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This Consultation Document (CD) is issued by the Health and Safety Executive for Northern 
Ireland (HSENI). HSENI is undertaking this Consultation in compliance with its duty to 
consult under section 46(3) of the Health and Safety at Work (Northern Ireland) Order 1978. 
 
The CD is closely based on the Great Britain CD entitled “CD280 - Consultation on 
amendments to the Gas Safety (Installation and Use) Regulations 1998 (GSIUR)” issued by 
the Health and Safety Executive in Great Britain (HSEGB), whose assistance is greatly 
acknowledged.  
 
Printed copies of this document, and copies in other formats (including Braille, large print 
etc.), can be made available upon request. If it would assist you to access the document in 
an alternative format, Executive Summaries are available in languages other than English, 
including Irish and Ulster Scots. 
 
To obtain a Summary in an alternative format, please contact Philip Bryson at the address 
shown at paragraph 36. 
 
HSENI’s CONFIDENTIALITY AND GENERAL DATA PROTECTION REGULATORY 
STATEMENTS 
 
HSENI tries to make its consultation procedure as thorough and open as possible. A 
summary of responses to this CD will be made available on the consultation webpage after 
the close of the consultation period where it can be viewed by members of the public. 

Information provided in response to this CD may be subject to publication or disclosure in 
accordance with the access to information regimes (these are primarily the Freedom of 
Information Act 2000 (FOIA), the General Data Protection Regulations (GDPR) and the 
Environmental Information Regulations 2004 (EIR)). Statutory Codes of Practice under the 
FOIA and EIR also deal with confidentiality obligations, among other things. 

If you would like us to treat any of the information you provide as confidential, please make 
this clear in your response. If we receive a request under FOIA or EIR for the information 
you have provided, we will take full account of your explanation, but we cannot give an 
assurance that confidentiality can be maintained in all circumstances. 

An automatic confidentiality disclaimer generated by your IT system will be disregarded for 

these purposes. Requests for confidentiality should be made explicit within the body of the 

response. 

HSENI will process all personal data in accordance with the GDPR. This means that 
personal data will not normally be disclosed to third parties and any such disclosures will 
only be made in accordance with the Regulations. 

Visit HSENI’s Privacy Policy Statement.   

http://www.hseni.gov.uk/hseni-privacy-notice
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INTRODUCTION 
 

1. This Consultative Document (CD) seeks views on proposals by HSENI on the 
amendments to the Gas Safety (Installation and Use) Regulations (Northern Ireland) 
2004 (GSIUR). 
 

2. The GSIUR make provisions in respect of the installation and use of gas fittings for the 
purpose of protecting the public from dangers arising from the distribution, supply or 
use of gas. 
 

3. The CD is in 4 Parts. The proposed changes, and why HSENI think they are 
necessary, are explained in: 

 

Part 1: Amendment to regulation 36(3) and insertion of new regulation 36A to: 

• introduce flexibility in the timing of landlords’ annual gas safety checks, 

• clarify that only gas safety defects should be recorded, and 

• determine the date when the next safety check is due under regulation 36(3); 
 

Part 2: Disapplication for compressed natural gas (CNG) filling stations fed by a 
dedicated metered gas supply from the majority of the requirements of GSIUR, bringing 
them in line with other industrial premises; 
 
Part 3: Amend GSIUR to:  

• incorporate the existing exemption certificate no.1 to regulation 26(9)(c) which 
sets out the circumstances where engineers can carry out alternative safety 
checks when the prescribed tests are not possible, and 

• extend scope to scenarios where it is not reasonably practicable to complete 
26(9)(c) checks by insertion of new regulation 26(9)(ca). 

 
Part 4: Designation of Service Layer Engineers (SLEs) as a “member of a class of 
persons” under regulation 3(3). 

 

4. HSEGB has consulted on proposals for the amendments to the Gas Safety (Installation 
and Use) Regulations 1998 – CD280 – Consultation on amendments to the Gas Safety 
(Installation and Use) Regulations 1998 (GSIUR). 
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PART 1 
Amendment to regulation 36(3) and insertion of new regulation 36A to introduce 
flexibility in the timing of landlords’ annual gas safety checks, clarifying that only 
safety defects should be recorded and, determining the date when next safety check 
due under regulation 36(3). 
 
5. SUMMARY OF PROPOSALS 
 

The proposals in this Part will amend GSIUR by amending regulation 36(3) and the 
insertion of new regulation 36A. This will allow landlords’ gas safety checks to be carried 
out in a window of between 10 and 12 months after the previous check, but to be treated 
as if they were carried out on the last day of that 12 months validity, thereby preserving 
the existing expiry date of the safety check record. 
 
The proposal will also include additional wording in regulation 36(3)(c)(v) to clarify that it 
is only “safety defects” that should be recorded. 
 
These amendments are set out in Appendix A. 

 
6. BACKGROUND 
 

At present, under Regulation 36(3)(a) of GSIUR landlords are required to carry out gas 
safety checks on their properties “…at intervals of no more than 12 months since it was 
last checked for safety…”.  
 
In order to ensure that checks are carried out at intervals of not more than 12 months 
many landlords start the process for gaining access to properties at around 10.5 months 
after the last check, according to a GB survey carried out by CORGI Technical Services. 
However, since in about 75% of cases landlords do gain access promptly, this leads to a 
shortening of the safety check cycle year-on-year. If landlords carry out a gas safety 
check every 10.5 months this results in 10 annual gas safety checks being completed 
over a 9 year period, instead of the statutory 9. 

 

7. GUIDANCE 
 

HSENI has produced guidance to support the implementation of the proposed changes 
to explain how the changes will work in practice. This does not include any material on 
the changes proposed to 36(3)(c)(v) as this change is self-explanatory. 
 
The proposed Guidance is set out in Appendix B. 

 
8. SAFETY IMPLICATIONS 
 

It is important to note that the proposed changes do not represent a reduction in 
landlords’ gas safety duties. Landlords will still have a duty to carry out an annual gas 
safety check on gas appliances and flues as defined in regulation 36 of GSIUR (as well 
as ensuring that they are maintained in a safe condition). The proposed changes are 
intended to make it easier for landlords to comply with their current duties. 
 
However, under the proposed regime it will be possible for there to be an occasional gap 
of up to 14 months between gas safety checks. For example: 



 

4 

 

 

• the expiry date of a current check record is 1 December 2023, 

• the following year the landlord has the check completed at the earliest possible 
date, 1 October 2024. Only 10 months will have elapsed since the previous 
check, 

• the next year the landlord has the safety check completed on the latest possible 
date, 1 December 2025 – giving rise to a 14 month gap.  

 
This potential 14-month gap could not happen year on year, at most it could 
occur on alternate years. 
 

In considering whether HSENI should make the proposed changes the safety 
implications of this potential 14 month gap between safety checks have been of 
paramount importance. HSE (GB) have looked at data from a number of sources1 to 
help understand the risks associated with this change. 
 
Based on this information HSENI is satisfied that safety will not be compromised by the 
changes proposed to landlords’ gas safety duties in this Consultation. 
 
There is no safety implication associated with the amendment to regulation 36(3)(c)(v) 
as this simply seeks to clarify the current requirements. 

  

 
Sources are: HSE, The Heating and Hotwater Industry Council, British Gas and Scotia Gas Networks. 
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PART 2 
Disapplication for compressed natural gas (CNG) filling stations fed by a dedicated 
metered gas supply from the majority of the requirements of GSIUR, bringing them in 
line with other industrial premises  
 
9. SAFETY IMPLICATIONS 
 

HSENI are proposing a disapplication for dedicated installations, which are primarily 
used to supply gas to vehicles and that incorporate one or more compressors having 
motor ratings greater than 5kW, from the majority of the requirements of GSIUR. This 
will bring them in line with other industrial premises by excluding them from the scope of 
the regulations, except for regulations 37, 38 and 41, and subject to regulation 3(8). 
 
The amendment is set out in context of the rest of the regulation at Appendix C.  

 
10. BACKGROUND 

 
In January 2016 HSEGB issued a site-specific exemption to most of GSIUR for CNG 
refuelling activities. This is because: 

 

• GSIUR was not the most relevant legislation to manage safety at these sites; 

• It was felt that other health and safety regulations (such as the Dangerous 
Substances and Explosive Atmospheres Regulations (Northern Ireland) 2003 (SR 
2003 No. 152), the Pressure Systems Safety Regulations (Northern Ireland) 2004 
(SR 2004 No. 222) and the Health and Safety at Work (Northern Ireland) Order 
1978 (SI 1978/1039 (N.I. 9)) adequately covered the situation; and  

• Most importantly, there would be no reduction in safety in issuing the exemption.  
 

HSE undertook at that time to see whether there was a way to exempt all non-domestic 
CNG refuelling sites by use of a disapplication of GSIUR. It is this disapplication that 
HSENI are consulting on here. 

 
11. GUIDANCE 
 

New guidance would be prepared to explain this change to the Regulations. 
 
Below is the text from HSE ACoP and Guidance “Safety in the Installation and Use of 
Gas Systems and Appliances” (L56, Fourth Edition), which is approved for use in 
Northern Ireland, that is being considered and on which your views are sought: 

 
Paragraph 62, new bullet 62(c) [current bullet 62(c) will become 62(d)] 
 
(c) Regulation 2(4)(g): Such installations are either a separate gas supply or an 
isolatable branch of an existing installation starting at the first isolation valve. This 
clause covers fittings (including pipework), boosters, compressors, storage and 
dispensers used primarily for the compression of gas for supply to a vehicle. However, 
it does not extend to gas fittings and appliances used for other applications on the 
same premises. (See diagrams). 

