.8.4

Ease of obtaining information required to respond to the survey

Participants clearly indicated that the detailed cost information asked for in the survey was
difficult to provide. 54% of respondents agreed that it was difficult to provide, with a further
33% strongly agreeing. Only 4% (2 respondents) disagreed, with a further 9% neither agreeing
nor disagreeing.
Given that many of the duties have not changed, these questions should have been relatively
easy to complete as the additional costs would typically have been zero.
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11.8.5

Ease of separating CDM 2007 costs from other costs

Respondents also strongly indicated that they had difficulty separating CDM 2007 costs from
other costs. When asked for views on the statement ‘It is easy to separate out the CDM 2007
specific costs from other costs’, 33% disagreed with a further 33% strongly disagreeing. Only
11% of respondents agreed that it had been easy to separate the costs, with a further 7%
indicating that they strongly agreed that it had been easy.
11.8.6

Were the guidance notes helpful?

The guidance notes appear to have proved extremely useful in assisting people to complete the
questionnaire, with 70% agreeing and a further 7% strongly agreeing. 13% were neutral. A
single respondent disagreed, with two more strongly disagreeing.
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11.9

LESSONS LEARNED FROM THE PILOT SURVEY

11.9.1

Lessons specific to each duty holder group

Lessons specific to each duty holder group are summarised in Table 12.
Table 12 Lessons specific to each duty holder group
Duty
Holder
Group

Issues

Lessons proposed
evaluation

Client

• Without direct dial numbers we only had
switchboard numbers for what were often large
companies where construction was only a small
part of what they do – this made it difficult to
locate the appropriate contacts
• Without a contact name we tended to be told to
email our request to an enquiries address – little
response was received to these emails
• Some organisations refused to provide staff names
or email addresses out to the survey team in case
the survey team were coldcallers masquerading
as research staff

• When HSE provided contact
names
and
telephone
numbers (other than mobiles)
from the F10 form, this issue
was resolved and we were
able to make contact with the
relevant people

Coordinator

• No problems in getting completed questionnaires
within two weeks
• Coordinators were willing to participate
• Another factor is that they possibly had records
more easily to hand about projects they had
worked on

• None

Designer

• Some designers were enthusiastic to participate in
principle, but slow to return their questionnaires
• Designers often had to seek input from other
colleagues to fill in the form – this made
completion of the question set harder work

• Designers may need more
followup
reminders
to
encourage them to return
their completed question sets

Principal
Contractor

• Staff are often site based and hard to contact
• Staff left many messages for this group and had to
show persistence but it a response was obtained
once we got through to the right person

• Persistence is required to
reach the appropriate person

Contractor

• A larger sample was needed (160 instead of 60)
• Where successfully contacted, common reasons
for not wanting to take part were: they were not
interested because the survey was not mandatory
work; they had no time to receive a questionnaire;
CDM was not seen as relevant to them, or they
played such a small role (e.g. bathroom fitting) as
to make their input irrelevant

• This appears to be an
important lesson, that small
contactors do not always see
CDM as relevant to them
• A
larger
sample
of
contractors is required for the
full evaluation to achieve the
same number of responses as
the other duty holders
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for

full

11.9.2 � General lessons
The following general lessons were also learnt.
•

It is generally better to avoid holiday periods for surveys

•

Some organisations requested that we email our request to them, but then ignored it
despite reminders/calls – an identified contact is typically required to get a response

•

Some people were not in a position to answer the costs type of question – where
multiple inputs were needed, it took longer to return the questionnaire.

•

Getting through to the right person is important – some individuals said they would
pass the request on to a colleague without telling us who was now dealing with it; this
made chasing up difficult and was an area where great persistence was needed

•

Half of the respondents agreed that the question set was too long and twothirds
agreed that the cost questions were difficult to answer – however, the guidance notes
provided were considered useful
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12.

SURVEY SAMPLE

This section addresses the survey samples required for the full evaluation.
12.1 �

QUALITATIVE SURVEY

The qualitative survey will be aimed at three primary groups:
•

Key stakeholders – to obtain detailed information on how well CDM 2007 is
working; this will provide information in that addresses the ‘why’ issues that are too
complex and timeconsuming to address in the quantitative survey

•

Small clients – these organisations may not respond to traditional question sets, and
may need respond better to facetoface contact where someone can take them through
the key issues

•

Small contractors – the issues are likely to be similar to those for small clients

To maintain compatibility with the baseline study(12), interviews are proposed with five of each
of the following key stakeholders:
•

Five duty holder groups – to understand the detailed CDM 2007 issues for each
group

•

Workers’ representatives – to understand the detailed CDM 2007 issues from the
workers’ perspective

•

HSE staff – to understand what differences HSE staff has seen in implementing and
enforcing CDM 2007

Five interviews are also proposed with small clients and small contractors.
12.2 �

QUANTITATIVE SURVEY

12.2.1 � Sample required
In the quantitative baseline study(12), it was assumed that CDM is used by around 90% of duty
holders – it was assumed that the other 10% did not comply. Allowing for 5% precision at the
95% confidence level, a sample size in excess of 138 was suggested by reference to the NAO
guide on sampling(13) . As such, responses were sought from at least 140 clients, contractors and
designers, giving at least 420 duty holders in total.
To allow comparison with the baseline data, a target sample size of 140 is proposed for each
duty holder group.
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12.2.2

Source of sample contacts for notifiable projects

In addition to requiring the names of the Client, Coordinator and Principal Contractor, the F10
form for CDM 2007 allows the notifier to provide names of contractors and designers where
they are known. As such, the HSE’s F10 database can be used to provide contact details for all
five groups of duty holders.
Reflecting the response rates obtained in the pilot survey, Table 13 contains the recommended
number of contacts required from HSE’s F10 database to obtain 140 responses.
Table 13 Number of contacts required for each duty holder group in order to obtain a
140 responses
Duty holder

Number of contacts required

Comments

Client

1,500

• Individual contact names are
required to make contact
with larger organisations

Coordinator

1,000

• A 1 in 6 response was
obtained in the pilot survey

Designer

1,000

• A 1 in 6 response was
obtained in the pilot survey

Principal Contractor

1,000

• A 1 in 6 response was
obtained in the pilot survey

(Sub) Contractor

3,500

• A 1 in 25 response was
obtained in the pilot survey
• We may need to accept a
smaller sample of
Contractors and use the
qualitative survey to explore
issues in more depth

12.2.3

Source of sample contacts for nonnotifiable projects

Whilst CDM 2007 is applicable to all construction projects, only nondomestic projects where
the construction work lasts more than 30 days or involves more than 500 person days need to be
notified to HSE. As CDM 2007 is applicable to nonnotifiable projects, these should be
included in the overall survey sample.
Nonnotifiable projects tend to be smaller in size, but they still need to be notified to local
authority building control for planning approval. The government’s planning portal
(http://www.planningportal.gov.uk/) provides access to the National Planning Application
Register. This database has been developed in partnership with Glenigan, and allows users to
search for UK planning applications and decisions within the past twelve months. It is available
on the Glenigan web site (http://www.glenigan.com/planningportal/index.asp).
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This database could be used to identify the organisations whose planning applications have been
approved in a range of areas. Contact would then need to be made with the listed organisation
to seek their participation and contact details of any contractors.
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13. �

APPRAISAL OF THE OPTIONS FOR EVALUATING CDM
2007

The following range of options are proposed for evaluating CDM 2007:
•

Largescale survey of duty holders (Table 14)

•

Facetoface interviews with small and oneoff Clients (Table 15)

•

Facetoface interviews small Contractors (Table 16)

•

Key stakeholder interviews (Table 17)

•

Influence Network Workshops (Table 18)

•

Review of CDMrelated information (Table 19)

•

Open forums (Table 20)

Details are presented on each of these options in Table 14 to Table 20.
Whilst specific evaluation activities are proposed for small Clients and Contractors, we envisage
that similar activities are not required for smaller Designers, Coordinators or Principal
Contractors. Coordinators and Principal Contractors are not required for nonnotifiable
projects, and their contact details are available from HSE’s F10 database for smaller projects.
Contact details for smaller Designers are available from the directories provided by the relevant
professional institutions.
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Table 14 Largescale electronic survey of duty holders
Parameter

Comment

Rationale

• A statistically significant survey is required to establish the costs to each
duty holder type of complying with CDM 2007
• Also to establish whether the objectives of CDM 2007 have been met

Outcome

• Indicative costs of compliance with CDM 2007 for each duty holder type
segmented by size of project
• Quantitative data indicating whether the objectives of CDM 2007 have
been met

Duty holders involved

All sizes of duty holders:
• Client
• Coordinator
• Designer
• Principal Contractor
• Contractor

Sample size

• At least 140 of each duty holder type to give statistical significance and be
comparable with the baseline study

Methodology

• Duty holder contact details (including contact name and nonmobile
contact number) obtained from HSE’s F10 database
• Telephone contact made with duty holders to encourage them to complete
the question set
• Question set emailed to duty holders
• Duty holders reminded by email and telephone
• Analysis of the survey responses
• Analysis of the cost data
• Reporting of the results

Baseline

• The costs obtained should only be the additional cost of complying with
CDM 2007
• The attitudinal data can be compared with the baseline data contained in
HSE Research Report 555 to see if the changes are statistically significant

Potential problems

• Small clients are difficult to identify and may not respond (see Table 15 for
potential mitigation measures)
• Small contractors are unlikely to respond in significant quantities (see
Table 16 for potential mitigation measures)
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Table 15 Facetoface interviews with small and oneoff Clients
Parameter

Comment

Rationale

• Small and oneoff clients are difficult to identify and may not respond to
emailed question sets
• Given the reason for the Early Day Motion in 2007, an alternative approach
is required to obtain responses from a sample of small and oneoff clients
to see what impact CDM 2007 has had on them

Outcome

• An estimate of the impact that CDM 2007 has had on small clients

Duty holders involved

• Clients who commission small projects and nonnotifiable projects. and
oneoff clients

Sample size

• Likely to be in the region of 10

Methodology

• Obtain Client names from a combination of HSE F10 database (notifiable
projects), local authority planning databases (nonnotifiable projects) and
the Construction Clients’ Forum
• Internet search to obtain duty holder contact details
• Telephone contact made with duty holders to see if they are willing to take
part in the survey
• Question set emailed to duty holders for preparation
• Facetoface interview with clients at their premises to take them through
the question set and explain what is required of them
• Analysis of the interview findings
• Reporting of the results

Baseline

• The costs obtained should only be the additional cost of complying with
CDM 2007
• The attitudinal data can be compared with the baseline data contained in
HSE Research Report 555

Potential problems

• Getting small and oneoff Clients to participate
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Table 16 Facetoface with small Contractors
Parameter

Comment

Rationale

• Small Contractors may not be interested in completing the question set
• They may be unclear in terms of what the costs refer to
• As the evaluation needs to be accurate and representative of all duty
holders, high quality responses are required from small contractors

Outcome

• An estimate of the impact that CDM 2007 has had on small contractors

Duty holders involved

• Contractors who are employed on small projects and nonnotifiable
projects

Sample size

• Likely to be in the region of 10

Methodology

• Obtain Contractor names from a combination of HSE F10 database
(notifiable projects), local authority planning databases (nonnotifiable
projects) and the Specialist Engineering Contractors’ Group
• Internet search to obtain duty holder contact details
• Telephone contact made with duty holders to see if they are willing to take
part in the survey
• Question set emailed to duty holders for preparation
• Facetoface interview with Contractors at their premises to take them
through the question set and explain what is required of them
• Analysis of the interview findings
• Reporting of the results

Baseline

• The costs obtained should only be the additional cost of complying with
CDM 2007
• The attitudinal data can be compared with the baseline data contained in
HSE Research Report 555

Potential problems

• Getting small Contractors to participate
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Table 17 Key stakeholder interviews
Parameter

Comment

Rationale

• Organisation representing significant sections of the construction industry
should be consulted to ascertain the collective views of their members on
the impact of CDM 2007
• Failure to do so may result in some groups feeling that the views of their
members have not been properly incorporated into the evaluation

Outcome

• Consolidated views of key stakeholder organisations on the impact of
CDM 2007

Duty holders involved

• Organisations representing each of the five sets of duty holders plus
workers and HSE – say, 30 in total

Sample size

• Clients (e.g. Construction Clients’ Forum)
• Coordinators (e.g. Association for Project Safety)
• Designers (e.g. Construction Industry Council, Institution of Civil
Engineers, Institution of Structural Engineers, Royal Institute of British
Architects, Chartered Institute of Building Services Engineers)
• Principal contractors (e.g. UK Contractors Group)
• Contractors (e.g. Specialist Engineering Contractors’ Group, National
Federation of Builders, Federation of Master Builders, Construction
Confederation)
• Workers (e.g. Unite, UCATT)
• HSE (e.g. HSE Policy Team for CDM and Inspectors)

Methodology

• Semistructured interviews with each organisation
• Mapping of the interview results against the objectives of CDM 2007
• Reporting of the results

Baseline

• No baseline exists – these interviews would be aimed primarily at
obtaining information on the positive and negative aspects of CDM 2007
and identifying the lessons learned

Potential problems

• The results from these interviews are likely to contain more qualitative
evidence than definitive facts and figures
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Table 18 Influence Network workshops with a range of duty holders
Parameter

Comment

Rationale

• Three Influence Network workshops were run as part of the baseline study
to ascertain the current quality and influence of a range of factors that
influence health and safety in the construction industry and the impact of
CDM 1994 on those factors
• Each workshop contained around 8 to 12 people including clients,
designers, planning supervisors, principal contractors and contractors
giving a moderated panduty holder view
• These workshops provided both qualitative and quantitative information
from which any improvements in the factors influencing construction
health and safety could be estimated
• A set of Influence Network workshops would provide an indication of what
changes had taken place since the introduction of CDM 2007 and their
potential impact
• The results from the Influence Networks would also provide evidence on
whether HSE’s assumptions on the level of safety improvement resulting
from CDM 2007 are accurate

Outcome

• An indication of how CDM 2007 has impacted on the key factors that
influence construction safety
• An indication of how those changes have influenced the overall risk level
within the construction industry
• An estimate of the changes since the baseline study

