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Executive Summary

Despite longstanding efforts to improve construction safety, struck-by incidents
remain a leading cause of worker injuries and fatalities. To help address
persistent challenges in awareness and adoption of struck-by prevention
practices, this study applied behavioral economics—specifically, the use of
nudges—to enhance decision-making across multiple levels of the construction
workforce. A pilot intervention was developed and tested using a structured
Define, Diagnose, Design, Test framework to incorporate nudges into a Struck-by
Prevention Planning Program. The intervention, developed with industry
partners, included prompts, reminders, feedback, social norms, and incentives, to
improve struck-by prevention planning.

The evaluation employed pre- and post-intervention surveys of workers, frontline
supervisors, and upper-level managers across five construction companies.
Results indicated strong support for planning practices and safety climate, with
workers and supervisors reporting reductions in exposure to all major struck-by
hazards post-intervention. Nudges such as signage/posters, stickers, and
feedback were most widely used and rated as effective in reinforcing safety
decisions. Spanish-speaking workers and supervisors reported significantly
higher adoption of key planning practices following the intervention, highlighting
the potential of multilingual approaches that engage all segments of the
workforce. While worker- and supervisory-level engagement was high,
managerial adoption varied, underscoring the need for clearer implementation
strategies. These findings demonstrate that low-cost, readily available, scalable
nudges, when embedded within planning frameworks and aligned with
organizational context (safety climate/culture), can support improved safety
decision-making on the job. Nudges offer a practical strategy for enhancing
occupational safety interventions at the job site and a promising direction for
policy initiatives aimed at advancing occupational safety in the construction
industry.



Introduction
I. Background

Construction has one of the highest rates of occupational injuries and illnesses of any
industry despite considerable research efforts to reduce construction hazards and
promoting safety solutions (CPWR, 2025). As a result, safety and health researchers
and practitioners are challenged to develop approaches that enhance awareness and
adoption of evidence-based solutions (e.g., personal protective equipment, training,
tools).

One potential approach to address this dilemma is the use of behavioral economics
techniques (nudges) to complement the design and implementation of safety solutions.
Behavioral economics combines concepts from economics and psychology to design
techniques that influence decision-making and subsequent actions (Thaler & Sunstein,
2008). These techniques are used to “nudge” decision-makers toward better choices. In
the case of construction safety, the techniques nudge individuals (i.e., contractors,
forepersons, and workers) toward making choices associated with safe work practices
(Sarpy et al., 2021).

Behavioral economics theories also provide insight into why individuals do not always
make optimal decisions (Sunstein, 2021a). With construction safety, faulty choices
include making decisions that do not protect worker safety and health. Behavioral
economics recognizes that there are limitations to decision-making (time, information,
knowledge, attention) that often inhibit an individual’s ability to make decisions in the
best/safest possible manner. These limitations lead to decision-makers relying on rules
of thumb, mental shortcuts, and biases in judgements or beliefs that may interfere with
making the safest decisions and practices (Corr & Plagnol, 2018).

The most common reasons for making faulty decisions involving occupational health
and safety fall into five major categories (Seabury et al., 2005; Sunstein, 2021b). The
first is availability bias, in which decision-makers tend to use information that is readily
available and easily accessible; this often includes information that is most recent and
“front of mind” to the individual. A second challenge is individuals tend to have a bias
toward keeping the status quo (“that’s the way it's always done around here”) and
avoiding change. Both indicate that decision-makers tend to prefer familiar and current
choices. Third, decision-makers tend to suffer from overconfidence bias, where
individuals take risks based on perceived ability (overconfidence) rather than actual
ability, which may lead to riskier practices. Fourth, present bias occurs when decision-
makers place a higher value on outcomes in the present (something that is more
certain) than the future (which is less certain). Finally, decision-makers tend to focus
more on losses (loss aversion)—that is, avoiding losing something they already have—
rather than acquiring gains. These biases are particularly problematic when individuals
feel safety decisions interfere with the production schedule. Safety takes a “backseat”
when there is a push toward meeting production goals rather than meeting safety
needs.
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Specific techniques can overcome these faulty mental shortcuts and and create an
enhanced decision environment (choice architecture); (Mertens et al., 2022; Tagliabue
et al., 2019). For workplace safety, these techniques “nudge” the decision-makers
toward safer choices and practices. The idea is that small changes in the way choices
and information are presented can help workers make better (safer) decisions. It is
important to note that to be considered a nudge, it must be: (1) easy to implement; (2)
low cost; (3) transparent to the decision-maker; and (4) maintain freedom of choice by
the decision-maker. Importantly, nudges should not be mandated or take away the
decision-making freedom from the decision-maker (i.e., not a “shove”). Instead, nudges
help empower the decision-maker by helping them make better informed and safer
decisions and related practices.

