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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

This report has been prepared for the HSE and sets out the findings of a research study of 
industry’s views of HSC Approved Code of Practice and Guidance “Legionnaires’ disease: 
Control of legionella bacteria in water systems” (L8) published in 2000.  Document L8 replaces 
the 1995 version of L8 together with technical guidance document (HSG70) and the hot and 
cold water supplement to the technical guidance (MISC 150). L8 applies to the control of 
legionella bacteria in any undertaking involving a work activity and to premises controlled in 
connection with a trade, business or other undertaking where water is used or stored. 

The primary means of obtaining the views of users of L8 was through response to a 
questionnaire designed to determine the usefulness of: 

1. the consolidation of the previous suite of documents into L8 (2002); 
2. changes to the Approved Code of Practice; and 
3. changes to the guidance. 

Initially, two focus group meetings were held at BRE to determine key areas of L8 which 
should be reviewed.  The questionnaire was sent to approximately 6,000 individuals and 
organisations resulting in 979 responses (16%).  Respondents were classified as belonging to 
one or more of the following groups: 

· Employers 
· Designers, Installers, Manufacturers 
· Suppliers 
· Consultants 
· Enforcement officers 
· Others 

The largest response rate was from ‘Employers’ (over 65%), followed by ‘Suppliers’ and 
‘Others’ which accounted for 30% combined. ‘Manufacturers, Importers & Suppliers’ 
accounted for 5% of the responses. 

In general, most respondents were satisfied with the amalgamation of the previous series of 
documents into L8 (2000).  L8 was found to be easy to understand, although 18% of 
“Enforcement officers” found the document difficult to understand.  The layout was found to 
be easy to follow with only 6% of respondents rating the document either ‘difficult’ or ‘very 
difficult’. 

Respondents suggested that an index and an electronic copy of the document would be useful 
and would assist the ease of use of the document.  Also, over a third of respondents would like 
clarification of the HSE contact point for queries relating to the document and its use. 

Many respondents did not consider that key terms such as “duty holders” and “responsible 
persons” were well defined, and 55% of respondents considered that “competence” required 
further guidance. 

The removal of the 300 litre limit of application of L8 for hot and cold water systems was not 
completely appreciated; 26% of respondents were not aware of this change to L8 (2000).   
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30% of the “Employers” group found the requirement to maintain records for five years created 
additional burden on business. The majority of “Employers” (over 70%) were confident that 
their suppliers would provide technical information on any deficiencies in their systems and/or 
maintenance requirements. 

The majority of cooling tower operators (85%) were satisfied with the level of guidance, 
however, slightly less of the consultants (70%) were satisfied.  Specific guidance on wooden 
slats in drift eliminators was thought to be clear by 88% of those whose work was concerned 
with cooling towers. However, 19% of cooling tower operators reported that they had not 
replaced wooden slats in cooling towers under their control. 

Regarding the guidance on hot and cold water systems, the majority (89%) of respondents 
reported that they were satisfied with the guidance given in L8;  “Employers” were generally 
more satisfied than other groups.  A small number (8%) reported that the guidance did not 
represent best practice. In terms of the forms of control of legionella in hot and cold water 
systems given in L8, the most commonly used were: 

· thermal (59%) 
· biocide (45%) 
· ultraviolet (9%) 

These figures include some respondents who used a combination of control methods. However, 
15% of respondents indicated that the level of prominence of control methods was not 
balanced, although there was no clear indication of which method of control should receive 
more prominence. There was a different response from the various groups responding to the 
question whether additional guidance was required on commissioning/recommissioning of hot 
and cold water systems, with the “Employers” and “Enforcers” being most satisfied, with 
approximately only 6% requiring changes to the current guidance whereas 39% of the group 
“Designers, Installers and Manufacturers” requested changes. 

In general, “Suppliers” and “Consultants” were least satisfied with the guidance on little used 
outlets with some respondents requesting better definition.  90% of respondents reported that 
guidance on how to carry out routine checks was clear. 

90% of respondents reported that additional monitoring requirements for systems were not 
required.  However, as a group “Enforcement officers” requested more monitoring.  Over half 
(52%) of “Employers” reported that additional monitoring would be burdensome. 

Overall, the majority of respondents (81%) reported that L8 represented current best practice. 

Recommendations are given below. 

GENERAL 

· 	 An awareness raising campaign is required, with particular attention being paid to micro-
SMEs. We would suggest that this campaign covers a broad range of sectors: offices, 
industrial premises, care homes etc.  

· 	 The awareness raising campaign should be run in conjunction with the professional bodies 
to ensure the widest coverage (and coherence). 
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· 	 Although there is a number for enquiries given in L8, this is not thought to be explicit 
therefore a specific helpline number should be provided. Also a facility should be provided 
to enable feedback to be given by users by the inclusion of a tear off questionnaire at the 
back of the document 

THE DOCUMENT AS A WHOLE 

· 	 Any changes within the document should be highlighted as part of the awareness raising 
campaign. This is important for all parties as those who might be expected to know about 
these, i.e. the “Designer, Installer, Manufacturer” group, appear to be the least aware of 
some of these changes.  

· 	 An electronic version of the document is required and any new paper version should 
include an index, to enable the document to be navigated and easily dipped into.  

· 	 Attention should be given to providing more checklists, tables, diagrams and flow charts to 
make the information more easily accessible, particularly to less regular users. 

SPECIFIC ISSUES 

· 	 The specific requirements of the ‘Enforcement officers’ (H&S consultants and EHOs) 
should be ascertained by the HSE. 

· 	 Improve the clarity of definitions of “duty holders”, “responsible persons” and “competent” 
help. A better definition of competence is required from the HSE. Attention should be paid 
to the setting up of a recognised route to competency, by recognised training courses and 
accreditation. 

· 	 Guidance for employers is required on document management systems (whether paper or 
electronic) to ensure that minimum requirements are explicit.  

· 	 A recognised level of competence for suppliers would provide confidence to Employers 
that evidence of deficiencies in systems are brought to their attention. 

· 	 Additional guidance on technical issues is required by ‘Designers, Installers and 
Manufacturers’ and ‘Suppliers’. This could be provided in supplementary material to the 
main L8 document. Additionally a short supplement could be provided with summary 
tables for use by the ‘Employers.’ 

· 	 Building Occupiers and Managers should be encouraged to replace wooden slats in  drift 
eliminators. 

· 	 Further guidance is required on the relative advantages and disadvantages of the different 
methods of control for various building types possibly in the form of a flow chart or table. 

· 	 Clarification of the term “little used outlet” is required in order to avoid confusion ie 
frequency of use, distinction from ‘deadlegs’. 

· 	 Further guidance is required on ‘other risk systems’. 

· 	 Additional terms should be included in the glossary for clarification eg of abbreviations, 
technical terms etc. 
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· 	 Future versions should be reviewed by representatives of the ‘Employer’ group to check 
that the language is sufficiently non-technical. 

· 	 If any further monitoring requirements are considered, wide consultation is needed as these 
may be seen as an unacceptable burden for the ‘Employers’. 

· 	 The requirement on limitations should be clarified. If possible the need to inform the duty 
holder of any limitations in writing to provide an audit trail for both parties should be made 
explicit. 
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1. INTRODUCTION 

This report is the final output from HSE Contract No 4321/R52.145 - Evaluation of HSC

Approved Code of Practice and Guidance “Legionnaires Disease: Control of Legionella

Bacteria In Water Systems” (including Amendment No 1). The Approved Code of

Practice and Guidance was created by an amalgamation and updating of the 1995 ACoP

(L8), the technical guidance (HSG70), and the hot and cold water system supplement to 

the technical guidance (MISC150). The single document was created with the intention

of: 


· making the information easier to read; 

· aiding understanding of the legal duties in relation to legionella control; and 

· giving information on the efficacy of new and alternative control strategies and how


they can be used safely and effectively. 

This study was commissioned as an independent evaluation of the above document in 
terms of its “fitness for purpose” in the eyes of the targeted duty holders. These included: 

· employers and those who manage premises with hot and cold water services systems 
or wet cooling systems; 

· suppliers of related services such as water treatment and maintenance; 
· manufacturers, importers, suppliers and installers of such systems; and 
· designers of such systems. 

The evaluation methodology, which involved two focus groups, discussions with 
professional groups and experts, and a questionnaire survey, is described in Section 2. 
The results of the evaluation are presented in Section 3, and discussed in Section 4. 
Concluding remarks on the implications for future editions of L8 are made in Section 5. 
The Annexes contain the focus group schedule, response summary, lists of focus group 
attendees, the questionnaire and the questionnaire response data used in the statistical 
analysis.  

To support the consultation exercise, BRE also undertook a number of awareness raising 
activities, i.e: 

· issuing a press release to announce the start of the project and to encourage 
interested parties to become involved in the focus groups;   

· issuing a press release to announce the existence of the questionnaire and to invite 
responses; and 

· issuing a press release to promote the online version of the questionnaire. 

As a consequence of the interest in legionella arising from the outbreaks during the 
undertaking of the questionnaire survey, BRE has also responded to a number of 
telephone enquiries.   
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2. METHODOLOGY 

This chapter discusses the methodology employed in consulting with industry, in terms 
of the focus group and questionnaire formats.   

2.1 FOCUS GROUPS 

Two focus groups were held in support of the consultation process. Both took place on 
17 June, 2002 at BRE. The morning focus group session was made up of employers and 
facilities managers, representing end users.  The afternoon session was made up of 
manufacturers, suppliers, consultants and water treatment specialists, representing the 
supply chain. A list of attendees and a copy of the structured schedule used to guide the 
discussion are given in Annex A. At the request of the HSE, delegates were not made 
aware at the time of the differentiation between the two groups.   

Delegates were invited through:  

(a) contacts in organisations known to have an interest in Legionnaire’s disease; 
(b) contacts	 known to have had an involvement in the derivation of guidance on 

legionella (whether for the HSE or other bodies such as CIBSE); and  
(c) contacts who responded to the initial press release.  

BRE was very successful in attracting appropriate attendees; the afternoon group in 
particular was over-subscribed.    

Each focus group followed the same basic format. BRE gave delegates a short 
introduction to the project and the HSE aims. In order to initiate discussion amongst the 
delegates, an “ice-breaker” question was then used, “Do you believe that the various duty 
holders are aware of their responsibilities as described within the Approved Code of 
Practice and Guidance?”.  

The purpose of the focus groups was to obtain expert opinion on the key issues arising 
from the use of the Approved Code of Practice and Guidance prior to the development of 
a questionnaire being used for consultation with the wider industry as to its fitness for 
purpose. In line with the HSE desired emphasis, we were particularly interested in 
examining issues relating to ease of understanding, reactions to recent changes, and how 
compliance with the Approved Code of Practice and Guidance could be tested within the 
proposed questionnaire survey.   

2.2 QUESTIONNAIRE 

The questionnaire survey form was designed in conjunction with the HSE to respond to 
the key questions posed within the specification for the work and to address the issues 
raised in the focus groups. A draft version of the questionnaire was piloted with 
representatives from a range of the target audiences and their responses to the 
questionnaire were gathered through telephone interviews. Feedback on the draft was 
received from the HSE via telephone and e-mail correspondence.  
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The final version of the questionnaire appears in Annex B. Questions were grouped into

the following sections:  


· Background information about you and your company.

· The current L8 document as a whole. 

· The new L8 document, Part 1: The ACoP. 

· The new L8 document Part 2: Guidance. 

· Concluding questions. 


Respondents were guided through the questionnaire depending upon their main work

role; their experience of using the new L8; and their responsibility for hot and cold water

services and/or cooling systems. The majority of the questions required were tick-box

responses, with qualitative statements being requested only where appropriate.  


The questionnaire was distributed to over 6,000 people. These comprised all members of

the HSE database of purchasers of L8, other contacts given by the HSE, BRE contacts

and additional respondents who had heard about the research through the attendant

publicity, press releases etc. Questionnaires were accompanied by a cover letter and a

pre-paid and labelled return envelope to encourage a greater response. Returns numbered

979, of which 973 questionnaires contained valid responses. This gives a response rate of

just over 16%, which is better than the anticipated rate of 10%.   


The questionnaire was also made available electronically on the Internet and promoted in

the trade journals. This resulted in a further 6 responses being generated, giving a total

response number of 985 of which 979 were valid. The number of responses received

electronically was disappointing, however, many of the groups targeted through trade

journals would have already responded to the paper-based questionnaires. It is possible

that, owing to the press interest in legionnaires disease at this time, respondents were

minded to complete the questionnaire when it first arrived, leading to a good and timely

response.   


No follow up letters were sent because anonymous questionnaire responses were

permitted, to enable respondents to respond freely.


The questionnaire data collation used TeleForm software, which enables the

questionnaire responses to be scanned directly into SPSS data files. The data was

analysed using SPSS software. The analyses used, depending on the question design,

included:


· Descriptive statistics; 

· Cross tabulations e.g. Chi square tests; 

· Analysis of variance;


The detailed tables of results are not generally included within the text but are shown 
in Annex C. 
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3. RESULTS 

3.1 FOCUS GROUPS 

The results of the focus groups were tabulated and circulated to all attendees. A copy of 

the tables is given in Annex D. In summary, the focus group attendees requested: 


· greater definition of the roles of duty holders and responsible persons; 

· checklists of requirements to be produced for specific document users;

· an index, glossary and more definitions of key terms;  

· a searchable electronic version of the document. 


Occupiers and facilities managers asked for greater use of flow charts for ease of

interpretation and provision of definitive guidance, but technical consultants and

suppliers supported a risk management approach.   


In addition, it was also noted that:  


· 	 the document needs to be understood by readers with a range of technical ability; 

· 	 estate managers would need to ensure that all the individual building managers had 

access to the Approved Code of Practice and Guidance;  
· 	 there may be a lack of awareness about the removal of the 300 litre limit for the 

inclusion of water systems (amongst small businesses in particular); 
· 	 an overseeing body in terms of training in required competencies would be useful; 
· 	 competency assessment needs to be ongoing;   
· 	 the definition of authorised persons would bring the Approved Code of Practice and 

Guidance into line with the gas and electricity industries;  
· 	 more emphasis on stating the limitations of services and technical specification is 

required;  
· 	 a 5 year requirement for record keeping appears to be an arbitrary period; 
· 	 there is some confusion over how accessible records need to be, e.g. the use of  

electronically stored documents; 
· 	 further explanation is required of the design of drift eliminators and piping; 
· 	 the importance of any guidance given needs to be clarified; 
· 	 with regard to cooling tower management, L8 needs to be updated to match best 

practice, terminology needs to be clarified, and automated systems and equipment 
calibration need to be covered appropriately;  

· 	 L8 needs to be more specific on how long after disinfection monitoring should take 
place; also the need for a daily walk past needs to be included;  

· 	 L8 should review the suitability of the various control methods, thermal methods of 
control being seen as the most appropriate;  

· 	 L8 needs to provide greater clarity on the treatment of unoccupied properties, little
used outlets and long deadlegs;  

· 	 more guidance is required on the use of sentinel taps; 
· 	 L8 needs to refer to scalding notices;  
· 	 more information needs to be given on commissioning, when it should be carried out 

and by whom; 
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· more information is required on “other risk systems” such as outdoor fountains, 
household systems, sprinkler systems and hose reels; 

· the requirement for additional monitoring systems should be judged according to 
specific project needs;  

· a central legionella help line would be welcome;  
· co-ordination of legionella guidance is required across the various bodies and their 

publications;  

3.2 QUESTIONNAIRES 

3.2.1 Section 1: Background Information About You and Your Company 

Q1: Main work role  
As expected, the majority (over 65%) of the questionnaire respondents regard themselves 
as “Employers or managers” (responsible for premises with hot and cold water systems 
and/or cooling systems), either solely or in combination with some other work role. The 
next largest groupings of respondents considered themselves “Suppliers” (of such 
services as water treatment and maintenance services) or “Other” These two similarly 
sized groups together represent approximately a further 30% of respondents. The 
“Designers”, “Installers” and “Manufacturers, Importers & Suppliers” (of hot and cold 
water systems and/or cooling systems) make up the remaining 5% of respondents. These 
three groups were merged for further analysis as they represent a particular group of duty 
holders and respondent numbers for these groups were low. 

Respondents were invited to specify what their main work role was when they listed it as 
“Other”. From examining these responses it was found that most people could be 
regarded as fitting into one of the existing work role types and so were re-classified to 
reflect this. However, two new work roles did emerge, “Consultants” and “Enforcement 
officers” (e.g. Environmental Health Officers, Health and Safety Inspectors) representing 
5.1% and 2.2% of respondents respectively.  Including these adjusted figures, the size of 
the “Other” work role group is reduced to just 17 cases, 1.7% of the respondents.  

Where respondents regarded themselves as having more than one work role, one being 
“Employer or Manager” and the other an external consultancy or technical role although 
carried out from a business premises, their responses were analysed with respect to their 
non-employer/manager work role status. This occurred in 23 cases.  

The final collated work role groupings are shown in Table 1. 
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Table 1 
Q1: Work role grouping and response frequency 

Valid 
Frequency Percent Percent 

% % 
Valid Employers 

Designers, Installers, Manufacturers 
 Suppliers 
 Consultants 

648 
59 

155 
50 

66.1 
6.0 

15.8 
5.1 

68.1 
6.2 

16.3 
5.2 

 Enforcement officers 22 2.2 2.3 
 Other 17 1.7 1.7 
 Total 951 97.1 100.0 

Missing System 28 2.8 
Total 979 100.0 

Questions 2 to 4 on the questionnaire were applicable to “Employers or managers” only, 
hence only their responses have been considered for analysis on these questions. These 
questions were also completed by some other respondents but have been disregarded 
here. 

Where appropriate, responses to the remaining questions are broken down by the 
respondent’s work role.  Because the number of respondents per group varied a great 
deal, and some groups were very small, where tests of significance have been applied 
care has to be exercised in their interpretation.  

Q2: The types of premises managed/occupied (Employer group only) 
Respondents from the “Employers” group were asked to indicate the types of premises 
they manage or occupy. Of the 10 types of premises listed, the most common was 
“Industrial buildings” (51.9% of employers). The two next most common types of 
premises were “Commercial offices” at  23.6% and “Warehousing” at 12.5%. Other 
types of premises that were not included in the list were managed/occupied by 9.4% of 
the “Employers” group. These mainly included transportation, accommodation, 
laboratories and horticultural premises. 
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Table 2 
Q2: Type of premises occupied/managed 

Premises type Frequency Percent % 
Industrial buildings 336 51.9 
Commercial offices 153 23.6 
Warehousing  81 12.5 
Multi residential premises 78 12.0 
Education Facilities 72 11.9 
Healthcare facilities  56 8.6 
Public sector offices 55 8.5 
Leisure facilities  46 7.1 
Hospital facilities 25 3.9 
Retail premises 22 3.4 
Other 61 9.4 

Q3: Number of people in the organisation (“Employer” group only) 
Just over half of the “Employers” group (50.6%) work in organisations employing 250 or 
more people. Most of the remainder (47.2%) are small or medium enterprises (SMEs) 
employing fewer than 250 but more than 10 employees. With only 2.2% of the 
respondent organisations employing 9 or fewer people, there are comparatively few 
micro-SMEs in this sample.     

