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About the G15 

The G15 is the group of London’s largest housing associations. Our members house one in ten 

Londoners and own or manage more than 600,000 homes across the country. We’re independent, 

charitable organisations and all the money we make is reinvested in building more affordable homes 

and delivering services for our residents. Each G15 member is different, but we’re all striving towards 

the same goal – to solve the capital’s housing crisis and improve the lives of Londoners. 

https://g15.london/ 
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Introduction 

The G15 welcome the opportunity to feedback on the government’s proposal to introduce a Future 

Homes Standard. We support the government’s priority of improving energy efficiency and focus on 

cleaner ways to heat our homes, and recognise the need for the housing sector to reduce carbon 

emissions if the UK is to meet net-zero by 2050. We urge the government to consider the 

environmental impact of existing homes as well as focusing on this standard for new builds, as these 

are much less energy efficient and will make up a large proportion of our homes by 2050.  

Whilst we agree with the sentiment behind this proposal, there are several areas on which we would 

highlight challenges or ask for further clarification:  

What the Future Homes Standard should look like:  

We should be aiming for a higher carbon reduction target in order to meet net zero.  We are certain 

that fabric first should be the key approach and believe this standard does not go far enough. The 

focus should be on reducing energy demand in the first instance, to avoid reliance on technology and 

perishable systems that will increase management costs and impact on our residents. 

A move away from gas to electricity is welcomed as it is a more sustainable energy source however 

this must be met with the decarbonisation of the electricity grid and a plan to ensure additional 

appliances such as heat pumps do not create additional costs for our residents. 

For the uplift of Part L in 2020 neither a 20% or 31% carbon reduction is a sufficient step forward to 

net zero, and both are lower than the 35% target set out in the GLA’s London Plan.  

Cost:  

This proposal will have cost implications for housing associations: 1) Fabric first will increase building 

costs, 2) Introduction of new technology will increase management costs that will impact on costs for 

residents, 3) The length of the transition period needs to allow for housing providers to adjust, 

otherwise developments that have gone through the design phase could face having to be redesigned. 

However, we hope that these costs will pay off in the long run as investing in building quality will 

reduce our lifecycle costs. It is in our interest as social housing providers to invest in the lifetime of 

our stock as we take on management responsibilities.  

Certainty and consistency: 

The amendment to the Planning and Energy Act 2008 risks overriding the GLA London Plan that has 

outlined a 35% carbon reduction target. We are concerned that this change would result in the 

downgrading of this standard, which would be detrimental to our net zero carbon efforts.    

Timeline of the Future Homes Standard: 

These decisions are overdue and clarity on what the Future Homes Standard will entail are needed as 

soon as possible in order to give enough time for housing providers to adjust before it becomes 

mandatory.  

We hope that the government will continue to engage with the G15 and the wider housing sector 

about the above concerns and the development of a more sustainable housing sector. 

Our answers to the specific questions posed in the consultation document follow overleaf.  
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The Future Homes Standard 

1.1: Do you agree with our expectation that a home built to the Future Homes Standard should 

produce 75-80% less CO2 emissions than one built to current requirements?    

a. Yes  

b. No – 75-80% is too high a reduction in CO2  

c. No – 75-80% is too low a reduction in CO2  

If no, please explain your reasoning and provide evidence to support this. 

 

In order to meet net zero by 2050 we need all new homes to be designed to net zero. We believe 

this target is too low and that we should be aiming for 100% carbon reduction. The investment 

needs to be made now in order to avoid retrofitting in the future. This target should be used as an 

absolute minimum, with a phased approach using yearly targets from 2020 to 2025. We would 

appreciate a clear roadmap on the decarbonisation of the electrical grid to foresee when all 

buildings will become net zero carbon.  

 

We agree that an 80% reduction should include the contribution of the electricity grid decarbonising 

as achieving this cannot solely rely on a reduction in heating. There are several elements that should 

work together to achieve net zero, notably a mixture of modern methods of construction, increasing 

thermal standards and a decarbonising grid.  

 

1.2: We think heat pumps and heat networks should typically be used to deliver the low carbon 

heating requirement of the Future Homes Standard. What are your views on this and in what 

circumstances should other low carbon technologies, such as direct electric heating, be used? 