Nudges and Construction Safety

Nudges are often used in the construction industry. Examples include hardhat stickers
and posters with safety messages (reminders) and planning tools that promote best
practices and take contractors step-by-step through developing safety plans (prompts).
CPWR-The Center for Construction Research and Training (CPWR) conducted a
literature review examining the effectiveness of using nudges to influence safety
decisions and related practices in the construction industry (Sarpy et al., 2021).
Surprisingly, the review found relatively few studies have examined the use of nudges
to influence safety-related decisions in construction. However, the review found
evidence in other industries indicating nudges’ potential relevance and benefits to
supplement and complement construction safety and health interventions (equipment,
training, work practices). It also showed how nudges have been effectively used for
various stakeholder groups across organizations (employers, supervisors, employees,
customers) and, importantly, across diverse worker subpopulations, including at-risk
workers.

In addition, the literature review found nudges designed to enhance occupational health
and safety are used most often to influence: (1) how available information is presented
(feedback, social norms); (2) how decisions are structured (incentives, prompts); and (3)
how to assist decision-makers in following through with their intentions (reminders).
Interestingly, the review also found that specific types of nudges are rarely used in
isolation (e.g., reminders only, incentives only, or feedback only); they are most often
combined to positively influence safety and health. The findings demonstrate that these
techniques can be effectively tailored to address deficiencies in decision information,
structure, and follow through with decision-making intentions.

Other considerations for using nudges to influence safety decisions in construction
include:

e A supportive safety climate and safety culture are necessary to support nudges
and related safety interventions. In other words, context matters and must be
aligned with the nudges to maximize their effectiveness.

e Nudges have small to moderate influence in encouraging safer decisions and
practices, with the largest effects demonstrated in the field of health.
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e There is no “one size fits all” or “magic bullet” for nudges. It is important to have
an appreciation of the specific decision, types of biases or heuristics (mental
shortcuts that may be useful but can lead to errors in decision making) that are
affecting the decision-maker, the situation or context, and the barriers to the
decision-making process.

In sum, nudges are appealing because they are cost effective, can be incorporated into
existing safety and health interventions, and have been proven effective in supporting
safety and health decisions, practices, and outcomes across various occupational
settings. These characteristics are consistent with findings from systematic reviews and
meta-analysis in other fields (Mertens et al., 2022; Wang & Groen, 2020) and
particularly relevant for small and resource-limited organizations, including most
construction employers facing time and cost restrictions in designing and implementing
safety interventions.

The findings from the literature review highlighted the need for identifying which nudges
are currently in use to influence construction safety decisions, testing their effectiveness
in enhancing safety decisions, and establishing a process that provides guidance on
identifying and using nudges (i.e., use of combinations of nudges to enhance safety
decisions). In response to this need, a systematic process was developed to guide
decision-makers in applying these behavioral economics techniques. More specifically,
the process facilitates the selection and design of nudges or combinations of nudges
that are implemented to support interventions directed at increasing awareness and
adoption of critical safety and health decisions, as well as assessing the extent to which
the nudges influence safer decisions, actions, and related outcomes. Importantly, this
approach allows for investigating the contextual and individual variables moderating the
effectiveness of the nudges and interventions, thereby allowing for a greater
understanding of the boundary conditions for their effectiveness.