Duty holders involved

• Each workshop would need to include clients, coordinators, designers,
principal contractors, contractors and worker representatives in order to get
a combined view

Sample size

• Three workshops, each containing 8 to 10 duty holders

Methodology

• Recruit a representative range of duty holders – if possible, including some
of those who took part in the baseline workshops
• Plan workshops and book venues
• Run workshops in London, Manchester and Glasgow
• Analyse the findings from the workshops
• Reporting of the results

Baseline

• The qualitative and quantitative data can be compared against the baseline
presented in HSE RR 538

Potential problems

• Relatively small samples are used
• The greatest values would be obtained if the original baseline workshop
participants were to attend these workshops
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Table 19 Review of CDMrelated information
Parameter

Comment

Rationale

• Information on the effectiveness of CDM 2007 is published in a variety of
sources including professional journals, trade journals, reports and industry
surveys
• This information contains valuable evidence that can be used to evaluate
the impact of CDM 2007

Outcome

• Additional evidence on whether the objectives of CDM 2007 have been
met

Duty holders involved

• None directly
• The amount of evidence for relating to each type of duty holder will be a
function of the information published

Sample size

• A range of information sources has been located and are listed in Appendix
1 – further information is likely to be published by the time that the full
scale evaluation is undertaken
• In addition, HSE RIDDOR data and notice and prosecution data will
provide valuable information

Methodology

• Each piece of information will need to be reviewed against the objectives
of CDM 2007 and to identify potential lessons learned

Baseline

• HSE RR538 provides information on what issues were raised in the
published information in relation to CDM 1994

Potential problems

• The published information will be of varying quality – this can be
addressed by grading the information on terms of relevance, credibility,
objectivity, applicability and balance
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Table 20 Open forums
Parameter

Comment

Rationale

• Duty to the random nature of the sampling for the fullscale survey, there
may be individuals and organisations that have not been invited to
complete surveys, but would like an opportunity to provide views on the
impact of CDM 2007
• Information provided by participants may generate useful responses from
other participants from different back grounds
• Participants will be free to discuss the issues that concern them

Outcome

• Additional evidence on whether the objectives of CDM 2007 have been
met

Duty holders involved

• These meetings would be open to anyone with an interest in CDM 2007 to
attend

Sample size

• These will be determined by the level of interest shown and the size of the
venues

Methodology

• Open forums will be arranged in several locations around the country
• The forums will be advertised well in advance and in a range of formats
(e.g. HSE construction discussion forum, trade associations, professional
institutions)
• Arrange seating to encourage participation
• Encourage speakers from the evaluation team and the participants to
introduce themselves
• Ensure that participants have the information they need to contribute
effectively (e.g. giving a brief presentation and providing handouts)
• Ensure that the meeting provides a balance of presentation and discussion,
with sufficient time for participants to discuss the issue
• Aggregate the findings from all forums and map them against the
objectives for CDM 2007

Baseline

• No baseline is available

Potential problems

• Open forums are resource intensive, in terms of staff time planning and
running them, and costs associated with venue hire and refreshments
• Unless well promoted, or debating a controversial issue, there may be a low
turnout
• Unless participants are required to book in advance, the numbers will be
unknown until the day, making the design of the session harder
• Those attending may be unrepresentative
• The forums may attract interest groups who try to ‘hijack’ the meeting with
their particular issues or views.
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14.

CONCLUSIONS

The following conclusions can be drawn from the work undertaken:
1.

Whilst there are five stated objectives for CDM 2007, our view is that the evaluation
should assess the impact of all of the changes incorporated in CDM 2007 (see Section
4.2).

2.

The pilot suggests that Objective 1 is being met as most of the respondents (87%)
agreed that CDM 2007 was clearer than CDM 1994, and 96% agree that they clearly
understand what their duties are under CDM 2007 (see Section 11.3).

3.

The pilot suggests that Objective 2 is being met as respondents are using a range of
contractual forms with CDM 2007 and most of the respondents (89%) agree that CDM
2007 can be used with the types of contract used in the construction industry (see
Section 11.3).

4.

The pilot suggests that Objective 3 is being partially met as around half of the
respondents (46%) disagree that CDM 2007 assists in minimising bureaucracy, whilst
most of the respondents (85%) agree that CDM 2007 assists in managing health and
safety (see Section 11.3).

5.

The pilot suggests that Objective 4 is being partially met as half of the respondents
agree that CDM 2007 has helped bring about integrated teams (48%) and better
communications and information flow between project team members (50%);
however, a significant majority (ranging from 67% to 81% for the four relevant
questions) of the respondents agree that CDM 2007 assists in facilitating coordination
and cooperation (see Section 11.3).

6.

The pilot suggests that Objective 5 is being met as threequarters of the respondents
(76%) agreed that CDM 2007 is helpful when assessing the competence of duty
holders; most (83%) agreed that the client thoroughly assessed the competence of
those organisations they appointed to work on the project; and most respondents
(86%) agreed that the organisation who appointed them made a good job of assessing
the competence of their organisation (see Section 11.3).

7.

There are positive signs in terms of CDM 2007 meeting its objectives, with evidence
of three being met and two being partially met. However, some respondents have
concerns about the effectiveness of CDM 2007 in: Minimising bureaucracy; Bringing
about integrated teams; Bringing about better communications and information flow
between project team members; and Better competence checks by organisations who
appoint other duty holders (see Section 11.3).

8.

A third of the respondents (15) reported negligible costs in employing health and
safety staff / advisors when they were introducing CDM 2007 into their organisations
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for the first time. However, nine respondents reported spending £10,000 or more; of
these four were Principal Contractors (see Section 11.4).
9.

Over half of the respondents (26) spent less than £5,000 on preparing health and safety
management systems when they were introducing CDM 2007 into their organisations
for the first time. However, five respondents reported spending £10,000 or more; of
these three were Principal Contractors and two were Contractors (see Section 11.4).

10.

Over half of the respondents (27) spent less than £5,000 health and safety training
when they were introducing CDM 2007 into their organisations for the first time.
However, eight respondents reported spending £10,000 or more; of these eight, there
were two each of Coordinators, Designers, Principal Contractors and Contractors (see
Section 11.4).

11.

A third of the respondents (14) reported negligible costs spent on employing health
and safety staff / advisors whilst maintaining CDM 2007 in the last year. However,
ten respondents reported spending £10,000 or more; of these four were Principal
Contractors (see Section 11.5).

12.

Over half of the respondents (27) spent less than £5,000 on their health and safety
management systems whilst maintaining CDM 2007 in the last year. However, five
respondents reported spending £10,000 or more; of these three were Principal
Contractors and two were Contractors (see Section 11.5).

13.

Over half of the respondents (25) spent less than £5,000 on health and safety training
whilst maintaining CDM 2007 in the last year. However, five respondents reported
spending £10,000 or more; of these two were Principal Contractors (see Section 11.5).

14.

Over half of the respondents (25) rate the costs of CDM 2007 as low or lowmoderate,
with another 12 rating the costs as moderate. Only seven respondents rated the costs
as high or moderatehigh. Three of those respondents were contractors. Twentyone
respondents viewed the benefits of CDM as 2007 as moderate. Ten respondents
thought that the benefits were higher than moderate, whilst 14 thought that the benefits
were less than moderate (see Section 11.7).

15.

On balance, the respondents’ views on CDM were positive as the benefits were
viewed as moderate, whilst the costs were viewed as moderate or lower (see Section
11.7).

16.

Half of the respondents felt that the question set was too long, and twothirds had
difficulty in separating out the CDM 2007 costs from other costs. However, they
found the guidance notes accompanying the question set to be helpful (see Section
11.8).
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17.

A set of seven activities has been developed for the evaluation of CDM 2007. These
address the issues identified in this pilot and provide continuity from the baseline
studies (see Section 13).
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APPENDIX 1.

SOURCES OF INFORMATION CONTAINING
VIEWS ON CDM 2007

In addition to the evaluation evidence to be collected directly from duty holders, evidence can
also be obtained from published sources. In particular, the following types of information are
available:
•

Viewpoint articles in the journals and web sites of professional institutions

•

Viewpoint articles in the journals and web sites of trade association

•

Refereed articles in academic and professional journals

•

Surveys undertaken by trade associations

•

Research undertaken by government organisations (including HSE)

We have identified a range of potentially relevant sources of information relating to CDM 2007.
Details of each is source and summaries of their contents are contained in Table 1.

A3

Article/book title

CDM 2007: statement
from the ICE H&S expert
panel on Designers risk
assessments

Commentary on CDM 07

Construction (Design &
Management)
Regulations and the role
of the designer

Design risk management:
advice for designers on
the implications of the
Construction (Design and
Management)
Regulations 2007

Parliamentary Third
delegated Legislation
Committee ( on CDM 07)

Author

Institution Of
Civil Engineers

Fishburn
Solicitors

British
Constructional
Steelwork
Association

The Association
for Project
Safety and
Charlton Smith,
Nick (ed)

Andrew Selous

Journal/source

A4

10 May 2007

2007

2008

1 April 2007

2007

Date published

The following excerpt is from Andrew Selous
(South West Beds conservative MP):
• Some aspects of CDM 2007 are to be welcomed.
For example, the issue of the timing of the
appointment of the CDM coordinator has been
clarified
• However, the new legal requirement as to timing
will not in itself necessarily ensure that
appointments are not made late

• The Client’s duties under the new Regulations
are nondelegable, and this has given rise to
significant controversy; particularly there is
concern as to the potential for prosecution of
inexperienced Clients, whom it is said may not
be fully aware of their responsibilities

Brief summary taken from article

Table 1 Articles published in relation to CDM 2007

http://www.constructi
ngexcellence.org.uk/se
ctorforums/constructio
nclientsgroup/downloa
ds/Hansard_170507.p
df

http://www.brunelpi.c
o.uk/assets/downloads
/construction_update_
april_2007.pdf

Source

Article/book title

There is to be a lecture on
CDM 07 regulations by
RIBA on 2 June 09.
Please look in summary
to see what they will be
talking about.

Views on embedding of
the Construction (Design
and Management)
Regulations 2007 (CDM
2007)

A revised approach to
safety

Safety changes in the
construction industry

Author

Royal Institute
of British
Architects

HSE

David Taylor

Mark Burdett.

Best Management

Construction
News website

CONIAC
Secretariat

Journal/source

A5

24 January 2008

26 November
2007

27 November
2008

2009

Date published

• This article looks at the implications the
Construction (Design and Management)

• The updated CDM regulations aim to be easier
to understand, with less bureaucracy

• Contains views of designer, contractor, trade
union etc.

• The speaker will suggest that CDM compliance
is no more than good design and an integral
element of buildability and maintainability
• Focusing on hazard identification examples of
good design practice, this event will demystify
CDM and give all attendees the confidence to
practically comply

• For example, firsttime clients are unlikely to
know that it is their duty to appoint a CDM co
ordinator until/if informed of the duty to do so
by an architect
• It is possible that by this time they may already
be in default
• The Construction Clients’ Group have made the
point that the CDM regime should be aligned
with the planning and Building Regulations
approval process
• We consider this to be a sensible approach if it
would ensure that practical guidance is given to
clients at the earliest possible stage

Brief summary taken from article

http://construction
management.bestmana

http://www.hse.gov.uk
/aboutus/meetings/iacs
/coniac/271108/m3
20085.pdf

http://www.architectur
e.com/RegionsAndInt
ernational/UKNations
AndRegions/England/
RIBASouth/WhatsOn/
Seminars/2009/CDM
Regulations.aspx

Source

CDM regulations: 12

A N Beal

CIC endorses CDM 2007
regulations Construction
Industry Council

CDM 2007: out with the
old and in with the new

CIC Press release

New CDM regulations
come into force

Dan Stewart

A. Rabin

Building
Magazine

HSE targets developers
in safety drive

Sophie Griffiths

Civil Engineering,

Civil Engineering,
160, No. 3

Building
Magazine

Building
Conservation.com

Building in Safety: The
Construction (Design and
Management)
Regulations 2007

Chris Burford
Bradshaw

Journal/source

Article/book title

Author

A6

1 May 2007

August 2007.