We recognise that heat pumps and heat networks can provide major benefits and a significant 

source of heating and hot water. However, we would like to raise concerns over their 

implementation and emphasise the need for the network and the heat and hot water delivery 

systems to be designed together to complement heat pump operation, otherwise it is likely they will 

not work well.  

Another concern is the cost to our residents, as at present the cost of running a heat pump is too 

costly for some homes and could increase fuel poverty. Whilst we support government plans for the 

replacement of gas with electric heating systems, we want to see their plans for producing adequate 

levels of electricity through sustainable means, and their plans for ensuring a change in costs does 

not impact on our residents.  

Direct electric heating is only appropriate to use when heating space demand is low. We endorse 

London Energy Transformation Initiative’s (LETI) response to this consultation that emphasises the 

important of heat pumps being “designed, specified, installed and operated correctly to avoid high 

bills for the consumer”. LETI have raised concerns with direct electric heating being listed as a low 

carbon technology, stating it “delivers 2-3 times less heat than a heat pump for the same amount of 

carbon emissions” making it more expensive for residents. We would like to reiterate these concerns 

and stress the importance of using low carbon heating that is sustainable and low cost. In addition to 

this, those who will be using these heating systems should be consulted and all technologies should 

be straightforward to use.  
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1.3: Do you agree that the fabric package for Option 1 (Future Homes Fabric) set out in Chapter 3 

and Table 4 of the impact assessment provides a reasonable basis for the fabric performance of the 

Future Homes Standard?  

a. Yes  

b. No – the fabric standard is too demanding  

c. No – the fabric standard is not demanding enough  

If no, please explain your reasoning. 

We believe that having a high fabric standard is essential to meet our carbon target. This standard 

does not seem to promote the well-insulated building fabric that is essential for bringing down 

energy demand. In order to future proof our buildings we need to reduce demand for energy in the 

first instance through insulation, rather than rely on systems that are perishable. The U-values 

quoted, apart from windows, are only slightly more challenging than the standards we already 

adhere to in London so there is capacity to make this standard more demanding.  

What should the Future Homes Standard look like? 

1.4: When, if at all, should the government commence the amendment to the Planning and Energy 

Act 2008 to restrict local planning authorities from setting higher energy efficiency standards for 

dwellings?  

a. In 2020 alongside the introduction of any option to uplift to the energy efficiency 

standards of Part L  

b. In 2020 but only in the event of the introduction of a 31% uplift (option 2) to the energy 

efficiency standards of Part L  

c. In 2025 alongside the introduction of the Future Homes Standard  

d. The government should not commence the amendment to the Planning and Energy Act  

 

Please explain your reasoning. 

Both Option 1 (20%) and Option 2 (31%) for carbon reductions are below the current GLA London Plan 

that requires a 35% reduction, which G15 members currently adhere to. We are concerned that the 

amendment to the Planning and Energy Act 2008 would result in the downgrading of this standard. 

We believe it is critical that this does not happen.  

We recognise the benefits of aligning national and local planning needs. We need a consistent high 

standard of 35% by 2025, with an increase to 75% target set across the board with a roadmap of how 

to get there. Developers often rely on building regulations to dictate their standard, so it is paramount 

that this standard sets a high minimum.  

 

1.5: Do you agree with the proposed timings presented in Figure 2.1 showing the Roadmap to the 

Future Homes Standard?  

a. Yes  

b. No – the timings are too ambitious  

c. No – the timings are not ambitious enough  

 

If no, please explain your reasoning.    
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These decisions are long overdue and the Future Homes Standard needs to be developed sooner 

rather than later to allow designers and builders to prepare for and adapt to these changes. We 

recommend that the policy should be introduced at least 3 years before the standards become 

mandatory, bringing 2025 targets to 2022. The implementation consultation needs to be carried out 

as soon as possible to provide enough time for developers and designers to prepare themselves for 

the mandatory changes.  

A detailed roadmap to 2050 would be helpful to guide us to net zero.  
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Part L Standards for New Homes in 2020  

2.1: What level of uplift to the energy efficiency standards in the Building Regulations should be 

introduced in 2020?  

a. No change  

b. Option 1 – 20% CO2 reduction  

c. Option 2 – 31% CO2 reduction (the government’s preferred option)  

d. Other  

Please explain your reasoning. 