 
 
 

https://www.hseni.gov.uk/publications/l56-safety-installation-and-use-gas-systems-and-appliances-gb-acop-approved-use-ni
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12. SAFETY IMPLICATIONS 
 

There is no lowering of health and safety standards because of this disapplication of 
GSIUR to these installations.  
 
There are more appropriate regulations which cover these installations, such as the 
Health and Safety at Work (Northern Ireland) Order 1978 (“HSWO”) and other 
Regulations (including the Management of Health and Safety at Work Regulations 
(Northern Ireland) 2000; the Dangerous Substances and Explosive Atmospheres 
Regulations (Northern Ireland) 2003, and the Pressure Systems Safety Regulations 
(Northern Ireland) 2004). 
 
The intention of many of the Regulations within GSIUR is to safeguard health and safety 
in premises that are not covered by the above Regulations, such as domestic premises. 
The Regulations are also intended to assist non-specialists in ensuring gas systems are 
safe and to cover other premises with similar risks to domestic situations. By only 
excluding refuelling systems with compressor motor ratings greater than 5kW it is 
intended to keep smaller equipment for use in domestic and small commercial premises 
within GSIUR thereby maintaining that assistance and regulation for non-specialist 
occupiers. At larger CNG installations it is expected sufficient knowledge to be present 
or available to manage the risks to comply with HSWO and the other Regulations. 
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PART 3 
Amend GSIUR to: 
 

• Incorporate the existing exemption certificate no. 1 to regulation 26(9)(c) 
which sets out the circumstances where engineers can carry out alternative 
safety checks when the prescribed tests are not possible, and 
 

• extend scope to scenarios where it is not reasonably practicable to 
complete 26(9)(c) checks by insertion of new regulation 26(9)(ca). 
 

13. SUMMARY OF PROPOSALS 
 

HSENI plan to achieve these changes by introducing a new regulation 26(9)(ca) to 
GSIUR. The proposed amendments are set out in Appendix D. 

 
14. BACKGROUND 
 

There is currently an exemption to regulation 26(9)(c) of GSIUR which has been in place 
since 27 September 2016. The purpose of the exemption is to allow engineers to carry 
out alternative safety checks to those prescribed in regulation 26(9)(c) when it is not 
possible to measure the heat input and/or measure the operating pressure (no meter 
present and the appliance incorporates a pre-mix burner and a zero-set pressure 
regulator). 

 
There is now an opportunity to amend GSIUR to incorporate the current exemption and 
to broaden it out to include scenarios where it is not reasonably practicable for the heat 
input and operating pressure to be measured. This would not only include circumstances 
where there is no meter – currently covered by the exemption – but also where the 
meter is not accessible or the meter display is not working. To proceed with this 
broadening of scope would require support with further Guidance (which will be 
developed with industry stakeholders) to help engineers understand what is and is not 
reasonably practicable, and when they can and cannot use combustion analysis as an 
alternative method to check for safe operation.  

 
15. SAFETY IMPLICATIONS 
 

HSENI are satisfied that there are no safety implications involved in this proposal.  The 
current exemption was introduced in September 2016 and the GB exemption has been 
in place since 2008. HSEGB and HSENI has seen no evidence that suggests there has 
been any reduction in safety as a result of using combustion analysis to check safe 
operation of appliances instead of the prescribed operating pressure and/or heat input.  

 
HSENI are also satisfied that extending the scope of the current exemption to situations 
where the gas meter is not accessible will have no negative impact on safety. This is 
because engineers will still need to assess the safety of the appliance by using 
combustion analysis and ensure the appliance is left operating safely as required under 
regulation 26(9)(d). 
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PART 4 
Designation of Service Layer Engineers (SLEs) as a “member of a class of persons” 
under regulation 3(3) 
 
16. SUMMARY OF PROPOSALS 
 

This change will not require an amendment to the Regulations since HSENI can issue a 
notification of this administrative change.  However, your views on the proposed change 
are sought. 

 
17. BACKGROUND 
 

HSENI have considered removing the need for Gas Distribution Networks (GDN) and 
Independent Gas Transporter (IGT) service layer engineers (SLEs) and their sub-
contracted engineers to be Gas Safe registered when carrying out specific meter 
disconnection activities. These activities are limited to isolation and disconnection at the 
Emergency Control Valve (ECV) and, where appropriate, removal of the meter. It does 
not include any installation or reconnection activities. 
 
To ensure that safety is not compromised it is proposed to achieve this by designating 
suitably qualified SLEs as a “member of a class of persons” within the existing regulation 
3(3) of GSIUR.  This will enable SLEs to carry out meter removal without being Gas 
Safe registered although employers will still have to ensure that SLEs are competent to 
carry out the work, as required under regulation 3(1): “no person shall carry out any work 
in relation to a gas fitting or gas storage vessel unless he is competent to do so.”  

 
18. SAFETY IMPLICATIONS 
 

The work in question is limited to disconnection work at the end of the network on behalf 
of the GDN or IGT. It will not include work directly for a property owner other than by a 
GDN/IGT. 
 
The work that non-Gas Safe registered SLEs will be permitted to undertake will be very 
tightly defined and will be limited to isolation and disconnection at the Emergency 
Control Valve (ECV) and, where appropriate, removal of the meter. Any other gas work 
(as defined in GSIUR), including installation and reconnection activities will still require a 
Gas Safe registered engineer to carry them out. 
 
SLEs already undergo thorough and appropriate training to carry out their existing work, 
sometimes on high pressure, live gas systems. SLEs would be required to be suitably 
trained, qualified and competent in order to be a member of this proposed class of 
persons.  Duties will remain on the individual and employer to ensure the SLEs are 
suitably competent to carry out the full range of their duties, including 
disconnection/removal of meters. The GDNs and IGTs are working with the training 
bodies to finalise the qualifications that would meet these requirements, but they 
currently include at least a (SHEA) (Gas) passport and registration on the EUSR 
database with the relevant skills category (for example, Service Layer) and a Level 2 
Diploma in Network Construction Operations (Gas) Service Layer or equivalent.  
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Since SLEs will be trained, they will continue to undergo any necessary refresher 
training and will have to prove they are competent. HSENI do not believe there is likely 
to be any negative impact on safety as a result of this change. 

 
 
RELATIONSHIP WITH GREAT BRITAIN 
 

19. The proposals set out in this CD do not differ in any significant way from the proposals 
on corresponding GB Regulations (see the acknowledgement on page 1 of this CD). 
Such differences as do occur relate only to Northern Ireland legislation and institutions.  

 
20. In relation to Part 4, this change was requested by industry. Industry in NI have not 

requested such a change. 
 
COSTS AND BENEFITS 
 
21. PART 1 
 

The move towards introducing flexibility to the timing of gas safety checks is estimated 
to lead to savings to private landlords of around £57 thousand (per annum on average, 
these are in the scope of the BIT) and social landlords would accrue around £420 
thousand (per annum), or around £3.45m in present values over 10 years (These are 
not in the scope of the BIT).  
 
Private landlords, letting agents and engineers are expected to incur one-off costs of 
familiarisation, estimated at around £87 thousand (best estimate) and that private 
landlords would also incur additional IT costs of around £66 thousand (best estimate). 
These costs are currently in the scope of the BIT. 
 
Social landlords would incur one-off costs of around £3 thousand for familiarisation; and 
around £195 thousand in IT costs into the BIT. These are not currently in scope of the 
BIT as housing associations and other social landlords are not currently classified as 
businesses.  
 
Letting agents would incur a one-off cost totalling around £59 thousand for IT changes. 
These are not in scope of the BIT as they are indirect. 
 
HSENI expect there to be no negative financial impact as a result of the changes to 
regulation 36(3)(c)(v) as the amendment simply clarifies what is currently required. 

 
22. PART 2 
 

Under the current Regulations, CNG filling stations covered by GSIUR are required to 
install a regulator at a one-off cost of approximately £25,000 per site, with small ongoing 
maintenance costs. Under the proposal, these sites will not be required to install a 
regulator. Over the appraisal period, this is expected to save future CNG refuelling sites 
that would otherwise have fallen under GSIUR around £1 million (net present value). 
Currently there are no CNG filling stations in Northern Ireland but this may change in 
future. 
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23. PART 3 
 
HSENI envisage no significant impacts in relation to the regularising of the current 
exemption as this has been in place since 2008 and is already being used by engineers. 

If the scope of the existing exemption is broadened to cover scenarios where it is not 
reasonably practicable to measure the heat input and operating pressure, industry has 
suggested there may be some savings in terms of avoided additional visits by gas 
engineers. It has not been possible to quantify these at this stage, however HSENI 
would be grateful for your views on the likely impact. 

24. PART 4 
 
The current arrangement costs the GDNs/IGTS about £15,000 each year for no safety 
gain.  There is a separate Impact Assessment for this work (referred to here as a GB 
Business Impact Target Assessment).  Full details can be found at Appendix F. 

 
IMPACT ASSESSMENT 
 

Great Britain 
 

25. An Impact Assessment (IA) prepared for the corresponding GB proposals is attached 
at Appendix E. 

 
26. There is also an additional IA (referred to here as a Business Impact Target 

assessment) attached at Appendix F prepared for the corresponding GB proposals in 
respect of GDNs and IGTs referred to in Part 4 of the CD. 
 

27. It should be noted that the GB figures represent work on a larger network and a 
demand on GDNs and IGTs to instal smart meters, which is not the case in NI. In GB 
almost 85% of households use mains gas for heating compared to 34% in NI. 

 
Northern Ireland 

 
28. HSENI is of the opinion that the analysis and considerations as set out in both the GB 

IAs can be applied to NI on a proportionate basis. HSENI estimates that there will be a 
saving to NI businesses of £341 thousand. 

