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Introduction 

 

IOSH welcomes the opportunity to respond to this DECC and HSE consultation on the 
implementation of Directive 2013/30/EU on the safety of offshore oil and gas operations and 
amending Directive 2004/35/EC, and on the review of offshore Approved Codes of Practice 
and the updating of onshore UK oil and gas safety legislation to cover emerging energy 
technologies 
 

In compiling our response, we invited IOSH members to comment on the proposal. In the 

submission that follows, we provide answers to the consultation questions and close with 

information about IOSH. 

 

IOSH responses to the consultation questions 

1. Do you agree with the rationale for selecting the proposed approach for 
establishing the UK’s offshore oil and gas competent authority? No.  

 

The intention of the EU is to have a single regulator, as in Norway, Australia, USA, etc. 
The ‘virtual Competent Authority’ (CA) proposals for meeting the EU Directive 
requirements appear as very much as a fait accompli – alternative ways of implementing 
are put forward only in very truncated ways in the Impact Assessments (IA) at the end of 
the Consultation Document (CD) 

The proposals will increase the complexity of the regulation of the offshore industry, 
something which is against current government policy.  Currently, there are two offshore 
regulators – HSE for all safety related issues and DECC for all environmental and 
licensing issues.  The proposals will now create four offshore regulators: 

1. The new CA for major hazard/catastrophic offshore safety and environmental 
issues 

2. DECC for the “existing environmental assessment and regulation regime” 
including environmental discharge permitting and prevention,  

3. HSE for personal safety and health issues, and  

4. The new Wood Review arms-length licensing body. 

An  addition option could be that the DECC environmental specialists move to HSE, and 
form  a single offshore CA covering all safety and environmental regulation in a single 
body, with the Wood Group licensing body providing the completely independent 
licensing body.  This could lead to budgetary savings with opportunities to pass this on to 
industry remove unnecessary burdens on industry. 

Although the CD mentions the current UK onshore major hazard CA regime as the 
blueprint for the proposed offshore CA, there are significant differences.  The offshore 
industry and regulators are much more “concentrated” – principally DECC and HSE staff 
based in three locations (mainly Aberdeen, plus Bootle and a very small satellite office in 
Norwich) and the industry is very much Aberdeen based. Thus a single CA is clearly 
feasible.  The onshore major hazard industry is much more diverse (a vast range of 
chemical manufacture and storage, including explosives, pesticides, biological hazards 
etc.), spread throughout the UK, with HSE/EA/SEPA inspectors located at many regional 
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offices, and with individual inspectors covering much more than just major hazard 
establishments and issues. The onshore CA model is therefore not necessarily an 
appropriate precedent for offshore.   

The Impact Assessments (Option 4) show that the costs of moving DECC environmental 
expertise and regulation to HSE are ~£0.6m more than for the more complex proposed 
arrangements but there would be annual savings from not having to set up, operate and 
oversee the new MOU, none of which are considered.  The IA seems to not address the 
inevitable Government long term efficiency gains  from physically joining two bodies into 
one.   

2. Do you agree with the proposed approach to dealing with the definition of 
major accident? Yes.  

 

It is important not to reduce current standards in the UK, and there is no practical 
difference. One cause of the Varanus Island pipeline failure (W Australia, 2008) was 
an erroneous belief that, because there were normally no persons near the pipeline 
landfall, it should not be regulated by the offshore major hazards regulator. 

3. Do you support the rationale for the HSE definition of offshore installation 
continuing to cover supplementary units beyond 500m? No.  

 
It is sensible to manage the “installation” holistically, including vital linked 
infrastructure.  

  
4. Do you agree that keeping supplementary units beyond 500m in scope of the 

new requirements in SCR 2015 would result in no additional burdens to 
industry? Yes.  

 
No comment. 
 

 
5. Do you agree that the UK regulator should continue to monitor non-production 

installations entering or leaving UK waters? Yes.  
 
There is strong evidence from both UK sector and globally that non-production 
installations (mainly drilling rigs) probably present the highest risk of catastrophic 
safety/environmental risk. 

 
6. Do you agree with the proposed operatorship model? Yes, in principle.  

 
The creation of a very clear, single “operator” is welcomed as it makes the legal 
responsibilities crystal clear. Because the Directive is very specific, there seems little 
alternative. 
 