Q4: Number of sites operated by organisation (“Employer” group only) 
The majority (58%) of the responding organisations operate between 1 and 5 sites with 
35.2% having more than 10. It is interesting to note that a comparatively small 
proportion, 6.4%, manage between 6 and 10 sites.  

Q5: How did you find out about the current L8? 
The four main routes for finding out about L8 were the HSE (41.6%), a professional 
body (36.8%), the technical press (19.4%) and “Supplier” (17.5%).  

Other routes that were mentioned by a number of respondents were training courses and 
other members of their organisations, e.g. internal health and safety officers or legal 
advisers. 

Eighty (8.2%) of the respondents declared themselves to be unaware of L8. These 
respondents were directed not to answer any further questions but to go straight to the 
end of the questionnaire. 

Q6: How often do you refer to L8? 
The majority of respondents (74.3%) use L8 once a month or less often. In fact 3.6% 
reported that they never use it. Cross-referencing by work role, an average of 28% of 
“Enforcement officers” and “Suppliers” use L8 daily. “Suppliers” seem to refer to L8 
most often – 62.5% refer to it at least once a week, whereas only 10.5% of the 
“Employers” do so. “Employers” are the least frequent users with 4.8% of this group 
reporting that they never refer to L8. 

8 



3.2.2 Section 2: The Current L8 Document As A Whole 

Experience of L8 and ability to complete the form 
Of the 979 total respondents, 90 (9.2%) felt they had too little experience with the L8 to 
be able to complete the rest of the questionnaire. On average, 10.25% of “Employers”, 
“Designers, Installers, Manufacturers”, “Consultants” and “Other” groups felt that they 
were unable to complete the form. In comparison, only 3.2% of “Suppliers” felt unable 
to complete the form and all “Enforcement Officers” felt able to complete it. This 
reflects the findings in Q6 where it can be seen that “Suppliers” and “Enforcement 
officers” use L8 most often. 

The following analysis is based on the results from the 889 people who were able to 
complete the remainder of the form, unless otherwise stated. 

Q7: The consolidation of the previous documents into L8 
On the whole it was felt that the consolidation of previous documentation into the current 
L8 made information easier to access. Of the 889 respondents who were both able to 
complete the form and who felt this question was relevant to them, 94.9% believed this 
to be the case. 

Q8: Awareness of the major changes that have been introduced 
Of the 787 respondents to this question, 89.3% were aware that major changes to the 
ACoP and guidance were introduced within the current L8. Only 71.1% of “Designers, 
Installers & Manufacturers” and 88.8% of “Employers” were aware of these changes 
compared to an average of 95% aware in all other work role groups. 

Q9 – Q11: Questions 9 to 11 ask respondents to rate on 5-point scales their levels of 
satisfaction with different aspects of L8.  The scales for Q9 and Q10 go from “very easy” 
to “very difficult”.  Q11 ranges from “Not enough detail” to “Too much detail” and the 
mid-point of the scale therefore represents the optimum response.  

Q9: Ease of understanding the wording 
The wording in the current L8 was rated as being “very easy” to understand by 10.1% of 
those who gave a rating, and at the next point on the scale by a further 45.9% (total of 
56.0%).  Only 5.3% rated it more difficult than the mid-point of the scale.  Treating the 
scale as a five-point internal scale, there was no significant effect of work role group on 
response. 

Q10: Ease of following the layout 
The layout of the current L8 was rated as easier than the midpoint of the scale by  62.6% 
of respondents whereas only 6.2% rated it as more difficult than the mid-point. Also this 
pattern is generally reflected within the individual work groups. However a larger 
number of “Consultants” (49.8%) rated the layout at a more difficult than the mid-point 
compared with the other groups.   

Q11: Sufficiency of detail 
The amount of detail given in the current L8 was rated at the mid-point by 58.4% of 
people answering this question, implying that the amount of detail given in the current 
L8 was considered neither “too much” nor “not enough”. “Consultants” and 
“Employers” are the most satisfied with the level of detail in the current L8, with on 
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average 64% of these groups rating at the mid-point compared with 44.1% for 
“Suppliers” and “Designers, Installers & Managers”. Treating the scale as a five-point 
internal scale, there was a significant effect in a one-way ANOVA, with “Suppliers” 
expressing a greater desire for more detail than employers. 

Table 3 
 Q11: L8 Detail 

Sum of 
Squares df 

Mean 
Square F Sig. 

Between 
Groups 13.618  5 2.724  4.284 0.001 
Within 
Groups 482.570  759 0.636 
Total 496.188  764 

Q12: Additional features that may be useful 
The three additions that respondents would find most useful in L8 were: 

· an index, listed by 43.6%;  

· an electronic version of the document, listed by 38.1%; and  

· contact details for points of clarification, listed by 34.9% of the total respondents. 


The Table below shows the top three changes to the current L8 that each group would 

like to see. The figures show the percentage of respondents in each group nominating

that change.


Table 4 
Additional features required 

Employers Designers, 
Installers and 
Manufacutrers 

Suppliers Consultants Enforcers Other 

Index 39.30% 54.70% 55.30% 43.50% 50.00% 73.30% 

Additional Tables 32.20% 37.00% 54.50% 

Contact details for 
points of clarification 

39.60% 52.00% 32.60% 46.70% 

Electronic version of 
the document 

36.40% 30.20% 44.00% 43.50% 54.50% 53.30% 

Cross references to 
Related documents 

30.20% 37.00% 36.40% 53.30% 

l
nd 

rd

Key: 
Considered to most usefu  change to L8 
Considered 2 most useful change to L8 
Considered 3  most useful change to L8 

All groups apart from the “Enforcers” nominated an index as their most useful change. 
“Enforcers” preferred additional Tables and an electronic version of the document. An 
electronic version also was joint favourite for the “Consultant” group and second for the 
“Employers”. 

The comments on this section supported these results. Additional references that were 
suggested included: 
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· 	 Guide to legionellosis operating and maintenance, BSRIA, 2000; 
· 	 Guide to legionellosis risk assessment, BSRIA, 2000; 
· 	 Legionellosis control log book, AG21, BSRIA, 2000.  
· 	 Minimising risk of Legionnaires disease, TM13, CIBSE (provides useful practical 

advice); 
· 	 Health Technical Memorandum 2040, NHS Estates; 
· 	 Water Supply (Water Fittings) Regulations, DEFRA, 1999; 
· 	 BS or EN design codes;  
· 	 COSHH, HSE, 1974;. 
· 	 relevant publications from Trade Associations, TUC, ROSPA, etc;  
· 	 material on evaporative cooling products. 

Additional suggestions for useful additions to the document as a whole included: 

· 	 flow charts and additional pictures and diagrams… “working on the premise that a 
picture paints a thousand words, flow charts always simplify the matter”; 

· 	 basic checklists for occupiers;   
· 	 examples of a basic risk assessment;   
· 	 improved definitions, e.g. of “duty holders”, “competence” and a clearer statement of 

“the responsibilities under law”; 
· 	 sources of further assistance, e.g. a legionella helpline, other advisory bodies. 

3.2.3 Section 3: The New L8 Document – Part 1 The ACoP  

Q13: Are the terms ‘duty holders’ and ‘responsible persons’ clearly defined? 
The terms “duty holders” and “responsible persons” were considered to be clearly 
defined by 82.5% of respondents. This finding is reflected within the individual work 
groups except in the case of “Suppliers” and “Consultants” (69.5%). 

In the final section of the questionnaire there were a great many comments about the lack 
of clarity of the definitions of ‘duty holders/responsible persons’ in L8, 112 in all. These 
included: 
· further definition of the terms, in ‘plain English’ ‘Clear definitions needed on duty 

holder, responsible person and the person on whom the statutory duty falls.’ 
· 	 clarification of who is the duty holder in particular circumstances e.g. on multiple 

sites, in rented premises, LEAs ‘There is great confusion where landlord, managing 
agents, tenant and multiple contractors are involved. Different examples are 
required.’ ‘when it applies to building managed by facilities mangers and 
maintenance contractors. There can be several tiers of management’ ’there can be a 
tendency for an employer in leased premises to read into the phrase that the building 
owner takes responsibility under this heading’ 

· 	 there is confusion between ‘duty holder’ and responsible person. ‘it is not clear 
which duty is being referred to, responsible person is clearer, can one person be 
both, is also not clear’ 

· 	 greater clarity in respect of client/maintenance company/Water treatment provider 
responsibilities. ‘There should be a paragraph at the start of the document titled 
legal responsibilities of duty holders and definitions of duty holder responsible 
person.’ 
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· 	 it was felt that a clearer definition would prevent people abrogating their 
responsibilities ‘The need for all responsible people to comply with L8 should be 
highlighted so that the common response of that doesn’t apply to me or I’ll take a 
chance in not complying is heard less frequently’ ‘Greater awareness required for 
who is responsible with an emphasis on chief executives’ 

· 	 awareness should be raised in general e.g. ‘Not enough people in schools with their 
own budgets and private sector building managers are aware of their 
responsibilities’. 

Suggestions for improvement included: 

· include a table/summary/chart setting out the exact responsibilities of each party e.g.


‘a table describing who is responsible person and how the responsibility changes. 
For example the client nominates the hands for maintenance managers or deputie’ 

· definitions should be added to the glossary 
· a quick reference sheet stating in one line the area covered and the responsibility 
· a headed paragraph at the start of the document titled ‘legal responsibilities of duty 

holder /responsible person.’ 
· include examples or case histories to illustrate different situations where a person is a 

duty holder  

Q14: Is it clear when access to competent help should be sought?  
The document was considered clear in its statements on when access to competent help 
should be sought by 83.3% of respondents. Within individual work groups this figure 
was slightly lower at 76.1% “Suppliers”, “Consultants” and “Enforcement Officers”.  

Q15: Further guidance on ‘competence’ 
The question of whether there should be any further guidance given on what constitutes 
competence was answered “yes” by 55% of respondents. Fewer than 3% of “Suppliers” 
and “Consultants” responded “Don’t know”, compared with 15.9% of  “Designers, 
Installers & Manufacturers” and 9.4% overall. 

Of those answering “yes” to Q15, 83.1% requested guidance in the form of recognised 
(certified) training courses, 40.7% wanted certification of service/equipment, 42.4% 
wanted adherence to voluntary codes of practice, and 9.8% requested guidance in some 
“other” form. Suggestions here overlapped with previously defined categories in part, 
however, they also included:   

· 	 better definition of what constitutes ‘competence’ as too vague and open to 
interpretation, i.e. the inclusion of ‘may’ leaves room for doubt 

· membership of a recognised body, e.g. CIBSE; 
· acceptable experience; 
· better definition in terms of training/qualifications e.g. accredited courses 

‘recognised legionella training course’ or some recognised examination; This could 
included some explanation of what knowledge needs to be included. e.g. ‘The 
training requirement could include details of what is expected i.e. city and guilds 
course,  hot and cold water systems city and guilds course  cooling towers and air 
conditioning, role of the responsible person hazard identification disinfection of 
water systems, Water Regulations, etc; 

· a flow chart for competency; 

· better explanation of when to enlist help, on taking on new premises; 

· method statements for cleaning precautions and  processes;
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· descriptions of relevant areas of health and safety;  

· more on dealing with swimming pools in particular; 

· introduction of some form of licence/certification to demonstrate competence i.e. the 


qualifications and experience that would be regarded as legally competent; 
· a list of HSE approved contractors, cf dealing with asbestos;   
· examples of the use of outside help/support 
· a helpline; 
· use of a British Standard for sampling procedures; or 
· references of work for other organisations. 

Q16: Awareness of removal of 300 litre limit 
Only 74% of respondents were aware that the 300 litre water volume limit for hot and 
cold water systems has been removed. “Suppliers” and “Consultants” were found to be 
best informed, with on average 85.5% of them being aware of the change.  “Designers, 
Installers & Manufacturers” were found to be the least informed, with only 57.8% of 
them aware of the change.  

Q17: Implications of removal of 300 litre limit 
There was no impact to their organisation from the removal of the 300 litre water volume

limit for 51.1% of respondents. Where there was an impact, it was mostly an increase in

work, as stated by 19.5% of respondents; or an increase in both work and cost, true for a

further 22.1% of respondents. The biggest impact seems to have been on “Suppliers”,

56.3% of whom incur additional work but it is not clear whether this also brings

additional benefit in terms of revenue. The next largest impact was felt by “Enforcement 

Officers”, 38.9% of whom incur additional work and finally “Employers”, of whom

28.7% incur additional work and cost compared to an average of 13.1% across other

work groups.


Examples given of specific repercussions arising from the removal of the 300 litre limit 

included:

· the need to review policies and practices, e.g. more formal risk assessment on


smaller premises or the inclusion of smaller premises within planned maintenance 
regimes; 

· additional storage of documentation required for those organisations who did not 
need it previously;   

· additional training requirement; 
· extra work with dip slides, extra cost with risk assessment from water treatment 

company; 
· 	 ‘additional testing for our site managers can(and does)generate problem i.e. the 

flow and return to calorifiers - many are in dangerous or difficult places to reach’; 

One respondent implied that life was now simpler in that they no longer have to state 
why the limit should not apply thus enabling them to adopt a straightforward uniform 
approach throughout the premises for which they are responsible. Another echoed the 
findings of Q16 by stating that they felt that many were not yet aware of the removal of 
the limit.   
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3.2.4 Sub-Section 3a: Applicable to “Employer and Manager” group only 

Analysis of this section reflects the responses of those people who are both able to 
complete the form and consider themselves “Employer and Managers”, in total 577 
respondents. The answers from other respondents who inadvertently completed this 
section, i.e. those considering themselves as not falling within these main work roles, are 
not considered here.  

A.1: Additional burden on business from new record-keeping requirement 
30.2% of “Employers” have found that the new requirement for keeping records of 
monitoring for five years has created an additional burden on business. The burdens 
described include those relating to:  

· 	 the need for additional record keeping or monitoring procedures to be undertaken; 
· 	 the space required to archive records and associated practical and costs burdens, 

especially for very large or complex premises, e.g. a hospital;  
· 	 document management in general, e.g. the setting up of filing systems, the time taken 

to find records, the need to maintain records;  
· 	 changes to QA procedures and management systems; 
· 	 a reluctance to take on additional burdens or responsibilities;   
· 	 the need to introduce IT- based record management systems; 
· 	 staff training requirements;  
· 	 additional system maintenance costs;  
· 	 additional costs associated with distributing log books and control protocols to all 

premises;   
· 	 intrusion on some types of residential premises. 

Examples of specific burdens included the following: 

· 	 the requirement to carry out additional monitoring combined with additional record 
keeping with ensuing cost and time implications. It was noted by one respondent 
that for small premises the resources might not be available. A few comments were 
made about having installed electronic monitoring equipment.   

· 	 the issues surrounding records storage included the practical one of space required if 
they were paper based, the additional time needed to check back through records 
and the need to set up archiving systems.     

· 	 document management in general had become more onerous in terms of filing, 
records maintenance, and new QA procedures. In an organisation such as a school, 
where the headmaster might change frequently a cohesive way must be found of 
keeping the records which is also understandable by everyone.   

· training needs have been increased.  
· one respondent noted a cost in providing log books and new control protocols to all 

the premises managed.   
· with the emphasis on testing samples, one respondent had noted additional costs for 

TABC slides.  
· 	 one respondent noted reluctance on the part of managers to take responsibility.  
· 	 one respondent who managed extensive residential facilities noted that the 

monitoring of hot and cold water services can be intrusive.   
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A.2: Time it would take to retrieve these records  
76.1% of  “Employers” believe they could retrieve these records if necessary in less than 
a day. 

A.3: Confidence that suppliers would provide information about limitations in their 
services or expertise  
73.8% of “Employers” are confident that their suppliers of water treatment or 
maintenance services would provide them with information about limitations in services 
or expertise. The remaining 26.2% are about equally split between “not knowing” and 
“thinking not”. 

A.4: Confidence that supplier would provide information about deficiencies in the 
‘Employers’ system or written scheme 
88.4% of “Employers” are confident that their suppliers of water treatment or 
maintenance services would provide them with information about deficiencies found in 
their systems or written schemes. Most of the remaining “Employers”  (7.1%) are 
unsure. 

A.5: Examples of information given on limitations or deficiencies 
When asked about the provision of information on limitations and how these had been 
dealt with, a wide-ranging response was received in terms of the types of problem 
reported and their severity. Examples of the types of information given by suppliers to 
their clients included: 

Cooling towers 
· 	 dosing, e.g. adjustments required to dosing levels, replaced or serviced dosage 

equipment due to obsolescence or in order to automate; unreliable sensor position on 
line dosing pump; changes in pond dosing to offset difficulties with implementing 
cleaning regime; change to a free chlorine additive for cooling tower treatment; 
biocide levels adjusted to account for differing test kit results;  

· 	 replacements of worn or inefficient drift eliminators with more efficient versions, 
e.g. honeycomb type; 

· installation of improved blow down control system for cooling towers; (2) 
· replacement of cooling tower;   
· water softening to eliminate chiller scaling, scaling in cooler sump; 
· automatic discharge system rerouted to ensure discharge to foul waste; 
· incubator purchased to allow weekly dipslides to be taken 
· re-registration of cooling towers since a change of company name;  
· inlet to tower pond tank repositioned to avoid stagnation;   
· correction made to redox transmitter action 
· cooling tower packing requiring replacement; 
· cooling tower inhibitor reserve low; 
· additional control equipment and redox system installed; 
· increased monitoring/testing required to be introduced; increased frequency of 

condenser checks required; 
· difficulty in cleaning internal elements of cooling tower; 
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Hot and cold water systems 
Pipework 
· dealing with dead legs through their removal, the provision of a loop circuit, or 

pipework rerouting; 
· storage pipe fitted to improve water circulation to the outlets at the far end of the 

system; 
· long pipe runs to infrequently used showers; 
· inadequate water flow; 
· removal of redundant pipework; 
· reduced pressure zone valves installed to reduce backflow hazard in high risk areas; 
· removal of individual ball valves, as a source of corrosion, with one common supply 

valve; 
· system changed to mains supply due to problems with insufficient water flow; 
· warning received regarding continuing supply pressures due to drought. 

Temperature control 
· installation of a pump to improve low domestic hot water temperatures caused by 

undersized pipework returns until the pipework could be replaced; 
· adjustment required to water heaters to achieve correct temperature; 
· alert limits noted on out of service hot water calorifier; 
· too low domestic hot water outlet temperature; 
· hot water calorifier replaced with plate heat exchangers to improve storage; 

Storage 
· upgrading of water storage tanks to be compliant, e.g. close fitting lids and screens; 

· isolation of a tank leaking stagnant water with no bunding;

· replacement of split liners in cold water tanks;   

· tanks reconfigured to promote internal circulation;

· reductions made in over capacity of cold water storage

· destratification pumps fitted to avoid stagnation in tanks; 

· inadequate cross flow of storage tanks; 

· replacement of cold water storage tank; 


Control 
· adjustments made to chemical treatment in terms of dosages, improvements in 

treatment reliability, or improvements in risk assessment processes; 
· cold water storage temperature too high, need to increase throughput;  
· repositioning of domestic water temperature tests; 

Cleaning 
· treatment of tank corrosion;

· cleaning of tanks;   

· exit water temperatures on domestic cold taps being too low; 


General 
· inadequate plans of water systems; 

· improved risk assessment processes to comply with L8 requirements; 

· system leaks;  

· poor access for testing to hot and cold water outlets; 

· improvements made in handling of monitoring data;  
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· pipework replaced to prevent biocide leakage from automatic dosing pump; 

· replacement of faulty water system probe;   

· poor system design that could have created the circumstances for colonisation, 


requiring system replacement; 
· additional staff training required 
· installation of automatic warning system installed to alert water treatment company 

in the case of a biocide dosing system malfunction; 
· clarification of the responsibilities of the client and the supplier; 

3.2.5 Sub-Section 3b: Applicable to those who are not in the “Employer/ 
Manager” group 

Analysis of this section reflects the responses of those people who are both able to 
complete the form and consider their main work role to be something other than 
“Employer and Managers”, in total 286 respondents. 

