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Response to Email Query No. 9, Raised: Wednesday 8th May 2013 

 
Query Details: 
 
“I am hoping that someone in NORAC might be able to help us with this query. 
  
We have the potential to do a large number of management surveys for a large domestic 
property owner.  They use a web-based system for managing their properties and would 
require us to use that to report the positive results of our survey (that is, any samples that 
contained asbestos).  We don’t know a lot about their system, but believe that it is a CAD plan 
based system that includes layers of information relating to all the different services and from 
all types of surveys, which then flags up ‘hot spots’ on the plans, which then take the user to 
details of the concerns.  I assume that their system provides all the information that users 
would need from an asbestos register and asbestos management plan. 
  
They would be looking for a price that reflects using their reporting system and we would not 
therefore have the funds to produce our usual comprehensive report in line with HSG264 and 
UKAS requirements. 
  
As a small organisation we do not want to jeopardise our chances of gaining a very significant 
contract 
  
Has anyone else got experience of such a reporting system and does anyone know how we 
would stand with UKAS if we used it.  We would obviously be meeting the needs of the client, 
but would not be following our normal reporting procedures. 
  
One of our operatives knows of another company that has done work on this basis before, but 
does not know whether it was done ‘under the UKAS radar’ or with UKAS approval.” 
 
 
Feedback: 
 
The query was sent out to all organisations on the circulation list for both northern and 
southern Norac groups. Details have been collated from those who responded. 
 
LIST of Comments received from Members with regards to this query. Each comment has come 
from a different laboratory. 
 
 

1. It's not that uncommon with what you have been asked to do. If you are not producing your 
'normal' type of report you will just need to make sure that you produce sufficient information to 
comply with the minimum requirements of ILAC A4 - the guidance document for ISO 17020. 
Towards the back of this document there is a list of items which are mandatory for accreditation 
purposes to be included within a survey report. It may well be that you will be supplying all these 
items as part of the electronic upload but you'll need to check it off against that list. If the 
electronic upload doesn't require all the items then you will need to produce it and send it to the 
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client. I have dealt with a few labs who have been in a similar boat and have managed to 
produce something sufficient to comply with ILAC A4 and not upset the client too much by 
sending them some additional information. You'll just need to make sure you include it all as part 
of the contract review process as it's a divergence from your normal reporting format. 
 

 
2. The usual take on this is that the client requirements are met and the data management is at the 

at the client’s instructions/risk. We find that clients frequently request bespoke report formats 
and also for information to be uploaded in to client portals/databases. This does not alter the 
obligation to undertake inspections in a manner that complies with ones UKAS procedures and is 
recorded and reported appropriately.  

 
One can consider doubling up to a certain extent, continuing to produce ones normal UKAS 
compliant reports with all the bells and whistles but commenting that certain information has 
been uploaded as per their clients behest. It depends on the sophistication of the system as some 
of the portals allow spreadsheets of information to be uploaded with the data against each 
property, either individually or in one hit though some systems require each record to be 
manually inputted. Most will allow pdfs of the full reports to be attached but not form part of the 
dataset that is normally interrogated by the system/users.  I note that they say they will not have 
the funds to produce their normal UKAS report, so I would comment that client specific report 
which has all the bells and whistles with property specific data sheets that refer back to the 
‘over-arching’ report can be used.  

 
The inspection body is always obliged to ensure that its records conform to their procedures and 
there is sufficient traceability to allow an audit to prove compliance, i.e. just because the client 
does not want a record of each room inspected where asbestos was not present, does not mean 
the inspection body does not need to record these inspections within their paperwork/records. To 
do so would be non-compliant and would also leave them open to massive problems/risk were 
any issues subsequently identified.  

 
A further comment I would stress is something that we all know but has more importance here, 
“any area not accessed or inspected must be presumed to contain asbestos, unless there is 
strong evidence that it does not. (HSG264 p17)  This may generate a number of ‘false positives’ 
from the clients perspective, but as we know it is better to err on the side of caution and make 
people ask the right questions rather than assume they are safe.  

 
The client can be reassured that a UKAS accredited company has undertaken the inspections and 
generated compliant reports but the information has been stripped down and incorporated in to 
their data construct where they can manage it knowing the limitations.  
 

 
3. As a company we have come across the below several times.  In essence, to remain compliant, 

we collect all the data and report in usual format in accordance to HSG264.  We then populate 
the data the client wants in their format as an addition.  Sometimes we don’t even issue the 
HSG264 UKAS approved report but we need to keep a copy of it for UKAS purposes.   

 
The above method was a direct instruction from UKAS about 5-6 years ago, when they told us 
that in order to have UKAS stamp on any report, our accredited format would need to be 
used.  The only way to avoid doing 2 report formats would be to politely inform the client that 
their reporting format is not UKAS accredited, therefore would not be able to be approved, and 
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therefore in turn, would not be in line with best practice (using a UKAS company for asbestos 
surveying) 

 
 

4. Sounds like the "Micad" data base although I have not had the pleasure of using this system yet. 
The laboratory should still generate their usual report in addition to what the client requires. 
 
In addition and after discussion with the client I would suggest that the laboratory also provides 
copy of their report to their client with an appropriate explanation as to why this is also being 
provided. 

 
 

5. I don’t know if things have changed but we had a similar contract about 5 years ago and it was 
acceptable to UKAS as long as the surveyor kept all his original paperwork and notes to show 
that HSG264 had been followed, eg construction and bulk sample sheets. 

 
 

6. My initial thoughts are as it is the Inspection Body that is UKAS accredited, the standard for 
survey reports is laid out in HSG264 as interpreted by UKAS. There is nothing wrong with issuing 
abbreviated reports, as this client is requesting, so long as all the supporting information is 
recorded (during contract review). Abbreviated reports require formal agreement with clients, 
but the inspection body should be able to produce a full report from the information obtained 
from site if required to do so. 

 
This can all be done under the UKAS umbrella, there is not a two tier quality system that labs or 
inspection bodies can employ i.e. you cannot produce UKAS and non-UKAS accredited reports for 
the same activities. 

 
 
 

7. We had exactly the same issue ourselves and UKAS said ‘you can do whatever the client wants 
but you must create your normal report as legally this is what you provide even if they don’t 
want it’ We therefore  entered all the data onto their management system then typed up all the 
reports and put them on file, low and behold six months later the client wanted all the top 
copies. 

 
 

8. Anyway, I’ve had a similar situation for reporting to a client specific format.  There’s no need to 
be ‘under the radar’; the UKAS stance is that as Inspection Body you must survey and gather 
sufficient information to be able to produce a HSG264 compliant report for the survey type. 
However if the client wishes it to be presented in a format that does not fully comply then they 
must be made aware of this fact.  Furthermore all of which must be documented in your survey 
planning/quote/contract review/client meeting notes etc.    

 
At the end of the day it boils down to if they are adequately managing their asbestos or not by 
using this format; if they are then that’s the key. If they are having repeated ‘misses’ or asbestos 
exposure incidents due to poor use of survey data then they are not complying with reg4.  
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Summary: 
 
This is not an unusual approach/request from the client and from the responses received many 
accredited organisations have and do carry out surveying with the information uploaded to the 
client’s on-line database system. 
 
The main things to be aware of are: 
 

1. The survey is still carried out as ‘normal’ with recording of information and note taking. 
2. The client is made aware of the divergence from your ‘normal’ reporting format and 

that it is this ‘normal’ reporting format which is assessed as part of your accreditation 
and not their on-line system. 

3. The information provided to the client as a minimum must comply with the 
requirements of the accreditation standard and ILAC A4 as this is a mandatory 
requirement which is then supported by guidance such as HSG 264. 

4. You must have collected and kept sufficient information to be able to produce an HSG 
264 compliant report if required. 

5. The contract review process must be fully documented with correspondence to support 
any changes away from your normal reporting process. 

 
 
 
Colette Willoughby 
3rd June 2013 
 