IOSH also note that, where licence holders currently delegate the operatorship, the 
organisations who pick up this role are resourced to do so and have significant 
expertise and contingency resources available to them. So the change will introduce 
new interfaces and resourcing issues that we believe were never envisaged by the 
EU. 

7. Do you think that the proposed changes to operatorship will impact safety and 
environmental standards in the UKCS? Yes.  
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Effects are likely to be small but positive, see our response to Q6. But only if the 
upgraded DECC screening is effective. 
 

8. Do you think that the proposed changes to operatorship will discourage any 
future groups from considering entering the UKCS to conduct oil and gas 
operations? Yes.  

 
Hopefully those that do not, in practice, operate to high H, S & E standards.  

  
However an alternative that could be considered would be to allow new licence 
holders who wish to invest in new fields or field life extensions to establish a safe and 
effective production business utilising specialist contractor organisations with a good 
track record in UK sector. 

 
 

9. What do you think would be the impact of the proposed changes to operatorship on 
third party companies who currently act as production installation operators or well 
operators? 

 
Significant business opportunities may be lost to them or their personnel may be 
forced to move to Operator companies – this could increase the industry cost base 
significantly and simultaneously reduce safety, at least until the new organisations 
became settled. 
 

10. HSE proposes to remove the phrase “the storage of gas in or under the shore 
or bed of relevant waters or the recovery of gas so stored” from the UK’s 
definition of offshore installation and develop a new regulatory regime to cover 
offshore gas storage. Do you agree or disagree with this approach?  

 
The reasoning in paras 2.34-2.37 is well founded  particularly 2.36. As this will not 
affect the UK’s only offshore gas storage facility, there are no immediate 
consequences.  But any future new offshore gas storage facilities should be regulated 
by a coordinated safety and environmental safety case regime. 
 

11. Do you agree with the proposed approach of applying similar requirements to 
those in SCR 2005 and the supporting suite of offshore oil and gas regulations 
for internal waters? No.  

 
In principle a single set of regulatory requirements should apply which would make it 
less complicated for duty holders. However IOSH believe that the proposed changes 
should  include internal waters. 
 

 
12. DECC and HSE propose to broadly maintain the current UK approach of having 

different emergency arrangements under our range of offshore oil and gas 
legislation, rather than introducing a requirement to produce one plan. Do you 
agree or disagree with this approach? Disagree.  

 
This proposal perpetuates the thinking that responding to an offshore incident 
requires separate safety and environmental protection decisions, yet in effect any 
response should be seamlessly coordinated to tackle both areas at the same time 
and in a coordinated way.  At the very least, in the absence of a single emergency 
response pan, there should some sort of “bridging” document to make sure there are 
no inconsistencies between the separate PFEER plan and the OPEP? 
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13. Do you agree with the estimates used in the IA to cost the following 
requirements:  

 
No comment. 

 
14. Do you agree with the proposal to extend the independent verification system to 

cover safety and environmental-critical elements (SECE) and to meet the new 
Directive criteria via SCR 2015? Yes.  
 
Agree with reasoning in paras 2.47-2.48 

 
15. Do you agree with the estimates used in the IA to cost the following 

requirements: 

 
No comment. 

 
16. Do you agree with DECC and HSE’s rationale for applying the requirement to 

produce a Corporate Major Accident Prevention Policy (CMAPP) on all 
operators and owners, and not just corporations? Yes.  
 
Whilst recognising that enforcement outside UK will not be possible, a Corporate 
policy that covers all major accident sources may assist regulators elsewhere. 
 
However IOSH suggest that clarification is needed on the term “corporate”.  For 
instance, would a company operating in the  North Sea only be required to provide a 
CMAPP for those installations operated in the North Sea, or for all installations within 
the whole Group? 
 

17. Do you agree with the estimates used in the IA to cost the following 
requirements:  
 
No comment. 

 
18. Do you agree with the estimates used in the IA to cost the following 

requirements:  
 

No comment. 
 

19. Do you agree with the DECC/HSE approach to implementing the requirements 
for a SEMS? No.  
The proposals suggests having separate procedures for dealing with safety and 
environmental issues, yet the Deepwater Horizon incident and the background to the 
Directive was that these procedures need to be fully integrated.  

 
20. DECC and HSE propose including within the Safety Case short descriptions 

and links relating to environmental information to meet the Directive’s 
requirement for the report on major hazards. Do you support this approach? 
No.  
 
DECC should merge their environmental requirements so that a single source of 
hazard and risk management is used. 
 