This report details CPWR’s examination of the effectiveness of nudges through their
integration into a pilot planning program to prevent struck-by incidents. It describes the
“Define, Diagnose, Design, Test” framework CPWR and key partners used to identify
appropriate types of nudges and incorporate them into the Struck-by Prevention
Planning Program, as well as the methodology used to pilot test the effectiveness of
those nudges as part of the larger intervention. This report also discusses their
effectiveness with decision-makers across five construction companies and implications
for the use of nudges to enhance awareness and adoption of safety solutions in
construction.

Il. Identification of Nudges and Development of the Struck-by Prevention
Planning Program

Define: Identify the problem

The first step in the framework used to identify and incorporate nudges is to develop
consensus among stakeholders on which safety issue to target (the problem).
Generally, this involves gathering input from key stakeholders, beginning with identifying



a broad issue or problem, followed by narrowing the focus to specific decisions and
actions of interest.

To support the development of the nudges and the overall planning program, and to
ensure they were designed based on industry feedback, CPWR collaborated with the
National Institute for Occupational Safety and Health’s (NIOSH) National Occupational
Research Agenda (NORA) Construction Sector Council Struck-by Work Group (Work
Group), which includes representatives from employers, labor, manufacturers, other
industry stakeholders, government, and academia. The Work Group was consulted on
the root causes of struck-by incidents and how to encourage safer decisions and
practices for preventing them (i.e., identify the problem). After much discussion,
planning decisions and practices for preventing struck-by incidents were identified as
the primary area for improvement. These decisions were chosen because they occur
upstream in the safety decision-making process, and lack of planning was identified as
a common bottleneck in the decision process for safety.

Once the root problem (lack of planning) and solution (improved planning decisions and
practices) were identified, a survey was administered to contractors, workers, and other
industry members to gain a greater understanding of the decisions involved in the use
of planning and related safety practices to prevent struck-by incidents. The survey was
developed to explore: 1) causes of struck-by injuries, barriers to prevention, and ways to
raise awareness and ensure use of safe practices; 2) current measures to protect
workers and the barriers to implementing controls for common struck-by hazards; and
3) knowledge of struck-by hazards, the role of planning in prevention, and the
motivators, resources, and support needed to prevent incidents in construction. The
report Struck-by Hazards, Barriers, and Opportunities in the Construction Industry
details findings from this survey (Betit et al., 2022). Respondents indicated conducting
job hazard analyses before work begins and periodically before a new task or type of
work begins are the most frequent planning activities companies use to prevent struck-
by incidents. In addition, most respondents indicated their organizations conduct and
participate in job site meetings before the start of each shift to review struck-by hazards
and steps being taken to prevent incidents (e.g., location and use of safety equipment,
work practices, signage, and who to go to if help is needed); provide and use daily
checklists or job hazard analyses before each shift; conduct and participate in training
programs on struck-by hazards and prevention; and provide tools, equipment, and/or
work practices on struck-by hazard prevention.

Diagnose: Understanding the context and barriers to making safer decisions
Once the problem is identified and the focus is narrowed to relevant planning decisions,
it is important to map the decision context. This step involves analyzing more detailed
information to identify the key barriers and underlying biases/heuristics for those
decision steps. The resulting information can help determine current steps for making
safety planning-related decisions, who is responsible for each decision, when and
where the safety decisions are made, and who or what commonly prevents the safety
decision and related safety practice from actually occurring. From this information,
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potential interventions and accompanying nudges are designed to address the
bottlenecks interfering with safer decisions and actions.

The safety decisions and practices used to plan for struck-by incidents were highlighted
according to each of the decision biases and contextual barriers (bottlenecks) that
interfere with making safer decisions. This information was generated from discussions
with key informants and subject matter experts from the Work Group, as well as the
2022 survey of contractors, supervisors/managers, and workers.

The survey revealed that a lack of understanding of how to address hazards and lack of
training in hazard identification and prevention were consistently impeding safety
prevention efforts. Interestingly, training and providing equipment were also cited
among the measures most frequently taken to protect workers from various struck-by
hazards. The fact that training is a common solution, yet a lack of training was a top
inhibitor of safety indicates biases or heuristics may be interfering with these safety
measures.