We believe that having a high fabric standard is essential to meet our carbon target and should be the 

focus of this standard. However, this target is insufficient. As already mentioned, neither Option 1 or 

Option 2 are at the standard that G15 members already adhere to as part of the GLA’s London Plan. 

We firmly believe that neither options proposed are sufficient for reaching net zero by 2050. CO2 

reduction should be increased to 35% as already required by G15 members.  

Option 1 does not go far enough. However, a fabric first approach is more risk averse than opting for 

technology with fewer management and cost implication. Option 2 relies on technology which comes 

with a range of complexities as well as high capital and maintenance costs. Technology should only be 

used to reduce remaining emissions, with fabric being the main focus for reducing carbon emissions. 

Areas outside of London are building above this standard so we know this is feasible. We would like 

to point out that the Welsh governments Part L consultation has proposed:  

- Option 1: 37% reduction  

- Option 2: 56% reduction  

We reiterate LETI’s concern with the loss of the Fabric Energy Efficiency Standard (FEES) that creates 

a loophole in this standard. Scrapping FEES will mean that where an energy efficient heating system is 

specified the building will be able to pass these targets with poor building fabric. Both of these targets 

along with the scrapping of FEES will see homes being built to a less energy efficient standard than is 

currently built to Part L 2013 standards.   

2.2: Do you agree with using primary energy as the principal performance metric?  

a. Yes – primary energy should be the principal performance metric  

b. No – CO2 should remain the principal performance metric  

c. No – another measure should be the principal performance metric  

 

Please explain your reasoning and provide evidence to support this. 

However, we believe CO2 targets alongside a primary energy target is the best approach. Carbon is 

the most relevant measure for us and our residents. Although we understand that as the grid 

decarbonises CO2 emissions will become a less important measure of performance, we believe our 

immediate focus should be on reducing CO2 emissions of new homes. Although primary energy is 

effective for driving energy efficiency, it may not result in carbon reduction by itself.  

  

2.3: Do you agree with using CO2 as the secondary performance metric?  
a. Yes  
b. No  
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Please explain your reasoning. 

Although CO2 intensity will become increasingly meaningless because of the decarbonisation of the 

grid and a move to using electricity, minimising carbon emissions must be our paramount objective. If 

primary energy is selected as the principal performance metric then CO2 must be the secondary.  

The objective for Part L should become the minimising of energy demand for new dwellings.  

 

2.4: Do you agree with the proposal to set a minimum target to ensure that homes are affordable to 

run?  

a. Yes  

b. No  

Please explain your reasoning. 

We agree that homes should be made more affordable to run as we are committed to tackling fuel 

poverty. However, we need clarity on how this is going to be achieved.  This Future Homes Standard 

has potential to be expensive. We believe that fabric efficiency is a key way to keep costs down for 

our residents. 

 

2.5: Should the minimum target used to ensure that homes are affordable to run be a minimum 

Energy Efficiency Rating?  

a. Yes  

b. No  

If yes, please suggest a minimum Energy Efficiency Rating that should be achieved and provide 

evidence to support this.  

If no, please suggest an alternative metric, explain your reason and provide evidence to support this. 

We agree that the minimum target used to ensure that homes are affordable to run should be an 

Energy Efficiency Rating. Whilst we acknowledge that the average energy efficiency rating for 

dwellings in England and Wales is a D rating, we believe that SAP A should be the minimum target in 

order to reach our carbon target. Evidence has shown that we can build at a passive house standard 

without the expense and we believe these best practices should be encouraged, and the skill set 

should be developed now for the future demand. If we don’t set the standard as SAP A then we will 

not reach our carbon targets. Also, by setting SAP A minimum it will help people out of fuel poverty. 

Statistics have shown that the least energy efficient properties that are SAP D to G are 3 times higher 

in costs to heat than a property at SAP A to C. 

 

2.6: Do you agree with the proposed minimum fabric standards set out in Table 3.1? If you do not 

agree with any one or more of the proposed standards, please explain your reasoning and provide 

evidence to support this. 