IOSH believes that it would be better,easier and more effective if the legal 
requirement was for an integrated SEMS. See comments on Q19.  
 

 



5 
 

21. Do you agree with the estimates used in the IA to cost the following 
requirements:  

 
No comment. 
 

22. Do you agree with the proposal to briefly describe and/or make appropriate links to 
existing environmental information within a design or relocation notification? Yes.  

 
Although this is not clear from the legislative changes, IOSH presume this will be 
done administratively or in guidance. 
 

23. Do you agree with the estimates used in the IA to cost the following 
requirements:  

 
No comment. 

 
24. Do you agree with the proposal to briefly describe and/or make appropriate 

links to the environmental information within a well notification? Yes. 

Simple and easy way to comply with Directive 

25. Do you agree with the estimate used in the IA to cost the following requirement: 
Around 35 hours to add the additional information per well notification?  

 
No comment. 

 
26. If you are an operator submitting a well notification what would be the 

additional cost charged by your well examiner to review prior to submission: 
(a) a well notification; and (b) a material change to a well notification?  

 
No comment. 
 

27. If you are an operator submitting a well notification or a material change to a 
well notification, how long would it take to:  
 
No comment. 

 
28. Do you agree with the proposal to briefly describe and/or make appropriate 

links to the environmental information within a combined operations 
notification? Yes.  
 
Simple and easy way to comply with Directive. 

 
29. Do you agree with the estimates used in the IA to cost the following 

requirement: Around 70 hours of staff time for adding the additional 
information per combined operations notification? Yes/No.  
 
No comment. 
 

30. Do you agree with the proposal to briefly describe and/or make appropriate 
links to existing information in the decommissioning safety case? Yes.  
 
Simple and easy way to comply with Directive 

 
31. Do you agree with the estimate in the IA that there will be no additional cost for 

adding any information to a dismantling safety case?  
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No comment. 
 

32. Do you agree with our assessment that reporting the measures taken where 
there is imminent danger or increased risk of a major accident would impose 
no additional cost? Uncertain.  

 

Because this requirement is very vague it could lead to significant inconsistency in 
reporting.  Therefore, clear guidance must be provided on the types of instances 
which should be reported, to ensure consistency. Without this clarification it is difficult 
to determine if there would be additional costs. IOSH would be happy to participate in 
the process that leads to such guidance.    

33. Do you agree with our assessment that reporting major accidents outside the 
EU that UK registered companies or their subsidiaries have been involved in 
would impose no additional cost? Yes.  

 
Such accidents are infrequent, and reports are required only if requested by the CA. 
We welcome the duty, as learning from what happens elsewhere is an important 
element in continual improvement. 
 

34. Do you agree with our assessment that there would not be any circumstances 
where permission to enter the safety zone would be granted by an operator or 
owner? Yes.  

 

IOSH agrees with the reasoning in para 2.80. 

35. Do you agree with our assessment that there are no additional costs to industry 
associated with collecting and recording data? No.  

Given that there is a change then there will be a cost to effect that change – both to 
industry and to the Regulators.  

36. Our assessment is that the requirement to report under the Implementing Act 
would impose no additional costs as such reports would be routine and 
incorporated into existing processes for internal reporting, investigations and 
learning mechanisms. Do you agree or disagree with this assessment? Agree, 
with reservations. 

 
IOSH agrees with the reasoning in paras 2.84-2.85, provided that the detail specified 
in the EU enabling Regulations is similar to that already required under RIDDOR. 
 

37. The IA roughly estimates that operators/owners that need to create a new 
database for this reporting requirement would incur a cost of around £113,000. 
Do you agree or disagree?  

 
No comment. 
 

38. Do you agree with the estimate used to cost the following impact: Around 488 
hours of staff time per installation to promote the changes to staff?  

 
No comment. 
 

39. Do you support DECC and HSE’s proposed approach to implementing the 
requirement for operators and owners to cooperate in producing standards and 
guidance? Yes, with reservations.  
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We note that the CD acknowledges that this requirement is “unenforceable”,. We 
recommend that HSE/DECC re-visit the legal drafting and make it clear in any 
supporting guidance what the CA would expect by way of compliance. The proposed 
SCR 2015 Reg. 36(1) requires the development of “standards, guidance and rules”.  
The Term “rules” does not come from Article 19(7) of the Directive and is not defined, 
but is different to either standards or guidance, which give some degree of flexibility.  
This should either be removed or clarified.  