When considering the biases that interfere with planning decisions to prevent struck-by
incidents, stakeholders reported that the emphasis placed on production (getting the job
done on schedule at the expense of getting the job completed safely) is one of the
biggest barriers for both employers and workers. Respondents also attributed the lack
of adherence to planning to decision-makers’ (employers, workers) present bias and
focus on loss aversion.

Complacency/inattention and lack of commitment towards safety on the job site (status
quo bias) also played a role in the lack of adherence to planning. These biases are
more problematic in organizations that have poor safety climates, lack formal safety
training programs, and do not have peer support and managerial commitment to safety.
Worth noting is that respondents also reported contractors have little control over
struck-by hazards produced by other contractors on job sites. Importantly, these issues
were consistently reported for safety decisions made to prevent each of the major
struck-by hazards.

Design: Create nudges that address barriers and encourage safer decisions and
practices

The next step in the process is designing nudges that address identified barriers and
biases. Gathering input from various stakeholders (employers, supervisors, employees)
in the design process increases buy-in and use of the interventions in the
implementation stage that follows. The increased support can also facilitate a culture
that enhances safety decisions at all levels of the organization and increases
effectiveness.

The nudges need a number of attributes: making the safer decisions and practices
easier to achieve; removing the barriers identified; eliminating the gap between safety
intentions and safety actions (procrastination); and bringing attention to the immediate
benefits of the safer decisions and practices. To accomplish this, the nudge or



combination of nudges incorporated into the Struck-by Prevention Planning Program
were designed to be consistent with the FEAST framework (see Figure 1). This
framework (Sunstein, 2021b) highlights the characteristics of nudges that are most likely
to produce the desired safety-related choices. The FEAST framework suggests nudges
should: generate positive responses (fun); create a simpler more automatic safety
process (easy); draw attention to the relevant choice (attractive); consider the influence
of others with whom they work and interact (social); and be given at the time when
people are making the choice (timely).

Figure 1. The FEAST Framework for Effective Nudging

* Fun (positive affect; instead of fear)

» Easy (simplify the process; automaticity)

« Attractive (draw attention to the relevant choice)
+ Social (clarify norms; learn through their network)

« Timely (provided at the time the choice is made)

Source: Sunstein (2021b)

Several types of nudges were identified as potentially useful for addressing biases and

overcoming barriers for planning decisions to prevent struck-by injuries. The following

nudges were designed to integrate into the Struck-by Prevention Planning Program:

¢ Prompts use standardized explicit verbal, visual, and/or numeric information to
make previously unknown or inaccessible information more available. For those
less familiar with planning practices, prompts are designed to nudge individuals
at key times to think through how and when planning decisions are made.
Participating in job site meetings before the start of each shift to review struck-by
hazards and the steps being taken to prevent incidents (e.g., location and use of
safety equipment, work practices, signage, and who to go to if help is needed)
prompt related safety decisions. It is important these prompts occur at the
beginning of each shift and at the start of a new task or type of work, so to
encourage the “fresh start effect” of the nudge (i.e., new beginnings tend to
increase noticeability and importance). Similarly, posters and infographics that
have relevant information regarding how to identify and prevent struck-by
hazards should be posted near the hazard to prompt safer choices.
¢ Reminders make important information that is already known or available more

visible and accessible. Reminders help ensure salient information is consistently
used to make safer decisions and practices and can help combat procrastination.
Identification of struck-by hazards and use of work practices and equipment to
prevent incidents can be strengthened through verbal and written reminders that
reinforce steps the individual committed to doing in planning meetings. These



messages can be provided through conversations or email and text messages. In
addition, posters, infographics, and hardhat stickers can serve as useful visual
reinforcements.

e Feedback involves providing direct and clear information to the decision-maker
about the results of their safety decisions and safety practices. Feedback
provides information about their use of appropriate safety decisions and
reinforces the related safety practices. For example, workers should participate in
a debriefing meeting at the end of each shift to receive feedback. The debriefing
meetings should be include the entire crew so everyone gets “a voice” in the
review. This participation can reinforce the steps and commitments made in
implementing the plans.

e Social Norms provide a point of comparison by presenting information relative to
others in a group. Because individuals are influenced by what others do, social
norms on the jobsite influence decisions by providing cues regarding the
expectations or rules within a work group. Supervisors and safety leaders on site
are critical in setting and conveying relevant safety norms.

