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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: 

G15@mtvh.co.uk  
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Introduction  
 

Every G15 member is committed to ensuring that residents are able to live well in 
their homes. They will always work to support disabled residents and those with 
additional needs to remain living independently in their homes, wherever this is 
possible. Many members already have Aids and Adaptations Policies in place to 
support the improvement of disabled residents’ access and comfort in their homes, 
without passing these costs on to residents.  

The G15 welcome’s any legislation that will require landlords to make reasonable 
adjustments to communal spaces outside a disabled resident’s home when they 
have been requested and have a clear positive contribution to residents’ quality of 
life. However, we recommend further clarity around some of the details raised in this 
consultation, including existing lease obligations, project management fees and 
consulting with other residents. Our members are in favour of support for 
leaseholders who are unable to meet the costs of reasonable adjustments 
themselves, particularly through the enhancement of Disabled Facilities Grants.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



4 
 

Responses to questions  

Question 4 

Do you foresee any issues for landlords in operating the new requirements alongside 
existing lease obligations? (Yes / No) If “yes”, please describe those issues. 

Yes, our members do foresee issues for housing providers operating within the new 
requirements alongside existing lease obligations, particularly relating to 
unrecoverable costs. Not all our member’s leases contain an improvement clause. 
As aids and adaptations would be classified as improvements for the benefit of a 
lease, our members may be unable to charge back installation or ongoing 
maintenance costs via the lease across certain blocks, meaning that the costs would 
have to be covered by the member. Every G15 member is a not-for-profit housing 
association, meaning any additional costs would have to be met from within existing 
budgets for investment in existing and new homes, and the services they provide to 
residents.  

Where our members can consider charging back communal aids and adaptations, 
consideration to whether a consultation via Section 20 has been undertaken will be 
required. If it has, any observations within the consultation must be considered. A 
consultation would not guarantee the outcome should sufficient objections be 
received regarding the installation of the proposed aids and adaptations.  

Further clarification around the types of aids and adaptations the proposals would           
suggest should be paid for by an individual resident, and those that would be 
deemed reasonable for all residents to pay, would be welcome.  

It should also be noted that the costs for aids and adaptations would not always be 
recoverable from reserve funds. The clause for sinking/reserve funds within a lease 
can be very specific with regards to what it can cover. The ad hoc nature of aids and 
adaptation costs means they cannot be accurately anticipated. Therefore, these 
costs will not always be reflected in the reserve/sinking fund. This will likely lead to a 
shortfall in the funds which are calculated for other works, that would have to be 
covered by the housing provider or billed directly to the residents of the block 
impacting affordability. 

 

Question 5 

Do you think further guidance is needed on the use of project management fees for 
section 36 works? 

Yes, the G15 welcomes further guidance on project management fees for section 36 
works. Currently, the standard fees for major works averages 10%. This figure could 
be either too high or insufficient to cover the costs for the landlord to deliver the 
required aids and adaptations. 
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Provisions should be in place to restrict landlords from overcharging on project 
management fees, Additionally, consideration to whether landlords may charge 
project management fees to certain residents , for example residents in receipt of 
housing benefit, pensioners, or Shared Owners, should also be made.  

We would welcome further information and guidance around both the responsible 
party and the process for inspecting the standards of any reasonable adjustments. 
Guidance on the process for resolving any complaints from residents would also be 
welcome.   

Question 6 

Who should pay for the costs of adaptations to the communal parts where this is 
required and reasonable? 

• the disabled person 
• the landlord 
• all tenants 
• cost should be shared between the disabled person and their landlord 
• cost should be shared between the landlord and all tenants 
• difficult to say because it will depend on the particular circumstances 

As social landlords, our members work to support all residents to remain in their 
homes where possible, this includes by supporting leaseholders and shared owners 
with aids and adaptations.  

However, within the climate of increasing costs and the desire to reduce service 
charges and evidence value for money, many members envisage challenges around 
charging all tenants for the costs of adaptations to communal areas. Most members 
anticipate issues in charging adjustment costs to shared owners who may not benefit 
directly from the adaptations. Additionally, it would be difficult to evidence value for 
money for either the installation or ongoing running costs of reasonable adjustments, 
where not all residents required the aid or adaptation in question. 

The varying ongoing running and maintenance costs of different reasonable 
adjustments should also be considered. For example, a stair lift that requires an 
electrical supply and regular safety checks will have far higher running costs than a 
handrail.  

It may be beneficial to differentiate between initial installation costs and ongoing 
maintenance costs of varying adaptations. Local Authority or Occupational Therapy 
services could be utilised to define these costs and support landlords when 
establishing who should cover them. Most aids and adaptations can be defined in 
this way, given they are very specific which could then support us as a social 
landlord to deliver aids and adaptations, for our residents that may require them.  

 

Question 7 
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Other than possible Disabled Facilities Grant support for the disabled person 
requesting the work, what provision should be made to protect leaseholders where 
they may all be made liable for the costs of the work? 

So of our members offer repayment agreements for large one-off payments for 
Planned Works. We recommend that these repayment agreements be extended to 
those that may not receive a Disabled Facility Grant, to support affordability. 
However, the process of applying for a Disabled Facilities Grant is supported by 
qualified Occupational Therapists within the Local Authority who carefully defines the 
needs and requirements of their patients/our leaseholder. It would seem logical to 
support this process by increasing grant funding for Disabled Facility Grants, so that 
an occupational therapist can assess the communal area of a block for the resident. 
Following this assessment, instruction on the adjustments required for the resident 
can then be issued to the Registered Provider. 

Question 8 

Other than possible Disabled Facilities Grant support, what provision should be 
made to protect the disabled person where other leaseholders cannot help to pay for 
the work? 

The G15 recommends that the following provisions be made to protect disabled 
leaseholders from the costs of aids and adaptations:  

• Grant funding should be made available to landlords to support them with the 
delivery of aids and adaptations.   

• Being able to secure the cost as a voluntary charge registered against the 
title/lease of the property and the landlord cover the cost of installation and/or 
ongoing maintenance should the resident be unable to afford to.  

• Ask the landlord to support with a long-term repayment plan for the cost of 
installation of the aid or adaptation; in effect offer repayment terms for longer 
than 12 months based on an affordability review with the resident.  

• Revising legislation to specify which aids and adaptations a landlord must 
deliver.  This would link the requirement to the lease under the generic clause 
of “any other authority deems” and support the Landlord with recovering costs 
via Service Charges. 

• Any legislation changes should differentiate registered providers from private 
landlords, as the latter could be impacted by reduced cashflow by diverting 
service charge funds to an unexpected cost of installation/maintenance of an 
aid or adaptation. Cashflow is a high risk for private landlords and Managing 
Agents. 

Question 9 

Do you anticipate any risks with landlords being able to decide how costs should be 
allocated? (Yes / No) If “yes”, how might we mitigate these? 

Our members envisage challenges under service charge legislation if costs are to be 
shared amongst other residents via this clause in the lease. This could either cause 
delay or risk a refusal to install an aid or adaptation for a leaseholder that may be in 
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need. We recommend that legislation for reasonable adjustments sits outside service 
charge legislation to allow landlords to enforce how costs are allocated under the 
lease.   

We recommend that requests made by residents for aids and adaptations include 
recommendations from a medical professional and supporting evidence. This will 
help to remove any ambiguity around exactly what reasonable adjustments a 
resident requires.  

We recommend introducing an affordability/means test with clear criteria and 
thresholds. This would prevent disputes around cost allocation when a resident can 
afford them individually and provide clearer rationale to other residents when costs 
are to be met by all residents. Furthermore, differentiating between a leaseholder 
and a shared owner through means testing would be welcome, as this would allow 
landlords to cover costs for shared owners, whilst recognising that other 
leaseholders may have their own resources to meet costs.  

We recommend clearer guidance around reasonable adjustments for sublet leases.  
A sub-tenant must have a tenancy agreement of a minimum length (ie 1 or 2 years). 
Consideration should also be given to whether the leaseholder that is subletting is 
deemed an official landlord and should be subject to the same regulatory 
requirements as the registered provider. These circumstances could lead to a 
situation whereby the leaseholder is making a profit from the registered provider.  

Question 10 

Do you foresee any risks, to any of the parties concerned, in cases where the 
landlord deems it appropriate under the lease to pass on the costs of the adjustment 
to all leaseholders? (Yes / No) If “yes”, please explain the nature of the risks and 
how, in your view, they might be mitigated. 

As outlined in question four, as adjustments could be classified as improvements 
under the terms of the lease, many members would be unable to charge back 
installation or ongoing maintenance costs. However, in situations where recovery is 
possible, our members would carefully consider passing on costs to leaseholders 
giving particular consideration to residents who would face affordability issues. 
Furthermore, if works would require a section 20 process this could lead to a delay if 
challenges from residents are raised.  

If the ongoing maintenance or servicing of the aid or adaptation is above the 
threshold of Section 20, without a consultation beforehand, these costs could not be 
charged back in full, only below the S20 threshold and this could still be subject to 
challenge by residents. Additionally, this could impact the recovery of costs for 
ongoing servicing via the service charges and again, could be subject to a separate 
challenge. The lengthy Section 20 process may also cause delays in the installation 
of aids and adaptations for residents with severe needs. 

Question 11 
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What factors should we consider when drafting guidance for the process to consult 
other tenants? 

Consideration to whether other residents will benefit from reasonable adjustments 
should be taken. As all costs must be transparent under service charge legislation, 
issues of resentment, or even hostility, towards the resident who requires these 
adjustments may arise if the requirement for the measures and for costs to be met 
by all residents is not clear.  

We recommend the guidance for the process of consulting with other tenants 
includes clear processes, definitions, thresholds, and templates.  

The issue of compliance with GDPR needs to be considered. It may be challenging 
to outline the necessary adjustments and equipment required by a resident without 
their protected and personal information being made public.  

 

 