40. Do you agree that, as industry already transports HSE and DECC inspectors 
offshore, and provides accommodation and meals when appropriate, that there 
will be no additional cost to industry from this requirement? Yes.  

 
Agree with the reasoning in paras 2.90-2.91. 

 
41. Do you agree with our assessment that reporting major accidents to the CA 

would impose no additional cost? Yes.  
 

See response to Q32. 

42. Do you agree with the transitional arrangements proposed by DECC and HSE?  
 
No comment. 
 

43. Do you agree with the proposal that OIAC be used to deliver the Directive’s 
requirements for a mechanism for tripartite consultation? No.  
 

IOSH believes that the alternative of having Step Change as the tripartite body should 
be considered. Step Change has employers, TUs and HSE on its Management 
Board, and very soon will be separate from OGUK.  It is extremely active, with 
numerous work groups (which included OSH professionals), and a good track record 
in recent years of driving improvement within the offshore industry.   

OIAC, on the other hand, has a much lower profile, meeting only twice a year and 
with only one work group (Helidecks) and an oversight of the joint Step Change/OIAC 
Workforce Engagement Support Team. We believe that the IAC approach to sector 
engagement is now outdated – both unionised and non-unionised employees need to 
be able to participate, and the contributions of OSH professionals are also vital. 

44. Do you agree with the proposed approach to transposing the Directive’s 
environmental requirements in relation to OPEPs? No.  

 

See response to Q12 

45. Do you agree with the estimates used in the IA to cost the following 
requirements:  

 
No comment. 

 
46. Do you agree that the requirement to have an approved OPEP before 

operations commences will not result in any additional costs to industry? Yes.  

 
Agree with the reasoning in paras 3.8-3.11. But the approval process would be much 
more effective and efficient if the OPEP was part of the Safety Case approval process 
– see our response to Q20. 
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47. Do you agree that the requirement to carry out OPEP exercises and retain 

evidence of those exercises will not result in any additional costs to industry? 
Yes.  

 
Agree with the reasoning in paras 3.8-3.11 – but exercises should be planned and 
scheduled as part of an overall integrated SEMS (or SHEMS) continual improvement 
process. 
 

48. We estimate that the provision to prohibit operations where: no OPEP is in 
place, the OPEP is deemed insufficient; or the requirements are not met, will 
not create any additional costs for industry. Do you agree or disagree? Agree. 
 
Agree with the reasoning in paras 3.8-3.11, and this would also be contrary to 
existing legislation and good practise. 
 

49. Do you agree with the proposed approach to transpose the Directive’s 
environmental requirements in relation to SEMSs? No.  

 
See response to Q19, which covers similar ground 

 
Whilst it is helpful to align the SEMS title with current US requirements, thus aiding 
global consistency, most duty holders in fact already have an integrated SHEMS.  

 
50. Do you agree with the estimates used in the IA to cost the following additional 

requirements:  
 

No comment. 
 

51. Annex 4 sets out how DECC think that the new requirements might work in 
practice. Do you agree with the proposed approaches? No.  

 
 

The DECC Annex 4 envisages that the OPEP “will only be briefly signposted in the 
Safety Case”. IOSH believes that more than only briefly signposting is required.  As 
the CD proposes the continuation of two separate emergency response documents 
(OPEP and PFEER), the role of the Safety Case becomes vital in demonstrating that: 

 they actually fit together in one Internal Emergency Response Plan; 

 there are no inconsistencies 

 there are robust bridging arrangements etc. 

All these aspects will need to be assessed by the CA.  So, the Safety Case will need 
to do more than just say “there is an OPEP dated XYZ approved by DECC” - there 
ought to be a section which explains how the two documents are bridged, how any 
inconsistencies are managed, clarity of joint safety/ environmental management of 
any incident, etc. 

52. Do you agree with the proposed approach to implementing the Directive’s 
licensing requirements? Uncertain. 

Mostly the approach is straightforward, but there are concerns that DECC are not 
required to consider licensee competence for the proposed operations or that of their 
major subcontractors, e.g. planned MODU operator. Information supplied must 
include ‘safety and environmental performance of the Applicant, including in relation 
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to major accidents, as may be appropriate to the operations for which the Licence 
was requested’ but HSE and many others have published advice that traditional 
safety performance measurements are extremely poor predictors for major hazard 
performance. We are aware that IRF (international regulators’ forum) have been 
working on the issue of how to assess licensee competence for difference stages in 
the overall E&P asset lifecycle. We need more information about how DECC will align 
their process with IRF experience, none of which is mentioned in the CD. 