¢ Incentives involve changing decision consequences and motivators for the
decision-maker. Incentives provide positive rewards for actions that promote
desired safety outcomes (e.g., consistently engaging in planning decisions and
activities). Importantly, effective incentives are not punitive in nature and should
include small, frequent rewards for positive safety decisions and related
practices.

Test: Implement the nudges and evaluate effectiveness

Once designed, the nudges are ready to be implemented at worksites and tested to
determine their usefulness and effectiveness. As described in the next section, an
online guide was developed to provide specific examples of nudges and considerations
for their effective use. To ensure relevance and impact, the nudges and guidance for
their use were tailored to address specific biases and decision bottlenecks inhibiting
safer planning decisions about struck-by prevention. It is important to evaluate the use
of the nudge resource by all decision-makers (workers, supervisors, managers) as well
as the effectiveness of nudges in enhancing their planning decisions and practices. The
findings are critical for establishing preliminary evidence that the use of nudges can
effectively impact safety decisions in construction and for making any revisions needed
prior to expanding their large-scale application.

Methods

. Intervention

As described above, a pilot project was developed to test the use of behavioral
economics concepts to enhance safety decision-making by incorporating them into a
program to prevent struck-by incidents. The Struck-by Prevention Planning Program
integrates findings from the literature review and survey, with feedback from the NORA
Construction Sector Council Struck-by Work Group. It includes a planning tool,
supplemental planning and training resources, and a series of nudges to encourage
planning at all levels on the job.
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The Struck-by Prevention Planning Program consists of three separate but
complementary sections. First, a list of questions is provided to guide contractors
through considering the potential struck-by hazards on a specific job before work
begins, and links provide access to online hazard-specific planning and training
resources. Next, a worksheet is presented to help contractors track their struck-by
prevention plan. Finally, a list of recommended nudges is provided (including some in
Spanish) along with guidance for their use in supporting planning efforts.

Il. Participants

Contractors were recruited for the pilot through referrals from members of the NORA
Struck-by Work Group, as well as postings in CPWR’s monthly newsletter. The CPWR
team also presented a webinar, Struck-by Hazards, Barriers, and Opportunities in the
Construction Industry, to provide an overview of the Struck-by Prevention Planning
Program and recruit participants for the pilot.

CPWR followed up with all contractors expressing interest in the pilot. There was an
initial call with the safety directors of those contractors to introduce them to the pilot and
walk them through the steps of the Struck-by Prevention Planning Program. During this
meeting, the team instructed safety directors interested in participating to distribute two
baseline surveys: one for workers and frontline supervisors and the other for upper-level
managers.

In the construction industry, there is significant overlap between workers and
supervisors, with many people having both roles, both doing the job and overseeing
other crew members. In addition, foremen and other crew leaders often make decisions
based on instruction from management and are not themselves considered the primary
decision-makers. For that reason, workers and supervisors were surveyed as one
cohort, and upper-level managers as the other.

lll. Evaluation Measures

The baseline surveys were completed anonymously and approved by CPWR’s
Institutional Review Board. They were available in English and Spanish. Employers
were sent QR codes that linked to online surveys in Qualtrics and Word files so they
could distribute paper versions of the survey. If the contractor opted for the paper
versions, completed surveys were sent back to CPWR and entered manually into
Qualtrics. The baseline surveys consisted of multiple-choice and open-ended questions
that asked respondents to self-report their current knowledge, practices, and
procedures concerning struck-by hazards. To collect information from a range of
decision-makers in each participating organization, two versions were distributed: (1)
workers and frontline supervisors (15 items — see Appendix A); and (2) managers (16
items — see Appendix B).