No. We believe that these standards should be higher as our homes are already being built to better 

U-values. The proposed minimum fabric standard will require retrofitting before 2050. Under new 



9 
 

regulations new buildings could be less insulated in 2020 than under the previous 2013 Building 

Regulations.  

For example: 

External wall U-values = 0.22 

Floor U-values = 0.15 

Roof U-values = 0.15 

Window etc U-values = 1.4  

Air permeability = 6 

 

The minimum standards proposed by the Government are easily achievable and we believe that they 

should be higher if we are to meet our carbon target. A high fabric first standard should be an 

essential component of this new standard.   

 

2.7: Do you think that the minimum fabric standards should be set in the Building Regulations or in 

the Approved Document (as is the current case)?  

a. In the Building Regulations  

b. In the Approved Document  

 

Please explain your reasoning. 

In the Building Regulations, rather than just a guidance. It should remain in the approved document 

but high fabric first standards should be set in Building Regulations to ensure developers and 

designers are legally bound.  

2.8: In the context of the proposed move to a primary energy metric and improved minimum fabric 

standards, do you agree with the proposal to remove the fabric energy efficiency target?  

a. Yes  

b. No  

 

If no, please explain your reasoning. 

The Fabric Energy Efficiency Standard (FEES) must not be removed. This exists to ensure that the 

fabric used during construction reduces the risk of having to retrofit later. Scrapping this target 

would mean that homes can be designed with ‘minimum’ building fabric u-values and where an 

energy efficient heating system is specified the building will be able to pass these targets with poor 

building performance. As a group of social landlords it is key we ensure our homes are not built with 

poor fabric in order to reduce costs later and to keep fuel poverty down. As it stands homes can be 

built with less insulation in 2020 than they needed under Part L 2013. New homes should not add to 

the retrofit burden due to being built with poor building fabric in 2020. We believe that having a 

high fabric standard is essential to meet our carbon target and should be the focus of this standard. 

 

2.9: Do you agree that the limiting U-value for roof-lights should be based on a roof-light in a 

horizontal position?  

a. Yes  
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b. No  

If no, please explain your reasoning and provide evidence to support this. 

 

No. Roof lights should have the same ratio to the roof as walls to windows/doors. 

  

2.10: Do you agree that we should adopt the latest version of BR 443?  

a. Yes  

b. No  

If no, please explain your reasoning and provide evidence to support this. 

Yes. We believe we should always keep up to date with new standards and methodologies.  

 

2.11: Do you agree with the proposal of removing fuel factors to aid the transition from high-carbon 

fossil fuels?  

a. Yes  

b. No  

If no, please explain your reasoning. 

  

2.12: Do you agree with the proposed changes to minimum building services efficiencies and controls 

set out in table 3.2?  

a. Yes  

b. No - proposed standard goes too far 

c. No – proposed standard does not go far enough 

If you do not agree with any or more of the proposed changes, please explain your reasoning and 

provide evidence to support this. 

 

2.13: Do you agree with the proposal that heating systems in new dwellings should be designed to 

operate with a flow temperature of 55°C?  

a. Yes  

b. No – the temperature should be below 55°C.  

c. No – dwellings should not be designed to operate with a low flow temperature  

d. No – I disagree for another reason  

If no, please explain your reasoning and provide evidence. 

Yes. This will be beneficial for the reduction of gas use.  

 

2.14: How should we encourage new dwellings to be designed to operate with a flow temperature of 

55°C?  

a. By setting a minimum standard  

b. Through the target primary energy and target emission rate (i.e. through the notional 

building)  
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c. Other  

Please explain your reasoning. 

This will ensure that it is included throughout designs. Option B could work for the present, but it 

might not be as effective when future proofing. We must install internal building infrastructure, 

pipes and heater emitters, that enable 2050 carbon zero even if the original heating solution is not 

capable of delivering that. 

 

2.15: Do you agree with the proposals to simplify the requirements in the Building Regulations for the 

consideration of high-efficiency alternative systems?  

a. Yes  

b. No  

If no, please explain your reasoning. 

 

2.16: Do you agree with the proposal to adopt the latest Standard Assessment Procedure, SAP 10?  

a. Yes  

b. No  

If no, please explain your reasoning.  

  

However, we would like to refer to problems with SAP raised in LETI’s response to this consultation. 

