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About the G15 
The G15 is made up of London’s leading housing associations. The G15’s members provide more than 880,000 homes across the country, including around one in ten homes for Londoners. The G15 represents the largest providers of new affordable homes in London and accounts for approximately 15% of all affordable homes built across England. Over the last few years, our members have funded and delivered more than 56,000 new homes in partnership with the Mayor of London. Delivering good quality safe homes for our residents is our number one priority. Last year our members invested almost £2bn 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 a significant proportion 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
· Clarion Housing Group
· The Guinness Partnership
· Hyde
· L&Q
· MTVH
· Sovereign Network Group
· Notting Hill Genesis
· Peabody
· Riverside
· Southern Housing 
For more information, please contact: G15@Peabody.org.uk





Position statement
No resident should be living in a home in poor condition. As social landlords, we have a clear responsibility to provide safe, decent and well-maintained homes. Our members are investing record sums to address disrepair and improve housing quality, including over £2.8bn on repairs and maintenance and almost £50m specifically on damp and mould in the last year alone. Where homes fall short, residents must have access to effective routes to secure timely repairs and appropriate redress. The housing disrepair system exists for a legitimate and necessary purpose.
However, evidence from across the sector shows that the current system is not consistently working as intended for residents. Rather than prioritising swift repairs, early resolution and the rebuilding of trust, it too often leads to adversarial legal action, delays outcomes and diverts substantial sums of public and charitable funding away from homes and into legal fees. This does not always deliver good outcomes for residents.
Claims are increasingly escalated through formal legal routes before landlords’ complaints processes are used. This prevents early engagement and limits opportunities for resolution. Claims also take a long time to conclude, leaving residents in prolonged uncertainty. 
We are particularly concerned about the scale of recoverable claimant legal costs under the current framework. Solicitor fees of £7,000 to £15,000 per claim are common, even where cases are straightforward and liability is not disputed. Member data shows that legal and claimant costs frequently exceed the compensation paid directly to residents, and in some cases almost three times as much is spent on legal fees as on compensation. This diverts substantial funding away from improving homes and supporting residents and instead is absorbed by the process itself. 
We support a rebalancing of the system towards early resolution, transparency and proportionality. Sector-led Alternative Dispute Resolution (ADR) models, including those pioneered by Riverside and now being adopted across the G15, demonstrate that early, structured resolution can deliver faster repairs, fair redress for residents and significantly lower costs, while preserving residents’ entitlement to appropriate compensation. These approaches rebuild trust, reduce adversarial behaviour and ensure resources remain focused on improving homes.
We recognise that ADR may not be appropriate or desirable for every resident. Some residents will reasonably prefer to pursue formal legal routes, particularly where trust has broken down or where cases are complex. Reform must therefore ensure that the wider system works effectively and proportionately for all residents, including those who do not wish to engage in ADR.
Reform should focus on delivering faster repairs, clearer communication, fair compensation and restored trust. To achieve this, we believe the system should include:
· Mandatory early consideration of Alternative Dispute Resolution
· A cap on recoverable claimant legal costs
· Greater transparency for residents about funding arrangements and risks
These reforms represent practical, evidence-based solutions to improve the housing disrepair system and ensure that resources remain focused on improving homes and delivering better outcomes for residents.
Question responses: 
Question 1: Have you noticed any differences in housing disrepair claims in recent years (for example their frequency, the types of issues raised, the time for remedies, or the outcomes?)
Yes. Across our members, we have seen a significant increase in the number of housing disrepair claims in recent years.
The number of claims varies by landlord size, however, across the board there have been significant increases over the last 5 years, with members generally seeing around double the number of claims per year compared with 2021. 
This increase is accompanied by a clear shift in the types of issues being raised. In particular, there has been a substantial rise in claims citing damp and mould. One member reports that 87% of disrepair claims now reference damp and mould as a problem area, with other members reporting similarly high levels.
