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About the G15 
 
The G15’s members provide more than 650,000 homes across the country, including around 
one in ten homes for Londoners. Delivering good quality safe homes for our residents is our 
number one priority. Every year our members invest almost £900m in improvement works 
and repairs to people's homes, ensuring people can live well. Together, we are the largest 
providers of new affordable homes in London and build around 15% of all affordable homes 
across England. It’s what we were set up to do and what we’re committed to achieving. We 
are independent, charitable organisations and all the money we make is reinvested in 
building more affordable homes and delivering services for our residents. 
 
Find out more and see our latest updates on our website: www.g15.london 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
For more information, please contact: 
David Flindall, Policy Manager, Catalyst Housing Ltd. 
david.flindall@chg.org.uk  

http://www.g15.london/
mailto:david.flindall@chg.org.uk
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Introduction  
 
The safety and wellbeing of all the people we provide homes to is the number one priority of 
all G15 members. As organisations that are responsible for more than 650,000 homes, our 
members are continuously working to ensure the safety of well over 1 million people in their 
homes.  
 
Our members invest significant resources every year in ensuring the safety of our residents. 
G15 members have earmarked at least £3.6bn to be invested over the next 15 years to 
improve the safety of our homes and to address building safety issues. Alongside this 
significant additional investment that we are making in our homes, our members, rightly, 
have also continued to deliver essential safety compliance and mitigation work. This 
includes, increasing our commitment to electrical safety: delivering, or moving towards, 
delivering five yearly cycles of inspection and testing for our tenants. 
 
We welcome the opportunity to comment on the government’s consultation and call for 
evidence on electrical safety in the social rented sector. Generally, we support all moves to 
improve electrical safety through a tenure neutral approach to inspection and testing. 
 
In our response to the consultation questions set out below, we focus on the following key 
issues, which we would like the government to consider in developing its proposals: 
 

• Electrical installation condition reports (EICRs) can be difficult to understand, and it 
would help to create a summary that could give key information about safety rather 
than rely on the report 

• We would recommend sharing EICRs and/or summaries via online portals, when 
giving this information to tenants. Together with other building safety information, 
paper copies of reports and/or summaries could be available on request 

• The frequency of portable appliance testing (PAT) should be determined via a risk 
assessment 

• Rather than testing tenants’ portable appliances, which would be very difficult, it 
might be better to improve the safety of devices through regulation or voluntary 
schemes. New electrical wiring guidance will also help to reduce the risks from faulty 
devices 

• Making electrical safety a legal requirement may help housing associations gain 
easier access for electrical safety checks. However, this should be supported through 
increased legal rights for landlords to carry out electrical and other compliance 
checks together with enhanced access to legal remedies to achieve access. We feel 
a government-led communications campaign focussing on the need to provide 
access for safety related works, particularly in high-risk residential buildings, would 
give tenants the reassurance they need to encourage them to allow access 

• The proposed regulations should be phased in over five years to allow the new 
requirements to be introduced as part of existing planned programmes 

• Although we try to mitigate safety issues uncovered during checks it is not practical 
to require remedial work to be completed within a period of time as some works a 
complicated, such as rewiring homes 

• Requiring mandatory electrical installation checks in leaseholders’ homes in housing 
association owned block is unlikely to be successful because it would be difficult and 
expensive to regulate and likely to be seen as an infringement on leaseholders’ 
freedom. We suggest instead a risk assessed requirement for leaseholders to 
undertake checks in all buildings where a risk is identified, either from the nature of 
the building or its residents. Leaseholders would then need to provide proof of 
compliance to the building owner or other responsible person. 
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Consultation questions 
 
Question 1 (a): Do you agree that mandatory inspection and testing at least every five years 
of electrical installations should be a legal requirement in the social rented sector? 
Yes/No. If yes, please answer question 1 (b). Please provide supporting details. 
 
Response: Yes  
 
We agree with this proposal as it aligns with our core values and is in line with latest good 
practice. The requirement to test electrical installations at least every five years should be for 
communal areas and all rented homes.  
 
We agree that there should be a consistent approach across all tenures.  
 
G15 members either already inspect and test electrical installations as part of a five year 
cyclical programme or are moving to do so. Because we are already doing this we are 
reasonably well-placed to comply with any new regulations once introduced, depending on 
the timescales for full compliance (see question 7 for more details). 
 
Question 1 (b): If yes, should it be a requirement that a copy of the EICR report be issued to 
social residents within 28 days, or to any new tenant before they occupy the property? 
Yes/No. Please provide supporting details. 
 
Response: Yes and No 
 
We do not agree that there should be a requirement to issue a copy of an electrical 
installation condition report (EICR) to all housing association tenants within 28 days of an 
inspection.  
 
This does not mean that we are against sharing electrical safety reports but that a blanket 
requirement to give tenants technical reports within 28 days may not be the right approach. 
 
Some G15 members are happy to provide EICRs on request. However, those that say they 
are happy to do so would find it difficult to do this within 28 days of an inspection. This is 
because contractors’ processes are not currently set up to provide certificates quickly (due to 
batch uploads, agreed deadlines etc.) we could overcome this but that would take time and 
need a transitionary period. Also, some members would be unhappy sending a report that 
has not been quality checked.  
 
Sending documents by post is resource intensive, both in terms of time and money, and 
emails are not always appropriate as we have found that email addresses are often missing 
or do not work. 
 
Ideally, we would provide EICRs electronically through a resident ‘portal’ as part of a suite of 
safety documentation as this aligns to our digital inclusion agendas. The ‘portal’ could hold 
all relevant information about tenants’ homes and could be used to both access and 
download information and certificates. The ‘portal’ could show if a property is fit for purpose 
at any given time via a property dashboard. However, we recognise that some tenants will 
find it difficult to access documents electronically and where requested we could still supply 
paper copies. 
 
Several members are concerned that tenants would not understand an EICR as it is a 
complicated highly technical document aimed at industry professionals. Besides the headline 
judgement (satisfactory/unsatisfactory), reports are likely to be of little value to lay residents 
and may only serve to increase concern and confusion. We would support work to produce 
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an easily understandable electrical safety report that gives all residents information about 
electrical safety in their homes in an understandable way. 
 
If housing associations are required to provide EICR reports to residents, we recommend 
this is primarily done via a residents’ ‘portal’ and that the government works with us to 
produce a simple summary version omitting or explaining the technical details of the EICR.   
 
We would have no problem providing electrical safety information to new residents but 
ideally would do this via a ‘portal’ and in an easily understandable format, as set out above. 
 
Question 2 (a): Do you agree that PAT testing of appliances provided by social landlords 
should be a legal requirement? 
Yes/No. If yes, please answer 2 (b). Please provide supporting details. 
 
Response: Yes 
 
We already test portable appliances we provide in supported housing and in areas where 
our colleagues work, where it is already a requirement. Housing associations rarely provide 
portable appliances in other circumstance. 
 
Where we do supply portable appliances, we always provide safe and modern fully 
compliant devices that are unlikely to require frequent testing. Housing associations have 
rigorous procurement processes to make sure that appliances we purchase are of the 
highest quality and capable of withstanding the use they are intended to receive. 
 
We agree that on the rare occasions we supply portable devices in communal areas where 
colleagues don’t work it would be reasonable to expect us to test them, if we don’t already 
do so to comply with our existing legal duties.  
 
We very rarely supply and remain responsible for portable appliances to residents for use in 
their homes. If the requirement is extended to include general needs residents’ homes we 
are likely to have problems gaining access to test our portable appliances and would 
welcome an approach that recognised this. 
 
Question 2 (b): Do you agree that the frequency of PAT testing should be determined 
according to risk assessment, but that evidence of PAT testing must be provided with an 
EICR certificate to ensure PAT testing is completed at least every five years? 
Yes/No. Please provide supporting details 
 
Response: Yes, we agree that the frequency of PAT testing should be determined 
according to risk assessment. We do not agree with providing information on PAT testing 
every five years. We think that it would make more sense to supply safety information via a 
‘portal’ when we complete the tests.  
 
We support risk assessment as modern appliances are generally safe, particularly the good 
quality, compliant appliances we supply. Housing associations have strict procurement 
processes in place to manage the supply of electrical goods with partnering contractors 
adding extra assurance around the quality of products installed. Testing regimes should 
reflect this as they could lead to significant extra costs and divert resources from other safety 
activities.  
 
We would be happy to work with the government and/or regulators to develop risk 
assessment criteria and/or guidelines on appropriate testing frequencies, which take account 
of the type of building (such as high-rise) or the make-up of residents (such as supported or 
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extra care schemes). Clarity of expectations in either method would also help communicate 
the need for testing to tenants and could help us gain access to their homes.  
 
Question 3: Do you agree that PAT testing of residents’ personal appliances should not be 
a legal requirement? 
Yes/No. Please provide supporting details. 
 
Response: Yes, we agree that testing residents’ personal appliances should not be a legal 
requirement.  
 
Testing residents’ appliances is likely to be an unreasonably expensive and resource 
intensive process for landlords in all sectors. It would also be intrusive for tenants and other 
residents and may infringe their right to quiet enjoyment of their homes. For example, 
tenants would have to tell us about all portable electronic devices, and we would have to risk 
assess them and test them on an individual schedule linked to each item. Residents would 
have to tell us each time they bought a new device as it would be unreasonably intrusive for 
us to regularly check to see if they have new devices. It would also be difficult for us or a 
regulator to enforce failure to inform us of a new device in a reasonable and proportionate 
way. 
 
There may be a danger where low-income residents are only able to afford the cheapest, 
sometimes dangerous appliances. We would welcome increased regulation or voluntary 
schemes to improve the safety of appliances. This would enable our residents to benefit 
from safer, more efficient modern appliances, reducing the risk of fire and improving health 
and safety for all our residents. We would be happy to work with government to improve the 
safety of appliances at all price points as part of a holistic response to safety in homes.  
 
Changes to BS7671:2018, the wiring regulations, mean that we are starting to install arc 
fault detection devices (AFDDs) in high-risk residential buildings as part of our major works 
programmes, including where we need to rewire homes. These devices are designed to cut 
off the power to faulty appliances when there is a problem involving arcing and will help to 
reduce the danger from faulty appliances. Although this is separate to PAT testing it does 
provide some assurance to tenants and is the most efficient way of managing safety risks 
arising from faulty and dangerous appliances. 
 
Question 4: Do you think a legal requirement for electrical safety checks would improve 
landlord access to properties to carry out checks? 
Yes/No. Please provide supporting details. 
 
Response: Yes 
 
Overall, we feel that making electrical safety checks a legal requirement could help in 
gaining access by reinforcing the importance of electrical safety with: 
 

• Residents, who may be more willing to grant access 

• Housing association boards, who need to comply with legal requirements in their co-
regulatory role and are likely to put a greater emphasis on performance management 
and resourcing teams to achieve compliance 

• Courts, who may take applications for injunctions or other legal remedies more 
seriously, particularly if a pre-action protocol could be developed and/or accelerated 
legal routes put in place to support access requests linked to safety compliance.  

 
However, we would like to add a note a caution. Despite gas safety being a legal 
requirement, it can still be difficult and expensive to gain access for gas safety checks. 
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Question 5: Do you think there is more that government could do to ensure social landlords 
are able to access properties and carry out these checks? 
Yes/No. Please provide supporting details and/or recommendations. 
 
Response: Yes. 
 
We believe that government could help us to access properties in two ways: 
 

• Create legislation that requires residents to cooperate with landlords to achieve 
safety compliance in the same way as set out in the Building Safety Act. Options 
could include: 

o Creating a legal right for landlords to carry out electrical and other, safety 
checks and any follow up work enforceable at law 

o An implied right of access to undertake safety related checks and works that 
could be enforced through an enhanced legal route where a judge in 
chambers grants access on basic evidence 

o Giving housing associations the same rights of access as local authorities 
have for safety related issues 

o A requirement on the courts to balance the right to quiet enjoyment with the 
safety of the occupants, and other occupants in a building, with a presumption 
to granting access 

• A government-led communications campaign to raise awareness of the importance 
of granting access for electrical safety checks. This campaign could be part of a 
wider building safety campaign linked to the introduction of Building Safety Act and 
Fire Safety Act requirements and reinforce wider safety requirements, such as gas 
safety.  

 
With the government’s proposed renters reform changes, the Regulator of Social Housing’s 
Tenant Satisfaction Measures, and the new Building Safety Act legislation we are conscious 
that tenants may be apprehensive about upcoming changes and what they mean. This is a 
concern and something which needs to be managed by effective communications which 
clearly explain in easy-to-understand terms what is changing and how it affects them. 
 
Question 6: Do you agree that the Guide for landlords offers suitable advice for landlords to 
identify competent and skilled inspectors, and could be applied to the social rented sector? 
Yes/No. Please provide supporting details and recommendations. 
 
Response: Yes 
 
We support simple clear guidance which supports expectations for all landlords, residents, 
and contractors.  
 
Housing associations already have considerable skill and experience in accessing suitably 
competent contractors. We are confident we have the resources to meet the extra demands 
of mandatory electrical safety checks. Nevertheless, the government might consider a 
promotional campaign to sure up the future supply of competent electricians given the 
current skills shortage in the UK workforce.  
 
Question 7: Should any requirements be introduced in a phased way as exampled above? 
Yes/No. Please provide supporting details. 
 
Response: Yes  
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Given the large volume of checks required across the sector, some degree of phasing or 
flexibility will be essential to enable housing associations to manage new requirements 
within existing maintenance and safety requirements and to smooth potential peaks in 
demand. The proposal to introduce requirements for new tenancies in the first year, followed 
by all tenancies in the following year might not be adequate to spread demand given 
housing associations’ low rates of tenancy turnover. 
 
We suggest a transitionary period of five years to allow for a complete programme to be 
instituted and followed. Competency requirements will require us to review and update 
contracts with our current suppliers. There may also be a shortage of electricians qualified to 
undertake tests.  
 
Question 8: Would 28 days be a sufficient period for social landlords to complete any 
remedial works? 
Yes/No. Please explain further and/or recommend what would be a sufficient period. 
 
Response: We find it difficult to simply answer this question yes or no as we aim to 
complete remedial works very quickly but on occasion that may not be possible.  
 
We generally aim to resolve C1 issues before we leave the tenant’s home and C2 and F1 
issues as soon as practicable after being notified of them. However, it can be difficult to 
regain access to resolve the problem at another visit. If a requirement to resolve issues 
within a defined timespan is introduced, we would need enhanced powers to gain access to 
meet those requirements. 
 
A 28-day deadline may be appropriate for some remedial works. But for larger or more 
complex works, it may prove unachievable. Examples include: 
 

• Electrical rewiring a whole home or homes. Rewiring a home requires planning and is 
likely to cause significant disruption to the occupants of the home. If we find similar 
problems in a number of homes, which can often happen as we acquire homes built 
to the same designs, and standards and with similar materials, we need to procure a 
major works contract and rewire them as part of a planned programme of works. 
Where we do this we must follow relevant procurement legislation and value for 
money requirements that require consideration of other works that may be needed in 
order to maintain the quality of our homes and minimise disruption for our tenants. 
This can take a long period of time.  

• Upgrading a consumer unit may mean we have to check the material on which the 
consumer unit is mounted for asbestos, which takes time. The material may be found 
to contain asbestos and will need to be removed. It could be asbestos insulating 
board (AIB) and subject to a 14-day notification with the HSE, etc.  

 
Both these examples are also dependent on tenants providing access to their homes. 

 
Question 9: Should any regulations introduced be enforced by local housing authorities? 
Yes/No. Please provide supporting details 
 
Response: Yes 
 
While we feel that there are a number of potential regulators for these proposed regulations, 
we would be happy to see local authorities perform this role as, in our experience, they 
provide a professional service.  
 
Local authorities, or any other possible regulator, will need the resources to be able to 
conduct the enforcement role for these proposed regulations. 
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Question 10: Do you agree that the penalty for non-compliance of any regulations 
introduced should be a civil penalty of up to £30,000? 
Yes/No. Please provide supporting details 
 
Response: No, we do not think that not-for-profit housing associations should be fined as 
fines reduce our ability to meet our charitable objectives/social purpose, including ensuring 
the safety of our residents. 
 
It is unlikely that a housing association would deliberately adversely affect the welfare of its 
tenants. It is more likely that failure to meet new regulations would be linked to internal 
issues. Housing associations are already required to refer failures to comply with legislation 
or regulation to the Regulator of Social Housing (RSH) to investigate. New electrical safety 
regulations should fall into the category of issues that should be referred to the RSH and 
guidance could be produced to make this clearer if further emphasis is needed.  
 
The RSH has the ability to downgrade a housing association’s gradings where it finds 
systemic problems. These powers are under review and the proposed changes to the RSH’s 
regulatory regime should make it easier for the RSH to downgrade or take other action 
against housing associations, particularly where their failings affect the safety of their 
tenants. We support these changes and are happy to work with the government and RSH to 
make sure that they are meaningful. 
 
Regulatory downgrading can lead to financial punishment as it can lead to reputational 
damage and difficulty in obtaining funding from investors or on the capital markets. This is 
particularly true of funding linked to Environmental, Social and Governance (ESG) criteria, 
such as those used by Sustainability for Housing and the Certified Sustainable Housing 
Label, commonly adopted by housing associations to show their ESG credentials. The 
criteria used in these, and other ESG related standards, include both the regulatory grading 
and approach to safety in assessing housing associations’ ESG credentials. Fining housing 
associations would effectively lead to a double fine as the cost of borrowing money 
increases the weaker an associations’ credentials are.  
 
Too tight a fining regime may punish housing associations for the actions of their tenants, 
such as refusing access. Housing association tenancies tend to be lifetime tenancies which 
means that we cannot take advantage of the period between relets to undertake inspections 
in the same way as private landlords. Where tenants fail to give us access we are then 
forced to take expensive, resource intensive legal routes to gain entry, which can take 
significant time. Given these circumstances, we feel a fine would be an unfair punishment. 
 
Question 11: Would you support the introduction of a mandatory requirement for electrical 
installation checks in owner-occupier properties within social housing blocks? 
Yes/No Please provide supporting details. 
 
Response: No, we would not support the introduction of a mandatory requirement for 
landlords to be responsible for electrical installation checks in leaseholders’ homes within 
our housing blocks.  
 
Unless inspections relate to a communal system, such as a communal heating system that 
we retain responsibility for, we cannot agree to this proposal. Leaseholders in housing 
association owned blocks have maintenance responsibilities under their leases. This creates 
a clear division of responsibility for maintenance between leaseholders, who are responsible 
in their homes, and freeholders, who are responsible for communal areas and systems. 
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Where we provide communal heating, we will have an obligation to conduct works related to 
it in residents’ homes. G15 members already do this and will continue to do so. Where this is 
the case, we will already have a right to enter the leaseholder’s home and will have had a 
chance to work with residents to indicate how important access is.   
 
Where this is not the case, we normally have no repairing rights or duties within 
leaseholders’ homes. This makes access very difficult, and it would create confusion, as we 
would not be responsible for other repairs. For example, we do not service gas boilers. 
 
Housing associations would need to introduce service charges to pay for the works, covering 
both the cost of contractors and administration of the inspection programme, which also may 
not be possible if the lease does not allow it. Any costs not covered by service charges 
would effectively be paid for by tenants through their rent. It would not be fair to require 
tenants to pay for electrical inspections for leaseholders where we cannot levy a service 
charge. Where we can levy a charge, this would mean increasing service charges or 
charging leaseholders for the first time, both of which are likely to be unpopular with 
leaseholders.  
 
We recognise that in some buildings, for example high-risk buildings covered by the Building 
Safety Act, electrical safety certificates would be useful in forming safety information/building 
safety cases. We feel it would be more appropriate to require leaseholders to undertake 
checks and provide certificates to us. We already have leases that require leaseholders to 
provide proof of safety requirements, and this could be extended in line with new building 
safety requirements for leaseholders signalled in the Building Safety Act. This option would 
help to increase building safety and institute universal electrical safety testing across tenures 
while maintaining the existing relationship between leaseholders and freeholders. If this is 
adopted it should apply to all buildings fitting the criteria, not just social housing blocks, to 
maintain tenure neutrality and protect all residents in blocks. We would be happy to work 
with the government and/or another body to help develop a general approach along these 
lines. 
 
Question 12  If yes, do you agree this requirement should apply every five years? 
Yes/No Please provide supporting details. 
 
Response: Yes 
 
If there is a requirement for leaseholders to conduct electrical safety inspections these 
expectations should be aligned across tenures. 
 
Again, we cannot see why this would be limited to social housing blocks. Instead, it should 
be linked to building type and the make-up of its resident to make sure that residents in all 
tenures benefit from the same safety measures and have the same duties.  
 
Question 13: What are your views on whether this requirement should be placed on 
owner-occupier leaseholders or their freeholders? 
Please provide supporting details. 
 
As already stated, we think that the requirement should be placed on leaseholders rather 
than freeholders such as housing associations. Many leaseholders already have 
responsibilities through contract. The Building Safety Act and its accompanying regulations 
will increase these responsibilities as regards fire safety and structural issues and we would 
be happy to see this extended to other safety responsibilities in line with the Building Safety 
Act’s vision of viewing safety in a building holistically.  
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We would be happy to work with government and/or another body to develop a reasonable 
and proportionate approach to extending electrical safety across all tenures, taking account 
of the types of buildings homes are situated in.  
 
Question 14: If this requirement were to be placed on the owner-occupier, do you have any 
views on how it should be enforced? 
Please provide supporting details. 
 
If this requirement were to be placed on the owner-occupier it should be enforced by the 
regulator chosen to enforce these regulations more widely, for example the local authority.  
 
This would create consistency between tenures and enable the regulator to take a holistic 
approach to enforcing electrical safety requirements in blocks, estates and in the same area.  
 
It would also provide clarity where regulators need to work together. For example, in high-
risk buildings it would mean that the Building Safety Regulator would have one regulator to 
work with, the local authority, for all electrical safety issues covered by these regulations. 
 
However, this is likely to be very expensive as it will require the regulator to work with 
individual owner-occupiers.  
 
We would not agree to any involvement in regulating leaseholders’ compliance with these 
proposed electrical safety regulations. Any requirement on freeholders to inform the 
regulator of leaseholders’ compliance is likely to lead to poor relations with leaseholders 
while not ensuring safety in a block. Leaseholders would feel spied on. It would also be 
difficult for a freeholder to cover the costs of informing the regulator. Adding a small service 
charge to cover informing the regulator of leaseholders’ compliance is only going to make a 
potentially adversarial relationship worse. 
 
Question 15: Do you have any views on how best to minimise the cost burdens of extending 
these requirements to owner-occupying leaseholders in social housing blocks? 
Please provide supporting details 
 
It is possible that in some circumstances, housing associations may be able to sign 
organisation- or region-wide contracts, securing a bulk discount for electrical testing and 
inspection. We could then offer leaseholders the chance to order their electrical checks 
through those contractors, at an agreed rate that takes account of administration cost.  
 
Before doing this though we would need to make sure that there are no unintended 
consequences that adversely affect either housing associations or their leaseholders. 
 
(No response provided to question 16) 
 