53. Do you agree that the changes to the licensing regime will not result in any 
significant additional costs for industry?  

 
No comment. 

 
54. Do you agree with the estimates used in the IA to cost the following 

requirement: Around 65 hours of staff time to provide sufficient evidence of the 
financial arrangements for development wells?  

 
No comment. 

 
55. Do you agree with DECC’s proposal to continue to approve the appointment of 

operators? Yes.  
 

Agree with reasoning in para 3.28. 

56. Do you agree that the existing UK legislation and guidance outlined in chapter 
4 meet the Directive requirements for Articles 29 and 30? Yes.  

 
Agree with reasoning in paras 4.2-4.13. 

 
 

57. Do you agree that there are no additional costs/savings to business, public or 
civil society organisations, regulators or consumers related to external 
emergency response and preparedness? Yes.  
 
IOSH are not aware of any required changes to current arrangements. 

 
58. Can you think of any situation where an offshore installation would ever be 

used for anything other than activities connected with those outlined in the 
definition of an offshore installation in AOGBO and MAR? If yes, what would 
that activity be?  

 
No. 

 
 

59. HSE proposes to take these steps to ensure that it can continue to regulate 
high risk decommissioning and dismantling activities associated with offshore 
installations that have been used for other purposes, using its offshore major 
hazard regulations. Do you agree with this approach? Yes.  

 
Even when hydrocarbons have been removed, structural failures from impact, 
weather, asset deterioration or incorrect demolition are a continuing major hazard.  

 
60. If necessary, do you agree HSE should take steps to maintain its jurisdiction to 

regulate decommissioning activities associated with offshore installations 
when a licensee is not in place? Yes.  
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IOSH believes it is important to ensure that installations do not become ‘ownerless’. 

 
 

61. Do you agree with HSE that, as UCG pilots are due to start in the next 3-5 years, 
it is important that onshore oil and gas major hazard regulations should be 
revised to include UCG? Yes.  
 

It is good to anticipate possible industry developments. As  there is widespread public 
awareness, there is a need for a consistent regulatory approach. 

62. Do you agree with the estimated cost to industry of complying with the onshore 
major hazard regime when undertaking UCG work activity?  
 
No comment. 

 
63. Do you agree with HSE that bringing these gas storage activities within its 

onshore oil and gas major hazard legislation would maintain standards? Yes.  

 

It provides consistency. 

64. Do you agree with HSE that bringing these gas storage activities within its 
onshore oil and gas major legislation would ensure a level playing field 
between existing and new contractors? Yes.  

 
 It provides consistency 

 
65. Do you agree with the estimated cost to industry of complying with the onshore 

major hazard regime when undertaking these onshore gas storage activities?  
 

No comment. 
 

66. Do you agree that there would be negligible costs to industry of reporting these 
additional well dangerous occurrences? Yes.  

 

Such events are rare, resulting reporting costs are minimal. But see also response to 
Q32. 

67. Do you foresee any unintentional consequences from HSE’s proposed 
approach to handling:  

 
(a) the Offshore Installations (Safety Zones) Regulations 1987;  

 
No. 

 
(b) the Offshore Installations (Logbook and Registration of Death) Regulations 1972; 

 
No. 
 
(c) the Offshore Safety (Miscellaneous Amendments) Regulations 2002;  

 
No. 

 
(d) the Offshore Installations (Inspectors and Casualties) Regulations 1973; and  
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No. The only query is whether the HSE requirements for providing facilities for HSE 
inspectors are the same as the DECC requirements for their inspectors which they 
are also introducing via this CD?  

(e) Submarine Pipelines (Inspectors etc.) Regulations 1977? Yes/No. Please explain 
why.  

 
No. 

 
68. Do you support the rationale for HSE placing the ‘installation owner’ duties 

outlined in the Offshore Installations (Logbooks and Registration of Death) 
Regulations 1972 on the operator or owner of an offshore installation? Yes.  

 
Agree with reasoning in paras 5.24-5.25. 

 
69. As operators and owners are already reporting deaths and loss of persons 

associated with an offshore installation, HSE assumes that there is no 
additional cost associated with this change. Do you agree or disagree with this 
assumption? Minor disagreement. 