Members also report changes in how claims are framed. Some claims are now presented as broad, room-by-room disrepair issues rather than specific, previously reported defects. This has implications for investigation, scope of works, and timescales for resolution.
Question 2: If you have any evidence on trends in housing disrepair claims, please provide it here.
Our data shows a consistent year-on-year increase in housing disrepair claims across members. Most members now report around double the number of claims per year compared to 2021. 
Claim duration remains lengthy. Across members, the average length of a claim ranges between 341 days and over 495 days, meaning residents can wait close to or more than a year for final resolution and redress. This is not in residents’ interests and highlights the inefficiency of the current approach.
Members also report a growing divergence between repair reporting and formal legal escalation, with increasing numbers of claims being raised through solicitors without progressing through landlords’ complaints processes. This suggests a shift in how residents are entering the system over time, rather than a simple increase in unresolved disrepair. 
This increase comes at a time when residents have greater access to complaints and redress routes, including clearer escalation processes and strengthened oversight through the Housing Ombudsman, which play an important role in protecting tenants. Despite this, evidence suggests that an increasing number of cases are still escalating directly into legal disrepair claims, often before complaints processes or other redress routes have been fully used.
At the same time, members’ experience shows that much faster resolution is possible where early, structured engagement is used. Alternative Dispute Resolution approaches adopted by some members have demonstrated that disrepair cases can be resolved in weeks rather than months, with earlier inspections, clearer case management and repairs tracked through to completion. This evidence underpins members’ preference for early resolution routes over prolonged legal processes, where these are appropriate for residents.

Regulation and Oversight
Question 3: Before answering this call for evidence, if you had concerns about a claims management company’s behaviour, would you have known how to report it?
Yes.
Question 4: Before answering this call for evidence, if you had concerns about a solicitor’s behaviour or service, would you have known how to report it?
Yes.
Question 5: Do you feel the existing regulatory regimes support and protect tenants?
No.
Question 6: If you said no to question 5, please provide details.
While regulatory frameworks exist, they do not consistently protect tenants in practice. Enforcement is often slow, reporting routes are unclear to residents, and there is limited deterrent effect for repeat poor practice. As a result, inappropriate behaviour can continue unchecked.
There are also specific gaps in protection for claimants. Residents may be exposed where a solicitor firm goes into administration or where they become liable for costs, with limited safeguards in place. Similarly, residents who enter into agreements with claims management companies are not adequately protected if they later wish to withdraw, particularly where contracts include financial penalties or restrictive terms.
These weaknesses mean that the current regulatory regime does not provide consistent or effective protection for tenants throughout the housing disrepair claims process.
Question 7: Have you experienced inappropriate behaviour from either a CMC or a solicitor when pursuing a possible housing disrepair claim or do you have any evidence that it has occurred?
Yes.
Question 8: If you said yes to question 7, please provide details and clarify whether this was a CMC or solicitor if known.
While we cannot speak for residents’ individual experiences, members are aware of multiple instances of inappropriate behaviour by solicitors and claims management companies when pursuing housing disrepair claims.
Reported examples include:
· Bullying behaviour, where residents are pressured into pursuing claims against their landlord.
· Solicitors or CMCs telling residents that they represent the landlord or are acting on the landlord’s behalf.
· Cold calling, leafleting and openly canvassing for business within housing association estates.
· Claims management companies knocking on residents’ doors or otherwise approaching them in person to generate disrepair claims.
· Letters of claim submitted using generic templates rather than property-specific information, with identical wording used across multiple cases, indicating a lack of investigation or understanding of the individual issues affecting residents’ homes.
One member reports having escalated concerns about approximately 20–30 solicitors or claims management companies to regulators over the last two years due to inappropriate behaviour. Another member has made a formal complaint regarding a claims management company that misrepresented itself as landlord staff when approaching residents.
Question 9: If you said yes, did you make a report to the relevant regulator?
Yes.
Question 10: Are there any changes to the regulation of solicitors or claims management companies that would better protect tenants making housing disrepair claims?