1 May 2007

6 April 2007

24 February
2009

Date published

• New Construction (Design and Management)

• The 1994 Construction (Design and
Management) Regulations have been replaced
with the all new CDM 2007
• Construction lawyer Anna Rabin of Jeffrey
Green Russell highlights the key differences
between the old and new regulations

• Opinion on the new regulations – and the
industry’s readiness for them – differs, here are
some of them"

• Research indicates that many smallscale
developers do not know of the legal
responsibilities clients have under the
Construction (Design and Management)
Regulations 2007

http://www.cic.org.uk/
newsevents/PRCICEn
dorses2007CDMRegs.
pdf

http://www.building.c
o.uk/story.asp?section
code=284&storycode
=3084573&c=1

http://www.building.c
o.uk/story.asp?storyco
de=3134615

http://www.buildingco
nservation.com/article
s/buildinginsafety/buil
dinginsafety.htm

gementarticles.com/a
11983safetychanges
intheconstruction
industry.aspx

Regulations 2007 may have on clients,
contractors and workers in the construction
industries
• The first part of this article looks at Your
Responsibilities as a Client.
• Brief discussion on implications on planning
projects

Source

Brief summary taken from article

Sophie Ellis

Author

Construction
News website

HSE's Andrew East on
CDM

Contract Journal,
Vol 440 Issue
6644, p31

Vol 160 Issue 2

years of pain but little
gain

CDM Regs: the
mobilisation period

Journal/source

Article/book title

A7

26 September
2007

10 September
2007

Date published

• The article offers ideas on what clients are being
told about the mobilization period, which is the
period for planning and preparation before
construction work is expected to start on site
• The mobilization period is included in the

• Four months after the launch of the revised
Construction (Design and Management)
Regulations, HSE inspector Andrew East
assesses the impact

Regulations were due out in the UK in April
2007, updating the original 1994 Regulations
which came into force in 1995
• This paper looks at the effects the original
Regulations have actually had on the
construction industry, particularly with regard to
implementation costs and safety benefits
• Analysis of site accident statistics shows that,
despite having cost several billion pounds to
implement, the Regulations have produced very
little improvement in safety
• It also appears that the EU research report which
led to introduction of the regulations has been
widely misrepresented, leading to unrealistic
expectations about the effect designers can
actually have on construction safety

Brief summary taken from article

http://209.85.229.132/
search?q=cache:E6Yj
uGsi9wMJ:www.cnpl
us.co.uk/infrastructure
/specialistfeatures/hses
_andrew_east_on_cd
m.html+CDM+site:htt
p://www.cnplus.co.uk
&cd=5&hl=en&ct=cln
k&gl=uk

Source

Article/book title

Firms risk fines for
breaking construction law

Regulating Supply
Chains to Improve Health
and Safety

Author

Alison Short

Phil James,
Richard
Johnstone,
Michael Quinlan
and David
Walters
Industrial Law
Journal 2007
36(2):163187

Food Manufacture
Vol 83, Issue 8,
p39

Journal/source

A8

1 August 2008

Date published

• The fragmentation of previously integrated
systems of production and service delivery has
been an important feature of organisational
restructuring over the last three decades
• This article highlights the adverse implications
of this development for the health and safety of
workers, examines the extent to which current
British health and safety law provides an
adequate framework for addressing these
outcomes and explores whether its capacity to
do so could be enhanced through the
introduction of new statutory provisions on the

• The article reports on the violation committed by
several manufacturing companies in Great
Britain which led them to risk fines
• Most firms violated the Construction (Design
and Management) Regulations 2007 (CDMC)
which requires manufacturers to appoint a CDM
coordinator for building, civil engineering or
engineering construction projects
• Alison Short said that the problem is that firms
do not realise that many projects come under the
CDM regulations

Construction Design and Management (CDM)
Regulations 2007
• It is stated that the client has the greatest
influence over risk management and can have
the greatest impact on the health and safety of all
site workers, because it is the client who drives
factors such as time and cost

Brief summary taken from article

http://ilj.oxfordjournal
s.org/cgi/content/abstr
act/36/2/163

www.foodmanufactur
e.co.uk

Source

Safety first

New civil
engineer No 1661

CDM 2007: clients in the
firing line

Jessica Rowson

New Civil
Engineer

Skill shortage threatens
CDM

Jessica Rowson

New civil
engineer No 1707,
p.145

Management,
Procurement and
Law, Vol 160,
Issue 4, p 1415.
ISSN: 1751 4303.

Making CDM work –
perseverance and reward

M Barnard

Journal/source

Article/book title

Author

A9

3 April 2008

29 March 2007

2 April 2008

November 2007

Date published

• Contains various articles on the CDM
Regulations 2007

• Employers might be unable to recruit enough
suitable staff to fill the newly created CDM
coordinator role

• T his paper is an account of the 16th Joint
ICE/Capita Symonds annual safety lecture, one
of the prestige lectures at the Institution of Civil
Engineers, given by Stephen Williams, chief
construction inspector of the UK Health and
Safety Executive, at the ICE on 26 September
2007.

regulation of supply chains
• It concludes that, in terms of both structure and
operation, the present framework of law is
problematic
• It further argues that recent international
initiatives show that it is feasible to develop
such statutory provisions and that existing
evidence suggests that provisions of this type
could usefully be introduced in respect of a
number of areas of activity where the
implications of the externalisation of production
and service delivery seem particularly
problematic.

Brief summary taken from article

http://www.nce.co.uk/
skillshortage
threatens
cdm/1056508.article

Source

Health and safety –
matching legislation and
enforcement

J Anderson
Procurement and
Law, Vol 160
Issue 1, p1115
ISSN: 1751 4304

Oxford:
Butterworth
Heinemann, 2008
(ISBN)
9780750687089

Occupational
Health, Vol 59
Issue 6, p6.

IOSH please CDM 2007
stays on track,

CDM 2007: questions
and answers

Journal/source

Article/book title

Pat Perry

Author

A10

1 February 2007

2008

1 June 2007

Date published

• From a global perspective, the author argues that
the question of effective enforcement of the
legislation on construction health and safety
issues is just as important as the law itself
• The paper offers a personal viewpoint of what

• Deals with the queries of each group of duty
holders for each project stage, providing clear
advice for the whole of the job from conception
to completion logically, in an easytofollow
format
• Interpreting and going beyond the Approved
Code of Practice, the author details practical
solutions to legal compliance
• Examples and case studies help to clarify
ambiguous issues and with template checklists,
forms and tables available online, readers can
carryout risk and safety assessments
independently making this book a onestop
guide to health and safety in the construction

• The article reports that the Construction (Design
and Management) Regulations 2007 which the
British Institution of Occupational Safety and
Health (IOSH) supports were able to overcome
an attempt to derail them
• An Early Day Motion by Conservative reader
David Cameron sought to annul the regulations,
which are expected to improve health in the
construction industry
• IOSH believed Cameron was misguided in
opposing the legislation

Brief summary taken from article

http://www.atypon
link.com/TELF/doi/ab
s/10.1680/mpal.2007.
160.1.11

Source

Article/book title

A Review of the Changes
to the Client’s
Responsibilities and the
Other Key Duty Holders
as Outlined in the CDM
Approved Code of
Practice

CDM regulations  will
they make a difference

Making the most of an
opportunity: CDM 2007

Test for CDM
proficiency.

CDM 2007: the devil is
in the detail.

Proceedings of the ICE 
Civil Engineering,
Volume 162, Issue 4,

Author

Denis Murphy
Safety Manager
for Imperial
College London
Support Services

David Doran

John Carpenter

David Doran

Kenneth Chan

Steve Dalby
CDM 2007 two
years on: survey
reveals

The Structural
Engineer Vol 87
(4)

The Structural
Engineer Vol 86
(16)

The Structural
Engineer Vol 85
(15)

The Structural
Engineer Vol 85
(14), 17707

Journal/source

A11

1 November
2009

17 February
2009

19 August 2008

7 August 2007

17 July 2007

1 March 2007

Date published

• The UK's Construction (Design and
Management) Regulations 2007 have been in
force for over two years but a recent survey

• The author offers pointers to help fellow
engineers fulfil their statutory obligations under
the new regulations

• Brief discussion of presentation on testing for
CDM proficiency

• Consultant John Carpenter argues that while past
experience of CDM Regs leaves much to be
desired, the 2007 version provides a chance for
improvement

• Discussion on an evening meeting of 31 May
'CDM Regulations 2007' by Andrew East of
HSE

constitutes good health and safety law & sets out
a number of factors that may be taken into
consideration in setting up an effective national
enforcement agency specifically to address the
particular health and safety problems of the
construction industry

Brief summary taken from article

http://www.icevirtualli
brary.com/content/arti
cle/10.1680/cien.2009.

http://www3.imperial.
ac.uk/pls/portallive/do
cs/1/11549697.PDF

Source

widespread
misunderstanding

Setting Standards:
Drilling spotlight

pages 149 –149

New Civil Engineer

One death is too
many

Rita Donaghy

construction.practi
callaw.com

CDM2007 first
Impact Survey

Understanding the CDM
2007 Regulations
ISBN: 978041555653
8

Journal/source

Article/book title

CDM2007.org

Owen V.
Griffiths

Author

A12

1 July 2009

To be published
1 July 2010

21 May 2009

Date published

The following views about the Donaghy report and
the construction industry came from this web site:

• The Donaghy report was a direct response to the
Government inquiry into the huge number of
deaths in the construction industry

• An online survey on the impact of CDM07
• CDM2007.org are leading a series of surveys
that are designed to look at how these new
regulations have changed the Health and Safety
landscape in the Construction industry

• Understanding the CDM 2007 Regulations
demonstrates the rationale behind the regs,
covers the duties of the five core duty holders
(client, CDM coordinator, designer, principal
contractor and contractor), explains the
importance of the hazard management process
on every project and also sets out the
consequences of failing to successfully plan,
design and manage for safety

• There is an ongoing need to ensure that
standards are maintained and improved, and that
workers comply with regulations says British
Drilling Association

suggests only half of all ‘duty holders’ actually
understand them
• Steve Dalby of CDM2007.org says this is
putting both people and companies at risk

Brief summary taken from article

http://construction.pra
cticallaw.com/blog/co

http://www.dwp.gov.u
k/docs/onedeathis
toomany.pdf

http://www.cdm2007.
org.uk/News/FullInfo.
aspx?NewsID=46

http://www.routledgea
rchitecture.com/books
/Understandingthe
CDM2007
Regulations
isbn9780415556538

http://www.nce.co.uk/
settingstandards
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• While the role of client and CDM coordinator
under CDM 2007 appears to be having a
positive effect, the Donaghy report claims that
there is some confusion over the role of
principal contractor
• The responsibility for safety already lies clearly
with the contractor, but this responsibility needs
to be further clarified in order to raise standards
and assist the courts when considering alleged
breaches of health and safety
• This extends to more explicit duties on directors
of principal contractor companies
• The report claims that existing legislation
(though extensive) is unclear and fails to
encourage best practice on site
• The recent CDM2007 Impact Survey supports
this view
• A ‘CDM coordinator’ needs to be appointed on
most commercial construction work in the UK to
coordinate healthandsafety aspects of design
work under the Construction (Design and
Management) regulations 2007
• Longterm regeneration of Olympic Park, east
was considered too big for a single appointment,
• The Olympic Delivery Authority thus decided to
use CDM coordination services provided
through its multiple designandbuild
contractors, which also made significant savings
in fees
• A unique ‘CDM integrator’ was then appointed
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• Provides a summary of the changes to the main
forms of construction contract as a result of
CDM 2007

to manage this large and diverse group, resulting
in a uniformly high standard of service and a
consistent approach
• Reportable accidents in the first year of
construction are only around 7% of industry
average
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APPENDIX 2.

DUTY HOLDERS’ VIEWS IN RELATION TO
THE CORE OBJECTIVES FOR CDM 2007

2.1 �

OBJECTIVE 1 – SIMPLIFYING THE REGULATIONS TO IMPROVE
CLARITY – SO MAKING IT EASIER FOR DUTY HOLDERS TO KNOW
WHAT IS EXPECTED OF THEM

2.1.1 �

Is CDM 2007 clearer than CDM 1994

Participants were asked if they thought that, overall, CDM 2007 is clear in what it required. 46
responses were received to this question, of which 87% (40) either agreed or strongly agreed.
Those who agreed/strongly agreed that CDM 2007 is clear in what is required were evenly
spread across all duty holder groups. Only three duty holders disagreed or strongly disagreed.
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Figure 1 Q24.1: Overall, CDM 2007 is clear in what it requires
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Respondents were also asked if they understood clearly what their CDM 2007 duties were.
Encouragingly, 96% (44 of 46 respondents) either agreed or strongly agreed. Only a single
respondent (a client) indicated that they disagreed, while one client disagreed and one designer
indicated that they neither agreed nor disagreed.

Strongly agree

Agree
Contractor
Coordinator
Designer
Principal Contractor
Client

Neither

Disagree

0

5

10

15

20

25

30

35

Figure 2 Q24.2: I understand clearly what my CDM duties are
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2.1.2 �

Maximising their flexibility – to fit with the vast range of contractual
arrangements in the industry

Respondents indicated that JCT Standard Contracts were the most common form of contract
used, identified by 42% of respondents. The split of responses across Other, JCT Design, JCT
Contractor and Other contracts was fairly even, between 5 and 7 responses each. A single
respondent had indicated that they had used a design contract.
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Figure 3 Q9: What form of contract was used on the project?
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Evidence gathered through the pilot survey indicates that CDM 2007 can be used with the types
of contracts in use in the industry, with 41 of the 46 duty holders (89%) of spread evenly across
all duty holders indicating that they either agreed or strongly agreed. One designer and one
principal contractor disagreed, while one client strongly disagreed.
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Figure 4 Q24.3: CDM 2007 can be used with the types of contracts in use in the
industry
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2.1.3 �

Making their focus planning and management, rather than the plan and
other paperwork – to emphasise active management and minimise
bureaucracy

Views on whether CDM 2007 helps too minimise bureaucracy were more evenly split. 21 of
the 46 duty holders (46%) indicated that they strongly disagreed or disagreed with this
statement. Additionally, 13 respondents (28%) neither agreed nor disagreed, with a further
respondent indicating that they had no opinion. Only 22% of respondents (10) agreed/strongly
agreed. These views were evenly distributed between the duty holder types.
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Figure 5 Q24.4: CDM 2007 assists in minimising bureaucracy
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However, results from the pilot survey indicate that respondents across all duty holder groups
felt that CDM 2007 assists in managing health and safety, with 39 (85%) of respondents either
agreeing or strongly agreeing. A further 11% (5) indicated that they neither agreed nor
disagreed, with only a single respondent disagreeing. One Contractor and one Principal
Contractor disagreed with this statement.
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Figure 6 Q24.5: CDM 2007 assists in managing health and safety
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2.1.4

Strengthening the requirements regarding coordination and co
operation, particularly between designers and contractors – to
encourage more integration

Respondents to the pilot survey indicated that they felt that the coordinator had delivered on
their key role of coordinating the health and safety elements of the design work, with 22 (48)%
agreeing and a further 15 (33%) strongly agreeing. Only one respondent (a Principal
Contractor) indicated that they disagreed
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Figure 7 Q16.3: The coordinator coordinated health and safety aspects of the
design work
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The majority of respondents indicated that the coordinator facilitated good communication
between the client designers and contractors, with 31 (67%) respondents either agreeing or
strongly agreeing. The evidence indicates that this is an issue that some respondents cared
about less, with 14 (30%) indicating that they either had no opinion, or neither agreed nor
disagreed. Only a single respondent disagreed, while none strongly disagreed.
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Figure 8 Q16.4: The coordinator facilitated good communication between the client,
designers and contractors
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The evidence indicates that CDM 2007 is in general liaising effectively with the Principal
Contractor, with 35 (76%) respondents either agreeing or strongly agreeing. Three respondents
disagreed, with a further single respondent strongly disagreeing. Four respondents offered no
opinion on this issue.
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Figure 9 Q16.7: The coordinator liaised with the principal contractor regarding
ongoing design
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The table below illustrates that the majority of respondents felt that CDM 2007 has improved
cooperation and coordination, with 32 (70%) respondents agreeing or strongly agreeing. 12
(26%) respondents neither agreed nordisagreed, and only two respondents disagreed.
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Figure 10 Q24.7: CDM 2007 is helpful in encouraging cooperation and coordination
between duty holders
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A significant proportion of respondents (22 or 48%) indicated that they agreed that CDM 2007
was helping to bring about integrated teams, although no respondents strongly agreed. 11
(24%) respondents neither agreed nor disagreed, while 10 (22%) disagreed, suggesting that
respondents felt that more could be done to bring about integrated teams.
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Figure 11 Q20.1: CDM 2007 has helped bring about integrated teams
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A similar proportion of respondents indicated that CDM 2007 had helped bring about better
communications and information flow between project team members, with 23 (50%) either
agreeing or strongly agreeing. Seven (16%) disagreed, although no respondents strongly
disagreed. However, four of those who disagreed were Principal Contractors. 14 (30%) neither
agreed nor disagreed. Two respondents did not offer an opinion.
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Figure 12 Q20.2: CDM 2007 has helped bring about better communications and
information flow between project team members
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2.1.5