B.1: Adequacy of information about the requirement to provide information to the 
‘duty holder/responsible person’ about limitations in your services or expertise 
70.0% of non-employers consider L8 to contain adequate information on the requirement 
to provide the duty holder/ responsible person with information about limitations in their 
service or expertise. Of the remaining respondents who feel this question applies to them 
there is a roughly equal spilt between giving a “no” and a “don’t know” response. 

B.2: Adequacy of information about the requirement to provide information to  the 
‘duty holder/responsible person’ about deficiencies in their own system or written 
scheme 
The response to this question mirrors that given to B.1, but with 74.9% of non-employers 
considering L8 to contain adequate information on the requirement to provide the duty 
holder/ responsible person with information about any deficiencies found in their system 
or written scheme.  

B.3: How would you inform  the ‘duty holder/responsible person’ if there were any 
such limitations or deficiencies? 
During the course of work, 42.5% of non-employers would inform the duty holder/

responsible person of any such limitations deficiencies principally in writing. A further

42.9% chose to inform the duty holder/ responsible person both verbally and in writing.


Some respondents commented that these requirements are buried in the text and that: 

· the requirement should be more accessible:

· water treatment companies do not admit to any limitations unless specifically asked.  

· this should be clearer in L8 and made a requirement of the risk assessment.  

· it is also suggested that there should be a clear definition of how this information


should be passed to Duty holder i.e. a standard proforma document 

B4: Examples of how the ‘duty holder/responsible person uses this information 
Relatively few respondents gave examples of the use to which the ‘duty holder’ put 
information about limitations or deficiencies.  
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Some acted on the advice given: 
· ‘Usually acts on advice. Risk assessments are largely filed. Logs are managed and 

so we ensure actions are carried out.’ 
· ‘He would give instructions to carry out remedial work to comply with the 

regulations’. 
· ‘Provide budgets for me to instigate work’ 

Others would involve their superiors to endorse their decisions presumably depending on 
the level of budgetary responsibility 
· ‘Would pass information to his superior or request action plan’ 
· ‘Further discussion with senior executive to finance remedial work when necessary 

or amendments to monitoring regimes’ 

However not all duty holders make use of the information given:    
· ‘Some persons do not act or pass work to contractors who don’t know what should 

be done within L8 regs’ 
· ‘They understand it but think there is little they can do to put things right as they 

have no time or resources to carry out any work’ 

3.2.6 Section 4: The new L8 Document Part 2 – Guidance 

Q18 - Q23: Cooling towers: 
These questions apply only to those respondents whose work is concerned, at least in 
part with cooling towers, up to 455 of those respondents who consider themselves able to 
complete the form. The number varies with the question being asked as there is no single 
question asking whether a respondent works with cooling towers, rather there is a series 
of questions dealing with issues related to cooling towers.  

Q18: Should there be additions or changes to the guidance on cooling tower 
commissioning? 
Of the 455 respondents whose work was concerned with cooling towers 88.1% did not

consider it was necessary to make any changes or additions to the guidance on cooling

tower commissioning in the current L8. “Employers” and “Enforcement officers” were

the most satisfied groups with only 6.5% and 7.7% respectively requiring a change.

“Designers, Installers & Manufacturers” and “Suppliers” were less content with the

current guidance on commissioning as is indicated by an average of  25% of these groups 

opting for changes to the guidance. 


Suggested changes included: 

· the provision of a list of commissioning actions i.e. what parameters are to be 


checked - complete for handover to client to check that it is satisfactory 
· more details required e.g. a flowchart for commissioning 
· ‘L8 states disinfection should be conducted if tower  has been off for certain period. 

It would  more sensible to recommend  tower operators conduct biological tests 
prior to disinfection as cleaning is not always necessary’ 
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Q19: Arrangements made to check that cooling tower commissioning has been 
carried out to standard specified 
This question asked respondents to give evidence of compliance by describing the 
arrangements they had made to check that cooling tower commissioning had been carried 
out to the specified standard. There were a 323 written responses, of which 
approximately 60 were either “not applicable” or “none”. A number of those respondents 
who did not have any checks gave reasons for this, mainly that their towers had been 
commissioned a number of years ago and that they had no new ones. 

The most frequently reported methods of checking were as follows: 
· 	 reliance on the supplier or contractor, with most respondents assuming that their 

contractor and water treatment supplier was reliable and competent and would carry 
out the commissioning or testing effectively. 

· 	 testing and monitoring post-commissioning, which was either carried out as part of 
the regular checking, or as a specific post-commissioning check to ensure that the 
system is running suitably. 

· internal checks and procedures, e.g. company checklists and method statements often 
based on the information in L8. 

· risk assessment procedures, e.g. ‘separate individual risk assessment applied 
uniquely to cooling towers’. 

· checks carried out by external bodies or independent consultants, Local Authority 
Officer or Health and Safety adviser. 

· documentation/records, e.g. certificates, commissioning documents held on site. 

Q20: Should there be any additions or changes to the guidance on cooling tower 
monitoring? 
When asked specifically about whether there should be any additions or changes to the 
guidance on monitoring of cooling towers, only 14.7% of the respondents whose work is 
related to cooling towers would like to see additions and/or changes made to the current 
L8. Similarly to the question of changes and/or additions to the guidance on cooling 
tower commissioning in the current L8, within the work groups there is a greater 
percentage of  “Designers, Installers & Manufacturers” and “Suppliers” (on average 
30.8%) who would like to see these changes.  

For both Q18 and Q20 the percentage of “Employers” who would like to see changes 
was small compared to the other work groups, approximately 6.5% for each question. 

Suggested changes included: 

· 	 further information about action to take in times of short term system shut downs, 
i.e. 3-5 days ‘There seems very little if any guidance as to sampling requirement etc, 
for plants that may have be put back on-line for one or two days’. 

· 	 more information on cooling tower pack cleaning, removal or replacement. 
‘Clarification of the requirement for pack removal (para 138’) 

· 	 ‘Large industrial cooling systems cannot be taken out of service every 6 months, and 
the packing cannot be removed. More specific guidance needs to be provided 
regarding additional monitoring/quarterly on line sterilisations, side stream 
filtration, etc.’ 

· 	 more guidance on controlling/monitoring continuously operated cooling towers 
‘More information about cleaning a cooling tower without taking unit off line’ 
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· 	 additional guidance required for air conditioning units including small portable air 
conditioning units and ‘modern fixed air conditioning units’ 

· 	 changes to specific guidance, e.g. ‘L8 states that it is  not advisable to clean cooling 
towers using pressure washers. We would argue that if ppf is worn and working area 
is covered, high pressure washing is the most effective way of cleaning cooling 
towers and tower sumps’ 

· 	 specific guidance for operators of large hyperbolic cooling tower power station 
systems ‘where hypochlorite dosing levels are restricted by discharge consents’ 

Q21: Have cooling tower monitoring processes changed to comply with L8? 
When asked if their cooling tower monitoring processes had changed in order to comply 
with the current L8, only 47.7% of respondents answered “yes”. One reason for this 
number being be so low could be that for many respondents, their monitoring processes 
were already in compliance with the current L8, although it was anticipated that these 
individuals would be represented by the “not applicable” option, selected by 14.7% of 
respondents. Hence we can assume that the majority of the “no” respondents simply have 
not made the necessary changes required to comply with L8.  

The breakdown within work groups shows that, although the 49.6% of “Employers” had 
changed their cooling tower monitoring processes, more “Employers” (42.2%) 
responded “no” to this question than the average (30.8%) across the other work groups. 
The group that had made the most changes was the “Supplier” group with 52.7% of them 
reporting having changed their processes. 

The respondents who answered “yes” to this question were asked to give details of the 
changes they had made to their monitoring processes to comply with L8. All but 25 of 
the 207 answering “yes” to this question gave some response. A number of respondents 
mentioned that they had implemented more than one change. 

· 	 The most frequently made change was the implementation of additional testing, 
monitoring or other checks, e.g. visual checks and inspections, corrosion monitoring. 
This was carried out either internally or by regular service suppliers. 

· 	 Changes to documentation, i.e. rewriting of procedures, better record keeping, 
stricter adherence to guidelines, additional emergency procedures, increased 
recording of results had taken place. One respondent had subsequently included “full 
schematics of the system with all pipework labelled”. 

· 	 Changes to equipment or the method of control, e.g. calibration of equipment, use of 
software, use of different chemical regime, removal of additional dead legs had been 
carried out.   

· A greater degree of stringency in complying with the guidance in general was noted.   

· Consultant  or advisers were visiting more.  

· Staff have undergone additional training.  

· Changes have been made in the advice given to clients to reflect current best


practice.  
· Additional or more stringent cleaning is taking place.  
· Risk assessments have been revised.  
· The identification of a named responsible person has taken place.  

20 



Q22: Clarity of the guidance on wooden slats in drift eliminators 
The guidance in L8 on wooden slats in drift eliminators was believed to be clear by 
88.1% of the respondents whose work was concerned with cooling towers. Within 
individual work groups this figure was higher for “Employers”, “Consultants” and 
“Enforcement officers” with an average of 94.8%  

There were a number of comments about the guidance: 
· ‘Reference to a requirement for high efficiency drift eliminators should be made and 

the definition of these given’.  
· ‘L8 should state that drift eliminators should be made of plastic and state that wood 

should not be used’. 

Q23: Replacement of wooden slats in drift eliminators 
When asked whether they had replaced any wooden slats they may have in their drift 
eliminators, the majority of respondents to this question answered that the question was 
not applicable. However of those for whom it was applicable, fewer reported that they 
had replaced their wooden slats (16.1%) than the percentage who had not replaced them 
(19%).   

Although this question is more likely to be deemed applicable by the “Employers” group 
who are actual occupiers of premises, a fair percentage of the other groups responded 
“yes” or “no” to this question. They may have been answering with reference to their 
own premises or else with regard to their clients’ premises or may have unintentionally 
marked a “no” response instead of “not applicable”. Whichever of these may be the case, 
over 25% of the “Designers, Installers & Manufacturers” and  “Enforcement officers” 
reported not having replaced their wooden slats as against 19.9% of the “Employers” 
group. 

Those who answered “ yes” to this question were asked to indicate the types of evidence 
that they could supply that wooden slats had been replaced (See Table 5). A number of 
respondents gave more than one answer. 

Table 5 
Evidence of wooden slat replacement 

 Frequency Percent 
Records kept by system 
suppliers 

13 18.6% 

Records kept by 
employers/premises 
managers 

45 64.3% 

Contractor records 31 44.3% 
Other 5 7.1% 
None 3 4.3% 

The most readily available piece of evidence of having replaced wooden slats in drift 
eliminators is records kept by managers, as listed by 64.3% of those respondents 
answering “yes” to Q23. Records kept by suppliers, contractors’ records and other 
evidence were listed at 18.6%, 44.3% and 7.1% respectively. The other types of evidence 
cited were various other types of documentation, e.g. invoices, order numbers, 
completion certificates, records of work done. 
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Questions 24 – 36: Hot and cold water systems 
These questions relate to hot and cold water systems specifically and water systems in 
general and therefore applied to all individuals who felt able to answer the questionnaire. 

Q24: Are the methods of legionella control in hot and cold water systems 
adequately described? 
The question of whether methods of legionella control in hot and cold water systems are 
adequately described was answered “yes” by 88.5% of respondents. Within the 
“Employers” group this figure is considerably higher than the other groups at 93.4%. For 
all other work groups, considerably fewer respondents are satisfied, an average of 77.8% 
with around 18% of each of these groups feeling that the methods of control are not 
described adequately.  

Of the 67 respondents who considered that the methods of control were not adequately 
described in L8, 64 gave reasons for their response. These included the need for: 

· 	 more diagrams, illustrations and flow charts;  
· 	 further information on temperature control methods, e.g. ‘more info on problems 

with usage balancing risks of scalds’, use of heat tape, ‘need more information 
regarding frequency of chemical thermal disinfection of systems that have a high 
rate of turnover, i.e. less than 2 hours but operate within the temperature 20°C to 
45°C’; 

· 	 information on other methods of control in addition to those listed, e.g. alternative 
biocides, UV and ionisation, chlorine treatment, humidification, rotation of biocides;  

· advice for small premises, e.g. doctors surgeries; 
· more stress to be placed on the importance of sampling; 
· more information on systems such as showers, fire extinguishers, point of use hot 

water heaters; 
· the distinction to be made between mains fed and tank fed systems;  
· further guidance on cold water systems and the prevention of crossflow 

contamination between hot and cold water; 
· further information and emphasis on disinfection and cleaning as a method of 

control.  
· measures to counteract biofilms and their removal should be included 
· more information on biocide’ e.g. how to neutralise biocide when taking samples.’ 

Q25: Does the information on methods of control in hot and cold water systems 
represent best practice? 
It was considered by 72.7% of the respondents that the information on methods of

legionella control in hot and cold water systems represented best practice.  Of the

remaining respondents 19.8% were unsure and 7.5% thought that it did not. Of all the

groups the “Enforcement officers” are least convinced that this is the case with only

59.1% responding positively. Those who answered “no” were asked to give reasons for

their response. Within the 56 responses, the main themes were:  


· inadequacy of the description of the methods of control;   

· a lack of information and emphasis on flushing;  

· lack of information on the relative effectiveness of the methods of control, e.g. “too


much emphasis on temperature control” and “ionisation should not be included”; 
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· lack of information on dealing with the problem of biofilm;  

· inadequate emphasis on risk assessment;  

· the information is too vague and generalised. 

· recommendations required ‘for the temperature monitoring of the output from local


water heaters as 60C is too hot for hand washing’ 

Q26: Methods of control used in hot and cold water systems? 
The three most commonly used methods of control for hot and cold water systems as 
listed by the respondents are thermal, biocide and UV at 59.1%, 45% and 8.7% 
respectively. 5.3% of respondents used ionisation and 3.0% of respondents used other 
methods, e.g. chlorine or chlorine dioxide. A number of respondents, 33.4%, reported 
using more than one method, mainly thermal and biocide. Therefore, there appears to be 
a clear preference for thermal and biocide controls.  

Q27: Should any method of control be given more prominence in L8? 
When asked if any of the methods of control for hot and cold water systems should be

given more prominence in the current L8, 46.6% of respondents answered “no” with

only 15.0% answering “yes”. The remainder (38.4%) was unsure. Again, the number of

respondents who wanted change was considerably lower within the “Employers” group

at only 6.7% than the other work groups. More than one third of “Suppliers” (34.6%), 

and “Enforcement Officers” (37.5%) and 27.3% of “Designers, Installers and 

Manufacturers” thought that more prominence should be given to a particular method of

control.  


Some of the 113 respondents who provided further comments to this question called for

more prominence to be given to particular control methods, (number of respondents

given in parentheses) e.g.:  


· temperature control (16); 

· chlorine based control (14);

· more than one method of control, e.g. non chemical methods (10); 

· biocide (9);

· ionisation (9); 

· UV (5); 

· ozone (2);

· stabilised peroxide silver (2); 

· hydrogen peroxide (1)  

· chemical sterilisation (1); 

· More emphasis on the use of sampling/monitoring as a method of control (3);  


Others made more general requests for information on control methods such as:  


· 	 the advantages and disadvantages of the various methods or  recommendations for 
particular systems, i.e. small systems, or new as opposed to existing systems;  

· 	 more information about problems with any of the methods, e.g. ionisation, scalding 
risk due to the utilisation of thermal methods, methods for disinfecting cold water 
tanks.  
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Q28: Should there be any changes or additions to the guidance on commissioning 
and recommissioning of hot and cold water systems? 
8.5% of the total respondents considered that there should be changes or additions to the 

guidance on the commissioning and recommissioning of hot and cold water systems, 

whilst 57.4% did not require them. A lower percentage of the “Designer, Installers and

Manufacturer” group (39%) felt that there should be no change compared to the other

four groups. “Employers” and “Enforcement officers” were the groups with the smallest

number wishing for changes, 5.3% and 5.9% respectively.


Suggested changes included: 

· more information, e.g. a table of requirements;

· information on commissioning cold water systems as there is none currently; ‘There


is no information on commissioning cold water systems in 153 and 154 of the ACoP. 
More detail concerning cold water storage and pipe runs adjacent to hot water 
supply pipes’; 

· 	 ‘Emphasis on new buildings designed on a clean sheet on keeping hot and cold pipe 
work apart to prevent temperature rise in pipe work’; 

· prescribed forms for these processes would be helpful;

· this section of L8 refers only to calorifiers and should also refer to other forms of hot


water generation e.g. ‘more detail on biocide disinfection should be included’ 
· guidance on flushing/chlorination of new systems; 
· guidance on testing for legionella following recommissioning; 
· guidance on 'small' changes to existing hot and cold water systems. ‘What 

procedures should be followed i.e. whole or part system chlorination’; 
· 	 further guidance on shutdown and start up of hot and cold water systems would be 

helpful e.g. ’with schools and long holidays - whole systems out of use for weeks’. 

Q29: Clarity of the recommendation on “little used outlets” 
83.4% of respondents considered the recommendation on “little used outlets” was clear, 
as compared to 9.0% who did not. “Suppliers” and “Consultants” were found most likely 
to disagree, with on average 16.3% of them considering that the recommendation on 
“little used outlets” is not clear. Those who considered it was not clear were asked to 
give details on what changes they would like to see. These included: 

· better definition of what constitutes a “little used outlet” in terms of frequency of 
use, “we all call them deadlegs” (39); 

· more advice and information in general, e.g. “what should schools and hostels that 
are closed for long periods do” (9); 

· more information on “flushing out” (6); 
· more prominence to be given to the subject in the text, e.g. with a specific 

paragraph/heading (3); 
· information on purging without aerosol formation (2). 

Q30: How are “little used outlets” managed?  
Management of “little used outlets” is most often conducted solely by regular flushing 
alone, as listed by 49.2% of respondents. A further 9.2% use flushing in combination 
with some other method.  5.2% use some sort of automatic purging device either alone or 
in combination with one of the other named methods. Ninety seven (9.8%) respondents 
report that they do not do anything at all to manage their “little used outlets” Of these 27 
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reported that they did not have or were not aware of any. Those who used regular

flushing were asked to specify the frequency. Their responses were:  


· twice a day (1) 

· daily (22) 

· twice a week (7) 

· weekly (239) 

· every two weeks (4) 

· monthly (43) 

· less than once a  month (14). 