Yes. Members believe several regulatory changes would better protect tenants and improve standards of practice among solicitors and claims management companies involved in housing disrepair claims.
These include:
· Reviewing and reforming fees paid to claims management companies, to reduce inappropriate financial incentives and discourage claims generation driven by profit rather than resident need.
· Introducing a cap on recoverable claimant legal fees, for example as a proportion of damages awarded, to ensure costs remain proportionate to the complexity and value of claims.
· Stronger and clearer requirements for solicitors and claims management companies to explain costs, risks and potential outcomes to residents, including the financial implications where a claim is unsuccessful or withdrawn.
· A longer cooling-off period, enabling residents to change their minds about instructing solicitors or engaging via claims management companies without incurring financial penalties.
· Tighter regulation and enforcement of marketing and referral practices, including clearer restrictions on cold calling, in-person canvassing and misleading promotion.
· More effective and accessible reporting and enforcement mechanisms, with clearer referral pathways to the Solicitors Regulation Authority and the Financial Conduct Authority, faster investigations and meaningful sanctions for repeat poor practice.
Question 11: Is there anything else that could be done to improve the housing disrepair claim process?
A central improvement would be to reform the legal costs that claimant solicitors can recover in housing disrepair claims. At present, the system allows legal fees of £7,000–£15,000 per case, even where claims are relatively straightforward. This can encourage cases to be drawn out or escalated through formal legal routes because doing so generates higher fees, rather than focusing on resolving the disrepair quickly for the resident. Introducing a cap on recoverable legal costs, in the region of £1,000–£2,000 per case, would help ensure costs are proportionate to the work involved and that more funding remains available for repairs and resident compensation.
Greater transparency is also needed around how disrepair claims are funded. Clearer requirements on claimants and their representatives to explain funding arrangements, including their ability to meet inter partes costs if a claim is unsuccessful, would support informed decision-making and a more accountable process for all parties.
Alongside cost and transparency reform, the process would benefit from a clearer and more consistent pre-action pathway. Members support the introduction of a dedicated Alternative Dispute Resolution route at the pre-action stage, complemented by specialist judicial expertise for cases that proceed to court. Together, these changes would encourage earlier resolution, reduce unnecessary escalation and improve outcomes for residents.

Question 12: If you have made a housing disrepair claim or had a claim made against you, did you take steps to comply with the pre-action protocol?

Yes

Question 13: Is there any aspect of the housing disrepair process that could be improved to avoid court proceedings?
Yes. The most effective way to reduce unnecessary court proceedings is to strengthen and normalise early, structured resolution that focuses on fixing homes quickly and restoring trust.
Evidence from across the G15 shows that well-designed Alternative Dispute Resolution (ADR) approaches can resolve most housing disrepair cases without the need for litigation. Sector-led ADR models have demonstrated that early engagement, rapid inspection and clear case management deliver significantly better outcomes for residents. In practice, these approaches have achieved average resolution times of around 14.5 days, compared with many months through formal legal routes, while ensuring repairs are completed, and appropriate redress is provided.
Importantly, ADR works because it prioritises action and transparency. Dedicated case managers, early inspections and clear tracking of repairs allow issues to be addressed before positions become entrenched. This reduces stress for residents, avoids prolonged uncertainty and limits the adversarial dynamics that often arise once legal proceedings are underway.
Where ADR is not appropriate or does not resolve the issue, residents must retain access to formal legal routes. However, for those cases, the existing process should work more effectively than it currently does. Long claim durations, unclear processes and disproportionate legal costs do not serve residents’ interests. Improvements should focus on clearer expectations and faster resolutions.
Reform that embeds early resolution as a meaningful first stage, while improving the effectiveness of the legal route where it is needed, would significantly reduce avoidable court proceedings and deliver better outcomes for residents.

Experience of disrepair claims
Question 44: Has a tenant ever brought a housing disrepair claim without first notifying you of the issue?
Yes, although most residents have reported repair issues prior to a legal disrepair claim, far fewer have raised a formal complaint before a Letter of Claim is issued.