• The use of a notional building to determine a percentage reduction in carbon over a semi-
fictional baseline building. New buildings should strive to be built to achieve net zero carbon 
emissions. We should stop talking in terms of percentage reductions over a baseline or notional 
as these introduce avoidable complexity and do not clearly indicate performance relative to net 
zero carbon. 

• The notional building does not encourage efficient building form or poor design. A building with 
a poor form factor can currently appear to have the same percentage CO2 reductions as a 
building with a good form factor. This is because each home is compared to a version of itself 
(notional) which does not question or reward or penalise the form factor.  

• The use of a gas boiler as the system in the baseline/notional case - this over inflates the carbon 
reductions of a heat pump. If the aim is to move away from fossil fuels to a heat-pump based 
system, then the baseline should also use a similar system to avoid the reductions appearing 
greater than in reality. 

• SAP does not take into account the efficiency nuances of systems such as mechanical ventilation 
with heat recovery (MVHR). The further an MVHR is placed from a building façade, the longer 
the ductwork becomes. This significantly reduces the efficiency of the MVHR. This is not taken 
into account in SAP.  

• SAP over rewards large areas of glazing on the south facades. While there is a benefit to 
receiving free heat, this is counterproductive to reducing overheating in homes. The benefit of 
heat gain directly competes with the need to reduce glazing area to mitigate overheating.  

 

2.17: Do you agree with the proposal to update the source of fuel prices to BEIS Domestic energy 

price indices for SAP 10.2?  

a. Yes  

b. No  

If no, please explain your reasoning. 



12 
 

2.18: Do you agree with the method in Briefing Note – Derivation and use of Primary Energy factors 

in SAP for calculating primary energy and CO2 emissions factors?  

a. Yes  

b. No  

If no, please explain your reasoning. 

 

2.19: Do you agree with the removal of government Approved Construction Details from Approved 

Document L?  

a. Yes  

b. No  

If no, please explain your reasoning. 

 

2.20: Do you agree with the proposal to introduce the technology factors for heat networks, as 

presented in the draft Approved Document?  

a. Yes  

b. No – they give too much of an advantage to heat networks  

c. No – they do not give enough of an advantage to heat networks  

d. No – I disagree for another reason  

Please explain your reasoning. 

Fabric efficiency must be the main purpose of this standard. We are concerned that introducing 

technology factors could distort fabric efficiency.  We believe heat networks have potential but 

there is room for improvement. Heat networks have potential to be decarbonised over time 

however this possibility should be demonstrated before the ‘technology factor’ can be used.  

2.21: Do you agree with removing this supplementary guidance from Approved Document L, as 

outlined in paragraph 3.59 of the consultation document?  

a. Yes  

b. No  

If no, please explain your reasoning.  

 

No. We do not agree to remove all items of the list as we do not understand the reason behind. We 

would prefer to keep the following items remaining in Approved Document L: 

• Guidance on Energy Performance Certificate 

• Where would we find a refence to what an EPC has to include 

 

Supplementary information may only be removed if readers are directed to where they can find out 

more.  

 

2.22: Do you agree with the external references used in the draft Approved Document L, in Appendix 

C and Appendix D?  

a. Yes  

b. No  

If no, please explain your reasoning and suggest any alternative sources. 
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2.23: Do you agree with incorporating the compliance guides into the Approved Documents?  

a. Yes  

b. No  

If no, please explain your reasoning.  

 
2.24: Do you agree that we have adequately covered matters which are currently in the Domestic 

Building Services Compliance Guide in the new draft Approved Document L for new dwellings?  

a. Yes  

b. No  

If no, please explain which matters are not adequately covered.  

 
 
2.25: Do you agree that we have adequately covered matters which are currently in the Domestic 

Ventilation Compliance Guide in the new draft Approved Document F for new dwellings?  

a. Yes  

b. No  

If no, please explain which matters are not adequately covered. 

 

2.26: Do you agree with all of the proposals for restructuring the Approved Document guidance?  
a. Yes  
b. No  

If no, please explain your reasoning. 

 

2.27: Do you agree with our proposed approach to mandating self-regulating devices in new 

dwellings?  

a. Yes  

b. No  

If no, please explain your reasoning. 