 
EQUALITY IMPACT 
 

29. The proposals have been screened for any possible impact on equality of opportunity 
affecting the groups listed in section 75 of the Northern Ireland Act 1998 and no 
adverse or, with the exception of age, differential impacts were identified. As the 
proposals relate primarily to landlords and workplaces, they will have a justified 
differential impact on those of a working age. There is no evidence to suggest that the 
proposals will impact disproportionately on any other Section 75 group. A copy of the 
screening document is at Appendix G. 
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HUMAN RIGHTS 
 

30. The Department has considered the matter of Convention rights and is satisfied that 
there are no matters of concern. 

 
RURAL NEEDS 
 

31. A Rural Needs Impact Assessment is the process by which policies, strategies and 
plans are assessed to determine whether they have a differential impact on rural areas 
and, where appropriate, adjustments are made to take account of particular rural 
circumstances, ensuring the fair and equitable treatment of rural communities. 

 
32. HSENI has considered this matter as part of the development of these proposals and 

concludes that they will not impact differentially on the needs of people in rural areas of 
Northern Ireland. 

 
INVITATION TO COMMENT 
 

33. HSENI would welcome your comments on the proposals in this CD. In particular, 
comments are invited on: 
 

• the assumption relating to costs relevant to Northern Ireland; and 
• the conclusion that the proposals would have no adverse effect on any section 75 

groups or people living in rural areas of Northern Ireland. 
 

34. HSENI is also seeking the views of Consultees on: 
 

• Part 1 - Amendment to Regulation 36(3) and the insertion of new Regulation 36A; 
• Part 2 - Disapplication for CNG filling stations from the majority of the 

requirements of GSIUR; 
• Part 3 - Amendment to Regulation 26(9)(c) and the insertion of new Regulation 

26(9)(ca); 
• Part 4 - Designation of SLEs under Regulation 3(3). 

 
35. HSENI will not consider comments if they: 

 

• are submitted after the consultation deadline, 
• are not related to the contents of the document, 
• contain complaints against institutions, personal accusations, irrelevant or 

offensive statements or material; or 
• are related to policy or risk management aspects, which are out of the scope of 

this consultation. 
 

36. Comments should be sent to: GSIURConsultation@hseni.gov.uk or by post to:  
 

Philip Bryson 
Health and Safety Executive for Northern Ireland 
83 Ladas Drive, Belfast, BT6 9FR 
 
so as to arrive no later than noon on 10 February 2026. 

mailto:[GSIUR]Consultation@hseni.gov.uk
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37. HSENI tries to make its consultation procedures as thorough and open as possible. A 

summary of responses to this CD will be made available on the consultation webpage 
after the close of the consultation period where they can be viewed by members of the 
public. 
 

38. Information provided in response to this consultation may also be subject to publication 
or disclosure in accordance with the following access to information regimes: the 
Freedom of Information Act 2000 (FOIA), the Data Protection Act 2018, General Data 
Protection Regulations (GDPR) and the Environmental Information Regulations 2004 
(EIR). Statutory Codes of Practice under FOIA and EIR also deal with confidentiality 
obligations, amongst other things. 
 

39. If you would like us to treat any of the information you provide as confidential, please 
explain your reasons for this in your response. If we receive a request under FOIA or 
EIR for the information you have provided, we will take full account of your explanation, 
but we cannot provide assurance that confidentiality can be maintained in all 
circumstances. An automatic confidentiality disclaimer generated by your IT system will 
be disregarded for these purposes. Requests for confidentiality should be made explicit 
within the body of the response. 
 

40. HSENI will process all personal data collected as part of this consultation in 
accordance with the General Data Protection Regulations. HSENI’s Privacy Policy 
Notice and Privacy Policy Statement is available on the HSENI website at 
https://www.hseni.gov.uk/hseni-privacy-notice. 
 
 
December 2025   Health and Safety Executive for Northern Ireland 

  

https://www.hseni.gov.uk/hseni-privacy-notice
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APPENDIX A 
 
 

AMENDMENT TO REGULATION 36(3) AND INSERTION 
 OF NEW REGULATION 36A 

 
This is the proposed revised regulation 36(3) in context and the insertion of regulation 36A. 
 
The changes to the existing regulation are underlined for ease of reference. 

 
Regulation 36(3): Duties of landlords  

 

(3) Without prejudice to the generality of paragraph (2), a landlord shall –  

(a) ensure that each appliance and flue to which that duty extends is checked for 

safety within twelve months of being installed and at intervals of not more than twelve 

months since it was last checked for safety (whether such check was made pursuant 

to these Regulations or not; and see regulation 36A); 

(b) in the case of a lease commencing after the coming into operation of these 

Regulations, ensure that each appliance and flue to which the duty extends has been 

checked for safety within a period of twelve months before the lease commences or 

has been or is so checked within twelve months after the appliance or flue has been 

installed, whichever is later (and see regulation 36A); and 

(c) ensure that a record in respect of any appliance or flue so checked is made and 

retained until there have been two further checks of the appliance or flue under this 

paragraph or, in respect of an appliance or flue that is removed from the premises, for 

a period of two years from the date of the last check of that appliance or flue, which 

record shall include the following information – 

(i) the date on which the appliance or flue was checked; 

(ii) the address of the premises at which the appliance or flue is installed; 

(iii) the name and address of the landlord of the premises (or, where appropriate, his 

agent) at which the appliance or flue is installed; 

(iv) a description of and the location of each appliance or flue checked; 

(v) any safety defect identified; 

(vi) any remedial action taken; 

(vii) confirmation that the check undertaken complies with the requirements of 

paragraph (9); 

(viii) the name and signature of the individual carrying out the check; and 
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(ix) the registration number with which that individual, or his employer, is registered 

with a body approved by the Executive for the purposes of regulation 3(3). 

 

 

 

Determination of date when next safety check due under regulation 36(3) 
 

36A.—(1) Where a safety check of an appliance or a flue made in accordance with 
regulation 36(3)(a) or (b) is or was completed within the period of two months ending with 
the deadline date, that check is to be treated for the purposes of regulation 36(3)(a) and 
(b) as having been made on the deadline date. 
 

(2) Subject to paragraph (3), the landlord may ensure that an appliance or flue is 
checked for safety within the two month period beginning with the deadline date, 
instead of checking it within the 12 month period ending with that date. 
 
(3) The discretion conferred by paragraph (2) may be exercised— 

(a) only once in relation to each appliance or flue in the relevant premises; and 
(b) only in order to align the deadline date in relation to the next safety check of that 
appliance or flue with the deadline date in relation to the next safety check of any other 
appliance or flue in the same relevant premises. 
 

(4) In this regulation “the deadline date”, in relation to a safety check for an appliance 
or flue, means the last day of the 12 month period within which the check is or was 
required to be made under regulation 36(3)(a) or (b). 
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APPENDIX B 

 

GUIDANCE TO AMENDED REGULATION 36(3) AND  
NEW REGULATION 36A 

 
Amendment to introduce MOT-style flexibility to the timing of annual gas safety checks 
 
Guidance 
 

Landlords should note that the changes detailed below aim to offer more flexibility in the 
gas safety checking regime – however it is not compulsory for landlords to take advantage 
of this change. If preferable landlords can continue with their current regime of gas safety 
checking, as long as it meets the legal minimum requirements as set out in regulation 36 of 
GSIUR. 
 
Under regulation 36(3) of GSIUR landlords are required by law to carry out annual gas 
safety checks on gas appliances and flues in their properties. 
 
Regulation 36(3)(a) stipulates that checks should be carried out at intervals of “not more 
than twelve months since it was last checked for safety”. 
 
With the introduction of the new regulation 36A, landlords will be able to have gas safety 
checks carried out any time from 10 to 12 calendar months after the previous check but 
still retain the original expiry/anniversary date as if the check had been carried out exactly 
twelve months after the previous check.  
 
This is a similar provision to that already available to motorists in relation to MOT checks 
for their vehicles.  

 
Record keeping 
 

The details that must legally be recorded on an annual gas safety check record will remain 
the same:  

 
Regulation 36(3)(c) 

(i) the date on which the appliance or flue was checked;  
(ii) the address of the premises at which the appliance or flue is installed;  
(iii) the name and address of the landlord of the premises (or, where appropriate, 
his agent) at which the appliance or flue is installed;  
(iv) a description of and the location of each appliance or flue checked;  
(v) any safety* defect identified;  
(vi) any remedial action taken;  
(vii) confirmation that the check undertaken complies with the requirements of 
paragraph (9);  
(viii) the name and signature of the individual carrying out the check; and  
(ix) the registration number with which that individual, or his employer, is registered 
with a body approved by the Executive for the purposes of regulation 3(3).  
 

*please note: the inclusion of ‘safety’ in 36(3)(c)(v) is a proposal under this consultation exercise 
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“Gas safety check records” will need to be retained for a period of two years from the date 
of the check (or two years from the date that the check is deemed to have been carried 
out). Landlords that do not want to change their current gas safety check arrangement will 
be able to continue to keep their records for two years from the date of the check (as they 
currently do) and they will continue to be compliant with the law. 
 
A copy of the current safety check record must be given to tenants within 28 days of the 
date of the check (or displayed in a prominent position if there is no gas appliance in any 
room to be occupied by the tenants). 
 
In order to benefit from this new flexibility, it will be the landlord’s responsibility to create 
and maintain an audit trail and records that show that consecutive gas safety checks have 
been carried out in this 10-12 month window, and so the original expiry date has been 
retained. 
 
Where a landlord cannot provide the necessary audit trail/documentation, including 
the previous check record, the expiry date of the current safety check record will be 
taken as twelve months from the date of the last safety check. 
 