Evidence from one member shows that:
· Of all open legal disrepair (LDR) claims, 80% of residents had reported a repair in the preceding 12 months.
· 41% of residents had reported a repair relating to a leak, damp, mould or condensation in the preceding 12 months.
This indicates that in most cases, residents have notified landlords of repair issues before legal action, but that notification does not typically progress through the formal complaints process before a Letter of Claim is submitted.
The same member reported that of open cases, less than 20% of tenants made a formal complaint in the preceding 12 months before the LDR claim, and that this figure has reduced to less than 15% in previous months. 
Question 45: How many of the claims were from solicitors working under a no-win no-fee agreement?
We cannot say with certainty, but members estimate that approximately 90–95% of cases are pursued under a no-win no-fee arrangement.
Question 46: How many of the claims were generated by a claims management company?
We do not hold this information, as landlords do not have visibility of residents’ contractual arrangements with solicitors or claims management companies.
Question 47: How many of the tenants who made disrepair claims had informed you of the housing disrepair issue before you received the letter of claim?
Members estimate that approximately one in four residents had previously raised a formal complaint about the issue. This suggests that around 75% of residents had not gone through the landlord’s formal complaints process before a legal claim was initiated.
Question 48: What proportion of the housing disrepair claims you or your organisation were involved in had each of the following results. Please provide your best estimate. If necessary, rounded figures can be entered.
· settled before a court claim was issued – Free text (number only)
· settled after a court claim was issued but before a court issued findings – Free text (number only)
· went to court and the court found that there was disrepair – Free text (number only)
· went to court and the court found that there was not disrepair – Free text (number only)
· dismissed by the court – Free text (number only)
· don’t know
· prefer not to say
Members do not consistently hold a full breakdown of outcomes across all categories listed.
However, members report that only a very small number of housing disrepair claims progress to a court hearing. One member notes how in practice, fewer than 20 cases per year typically result in an attended court hearing.
The vast majority of cases are resolved prior to a final court determination, either through settlement or other forms of resolution. This indicates that most claims do not require judicial findings to reach an outcome, and that earlier, structured resolution routes could be used more effectively to avoid unnecessary escalation.

Cost and impact of disrepair claims (from September 2024 to September 2025) 
Question 49: How much did you spend in total on housing disrepair claims?  For instance, legal defence, adverse costs, settlements (i.e. settling out of court) and damages. Please provide your best estimate. If necessary, rounded figures can be entered.
· legal defence - Free text (number only)
· adverse costs – Free text (number only)
· settlements – Free text (number only)
· court awarded damages – Free text (number only)
· other – Free text (number only)
· don’t know
· prefer not to say.
Members report that spending on housing disrepair claims has increased significantly over recent years, with the most pronounced growth driven by legal costs rather than compensation paid directly to residents. 
The data below is drawn from individual members and, while not all relates to a September to September reporting period, it clearly illustrates both the scale and trajectory of this increase.
Member A:
· Total spend increased from £444k in 2022/23 to £4.8m in 2025/26, with a forecast of £5.6m this year.
· Over the same period, disrepair compensation increased from £120k to £925k.
· By contrast, third-party legal fees increased from £97k in 2022 to £728k in 2025, and total legal fees (including landlord legal defence) increased from £323k to £3.9m.
This shows that while compensation has increased, legal costs have grown both more sharply in absolute terms and now represents a larger share of overall spend.
Member B: 
· Combined costs (legal fees, claimant costs and compensation) increased from £2.38m in 2021/22 to £4.31m in 2024/25.
Member C: 
· Spend on compensation totalled just over £3m while legal fees cost more than £8.5m (between April and November 2025).
This means that almost three times as much was spent on legal fees as on compensation paid to residents.
Member D: 
· Total disrepair spend of £15.9m across 2024/25 and 2025/26, including £2.1m in compensation paid to residents, £6.6m on disrepair works and over £7.2m in legal fees.