Yes. But the development of these devices need technological improvement.   

 

2.28: Are there circumstances in which installing self-regulating devices in new dwellings would not 

be technically or economically feasible?  

a. Yes  

b. No  

If yes, please explain our reasoning and provide evidence. 

 

2.29: Do you agree with proposed guidance on providing information about building automation and 

control systems for new dwellings?  

a. Yes  

b. No  

If no, please explain your reasoning. 
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Part F Changes  

3.1: Do you agree that the guidance in Appendix B to draft Approved Document F provides an 

appropriate basis for setting minimum ventilation standards?  

a. Yes  

b. No  

 

If no, please explain your reasoning. 

Omit allowance for infiltration rate of 0.15 for less airtight buildings. Fabric first should be as airtight 

as possible and then ventilation built in in.  

 

3.2: Do you agree that using individual volatile organic compounds, informed by Public Health 

England guidelines, is an appropriate alternative to using a total volatile organic compound limit?  

a. Yes  

b. No – the Public Health England guidelines are not sufficient  

c. No – individual volatile organic compounds should not be used to determine ventilation 

rates  

d. No – I disagree for another reason  

If no, please explain your reasoning, and provide alternative evidence sources if appropriate. 

 

 3.3: Do you agree with the proposed guidance on minimising the ingress of external pollutants in the 

draft Approved Document F?  

a. Yes  

b. No  

If no, please explain your reasoning. 

 

3.4: Do you agree with the proposed guidance on noise in the draft Approved Document F?  

a. Yes  

b. No – this should not form part of the statutory guidance for ventilation, or the guidance 

goes too far  

c. No – the guidance does not sufficiently address the problem  

d. No – I disagree for another reason  

If no, please explain your reasoning.  

The guidance is not detailed enough. Noise is one of the main reasons that occupants turn off their 

mechanical ventilation. For example, guidance on the noise of ventilation installations should have a 

dB rating. We would like to see further definition of “not unduly noisy”.  

 

3.5: Do you agree with the proposal to remove guidance for passive stack ventilation systems from 

the Approved Document?  

a. Yes  

b. No  
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If no, please explain your reasoning. 

Yes, as they are not widely used. However, we don't mean that use should be restricted or 

discouraged as those who would like to pursue this high sustainability level should be encouraged to 

do so and be able to access guidance and information.  

 

3.6: Do you agree with the proposal to remove guidance for more airtight naturally ventilated 

homes?  

a. Yes  

b. No  

 

If no, please explain your reasoning.  

 
 
 
3.7: Do you agree with the proposal to remove guidance for less airtight homes with mechanical 

extract ventilation?  

a. Yes  

b. No  

 

If no, please explain your reasoning. 

This guidance should remain. Mechanical extract ventilation is acceptable to use in homes with 

measured air tightness of more than 3. There should be more guidance to cover a wider range of air 

tightness – MEV will still work successfully in the mid-range air-tight homes included in the proposed 

standards. A lack of guidance could lead to unintended consequences.  

 

3.8: Do you agree with the proposed guidance for background ventilators in naturally ventilated 

dwellings in the draft Approved Document F?  

a. Yes  

b. No – the ventilator areas are too large  

c. No – the ventilator areas are too small  

d. No – I disagree for another reason  

 

If no, please explain your reasoning. 

 

3.9: Do you agree with the proposed approach for determining minimum whole building ventilation 

rates in the draft Approved Document F?  

a. Yes  

b. No – the ventilation rate is too high  

c. No – the ventilation rate is too low  

d. No – I disagree for another reason  

If no, please explain your reasoning. 
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3.10: Do you agree that background ventilators should be installed for a continuous mechanical 

extract system, at 5000mm2 per habitable room?  

a. Yes  

b. No – the minimum background ventilator area is too low  

c. No – the minimum background ventilator area is too high  

d. No – other  

If no, please explain your reasoning. 

 

3.11: Do you agree with the external references used in the draft Approved Document F, in 

Appendices B, D and E?  

a. Yes  

b. No  

If no, please explain your reasoning. 

 

3.12: Do you agree with the proposed commissioning sheet proforma given in Appendix C of the draft 

Approved Document F, volume 1?  

a. Yes  

b. No  

If no, please explain your reasoning and suggest any alternative sources.  