 
Some duty holders (typically with HQ in N America) have internal documents that 
detail all regulatory requirements and their sources. For them there will be small costs 
for amending these internal documents, even though the requirement is unchanged. 

 
70. Do you agree with HSE’s initial assessment that the PFEER ACoP should be 

kept, updated and simplified where appropriate? Yes.  

 
Agree with the reasoning in paras 6.2-6.5. Possibly some opportunities to add 
environmental aspects as the prevention measures are invariably the same, and this 
will aid the transition to an integrated approach. 
 

 
71. Do you agree with the main changes proposed to the PFEER ACoP? Yes, 

though limited time to review the detailed wording 
 

All the examples in para 6.5 are valid. But it’s been difficult to review the resulting 
changes in detail when they are just listed, rather than being able to see the full 
proposed text. 

72. Do you agree with HSE’s initial assessment that the Health Care and First Aid 
on offshore installations ACoP should be kept, updated and simplified where 
appropriate? Yes.  

 
Agree with the reasoning in para 6.6. 

 
73. Do you agree with the main changes proposed to the Health Care and First Aid 

on offshore installations ACoP? Not certain.  

 
Same response as for Q69. 
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General comments: 
 

 We appreciate the efforts to provide clear explanations of the background, areas 
where there’s no room for manoeuvre, where there are options, what the potential 
‘gold plating’ issues are and what other legislative changes are linked.  

 In the time available to compile this response, few members have been able to review 
the proposed wording of the actual legislation, the revised ACoPs, etc. so our 
comments are on the intentions, rather than the detailed wording.  

 Although some IOSH members are involved with compilation of Safety Cases, etc. 
we have not had comments on the several questions that relate to cost or time 
estimates.  

 Important proposals where IOSH  Hazardous Industry Group members can provide 
key responses are: Coal Gasification added to COMAH scope (p 53); regulatory 
alignment for onshore & offshore gas storage (p55); whether the proposed ‘single 
portal but still 2 organisations’ model for the Competent Authority is likely to be as 
‘seamless’ as described – we need to know whether that works in practice for 
COMAH, including for those with sites in both England and Scotland who then have 
to deal with 2 environmental regulators.  

 

About IOSH 

Founded in 1945, the Institution of Occupational Safety and Health (IOSH) is the largest 

body for health and safety professionals in the world, with approximately 43,000 members in 

over 100 countries, including over 13,000 Chartered Safety and Health Practitioners. 

Incorporated by Royal Charter, IOSH is a registered charity, and an ILO international NGO 

and CIS collaborating centre. The IOSH vision is: 

 

‘A world of work which is safe, healthy and sustainable’ 

 

The Institution steers the profession, providing impartial, authoritative, free guidance. 

Regularly consulted by government and other bodies, IOSH is the founding member to UK, 

European and International professional body networks. IOSH has an active research and 

development fund and programme, helping develop the evidence-base for health and safety 

policy and practice. Summary and full reports are freely accessible from our website. IOSH 

publishes an international peer-reviewed journal of academic papers twice a year titled Policy 

and practice in health and safety. We have also developed a unique UK resource providing 

free access to a health and safety research database, as well other free on-line tools and 

guides, including award-winning websites for business start-ups and young people; an 

occupational health toolkit; and a risk management tool for small firms. 
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IOSH has 33 Branches worldwide, including the Caribbean, Hong Kong, Isle of Man, Middle 

East, Oman, Qatar, the Republic of Ireland and Singapore, 17 special interest groups 

covering aviation and aerospace; communications and media; construction; consultancy; 

education; environment; fire risk management; food and drink; hazardous industries; 

healthcare; international; offshore; public services; railways; retail and distribution; rural 

industries; and sports grounds and events. IOSH members work at both strategic and 

operational levels across all employment sectors. IOSH accredited trainers deliver health and 

safety awareness training to all levels of the workforce from shop floor to managers and 

directors, through a professional training network of more than 1,600 organisations. We issue 

around 100,000 certificates per year.  

 

For more about IOSH, our members and our work please visit our website at 

www.iosh.co.uk. 

 

Please direct enquiries about this response to: 

Phil Bates , Senior Policy and Technical Advisor  

Tony Mitchell, Administrator 

The Grange, Highfield Drive 

Wigston, Leicestershire 

LE18 1NN 

Tel: 0116 257 3100 

Email: consultation@iosh.co.uk  
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