In this case, legal costs were broadly equivalent to the amount spent on repairs and upgrades.
Taking this, alongside additional member data, the overall picture shows:
· Legal and claimant costs now routinely exceed the compensation paid directly to residents.
· Even when landlords’ own legal defence costs are excluded, third-party legal fees alone account for around 40–45% of total spend.
· Total disrepair-related expenditure has increased by several hundred per cent over a short period, placing growing pressure on resources that would otherwise be invested in repairs, maintenance and services for residents.
Members also note that only a very small number of cases progress to an attended court hearing, indicating that these costs are not driven by complex litigation outcomes, but by the structure and incentives within the current system.
Question 50: Have you made any changes to your service as a result of disrepair claims? For example, improving internal processes to address disrepair, or reducing spending to offset the cost of defending claims.
Yes. Members have made a range of service changes in response to the growth in housing disrepair claims, with a particular focus on earlier intervention, improved internal processes, and reducing reliance on adversarial legal routes.
Across the G15, members have strengthened internal disrepair management, including:
· improving record keeping and reporting of cases and progress
· reducing timescales for completing works
· providing additional training for staff on disrepair processes and legal requirements
· reviewing internal and external legal resources
· identifying opportunities to reduce avoidable legal costs
All G15 members have either adopted ADR approaches or are actively exploring their implementation as a response to rising disrepair claims.
One member has implemented a sector-leading ADR model that demonstrates the potential impact of early, structured resolution. Under this approach, residents are offered ADR as an alternative to formal litigation, with a dedicated case manager assigned to each claim. Property inspections are typically arranged within five days, and cases are resolved within an average of 14.5 days, with repairs tracked through to completion.
This model has delivered a 67% conversion rate from legal to non-legal outcomes, significantly reducing the number of cases progressing through litigation. In 2025/26 to date, this approach has generated legal cost savings of over £550,000, allowing resources to be reinvested directly into repairs and services for residents.
The ADR approach has also improved resident experience by providing clearer communication, faster outcomes and greater transparency, helping to rebuild trust and avoid the distress associated with prolonged legal processes. Importantly, residents retain the option to pursue formal legal routes where ADR is not appropriate or does not resolve the issue.
The success of this model has influenced wider sector practice and is now being adopted by other G15 members, demonstrating that service-led reform can deliver better outcomes for residents while reducing unnecessary legal cost and complexity.
Question 51: Is there anything that could reduce the costs involved in defending disrepair claims?
Yes. Members identify several changes that would significantly reduce the costs involved in defending housing disrepair claims, while protecting residents’ access to redress.
Key measures include:
· Capping recoverable claimant legal costs, to reduce incentives to escalate claims and ensure costs are proportionate to the complexity and value of the case.
· Reforming or removing Conditional Fee Arrangements for routine housing disrepair claims, which currently discourage early settlement and contribute to disproportionate legal costs.
· Stronger regulation of referral fees and marketing practices, including clearer restrictions on cold calling and in-person canvassing.
· Mandatory early consideration of Alternative Dispute Resolution, while preserving residents’ right to pursue litigation where ADR is not appropriate or does not resolve the issue.
Together, these measures would help shift the system away from adversarial litigation towards faster, fairer and more cost-effective outcomes for residents.
Question 52: If you have any additional data or evidence on the cost of housing disrepair claims or the impact on your operations, please provide it here.
Members’ experience demonstrates that the current housing disrepair system diverts substantial funding away from homes and residents and into legal and intermediary costs. This reduces the resources available for investment in repairs, planned maintenance and direct compensation to residents.
Evidence from across members shows that legal and claimant costs exceed the compensation paid to residents, despite only a very small number of cases progressing to a court hearing. This indicates that significant sums are being absorbed by the process itself rather than delivering improved housing conditions or redress.
Where early resolution approaches have been adopted, the impact on both cost and resident outcomes is clear. One member’s Alternative Dispute Resolution (ADR) model has achieved a 67% conversion rate from legal to non-legal outcomes and generated over £550,000 in legal cost savings in a single year. These savings have been reinvested directly into repairs, asset management and resident services, increasing the funding available to improve homes over the long term. 