After the baseline surveys were administered, the CPWR team held a follow-up call with

each safety director to discuss how they would implement the Struck-by Prevention
Planning Program. They were encouraged to pick nudges that fit their unique needs, but

10



they did not need to use every element of the planning program if they already had
specific elements in place. When possible, a CPWR team member arranged a visit to
the project site. The site visits typically lasted one day and allowed the team to better
understand existing planning efforts as well as struck-by hazards unique to the project
site. Based on this additional information, including contextual and organizational
factors influencing safety (e.g., size of site, site congestion including pedestrians,
number of workers), the team recommended specific nudges for the pilot test that fit the
needs of the contractors.

A final meeting was held with safety directors at least 20 weeks later to discuss the
results of the pilot, including their overall impressions of the planning program and any
additional feedback they had. At the conclusion of the meeting, safety directors were
asked to administer project evaluation surveys, which were also completed
anonymously and approved by CPWR’s IRB. The evaluation surveys were available in
English and Spanish. Employers were sent QR codes to online surveys in Qualtrics as
well as Word versions of the surveys so they could distribute paper versions. If the
contractor opted for the paper versions, completed surveys were sent back to CPWR
and entered manually into Qualtrics. The surveys contained multiple-choice and open-
ended questions that asked respondents about their experience with the pilot, resources
used from the Struck-by Prevention Planning Program, and ratings of overall
effectiveness. Again, two versions were distributed: (1) workers and frontline
supervisors (19 items — see Appendix C); and (2) managers (25 items — see Appendix
D).

IV. Data Analysis

All the data analysis was conducted using SAS 9.4. Because the data did not follow a
normal distribution, the Wilcoxon-Mann-Whitney test — a non-parametric t-test — was
used, along with an alpha level of 0.05. Associations between categorical variables
were determined using chi-square or Fisher’s exact tests if cell counts were less than
five. If a respondent selected “Other: Please Specify” for a question, the qualitative
responses were coded with new or previously existing response categories.

Results
.  Pre-Intervention: Baseline Survey Findings
Pre-Intervention: Workers and Supervisors

Demographics

A total of 203 surveys were completed across five companies, with workers providing
the largest percentage of responses (70%). The majority of responses (81%) came from
one company. Most respondents reported working at their company for 1 to 5 years
(47%) with many reporting shorter tenures of less than 1 year (23%) or for more than 10
years (19%). Surveys were administered in both English (82%) and Spanish (18%) to
accommodate workforce diversity.
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Awareness and Confidence about Struck-by Hazards
Workers and supervisors reported high levels of knowledge and confidence concerning
struck-by hazards.
e 68% reported being extremely or very knowledgeable about struck-by hazards on
job sites
e 75% said they are extremely or very knowledgeable in identifying and addressing
these hazards
These results suggest that, while overall knowledge and confidence is strong, there is
room to improve hazard-specific awareness among some segments of the workforce.

Struck-by Hazards at Worksite
The workers and supervisors identified the types of struck-by hazards they encounter at
their worksites. Respondents revealed that all four typical types of struck-by hazards
were encountered on worksites:

e Falling/dropped objects (89%)

e Rolling objects (63%)

e Swinging objects (55%)

e Flying objects (39%)

Planning Practices to Prevent Struck-by Incidents
Workers and supervisors reported how often they engaged in key planning actions to
prevent struck-by incidents. Workers and supervisors indicated they always or almost
always:
o Actively engage in pre-task planning at the beginning of every shift (77%)
e Participate in pre-job planning before work begins on a new project (76%)
e Conduct or participate in pre-task planning before any new task or new type of
work is initiated (71%)
e Conduct or participate in daily pre-shift meetings to review struck-by hazards and
preventive measures as a group (70%)
e Review/update pre-job plans frequently at safety/production meetings with crew
leaders (69%)
e Conduct or participate in pre-lift meetings before crane use to review
communication, struck-by hazards, and steps being taken to prevent incidents
(68%)
e Conduct or participate in training programs on struck-by hazards and prevention
(58%)
The responses reflect a high level of consistency in worker and supervisor engagement
in most planning practices, with less consistency for discussions and updating of plans,
and participation in training programs. The findings suggest a need to embed struck-by
prevention more systematically into routine communication and planning tools.

Use of Safety Nudges
A small number of workers and supervisors reported nudges that have been used on
the job to encourage safety in general (12%), with significant variation in the type of
nudge:

o Signage/posters (79%)

12



Stickers (50%)
Feedback (40%)
Email reminders about planning (26%)
Incentives (24%)
e Text message reminders about planning (31%)
These results highlight an opportunity to increase use of nudge techniques directed at
safety planning. Feedback and reminder systems may offer effective channels for
reinforcing safety planning practices.

Safety Climate
Workers and supervisors reported positive and supportive safety climates in their
organizations and a strong commitment to struck-by prevention. The majority of
respondents indicated they agreed or strongly agreed that:
e My company makes planning to prevent struck-by incidents a top priority (81%)
¢ Management is committed to and actively involved in planning to prevent struck-
by hazards (81%)
e« Management prioritizes safety equally as much as quality of work and
productivity (80%)
e Everyone is included in planning for struck-by hazards (74%)
e Additional resources are needed to effectively plan for struck-by hazards on their
job sites (72%)
The data indicates that most workers feel strong support from leadership, with a small
portion of the workforce perceiving conflicting between safety and productivity.

Pre-Intervention: Managers

Demographics

Forty-three managers representing four construction companies participated, with 74%
responding in English and 26% responding in Spanish. Participating managers held a
variety of leadership roles: Company Owners (20%); Safety & Health Directors (28%);
Project Managers (23%); Superintendents (8%); Construction Managers (8%); Directors
(5%); and 10% reporting other leadership positions (e.g., COO, Regional VP,
Controller). A similar share of managers reported working at their company for 1 to 5
years (39%) or more than 10 years (32%), with somewhat fewer reporting shorter
tenures of less than 1 year (22%). They represent a mix of general (46%) and specialty
subcontractors (32%), with the largest numbers being in the industrial sector (54%) and
employing 1,000 or more workers (39%).

Interest in Pilot Project
Managers reported a variety of reasons for participating in the pilot program. The
majority of managers indicated they were looking for:
e General information (not hazard specific) to improve job planning (61%)
e Information on nudges to support safety decisions and practices that reduce
struck-by incidents (54%)
¢ Information on reducing struck-by incidents from falling objects (e.g., dropped
tools, objects falling from heights) (49%)

13



Awareness and Confidence about Struck-by Hazards
Similar to workers and supervisors, managers reported high levels of knowledge and
confidence concerning struck-by hazards.
e 61% reported being extremely or very knowledgeable about struck-by hazards on
job sites
e 56% said they are extremely or very confident in identifying and addressing these
hazards

Planning Practices to Prevent Struck-by Incidents

Managers were asked to rate how often their companies engage in key planning actions
to prevent struck-by incidents. The responses reflected a high level of engagement with
most practices, with variability depending on the complexity of the activity. Most
managers reported frequent engagement with struck-by prevention planning activities,
especially those tied to shift preparation, crane operations, and emergency response.

Training and integrating safety into costs upfront were practiced less consistently and
may benefit from more structured support or leadership prioritization. In summary,
managers indicated they always or almost always:
e Conduct pre-job planning before work on a new site begins (84%)
e Conduct pre-task planning at the beginning of every shift (81%)
e Designate and identify those in charge of and knowledgeable about rescue and
treatment should an incident occur (79%)
e Hold pre-lift meetings before crane use to review communication, struck-by
hazards, and steps being taken to prevent incidents (72%)
e Hold daily pre-shift meetings to review struck-by hazards and preventive
measures (72%)
e Review/update pre-job plans frequently at safety/production meetings (70%)
e Conduct pre-task planning before any new task or new type of work is initiated
(70%)
¢ Designate and identify those in charge of and knowledgeable about struck-by
prevention at the worksite (67%)
¢ Include the cost of all safety- and rescue-related resources in the bid (66%)
e Conduct training on struck-by hazards and prevention (58%)

Safety Climate
Managers reported positive and supportive safety climate in their organization a