Simplifying the assessment of competence (both for organisations and
individuals) – to help raise standards and reduce bureaucracy

The evidence indicates that the majority of respondents felt that the client thoroughly assessed
the competence of those organisations they appointed to work on the project, with 38 (83%) of
respondents either agreeing or strongly agreeing. Five (11%) neither agreed nor disagreed, with
only 2 respondents (5%) disagreeing. No respondents strongly disagreed.
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Figure 13 Q11.2: The client thoroughly assessed the competence of those
organisations they appointed to work on the project
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A similar picture emerges in terms of views on whether the client thoroughly checked that those
they appointed would provide adequate resources, with 36 (78%) either agreeing or strongly
agreeing. Only 3 (7%) disagreed, will no respondents strongly disagreed.
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Figure 14 Q11.3: The client thoroughly checked that those they appointed would
provide adequate resources (e.g. people, sufficient technical facilities/plans etc)
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While 31 respondents provided a response to whether they felt that the organisation who
appointed them had made a good job of assessing the competence of their organisation, 10
expressed no opinion. All six Principal Contractors expressed no opinion. This leaves 21 who
expressed an opinion, of which 18 (68%) agreed or strongly agreed. It is interesting to note no
organisation strongly agreed, nor did any disagree or strongly disagree. Three (17%)
respondents neither agreed nor disagreed.
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Figure 15 Q12.2: The organisation who appointed me made a good job of assessing
the competence of my organisation
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Respondents indicated that CDM 2007 had been successful in helping assess the competence
with duty holders, with 35 (76%) respondents either agreeing or strongly disagreeing. Eight
(17%) of respondents neither agreed nor disagreed, while only a single respondent disagreed.
Two respondents strongly disagreed.
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Figure 16 Q24.6: CDM 2007 is helpful when assessing the competence of duty
holders
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APPENDIX 3.

ADDITIONAL COSTS OF IMPLEMENTING
CDM 2007

Respondents were asked for information on the additional costs incurred in implementing CDM
2007 on a specific project. Respondents were asked to identify the additional costs incurred due
to CDM 2007, either in terms of hours, days, or Pounds Stirling for each of the key duties that
each group of duty holders had to undertake. These duties included both those duties that were
new or amended in CDM 2007 as well as those that remained unchanged from CDM 1994.
Table 2 to Table 6 contain the specific cost areas that respondents were asked to provide
information on, and aggregated responses for each. The results are based on the results of ten
completed responses for each duty holder group, apart from the Contractor group where six
responses were received.
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Table 2 Additional time and cost spent by Clients in complying with CDM 2007 on a
specific project
Duty

No of
Respondents

Hours
(total)

Days (total)

£ (total)

1

What were the additional costs incurred due to
CDM 2007 through fees payable to CDM
2007 through fees payable to the CDM co
ordinator (New Duty in CDM 2007)

2



4 (1)

50,000 (1)

2

If there were additional costs incurred due to
CDM 2007 through additional fees payable to
the Designer, what were they?

1



1 (1)



3

If there were additional costs incurred due to
CDM 2007 through additional fees payable to
the Principal Contractor, what were they?









4

What were the additional costs incurred due to
CDM 2007 through conducting competence
checks of your coordinators, designers,
principle contractor and contractors? (these
duties have been amended in CDM 2007)

2



1 (1)

£1,000 (1)

5

What were the additional costs incurred due to
CDM 2007 for providing preconstruction
information to the coordinator?

3



6 (2)

£8,000 (1)

6

What were the additional costs incurred due to
CDM 2007 for providing information to the
coordinator for inclusion in the health and
safety file?

2



3 (2)



7

What were the additional costs incurred under
CDM 2007 for ensuring that suitable
management arrangements were in place?

2



3 (2)



8

What were the additional costs incurred due to
CDM 2007 through dealing with the new
Health and Safety File for the completed
project?

2



3 (1)

£5,000 (1)

9

What were the additional costs incurred due to
CDM 2007 not permitting clients to approach
agents? (New duty to CDM 2007)

3



5 (2)

£5,000 (1)

10 What were the additional costs incurred due to
CDM 2007 associated with ensuring that
contractors provide adequate help with
facilities?

2





£30,000 (2)



26

£99,000

Total
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Table 3 Time and cost spent by Coordinators in complying with CDM 2007 on a
specific project
No of
respondents Total hours Total days
Total £
with
(Number of (Number of (Number of
additional respondents) respondents) respondents)
costs

Question

1

What were the additional costs incurred due to
CDM 2007 for having to demonstrate your
competence and the adequacy of your
resources as part of the prequalification and
bidding process?

11

8 (2)

35 (7)

£1,900 (2)

2

What were the costs due to CDM 2007 of
advising and assisting the client with their
duties?

9

5 (1)

24.5 (7)

£400 (1)

3

What were the costs of notifying this project to
HSE as required in CDM 2007?

9

15 (8)



£100 (1)

4

What were the costs due to CDM of
facilitating good communication between the
client, designers and contractors?

11

11 (3)

34 (6)

£1,300 (2)

5

What were the costs due to CDM 2007 of
identifying, collecting and passing on pre
construction information?

10

13 (2)

32 (6)

£700 (2)

6

What were the costs due to CDM 2007 of
preparing and updating the health and safety
file?

10

7 (2)

34 (6)

£2,800 (2)

7

What were the costs due to CDM 2007 of
liaising with the Principle Contractor
regarding ongoing design?

8

13 (2)

17 (5)

£300 (1)

8

What were the costs due to CDM 2007 of co
ordinating the health and safety aspects of the
design work?

8

4 (1)

27.5 (6)

£900 (1)

76

204

£8,400

Total
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Table 4 Additional time and cost spent by Designers in complying with CDM 2007 on
a specific project
No of
respondents Total hours Total days
Total £
with
(Number of (Number of (Number of
additional respondents) respondents) respondents)
costs

Question

1

What were the additional costs incurred due to
CDM 2007 for having to demonstrate your
competence and the adequacy of your
resources as part of the prequalification and
bidding process?

5

19 (3)

2 (1)

£2,000 (1)

2

What were the additional costs incurred due to
CDM 2007 for checking that a CDM co
ordinator has been appointed?

1

1 (1)





3

Was there a preexisting Health and Safety
file?

Yes: 2
No: 7







4

If yes, what additional costs were incurred due
to CDM in reviewing it?

3

13 (3)





5

What were the additional costs incurred due to
CDM for designing for safe construction and
providing information on the remaining risks?

6

11 (4)

2 (1)

£200 (1)

6

What were the additional costs incurred due to
CDM 2007 for designing for cleaning and
maintaining the permanent fixtures and fittings
and providing information on remaining risks?

2

5 (2)





7

What were the additional costs incurred due to
CDM 2007 for designing for safe use of
premises that are to be used as workplaces and
providing information on remaining risks?
(New duty in CDM 2007)

2

4 (2)





8

What were the additional costs incurred due to
CDM 2007 for making health and safety
information about the design available to
contractors and other designers?

6

23 (4)

2 (1)

£2,000 (1)

9

What were the additional costs incurred due to
CDM 2007 for cooperating with the co
ordinator about the design?

3

6 (3)





10 What were the additional costs incurred due to
CDM 2007 for cooperating with the
designers?

4

5 (3)

2 (1)



11 What were the additional costs incurred due to
CDM 2007 for making H&S information
about the design available to the coordinator
for inclusion in the Health and Safety file?

3

11 (3)





98

8

£4,200

Total
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Table 5 Additional time and cost spent by Principal Contractors in complying with
CDM 2007 on a specific project
No of
respondents Total hours Total days
Total £
with
(Number of (Number of (Number of
additional respondents) respondents) respondents)
costs

Question

1

What were the additional costs attributable to
CDM 2007 for having to demonstrate your
competence and the adequacy of your
resources as part of the prequalification and
bidding process? (These duties have been
amended in CDM 2007)

7

12 (1)

11 (5)

£1,000 (1)

2

What were the additional costs attributable to
CDM 2007 for reviewing the preconstruction
information and any preexisting Health and
Safety file as part of the bidding process?

6

14 (2)

4 (3)

£500 (1)

3

What were the additional costs attributable to
CDM 2007 for preparing the Construction
Phase Plan?

3

24 (1)

3 (2)



4

What were the additional costs attributable to
CDM 2007 for drawing up site H&S rules?

3

3 (2)

2 (1)



5

What were the additional costs attributable to
CDM 2007 for conducting competence checks
on your contractors? (These duties have been
amended in CDM 2007)

4



11 (3)

£1,000 (1)

6

What were the additional costs attributable to
CDM 2007 for making health and safety
information available to your contractors
including those that were selfemployed?

5

24 (2)

1 (1)

£1,000 (2)

7

Did you appoint
designers?

8

If yes, what were the additional costs incurred
due to CDM 2007 for competence checks?
(These duties have been amended in CDM
2007)

5

4 (1)

2 (2)

£4,000 (2)

9

Did your organisation carry out its own
design?

Yes: 2
No: 7

any

organisations

as

Yes: 5
No: 4

10 If yes, what were the additional costs incurred
due to CDM 2007 for competence checks?
(These duties have been amended for CDM
2007)

1



10 (1)



11 What were the additional costs attributable to
CDM 2007 for controlling access to the site?

3



2 (2)

£500 (1)

12 What were the additional costs attributable to
CDM 2007 for updating your Construction
Phase Plan during construction?

4

32 (1)

3 (2)

£1,000 (1)

13 What were the additional costs attributable to
CDM 2007 for liaising with the coordinator
regarding ongoing design?

4

25 (2)

2 (1)

£300 (1)
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No of
respondents Total hours Total days
Total £
with
(Number of (Number of (Number of
additional respondents) respondents) respondents)
costs

Question

14 What were the additional costs attributable to
CDM 2007 for providing information to the
coordinator for the H&S file?

5

20 (2)

17 (2)

£300 (1)

15 What were the additional costs attributable to
CDM 2007 for providing information and
training specific to the project for your own
site workers?

5

14 (3)

2 (1)

£800 (1)

18 For a typical week, what were the additional
costs incurred due to CDM 2007 for ensuring
compliance with site health and safety rules?

6

30 (4)

1 (1)

£500 (1)

19 For a typical week, what were the additional
costs attributable to CDM 2007 for giving
directions to contractors so that you could
comply with CDM 2007?

4

11 (3)



£500 (1)

20 For a typical week, what were the additional
costs attributable to CDM 2007 for ensuring
cooperation and communication between
contractors on health and safety matters?

4

19 (3)



£500 (1)

21 For a typical week, what were the additional
costs attributable to CDM 2007 for checking
that contractors provided information and
training specific to the project to their
workers?

3

5 (2)



£500 (1)

22 For a typical week, what were the additional
costs attributable to CDM 2007 for consulting
with your workers and coordinating their
views on health and safety?

4

6 (3)



£500 (1)

243

71

£12,900

The remaining questions are best answered for
a typical week while your organisation was on
site

Total
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Table 6 Additional time and cost spent by Contractors in complying with CDM 2007
on a specific project
No of
respondents Total hours Total days
Total £
with
(Number of (Number of (Number of
additional respondents) respondents) respondents)
costs

Question

1

What were the additional costs incurred due
to CDM 2007 for having to demonstrate your
competence and the adequacy of your
resources as part of the prequalification and
bidding process? (These duties have been
amended in CDM 2007)

4

19 (2)

72 (1)

£15k (1)

2

When bidding for work, what were the
additional costs incurred due to CDM 2007
for reviewing relevant parts of the following
documents
–
the
preconstruction
information, the Construction Phase Plan, the
Health and Safety rules, and preexisting
Health and Safety files?

4

17 (2)

8 (2)



3

Before starting on site, what were the
additional costs incurred due to CDM 2007
for reviewing information in the Construction
Phase plan of the Site Rules?

4

22 (2)

2 (1)

£850 (1)

4

What were the additional costs incurred due
to CDM 2007 for checking that the client is
aware of their duties?

3

23 (3)





5

What were the additional costs incurred due
to CDM 2007 for checking that a CDM co
ordinator has been appointed?

3

15 (3)





6

What were the additional costs incurred due
to CDM 2007 for checking that the project
has been notified to HSE?

2

9 (2)





7

Did you appoint any subcontractors?

8

If yes, what were the additional costs
incurred due to CDM 2007 for conducting
competence
checks
on
your
(sub)
contractors?
(These duties have been
amended in CDM 2007)

3

55 (2)



£300 (1)

9

Did you appoint any organisations or
designers?

Yes: 1
No: 4

10

It yes, what were the additional costs
incurred due to CDM 2007 for competence
checks? (These duties have been amended in
CDM 2007)

1

12 (1)





11

Did your own organisation carry out design?

Yes: 0
No: 6

12

If Yes, what were the additional costs
incurred due to CDM 2007 for competence









Yes: 5
No: 1
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No of
respondents Total hours Total days
Total £
with
(Number of (Number of (Number of
additional respondents) respondents) respondents)
costs

Question

checks? (These duties have been amended in
CDM 2007)
13

What were the additional costs incurred due
to CDM 2007 for providing health and safety
information to the Principal Contractor?