This audit trail may take the form of central database, with records showing the date of 
previous checks, date of latest checks, and the preserved expiry/anniversary date (resetting 
this as and when necessary – see section below on “re-setting the clock”), along with copies 
of the previous year’s safety check record. 
 
There will be no legal requirement to include: 

 

• an expiry date of the safety check record, or 
 

• the earliest date you can have your next safety check (and retain the current 
expiry/anniversary date)  

 
on the safety check records, but landlords may find it helpful to have these included to: 
 

1. Ensure that they can demonstrate the necessary audit trail to show that consecutive 
checks have been carried out in the prescribed 10-12 month window, and so the 
expiry/anniversary date has been retained; and 
 

2. Give tenants confidence and clarity over the period of validity of the safety check 
record. 

 
Even if the engineers include this information on the check records, the legal duty remains 
with the landlord to be able to demonstrate that checks have been made within the required 
timescales. 
 
Resetting the clock 
 
Gas safety check carried out less than 10 months since the previous check: 
 
Where a gas safety check is carried out at less than 10 months following the previous gas 
safety check this will have the effect of “resetting the clock” and the expiry date will now be 
12 months from the date of this latest check. For example: 
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• Safety check carried out on 1 April 2024. Expiry date 31 March 2025. 
 

• Next check could be carried out between 1 February 2025 and 31 March 2025, and 
the original anniversary date would be retained (expiry 31 March 2026). 
 

• But next check actually completed on 15 January 2025. This resets the expiry date 
and the next check will then be due on 14 January 2026. 
 

• The landlord has then lost ~ 10-weeks value from his annual gas safety check cycle. 
 

Gas safety check carried out more than 12 months since the previous gas safety 
check: 
 
It is important to note that where the property remains tenanted it is an offence to have 
no current gas safety check record in place. However, there are some circumstances 
where a landlord may not want/need to carry out a safety check at the twelve-month point 
(for example if the property is vacant). 
 
Where a gas safety check is carried out more than 12-months after the previous gas safety 
check this will have the effect of “re-setting the clock” and the new expiry date will be 12 
months from the date of this next, later, gas safety check. For example: 

 

• Safety check carried out on 1 April 2024. Expiry date 31 March 2025. 
 

• Check could be carried out between 1 February 2025 and 31 March 2025, and the 
original anniversary date would be retained. 2026 expiry date would then be 31 March 
2026. 
 

• But next check actually completed on 15 May 2025. This resets the expiry date and 
the next check will then be due on 14 May 2026. 
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APPENDIX C 

 

AMENDMENT TO REGULATION 2(4) 
 

This is the proposed revision to regulation 2(4), which is the addition of a sub-paragraph (g), 
in the context of the whole of regulation 2(4). The amendments to the regulation are underlined 
for ease of reference. 
 
Regulation 2(4): General interpretation and application  
 

(4) Save for regulations 37, 38 and 41 and subject to regulation 3(8), these Regulations 
shall not apply in relation to the supply of gas to, or anything done in respect of a gas 
fitting at, the following premises, that is to say –  

(a) a factory within the meaning of the Factories Act (Northern Ireland) 1965 or any 
place to which any provisions of the said Act apply by virtue of sections 121 to 124 of 
that Act; 
 
(b) a mine within the meaning of section 156(1) of the Mines Act (Northern Ireland) 
1969 or a quarry within the meaning of regulation 3 of the Quarries Regulations 
(Northern Ireland) 2006 or any place deemed to form part of a mine or quarry for the 
purposes of that Act or those Regulations respectively; 
 
(c) agricultural premises, being agricultural land, including land being or forming part 
of a market garden, and any building thereon which is used in connection with 
agricultural operations; 
 
(d) temporary installations used in connection with any construction work within the 
meaning assigned to that phrase by regulation 2(1) of the Construction (Design and 
Management) Regulations (Northern Ireland) 2016); 
 
(e) premises used for the testing of gas fittings;  
 
(f) premises used for the treatment of sewage; or 
 
(g) installations downstream of an isolation valve which – 
  

(i) form a system exclusively used for the compression of gas; 
 

(ii) are primarily used to supply compressed gas to vehicles; and 
 

(iii) incorporate at least one gas compressor which has an electronic motor input power 
rating exceeding 5 kilowatts, 

 

but they shall apply in relation to such premises or part thereof used for domestic or 
residential purposes or as sleeping accommodation. 
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APPENDIX D 

 

AMENDMENT TO REGULATION 26(9) 
 

This is the proposed revision to regulation 26, which is the inclusion of an additional sub-
paragraph (ca). The amendments/insertions to the regulations are underlined for ease of 
reference. 
 
Regulation 26(9): Gas appliances – safety precautions 
 

(9) Where a person performs work on a gas appliance he shall immediately thereafter 
examine –  

(a) the effectiveness of any flue;  
(b) the supply of combustion air;  
(c) subject to sub-paragraph (ca), its operating pressure or heat input or, where 
necessary, both  
(ca) if it is not reasonably practicable to examine its operating pressure or heat input 
(or, where necessary, both), its combustion performance; 
(d) its operation so as to ensure its safe functioning,  

and forthwith take all reasonably practicable steps to notify any defect to the responsible 
person and, where different, the owner of the premises in which the appliance is situated 
or, where neither is reasonably practicable, in the case of an appliance supplied with 
liquefied petroleum gas, the supplier of gas to the appliance, or, in any other case, the 
transporter. 
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APPENDIX E 
 

Title: Revision to the Gas Safety (Installation and Use) 
Regulations (GSIUR) 1998. 1. Introducing flexibility to landlords' 
annual gas safety checks; 2. Exempting premises where gas is 
taken from the mains for compressing/ dispensing to 
compressed natural gas (CNG) powered vehicles; and 3. 
Regularising existing exemption on alternative safety checks 
IA No: 

 

RPC Reference No:  RPC-3948(2)-HSE 

Lead department or agency: Health & Safety Executive 

Other departments or agencies: 

Impact Assessment (IA) 

Date: 07/04/2017 

Stage: Revalidation of alternative OUT 

Source of intervention: Domestic 

Type of measure: Secondary legislation 

Contact for enquiries: 

Penny.Taylor@hse.gov.uk 
Kyran.Donald@hse.gov.uk 

Summary: Intervention and Options RPC Opinion: GREEN 

 
Cost of Preferred (or more likely) Option 

Total Net 
Present Value 

 

 
 
 

£238.66m 

Business Net 
Present Value 

 

£19.45m 
excluding 
housing 
associations; 
and £238.66m 
including them 

Net cost to business per 
year (EANDCB in 2014 prices) 

 

 
 

-£2.5m excluding housing 
associations; and -£22.7m 
including them 

One-In, 
Three-Out 

 

 
 
 

Yes 

Business Impact 
Target Status 

 

 
 
 

Qualifying provision 

What is the problem under consideration? Why is government intervention necessary? 

A. Landlords must complete gas safety checks within 12 months of the last check. They tend to begin the 
process early due to problems gaining access to properties, resulting in 11 checks taking place on average 
every 10 years, instead of the statutory 10. This extra safety check is potentially placing an unnecessary and 
unintentional financial burden on landlords. 

B. Compressed Natural Gas (CNG) for fueling vehicles is comparatively new technology which, due to the 
wording of the regulations falls within the scope of GSIUR, forcing businesses to install equipment that has no 
safety benefit in order to comply. 

C. GSIUR requires engineers to check the heat input and/or operating pressure of appliances whenever they 
work on them; however this is not always possible (e.g. on liquefied petroleum gas (LPG) systems where 
there is no meter). There is currently an exemption in place that allows alternative safety checks to be carried 
out. This exemption will be regularised and its scope broadened. 

Intervention is needed to introduce some flexibility in the timing of landlords’ annual gas safety checks; bring the 
regulations in line with new technology; and regularise the existing exemption. 

 

What are the policy objectives and the intended effects? 

A. Allow flexibility in the timing of landlords’ gas safety checks to ensure that the annual gas safety check cycle is 
not shortened unnecessarily. This may result in significant savings for landlords with large numbers of 
properties. 

B. Exempt CNG filling stations from the majority of the requirements of GSIUR, bringing them into line with other 
industrial premises. These sites are already covered by existing health and safety regulations that are more 
appropriate at these sites. 

C. Regularise the exemption that allows engineers to carry out alternative safety checks when the requirements 

to measure heat input and/or operating pressure cannot be met (because there is no meter present) and, 
broaden the scope of the exemption to include scenarios where it is not reasonably practicable to carry out 
these tests (meter not accessible, meter display not working etc.). 

mailto:Penny.Taylor@hse.gov.uk
mailto:Kyran.Donald@hse.gov.uk
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What policy options have been considered, including any alternatives to regulation? Please justify 
preferred option (further details in Evidence Base) 

A. Landlords - We considered a number of options including: no change; allowing landlords to keep the original 
due date for the following years if they carry out checks 1 or 2 months before the due date; and 
clarifying/amending our enforcement policy on landlords’ gas safety duties. The stakeholders we approached 
were clear that regulatory change was the only way to give their members the confidence to change their gas 
safety check practices and our analysis of landlord practices identified that allowing landlords to keep the 
original due date if checks take place up to 2 months before the expiry of a current check would deliver the 
greatest savings (with minimal impact on safety). 

B. CNG filling stations – GSIUR applies to these activities, but premises where non-domestic CNG refuelling 

activities are carried out are also covered by other HSE legislation, including the Dangerous Substances and 
Explosives Regulations, the Pressure Systems Safety Regulations, and the Health and Safety at Work etc 
Act. There will be no reduction in safety as a result of this change; instead it will provide more clarity for 
business about the appropriate regulatory framework. The only way to disapply GSIUR to these sites is either 
by granting of exemptions or amending GSIUR itself. We looked at issuing exemptions on a case by case 
basis and the possibility of a class exemption. However, given that we had taken this opportunity to identify 
what could be changed or improved in GSIUR, it made sense to proceed with regulatory change. 