 

.13: Do you agree with the proposal to provide a completed checklist and commissioning sheet to the 

building owner?  

a. Yes  

b. No  

If no, please explain your reasoning. 

However, we ask for clarity on how this checklist will be used for rented properties.  
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Airtightness  

4.1: Do you agree that there should be a limit to the credit given in SAP for energy savings from 

airtightness for naturally ventilated dwellings?  

a. Yes  

b. No  

If no, please explain your reasoning.  

 

 

4.2: Do you agree that the limit to the credit should be set at 3m3/m2.h?  

a. Yes  

b. No – it is too low  

c. No – it is too high  

If no, please explain your reasoning and provide evidence. 

 

4.3: Is having a standard level of uncertainty of 0.5m3/m2.h appropriate for all dwellings undergoing 

an airtightness test?  

a. Yes  

b. No – a percentage uncertainty would be more appropriate  

c. No – I agree with having a standard level of uncertainty, but 0.5m3/m2.h is not an 

appropriate figure  

d. No – I disagree for another reason  

 

If no, please explain your reasoning. 

 

4.4: Currently, only a proportion of dwellings are required to be airtightness tested. Do you agree with 

the proposal that all new dwellings should be airtightness tested?  

a. Yes  

b. No  

If no, please explain your reasoning and provide evidence to support this.  

 

 
4.5: Currently, small developments are excluded from the requirement to undergo airtightness tests. 

Do you agree with including small developments in this requirement?  

a. Yes  

b. No  

If no, please explain your reasoning and provide evidence to support this.  

 

4.6: Do you agree that the Pulse test should be introduced into statutory guidance as an alternative 

airtightness testing method alongside the blower door test?  

a. Yes  

b. No  

If no, please explain your reasoning.  
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 4.7: Do you think that the proposed design airtightness range of between 1.5m3/m2.h and the 

maximum allowable airtightness value in Approved Document L Volume 1 is appropriate for the 

introduction of the Pulse test?  

a. Yes  

b. No  

If no, please explain your reasoning and provide evidence to support this. 

 

4.8: Do you agree that we should adopt an independent approved airtightness testing methodology?  

a. Yes  

b. No  

Please explain your reasoning.  

 

Yes. Airtightness is currently not carried out on sites where it should be.  

 

 

4.9: Do you agree with the content of the CIBSE draft methodology which will be available via the link 

in the consultation document? Please make any comments here. 

No view.  
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Compliance, Performance and Providing Information  
5.1: Do you agree with the introduction of guidance for Build Quality in the Approved Document 

becoming part of the reasonable provision for compliance with the minimum standards of Part L?  

a. Yes  

b. No  

 

Please explain your reasoning and provide evidence to support this.  

 

 

5.2: Do you have any comments on the Build Quality guidance in Annex C? 

 

No comments.  

 

5.3: Do you agree with the introduction of a standardised compliance report, the Building 

Regulations England Part L (BREL) report, as presented in Annex D?  

a. Yes  

b. No – there is no need for a standardised compliance report  

c. No – I agree there should be a standardised compliance report, but do not agree with the 

draft in Annex D  

 

If no, please explain your reasoning. 

 

5.4: Do you agree with the introduction of photographic evidence as a requirement for producing the 

as-built energy assessment for new dwellings?  

a. Yes  

b. No  

If no, please explain your reasoning. 

 

5.5: Do you agree with the proposal to require the signed standardised compliance report (BREL) and 

the supporting photographic evidence to be provided to Building Control?  

a. Yes  

b. No  

Please explain your reasoning. 

 

Yes. However, we would not want the use of photographic evidence to take responsibility away from 

Building Control and reduce their involvement and proactiveness. It must be a balance of 

photographic evidence and site inspections must be mandatory. 

 

 

5.6: Do you agree with the proposal to provide the homeowner with the signed standardised 

compliance report (BREL) and photographic evidence?  

a. Yes  

b. No  

Please explain your reasoning. 
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Yes. This information is helpful for understanding the property when future changes are made. 

However, we ask for clarity on how this would work for rented properties e.g. Is the photographic 

evidence supplied just to the landlord?  