2

48 (1)



£300 (1)

14

What were the additional costs incurred due
to CDM 2007 for providing and maintaining
suitable welfare facilities?

1





£1,200 (1)

15

What were the additional costs incurred due
to CDM 2007 for providing RIDDOR data to
the principal contractor?

1

48 (1)





16

What were the additional costs incurred due
to CDM 2007 for providing information and
training specific to the project for your own
site workers?

3

103 (2)

8 (1)



17

What were the additional costs incurred due
to CDM 2007 for providing information to
the coordinator for the Health and Safety
file?

3

110 (2)



£200 (1)

The remaining questions are best answered
for a typical week while your organisation
was on site
18

How long was your organisation on site for?

5

125 weeks
(5)

19

For a typical week, what were the additional
costs incurred due to CDM 2007 through co
operating with other contractors and the
principle contractor on health and safety, and
in complying with any health and safety
directions given to you by the principle
contractor?

2

12 (1)

4 (1)



20

For a typical week, what were the additional
costs incurred due to CDM 2007 for
consulting your workers on health and safety
and for coordinating such views with others?

2

8 (1)



£1,600 (1)

22

If you employed subcontractors, for a typical
week, what were the additional costs incurred
due to CDM 2007 for securing their H&S
compliance during the construction phase?

2

16 (1)



£200 (1)

517

86

£19,650

Total
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APPENDIX 4.

DUTY HOLDER QUESTION SET

A composite version of the question set is provided overleaf. The questions were common to all
duty holders except for those in Section 3 which relates to the costs incurred by duty holders in
complying with CDM 2007 on a specific project
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PILOT EVALUATION SURVEY FOR THE
CONSTRUCTION (DESIGN AND MANAGEMENT) REGULATIONS 2007
The CDM Regulations were introduced initially in 1995 and a revised version issued in 2007. The 2007 version of
CDM (CDM 2007) is now being reviewed by HSE to assess its impact on the construction industry. To assist HSE
in evaluating CDM 2007, a pilot of the question set is being undertaken.
In this survey, we are seeking your opinions on CDM 2007 and your help in gathering information about the
costs and benefits of CDM 2007. To do this, we would like you to focus on a typical project that your
organisation has completed recently where CDM 2007 was applicable and where you have knowledge of the
costs and impacts of CDM 2007 on that project.
The questions are structured under the following headings:

•
•
•
•
•

Background information on your organisation and the project that you have knowledge of
The costs of complying with CDM 2007 on that project
The impact that CDM 2007 has had on your organisation
Your views and comments on CDM 2007
Your views and comments on this survey

Please answer for your own organisation unless the context is obviously wider. If your organisation is part of a
larger group but typically works independently, then please answer for your organisation and not the group.
Please complete as much of this survey as possible:

• If you have access to the information – provide your best estimates
• If the relevant information is not available – please leave the answer box blank (your other answers are still
valuable to us)
If you have a query, then please contact Frontline Consultants (Mike Webster on 07738 543406 or Nick Downes
on 07738 543 401) or the Health and Safety Executive (Andrew Maxey on 020 7556 2154). Thank you in
advance for your help.

1

Contact details

Please note that all information remains confidential to Frontline Consultants and will not be passed on to third
parties. The results will be aggregated and no individual organisation will be identifiable.
Organisation:
Your name:
Your role:
Telephone No:
Email

2

Organisation details

Q1

What is your organisation’s primary role: (Select one box)
Occasional client (less than 5 projects in a
year)

Repeat client (more than 5 projects in a year)

Coordinator

Designer

Principal contractor

Contractor/ sub contractor

Other
If other, please specify …
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EVERYONE to answer this section
Q2

What are your organisation’s main areas of work? (Select the boxes that apply)

Q2a

Client:

Q2b

Private sector

Public sector

Client

Coordinator

Designer

Principal contractor

Contractor

Other

Architect

Building Services Engineer

Civil / Structural Engineer

Landscape architects

Manufacturer designer

Permanent plant designer

Interior designer

Contractor’s designer

Temporary works designer

Specifier

Heritage organisation

Other

House building

Infrastructure

Engineering Construction
(industrial process plant)

Other new work

Repair and maintenance

Other construction

Demolition

Test drilling & boring

Roofing

Highway construction

Water projects

Scaffolding

Electrical installation

Insulating

Plumbing

Plastering

Joinery

Floor & wall covering

Painting

Glazing

Plant hire with operators

Coordinator:

If other, please specify …
Q2c

Designer:

If other, please specify …
Q2d

Principal Contractor:

If other, please specify …
Q2e

Contractor:

Other

If other, please specify …

Q2f

Other main area of work – please specify:

Q3

If you are an employer, how many people do you have working for you as employees in the UK?
(i.e. anyone on the PAYE payroll)

Q4

Q5

None

1 to 9

10 to 49

50 to 249

250 to 999

1,000+

How many construction projects was your organisation involved with in the last 12 months?
(e.g. developed, designed, built, maintained etc)
1 to 9

10 to 19

20 to 49

50 to 99

100+

Not known

How many of those projects had to be notified to HSE under CDM 2007?
(Notifiable projects last more than 30 days or involve more than 500 person days)
1 to 2

3 to 4

5 to 9

10 to 19

20 to 49

50 to 99

100+

Not known
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EVERYONE to answer this section
Q6

What was the approximate value of construction work undertaken by your organisation last year?
(e.g. organisation turnover related to construction)
£
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Only CLIENTS to answer this section
3

(CL) Projectspecific costs of CDM 2007 for CLIENTS
Please think of a typical project that your organisation has been involved with over the last 12 months.
This should be a project of which you have knowledge and which represents the kind of work typically
undertaken. Please think of a project that lasted more than 6 weeks and where the project was not
for you as a domestic householder.

Q7

Q8

What is your estimate of the overall construction cost of the project?
(i.e. not your fees or contribution, but the overall cost to build the project)
under £50k

£50k to £200k

£200k to £500k

£500k to £750k

£750k to £1m

£1m to £5m

£5m to £25m

£25m to £50m

£50m to £150m

£150m+

Not known

What kind of project was it?

8.1

New housing

Public sector

Private

8.2

Infrastructure

Public sector

Private

8.3

Other new work
(excluding housing and
infrastructure)

Public sector

Private
industrial

8.4

Repair and maintenance 
housing

Public sector

Private

8.5

Other repair and maintenance

Public sector

Private

8.6

Engineering Construction

All

Private
commercial

Other kind of project – please specify:
What do we mean by this?

• Infrastructure includes water, sewerage, electricity, gas, communications, air, railways, harbours,
roads

• Private industrial includes factories, warehouses, oils, steel & coal
• Private commercial includes schools & universities, health, offices, entertainment, garages, shops,
agriculture

• Engineering construction includes process plant across the oil and gas, water, environmental, steel
and metal, cement, glass, paper, brewing and distillation, food, power generation, nuclear waste
reprocessing, pharmaceutical production, petrochemical and chemical sectors
Q9

What form of contract was used on the project?
ICE

JCT Standard

JCT
with
design

JCT Construction
management

JCT Design and build

NEC

FIDIC

GC/Works/1

Other

contractor

Other kind of contract – please specify:
Q10

How many contractors were on site over the length of the project?
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Only CLIENTS to answer this section
Please answer the following questions for the project you have identified.
additional costs to your organisation on this project because of CDM 2007.

We want to know the

You can answer in financial cost (useful where you have placed a contract with another) or time
spent (useful where you or another carried out the task) or, where helpful to you, in a mixture of both.
The additional cost is zero if you were already fully carrying out these tasks before CDM 2007  so
please include costs only if CDM 2007 has caused you to undertake these activities. Those duties that
are new or amended in CDM 2007 are indicated.
CL1

What were the additional costs incurred due to CDM 2007 through fees payable to the CDM Co
ordinator? (New duty in CDM 2007)
Hours …

or Days …

and / or

£

What do we mean by this?
• A client has to appoint a Coordinator for notifiable projects, and this normally incurs a cost
• Coordinators have specific functions. These are to advise on competence and resources, to
ensure there is preconstruction information and a Health & Safety File for the completed project, to
notify the project to HSE, to ensure that there is designer cooperation and that designs have
regard to health & safety, and to advise the client about the Construction Phase Plan
• Coordinators do NOT have to check designs nor supervise or monitor construction work  please do
not include costs for such activities
• If you undertook the role yourself, please include those costs here
CL2

If there were additional costs incurred due to CDM 2007 through additional fees payable to the
Designer, what were they?
Hours …

or Days …

and / or

£

What do we mean by this?
• If your Designer asked for an additional fee for complying with CDM 2007 as a Designer please
include this here  this is probably unlikely; however, your Designer may have requested an extra
fee to comply with their new CDM 2007 duties to comply with the Workplace (Health, Safety and
Welfare) Regulations 1992
• If the Designer also acted in the role of Coordinator, please enter that figure at CL1 and not here
CL3

If there were additional costs incurred due to CDM 2007 through additional fees payable to the
Principal Contractor, what were they?
Hours …

or Days …

and / or

£

What do we mean by this?
• If your Principal Contractor asked for an additional fee for complying with CDM 2007 as a Principal
Contractor please include this here  this is probably unlikely
• If you undertook the role yourself, please include those costs here
CL4

What were the additional costs incurred due to CDM 2007 through conducting competence checks of
your Coordinator, Designers, Principal Contractor and Contractors? (These duties have been
amended in CDM 2007)
Hours …

or Days …

and / or

£

What do we mean by this?
• Before a client makes such appointments, they have to ensure that, for the purposes of health &
safety, those they appoint are competent and will have sufficient resources to carry out their work
on the project
• Competence may relate to ‘track record,’ knowledge, experience and qualifications  resources
may relate to people, time, technical facilities, plant and equipment, etc for the work to be done
CL5

What were the additional costs incurred due to CDM 2007 for providing preconstruction information to
the Coordinator?
Hours …

or Days …

and / or

£

What do we mean by this?
• A client has to provide information on things such as hazards at the site from previous work, current
site conditions and activities on or near the site
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Only CLIENTS to answer this section
• This may involve surveys  only the costs for health & safety information should be included here (do
not include costs of ground exploration and building surveys, etc. for purposes other than health &
safety or the costs of asbestos surveys, etc, that you have done for other regulatory purposes)
CL6

What were the additional costs incurred due to CDM 2007 for providing information to the Coordinator
for inclusion in the Health & Safety File?
Hours …

or Days …

and / or

£

What do we mean by this?
• A client has to provide relevant information to the Coordinator for inclusion in the Health & Safety
File
CL7

What were the additional costs incurred under CDM 2007 for ensuring that suitable management
arrangements were in place?
Hours …

or Days …

and / or

£

What do we mean by this?
• Clients are not required to audit or supervise work themselves, just to carry out sufficient checks on
their Coordinators, Designers, Principal Contractor and Contractors to ensure that suitable
management arrangements were in place to comply with their duties
• These checks should be proportionate to the size of project
CL8

What were the additional costs incurred due to CDM 2007 through dealing with the new Health &Safety
File for the completed project?
Hours …

or Days …

and / or

£

What do we mean by this?
• Clients will receive H&S Files for completed projects that will assist in addressing H&S matters in
further construction and there will be costs in handling, storing and making it available  please give
such costs here
CL9

What were the additional costs incurred due to CDM 2007 not permitting Clients to appoint Agents?
(New duty in CDM 2007)
Hours …

CL10

or Days …

and / or

£

What impact has the removal of the Agent role in CDM 2007 had on your organisation?

What do we mean by this?
• Under CDM 1994, Clients were permitted to employ an agent: this is no longer permitted in CDM
2007
• As a result, you may have had to appoint other advisors to fulfil some of the roles that were
previously fulfilled by the Clients’ Agent
• Please include any costs incurred as a result of appointing other advisors over and above the CDM
duty holders (Coordinator, Designers, Principal Contractors and Contractors)
CL11

What were the additional costs incurred due to CDM 2007 associated with ensuring that contractors
provide adequate welfare facilities?
Hours …

or Days …

and / or

£

What do we mean by this?
• Contractors already had to provide and maintain welfare facilities under previous regulations
• Only include the direct costs that you incurred in checking that those carrying out the construction
work were complying with their requirements on welfare facilities
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Only COORDINATORS to answer this section
3

(CO) Projectspecific costs of CDM 2007 for COORDINATORS
Please think of a typical project that your organisation has been involved with over the last 12 months.
This should be a project of which you have knowledge and which represents the kind of work typically
undertaken. Please think of a project that lasted more than 6 weeks and where the client was not a
domestic householder.

Q7

Q8

What is your estimate of the overall construction cost of the project?
(i.e. not your fees or contribution, but the overall cost to build the project)
under £50k

£50k to £200k

£200k to £500k

£500k to £750k

£750k to £1m

£1m to £5m

£5m to £25m

£25m to £50m

£50m to £150m

£150m+

Not known

What kind of project was it?

8.1

New housing

Public sector

Private

8.2

Infrastructure

Public sector

Private

8.3

Other new work
(excluding housing and
infrastructure)

Public sector

Private
industrial

8.4

Repair and maintenance 
housing

Public sector

Private

8.5

Other repair and maintenance

Public sector

Private

8.6

Engineering Construction

All

Private
commercial

Other kind of project – please specify:
What do we mean by this?

• Infrastructure includes water, sewerage, electricity, gas, communications, air, railways, harbours,
roads

• Private industrial includes factories, warehouses, oils, steel & coal
• Private commercial includes schools & universities, health, offices, entertainment, garages, shops,
agriculture

• Engineering construction includes process plant across the oil and gas, water, environmental, steel
and metal, cement, glass, paper, brewing and distillation, food, power generation, nuclear waste
reprocessing, pharmaceutical production, petrochemical and chemical sectors
Q9

What form of contract was used on the project?
ICE

JCT Standard

JCT
with
design

JCT Construction
management

JCT Design and build

NEC

FIDIC

GC/Works/1

Other

contractor

Other kind of contract – please specify:
Q10

How many contractors were on site over the length of the project?
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Only COORDINATORS to answer this section
Please answer the following questions for the project you have identified.
additional costs to your organisation on this project because of CDM 2007.

We want to know the

You can answer in financial cost (useful where you have placed a contract with another) or time
spent (useful where you or another carried out the task) or, where helpful to you, in a mixture of both.

CO1

What were the costs incurred due to CDM 2007 for having to demonstrate your competence and the
adequacy of your resources as part of the prequalification & bidding process?
Hours …

or Days …

and / or

£

What do we mean by this?
• The person appointing a Coordinator must ensure that, for the purposes of health & safety, those
they appoint are competent and will have sufficient resources to carry out their work on the project
• Competence may relate to ‘track record,’ knowledge, experience and qualifications
• Resources may relate to people, time, technical facilities, plant & equipment, etc for the work to be
done
• Please do not include the costs of registering with prequalification schemes here as that is not a
direct requirement of CDM 2007
CO2

What were the costs due to CDM 2007 of advising and assisting the client with their duties?
Hours …

or Days …

and / or

£

What do we mean by this?
• A client has a range of duties in CDM 2007; however, come clients may require proactive
assistance from the Coordinator to fulfil those duties  please give such costs here
CO3

What were the costs of notifying this project to HSE as required in CDM 2007?
Hours …

or Days …

and / or

£

What do we mean by this?
• When projects last more than 30 days or involve more than 500 person days, CDM 2007 requires the
Coordinator to notify HSE of the project on Form F10 – please provide the costs of obtaining the
information to fill in the F10 form and notifying HSE
CO4

What were the costs due to CDM 2007 of facilitating good communication between the client,
designers and contractors?
Hours …

or Days …

and / or

£

What do we mean by this?
• Costs are likely to have been incurred in contributing to meetings, encouraging communication
protocols, preparing information schedules, etc. – please include such costs here
CO5

What were the costs due to CDM 2007 of identifying, collecting and passing on preconstruction
information?
Hours …

or Days …

and / or

£

What do we mean by this?
• Under CDM 2007, the Principal Contractor has the responsibility of preparing the construction phase
plan; however, the Coordinator is responsible for providing relevant information to the Principal
Contractor – please include here the costs of identifying, collecting and passing on such
information
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Only COORDINATORS to answer this section
CO6

What were the costs due to CDM 2007 of preparing and updating the Health & Safety File?
Hours …

or Days …

and / or

£

What do we mean by this?
• Preparing and updating the Health & Safety File will require the Coordinator to collect the relevant
information and incorporate it into the Health and Safety file – please include those costs here
CO7

What were the costs due to CDM 2007 of liaising with the Principal Contractor regarding ongoing
design?
Hours …

or Days …

and / or

£

What do we mean by this?
• There is a need to manage changes to design during the construction phase – this will require co
operation between Designers, Principal Contractors and Contractors
• The Coordinator will need to liaise with the Principal Contractor to ensure that information flows
between the parties – please include the costs of liaison here
CO8

What were the costs due to CDM 2007 of coordinating the health and safety aspects of design work?
Hours …

or Days …

and / or

£

What do we mean by this?
• Under CDM 2007, Coordinators have a series of specific duties that are covered in questions CO4
to CO7
• Please provide here the other costs that you incurred in coordinating the health and safety
aspects of design work that were not included in questions CO4 to CO7
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Only DESIGNERS to answer this section
3

(DE) Projectspecific costs of CDM 2007 for DESIGNERS
Please think of a typical project that your organisation has been involved with as a Designer over the
last 12 months. You are a designer if your organisation is:

• architects,
•
•

civil & structural engineers,
building surveyors, landscape architects or
building service designers
having overall responsibility for any part of
the design
specifying or altering a design or specifying
the use of a particular method of work or
material, or specifying a particular layout for
a new building

• purchasing materials where the choice has
•
•
•
•
•

been left open
a contractor carrying out design work
a temporary works engineer
an interior designer
an heritage organisation who specify how
work is to be done in detail
determining how buildings and structures are
altered

This should be a project of which you have knowledge and which represents the kind of work typically
undertaken. Please think of a project that lasted more than 6 weeks and where the client was not a
domestic householder.
Q7

Q8

What is your estimate of the overall construction cost of the project?
(i.e. not your fees or contribution, but the overall cost to build the project)
under £50k

£50k to £200k

£200k to £500k

£500k to £750k

£750k to £1m

£1m to £5m

£5m to £25m

£25m to £50m

£50m to £150m

£150m+

Not known

What kind of project was it?

8.1

New housing

Public sector

Private

8.2

Infrastructure

Public sector

Private

8.3

Other new work
(excluding housing and
infrastructure)

Public sector

Private
industrial

8.4

Repair and maintenance 
housing

Public sector

Private

8.5

Other repair and maintenance

Public sector

Private

8.6

Engineering Construction

All

Private
commercial

Other kind of project – please specify:
What do we mean by this?
• Infrastructure includes water, sewerage, electricity, gas, communications, air, railways, harbours,
roads
• Private industrial includes factories, warehouses, oils, steel & coal
• Private commercial includes schools & universities, health, offices, entertainment, garages, shops,
agriculture
• Engineering construction includes process plant across the oil and gas, water, environmental, steel
and metal, cement, glass, paper, brewing and distillation, food, power generation, nuclear waste
reprocessing, pharmaceutical production, petrochemical and chemical sectors
Q9

What form of contract was used on the project?
ICE

JCT Standard

JCT
with
design

JCT Construction
management

JCT Design and build

NEC

FIDIC

GC/Works/1

Other

contractor

Other kind of contract – please specify:
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Only DESIGNERS to answer this section
Q10

How many contractors were on site over the length of the project?

Please answer the following questions for the project you have identified.
additional costs to your organisation on this project because of CDM 2007.

We want to know the

You can answer in financial cost (useful where you have placed a contract with another) or time
spent (useful where you or another carried out the task) or, where helpful to you, in a mixture of both.
The additional cost is zero if you were already fully carrying out these tasks before CDM 2007  so
please include costs only if CDM 2007 has caused you to undertake these activities. Those duties that
are new or amended in CDM 2007 are indicated.
DE1

What were the additional costs incurred due to CDM 2007 for having to demonstrate your competence
and the adequacy of your resources as part of the prequalification & bidding process? (These duties
have been amended in CDM 2007)
Hours …

or Days …

and / or

£

What do we mean by this?
• The person appointing a Designer must ensure that, for the purposes of health & safety, those they
appoint are competent and will have sufficient resources to carry out their work on the project
• Competence may relate to ‘track record,’ knowledge, experience and qualifications
• Resources may relate to people, time, technical facilities, plant & equipment, etc for the work to be
done
• Please do not include the costs of registering with prequalification schemes here as that is not a
direct requirement of CDM 2007
DE2

What were the additional costs incurred due to CDM 2007 for checking that a CDM Coordinator has
been appointed?
Hours …

or Days …

and / or

£

What do we mean by this?
• A designer has to check that the client has appointed a Coordinator  please give such costs here
DE3

Was there a preexisting Health & Safety File?
Yes …

DE4

No …

If Yes, what additional costs were incurred due to CDM in reviewing it?
Hours …

or Days …

and / or

£

What do we mean by this?
• If previous construction work undertaken on this site was subject to CDM, there should be an Health
& Safety File containing useful information – please give the costs that you incurred in reviewing this
DE5

What were the additional costs incurred due to CDM for designing for safe construction and providing
information on remaining risks?
Hours …

or Days …

and / or

£

What do we mean by this?
• Under CDM 2007, designers need to consider the hazards and risks to those who carry out
construction work (including demolition)
• Designers should try and avoid foreseeable risks (during construction, maintenance & cleaning,
demolition) through good design and may have chosen to use systems such as design risk reviews
• Designing for safe construction may lead to increased costs to designers  please give an
estimation of such costs here, but please remember that throughout we only seek these costs if it
was compliance with CDM 2007 that caused you to undertake such activities
DE6

What were the additional costs incurred due to CDM 2007 for designing for cleaning and maintaining
the permanent fixtures & fittings and providing information on remaining risks?
Hours …

or Days …

and / or

£

What do we mean by this?
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• Likewise, designers may also have give consideration to ensuring safety during such operations
• Permanent fixtures and fittings are items that are not a part of a structure
DE7

What were the additional costs incurred due to CDM 2007 for designing for safe use of premises that
are to be used as workplaces and providing information on remaining risks? (New duty in CDM 2007)
Hours …

or Days …

and / or

£

What do we mean by this?
• Likewise, designers may also have give consideration to ensuring safety during the intended use of
the finished project by the client and others (including the public)
• CDM 2007 now specifically requires designers to comply with the Workplace (Health, Safety and
Welfare) Regulations 1992
DE8

What were the additional costs incurred due to CDM 2007 for making health & safety information about
the design available to contractors and other designers?
Hours …

or Days …

and / or

£

What do we mean by this?
• Designers have to provide information about remaining risks once the design is completed, in
particular, risks that are not obvious to others, or are unusual or likely to be difficult to manage
DE9

What were the additional costs incurred due to CDM 2007 for cooperating with the Coordinator about
the design?
Hours …

or Days …

and / or

£

What do we mean by this?
• Coordinators have a role in seeing that designers are complying with their obligations and that
designers cooperate one with another  this may have involved you in some cost
DE10

What were the additional costs incurred due to CDM 2007 for cooperating with other designers?
Hours …

or Days …

and / or

£

What do we mean by this?
• There is a need for designers to cooperate in order to ensure that their finished designs together
address designer issues under CDM  this may have involved you in some cost
DE11

What were the additional costs incurred due to CDM 2007 for making H&S information about the design
available to the Coordinator for inclusion in the Health & Safety File?
Hours …

or Days …

and / or

£

What do we mean by this?
• Designers have to provide information about the design, in particular, hazards that are not obvious
to others, or are unusual or likely to be difficult to manage
• The information should only relate to health & safety during any further construction work at the
project  do not include any costs that may have been incurred for other purposes, for instance, in
compiling building maintenance manuals, etc.
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Only PRINCIPAL CONTRACTORS to answer this section
3

(PC) Projectspecific costs of CDM 2007 for PRINCIPAL CONTRACTORS
Please think of a typical project that your organisation has been involved with over the last 12 months.
This should be a project of which you have knowledge and which represents the kind of work typically
undertaken. Please think of a project that lasted more than 6 weeks and where the client was not a
domestic householder.

Q7

Q8

What is your estimate of the overall construction cost of the project?
(i.e. not your fees or contribution, but the overall cost to build the project)
under £50k

£50k to £200k

£200k to £500k

£500k to £750k

£750k to £1m

£1m to £5m

£5m to £25m

£25m to £50m

£50m to £150m

£150m+

Not known

What kind of project was it?

8.1

New housing

Public sector

Private

8.2

Infrastructure

Public sector

Private

8.3

Other new work
(excluding housing and
infrastructure)

Public sector

Private
industrial

8. 4

Repair and maintenance 
housing

Public sector

Private

8.5

Other repair and maintenance

Public sector

Private

8.6

Engineering Construction

All

Private
commercial

Other kind of project – please specify:
What do we mean by this?
• Infrastructure includes water, sewerage, electricity, gas, communications, air, railways, harbours,
roads
• Private industrial includes factories, warehouses, oils, steel & coal
• Private commercial includes schools & universities, health, offices, entertainment, garages, shops,
agriculture
• Engineering construction includes process plant across the oil and gas, water, environmental, steel
and metal, cement, glass, paper, brewing and distillation, food, power generation, nuclear waste
reprocessing, pharmaceutical production, petrochemical and chemical sectors
Q9

What form of contract was used on the project?
ICE

JCT Standard

JCT
with
design

JCT Construction
management

JCT Design and build

NEC

FIDIC

GC/Works/1

Other

contractor

Other kind of contract – please specify:
Q10

How many contractors were on site over the length of the project?
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Only PRINCIPAL CONTRACTORS to answer this section
Please answer the following questions for the project you have identified.
additional costs to your organisation on this project because of CDM 2007.

We want to know the

You can answer in financial cost (useful where you have placed a contract with another) or time
spent (useful where you or another carried out the task) or, where helpful to you, in a mixture of both.
The additional cost is zero if you were already fully carrying out these tasks before CDM 2007  so
please include costs only if CDM 2007 has caused you to undertake these activities. Those duties that
are new or amended in CDM 2007 are indicated.
PC1

What were the additional costs incurred due to CDM 2007 for having to demonstrate your competence
and the adequacy of your resources as part of the prequalification & bidding process? (These duties
have been amended in CDM 2007)
Hours …

or Days …

and / or

£

What do we mean by this?
• The person appointing a Principal Contractor must ensure that, for the purposes of H&S, those they
appoint are competent and will have sufficient resources to carry out their work on the project
• Competence may relate to ‘track record,’ knowledge, experience and qualifications
• Resources may relate to people, time, technical facilities, plant and equipment, etc for the work to
be done.
• Please do not include the costs of registering with prequalification schemes here as that is not a
direct requirement of CDM 2007
PC2

What were the additional costs incurred due to CDM 2007 for reviewing the preconstruction
information and any preexisting Health & Safety File as part of the bidding process?
Hours …

or Days …

and / or

£

What do we mean by this?
• Preconstruction information has to be prepared by others and given to you so that you can be
aware of health & safety issues particular to the project
• There will be costs to you in reviewing this file  please give such costs here
• Balance this against any costs associated with a Pretender Plan under CDM 1994
PC3

What were the additional costs incurred due to CDM 2007 for preparing the Construction Phase Plan?
Hours …

or Days …

and / or

£

What do we mean by this?
• A Principal Contractor has to develop a suitable Construction Phase Plan for the project to provide
a focus for managing and coordinating health & safety
• Please give here the costs you incurred in preparing the Construction Phase Plan  do not include
costs relating to complying with other regulations such as your risk assessments under the
Management of Health & Safety Regulations
PC4

What were the additional costs incurred due to CDM 2007 for drawing up site H&S rules?
Hours …

or Days …

and / or

£

What do we mean by this?
• A Principal Contractor should include any necessary rules for the management of construction
work in the Construction Phase Plan  they need to be in writing, understandable and drawn to the
attention of those who have to follow them
• If there were such rules at the project, please give here the costs incurred in drawing them up
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PC5

What were the additional costs incurred due to CDM 2007 for conducting competence checks on your
contractors? (These duties have been amended in CDM 2007)
Hours …

or Days …

and / or

£

What do we mean by this?
• Before you appoint contractors, you have to ensure that, for the purposes of health & safety, they
are competent and will have sufficient resources to carry out their work on the project
• Competence may relate to ‘track record,’ knowledge, experience and qualifications
• Resources may relate to people, time, technical facilities, plant & equipment, etc for the work to be
done
• Please give here the costs you incurred in carrying out all such checks
• Please remember that throughout we only seek costs if it was CDM 2007 that caused you to incur
them  so the costs of assessments for purposes other than health & safety and all costs you have
incurred because you freely choose to carry out checks whether or not CDM 2007 requires them
should be excluded
PC6

What were the additional costs incurred due to CDM 2007 for making health & safety information
available to your contractors including those that were self employed?
Hours …

or Days …

and / or

£

What do we mean by this?
• Principal Contractors have to provide information about health & safety risks at the project  this
may be at the outset and also during the project as details become available
PC7

Did you appoint any organisations as designers?
Yes …

PC8

No …

If Yes, what were the additional costs incurred due to CDM 2007 for competence checks? (These
duties have been amended in CDM 2007)
Hours …

or Days …

and / or

£

What do we mean by this?
• Before making such appointments, you have to ensure that, for the purposes of health & safety,
those you appoint are competent and will have sufficient resources to carry out their work on the
project
• Competence may relate to ‘track record,’ knowledge, experience and qualifications
• Resources may relate to people, time, technical facilities, etc for the design work to be done
PC9

Did your own organisation carry out design?
Yes …

PC10

No …

If Yes, what were the additional costs incurred due to CDM 2007 for competence checks? (These
duties have been amended in CDM 2007)
Hours …

or Days …

and / or

£

What do we mean by this?
• Your own organisation may have carried out design work, for instance, for temporary works
• You have to ensure that, for the purposes of health & safety, those you appoint to do the design
work are competent and will have sufficient resources to carry it out
• Competence may relate to ‘track record,’ knowledge, experience and qualifications
• Resources may relate to people, time, technical facilities, etc for the design work to be done
PC11

What were the additional costs incurred due to CDM 2007 for controlling access onto the site?
Hours …

or Days …

and / or

£

What do we mean by this?
• For the purposes of health & safety, Principal Contractors have to control entry to the site by
unauthorised persons  this may involve fencing and checks on entry, etc.
• Please note that these types of precautions may typically have been carried out by you before
CDM came into effect  if so, then those kinds of costs should NOT be included here
• Likewise, if you incur similar costs for other purposes, for instance to prevent theft, those costs should
NOT be included here
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PC12

What were the additional costs incurred due to CDM 2007 for updating your Construction Phase Plan
during construction?
Hours …

or Days …

and / or

£

What do we mean by this?
• The project’s Construction Phase Plan has to be kept under review and, if necessary, updated
PC13

What were the additional costs incurred due to CDM 2007 for liaising with the Coordinator regarding
ongoing design?
Hours …

or Days …

and / or

£

What do we mean by this?
• Design activities can continue right through the construction phase, and can include designs
undertaken by Designers and Contractors for both temporary and permanent works
• These designs and design changes can have an impact on other Designers and Contractors – the
Principal Contractor has to liaise with the Coordinator to ensure that this information is available to
others
PC14

What were the additional costs incurred due to CDM 2007 for providing information to the Coordinator
for the H&S File?
Hours …

or Days …

and / or

£

What do we mean by this?
• You have to provide information, in particular, about risks that are not obvious to others, or are
unusual or likely to be difficult to manage
• The information should only relate to health & safety during any further construction work at the
project  do not include any costs that may have been incurred for other purposes, for instance, in
compiling building maintenance manuals, etc.
• There may be costs related to obtaining and collating health & safety information for onward
transmission to the Coordinator from Contractors and Designers that you appointed
PC15

What were the additional costs incurred due to CDM 2007 for providing information & training specific
to the project for your own site workers?
Hours …

or Days …

and / or

£

What do we mean by this?
• Like all other contractors on the project, you have an obligation to ensure that your own workers
are provided with health & safety information and training relevant to their work on the project  this
is likely to involve projectspecific induction
• Your own workers include those you employ or directly control  do not include general health &
safety training costs
PC16

How many contractors have worked on site during the project to date?
Number …
The remaining questions are best answered for a typical week while your organisation was on site?

PC17

How long was your organisation on site for?
Weeks …

PC18

For a typical week, what were the additional costs incurred due to CDM 2007 for ensuring compliance
with site health & safety rules?
Hours …

or Days …

and / or

£

What do we mean by this?
• An earlier question mentioned the making of site health & safety rules
• If you made them, you may have incurred costs in seeing that they were observed  please give
such costs here
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PC19

For a typical week, what were the additional costs incurred due to CDM 2007 for giving directions to
contractors so that you could comply with CDM 2007?
Hours …

or Days …

and / or

£

What do we mean by this?
• Under CDM 2007, you can, if you choose, give reasonable directions to contractors so that you can
comply with your CDM duties  if you did, please give such costs here
PC20

For a typical week, what were the additional costs incurred due to CDM 2007 for ensuring cooperation
and communication between contractors on health and safety matters?
Hours …

or Days …

and / or

£

What do we mean by this?
• CDM requires you to actively promote cooperation and communication for health & safety
purposes
• This may involve exchanges of information and regular discussions and reviews, etc.
PC21

For a typical week, what were the additional costs incurred due to CDM 2007 for checking that
contractors provided information & training specific to the project to their workers?
Hours …

or Days …

and / or

£

What do we mean by this?
• There is an obligation to ensure that your contractors provide their workers with health & safety
information and training relevant to their work on the project
• Do not include any costs you may have incurred through directly providing such training (such as
toolbox talks, etc) and information to such workers as this is not your responsibility under CDM 2007
PC22

For a typical week, what were the additional costs incurred due to CDM 2007 for consulting with your
workers and coordinating their views on health and safety?
Hours …

or Days …

and / or

£

What do we mean by this?
• Principal Contractors have obligations to ensure that workers have opportunities to discuss and
offer advice on health and safety matters and that such views are coordinated
• This may also involve consultations with worker Health & Safety representatives
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Only CONTRACTORS to answer this section
3

(SC) Projectspecific costs of CDM 2007 for (SUB) CONTRACTORS

Please think of a typical project that your organisation has been involved with over the last 12 months.
This should be a project of which you have knowledge and which represents the kind of work typically
undertaken. Please think of a project that lasted more than 6 weeks and where the client was not a domestic
householder.
Q7

Q8

What is your estimate of the overall construction cost of the project?
(i.e. not your fees or contribution, but the overall cost to build the project)
under £50k

£50k to £200k

£200k to £500k

£500k to £750k

£750k to £1m

£1m to £5m

£5m to £25m

£25m to £50m

£50m to £150m

£150m+

Not known

What kind of project was it?

8.1

New housing

Public sector

Private

8.2

Infrastructure

Public sector

Private

8.3

Other new work
(excluding housing and
infrastructure)

Public sector

Private
industrial

Repair and maintenance 
housing

Public sector

Private

8.5

Other repair and maintenance

Public sector

Private

8.6

Engineering Construction

All

8.4

Private
commercial

Other kind of project – please specify:
What do we mean by this?

• Infrastructure includes water, sewerage, electricity, gas, communications, air, railways, harbours,
roads

• Private industrial includes factories, warehouses, oils, steel & coal
• Private commercial includes schools & universities, health, offices, entertainment, garages, shops,
agriculture

• Engineering construction includes process plant across the oil and gas, water, environmental, steel
and metal, cement, glass, paper, brewing and distillation, food, power generation, nuclear waste
reprocessing, pharmaceutical production, petrochemical and chemical sectors
Q9

What form of contract was used on the project?
ICE

JCT Standard

JCT
with
design

JCT Construction
management

JCT Design and build

NEC

FIDIC

GC/Works/1

Other

contractor

Other kind of contract – please specify:
Q10

How many contractors were on site over the length of the project?
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Only CONTRACTORS to answer this section
Please answer the following questions for the project you have identified. We want to know the additional
costs to your organisation on this project because of CDM 2007.
You can answer in financial cost (useful where you have placed a contract with another) or time spent (useful
where you or another carried out the task) or, where helpful to you, in a mixture of both.
The additional cost is zero if you were already fully carrying out these tasks before CDM 2007  so please
include costs only if CDM 2007 has caused you to undertake these activities. Those duties that are new or
amended in CDM 2007 are indicated.
SC1

What were the additional costs incurred due to CDM 2007 for having to demonstrate your competence
and the adequacy of your resources as part of the prequalification & bidding process? (These duties
have been amended in CDM 2007)
Hours …

or Days …

and / or

£

What do we mean by this?
• The person appointing a Contractor must ensure that, for the purposes of health & safety, those
they appoint are competent and will have sufficient resources to carry out their work on the project
• Competence may relate to ‘track record,’ knowledge, experience and qualifications
• Resources may relate to people, time, technical facilities, plant and equipment, etc for the work to
be done.
• Please do not include the costs of registering with prequalification schemes here as that is not a
direct requirement of CDM 2007
SC2

When bidding for the work, what were the additional costs incurred due to CDM 2007 for reviewing
relevant parts of the following documents – the preconstruction information, the Construction Phase
Plan, the site Health & Safety Rules, and preexisting Health & Safety Files?
Hours …

or Days …

and / or

£

What do we mean by this?
• These documents contain information about the project and are be prepared by others
• The information in them may have been made available to you so that you could be aware of
health & safety issues particular to the project when bidding
• There will be costs to you in reviewing them  please give such costs here
SC3

Before starting on site, what were the additional costs you incurred due to CDM 2007 for reviewing
information in the Construction Phase Plan and Site Rules?
Hours …

or Days …

and / or

£

What do we mean by this?
• These documents prepared by others contain health & safety information about the project
• Information in them may have been made available to you so that you could be aware of health
& safety issues particular to the project once you had successfully bid
• There will be costs to you in reviewing them  please give such costs here
SC4

What were the additional costs incurred due to CDM 2007 for checking that the Client is aware of their
duties?
Hours …

or Days …

and / or

£

What do we mean by this?
• A Contractor has to check that the Client is aware of his duties  please give such costs here
• The Client referred to in this question is the Client for the overall project (as defined in the
notification to HSE)
SC5

What were the additional costs incurred due to CDM 2007 for checking that a CDM Coordinator has
been appointed?
Hours …

or Days …

and / or

£

What do we mean by this?
• A Contractor has to check that the client has appointed a Coordinator before he can start work 
please give such costs here
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SC6

What were the additional costs incurred due to CDM 2007 for checking that the project has been
notified to HSE?
Hours …

or Days …

and / or

£

What do we mean by this?
• A Contractor has to check that the project has been notified to HSE before he can start work 
please give such costs here
SC7

Did you appoint any subcontractors?
Yes …

SC8

No …

If Yes, what were the additional costs incurred due to CDM 2007 for conducting competence checks
on your (sub) Contractors? (These duties have been amended in CDM 2007)
Hours …

or Days …

and / or

£

What do we mean by this?
• Before you appoint (sub) Contractors, you have to ensure that, for the purposes of health & safety,
they are competent and will have sufficient resources to carry out their work on the project
• Competence may relate to ‘track record,’ knowledge, experience and qualifications
• Resources may relate to people, time, technical facilities, plant & equipment, etc for the work to be
done
• Please give here the costs you incurred in carrying out all such checks
• Please remember that throughout we only seek costs if it was CDM 2007 that caused you to incur
them  so the costs of assessments for purposes other than health & safety and all costs you have
incurred because you freely choose to carry out checks whether or not CDM 2007 requires them
should be excluded
SC9

Did you appoint any organisations as designers?
Yes …

SC10

No …

If Yes, what were the additional costs incurred due to CDM 2007 for competence checks? (These
duties have been amended in CDM 2007)
Hours …

or Days …

and / or

£

What do we mean by this?
• Before appointing Designers, you have to ensure that, for the purposes of health & safety, those you
appoint are competent and will have sufficient resources to carry out their work on the project
• Competence may relate to ‘track record,’ knowledge, experience and qualifications
• Resources may relate to people, time, technical facilities, etc for the design work to be done
SC11

Did your own organisation carry out design?
Yes …

SC12

No …

If Yes, what were the additional costs incurred due to CDM 2007 for competence checks? (These
duties have been amended in CDM 2007)
Hours …

or Days …

and / or

£

What do we mean by this?
• Your own organisation may have carried out design work, for instance, for temporary works
• You have to ensure that, for the purposes of health & safety, those you appoint to do the design
work are competent and will have sufficient resources to carry it out
• Competence may relate to ‘track record,’ knowledge, experience and qualifications
• Resources may relate to people, time, technical facilities, etc for the design work to be done
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SC13

What were the additional costs incurred due to CDM 2007 for providing health & safety information to
the Principal Contractor?
Hours …

or Days …

and / or

£

What do we mean by this?
• You have to inform the principal contractor of any risks to others that you may create by your work
• This may often include giving to the principal contractor copies of relevant risk assessments or
method statements  do not include the costs of preparing those risk assessments, etc., as those
costs relate to the Management of Health & Safety at Work Regulations
SC14

What were the additional costs incurred due to CDM 2007 for providing and maintaining suitable
welfare facilities?
Hours …

or Days …

and / or

£

What do we mean by this?
• Contractors have to ensure that suitable welfare facilities are provided for their workers – please
include those costs here
SC15

What were the additional costs incurred due to CDM 2007 for providing RIDDOR data to the Principal
Contractor?
Hours …

or Days …

and / or

£

What do we mean by this?
• You have to inform the principal contractor about RIDDOR notifiable injuries, illhealth & dangerous
occurrences
SC16

What were the additional costs incurred due to CDM 2007 for providing information & training specific
to the project for your own site workers?
Hours …

or Days …

and / or

£

What do we mean by this?
• Like all other contractors on the project, you have an obligation to ensure that your own workers
are provided with H&S information and training relevant to their work on the project  this is likely to
involve projectspecific induction
• Your own workers include those you employ or directly control  do not include general H&S training
costs
SC17

What were the additional costs incurred due to CDM 2007 for providing information to the Coordinator
for the Health & Safety File?
Hours …

or Days …

and / or

£

What do we mean by this?
• You have to provide information, in particular, about hazards that are not obvious to others, or are
unusual or likely to be difficult to manage
• The information should only relate to health & safety during any further construction work at the
project  do not include any costs that may have been incurred for other purposes, for instance, in
compiling building maintenance manuals, etc.
• There may be costs related to obtaining and collating health & safety information for onward
transmission to the Coordinator from Contractors and Designers that you appointed
The remaining questions are best answered for a typical week while your organisation was on site?
SC18

How long was your organisation on site for?
Weeks …
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SC19

For a typical week, what were the additional costs incurred due to CDM 2007 through cooperating
with other Contractors and the Principal Contractor on health & safety, and in complying with any
health & safety directions given to you by the Principal Contractor?
Hours …

or Days …

and / or

£

What do we mean by this?
• Under CDM 2007, the Principal Contractor can give reasonable directions to Contractors and CDM
2007requires Principal Contractors to actively promote cooperation and communication for health
& safety purposes
• This may involve regular discussions and reviews, and exchanges of information  you have
obligations to cooperate on such matters and also to cooperate on health & safety with other
Contractors
SC20

For a typical week, what were the additional costs incurred due to CDM 2007 for consulting your
workers on health & safety and for coordinating such views with others?
Hours …

or Days …

and / or

£

What do we mean by this?
• Contractors have obligations to ensure that workers have opportunities to discuss and offer advice
on health & safety matters and that such views are coordinated
• This may involve health & safety meetings with worker representatives  please give any costs you
may have incurred as a result
SC21

If you employed subcontractors, for a typical week, what were the additional costs incurred due to
CDM 2007 for securing their H&S compliance during the construction phase?
Hours …

or Days …

and / or

£

What do we mean by this?
• You may have given reasonable directions to your subcontractors and been involved in actively
promoting cooperation and communication with your subcontractors for health & safety purposes
• This may have involved regular discussions and reviews, and exchanges of information  if so, please
give the cost to you.
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4

Health and safety practices at the project

Please give your views on how the following statements applied to the project you have identified in Section 3.
If you do not have access to the information required to provide a view on a statement, please select the ‘No
opinion’ box.

Q11

About the Project’s client

11.1

The client made a clear statement on their
commitment to health and safety

11.2

The client thoroughly assessed the
competence of those organisations they
appointed to work on the project

11.3

The client thoroughly checked that those
they appointed would provide adequate
resources (e.g. people, sufficient technical
facilities/plant, etc.)

11.4

The client allowed sufficient time for
mobilising before work had to start on site

11.5

The client allowed sufficient time for
completing the project

Q12

About the organisation that gave my
organisation the work
(NB Please skip this question if your
organisation was directly appointed by the
project’s Client)

12.1

They made a clear statement on their
commitment to health and safety

12.2

They made a good job of assessing the
competence of my organisation

12.3

They made a good job of checking that my
organisation would provide adequate
resources (e.g. competent people, sufficient
technical facilities/plant, etc)

12.4

They allowed sufficient time for mobilising
before we had to start on site

12.5

They allowed sufficient time for completing
our work on the project

12.6

They made sure that the construction phase
did not start until suitable welfare facilities
were provided
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Strongly
agree

Agree

Neither Disagree

Strongly
No
disagree opinion

Strongly
agree

Agree

Neither Disagree

Strongly
No
disagree opinion

Page 23 of 31

EVERYONE to answer this section
Q13

About the Design

13.1

Safety hazards from falls had been reduced
by good design (e.g. changed processes,
offsite prefabrication, permanent access
capable of use during construction, etc.)

13.2

Health hazards from substances had been
reduced by good design and specification
(e.g. solvent paints, adhesives, etc.)

13.3

Hazards from noise & vibration had been
reduced by good design & specification
(e.g. changed processes, offsite
prefabrication, etc.)

13.4

Hazards from manual handling had been
reduced by good design & specification
(e.g. no heavy blocks, offsite prefabrication,
etc.)

13.5

Designing for offsite prefabrication had
substantially reduced the number of people
at risk from working on the site

Q14

Onsite construction

14.1

The site management team was strongly
committed to achieving high H&S standards

14.2

The Construction Phase
effective and relevant
managing the work

14.3

The Construction Phase Plan was kept upto
date throughout the construction phase

14.4

There was a high standard of safe access &
safe
workplaces
(e.g.
high
quality
scaffolding, MEWPs, etc.)

14.5

There was a high standard of mechanised
materials handling (e.g. mechanical lifting
devices for workers, site road systems,
planned storage areas, fork lift trucks etc)

14.6

There were high standards of tidiness in
access ways and workplaces

14.7

Eye protection was mandatory for all workers

14.8

Protective gloves were mandatory for all
workers
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Plan was
document

Strongly
agree

Agree

Neither Disagree

Strongly
No
disagree opinion

Strongly
agree

Agree

Neither Disagree

Strongly
No
disagree opinion

an
for
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Q15

Commitment to site workers

15.1

There were prestart occupational health
checks

15.2

All workers were required to have CSCS
cards

15.3

There was a comprehensive induction
process for all workers

15.4

There were effective means for consulting
workers to obtain their views on health and
safety

15.5

There was a ‘nearmiss’ reporting system

15.6

There were knowledge/skills training (e.g.
toolbox talks, etc)

15.7

Information
was
subcontractors’ workers

15.8

The
information
provided
subcontractors’ workers was easy
understand

15.9

Training was provided to subcontractors’
workers

15.10

Site workers were supervised regularly

15.11

Welfare facilities were provided on site

15.12

There was high quality site welfare
provision (e.g. barrier/hand creams,
personal lockers, showers, a good
canteen, etc)

15.13

There was an occupational health service
for site workers

Q16

provided

Agree

Neither Disagree

Strongly
No
disagree opinion

Strongly
agree

Agree

Neither Disagree

Strongly
No
disagree opinion

to
to
to

The role of the Coordinator

16.1

The Coordinator advised and assisted
the client with their duties

16.2

The Coordinator ensured that HSE was
notified of the project

16.3

The Coordinator coordinated health
and safety aspects of the design work

16.4

The Coordinator facilitated good
communication between the Client,
Designers and Contractors

16.5

The Coordinator identified, collected
and passed on preconstruction
information

16.6

The Coordinator prepared and
updated the health and safety file

16.7

The Coordinator liaised with the
Principal Contractor regarding ongoing
design
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Q17

During subsequent use

17.1

The building, etc, had clearly been designed
& constructed for safety during ongoing
maintenance

17.2

The building, etc, had clearly been designed
& constructed for safety during use by those
that were to occupy it.

Strongly
agree

Agree

Neither Disagree

Strongly
No
disagree opinion

Thank you for providing information about your chosen project

.
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5

Costs of introducing CDM 2007

Please answer the following questions for the general costs incurred by your organisation in setting up and
maintaining systems as a direct result of CDM 2007.
We want to know the additional costs to your organisation because of CDM 2007  so please include only
those costs that CDM 2007 has caused you to incur.
Please select answers from the following cost ranges.
Cost ranges
1

Less than £100

5

£5,001 to £10,000

9

£30,001 to £40,000

2

£101 to £500

6

£10,001 to £20,000

10

£40,001 to £50,000

3

£501 to 1,000

7

£20,001 to £25,000

11

Greater than £50,000 (please specify)

4

£1,001 to £5,000

8

£25,001 to £30,000

12

Not known

Q18

What was the cost to your organisation for introducing CDM 2007 into your
organisation for the first time?
Please enter the cost range into the boxes (e.g. enter ‘1’ if the cost was less that
£100 etc.) If the item is not applicable to you, write ‘n/a’ in the box.

18.1

Employing Health and safety staff/advisers

18.2

Preparing health and safety management systems

18.3

Health and safety training

18.4

Q19

Cost Range

Other, please
specify:
What was the cost of maintaining CDM 2007 systems in your organisation for the last
12 months or financial year?
Please enter the cost range into the boxes (e.g. enter ‘1’ if the cost was less that
£100 etc.) Exclude all costs directly related to specific projects.

19.1

Employing Health and safety staff/advisers

19.2

Preparing health and safety management systems

19.3

Health and safety training

19.4

Other, please
specify:
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6

The effects of CDM 2007

Q20

Please give your views on the following
statements:

20.1

CDM 2007 has
integrated teams

20.2

CDM 2007 has helped bring about better
communications and information flow
between project team members

20.3

As a result of better management
processes introduced as a result of CDM
2007 our costs are lower

20.4

As a result of better management
processes reduced as a result of CDM
2007 we produce better quality work

20.5

As a result of better management
processes reduced as a result of CDM
2007 we complete more projects on time

20.6

CDM 2007 has helped reduce safety risks

20.7

CDM 2007 has helped reduce illhealth
risks

20.8

CDM 2007 has helped in improving site
welfare facilities

20.9

CDM 2007 has helped increase onsite
worker training and competence

20.10

CDM 2007 has helped in making it easier
to attract and retain workers

20.11

CDM 2007 has helped reducing worker
absence due to injury and sickness

20.12

CDM 2007 has led to completed buildings,
etc that are more costeffective to use
and maintain

20.13

CDM 2007 has improved project planning

7
Q21

helped

bring

Strongly
agree

Agree

Neither Disagree

Strongly
No
disagree opinion

about

Cost implications of CDM
How would you describe the COSTS of CDM
2007 to your organisation?
(Please consider all costs including time,
effort and money)

Low

Moderate
Low
Moderate
High
Moderate

High

No
opinion

Low

Moderate
Low
Moderate
High
Moderate

High

No
opinion

Supporting comments:

Q22

How would you describe the BENEFITS of
CDM 2007 to your organisation?
(Please consider all costs including time,
effort and money)

Supporting comments:
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EVERYONE to answer this section
8
Q23

Other influences on health and safety performance
My organisation’s approach to health &
safety has been influenced by the
following:

23.1

The CDM 2007 Regulations

23.2

The general duties in the Health & Safety
at Work Act

23.3

The Management of H&S at Work
Regulations

23.4

Specific H&S Regulations that apply to
construction work

23.5

Other health and safety regulations (e.g.
Asbestos, Noise, Manual Handling, Work at
Height Regulations, LOLER (lifting
operations), PUWER (work equipment
regulations, Confined Spaces, etc)

23.6

Other criminal legislation (e.g. the current
& forthcoming manslaughter laws)

23.7

HSE construction initiatives (e.g. the
Construction Summit in 2005, specific
initiatives on topics such as designers, falls,
manual handling, ‘Shattered lives’
Constructing Better Health, Safety &
Health Awareness Days, etc.)

23.8

Construction industry/sector initiatives (e.g.
ConstructionSkills, Safety in Design, Design
Best practice, trade associations,
professional bodies’ etc)

23.9

Pressures from those who award us our
work or who provide our funding

23.10

A high level of commitment to health and
safety in our organisation

23.11

The need to protect our corporate name
and reputation, and avoid bad publicity

23.12

A fear of enforcement

23.13

Information provided by unions

23.14

Information provided by industry bodies
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Strongly
agree

Agree

Neither Disagree

Strongly
No
disagree opinion
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EVERYONE to answer this section
9

Your views on the CDM 2007 Regulations

Q24

Please give your views on the following
statements:

24.1

Overall, CDM 2007 is clear in what it requires

24.2

I understand clearly what my CDM 2007
duties are

24.3

CDM 2007 can be used with the types of
contracts in use in the industry

24.4

CDM 2007assists in minimising bureaucracy

24.5

CDM 2007assists in managing health and
safety

24.6

CDM 2007 is helpful when assessing the
competence of duty holders

24.7

CDM 2007 is helpful in encouraging co
ordination and cooperation between duty
holders

24.8

Combining the CDM and Construction
Health, Safety and Welfare Regulations into
one set of regulations (CDM 2007) has made
it easier to understand my organisation’s
duties

10
Q25

Strongly
agree

Agree

Neither Disagree

Strongly
No
disagree opinion

Successes and problems with CDM 2007
In a very few words, what do you feel are the 3 key successes that CDM 2007 has had in bringing
about improvements to H&S standards in the construction industry?
1
2

3
Q26

Likewise, what do you feel are the 3 key problem areas with CDM 2007?
unintended consequences)

(e.g. were there any

1
2

3
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EVERYONE to answer this section
11

Your views on this survey

Q27

Please give your views on the following
statements:

27.1

Overall, this survey is clear in what it requires

27.2

The survey is too long

27.3

It is clear who has to fill in each section

27.4

Detailed cost information is difficult to
provide

27.5

It is easy to separate out the CDM 2007
specific costs from other costs

27.6

The sections on ‘What do we mean by this?’
accompanying the cost questions were
helpful

12
Q28

Strongly
agree

Agree

Neither Disagree

Strongly
No
disagree opinion

General comments
Are there any additional comments that you wish to make?

Thank you, again, for your help and assistance in this important study
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Health and Safety
Executive

Evaluation of Construction (Design and
Management) Regulations 2007
Pilot study
This report describes the plan developed for
the evaluation of the Construction (Design and
Management) Regulations 2007 (CDM 2007), the
findings from the pilot of the evaluation plan and
options for a full evaluation of CDM 2007.
The pilot evaluation showed that there are positive
signs in terms of CDM 2007 meeting its objectives,
with evidence of three being met and two being
partially met. However, some respondents have
concerns the effectiveness of CDM 2007 in:
Minimising bureaucracy; Bringing about integrated
teams; Bringing about better communications and
information flow between project team members;
and Better competence checks by organisations
who appoint other duty holders.
The findings indicate that respondents were able
to provide cost data. Some Clients, Designers and
Principal Contractors reported no additional costs in
complying with CDM 2007 on a project. However,
the remaining Clients, Designers and Principal
Contractors, and all of the Contractors did report
additional costs in complying with CDM 2007 on a
project.
On balance, the respondents’ views on CDM were
positive as the benefits were viewed as moderate,
whilst the costs were viewed as moderate or lower.
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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