C. Regularise the exemption that allows engineers to carry out alternative safety checks - The exemption 
as it currently stands has been in place for 8 years with no concerns that this has resulted in reduced safety of 
appliances. The options considered were: no change; regularise the existing exemption; regularise the 
current exemption and consult on broadening its scope; and withdraw the current exemption. The scenarios 
where the exemption applies (no meter present, LPG installations) still exist so there is a continued need for 
this exemption or for an alternative safety checking regime. Regularising the existing exemption will provide 
certainty and clarity as the exclusions will be written into regulation. Evidence presented by some gas 
suppliers also identified that there were similar scenarios where it would make sense to allow engineers to 
carry out alternative safety tests, and that there were potentially cost savings to be made by broadening the 
scope. On that basis we consulted on a proposal to regularise the current exemption and broaden its scope to 

include scenarios where it is not reasonably practicable for the meter to be read. 

Will the policy be reviewed? It will be reviewed. If applicable, set review date: 10/2022 

 

Does implementation go beyond minimum EU requirements? 
 

N/A 

 

Are any of these organisations in scope? 
Micro 
Yes 

Small 

Yes 

Medium 

Yes 

Large 

Yes 

What is the CO2 equivalent change in greenhouse gas emissions? 
(Million tonnes CO2 equivalent) 

Traded: 

N/A 
Non-traded: 

N/A 
I have read the Impact Assessment and I am satisfied that, given the available evidence, it represents a 
reasonable view of the likely costs, benefits and impact of the leading options. 

 

 
 
 
 

Signed by the responsible Minister: Date: 05/02/18 
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Summary: Analysis & Evidence Policy Option 2 (see pages 9 & 10) 

Description: Amendments to the Gas Safety (Installation and Use) Regulations (GSIUR) 1998 

FULL ECONOMIC ASSESSMENT 
 

Price Base Year 
2016 

PV Base Year 
2017 

Time Period 
Years 10 

Net Benefit (Present Value (PV)) (£m) 

Low: 223.67 High: 253.65 Best Estimate: 238.66 

COSTS (£m) Total Transition (£m) 
(Constant Price) Years 

Average Annual 
(£m) 

Total Cost (£m) 
(Present Value) 

Low 11.8  
 

1 

Nil 11.8 

High 41.7 Nil 41.7 

Best Estimate 26.8 Nil 26.8 

Description and scale of key monetised costs by ‘main affected groups’ 

HSE estimates that private landlords, letting agents and engineers would incur familiarisation one-off costs of 
around £5.8 million (best estimate); and that private landlords would also incur additional IT costs of around £4.4 
million (best estimate). These costs are currently in scope of the BIT. 

Social landlords would incur one-off costs of around £200,000 for familiarisation; and around £13 million in IT 
costs into the BIT. These are not currently in scope of the BIT as housing associations and other social landlords 
are not currently classified as businesses. 

Letting agents would incur a one-off costs totalling around £3.9 million for IT changes. These are not in scope of 
the BIT as they are indirect. 

Other key non-monetised costs by ‘main affected groups’ 

None 

BENEFITS 
(£m) 

Total Transition (£m) 
(Constant Price)  Years 

Average Annual 
(£m) 

Total Benefit (£m) 

(Present Value) 

Low Nil  
 

1 

31.0 265.4 

High Nil 31.0 265.4 

Best Estimate Nil 31.0 265.4 

Description and scale of key monetised benefits by ‘main affected groups’ 

The proposal to introduce flexibility around the timing of landlords’ gas safety checks is estimated to lead to 
savings for private landlords of around £3.8 million per annum on average; and to companies operating CNG- 
refuelling sites of around £48,000 per annum. These are in scope of the BIT. 

 
Social landlords would accrue annual savings of around £28 million, or around £230 million in present values over 
ten years. These are not in scope of the BIT. 

Other key non-monetised benefits by ‘main affected groups’ 

Companies managing gas meters are expected to accrue benefits from the flexibility of the expansion of the 
exemption for meter-testing, but it has not been possible to monetise this. 

Key assumptions/sensitivities/risks Discount rate (%) 3.5 

A key sensitivity in the assessment of savings to social landlords is the frequency with which they would see 
repeated unnecessary gas checks under the baseline – the greater the frequency, the greater the potential 
savings. We have based our estimates on survey data from CORGI and taken a conservative approach by 
adopting a method of calculation that errs on the side of generating a longer frequency (and so fewer savings) to 
fully test the proposals. We have adopted a similar approach to modelling savings to private landlords by adopting 
the method of estimation that more rigorously tests the savings against the costs. 
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BUSINESS ASSESSMENT (Option 1) 

Direct impact on business (Equivalent 
Annual, in scope of the BIT) £m: 

Score for Business Impact 
Target (qualifying provisions 
only) £m: -12.5 (-113.5 inc. 
housing associations) 

Costs: 1.1 (2.4 
inc. housing 
associations) 

Benefits: 

3.6 (25.2 inc. 
housing 
associations 

Net: 2.5 (22.7 inc. 
housing associations) 

 

Note on revalidation: HSE originally submitted the validation stage impact assessment   
(IA) for the proposed changes to the Gas Safety (installation and Use) Regulations (GSIUR) 
in April 2017 and received a Green opinion on 24th May (RPC reference RPC-3948(1)-HSE). 
 

Many of the impacts of the changes to GSIUR accrued to housing associations in respect 
of their duties for gas safety as landlords. At the point of submitting the validation stage IA 
(and at the point of submitting this revalidation IA in November 2017), housing associations 
were classified as public sector and so their costs and benefits did not score for the 
Business Impact Target (BIT). This classification by the Better Regulation Executive (BRE) 
follows the public/ private classification of 
institutions by the Office for National Statistics (ONS). We are now aware that the ONS has 
reviewed this classification and that this could lead to a change to the classification under the 
rules of the BIT. 

 

Prior to the implementation of the BIT in 2015, housing associations had been classified 
as businesses for the purpose of One In, Two Out, following the ONS classification at the 
time. HSE understood from the BRE that housing associations could move back into the 
classification of the private sector for the purposes of the BIT. 

 

In the validation stage IA for GSIUR, and as agreed with RPC, HSE submitted two 
estimations of the 
‘OUT’ under the BIT: one estimated at £2.5 million with housing associations classified 
as public institutions, in line with current BIT rules; and another estimated at £25.8 
million with housing 
associations included in the definition of businesses. 

 

The lower OUT of £2.5 million was the headline estimate in line with the BIT rules. However, 
HSE also asked the RPC to validate the alternative OUT of £25.8 million in case the 
classification of housing associations under the BIT changed between the point of 
submission of the IA to the RPC and the point of implementation of the regulations 
themselves. This would enable HSE to declare the OUT under the prevailing rules at the 
point of implementation. 

 

However, the RPC disagreed with the HSE’s classification of logistical savings to housing 
associations that employ in-house gas engineers as direct under the BIT rules. As such, 
the RPC validated the main OUT of £2.5 million, but did not validate the alternative of 
£25.8 million. 

 

Since then, HSE has sought further information from BRE whether a reclassification of 
housing associations as private under the BIT would still enable a validated OUT based on 
their being in scope to be counted according to the rules that will stand at the point of 
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implementation of GSIUR, which is now scheduled for April 2018. BRE indicated that this 
would likely be the case. 

 

Therefore, this IA seeks RPC validation of an amended alternative OUT based on 
housing associations being in scope of the BIT; and the logistical savings accruing to 
them via the work of their in-house gas engineers being indirect and thereby excluded 
from the OUT. 

 

Please note also that this IA was originally written on the basis that the changes to GSIUR 
would be made in October 2017. In fact, these changes are now scheduled to be 
implemented in April 2018. This means that the OUT for these regulations (that stands at the 
point of implementation) will have to be adjusted slightly to a 2018 PV base year rather than 
a 2017 PV base year, with which it was originally estimated. This adjustment would lead to a 
small revision in the OUT if it were converted to a 2015 PV base year, which is used across 
all estimates in the BIT. 

 

This revalidation IA makes no such adjustment, but instead uses a 2017 PV base year just 
as the original IA did. This is to limit the edits made to the IA and so make its review by the 
RPC more straightforward. It is also because the specification of the Business Impact 
Target under the current Parliament has not yet been finalised and could operate with a 
different PV base year (as well as other possible changes) so it might be premature to 
second-guess. 

 

At the point of declaring the changes to GSIUR in the relevant BIT Annual Report, HSE will 
adjust the OUT that stands at the point of implementation to the appropriate PV year and 
will submit that report for RPC scrutiny. 
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Evidence Base 
 

1. Background 
 

1.     The Gas Safety (Installation and Use) Regulations 1998 (GSIUR) are domestic 
regulations that deal with the safe installation, maintenance and use of gas systems, 
including gas fittings, appliances and flues, mainly in domestic and commercial 
premises, such as offices, shops, public buildings etc. 