Others stated that: 


· the frequency varied, either weekly, monthly or daily depending on what the outlet 
is, e.g. “unused rooms are flushed before use” (22); 

· the frequency is dependent on advice from the supplier, the risk assessment, or “as 
recommended” (15) 

A total of 13.7% reported that they use some “Other” method of managing little used 
outlets. Apart from those who said that they did not have any, or that the question was 
not applicable to them for other reasons, the other methods quoted included:  

· the removal and drainage of “little used outlets” and redundant pipework, or their 
design out of the system (65); 

· irregular flushing or purging (9); 
· the method varies depending on the situation or the external consultant (6); 
· methods are under review (4); 
· chlorination/disinfection (3); 
· cleaning/descaling of shower heads (2) 
· the use of secondary returns on the cold water system (1) 
· monitoring or testing, e.g. dip slides taken, biocide treatment and sampling (7) 
· steam through (1). 

Q31: Clarity of guidance on carrying out routine checks of hot and cold water 
systems 
The vast majority, 90.8%, of respondents felt the guidance on how to carry out routine 
checks of hot and cold water systems was clear. There were few differences between the 
work groups although “Enforcement officers” were slightly less happy (84.2% felt it to 
be clear) with the clarity than the other groups. 

Q32: Clarity of requirement for monitoring including sampling of hot and cold 
water systems in particular circumstances 
When asked about the clarity of the guidance given on monitoring, including sampling of 
hot and cold water systems in particular circumstances, 82.3% of respondents believe it 
is clear when this is required, whilst 11.3% feel that it is not. Although only 7.8% of the 
“Employers” group are dissatisfied, an average of 18.9% of the other work groups feel 
that the guidance is not clear.  
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Suggested additions or changes included: 

· 	 greater clarity. The use of a table format could improve this. Also ‘paras 183 and 
184 are almost contradictory’. 

· 	 guidance on microbiological monitoring is seen as confusing. ‘Microbiological 
monitoring should be specifically defined as certain installations require this’. 

· 	 more detail is required on when to sample and frequency as it is unclear whether 
sampling is or is not recommended on a regular basis. ‘Information on the frequency 
of testing of vulnerable systems would be appropriate’. 

· 	 it is not clear as to when chlorination or other work should be done in hold/cold 
water systems. 

· 	 this section is not clear enough on what particular circumstances are. ‘This would be 
improved by a  list of the particular circumstances with a corresponding action list.’ 

· 	 odour or taste problems - ‘to be the trigger for sampling seems too reactive to 
achieve control. A poor temperature regime is also likely to create conditions to 
support growth and may not  give rise to noticeable odour or taste problem’s 

· 	 ‘Only towers need quarterly legionella tests. No clear guidelines even for dip slides 
frequency on anything besides towers.’ 

Q33: Additions or changes to the guidance on carrying out routine checks or 
monitoring of hot and cold water systems 
When asked if there should be any changes and/or additions to the guidance on carrying 
out routine checks or monitoring of hot and cold water systems, 14.7% of respondents 
were in favour of change, with 85.3% against. “Enforcement officers” and “Suppliers” 
were less happy than the other work groups, with on average 36.2% of them requiring 
changes, whilst “Employers” were again the most content with the way things are, as 
indicated by only 6.3% supporting change. 
Some respondents highlighted parts of the guidance that they felt needed to be changed. 
Suggested additions or changes included: 

· 	 more detail - ‘more detailed procedures could be included - most hot and cold 
domestic systems have similar structure thus some broad spectrum procedure could 
be supplied’. 

· 	 confusion about microbiological monitoring‘, p46 para 183 suggests that 
microbiological monitoring is not required.  Elsewhere in L8, I thought that I had 
read that this was required.  Very confusing!’ 

· ‘legionella and TVC sampling should be made routine  for hot and cold systems 
where a risk assessment has identified a foreseeable risk regardless of temperature 
control.’ 

· ‘on hot water services there is a monthly requirement to take temperatures on the 
flow and return of calorifiers, and we have a number of clients who have calorifiers 
but no stratification pumps. 

· 	 for hot and cold water services temperature checks are stated as monthly, it is 
considered that this is too infrequent and should be recommended as weekly. 

· 	 advice is needed on cold water systems e.g. ‘Cold water temperature of 20˚C  not 
correct in Table 3. Water from water authority could be coming into property above 
20˚C. No advice apparent in Table 3. Based on the findings of the risk assessment 
the guidance should vary.’ ‘Does not stress sufficiently the need to control cold 
water heat gains. In many circumstances lead to an unacceptable rise in 
temperature’ 
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Q34: Additions or changes to the guidance for ‘other risk systems’ 
This question asked respondents whether there should be any additions or changes to the 
guidance for other risk systems as given in L8. These included spa and whirlpool baths, 
humidifiers and air washers and additional “other risk systems” as listed in the 
document. 

Most of the respondents to this question did not feel that any additions or changes to the 
guidance for any of these other risk systems were needed, with the percentage of positive 
and negative responses very similar for each system (See Table 6). 

Table 6 
Changes required to guidance for ‘other risk systems’ 

System No change required Change required 
N Percent N Percent 

Spa and 
whirlpool baths 

505 85.4% 86 14.6% 

Humidifiers 
and air washers 

509 85.4% 87 14.6% 

Additional 
“other risk” 
systems 

498 84.4% 92 15.6% 

However, when the respondent groups were examined separately, “Employers” were the 
most satisfied with the status quo, with over 90% requiring no changes in all three 
systems. The least satisfied were “Enforcement Officers” of whom 61% wanted changes 
in the guidance on spa and whirlpool baths, 40% on humidifiers and air washers and 
33% on additional “other risk” systems. A fair proportion of the “Suppliers” group also 
wanted changes to the guidance – 28.6%, 26.9% and 32.8% respectively. 

Respondents were asked to give details of their concerns. These included: 

· 	 lack of awareness – ‘a lot of people not aware that this type of equipment needs to be 
checked and monitored’;  

· the guidance is too vague – ‘much more detail is needed’; 
· an indication that the 11 other systems detailed are not the only other systems; 

which constitute a potential risk. ‘Include a listing of water features the design of 
which causes concern and a clear set of guidelines for each’; 

· more information on other risk systems from the HSE. ‘Most information is received 
through professional bodies much more than the HSE and Environmental Health’; 

· additional guidance on particular systems, examples given included:  
o 	 Ornamental fountains and water features; 
o 	 Water butts, watering systems, car washing machines, etc; 
o 	 Effect of storing rainwater for use in irrigation humidification at 

temperatures which allow legionella to grow.  Risks associated with grey 
water; 

o 	 Humidifiers and air scrubbers - little detail in L8.  ‘These types of equipment 
can become heavily contaminated in a short time.  Potential risks are high, 
particularly for the operative cleaning the equipment.’. Better detail of the 
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types of humidifiers is required ‘particularly the evaporative room portable 
types’; 

o 	 Food display equipment.  Guidance on such food humidifiers should be 
more detailed. ‘Guidance on sampling would be particularly useful Several 
supermarkets in this district have raw meat humidifiers which could pose a 
risk to large numbers of people if not properly maintained; 

o 	 Machine tool coolant systems; 
o 	 Sprinkler hose reel tanks; 
o 	 Paddling pools with sprays, leisure pools with sprays, geysers, etc; 
o 	 Spas are a particular source of concern. More information is required by 

many respondents including information on monitoring, sterilising  and 
cleaning spa baths/steam rooms –‘More detailed advice for private owners 
would be useful i.e. basic requirements which are absolutely necessary and 
additional safeguards based upon amount of usage.’ . Spas and whirlpools 
should be brought to the forefront and better guidance to their use and 
maintenance made available. Spas and whirlpools are being used more and 
more’ ‘Regarding whirlpools, jacuzzi, spa baths, all should drain via the 
bath waste leaving less than 30 ml in the system, if possible the pipe work 
and system should also be able to be dried and  purged with warmed air’ 

o 	 Spas and whirlpools – ‘More emphasis should be placed in relation to 
installation: i.e. fill, shock dose, circulate for 2 hours, empty, and refill for 
use. Explain that the pipe work and pumps of a spa are never completely 
empty of water because of the pressure testing during manufacture’ 

o 	 ‘Having been involved in an investigation where an individual had died 
from legionnaires disease and a spa pool display was implicated as a likely 
source it was frustrating to have such little guidance against which the 
operator’s systems could be audited.  With the increasing popularity of 
water features at indoor garden centres, greater guidance in this area would 
also be useful’.  

Q35: Opinions on additional monitoring requirements for water systems 
Most respondents, 89.9% of the total, did not feel that any additional monitoring 
requirements for water systems should be introduced. The “Employers” group was most 
averse to additional monitoring with a 95.7% “no” response. The groups who most 
supported additional monitoring were the “Enforcement officers” “Suppliers” of whom 
31.6% and 26.9% respectively supported additional monitoring. 

Q36: The practical implications of the introduction of any additional monitoring 
requirements 
In relation to the previous question, respondents were also asked to indicate the 
implications for themselves and their businesses if further monitoring requirements were 
to be introduced. 42.3% of the total thought that further monitoring would involve them 
in additional work and additional cost. This included 51.6% of the employer group.  

Only 8.8% of the total thought that further monitoring would bring no change. Again 
fewer “Employers” (5.5%) considered that further monitoring would mean no change to 
them and their businesses as opposed to 22.6% of the “Suppliers” and 21.7% of the 
“Consultants”. 
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Additional work alone was selected by 18.1% of the respondents. Although this figure

only included 10.4% of the “Employers” group, 50.7% of the “Suppliers” felt that they

would have additional work without additional cost, probably a positive rather than a 

negative factor for them as it represents a potential increase in business opportunities for 

this group. 


Some respondents made suggestions for additional monitoring requirements. These

included:


· monitoring for biofilm; 

· temperature monitoring on large systems in remote areas; 

· quarterly dip slides from sentinel outlets to check for microbiological activity within


the pipe work would be a benefit; 
· external monitoring and testing of all water systems annually and external auditing 

of records; 
· monitoring of chlorine reserve monthly of drinking/mains water; 
· some of the best practice ideas should be implemented as requirements, e.g. regular 

sampling and monitoring of levels of  biocides/temperatures. 

3.2.7 Section 5: Concluding Questions 

Q37: Does L8 represent current best practice overall?  
Most respondents, 80.8%, thought that L8 illustrated current best practice overall, as 
opposed to only 5.5% who disagreed. There were differences in response between the 
groups with only 1.6% of the “Employers” group disagreeing whilst 15.9% of the 
“Designers, Installers and Manufacturers”, 13.4% of “Suppliers” and 13.6% of 
“Enforcement officers” disagreed.  

Q38 and Q39: Any further changes and further comments or suggestions 
Respondents were asked to list any changes they would like to see in the current L8 other 
than those they had previously given. They were also asked to give any final comments 
or suggestions on any other  issues raised in the questionnaire. As the response to these 
two questions were often interchangeable, i.e. changes and suggestions were given in one 
box or the other rather than given separately they have been reported together here. Other 
final comments were linked to a particular question and these have been included with 
the qualitative responses to these questions within the previous sections of this report. 

The main themes that emerged from the final comments were found to be very much in 
line with the findings of the quantitative analysis. 

Awareness and usage 

· 	 There were a number of comments praising L8 – ‘perfect for my needs’  ‘this is a 
comprehensive document which in use ensures that water treatment is carried out 
according to best practice’ ‘In my opinion L8 is one of the better ACoPs produced 
by the  HSE’ ‘ a vast improvement’ 

· 	 Some wished to see regular revisions of the document to take innovations into 
account e.g. ‘every 2 years as improvements, new products, methods are coming on 
the market and one struggles to keep pace with improvements’. 

29 



· However others thought there was too much change ‘No further changes please we 
have only just adjusted to these’. There was also some feeling that effort should be 
directed elsewhere. ‘Reissuing documents with relatively minor changes increases 
costs for employers.  Emphasis should be focussed on raising awareness not refining 
documents’. 

· Changes to the guidance e.g. 300 litre limit need to be made more obvious. They  are 
not explicitly referred to at start of L8. ‘It would be useful for changes introduced 
since previous edition to be listed separately’. 

· The need for raising awareness of other sources of information about changes, 
innovations was also highlighted ‘More information on and where to locate new 
innovations regarding water treatment controls etc’ 

· Some respondents felt that there was a need for more information relevant to a wider 
range of organisations e.g. small businesses, organisations who manage ‘hundreds of 
properties’. It should also acknowledge the variety of different types of premises 
covered by L8. ‘Presumes premises is just buildings but definition in this act 
includes ships, aircraft and vehicles some of which have hot water systems’ ‘Make it 
clear regarding domestic premises/rented accommodation, hotels etc 

· Some respondents felt that there was too much of a slant in L8 towards cooling 
towers ‘L8 should be enlarged to give much more prescriptive guidance on these 
other risks. There are now more misting/fogging systems than cooling towers and 
more spa baths than cooling towers.’ 

· One respondent suggested that a good way of raising awareness and increasing usage 
would be to provide a PowerPoint slide version of L8 for training purposes 

General layout 

These comments supported the quantitative responses given to the questions in Section 2 
of the questionnaire, the Current L8 document as a whole. Many respondents felt that L8 
should be clearer overall and that the layout could be improved. 

· 	 Improved accessibility is required as the document is not felt to be very easy to dip 
into or to find one’s way around, both for less frequent users and for those who refer 
to it regularly. ‘L8 contains all information required, however, it is in a format that 
is not very accessible. If you refer to this document on a very regular basis probably 
ok but as a facilities manager or a technician etc it is difficult to access the vital 
information easily putting people off using it. Consideration should be given to 
highlighting in the form of simple charts, tables the vital parts.’ 

· 	 For some the questionnaire had highlighted this issue ‘trying to answer this 
questionnaire has brought the reminder of how difficult it is to find specific 
information the L8 needs a detailed index’. 
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· 	 Suggestions for improvements included: 
o 	 new version incorporating a comprehensive index 
o 	 electronic version e.g. CD, web based 
o 	 less text and more diagrams, checklists  ‘to confirm you have carried out all 

necessary requirements’, 
o 	 tables ‘short concise tables of what monitoring and maintenance should 

be carried out by system, when to use biocide and when not needed. 
When to flush hot cold outlets. When and in what depth to carry out risk 
assessment. This information is in L8 but could be a little easier to find.’ 
‘the document should contain more information in the form of tables 
these should specify what should be done by whom at what frequency 
and state the control band. The background information would then only 
be required for  reference’; 

o 	 flow charts, ‘flow charts most useful to demonstrate requirements to 
Directors’. ‘Both management process and technical process flow charts 
are useful’; 

o 	 more emphasis on process, e.g. ‘It would be helpful if the HSE was to 
provide not only the approved codes of practice but a step by step 
procedure for implementation of the codes. This could be in a form of a 
computer programme that identifies the type of system, provides the 
relevant codes followed with the management procedures’; 

o 	 better headings and section divisions. Some found the shading 
confusing; 

o 	 additional quick reference site guide/easy reference summary of the 
document for non technical experts possibly with easy clean/waterproof 
pages; 

o 	 more separation into sub sections e.g. separation of hot and cold water 
systems. 

Clarification of language 

· 	 Some of the comments given reflect a perception that L8 is written for a ‘supplier 
audience rather than employer’s as it is very technical. The consequences of the lack 
of clarity can be serious for the employer group, e.g. ‘It needs to be made easier to 
understand. We were prosecuted because we simply didn’t understand what we were 
supposed to do. Photographs in the booklet would help - we didn't know what draft 
eliminators were. The document seems aimed at those in the water treatment 
industry. Being from an engineering background it is hard to understand. Even the 
local authority told us we were doing all we needed until HSE got involved’; 

· 	 Even the related documents come in for some criticism, e.g. ‘I have read the HSE 
leaflet 'legionnaires disease a guide for employers' and I am none the wiser as to my 
responsibilities. As a firm we operate out of 330 outlets, some in shopping centres 
and some on the high street, most of which have standard hand washing and toilet 
facilities so the guidelines are too loose, I need much better clarification’. 

Suggestions for improvement include: 

· 	 less use of abbreviations which assume knowledge by the reader; 
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· 	 less use of technical terms if possible, e.g. ‘The document assumes knowledge of 
plumbing terminology. This is ok probably for water treatment companies but end 
users do not necessarily understand the jargon’; 

· 	 plain English as well as legal phraseology. ‘Need to use simple language and plain 
English terms, especially for new duty holders now having to cope with the ACoP’; 

· 	 additions required to glossary. 

Contact for advice 

There was an expressed need for inclusion of contact details of experts who would be

able to provide additional  help and advice. 

· Some respondents had used the HSE very successfully ‘I have always found in cases 


of doubt that a simple phone call to the HSE in Bootle gives a quick resolution. 
There is no problem with confirmation in writing either.’ However this facility does 
not appear to be widely known. A number of respondents wanted details of a contact 
person for advice. 

· 	 There should be a process where questions can be posted and reviewed by an expert 
committee (probably as a web site).  ‘This is commonly done for technical design 
standards with information subsequently included in published revisions.’ 

· 	 Contacts details of other bodies, e.g. the communicable disease unit, professional 
bodies for help/advice. 

Risk assessment 

Specific issues relating to risk assessments were raised. 
· 	 A standard risk assessment – ‘I would like to see a set of standard forms for risk 

assessment system details written scheme of work, location of records. Cooling 
systems and the hot and cold water systems do not vary so widely that this would not 
be possible’. 

· 	 Better guidance on risk balancing when setting water temperature for systems used 
by at risk people e.g. information on balancing risks e.g. scalds and legionella in care 
homes. 

· 	 A clear hierarchy of risk so that management of the facilities can be reasonable and 
proportionate to the risk. For example, ‘the quality of hot and cold services. Many 
schools are in poor condition and have been subject to ad hoc changes over the 
years with little record keeping, however, they are probably low risk environments. 
The showers spray taps and science lab taps have the highest risk potential but kids 
are low risk persons, its the caretakers and cleaners who are probably at the highest 
risk. There again the showers are seldom used except for cleaning them.’ 

· 	 Clarification on drawings for risk assessments, e.g. ‘What is a 'suitable and 
sufficient' risk assessment?’ 

· 	 A break down with examples of  risks in particular settings – offices, commercial 
factory, industrial, healthcare, local authority. ‘This is too generic and difficult to 
identify need in your setting’. 

Other points 

In addition, a number of additional issues about L8 were raised. 
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· 	 ‘The document is and always will be a backstop. It's our interpretation, translation, 
and understanding as Managers that will lead to us having the necessary 
management systems in place to ensure control of legionella’. 

· 	 The guidance should take into account the cost implications e.g. ‘budget constraints 
in education sector influence implementation of good practice. Cost of the legislation 
is significant.’ 

· 	 More information should be given on why all this is so important, e.g. ‘The most 
useful part being a lecture on the legionella bacteria how it lived and what it could 
do. The L8 informs us of what to do but it fails to inform us why to do it. 

· 	 Include more examples for illustration ‘Examples of good practise monitoring 
regimes and case histories’. 

· 	 Standard record keeping documents, e.g. ‘recording document produced by HSE to 
record testing regime. Simple document that can be interpreted by engineering 
maintenance as part of the planned preventative maintenance tasks. Duplicated copy 
could be sent to local HSE office or council’. 

· 	 More detail should be given on who is at risk eg ‘smokers, young, old, those with 
respiratory diseases, etc’. 

· 	 Consultants - Many comments reflected the fact that a fair number of employers 
relied on third parties to advise them i.e. their contractor, water treatment company, 
Consultants etc. This finding should be linked to the issues on the question of 
competence in Q14 and 15. 

· 	 Separate sections for employers, e.g. -‘a section or booklet giving clear methods of 
operation as laid out in WRAS document, CIBSE and BSRIA’ 

33 



34




4. CONCLUSIONS 

4.1 SCOPE OF RESEARCH 

The objective of the brief for this research was to consider whether the content of L8 is 
‘fit for purpose’ in terms of three main areas of concern. These were that L8 should 
provide duty holders with: 

· the information they need to be able to adequately assess the risk of exposure to 
legionella in the areas they are responsible for; 

· guidance on the controls required to prevent or reduce exposure to legionella and 
how the effectiveness of such controls can be monitored; and 

· the opportunity to give their views on the need for any further controls and/or 
monitoring for legionella. 

These overarching questions are addressed below with more detailed conclusions given 
in the following sections. 

4.1.1 Does the content of L8 provide duty holders with the information they need to 
be able to adequately assess the risk of exposure to Legionella in the areas they are 
responsible for? 
In general the respondents to the questionnaire, particularly the “Employers” group are 
satisfied with the document. However, there are some issues of accessibility, 
understanding and detail that need to be addressed.  In many instances the “Employers” 
group reported that they were dependent on their external professional consultant to 
assess the risks in their systems and to deal with these. If this is so more attention should 
be given to the needs of the “Suppliers”, “Designers, Manufacturers and Installers” and 
“Consultants” in future documents as the most frequent users. This also applies to the 
“Enforcement Officers” who in effect act as advisers on the ACoP and Guidance to 
others and who, as a group, appear not to be totally satisfied with the content of L8.  

4.1.2 Does the content of L8 provide duty holders with guidance on the controls 
required to prevent or reduce exposure to Legionella and how the effectiveness of 
such controls can be monitored? 
As above, in general there is satisfaction with the information given on controls. There is 
a need for simplification expressed by some respondents, generally the “Employer’ 
group and more detail by others, mainly from the professional respondents. However, 
there appear to be a number of common concerns including the need for clarification, 
and aids to decision making in different circumstances. 

4.1.3 Does L8 provide the opportunity for duty holders to give their views on the 
need for any further controls and/or monitoring for Legionella? 
The L8 does not as such provide any opportunity for users to give feedback. Although a 
telephone number for enquiries is given in the document, judging by the response of the 
users there is little awareness of its existence. Many respondents felt that they would find 
a helpline facility useful, particularly for clarification of information given in the 
guidance or for information on how to deal with particular circumstances. 
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The survey itself gave “duty holders” the opportunity to give their views on the need for 
further monitoring. Most respondents, and the majority of the “Employers” group, were 
opposed to the introduction of further monitoring requirements and saw the main 
implications as increased cost and increased work for themselves and their businesses. 
The “Supplier” and “Enforcement Officer” groups were more supportive of change than 
the other work groups. Possibly they see further monitoring as a positive step in terms of 
their work role, and do not see necessarily see increased work as a burden or as involving 
them in increased costs.  

These results are in line with the responses to QA1 on the subject of the additional 
burden of the new requirement to keep records of monitoring for five years. They should 
possibly be taken into account if the HSE is considering the introduction of additional 
monitoring requirements. It would be useful if any such decision were to be taken in 
consultation with representatives of the main user groups, in particular the “Employers”, 
in order to win their support for any changes.  

4.2 Key areas addressed in the questionnaire 

4.2.1 Background information about the respondents 
As would be expected, the largest group of respondents was “Employers”. This reflects 
the relative size of the employer population as compared with the other groups. 

Additional user groups that were added were “Enforcement officers” and “Consultants”, 
e.g. Health and Safety consultants. In the light of their work roles these groups would be 
expected to have a different interest in L8 from the other groups and would be expected 
to be more familiar with the document than other groups. 

The majority of the “Employers” group respondents managed or occupied industrial 
premises, over twice as many as the next type - commercial offices. Possibly this is a 
reflection of the higher awareness of health and safety issues and legislation in general 
within industrial premises as compared with organisations whose work is less concerned 
with safety critical processes. 

There was a good split in the response between large organisations and SME’s. However 
within the SME sector there was a comparatively small response from “micro” 
enterprises of less than 10 employees. Possibly this reflects a lower level of awareness 
and knowledge in very small organisations that would therefore make them less likely to 
have obtained a copy of L8 in the first place.  

4.2.2 Awareness and usage 
Although the research brief does not cover issues of awareness of the guidance 
document, with the removal of the limit making L8 applicable to all workplaces, and 
given the low response from very small organisations, the HSE possibly needs to address 
the issue of raising awareness of L8 and current legislation, particularly amongst these 
acknowledged “hard to reach” audiences. A certain percentage of the total respondents 
(8.2%) declared that they were unaware of the current L8 at all. This is surprising as the 
survey sample used was mainly taken from those who were known to have obtained a 
copy. However, we did receive a number of uncompleted “returned” questionnaires and 
queries about addressees who had moved or changed jobs. Another possibility is that 
those who had received the questionnaire were possibly not the most relevant person in 
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their organisation to complete it, but had been charged with obtaining a copy of the 
document for some other party. 

Most respondents had found out about L8 from the HSE itself, their professional body 
and the technical press.   

The reported use of L8 varied considerably amongst the user groups with “Suppliers” 
and “Enforcement officers” using it most frequently and “Employers” the least often. 
This finding would be expected as the most frequent users of the document would 
necessarily be those whose day to day work involves specialist knowledge of Legionella 
and its control as opposed to the “Employers” group for whom it is only one part of their 
duties. This finding is supported by the comparatively low level of “Suppliers” and 
“Enforcement officers” who did not feel able to complete the questionnaire as compared 
with the other groups. 

4.2.3 Fundamental changes  
It was generally agreed that the consolidation of the two previous documents into the 
current L8 was a positive step as it made the information easier to access. Most of the 
respondents who answered the questionnaire were aware that major changes had been 
introduced in the new document. As before there is more awareness amongst the 
professionals, i.e. the “Suppliers”, “Enforcement officers” and “Consultants” groups than 
amongst the “Employers”. However, it is interesting to note that the least aware of the 
changes were the “Designers, Installers & “Manufacturers” group. This is possibly due 
to the fact that the changes made have less impact on the work of this group than the 
others. 

Respondents were generally satisfied with the wording, layout and amount of detail in 
the new document. The most critical were the “Enforcement officers” who were less 
satisfied with both the ease of understanding of the wording and the amount of detail 
provided. Given that this group were the most frequent users of the ACoP (Q6) in the 
course of their work their needs from the document would be expected to be different 
from the other groups, i.e. needing more detail of practical procedural or technical issues 
whilst not necessarily being specialists in legionella. 

The changes that were suggested were all connected to ways of improving access to the 
information within the document. An index and electronic version of the document were 
cited by both the professional and non-professional user groups. This is an indication that 
even with increased familiarity it can be difficult to find one’s way around the document 
easily. This accords with the results of the focus groups where there were comments 
about the ease of finding the particular piece of information required amongst all the 
detail given.     

4.2.4 Are duty holders clear about when they need to have access to competent help 
and is the guidance on competence clear? 
There is still work to be done to improve the clarity of the definitions of “duty holders” 
and “responsible persons”, again this mirrors statements made in the focus groups. 
Similarly in terms of defining when “competent” help is required. In both cases 
“Suppliers” seem to have the greatest difficulty in understanding these concepts.  
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There is even less understanding of what constitutes ‘competency’, with a high degree of 
support for qualifications through recognised training courses; almost twice as much as 
for adherence to voluntary codes of practice and certification of services and equipment.  

4.2.5 Limitations 
There seems to be a high level of confidence by “Employers” in their suppliers. The 
majority were confident that their suppliers would report limitations in their systems or 
written schemes and in their suppliers” own services.  

The clarity of the requirement on suppliers to provide information on limitations in their 
services and expertise is in line with the degree of confidence of “Employers” that this 
information would be provided. Most of this information is given in writing or both 
verbally and in writing although there is no requirement in L8 to give written 
confirmation. 

4.2.6 The 300 litre limit 
There is still much to be done in making everyone aware of the removal of the 300 litre 
limit for hot and cold water systems as less than three quarters of respondents were 
aware of the change. 

The removal of the 300 litre water volume limit has led to an increase in work and costs 
to some extent for all parties involved. However for half of the respondents there have 
been no differences.  

4.2.7 The new 5 year record keeping requirement 
The requirement to maintain records for 5 years has been of a similar significance as a 
burden to “Employers” overall as the removal of the 300 litre water volume limit.  In 
both cases nearly a third of the “Employer” group report that theses changes have created 
an additional burden on their business. Indications are that these records could be 
retrieved readily. 

4.2.8 Is the guidance on commissioning and monitoring of cooling towers sufficient 
and accurate and has it helped duty holders to comply? 
The great majority of respondents whose work was concerned with cooling towers did 
not feel that it was necessary to make any changes or additions to the guidance on 
cooling tower commissioning or monitoring. The most satisfied groups are the 
“Employers” and “Enforcement Officers” although the “Enforcement officer” group has 
often been the most critical of the L8 in their responses to other questions. However, 
when the “Designers, Installers and Manufacturer” and “Supplier” groups were 
examined separately, these groups were far less satisfied with 25% requiring changes in 
the commissioning guidance and nearly 30% wanting changes in the guidance on 
monitoring. This finding possibly reflects the fact that these are the people who are 
closest to the work as they are actually carrying out the commissioning and monitoring 
on behalf of their clients and are therefore likely to be more demanding. This is 
supported by the comments in Question 19 which indicate that most of the “Employers” 
respondents are relying on the expertise of their “Suppliers” and “Installers” to advise 
them and to carry out most of the work in this area rather than doing it themselves.  The 
guidance on cooling towers should possibly be written to take into account the more 
technical needs of this ‘professional’ audience as the main users. 
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4.2.9 Have cooling tower monitoring processes changes in order to comply with L8? 
Nearly half the respondents had made a variety of changes to their monitoring process to 
comply with L8 but 38% had not. This relatively high figure, over one third, could be 
taken as an indication that most of the respondents were already complying with best 
practice anyway and did not therefore need to make any changes. On the other hand it 
could be an indication of non compliance with best practice in the L8 or lack of 
understanding and as such may need to be addressed in future guidance. 

4.2.10 Have duty holders complied with the recommendation to replace wooden 
slates in drift eliminators? 
Nearly one fifth of the “Employers” group had not replaced wooden slats in their drift 
eliminators although 88% thought that the guidance was clear on this. It is unlikely that 
all these respondents had cooling towers that were exempt from this requirement. As 
above this could be evidence of lack of understanding as well as non compliance and 
could again reflect their reliance on their external experts to carry out their 
responsibilities. If this is the case, it could be a matter of concern that one quarter of the 
“Designers, Installer & Manufacturer group” answered no to this question. 

4.2.11 Management of hot and cold water systems 
4.2.11.1 Methods of control 
Whilst the majority of respondents felt that the methods of control were adequately 
described, in line with the other findings the “Employer” group were generally more 
happy than the other work groups. Respondents suggested more information should be 
included on the most commonly used and on alternative methods and recommended the 
use of diagrams and flow charts to increase clarity as in Section 2. 

Respondents, in particular the “Enforcement officers”, were less satisfied that the 
information on control represented best practice. More information was required in 
general and in particular on the relative effectiveness of the various methods.  The 
professional groups were also less satisfied with the relative prominence given to the 
different methods of control. In the case of the “Supplier” group and possibly the 
“Designers, Installers and Manufacturers” this could be a result of a vested interest in a 
particular method but many of the “Enforcement officers” were also not satisfied. The 
comments focussed not necessarily on any particular method but on the need for clearer 
information, possibly in table or flow chart format, particularly, on the relative 
advantages and disadvantages of the various methods in different situations. 

The most commonly used methods of control were in line with the guidance – thermal, 
UV and biocide with a clear preference for thermal and biocide control. There could be 
various reasons for this. It could be due to their effectiveness or cost effectiveness or be a 
result of awareness or availability over other methods. 

4.2.11.2 Is the guidance on commissioning and re commissioning systems sufficient and 
accurate? 
With regards to the guidance given on commissioning and recommissioning, it would 
appear that the various users of L8 feel differently about the level of guidance available. 
The different needs of the various users of the L8 are illustrated by the response on the 
adequacy of the guidance on commissioning. The group most wanting change was the 
“Designer, Installer and Manufacturer” group. This could reflect the fact that this group 
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is possibly more involved with commissioning as part of their work than the other 
groups. They therefore use L8 more often and so require more information. 

4.2.11.3 Little used outlets 
Most respondents thought that the information on little used outlets was clear. However 
the comments in this section appear to highlight some confusion between “little used 
outlets and “deadlegs”. Possibly the most satisfied group, the “Employers” are less aware 
of this difference than the more experienced “Consultant” and “Supplier” group and 
therefore feel that more detail about what constitutes a little used outlet is needed. The 
change particularly required by respondents was better definition of the term in terms of 
frequency of use. Most respondents cited regular flushing, usually weekly, as their main 
means of managing little used outlets either alone or in combination with another 
method. A number of respondents managed by relying on advice from their consultant or 
by removing little used outlets/deadlegs or designing them out of their system. 

4.2.12 Monitoring of hot and cold water systems 
Although most people thought that the guidance on how to carry out routine checks was 
clear, fewer felt that it is clear about monitoring in particular circumstances, particularly 
amongst the non employer groups and more than one third of the respondents from these 
groups supported change in the guidance on carrying out routine checks or monitoring.   

4.2.13 Other risk systems 
The non employers groups, in particular the “Suppliers” and “Enforcement officers” are 
particularly dissatisfied with the guidance on other risk systems, spa and whirlpool baths, 
humidifiers, etc. 

4.2.14 Does L8 illustrate current best practice 
The majority of respondents believed that the L8 illustrated current best practice 
although the number of people who disagreed was higher amongst the non employer 
groups than amongst the employers. This is in line with the responses to many of the 
other questions. The employer group appears to be generally most satisfied with the L8 
and its content whilst most criticism and support for changes has come from the 
“professionals” 

4.3 Differences between the relevant groupings 
Is the L8 geared towards the Employers or non employers in particular? Many of the 
employers appear to use other people ie professionals, to do their legionella associated 
work so as long as they have no problems they assume everything is ‘OK’. Employers 
also report that they use L8 less often than the other groups and would like a simpler 
document. Clearly there is a divide between the users of the L8 in respect of clarification 
of terms and when and what actions are required both in general and under certain 
circumstances. “Employers” more than any other work group appear to be the most 
satisfied with the L8, whilst “Suppliers” and “Enforcement officers” would like to see 
changes the most. The key differences in response for the four main responses groups are 
shown below. 

Employers 
· Least in favour of the introduction of further monitoring requirements 
· Most satisfied with the amount of detail provided 
· Use L8 least often 
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· 	 Removal of the 300 litre limit has had the biggest impact in terms of ‘extra work and 
cost’ 

· 	 Most satisfied with the information on methods of control 

Suppliers 
· 	 Reported most difficulty in understanding the terms ‘duty holder’ and responsible 

person’ 
· 	 Best informed about the 300 litre limit removal 
· 	 Least satisfied with the guidance on cooling tower commissioning 
· 	 Least satisfied with the relative prominence given to particular control methods 

Designers, Installers, Manufacturers 
· 	 Least aware of the changes introduced in the L8 
· 	 Least satisfied with the amount of detail provided 
· 	 Most in favour of change to the guidance on commissioning and recommissioning of 

hot and cold water systems 

Enforcement officers 
· Most in favour of the introduction of further monitoring requirements 
· Most frequent users of L8 
· Least satisfied with the wording and amount of detail 
· Least satisfied that the information on methods of control represents best practice 
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5. RECOMMENDATIONS 

GENERAL 

· An awareness raising campaign is required, with particular attention being paid to 
micro-SMEs. We would suggest that this campaign covers a broad range of sectors, 
i.e. offices, industrial premises, care homes, etc.  

· The awareness raising campaign should be run in conjunction with the professional 
bodies to ensure the widest coverage.  

· Although a number is given for enquiries this is not explicit therefore a prominent 
helpline number should be provided. Also a facility should be provided to enable 
feedback to be given by users e.g. by the inclusion of a tear off questionnaire at the 
back of the document. 

· Future versions should be reviewed by representatives of the “Employer” group to 
check that the language is sufficiently non-technical. 

· Additional guidance on technical issues is required by “Designers, Installers and 
Manufacturers” and “Suppliers”. This could be provided in supplementary material 
to the main L8 document. Also a short supplement with summary tables could be 
provided for the “Employers”. 

THE DOCUMENT AS A WHOLE 

· 	 Any changes within the document need to be highlighted as part of the awareness 
raising campaign. This is important for all parties as those who might be expected to 
know, i.e. the “Designer, Installer, Manufacturer” group appear to be the least aware 
of some of these changes.  

· 	 An electronic version of the document is required and any new paper version should 
include an index, to enable the document to be navigated and easily dipped into.  

· 	 Attention should be given to providing more checklists, tables, diagrams and flow 
charts to make the information more easily accessible, particularly to less regular 
users. 

· 	 Additional terms in the glossary for clarification, e.g. of abbreviations, technical 
terms, etc 

SPECIFIC ISSUES 

· 	 The specific requirements of the “Enforcement officers” (H&S consultants and 
EHOs) should be ascertained by the HSE. 

· 	 Improve the clarity of definitions of “duty holders”, “responsible persons” and 
“competent” help. A better definition of competence is required from the HSE. 
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Attention should be paid to the setting up of a recognised route to competency, e.g. 
by recognised training courses. 

· 	 Guidance is required on document management systems (whether paper or 
electronic) to ensure that minimum requirements are explicit.  

· 	 A recognised ‘competence’ route for suppliers would provide confidence to 
Employers that evidence of deficiencies in systems are brought to their attention. 

· 	 Building Occupiers and Managers should be encouraged to replace wooden slats in 
drift eliminators 

· 	 Further guidance is required on the relative advantages and disadvantages of the 
different methods of control for various building types possibly in the form of a flow 
chart or table. 

· 	 Clarification of the term “little used outlet” is required in order to avoid confusion, 
e.g. frequency of use, distinction from “deadlegs” 

· 	 Further guidance is required on “other risk systems” 

· 	 If any further monitoring requirements are considered, wide consultation is needed 
as these may be seen as an unacceptable burden for the “Employers”. 

· 	 The requirement on limitations should be clarified. If possible any need to inform the 
duty holder of any limitations in writing so as to provide an audit trail for both 
parties should be made explicit. 
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ANNEX A:


FOCUS GROUP ATTENDEES  AND STRUCTURE 
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EVALUATION OF HSC ACOP – LEGIONNAIRES DISEASE 

Focus Groups June 17th 2002 Attendees 

Ian Fraser 
Kevin Barrett 
Vic Lewis 
Standards 
Peter McCaffery 
Geoff Eldridge 
Paul Trim 
Phillip Jay 
Jim Walley 
Roger Palamarczuk 
Chris Howard 
John Stabler 
Mike Campbell 
Bill Bumstead 
Geoff Brundrett 
Mike Iddon 
Paul Birch 
Robert Pitchers 
Ian Penney 
Tony McGowan 
Alan Clarke 
Rik Prowen 
Jonathan Pierce 

HS Estates Policy and Performance 

Land Securities Trillium (BBC)

Consignia. Property Holdings, Policy and 


London Borough of Hillingdon 

London Borough of Hillingdon 

Lloyds TSB 

Oakland Calvert Consultants 

Institute of Plumbing

Vapac Humidity Control 

Munters 

ONDEO Nalco Aquazure

Faber Maunsell 

CIBSE – PHE Group 

CIBSE 

Water Management Society

Alcontrol UK

Water Research Centre 

Baltimore Aircoil Ltd 

Reliance 

Heatrae Sadia Ltd 

JS Humidifiers 

Spirax-Sarco Ltd 
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LEGIONELLA FOCUS GROUP STRUCTURE 

1. Introductions 

· Ourselves

· Group 

· BRE 


2. 	 Background to the project 

· 	 Short overview of project - Martin 

· 	 Ice breaker getting them to discuss whether they believe that the various ‘duty 
holders’ are aware of their responsibilities. 

3. 	 Purpose of focus groups/Objectives of session 

(a) The purpose of the Document is to provide an effective tool for duty holders to 
help them assess and control the risk of exposure to Legionella. 

(b) So our research will evaluate whether the content of the document is ‘fit for 
purpose’ ie does it provide duty holders with: 

· 	 the information they need to be able to assess adequately the risk of exposure 
to Legionella in the areas they are responsible for 

· guidance on the controls required to prevent or reduce exposure to 
Legionella and how the effectiveness of such controls can be monitored 

· the opportunity to give their views on the need for any further controls and 
or/monitoring 

(c) One of key objectives of this session is to ensure that the questionnaire(s) 
ascertain the duty holders’ understanding, and also enables us to gather some 
form of evidence that these obligations are being met.  

(d) We therefore need to know what to ask duty holders about in terms of Evidence 
of Compliance – what is the appropriate evidence to support the statements made 
by respondents to ask for via  a questionnaire. [Evidence to show how the 
guidance has influenced employers’ compliance with their legal duties. – which 
are legal duties within the ACOP and Guidance, which are not?]  

(e) We are not looking at such issues as cost, access, awareness etc. Only key areas 
that  relate to the changes in the AcoP and Guidance. 
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4. 	 Ease of understanding etc 

· 	 Does the consolidation of the 3 documents make the information easier to 
access? 


· Is it easier to read and understand compared with the old document 

· What do you think about the layout? 

· What about the language? Is it clear, easy to understand? 

· What do you think about the structure of the document?


5. Changes to the ACoP 

· 	 Competence. 
There is a requirement for duty holders to have access to competent help 
together with guidance on competence: 
· Definition of competence? Is this clear? Should it be defined more strictly eg 

particular training certificates etc? 

· Is it clear when they need to have access to such help?


· Limitations. 
· Does the supplier supply enough info on any limitations in their services or 

in the occupiers’ system/written scheme?  
· How does the duty holder use this information? Evidence 

· Removal of 300 litre limit. 
· Are employers clear what the implications are of the removal of the 300 litre 

limit? 

· Monitoring records. 
· New requirement on keeping monitoring records for 5 years – is this a 

burden to business and why? Evidence of good record keeping? 

6. 	 Changes to guidance 

· 	 Design and construction of cooling systems – 
· 	 Have duty holders complied with the recommendation to replace wooden 

slats in drift eliminators? Evidence. If not why not – is it not clear that it 
should be done etc 

· 	 Management of cooling towers. 
· Is the guidance sufficient and accurate? Does it help duty holders to comply? 

Evidence 

· Monitoring cooling towers. 
· Is the guidance sufficient and accurate and has it helped duty holders to 

comply?  Evidence 
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· Management of hot and cold water systems. 
· Are the 3 methods of control adequately described, accurate and given equal 

prominence? If not why not? 
· Is the guidance on commissioning and recommissioning systems sufficient 

and accurate?  

· Is the recommendation about little used outlets clear? 

· Are these methods of control being carried out? Evidence 


· 	 Monitoring of hot and cold water systems.

· Are recommendations for routine checks clear? 

· Does the guidance adequately indicate when monitoring, including


sampling, is required in particular circumstances? Evidence 

· Other risk systems 
· Is the guidance on other risk systems ie spas, whirlpool baths, humidifiers, 

air washers sufficient? Evidence 

7. 	 Further monitoring requirements 

· Respondents views on the need for further monitoring requirements 

· The practical implications of such measures.


Any other issues thrown up by the revised ACOP and Guidance? 

8. Conclusion 

· Thanks

· Any other comments 
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 BRE Environment 
BRE, Garston, Watford, WD25 9XX 

Telephone: 01923 664169  Fax: 01923 664088  E-mail: hadim@bre.co.uk

  Our Ref: BRE 54/8/7 
 12 August 2002 

Dear Colleague 

Evaluation of HSC Approved Code of Practice and Guidance – ‘Legionnaires’ Disease’ (L8) 

BRE is undertaking a review of the ‘HSC Approved Code of Practice and Guidance, 
Legionnaires’ Disease: The control of legionella bacteria in water systems’ on behalf of the HSE. 
The document (L8), published in January 2001, incorporates a number of changes including the 
consolidation of a number of previous documents into a single publication. The purpose of the 
review is to assess the comprehension and usability of the document rather than its technical 
content. In order to obtain expert opinions on the principal issues involved, we are conducting a 
consultation exercise throughout the industry. Your views will provide valuable feedback that will 
be passed to the HSE for consideration within potential revisions of the document. 

We would be very grateful if you would find the time to contribute to the research by completing 
the attached questionnaire. The questionnaire should not take too long to complete. Most of the 
answers only require a cross in a box, however there are opportunities to provide more 
information if you wish. You will be guided through the questionnaire to answer only those 
questions that are relevant to you. The completed questionnaire should be sealed in the pre-paid 
envelope provided and posted back to BRE by 2nd September 2002. Any information you give 
will be treated in the strictest confidence.  

In order to thank you for taking the time to complete the questionnaire, all completed forms 
returned to us will be entered into a prize draw with a first prize of £100 worth of book tokens 
and two second prizes of £50. If you would like to be entered for the draw, please give your 
contact details in the space provided at the end of the questionnaire. These details will only be 
available to the research team for the purposes of the draw.  

If you are not the appropriate person in your organisation to complete the questionnaire, please 
pass it on to the relevant person. Also if you know of anyone else who may be able to help us by 
taking part in this evaluation, please could you ask them to contact us so that we can send them a 
copy of the questionnaire. 

If you require any further information about the questionnaire or about the project as a whole, 
please contact Mindy Hadi at BRE (01923 664169, e-mail: hadim@bre.co.uk) or Martin Shouler 
at BRE (01923 664459, e-mail: shoulerm@bre.co.uk). 

Yours sincerely 

Mindy  Hadi       Martin  Shouler  
Senior consultant Principal consultant 
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ANNEX C:

QUESTIONNAIRE ANALYSIS TABLES


NB For those questions where respondents were able to select multiple choices, the 
totals will add up to more than 100% of the response  
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Q1 Work Role (collated) 
Valid 

Frequency Percent 
Valid Employers 

Designers, Installers, Manufacturers 
Suppliers 
Consultants 

648.00 
59.00 

155.00 
50.00 

68.10 
6.20 

16.30 
5.30 

Enforcement officers 22.00 2.30 
Other 17.00 1.80 
Total 951.00 100.00 

Missing System 28.00 
Total 979.00 

Q2 Type of premises managed/occupied (collated) 
Valid 

Frequency Percent 
Valid Industrial buildings 

Commercial offices 
312.00 
153.00 

52.00 
23.60 

Public sector offices 55.00 8.50 
Retail premises 
Education facilities 

22.00 
72.00 

3.40 
11.10 

Warehousing 
Leisure facilities 

81.00 
46.00 

12.50 
7.10 

Hospital facilities 
Healthcare facilities 

25.00 
56.00 

3.90 
8.60 

Multi-residential premises 
Other 

78.00 
61.00 

12.00 
9.40 

Total 961.00 

67 



Q3 Numbers employed 
Valid 

Frequency Percent 
Valid Less than 5 7.00 1.10 

5 to 9 7.00 1.10 
10 to 49 89.00 14.30 
50 to 249 204.00 32.90 
More than 250 314.00 50.60 
Total 621.00 100.00 

Missing System 27.00 
Total 648.00 

Q4 Number of sites operated 
Valid 

Frequency Percent 
Valid 1 177.00 28.90 

2 to 5 181.00 29.50 
6 to 10 39.00 6.40 
More than 10 216.00 35.20 
Total 613.00 100.00 

Missing System 35.00 
Total 648.00 
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Q5 Source of knowledge for the L8 
Work Role  

Designers, 
Total Installers, Enforcement 
respondents Employers Manufacturers Suppliers Consultants officers Other Unspecified 
Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % 

Professional body 360 36.8 233 36.0 23 39.0 70 45.2 15 30.0 8 36.4 5 29.4 6 1.7 
HSE 407 41.6 260 40.1 14 23.7 72 46.5 27 54.0 13 59.1 8 47.1 13 2.8 
Colleague 66 6.7 31 4.8 5 8.5 23 14.8 2 4.0 1 4.5 2 11.8 2 3.0 
Supplier 171 17.5 148 22.8 4 6.8 12 7.7 1 2.0 2 9.1 3 17.6 1 0.6 
The Web 63 6.4 48 7.4 0 0.0 6 3.9 5 10.0 1 4.5 2 11.8 1 1.6 
An event 51 5.2 38 5.9 2 3.4 7 4.5 2 4.0 0 0.0 2 11.8 0 0.0 
Technical press 190 19.4 127 19.6 16 27.1 33 21.3 10 20.0 1 4.5 1 5.9 2 1.1 
Unaware 80 8.2 66 10.2 6 10.2 3 1.9 1 2.0 0 0.0 2 11.8 2 2.5 
Other (intro to L8) 49 5.0 29 4.5 2 3.4 10 6.5 5 10.0 2 9.1 1 5.9 0 0.0 
Total 1437 146.8 980 151.3 72 122.1 236 152.3 68 136.0 28 127.2 26 153.1 27 13.2 

Q6 Frequency L8 is used 
Work Role 

Designers, 
Total Installers, Enforcement 
respondents Employers Manufacturers Suppliers Consultants officers Other Unspecified 
Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % 

Daily 68 7.6 11 1.9 0 0.0 44 28.9 6 12.8 6 27.3 0 0.0 1 4.5 
Once a week 129 14.5 50 8.6 15 28.8 51 33.6 6 12.8 1 4.5 3 20.0 3 13.6 
Once a month 235 26.4 161 27.7 15 28.8 32 21.1 10 21.3 3 13.6 6 40.0 8 36.4 
Less than once a month 427 47.9 331 57.0 21 40.4 24 15.8 25 53.2 12 54.5 5 33.3 9 40.9 
Never 32 3.6 28 4.8 1 1.9 1 0.7 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 6.7 1 4.5 
Total 891 100.0 581 100.0 52 100.0 152 100.0 47 100.0 22 100.0 15 100.0 22 100.0 
Missing 88 

Pearson chi-square = 252.054, df = 20, p<0.002 Overall Total 979 
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Section 2: Ability to fill in form 
Work Role 

Designers, 
Total Installers, Enforcement 
respondents Employers Manufacturers Suppliers Consultants officers Other Unspecified 
Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % 

Not able 90 9.2 71 11.0 6 10.2 5 3.2 4 8.0 0 0.0 2 11.8 2 9.1 
Able 889 90.8 577 89.0 53 89.8 150 96.8 46 92.0 22 100.0 15 88.2 26 118.2 

Total 979 100.0 648 100.0 59 100.0 155 100.0 50 100.0 22 100.0 17 100.0 28 100.0 
Missing 0 
Overall Total 979 

Q7 Easier access to information as a result of consolidation 
Work Role 

Designers, 
Total Installers, Enforcement 
respondents Employers Manufacturers Suppliers Consultants officers Other Unspecified 
Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % 

No 34 4.3 18 3.6 2 4.4 12 8.2 0 0.0 1 4.5 0 0.0 1 4.5 
Yes 633 80.6 392 78.9 36 80.0 123 83.7 39 90.7 18 81.8 9 69.2 16 72.7 
Not applicable 118 15.0 87 17.5 7 15.6 12 8.2 4 9.3 3 13.6 4 30.8 1 4.5 

Total 785 100.0 497 100.0 45 100.0 147 100.0 43 100.0 22 100.0 13 100.0 18 100.0 
Missing 104 

Pearson chi-square = 18.744, df = 10, p<0.050 Overall Total 889 

70 



Q8 Awareness of the major changes 
Work Role 

Designers, 
Total Installers, Enforcement 
respondents Employers Manufacturers Suppliers Consultants officers Other Unspecified 
Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % 

No 82 10.4 56 11.2 13 28.9 5 3.5 2 4.5 2 10.0 0 0.0 4 18.2 
Yes 705 89.6 445 88.8 32 71.1 138 96.5 42 95.5 18 90.0 14 100.0 16 72.7 

Total 787 100.0 501 100.0 45 100.0 143 100.0 44 100.0 20 100.0 14 100.0 20 100.0 
Missing 102 

Pearson chi-square = 27.898, df = 5, p<0.001 Overall Total 889 

Q9 Ease of understanding the L8 wording 
Work Role 

Designers, 
Total Installers, Enforcement 

respondents Employers Manufacturers Suppliers Consultants officers Other Unspecified 
Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % 

1 80 10.1 34 6.8 8 17.8 27 18.5 6 13.6 3 13.6 0.0 2 9.1 
2 362 45.9 239 47.9 15 33.3 65 44.5 15 34.1 11 50.0 6 42.9 11 50.0 
3 305 38.7 204 40.9 20 44.4 45 30.8 20 45.5 4 18.2 7 50.0 5 22.7 
4 38 4.8 19 3.8 2 4.4 8 5.5 3 6.8 4 18.2 1 7.1 1 4.5 
5 4 0.5 3 0.6 0 0.0 1 0.7 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 

Total 789 100.0 499 100.0 45 100.0 146 100.0 44 100.0 22 100.0 14 100.0 19 100.0 
Missing 100 

Pearson chi-square = 41.162, df = 20, p<0.010 Overall Total 889 
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Q10 Ease of following layout 
Work Role 

Designers, 
Total Installers, Enforcement 

respondents Employers Manufacturers Suppliers Consultants officers Other Unspecified 
Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % 

1 95 12.0 47 9.4 10 22.2 25 17.0 7 15.9 4 18.2 0 0.0 2 9.1 
2 401 50.6 265 52.9 16 35.6 75 51.0 16 36.4 11 50.0 8 57.1 10 45.5 
3 247 31.2 162 32.3 15 33.3 35 23.8 18 40.9 7 31.8 4 28.6 6 27.3 
4 43 5.4 25 5.0 4 8.9 9 6.1 3 6.8 0 0.0 1 7.1 1 4.5 
5 6 0.8 2 0.4 0 0.0 3 2.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 7.1 0 0.0 

Total 792 100.0 501 100.0 45 100.0 147 100.0 44 100.0 22 100.0 14 100.0 19 100.0 
Missing 97 

Pearson chi-square = 36.238, df = 20, p<0.050 Overall Total 889 

Q11 Sufficiency of detail 
Work Role 

Designers, 
Total Installers, Enforcement 

respondents Employers Manufacturers Suppliers Consultants officers Other Unspecified 
Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % 

1 46 5.9 19 3.8 4 8.9 14 9.5 1 2.3 4 18.2 4 30.8 0 0.0 
2 129 16.5 59 11.9 12 26.7 40 27.2 8 18.2 5 22.7 1 7.7 4 18.2 
3 458 58.4 318 64.4 21 46.7 61 41.5 28 63.6 11 50.0 6 46.2 13 59.1 
4 136 17.3 92 18.6 7 15.6 26 17.7 7 15.9 1 4.5 2 15.4 1 4.5 
5 15 1.9 6 1.2 1 2.2 6 4.1 0 0.0 1 4.5 0 0.0 1 4.5 

Total 784 100.0 494 100.0 45 100.0 147 100.0 44 100.0 22 100.0 13 100.0 19 100.0 
Missing 105 

Pearson chi-square = 69.640, df = 20, p<0.001 Overall Total 889 

72 



Q12 Useful additions/amendments to the L8 
Work Role  

Designers, 
Total Installers, Enforcement 

respondents Employers Manufacturers Suppliers Consultants officers Other Unspecified 
Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % 

Index 388 43.6 227 39.3 29 54.7 83 55.3 20 43.5 11 50.0 11 73.3 7 1.8 
Additional tables 99 11.1 42 7.3 7 13.2 35 23.3 6 13.0 4 18.2 4 26.7 1 1.0 
Additional flow charts 295 33.2 186 32.2 15 28.3 56 37.3 17 37.0 12 54.5 6 40.0 3 1.0 
Contact details for points of clarification 310 34.9 176 30.5 21 39.6 78 52.0 15 32.6 7 31.8 7 46.7 6 1.9 
Electronic documentation 339 38.1 210 36.4 16 30.2 66 44.0 20 43.5 12 54.5 8 53.3 7 2.1 
Cross references to other documents 252 28.3 139 24.1 16 30.2 54 36.0 17 37.0 8 36.4 8 53.3 10 4.0 
Additional defintions in the glossary 84 9.4 40 6.9 1 1.9 30 20.0 2 4.3 3 13.6 5 33.3 3 3.6 
Total 1767 198.6 1020 176.7 105 198.1 402 267.9 97 210.9 57 259.0 49 326.6 37 15.4 

Q13 Are the terms ‘duty holder’ and ‘responsible persons’ clearly defined 
Work Role 

Designers, 
Total Installers, Enforcement 

respondents Employers Manufacturers Suppliers Consultants officers Other Unspecified 
Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % 

No 136 17.5 57 11.5 7 16.3 44 30.8 13 30.2 3 14.3 9 64.3 3 13.6 
Yes 643 82.5 440 88.5 36 83.7 99 69.2 30 69.8 18 85.7 5 35.7 15 68.2 

Total 779 100.0 497 100.0 43 100.0 143 100.0 43 100.0 21 100.0 14 100.0 18 100.0 
Missing 110 

Pearson chi-square = 56.268, df = 5, p<0.001 Overall Total 889 
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Q14 Is it clear when access to competent help should be sought? 
Work Role 

Designers, 
Total Installers, Enforcement 

respondents Employers Manufacturers Suppliers Consultants officers Other Unspecified 
Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % 

No 126 16.7 63 13 6 14.3 33 23.9 10 23.3 4 25 8 57.1 2 9.1 
Yes 630 83.3 422 87 36 85.7 105 76.1 33 76.7 12 75 6 42.9 16 72.7 

Total 756 100.0 485 100.0 42 100.0 138 100.0 43 100.0 16 100.0 14 100.0 18 100.0 
Missing 133 

Pearson chi-square = 28.573, df = 5, p<0.001 Overall Total 889 

Q15 Further guidance on competence 
Work Role 

Designers, 
Total Installers, Enforcement 

respondents Employers Manufacturers Suppliers Consultants officers Other Unspecified 
Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % 

No 277 35.7 195 39.5 12 27.3 41 28.9 16 36.4 5 25 2 14.3 6 27.3 
Yes 427 55.0 242 49 25 56.8 97 68.3 27 61.4 13 65 12 85.7 11 50.0 
Don't know 72 9.3 57 11.5 7 15.9 4 2.8 1 2.3 2 10 0 0 1 4.5 

Total 776 100.0 494 100 44 100 142 100 44 100 20 100 14 100 18 100.0 
Missing 113 

Pearson chi-square = 32.777, df = 10, p<0.001 Overall Total 889 
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Q15 (b) Further guidance on competence required 
Work Role  

Designers, 
Installers, Enforcement 

Total respondents Employers Manufacturers Suppliers Consultants officers Other Unspecified 
Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % 

Recognised training courses 355 83.1 212 87.6 20 80.0 71 73.2 22 81.5 10 76.9 11 91.7 9 2.5 
Certification of service/equipment 174 40.7 107 44.2 10 40.0 38 39.2 7 25.9 6 46.2 3 25.0 3 1.7 
Adherence to voluntary codes of 
practice 181 42.4 75 31.0 11 44.0 62 63.9 12 44.4 7 53.8 8 66.7 6 3.3 
Other (additional guidance) 42 9.8 20 8.3 3 12.0 10 10.3 3 11.1 4 30.8 2 16.7 0 0.0 
Total 752 176.0 414 171.1 44 176.0 181 186.6 44 162.9 27 207.7 24 200.1 18 7.6 

Q16 Awareness of removal of 300L water volume limit 
Work Role 

Designers, 
Total Installers, Enforcement 

respondents Employers Manufacturers Suppliers Consultants officers Other Unspecified 
Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % 

No 205 26.0 141 28 19 42.2 25 17.6 5 11.4 6 27.3 6 42.9 3 13.6 
Yes 584 74.0 362 72 26 57.8 117 82.4 39 88.6 16 72.7 8 57.1 16 72.7 

Total 789 100.0 503 100 45 100 142 100 44 100 22 100 14 100 19 100.0 
Missing 100 

Pearson chi-square = 32.777, df = 10, p<0.001 Overall Total 889 
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Q17 Repercussions of limit removal - Implication to organisation 
Work Role 

Designers, 
Total Installers, Enforcement 

respondents Employers Manufacturers Suppliers Consultants officers Other Unspecified 
Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % 

No Change 393 51.1 269 54.5 27 61.4 47 33.1 26 61.9 7 38.9 5 41.7 381 50.7 
Additional work 150 19.5 49 9.9 5 11.4 80 56.3 6 14.3 7 38.9 1 8.3 148 19.7 
Additional cost 26 3.4 19 3.8 3 6.8 2 1.4 1 2.4 1 5.6 0 0.0 26 3.5 
Other impact 23 3.0 10 2.0 2 4.5 2 1.4 4 9.5 1 5.6 3 25.0 22 2.9 
Additional cost  
& work 170 22.1 142 28.7 7 15.9 10 7.0 5 11.9 1 5.6 3 25.0 168 22.3 
Additional work  
& other impact 4 0.5 2 0.4 0 0.0 1 0.7 0 0.0 1 5.6 0 0.0 4 0.5 
Additional cost, work  
and other impact 3 0.4 3 0.6 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 3 0.4 

Total 769 100.0 494 100.0 44 100.0 142 100.0 42 100.0 18 100.0 12 100.0 17 100.0 
Missing 120 

Pearson chi-square = 213.656, df = 30, p<0.001 Overall Total 889 

A.1 Business burden from new record keeping requirement 

Valid 
Frequency Percent 

Valid No 306.00 66.10 
Yes 140.00 30.20 
Don't know 17.00 3.70 
Total 463.00 100.00 

Missing System 114.00 
Total 577.00 
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A.2 Record retrieval time 
Valid 

Frequency Percent 
Valid Less than 1 day 

More than 3 days 
1 to 3 days 
Total 

354.00 
91.00 
20.00 

465.00 

76.10 
19.60 

4.30 
100.00 

Missing System 112.00 
Total 577.00 

A3 Confidence that suppliers would provide information about 
limitations in their services  

Valid 
Frequency Percent 

Valid No 62.00 13.30 
Yes 344.00 73.80 
Don't know 60.00 12.90 
Total 466.00 100.00 

Missing System 111.00 
Total 577.00 
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A.4 Confidence that supplier would provide information about 
deficiencies in the Employer’s system   

Valid 
Frequency Percent 

Valid No 21.00 4.50 
Yes 412.00 88.40 
Don't know 33.00 7.10 
Total 466.00 100.00 

Missing System 111.00 
Total 577.00 

B.1 Adequacy of information on the requirement  on supplier to 
provide information about  to ‘duty holder’ about limitations in  
the suppliers services 

Valid 
Frequency Percent 

Valid No 30.00 12.30 
Yes 170.00 70.00 
Don't know 28.00 11.50 
Not applicable 
Total 

15.00 
243.00 

6.20 
100.00 

Missing System 43.00 
Total 286.00 
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B.2 Adequacy of information about the requirement to provide 
information to ‘duty holder’ on deficiencies in ‘duty holder’s’ 
system  

Valid 
Frequency Percent 

Valid No 25.00 10.30 
Yes 182.00 74.90 
Don't know 25.00 10.30 
Not applicable 
Total 

11.00 
243.00 

4.50 
100.00 

Missing System 43.00 
Total 286.00 

B.3 How would supplier inform ‘duty holder’ of 
limitations/deficiencies?  

Valid 
Frequency Percent 

Valid Verbally 
In writing 
Other way 
N/A 
Verbally & in writing 
Verbally, in writing & other way 
Total 

6.00 
102.00 

1.00 
15.00 

103.00 
13.00 

240.00 

2.50 
42.50 

0.40 
6.30 

42.90 
5.40 

100.00 
Missing System 46.00 
Total 286.00 
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Q18 Should there be changes to the guidance on cooling tower commissioning? 
Work Role 

Designers, 
Total Installers, Enforcement 

respondents Employers Manufacturers Suppliers Consultants officers Other Unspecified 
Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % 

No 401 88.1 272 93.5 16 76.2 70 73.7 15 83.3 12 92.3 7 100.0 9 40.9 
Yes 54 11.9 19 6.5 5 23.8 25 26.3 3 16.7 1 7.7 0 0.0 1 4.5 

Total 455 100.0 291 100.0 21 100.0 95 100.0 18 100.0 13 100.0 7 100.0 10 100.0 
Missing 434 

Pearson chi-square = 31.211, df = 5, p<0.001 Overall Total 889 

Q20 Should there be changes to the guidance on cooling tower monitoring? 
Work Role 

Designers, 
Total Installers, Enforcement 

respondents Employers Manufacturers Suppliers Consultants officers Other Unspecified 
Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % 

No 371 85.3 260 93.5 14 70.0 63 68.5 15 78.9 10 83.3 3 60.0 6 27.3 
Yes 64 14.7 18 6.5 6 30.0 29 31.5 4 21.1 2 16.7 2 40.0 3 13.6 

Total 435 100.0 278 100.0 20 100.0 92 100.0 19 100.0 12 100.0 5 100.0 9 100.0 
Missing 454 

Pearson chi-square = 43.586, df = 5, p<0.001 Overall Total 889 
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Q21 Have cooling tower monitoring processes changed to comply with L8? 
Work Role 

Designers, 
Total Installers, Enforcement 

respondents Employers Manufacturers Suppliers Consultants officers Other Unspecified 
Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % 

No 163 37.6 119 42.2 4 23.5 27 29.7 7 36.8 4 33.3 0 0.0 2 9.1 
Yes 207 47.7 140 49.6 4 23.5 48 52.7 7 36.8 3 25.0 3 50.0 2 9.1 
Not applicable 64 14.7 23 8.2 9 52.9 16 17.6 5 26.3 5 41.7 3 50.0 3 13.6 

Total 434 100.0 282 100.0 17 100.0 91 100.0 19 100.0 12 100.0 6 100.0 7 100.0 
Missing 455 

Pearson chi-square = 50.298, df = 10, p<0.001 Overall Total 889 

Q22 Clarity of guidance on wooden slats in drift eliminators 
Work Role 

Designers, 
Total Installers, Enforcement 

respondents Employers Manufacturers Suppliers Consultants officers Other Unspecified 
Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % 

No 51 11.9 27  9.9  2  12.5  18  19.1  1  5.6  0  0  1  16.7  2 9.1 
Yes 377 88.1 246 90.1 14 87.5 76 80.9 17 94.4 12 100 5 83.3 7 31.8 

Total 428 100.0 273 100 16 100 94 100 18 100 12 100 6 100 9 100.0 
Missing 461 

Pearson chi-square = 8.319, df = 5, p=0.140 Overall Total 889 
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Q23 Have you replaced wooden slats in drift eliminators? 
Work Role 

Designers, 
Total Installers, Enforcement 

respondents Employers Manufacturers Suppliers Consultants officers Other Unspecified 
Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % 

No 83 19.0 56 19.9 5 29.4 14 15.2 4 21.1 3 25.0 1 16.7 0 0.0 
Yes 70 16.1 43 15.3 2 11.8 23 25.0 1 5.3 0 0.0 1 16.7 0 0.0 
Not applicable 283 64.9 182 64.8 10 58.8 55 59.8 14 73.7 9 75.0 4 66.7 9 40.9 

Total 436 100.0 281 100.0 17 100.0 92 100.0 19 100.0 12 100.0 6 100.0 9 100.0 
Missing 453 

Pearson chi-square = 10.835, df = 10, p=0.371 Overall Total 889 

Q23(b) Evidence of replaced slats 
Work Role  

Designers, 
Installers, Enforcement 

Total respondents Employers Manufacturers Suppliers Consultants officers Other Unspecified 
Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % 

Records kept by managers 45 64.3 30 69.8 0 0.0 13 56.5 1 100.0 0 0.0 1 100.0 0 0.0 
Records kept by suppliers 13 18.6 9 20.9 0 0.0 4 17.4 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Contractor records 31 44.3 17 39.5 0 0.0 14 60.9 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Other (evidence of replaced slats) 5 7.1 3 7.0 1 50.0 1 4.3 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
None (evidence of replaced slats) 3 4.3 2 4.7 0 0.0 1 4.3 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Total 97 138.6 61 141.9 1 50.0 33 143.4 1 100.0 0 0.0 1 100.0 0 0.0 
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Q24 Adequacy of description of legionella control in hot and coldwater systems 
Work Role 

Designers, 
Total Installers, Enforcement 

respondents Employers Manufacturers Suppliers Consultants officers Other Unspecified 
Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % 

No 67 8.5 17 3.4 8 18.2 25 17.6 8 18.2 4 18.2 2 15.4 3 13.6 
Yes 694 88.5 466 93.4 35 79.5 117 82.4 34 77.3 16 72.7 10 76.9 16 72.7 
Don't know 23 2.9 16 3.2 1 2.3 0 0.0 2 4.5 2 9.1 1 7.7 1 4.5 

Total 784 100.0 499 100.0 44 100.0 142 100.0 44 100.0 22 100.0 13 100.0 20 100.0 
Missing 105 

Pearson chi-square = 55.055, df = 10, p<0.001 Overall Total 889 

Q25 Does the information on control in water systems represent best practice? 
Work Role 

Designers, 
Total Installers, Enforcement 

respondents Employers Manufacturers Suppliers Consultants officers Other Unspecified 
Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % 

No 58 7.5 12 2.4 9 20.5 28 20.3 4 9.1 4 18.2 0 0.0 1 4.5 
Yes 561 72.7 372 75.3 29 65.9 100 72.5 28 63.6 13 59.1 8 66.7 11 50.0 
Don't know 153 19.8 110 22.3 6 13.6 10 7.2 12 27.3 5 22.7 4 33.3 6 27.3 

Total 772 100.0 494 100.0 44 100.0 138 100.0 44 100.0 22 100.0 12 100.0 18 100.0 
Missing 117 

Pearson chi-square = 78.639, df = 10, p<0.001 Overall Total 889 

83 



Q26 Methods of control in water systems used 
Work Role  

Designers, 
Total Installers, Enforcement 

respondents Employers Manufacturers Suppliers Consultants officers Other Unspecified 
Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % 

Thermal 525 59.1 349 60.5 30 56.6 100 66.7 23 50.0 8 36.4 5 33.3 10 1.9 
Biocide 399 44.9 255 44.2 14 26.4 95 63.3 16 34.8 8 36.4 5 33.3 6 1.5 
UV 77 8.7 31 5.4 9 17.0 29 19.3 3 6.5 1 4.5 1 6.7 3 3.9 
Ionisation 47 5.3 19 3.3 9 17.0 11 7.3 3 6.5 1 4.5 1 6.7 3 6.4 
Other (method of control in water system) 27 3.0 11 1.9 4 7.5 8 5.3 2 4.3 1 4.5 0 0.0 1 3.7 
Ozone 71 8.0 34 5.9 6 11.3 18 12.0 9 19.6 2 9.1 1 6.7 1 1.4 
Total 1146 129.0 699 121.2 72 135.8 261 173.9 56 121.7 21 95.4 13 86.7 24 18.8 

Q27 Should any method of control be given more prominence in L8 
Work Role 

Designers, 
Total Installers, Enforcement 

respondents Employers Manufacturers Suppliers Consultants officers Other Unspecified 
Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % 

No 351 46.6 235 47.9 11 25.0 65 48.9 18 45.0 6 37.5 5 38.5 11 50.0 
Yes 113 15.0 33 6.7 12 27.3 46 34.6 6 15.0 6 37.5 8 61.5 2 9.1 
Don't know 289 38.4 223 45.4 21 47.7 22 16.5 16 40.0 4 25.0 0 0.0 3 13.6 

Total 753 100.0 491 100.0 44 100.0 133 100.0 40 100.0 16 100.0 13 100.0 16 100.0 
Missing 136 

Pearson chi-square = 119.191, df = 10, p<0.001 Overall Total 889 
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Q28 Should there be changes to guidance on commissioning/recommissioning of hot/cold water systems? 
Work Role 

Designers, 
Total Installers, Enforcement 

respondents Employers Manufacturers Suppliers Consultants officers Other Unspecified 
Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % 

No 432 57.4 277 56.3 16 39.0 87 65.9 24 60.0 11 64.7 6 46.2 11 50.0 
Yes 64 8.5 26 5.3 7 17.1 19 14.4 7 17.5 1 5.9 4 30.8 0 0.0 
Don't know 256 34.0 189 38.4 18 43.9 26 19.7 9 22.5 5 29.4 3 23.1 6 27.3 

Total 752 100.0 492 100.0 41 100.0 132 100.0 40 100.0 17 100.0 13 100.0 17 100.0 
Missing 137 

Pearson chi-square = 44.528, df = 10, p<0.001 Overall Total 889 

Q29 Is the recommendation on little used outlets clear? 
Work Role 

Designers, 
Total Installers, Enforcement 

respondents Employers Manufacturers Suppliers Consultants officers Other Unspecified 
Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % 

No 68 9.0 32 6.5 2 4.7 21 15.4 7 17.1 2 11.1 2 15.4 2 9.1 
Yes 633 83.4 416 84.9 39 90.7 112 82.4 29 70.7 15 83.3 8 61.5 14 63.6 
Don't know 58 7.6 42 8.6 2 4.7 3 2.2 5 12.2 1 5.6 3 23.1 2 9.1 

Total 759 100.0 490 100.0 43 100.0 136 100.0 41 100.0 18 100.0 13 100.0 18 100.0 
Missing 130 

Pearson chi-square = 27.941, df = 10, p<0.010 Overall Total 889 

85 



Q30 Management of little used outlets 
Work Role  

Designers, 
Total Installers, Enforcement 

respondents Employers Manufacturers Suppliers Consultants officers Other Unspecified 
Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % 

Regular flushing 519 58.4 333 57.7 22 41.5 118 78.7 23 50.0 7 31.8 7 46.7 9 1.7 
Use of automatic purging devices 46 5.2 21 3.6 5 9.4 13 8.7 3 6.5 2 9.1 0 0.0 2 4.3 
Other (little used outlet management) 122 13.7 73 12.7 5 9.4 30 20.0 8 17.4 5 22.7 0 0.0 1 0.8 
Don't do anything 97 10.9 75 13.0 7 13.2 6 4.0 2 4.3 2 9.1 2 13.3 3 3.1 
Total 784 88.2 502 87.0 39 73.5 167 111.4 36 78.2 16 72.7 9 60.0 15 10.0 

Q31 Is the guidance on carrying out routine checks of hot/cold water systems clear? 
Work Role 

Designers, 
Total Installers, Enforcement 

respondents Employers Manufacturers Suppliers Consultants officers Other Unspecified 
Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % 

No 48 6.2 22 4.4 3 6.8 15 10.9 2 4.8 2 10.5 3 23.1 1 4.5 
Yes 701 90.8 460 92.2 41 93.2 120 87.6 39 92.9 16 84.2 9 69.2 16 72.7 
Don't know 23 3.0 17 3.4 0 0.0 2 1.5 1 2.4 1 5.3 1 7.7 1 4.5 

Total 772 100.0 499 100.0 44 100.0 137 100.0 42 100.0 19 100.0 13 100.0 18 100.0 
Missing 117 

Pearson chi-square = 19.371, df = 10, p<0.050 Overall Total 889 
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Q32 Clarity of requirement for monitoring in particular circumstances 
Work Role 

Designers, 
Total Installers, Enforcement 

respondents Employers Manufacturers Suppliers Consultants officers Other Unspecified 
Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % 

No 87 11.3 39 7.8 8 18.2 25 18.1 7 17.9 4 21.1 1 8.3 84 11.2 
Yes 632 82.3 417 83.7 35 79.5 112 81.2 30 76.9 15 78.9 9 75.0 618 82.4 
Don't know 49 6.4 42 8.4 1 2.3 1 0.7 2 5.1 0 0.0 2 16.7 48 6.4 

Total 768 100.0 498 100.0 44 100.0 138 100.0 39 100.0 19 100.0 12 100.0 750 100.0 
Missing 121 

Pearson chi-square = 31.227, df = 10, p<0.010 Overall Total 889 

Q33 Should there be changes to guidance on routine checks/monitoring of hot/cold water systems? 
Work Role 

Designers, 
Total Installers, Enforcement 

respondents Employers Manufacturers Suppliers Consultants officers Other Unspecified 
Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % 

No 625 85.3 428 90.1 36 87.8 101 74.8 29 82.9 9 47.4 9 69.2 13 59.1 
Yes 108 14.7 47 9.9 5 12.2 34 25.2 6 17.1 10 52.6 4 30.8 2 9.1 

Total 733 100.0 475 100.0 41 100.0 135 100.0 35 100.0 19 100.0 13 100.0 15 100.0 
Missing 156 

Pearson chi-square = 45.271, df = 5, p<0.001 Overall Total 889 
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Q34(a) Changes to guidance on spa & whirlpool baths 
Work Role 

Designers, 
Total Installers, Enforcement 

respondents Employers Manufacturers Suppliers Consultants officers Other Unspecified 
Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % 

No 516 85.1 343 93.7 31 81.6 85 71.4 31 81.6 7 38.9 8 66.7 11 50.0 
Yes 90 14.9 23 6.3 7 18.4 34 28.6 7 18.4 11 61.1 4 33.3 4 18.2 

Total 606 100.0 366 100.0 38 100.0 119 100.0 38 100.0 18 100.0 12 100.0 15 100.0 
Missing 283 

Pearson chi-square = 74.631, df = 5, p<0.001 Overall Total 889 

Q34(b) Changes to guidance on humidifiers & air washers 
Work Role 

Designers, 
Total Installers, Enforcement 

respondents Employers Manufacturers Suppliers Consultants officers Other Unspecified 
Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % 

No 519 84.9 343 91.2 30 78.9 87 73.1 32 88.9 9 60.0 8 66.7 10 45.5 
Yes 92 15.1 33 8.8 8 21.1 32 26.9 4 11.1 6 40.0 4 33.3 5 22.7 

Total 611 100.0 376 100.0 38 100.0 119 100.0 36 100.0 15 100.0 12 100.0 15 100.0 
Missing 278 

Pearson chi-square = 33.616, df = 5, p<0.001 Overall Total 889 
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Q34(c) Changes to guidance on "additional other risk systems" in L8 
Work Role 

Designers, 
Total Installers, Enforcement 

respondents Employers Manufacturers Suppliers Consultants officers Other Unspecified 
Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % 

No 508 84.0 340 91.9 29 78.4 80 67.2 31 83.8 10 66.7 8 66.7 10 45.5 
Yes 97 16.0 30 8.1 8 21.6 39 32.8 6 16.2 5 33.3 4 33.3 5 22.7 

Total 605 100.0 370 100.0 37 100.0 119 100.0 37 100.0 15 100.0 12 100..0 15 100.0 
Missing 284 

Pearson chi-square = 46.186, df = 5, p<0.001 Overall Total 889 

Q35 Need for additional monitoring requirements for water systems 
Work Role 

Designers, 
Total Installers, Enforcement 

respondents Employers Manufacturers Suppliers Consultants officers Other Unspecified 
Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % 

No 649 89.4 448 95.7 36 90.0 95 73.1 35 87.5 13 68.4 11 84.6 11 50.0 
Yes 77 10.6 20 4.3 4 10.0 35 26.9 5 12.5 6 31.6 2 15.4 5 22.7 

Total 726 100.0 468 100.0 40 100.0 130 100.0 40 100.0 19 100.0 13 100.0 16 100.0 
Missing 163 

Pearson chi-square = 68.080, df = 5, p<0.001 Overall Total 889 
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Q36 Impact of introduction of extra monitoring requirements (ungrouped data) 
Work Role  

Designers, 
Total Installers, Enforcement 

respondents Employers Manufacturers Suppliers Consultants officers Other Unspecified 
Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % 

No change (impact of extra monitoring) 86 9.7 34 5.9 13 24.5 18 12.0 10 21.7 5 22.7 2 13.3 4 4.7 
Additional work 545 61.3 369 64.0 20 37.7 111 74.0 19 41.3 8 36.4 9 60.0 9 1.7 
Additional cost 456 51.3 365 63.3 21 39.6 41 27.3 16 34.8 2 9.1 5 33.3 6 1.3 
Other (impact of extra monitoring) 20 2.2 8 1.4 1 1.9 2 1.3 2 4.3 3 13.6 1 6.7 3 15.0 
Don't know (impact of extra monitoring) 59 6.6 38 6.6 4 7.5 5 3.3 8 17.4 2 9.1 0 0.0 2 3.4 
Total 1166 131.1 814 141.2 59 111.2 177 117.9 55 119.5 20 90.9 17 113.3 24 26.0 

Q37 Does L8 represent best practice overall? 
Work Role 

Designers, 
Total Installers, Enforcement 

respondents Employers Manufacturers Suppliers Consultants officers Other Unspecified 
Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % 

No 42 5.4 8 1.6 7 15.9 19 13.4 3 6.7 3 13.6 2 15.4 0 0.0 
Yes 631 80.6 415 83.0 31 70.5 115 81.0 35 77.8 15 68.2 8 61.5 12 54.5 
Don't know 110 14.0 77 15.4 6 13.6 8 5.6 7 15.6 4 18.2 3 23.1 5 22.7 

Total 783 100.0 500 100.0 44 100.0 142 100.0 45 100.0 22 100.0 13 100.0 17 100.0 
Missing 106 

Pearson chi-square = 54.759, df = 10, p<0.001 Overall Total 889 
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ANNEX D:

FOCUS GROUP RESULTS 
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EVALUATION OF HSE L8 

Notes from focus group meetings 

INTRODUCTION 

In January 2001, the Health and Safety Commission's Code of Practice entitled Legionnaires' disease - The control of legionella bacteria 
in water systems (L8) replaced two separate documents; namely the 1995 Approved Code of Practice and the technical guidance, HSG 
70. The aim was to make it easier to read and understanding duties under the law. In addition, the new document L8 has been 
technically updated. 

HSE commissioned BRE to undertake a review of L8 in which the views of industry on the ease of comprehension and the level of 
guidance would be solicited.  The first part of this review was the use of two focus groups to direct BRE in the development of a 
questionnaire on L8 which will be circulated widely.   

Two focus groups were held at BRE on the 17 July 2002.  The morning focus group session was made up of employers and facility 
managers whilst the afternoon session was made up of manufacturers, suppliers, consultants and water treatment specialists. 

1. EASE OF UNDERSTANDING 

Morning group – occupiers and facilities Afternoon group – technical consultants, BRE Interpretation 
managers suppliers 

Definitions · There is confusion between the definition of, · There is confusion between the term ‘duty · More detailed definitions are 
and the roles and responsibilities of the holder’ and ’responsible person’. required of the roles of duty 
‘duty holder’ and the ‘responsible person’. 
Greater clarity is needed. 

· Not all responsible persons may be aware of 
their statutory duties under health and safety 

holders and responsible 
persons.  

· Are all duty holders and responsible persons legislation, ie their personal responsibilities. · Individual responsibilities need 
aware of the L8’s existence? Many duty L8 is written to cover the responsibilities of to be clarified.    
holders may not be aware that they have this 
role. 

all personnel and companies.  
· There is a lack of definitions. 

· More key term definitions are 
required.  
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Structural 
issues 1 

· The document is too long for easy access. It 
could be split into two sections: one forming 

· It should not be an ‘idiot’s guide’, but 
should raise awareness of lack of 

· Greater use of flow charts etc 
for ease of interpretation and 

a summary, eg simple checklist with flow competency, eg via a flow chart. the provision of definitive 
charts, and key tables; the other more 
technical document giving underlying 
reasons for the guidance. Most users do not 
need all the background information; they 
just want to know what they should be 
doing. 

· There should be a greater emphasis on 
competent Risk Assessment (RA) – as RA 
should be the whole foundation of good 
practice. The use of tables, etc presents an 
easy option, not necessarily the best. (WMS 
has a risk assessment flow chart). 

· 

guidance was requested by 
occupiers and facilities 
managers.  
Whereas, technical consultants 
and suppliers favoured a risk 
assessment approach.  

· The Risk Assessment process should be · How can the two approaches be 
illustrated within the document to raise reconciled within the single 
awareness of the approach. HSE Inspectors document?   
emphasise Risk Assessment. 

Structural 
issues 2 

· The consolidation of two documents into 
one is better. However the document still 

· It is better to have one document rather than 
the previous collection.  

· The production of one 
document has been beneficial. 

continues to be used mostly for reference, ie 
if a specific detail is required.  

· The document is clearly laid out, eg the use 
of shaded boxes. 

· Checklists of requirements for 
specific document users would 

· It may be useful to have a process checklist be helpful. 
approach within the document, eg if you are · Use of shaded boxes aids 
a facilities manager here are all your 
responsibilities that relate to cooling 

comprehension. 

towers....  
Structure 3 · 

· 

There is no index. 
A glossary / explanation of terms would be 
very helpful. 

· 

· 

· 

An index is needed. 
Definitions of terms are required. 
A glossary would be helpful.  

· An index, glossary and 
definitions of terms are 
required.  

Structure 4 · A CD Rom version would be useful as it · It would be easier to navigate the document · The provision of an index will 
would allow easier searching. if it followed a more natural progression of assist in document navigation.  

concerns, rather than jumping straight in 
with cooling systems and cooling towers to 

· Also a restructuring could be 
considered.  

match the HSE’s emphasis. · A searchable electric version 
would be well received. 
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Language · The language used is not accessible to those · The document should be accessible to both · The document is required to be 
with limited technical knowledge. technical and non-technical people, which is understood by readers with a 

quite hard to judge correctly. range of technical experience. 
Scope · The document covers a broad spectrum of · Portfolio managers need to 

buildings and organisations. In large 
organisations it is possible for some local 

ensure that all individual 
building managers are aware of 

building managers to be unaware of the 
document, even though central management 
might be.  

· 

the document existence. 
Does the HSE need to consider 
further publicity activity? 

Scope 2 · It is not clear which types of buildings come · With the removal of the 300 
under the remit of L8 and which do not, eg litre limit for the inclusion of 
are residential care homes, hotels, halls of 
residence, and pubs affected? Would they 

water systems within the scope 
of L8, many small businesses 

know if they were included?  are now covered. There may be 
a lack of awareness. 

2. CHANGES TO L8 

Morning group – occupiers and facilities Afternoon group – technical consultants, BRE Interpretation 
managers suppliers 

Competence · There should be more information about · Definition of competence is difficult. It is · An overseeing body for 
training and the levels of competence supported elsewhere, eg UKAS, the WMS training in required 
required, eg by the facilities manager or the 
office manager.  

Code of Conduct (defines competence and 
duties of service providers and clients) 

competences would be useful 
(HSE or otherwise).  

· There are two types of competence · It might be helpful if the HSE could assess · Competency assessment needs 
– your own, where it is important to training courses and accredit them for the to be ongoing. 

know your own limitations and 
when to bring in others 

– the competence of those you bring 
in. 

· It may be useful to use the analogy of the 
gas /electricity industries, where different 

purpose of implementing the guidance. 
However the courses would need to 
accommodate very diverse skill sets.   

· Competence needs to be assessed on an 
ongoing basis. Undertaking training does not 
mean that the skills will be carried through 

· The use of authorised persons 
would bring L8 into line with 
the gas and electricity 
industries.  

levels of competence are needed depending on to the job. 
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on the type of activity carried out, eg an 
authorised person can authorise the carrying 
out of any required work. 

· There is also an issue of knowing when to 
access competent help. 

· Certification of competence is required.  
· The Water Management Society has 

produced a Voluntary Code of Conduct.  

Statement of 
limitations for 
services and 
equipment 

· Although Contractors are normally clear in 
the limitations of the service that they are 
competent to provide, they rarely comment 
on the adequacy of the technical 
specification of the installation.  

· The only feedback normally given relates to 
ease of access to the equipment and 
availability/ accuracy of drawings. 

· According to the Code of Conduct 
Association (of which BACS and WMS are 
members) it is part of the contract to state 
what services are being provided and where 
the gaps are. Any omissions should be noted 
and checks made that these service are being 
provided elsewhere. 

· More explanation of limitations is needed. 

· There needs to be more 
explanation of the limitations, 
both for service and for 
technical specification. 

Comment made: the HSE estimates that in 1/3rd 

of cases there is no contract on the cooling 
Possible evidence: a contract, or that the supplier 
is signed up to the Code of Conduct 

towers.  
The 300 litre 
water volume 
limit 

· This can have profound implications and do 
people know about the change, particularly 
if they are small businesses. 

· This should be clarified at the start of the 
document as it is a major change, there are 
misconceptions about it. 

· The removal of the 300 litre 
water volume limit is not well 
known. 

· The implications for small businesses are · Any exclusions need clarification – eg care 
not clear in the document.  homes, housing, hospitals. 

· Such an important change as this should be · If the document was structured more 
noted at the front of the document. logically, issues of system size would be 

mentioned early on.  
· Although beyond the remit of L8, some 

people believe that homes should not be 
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excluded, but should have their own simple 
guidelines. 

Comment made: Should there be any mention of 
volume at all? 

Monitoring 
record 
keeping – 5 
year limit 

· Why has 5 years been selected as a limit? In 
some cases (eg safety issues), paperwork 
may be required later than this.  

· The amount of paperwork can be a burden. 
· Do paper based records have to be kept so 

that they are always available for inspection, 
eg if the network is down? 

· Why do records need to be kept so long 
when the incubation period for legionella is 
so short? 

· This level of record keeping is a burden. 
· Does there need to be a record of previous 

work to give an indication that best practice 
has been followed consistently? 

· 

· 

5 years seems to be an arbitrary 
time period. 
There is confusion over how 
accessible records need to be, ie 
is electronic record keeping 
sufficient for an inspection? 

· Does a paper trail have to be in evidence?  
· Do people always know where records are  

kept and can put their hands on them, eg on 
the site, or in the office?  

· Are any files easily retrievable, eg tidily 
filed or just dumped in boxes?   

Possible evidence: a water treatment log 
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3. CHANGES TO THE GUIDANCE 

Morning group – occupiers and facilities 
managers 

Afternoon group – technical consultants, 
suppliers 

BRE Interpretation 

Design and 
construction of 
cooling systems 

· There is confusion over wooden slats in drift 
eliminators, 81a says they should be 
replaced, where as 81e says wood is 
allowed.  

· There is a lack of clarity, is this a British 
Standards definition - should, must, shall? A 

· There is a lack of information on piping. 
This is a very difficult subject. 

· There is confusion about drift eliminators. 

Possible evidence: employers’ and suppliers’ 
records, manufacturers’ information 

· Further explanation is required 
of the design of drift 
eliminators and piping. 

· The weight of any guidance 
given needs clarification.  

glossary at the beginning of L8 should 
explain all these terms. 

Possible evidence: Documentation from 
occupiers and suppliers, record books.  

Management of 
cooling towers 

· The term ‘cooling towers’ is confusing – 
should this read ‘evaporative cooling 

· Some locations, eg EHOs in London, require 
higher standards than those to be found in 

· Terminology needs to be 
clarified. 

towers’? This could be dealt with in the 
definitions. 

L8. It is important to update the L8 to match 
best practice 

· L8 needs to be updated to 
match best practice. 

· There is not enough appreciation of more 
automated systems. 

· Automated systems and 
equipment calibration need to 

· Calibration of equipment is not mentioned, be covered appropriately. 
although as the system should be maintained 
by competent support this is catered for 
although not defined. 
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Monitoring of 
cooling towers 

Possible evidence: auditing by independent 
parties. 

· L8 does not specify at what point after 
disinfection, monitoring should take place. 

· In an evaporative cooling tower, in addition 
to weekly testing, a daily walk past to make 
checks is useful. A written scheme should 
include this. 

· L8 needs to be tightened up to 
specify at what point after 
disinfection monitoring should 
take place, and to include the 
need for a daily walk past. 

Possible evidence: frequency of cleaning out and 
inspection of cooling towers 

4. MANAGEMENT OF HOT AND COLD WATER SYSTEMS

Morning group – occupiers and facilities Afternoon group – technical consultants, BRE Interpretation 
managers suppliers 

Methods of 
control 

· There are 3 methods of control now. 
· There is concern over ionisation of potable 

water on the part of the Drinking Water 
Inspectorate. 

· There are actually 4 methods of control. 
· Should one be given more prominence than 

the others, eg temperature should be 
highlighted as it is the easiest, with the 
others as backup. 

· Should L8 discuss the 
suitability of the various 
control methods?  Thermal 
methods of control were seen 
as the most appropriate. 
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Unoccupied 
buildings, 
little used 
outlets 

· Advice needs to be given on requirements 
for unoccupied buildings, eg schools in 
holidays. 

· A definition needs to be given of a ‘little 
used outlet’, only the user knows what is 
little used.   

· L8 needs to provide greater 
clarity on unoccupied 
properties, little used outlets, 
and long dead legs. 

· The outlets need to be found first. This is not 
always easy in an old building. What was 
intended (and shown on drawings) is not 
always the reality.  

· Audits are needed to identify little used 
outlets. The audit may be the only time the 
outlet is used, hence their timing is 
important.  

· There is confusion over long dead legs 
(length and frequency of use). 

Possible evidence: records 
Scalding · The need for scalding notices on taps, eg at 

the hairdressers, should be mentioned.  
· L8 needs to refer to scalding 

notices. 

Commiss
ioning 

· 

· 

What is the definition of commissioning? 
The building should be occupied.  
Who has responsibility for commissioning – 
the designer, occupier, or owner? 

· More information needs to be 
given on commissioning – 
when it should be carried out 
and by whom. 
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5. MONITORING OF HOT AND COLD WATER SYSTEMS 

Morning group – occupiers and facilities Afternoon group – technical consultants, BRE Interpretation 
managers suppliers 
· The table provides a useful checklist – its 

layout is very clear.  
· Again, only the user knows which are the 

little used outlets, not the contractor.  
· More guidance is required on the use of 

sentinel taps. 

· Employers are confused about little used 
outlets, confusing them with deadlegs. 
These should be monitored weekly anyway 

· The old document stated that all taps should 
be checked once a year. This could be 
clearer as many engineers like to be told 
what to do. 

· Greater clarity is required on 
little used outlets and deadlegs. 

· More guidance is required on 
the use of sentinel taps. 

Possible evidence: signed records, ask about 
frequency of cleaning out and inspection of cold 
water storage (only inspection is needed) 

6. OTHER RISK SYSTEMS 
Morning group – occupiers and facilities Afternoon group – technical consultants, BRE Interpretation 
managers suppliers 

· Indoor fountains are covered, but is there · This should be the biggest section. · More detail is required on other 
any need to cover outdoor fountains?  

· Should household systems be covered? 
· Do sprinkler systems/hose reels etc need to 

be checked? Not if not used for anything 
else? 

· The guidance on humidifiers is confusing as 
two different pieces of guidance are given. 
There is such a variety of systems that 
generic guidance is needed. HSG70 gives 
good guidance.  

risks systems. Consider 
providing coverage of outdoor 
fountains, household systems, 
sprinkler systems, and 
hosereels. 

· Fire systems also need generic guidance · Look to HSG70 for additional 
Possible evidence: Maintenance schedules guidance on humidifiers. 
PPM systems. 
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7. FURTHER MONITORING REQUIREMENTS

Morning group – occupiers and facilities Afternoon group – technical consultants, BRE Interpretation 
managers suppliers 

· There is already too much monitoring, · Taking a risk assessment viewpoint would · Additional requirements should 
paperwork etc. account for this. stem from specific needs.  

· Would any needs for additional monitoring 
come out in the routine inspections? 

8. OTHER POINTS 
Morning group – occupiers and facilities Afternoon group – technical consultants, BRE Interpretation 
managers suppliers 
· There should be a number or contact details · Issues of change of use should be · A central advice line would be 

(eg central HSE helpline) where clarification highlighted, eg an increase or decrease in welcomed. 
can be sought or queries answered. Local 
inspectors can give varying responses.   
CIBSE TM13 covers legionella prevention 

occupant numbers. 
· Some employers need more guidance on risk 

assessment than others.  

· Coordination of legionella 
guidance is required across 
CIBSE and other technical 

(albeit as a standalone document). publications (including BS 
· CIBSE design guides do not refer to 6700). 

legionella in any detail at the moment. The 
guidance that exists differs in detail. 

· L8 should cover change of use 
issues. 

Coordination could be improved. · More guidance on risk 
assessment may be required. 
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