Members are concerned that, without reform, increasing volumes of disrepair claims will continue to result in funding being extracted from the social housing system by third parties through disproportionate legal fees. Reform that caps recoverable costs and prioritises early resolution would help ensure that more money is retained within the system to improve housing quality and support residents, rather than being lost to avoidable legal processes or unscrupulous practices.
Technical questions
Question 60: Are there any lessons from the approach taken to Personal Injury Claims in recent decades that could be applied to housing disrepair claims?
Yes. Reforms to personal injury claims demonstrate that it is possible to preserve access to compensation while restoring proportionality in legal costs. Measures such as fixed recoverable costs and clearer early resolution pathways have reduced spurious claims and excessive legal fees. A similar approach could be applied to housing disrepair claims to improve value for money and resident outcomes.
Question 61: In your experience, how frequently are referral fees paid on housing disrepair claims? (Select one)
•	never
•	rarely (up to 25% of the time)
•	sometimes (26% - 50% of the time)
•	often (51% - 99% of the time)
•	always
•	unsure

Members do not have full visibility of referral arrangements, but patterns of claim generation and market behaviour suggest referral activity is widespread.
Question 62: How appropriate do you think referral fees are in housing disrepair claims?
We do not support this practice. Members strongly feel that referral fees incentivise litigation rather than early resolution and are not appropriate in this context.
Question 63: Currently, successful claimants’ legal fees in fast track cases are recovered from the defendant, but they have to pay their lawyer’s success fee where there is a Conditional Funding Agreement in place. If the claim is not successful, the claimant does not pay a success fee to their lawyer, but they may have to pay the defendant’s legal costs and disbursements. If a claim is allocated to the small claims track, costs are generally not recoverable from the losing party. Does the way in which defendants’ and claimants’ legal costs are managed provide suitable protections for both parties?
No. Conditional Fee Arrangements are not suitable for routine housing disrepair claims. They restrict access to balanced legal advice, discourage early settlement and contribute to disproportionate costs without improving outcomes for residents.
Question 64: Do you think the small claims track limit for housing disrepair claims (the estimated cost of repairs or other work is not more than £1000; and the financial value of any claim for damages is not more than £1000) is appropriate? 
No.
Question 65: Please expand on your answer above.
The core issue is not the value of claims, but the disproportionate legal costs attached to them. Reform should focus on costs, incentives and process, not restricting residents’ ability to seek redress.
In addition, the cost of repair works has increased significantly. Under the current small claims track limit, residents may be unable to access robust Alternative Dispute Resolution or legal support where representation is not available, reducing the effectiveness of redress mechanisms for lower-value claims.
Final comments
Question 66: Is there anything else you would like to add?
Greater transparency is needed for residents at the outset of the housing disrepair process. Residents should be given clear, accessible information about what a legal disrepair claim involves, including likely timescales, the potential for cases to become prolonged, and the possibility of court proceedings requiring witness statements or giving evidence. In practice, the process can be slower and more complex than residents may reasonably expect at the outset, with additional costs and stress arising once litigation is underway. Better information would support informed choice, help residents understand the options available, and ensure the route pursued leads to the best possible outcome for them.
Reform must focus on outcomes for residents. Faster repairs, clearer communication, fair compensation and restored trust should be the measure of success. A system that diverts substantial funding into legal fees while residents wait months for resolution is not working. Mandatory early engagement, capped legal costs, improved transparency and stronger regulation offer a practical and evidence-based route to fix this.
Demographic questions: 
In which region(s) in England do you/your company currently let or manage rental properties? (select all that apply)
London.
How many rental properties in England do you own or manage? If necessary, rounded figures can be entered.
More than 880,000 homes across different rented tenures. 
Which, if any, of the following describes how you currently view your role as a landlord? (select all that apply)
Private Registered Provider (housing association).
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