 
2.     The Regulations place responsibilities on a wide range of people, including those 

installing, servicing, maintaining or repairing gas appliances and other gas fittings; as well 

as suppliers and users of gas, including landlords.1
 

 

2. Problems under consideration 
 

2.1. Introduce flexibility around the timing of landlords’ annual gas safety checks 
 

3.     Under regulation 36(3)(a), “...each appliance and flue to which that duty extends is 
checked for safety…at intervals of not more than 12 months since it was last checked 
for safety…”. In practice, however, landlords can face difficulty in gaining access to carry 
out these checks. In order to ensure that checks are carried out at intervals of not more 
than 12 months, many landlords (particularly social landlords) gain access around 5.2 
weeks prior to the due date, according to a survey carried out by CORGI Technical 
Services see Section 8.1.2.1). This can lead to a shortening of the safety check cycle 
year-on-year. Accordingly, housing associations, on average, carry out eleven annual 
gas safety checks over a ten-year period (instead of the statutory ten in a ten-year period) 
and they end up holding a certificate that is supposed to last for twelve months but in 
reality only lasts for just over eleven months. The types of appliances that landlords are 
carrying out checks on include central heating boilers, gas fires, hobs, ovens, etc. 

 

2.2. Exempt compressed natural gas (CNG) filling stations from the majority of the 
requirements of GSIUR 

 

4.     Technological advances and the increasing use of more environmentally-friendly fuels 
have brought about different uses and storage mechanisms for mains gas than were 
originally envisaged when GSIUR was written. CNG sites take gas from the high-pressure 
main, compress it, store it and dispense CNG into the fuel tank of vehicles (usually 
lorries). 

 
5. Regulation 2(4) of GSIUR dis-applies many of the Regulations to the following: 

a.  mines and quarries; 
b.  factories (as defined under the Factories Act 19612); 
c.   agricultural premises; 
d.  temporary systems during construction work; 
e.  premises used for the testing of gas fittings; 
and f. premises used for the treatment of 
sewerage. 

 
 

1 Where non-domestic premises (such as public houses or offices) are leased as workplaces, employers’ duties may interface with 
landlords’ duties (under section 4 of the Health and Safety at Work etc. Act 1974) for maintenance of heating appliances. In this case the 
landlord and tenant will come to a clear contractual arrangement to make sure the appliance is serviced and maintained 

 

2 http://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/1961/34/pdfs/ukpga_19610034_en.pdf  

http://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/1961/34/pdfs/ukpga_19610034_en.pdf
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6.     The majority of CNG sites fall under one of these exclusions, often because they are 
defined as a factory. However, where these sites are not processing the gas in any way 
(other than compressing it), the site does not meet the definition of a factory and thus 
the whole of GSIUR applies. 

7.     In these circumstances, non-domestic CNG sites are required to install a regulator, 

used to match the flow of gas through the regulator to the demand for gas placed upon 

the system, in order to comply with the regulations. This involves a one-off cost of 

installing the equipment, as well as ongoing maintenance costs (discussed in paragraphs 

171-179). Through work and evidence-gathering with industry, HSE experts are confident 

that installing a regulator at these sites provides no additional safety benefit. Indeed, 

there are other health and safety regulations which are applicable at these premises and 

which are more appropriate.3
 

8.     Further, the inconsistent treatment of CNG sites under GSIUR creates confusion as 
well as placing unnecessary burden on those sites not excluded because of the reasons 
stated in paragraph 5. 

 

2.3. Regularise and broaden an existing exemption to regulation 26(9)(c) 
 

9. If there is no meter present, engineers are unable to meet the requirements of 
regulation 26(9)(c)), which are to measure heat input and/or operating pressure. 
Engineers have to perform these checks and tests to make sure that the appliance and 
any associated flue that they have carried out work on are safe to use. In certain 
circumstances, where there is no meter to directly measure the heat input and it is not 
possible to measure the operating pressure, there is an exemption (first issued in 2008) 
to the requirement to examine the gas appliances’ operating pressure and/or heat input. 
This exemption allows the use of alternative safety tests. The exemption has worked well 
and we have intended to regularise it if the opportunity arose. 

10.   Additionally, in the meantime, evidence presented by some gas suppliers also identified 
that there were other scenarios where it would make sense to allow engineers to carry out 
alternative safety tests, such as where the meter cannot be read because of the manner 
in which it has been installed; or, where the electronic display has failed, but the meter 
itself continues to work otherwise (this is likely to become a greater issue with the smart 
meter roll-out). 

11.   We propose to regularise the existing exemption; and to expand it to cover these 

additional circumstances where the meter cannot be read and an alternative test is 

appropriate. 

 
 
 

3 CNG sites will also be governed by other Regulations that manage health and safety at these sites, such as 
the Dangerous Substances and Explosive Atmospheres Regulations (DSEAR) 2002, the Pressure Systems 
Safety Regulations (PSSR) 2000, and the Health and Safety at Work etc. Act 19 
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3. Rationale for intervention 
 

3.1. Introduce flexibility around the timing of landlords’ annual gas safety checks 
 

12.   Under the current regime it is almost impossible for many landlords to comply with the 

legislation to carry out annual safety checks without shortening the safety check cycle 

and incurring the associated costs. These costs are being incurred without  

delivering any additional safety benefits. This is a significant issue for social landlords 

and housing associations, and has led to activities on their part such as an ongoing 

campaign, “The Gas Access Campaign”, on the subject of the timing of annual gas 

safety checks.4
 

 

13.  HSE held a number of workshops with representatives from the industry, where we 
discussed the health and safety implications of the proposed move to an MOT-style 
system for gas safety checks (please see section 6 for further detail of research 
undertaken).  An MOT-style system would allow landlords to undertake their annual gas 
check up to two calendar months prior to the due date without bringing the due date 
forward; this is similar to the system for MOT checks for cars. 

 
14.   Stakeholders agreed unanimously that there would be no detrimental effect or lowering 

of standards as a result of the extra flexibility. 
 

 

3.2. Exempt compressed natural gas (CNG) filling stations from the majority of the 
requirements of GSIUR 

 

15.   The requirements of GSIUR were not designed to cover this type of site and the 
requirements, including absolute duties, are not reasonable in this context, as they do not 
improve safety. The compression, storage and dispensing of natural gas at CNG fuelling 
sites was not envisaged at the time the regulations were written and this sort of activity 
and premises are not reflected in GSIUR (or the exclusions from it). There are a variety 
of other health and safety regulations that are applicable at these premises (such as the 
Dangerous Substances and Explosive Atmospheres Regulations, the Pressure Systems 
Safety Regulations and the Health and Safety at Work etc. Act) and we are satisfied that 
the health and safety of persons likely to be affected by the exemption are not prejudiced 
in consequence of it. 

 
 

3.3. Regularise and broaden an existing exemption to regulation 26(9)(c) 
 

16.   The current exemption was introduced to deal with scenarios where engineers cannot 
meet the requirements of the regulations (to measure heat input and/or operation 
pressure) because there is no meter present. There continues to be a need for an 
alternative way for engineers to meet the safety checks. While we could continue to 
operate with the current exemption, HSE took this opportunity to look across the piece and 
address a number of concerns relating to feedback from our stakeholders (see paragraph 
17) as well as regularising any existing exemptions which are still needed. 

 
 
4 http://www.gasaccesscampaign.org.uk/ 

 

http://www.gasaccesscampaign.org.uk/
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17.   We were also alerted by industry, to additional scenarios where it is difficult for 
engineers to carry out 26(9)(c) checks. The regulation will be amended so that if it is not 
reasonably practicable to carry out the examination of an appliance required by paragraph 
(9)(c), the person required to carry out the examination may examine instead the 
combustion performance of the appliance to ensure that it is operating safely. 

 

4. Policy objectives 
 

4.1. Introduce flexibility around the timing of landlords’ annual gas safety checks 
 

18.   The intention of the amendment to the regulations is that landlords should be able to 

carry out checks at twelve-month intervals and avoid incurring unnecessary additional 

costs as a result of 

meeting this requirement. 
 
 

19.    The new flexibility will work in a similar way to MOT checks. Landlords will be able to 
carry out gas safety checks on their properties up to two calendar months before the date 
of their current safety check, but retain the original expiry date (as if the check had been 
carried out on the last day). For example, if the next check is due on 13 April 2017, checks 
could be carried out between 
13 Feb 2017 and 13 April 2017; and the original expiry date, 13 April would be carried 
over to 

2018. This should ensure that landlords are not unnecessarily shortening their annual gas 
safety check cycle (as is currently the case); and in the case of landlords with a large 
number of properties there may also be some logistical improvements/ savings that can 
be made (by scheduling checks on properties that are in proximity to each other to take 
place at the same time). 

 
20.   This is a permissive change. If a landlord is already complying with the law, they are 

under no obligation to take advantage of this flexibility if they do not wish to. They will be 
able to continue carrying out checks as they currently do and they will still be complying 
with the law. HSE was approached by landlords and gas managers to make these 
changes and the engagement we have had from the sector in producing this IA indicates 
that landlords will adopt the new system, subject to the exceptions outlined in the 
estimation of costs and benefits in Section 8.1.2. 

 
21.   The main policy objective is to allow landlords to be able to meet their legislative 

requirements under GSIUR (i.e. to carry out safety checks at intervals of twelve months) 
with no unnecessary costs, without lowering safety standards. 

 

 
4.2. Exempt compressed natural gas (CNG) filling stations from the majority of the 

requirements of GSIUR 
 

22.   The  suggested  changes  involve  disapplication  of  the  majority  of  GSIUR  for  
dedicated installations which are primarily used to supply CNG to vehicles and that 
incorporate one or more compressors having motor ratings greater than 5kW. The main 
policy objective is to bring these sites in line with other industrial premises, and thereby 
create a level playing field for all sites, without compromising safety.  
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4.3. Regularise and broaden an existing exemption to regulation 26(9)(c) 
 

23.   We will be regularising the existing exemption to provide an alternative system for 
engineers to complete commissioning checks when there is no meter present, as well as 
broadening out this exemption to include other scenarios, for instance, when the meter 
is either inaccessible or the display not working. This will help to avoid unnecessary 
repeat visits by engineers when they have carried out work on an appliance and need to 
complete commissioning checks. 

 
24.   The main policy objectives is to reduce unnecessary burdens (repeat visits) on business, 

whilst ensuring that there is no reduction in safety. 

 

5. Description of options considered (including status quo) 
 

5.1. Packaging of Options 
 

25.   The three areas of proposed change to GSIUR relate for the most part to different areas 

of gas safety management: landlord checks, CNG and meters. The proposed legislative 

changes are packaged together as one option because the changes have been 

requested by industry, developed in conjunction with stakeholders and have received 

overwhelming support during the formal consultation period. Although the three changes 

are separate and have different benefits, when packaged together they bring in one 

overall change to the regulations which is easier for industry to manage. 

 

5.2. Introduce flexibility around the timing of landlords’ annual gas safety checks 
 

5.2.1. Option 1: do nothing (status quo) 
 

26.   Industry raised valid concerns with us that under the current system it is difficult to 
comply with the law without shortening the check cycle, and is keen to work with us to 
produce a satisfactory outcome that would not lead to a lowering of health and safety 
standards. Doing nothing maintains financial burdens on organisations that have no 
safety benefits. 

 
5.2.2. Option 2 : introduce flexibility around the timing of annual gas safety 
checks by allowing landlords’ to carry out checks up to 2 calendar months 
before due date and retain same due date (preferred option) 

 

27.   The proposal is to amend GSIUR by adding a new clause to regulation 36(3). The new 

clause will allow landlords’ gas safety checks to be carried out in a window of between 10 

and 12 months after the previous check, but to be treated as if they were carried out on 

the last day of that 12 months  validity,  thereby  preserving  the  existing  expiry  date  

of  the  safety  check  record. 

 
28.   This would be an option that landlords could take advantage of if they wished.  If the 

current system works for them, they would be under no obligation to take advantage of 

the new system.  
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5.2.3. Options considered but not taken forward: 
 

29.   Option A3: Introduce flexibility around the timing of gas safety checks by allowing 
landlords’ to carry out checks up to one month before or one month after due date. The 
proposal would have been to amend GSIUR by adding a new clause to regulation 36(3). 
The new clause would have allowed landlords’ gas safety checks to be carried out in a 
window of between 11 and 13 months after the previous check, but to be treated as if 
they were carried out on the last day of that 12 months’ validity, thereby preserving the 
existing expiry date of the safety check record. In effect, the practical effect on check 
cycles would be much the same as under Option 2. However, this option was quickly 
dismissed because HSE intended to add flexibility to help people meet the current due 
dates, rather than introduce an extended window that could cause additional disruption 
in the transition and might appear to be relaxing the current requirement. 

 

5.3. Exempt compressed natural gas (CNG) filling stations from the majority of the 
requirements of GSIUR 

 

5.3.1. Option 1: do nothing (status quo) 
 

30.   The current legislation was made before there was any concept that CNG could be 
used for filling vehicles.  This means that the regulations are not fit for purpose in this 
instance and that individual companies would continue to incur costs associated with 
installing a regulator. Since the regulations were being reviewed to look at flexibility for 
landlords, HSE took the opportunity to consider what else could be changed or improved. 
This was an area that it made good sense in legislation, since doing nothing would mean 
that businesses would continue to incur a cost for no safety benefit. 

 

5.3.2. Option 2: to amend GSIUR to exclude non-domestic CNG sites, 
from the majority of the regulations, in line with how factories are treated 
(preferred option) 

 
31.   Changing the law would bring the treatment of these premises in line with the treatment 

of factories without any lowering of health and safety standards. There would be 
certainty and clarity for businesses as the exclusions would be written into regulation. It 
would be clear that HSE was supporting the innovation agenda by removing unnecessary 
legal burdens permanently; and it would avoid the legal risk of broad, ongoing exemptions 
for individual sites. 

 

5.3.3. Options considered but not taken forward: 
 

32.   Option B3: to issue individual exemptions when requested by the site operators. There 
are advantages for HSE in being able to consider each application on its own merits. As 
HSE has recently issued an exemption applicable to a single site carrying out these 
activities that mirrors the amendments proposed here, the precedent has already been 
set. However, if a number of exemptions were requested from different companies and 
these had to be considered separately, HSE resource would be unable to deliver. 

 
33.   Option B4: to issue a class exemption covering all similar sites. Companies would not 

have to apply individually thereby reducing burdens on business from reduction in 
compliance cost and from administrative costs requesting an exemption. It would be 
quick and easy for HSE to facilitate the two sites that are currently in the planning stage. 

34.   A class exemption would ensure a level playing field where all such sites were exempt. 
However, a class exemption could lead to a potential lack of clarity for businesses; HSE 
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would need to ensure the class exemption is communicated to all current and future 
businesses in scope. 

 

5.4. Regularise and broaden an existing exemption to regulation 26(9)(c) 
 

5.4.1. Option 1: do nothing (status quo) 
 

35.   The existing exemption would remain in place; however, this would not address the 
issue of other instances where the meter is inaccessible or not working, which also 
causes significant operational issues for businesses. 

 
5.4.2. Option 2: regularise and broaden the current exemption to Regulation 

6(9)(c) (preferred option) 
 
36.   The arguments for rationalising the existing exemption are as per paragraph 16: by 

broadening it out to include additional scenarios where it is not reasonably practicable for 
the heat input and/ or operating pressure to be measured, we would cover other scenarios 
that have been identified by industry as being suitable for the degree of flexibility allowed 
by the current exemption. 

 
5.4.3. Options considered but not taken forward: 

 

37.    Option C3: remove the exemption. The purpose of the exemption is to allow engineers 
to carry out alternative safety checks to those prescribed in regulation 26(9)(c) when it is 
not possible to measure the heat input and/or measure the operating pressure (no meter 
present and the appliance incorporates a pre-mix burner and a zero set pressure 
regulator). Taking away the exemption  is  not  a  viable  option,  since  there  are  
legitimate  scenarios  where  HSE  has acknowledged that engineers may not be able 
to meet the requirements of regulation 26(9)(c). The exemption has been in place for 
eight years and no problems have been encountered with it. HSE took the opportunity 
whilst reviewing GSIUR to respond positively to stakeholder feedback without lowering 
safety standards. 

 

6. Research undertaken to inform the IA 
 

6.1. Timing of research 
 

38.   CORGI Technical Services conducted a study on the move to an MOT-style system of gas 
safety checks between 12 December 2013 and 10 January 2014 amongst managers 
responsible for gas safety in Housing Associations across the UK. The survey received 
205 responses, and respondents collectively had responsibility for around 2 million 
properties.5

 

 
39.   The HSE-led evidence-gathering process ran from March 2016 through to September 

2016, with further information gathered and assumptions tested as part of the public 
consultation, which ran from November to January 2017 and which received just over 
200 responses. 

 
 
 

5 Further details available at: http://www.agsm.uk.com/mot-style-of-servicing-survey-results/ 
40.   In addition, we also engaged further with gas engineering companies dealing with meters 

on the regularisation of the exemption in March 2017. 
 

http://www.agsm.uk.com/mot-style-of-servicing-survey-results/
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6.2. Introduce flexibility around the timing of landlords’ annual gas safety checks 
 

41.   HSE conducted a series of workshops with stakeholders to discuss the impact of the 
proposed changes to landlords’ gas safety check duties. 

 
42.   The Landlords Working Group included members of Housing Associations, Trade 

Associations such as the Association of Gas Safety Managers (AGSM) and the National 
Landlords Association (NLA), as well as a number of gas contractors. 

 
43.   HSE hosted an initial workshop on 2 March 2016 with the Landlords Working Group. 

The main purpose was to provide an introduction to the proposal, and provide 
stakeholders an opportunity to comment on the various policy options at the initial phase, 
as well as to outline the timetable for implementation. One large gas contractor also led 
a session on the health and safety implications of the extra flexibility in gas safety checks, 
where they presented the results of a technical assessment of the safety margins of 
domestic appliances. The Working Group and HSE agreed that there were no health and 
safety concerns associated with the proposal. 

 

44.   HSE economists and social researchers also delivered a presentation on the costs and 
benefits of the proposal, outlining the Impact Assessment and evidence-gathering 
process, as well as explaining the necessary clearance procedures and methods for 
valuing various impacts. We described our assessment of how the proposal could impact 
on landlords at that stage, based largely on responses to a survey carried out by CORGI 
Technical Services (outlined in paragraph 38), to check our understanding, as well as 
highlight any further potential impacts. 

 
45.   During the initial meeting the working group validated and challenged responses to the 

CORGI survey, and identified possible logistical savings as a result of the proposal 
(please see paragraphs 117-130). 

 

46.   Based on discussions during that workshop, we held a number of short follow-up 
interviews and exchanged emails to clarify any points that were raised during the initial 
meeting, and inform further questions to send out to the group. 

 

47.   A second workshop was held on 10 May 2016 at the National Landlords Association 
for the policy team to discuss any outstanding issues, as well as the economists to 
describe our current cost model and seek any further information. 

 

48.   HSE also conducted a survey of private landlords to understand the impact of the 
proposed changes to GSIUR. Over 500 responses were received, from members of the 
Residential Landlords Association (RLA), UK Association of Letting Agents (UKALA), and 
the NLA, among others. The survey sought information on the cost of the current system, 
how landlords arranged their gas safety checks, the expected impact of the changes, as 
well as details about the familiarisation process and any IT costs they may incur. 

 
49.   Once we had received and analysed all of the responses from the above steps, we sent 

a final list of assumptions round to the Landlords Working Group outlining our approach 
to modelling the impact for a sense-check. 

 

6.3. Exempt compressed natural gas (CNG) filling stations from the majority of the 
requirements of GSIUR 
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50.   HSE hosted a workshop on Monday 18 April with representatives from industry to 
discuss the potential impact of regularising the site exemption. HSE had received 
estimates of cost savings from an on-stream refuelling site associated with no longer 
having to comply with GSIUR, and during the meeting these cost savings were validated 
by the working group, and broader impacts of the proposal were discussed. HSE 
economists and social researchers also delivered a presentation explaining the Impact 
Assessment process. 

 

51.   The project team also met with colleagues from the Department for Transport (DfT) 
and the Office for Low Emission Vehicles (OLEV) to discuss policy options, as well as to 
share analysis of the current Natural Gas network in the UK and discuss any factors that 
might influence its growth in the future, for instance the Alternative Fuels Infrastructure 
Directive.6 

 

6.4. Regularise and broaden an existing exemption to regulation 26(9)(c) 
 

52.   HSE hosted a workshop on Tuesday 7 June with representatives from the sector to 
discuss the impact of regularising the existing exemption, and broadening the scope of 
this to cover other scenarios where it may not be reasonably practicable to measure the 
heat input and operating pressure of the appliance. The group identified a number of 
potential benefits of broadening out the existing exemption, including reduced customer 
disruption from having gas supplies turned off for some time, as well as avoided follow-
up visits by gas engineers. 

 

53.   HSE also consulted with meter asset management companies, as well as energy 
providers, to gather evidence on the prevalence of scenarios where it is not reasonably 
practicable to carry out the checks prescribed in the Regulations. 

 

 

7. General Assumptions 
 

7.1. Time Horizon, Discounting and Rounding 
 

54.   In the consultation stage IA, the analysis of the proposed changes to GSIUR used an 
appraisal period of twenty-five years for two reasons. First, it was to model the expected 
savings to private landlords, which are estimated to be equivalent to averting one annual 
gas safety check every twenty-five years (see paragraphs 107 to 116); and second, it 
was to set out and consult on our assumptions about the progression in the number of 
CNG refuelling sites until 2050 (see paragraphs 81 to 83). 

 

 
6 http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=celex%3A32014L0094 

 
55.   In this final stage impact assessment, we have adopted the more usual ten-year appraisal 

period for an indefinite legislative amendment. 
56.   This is because, first, our model of private landlords experiencing savings equivalent 

to one averted test every twenty-five years reflects an expected reality wherein these 
landlords will actually potentially experience small savings each and every year. As such, 
there is no need to use a twenty-five year appraisal period to estimate these savings. 

 
57.   Second, while we do expect an increase in the numbers of CNG refuelling sites between 

now and 2050, the figures available to us are quite uncertain, even following consultation; 
particularly on the issue of how many such stations would fall into the scope of GSIUR 

http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=celex%3A32014L0094
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under the baseline. Therefore, we do not believe it appropriate to retain a twenty-five 
year appraisal period as this might serve to increase the amount of uncertainty in the 
model in disproportion to the additional impact of the policy that would be captured. 

 

58. We apply a discount rate of 3.5% per annum, consistent with HM Treasury’s (HMT) Green 
Book.7

 

 
59.   We assume that one-off costs and cost savings are borne in the first year of the appraisal 

period (Year 1, which is 2017, the year of implementation). We also assume that on-
going costs and cost savings are borne from each year from Year 1 to Year 10, unless 
stated otherwise. 

 
60.   Please note that many of the cost estimates presented in the following analysis have 

been rounded to two significant figures, unless stated otherwise. As such, some totals and 
tables may not appear to sum. 

 
61. All figures presented are in 2016 prices. 

 

7.2. Cost of Time 
 

62. We assume a working week of 37.5 hours, with 7.5 hours in a working day. 
 

63.   The following analysis assumes that the value of employee time is the opportunity cost 
of that time to the employer. This will be equal at the margin to the cost of labour to the 
employer; that is, the gross wage rate plus any non-wage labour costs that the firm faces, 
such as national insurance and pension contributions. The rationale for this is that a firm 
will hire workers up until the point at which the cost of doing so (i.e. the wages plus 
various non-wage costs paid on employed labour) is equal to the value the firm receives 
for the output of the additional worker. 

 

64.   We assume a cost of time of £13.18 per hour for letting agents and private 
landlords. This comprises the median hourly wage rate for letting agents of £11.00 per 
hour as specified ASHE (2016)8, uprated by 19.8% in accordance with HMT Green Book 
guidance.9 We use this as proxy for a private landlord’s cost of time, in line with other 
assessments of regulation in this sector.10 

 

 
7 https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/220541/green_book_complete.p 
d 

 
8 ASHE 2016 (provisional) Table 14.5a – Occupation. Median hourly wage rate for Estate agents and 
Auctioneers, SOC 3544. 
https://www.ons.gov.uk/employmentandlabourmarket/peopleinwork/earningsandworkinghours/datasets/occupa 
tion4digitsoc2010ashetable14 

 
9 The most recent Eurostat data suggests that non-wage costs are typically 16.5% of total unit labour costs. 
These are then divided by the proportion of total labour costs made up of wages to estimate non-wage costs 
as a proportion of gross wages, equivalent to 19.8% (16.5*(100/ (100-16.5))). 

 

http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/documents/2995521/6761066/3-30032015-AP-EN.pdf/7462a05e-7118-480e-a3f5- 
34e690c11545 

 

10 Impact Assessment for the Housing Bill – Private Rented Sector Provisions, Department for Communities 
and Local Government (2015) http://www.parliament.uk/documents/impact-assessments/IA16-002F.pdf 

http://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/220541/green_book_complete.p
http://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/220541/green_book_complete.p
http://www.ons.gov.uk/employmentandlabourmarket/peopleinwork/earningsandworkinghours/datasets/occupa
http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/documents/2995521/6761066/3-30032015-AP-EN.pdf/7462a05e-7118-480e-a3f5-
http://www.parliament.uk/documents/impact-assessments/IA16-002F.pdf
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65.   ASHE (2016) also indicates that the median hourly wage rate for functional managers 
and directors is £28.75.11 We use this as a proxy for the cost of time of managers 
responsible for gas safety in social housing. Uprating this by 19.8% to allow for non-wage 
costs yields a full economic cost of time (FEC) of £34.44. 

 
66.   We use a wage of £13.31 per hour for Gas Engineers, also specified by ASHE (2016).12 

Uprating this by 19.8% to allow for non-wage costs gives a full economic cost of time of 
£15.95 

 
67.   We assume a full economic cost of time for a service engineer to be £280 per day. This 

figure has come from a survey carried out by the Association of Gas Safety Managers 
(AGSM) which was sent out to their members, validated by the industry working group. 
Divided by 7.5 hours in a working day, this gives a per-hour FEC of £37.33. 

 

7.3. Number of organisations 
 

7.3.1. Housing stock 
 

68.      The total housing stock with gas was calculated by first gathering data, updated in 

2016, from the Department for Communities & Local Government (DCLG) on the total 

number of dwellings by tenure and district in England, Wales and Scotland.13 A report 

by the then-Department for Energy & Climate Change (DECC)14 suggests that in 2014, 

approximately 10% of households were  not  connected  to  the gas  network.15   

Accordingly,  around 90%  of  households are connected to the gas network and 

would therefore fall under the proposed changes.16  This percentage was then applied 

to the figures provided by DCLG and are broken down in Table 1 by country and tenure. 

 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 

11 ASHE 2016 (provisional) Table 14.5a – Occupation. Median hourly wage rate for Functional managers and 
directors, SOC 113. 
https://www.ons.gov.uk/employmentandlabourmarket/peopleinwork/earningsandworkinghours/datasets/occupa 
tion4digitsoc2010ashetable14 

 
12 SIC 4322 Plumbing, heat and air-conditioning installation 

 
13 https://www.gov.uk/government/statistical-data-sets/live-tables-on-dwelling-stock-including-vacants 

 

14 DECC has now been incorporated into the Department for Business, Energy & Industrial Strategy (BEIS). 
 

15 https://www.gov.uk/government/statistics/lsoa-estimates-of-households-not-connected-to-the-gas-network 

 
16 Please note that a small number of the properties not connected to the gas network may still have a gas 
supply from an alternative source, for instance liquefied natural gas. Accordingly, any rented properties in 
these areas with gas appliances would also fall under GSIUR; however we expect this number to be minimal, 
and not likely to affect the overall scale of savings. As such, 90% is taken to be a simplifying assumption. 

  

http://www.ons.gov.uk/employmentandlabourmarket/peopleinwork/earningsandworkinghours/datasets/occupa
http://www.gov.uk/government/statistical-data-sets/live-tables-on-dwelling-stock-including-vacants
http://www.gov.uk/government/statistics/lsoa-estimates-of-households-not-connected-to-the-gas-network
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Table 1: Total domestic stock with gas (thousands) 
 

 
 

 
 

Owner- 
Occupie
d 

 

 
 

Rented 
privatel
y 

Rented from 
Housing 
Associations
/ 
private 
registere
d 
providers 

 
 

Rented 
from 
Local 
Authoritie
s 

 

Other 
public 
sector 
dwelling
s 

 

 
 

All 
Dwellings 

England 13,000 4,200 2,100 1,500 58   21,000 
  Wales 880 180 120 79 Nil   1,300 
  Scotland 1,400 350 250 290 Nil 2,300 

Total 15,000 4,700 2,500 1,900 58 25,000 
Note: totals may appear not to sum due to rounding 

 

 
 

69.      Social housing includes those rented from Housing Associations (HAs)/ private 

registered providers (around 2.5 million units in Table 1), Local Authorities (LAs)/ Unitary 

Authorities (UAs) (around 1.9 million units) and other public sector dwellings (around 

58,000 units). