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About the G15 

The G15 is made up of London’s largest housing associations. Our board comprises the 

chief executive of each of our members. 

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 

The G15 members are: 

• A2Dominion 

• Catalyst 

• Clarion Housing Group 

• Hyde 

• L&Q 

• MTVH 

• Network Homes 

• Notting Hill Genesis 

• One Housing (part of Riverside) 

• Optivo 

• Peabody 

• Southern Housing Group 

 

For more information, please contact: 

G15@mtvh.co.uk  
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Overview 

The G15 members are supporters and allies in the government’s important work on building safety 

regulation.  We are signatories to the Building a Safer Future Charter, in some cases as founder 

members or working toward ‘Champion’ status. Over the past few years G15 members have been 

actively involved in various industry working groups developing solutions relating to building safety 

and have helped to pilot emerging policy proposals.  We have carried out significant programmes of 

work within our individual organisations, both to address current building safety issues and to prepare 

for the future regulatory changes. 

The G15’s members welcome the opportunity to comment on the government’s current proposals, on 

implementing the new building control regime for higher-risk buildings and wider changes to the 

building regulations for all buildings. 

We fully support the principles, objectives, and ambition of the proposals.  We recognise that the 

regulatory changes will ultimately bring about significant improvement in the construction and building 

management sectors, and that this will help to safeguard the safety and wellbeing of our residents 

who are of course at the heart of everything we do.  We also recognise and accept that in the 

short/medium term there will be a period of disruption and difficulty, for ourselves and the industry as 

a whole, as we contend with the scope and scale of the changes. 

It is within this context that we wish to work with government and the building safety regulator (BSR) 

to identify challenges and provide a platform for dialogue so that we can help to find suitable 

solutions. 

Through this consultation all members of the G15 were invited to submit responses, with a total of 

eight members able to provide feedback. Given the scope of ninety-six questions contained within the 

consultation a document of the fully collated feedback will accompany this overview.  

This joint response highlights feedback from across the twelve sections of the consultation shown 

below.  

1. Registration 

2. Certification 

3. Accountable person(s) and the principal accountable person 

4. Safety case approach and the safety case report 

5. Mandatory occurrence reporting 

6. Residents’ voice and duties on residents 

7. Golden thread contents 

8. How the golden thread is managed and stored 

9. Duties on the accountable person(s) and the principal accountable person to share information 

10. Enforcement 

11. Appeals 

12. Key building information 
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1. Registration 

Submissions & Managing Agent Registrations 

Barring any increase in complexity of the information required for registering Higher Risk Buildings 

(HRBs), broad agreement to the proposals was provided under this section. Clarification was 

highlighted with regards to the ability of the Principle Accountable Person (PAP) to delegate authority 

to a relevant Accountable Persons (AP), such as a managing agent, to register buildings on their 

behalf.  

Relevant Accountable Person Roles 

The relationship between the PAP and relevant APs was a recuring theme throughout the 

consultation, both in relation to gathering, sharing, and communicating building information, but also 

when undertaking delegated tasks in support of the PAP. This underlined the need for closer ties and 

communication between the PAP and relevant APs, including managing agents and commercial 

owners within HRBs. We propose a clearly defined ownership and responsibility structure in relation 

to the PAP and APs should be put in place to support this. 

Notification Timelines & Building Control Certification 

Through this section only two questions had notable levels of differing views; one in relation to the 

extension of the 14-day notification period relating to changes to building information provided at 

registration to be extended to 28 days. The second in relation to broad disagreement with the 

proposals setting out it if building control certificates were compliant at the time of completion. In light 

of this we propose a confirmation relating to the building control certificates availability instead of the 

document’s compliance at the time of construction, with clear guidance on impacts if the certificate is 

not available. 

2. Certification 

Missing Building Information 

This section highlighted comments relating to the impact of missing building data and documents 

through the registration and certification process, and what implications this would have on the 6-

month submission timeline ahead of occupation. 

Prescribed Information Requirements  

Further examples and guidelines relating to Mandatory Occurrence Reporting ‘safety occurrences’ 

were requested. Despite broad agreement with the principles proposed, similar requests for further 

clarity relating to prescribed information required in applications for building assessment certificates 

were made.  

Additional Certificate Information 

Additional proposals for information to be included on certificates were made, relating to the name of 

the PAP and certificate serial numbers. In the event of a failed submission a call for clear identification 

of relevant issues and steps to remedy them were requested to limit the impact ahead of occupation. 

3. Accountable Persons 

Lease Conformity  

Broad agreement for this section’s only question was provided, noting that a shift towards lease 

conformity across the industry in future would need to be developed. 
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4. Safety Cases 

Proportionate Measures & Holistic Approach 

Broad agreement was gathered for this section, with calls for further clarity on how the PAP or 

relevant APs take 'reasonable steps' to ensure 'effective and proportionate measures' in relation to 

building safety. Concerns were raised in relation to the scope of safety case contents, with a more 

holistic approach being called for than those detailed in the consultation. 

Information Sharing with Fire Rescue Services   

Concerns were also raised in relation to how shared electronic data on HRB emergency planning can 

be shared with Fire Rescue Services (FRS). Several members noted that FRS may not have the 

platforms and systems in place to support electronic updates for crews attending an HRB incident. 

Templates, Guidance and Review Criteria  

A consensus was formed for this section with no major difference in member views. Calls for Safety 

Case Report guidance and formats were requested, along with standard submission templates and 

the release of review criteria due to be put in place by the Regulator. Ongoing updates and guidance 

as the submission and review process develops was also requested. 

5. Mandatory Occurrence Reporting 

Risk Conditions & Safety Occurrences 

A central portal with clearly developed submission criteria was requested by members, with further 

guidance on ‘risk conditions’, and examples of ‘safety occurrences’ needed.  

RIDDOR Distinctions & Submission Criteria 

Clarity on the distinction between Mandatory Occurrence Reporting (MOR) and RIDDOR submission 

was also flagged with some concerns that the regulator might encounter high volumes of MOR 

incidents if submission criteria were not carefully set out.  

Extended Reporting & Case Study Examples 

Feedback was offered that an extended (or multi-phased) reporting process may be needed with a 

relatively basic initial submission after 10 days, followed by a post investigation follow-up report. A call 

for sharing and learning from MOR case studies could also be useful for the rest of the sector at large. 

6. Residents Voice 

Resident Consultations 

Discussions in this large section primarily revolved around ensuring resident consultations were 

undertaken to ensure the PAP or relevant APs have a clear understanding of what information 

residents want, what their responsibilities and right are, and in what format and platforms they prefer 

to receive information.  

Engagement Strategy Review Criteria 

Reviews on the resident engagement strategies similarly called for additional review criteria including: 

• Change of PAP or relevant AP. 

• Changes in building material. 

• A new building constructed close to or in contact with the HRB. 
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• Changes in letting policy. 

• Changes in building risk or evacuation policy. 

• Phased occupation. 

• By request of a baseline number of residents or TRA members.  

• Changes to relevant regulations or legislation. 

• On request by the regulator 

 

Sharing Information Challenges 

Numerous differing views were submitted from members for this section. These broadly revolve 

around: 

• Concerns relating to the balance between the need to provide safety information and give 

assurance to resident, versus the potential for technical information that could confuse or 

cause undue concern to residents.   

• Concerns relating to the possibility of proposed sharing of contractor intellectual property and 

commercial confidentiality agreement information, as well as the possible risk exposure and 

reputational damage that may require pre-emptive legal consultation and associated impacts 

to project costs and timelines. 

• Discussions on the need for the PAP to share or delegate responsibilities to relevant APs and 

how two-way sharing of information would work. 

• Concerns that bespoke resident engagement strategies could mean HRBs in the same estate 

or local area could have widely varied strategies based on the proposals set out in the 

consultation, with suggestions to work in consultation with resident focus groups or tenant 

resident associations.  

• Requests for a clear distinction between the new BSR processes and existing requirements 

set by the Ombudsman.  

 

7. Golden Thread Contents 

Information Retention 

Differing views were provided across several questions in this section. A central theme for discussion 

in both Golden Thread sections revolved around differing opinions relating to the ‘relevant and 

proportionate’ retention of information. Some members felt that the impact on resourcing to manage 

and withdraw elements from the Golden Thread was less effective than simply putting in place an 

easily accessible and well-managed ongoing archive of data and documents. Some comments noted 

the need to retain documents in line with the new defect limitation period of 15 years. 

One Source of the Truth 

Several comments also confirmed that centralisation of the Golden Thread would prove challenging 

given its broad scope, meaning that most businesses would need to draw data and documentation 

from across separate networks and systems.  

Development of Information Sharing 

The practicalities of sharing Golden Thread information between the PAP and relevant APs was also 

flagged, as historically an easy flow of information between landlords and managing agents or 

commercial owners was often less than straight forward and more effective information sharing could 

prove challenging and would need to be developed.  
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8. Golden Thread Management 

Data Standards 

One of the main areas for discussion in this section related to numerous calls for the implementation 

of data standards to ensure that Golden Thread information is interoperable.  

Transfers into Portfolio 

Transfers between business portfolios conforming to differing data standards would be less than 

effective and would not support the industry in moving towards improved standards.  

BIM & ISO19650 

While some members advocated systems such as Building Information Modeling (BIM) and standards 

such as ISO19650, others recognised that this was aspirational and not practicable across the 

entirety of the industry at this time.  

9. Information Sharing 

Information Sharing & Handover 

This section received almost full agreement across all questions. The theme of issues relating to two-

way information sharing between the PAP and relevant APs as well as the need for clearly defined 

roles and responsibilities were reiterated. One proposal was offered relating to transfers between 

outgoing and incoming PAPs by way of a jointly signed declaration that reaffirm their roles and 

responsibilities. 

10. Enforcement 

Compliance Notification Steps 

Full agreement was provided for the two questions in this section, with a call or an interim step ahead 

of compliance notification, whereby the regulator may provide constructive feedback to the PAP to 

address relevant issues. The subsequent notice should be adequately detailed by the regulator to 

allow the PAP to understand what measures they need to undertake and within what timelines. 

11. Appeals 

Internal Review Response Timeline 

Almost full agreement was provided for the three questions in this section, with one call to ensure the 

regulator meets proposed requirements to respond to requests for internal review within the 28-day 

period. 

12. Building Information 

Building Information Clarification  

Further clarification was requested to define elements within this section, specifically ‘types and 

materials of external features’ and ‘structural information of a building’.  

Flammable Material Location 

An additional proposal relating to the location of flammable materials within the building was also 

made along with standardised document, file size, scales, and metrics to be implemented.   
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Submission Timelines 

One call for key building information to be submitted at the same time as building registration was 

made instead of the within 28 days, with a counter request that this should be extended to 60 days. 

Update Timelines 

A request for clarification was made regarding how key building information updates need to be 

handled inline within the 28-day period in relation to long-term multi-phase works projects.  

 

 

 

 