 

5.7: Do you agree with the proposal to specify the version of Part L that the home is built to on the 

EPC?  

a. Yes  

b. No  

Please explain your reasoning. 

Yes. Specifying the EPC rating will be useful if anything is contested on a later date. 

 

5.8: Do you agree Approved Document L should provide a set format for a home user guide in order 

to inform homeowners how to efficiently operate their dwelling?  

a. Yes  

b. No  

 

If yes, please provide your views on what should be included in the guide. 

Yes. This is welcomed as many housing providers are still using home user guide templates from the 

Code for Sustainable Homes requirements. It should include:  

- How the heating controls operate 

- Ventilation strategy  

- How to operate systems efficiently  

- Guidance on new technology e.g. if heat pumps are to be used, guidance for these will be 

necessary  
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Transitional Arrangements  

6.1: Do you agree that the transitional arrangements for the energy efficiency changes in 2020 

should not apply to individual buildings where work has not started within a reasonable period – 

resulting in those buildings having to be built to the new energy efficiency standard?  

a. Yes – where building work has commenced on an individual building within a reasonable 

period, the transitional arrangements should apply to that building, but not to the 

buildings on which building work has not commenced  

b. No – the transitional arrangements should continue to apply to all building work on a 

development, irrespective of whether or not building work has commenced on individual 

buildings  

 

If yes, please suggest a suitable length of time for the reasonable period in which building work 

should have started.  

If no, please explain your reasoning and provide evidence to support this.  

 

Yes. However, we would like to see reasonable steps taken to stop abuse of the system. This needs 

to be monitored closely to ensure building work that has ‘commenced’ has meaningful progression, 

to prohibit developers from obtaining planning permission on a site during the transitional period 

but not planning to build the majority of it until the standard is mandatory.   

 

We are certain that having a detailed roadmap will aid the transitional arrangement. If developers 

and designers are able to clearly see the steps towards net zero this can be used to guide design. We 

suggest 6/12 months is a reasonable period.   

 

6.2: Do you foresee any issues that may arise from the proposed 2020 transitional arrangements 

outlined in this consultation?  

a. Yes  

b. No  

 

Please explain your reasoning and provide evidence to support this. 

Yes, as follows:  

- Building costs will be higher. However, we expect this will be a long-term win for social 

housing providers as the better quality of homes will reduce our lifecycle costs and customer 

satisfaction higher.  

- Many unforeseen problems can arise during a build programme. We suggest there should be 

a mechanism in place to allow for extenuating circumstances, especially when a sudden 

change in regulation may make the remainder of the development financially unviable. This 

mechanism should be tightly controlled and monitored to avoid abuse and keep the UK on 

track to meet our net zero carbon commitment.  

- Enhancing energy efficiency will have design and cost implications. For example, in the case 

of fully developed designs that may require redesign due to spatial requirements affected by 

increased wall thickness. The transitional period needs to be suitable and allow for a 

sufficient notification period.  
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6.3: What is your view on the possible transitional arrangements regarding changes to be made in 

2025? 

To provide certainty to developers the Government should publish the new standards by 2022 so 

that implications can be considered at the early design stage. The current timetable of consultation 

in 2024 prior to implementation in 2025 does not allow enough time for the industry to adapt before 

the standard becomes mandatory.  
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Feedback on the Impact Assessment  
7.1: The Impact Assessment makes a number of assumptions on fabric/services/ renewables costs, 

new build rates, phase-in rates, learning rates, etc for new homes. Do you think these assumptions 

are fair and reasonable?  

a. Yes  

b. No  

Please explain your reasoning and provide evidence to support this.  

 

To an extent. However, waste water recovery works differently depending on the dwellings and this 

should be accounted for.  

 

7.2: Overall, do you think the impact assessment is a fair and reasonable assessment of the potential 

costs and benefits of the proposed options for new homes?  

a. Yes  

b. No  

 

If no, please explain your reasoning and provide evidence to support this. 
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For more information, please contact: 

Edie Marriner 

Research and Policy Officer  

Network Homes 

020 8459 9453 

edie.marriner@networkhomes.org.uk 

 

Reuben Young  

Research and Policy Manager  

Network Homes  

020 8782 4393  

reuben.young@networkhomes.org.uk 
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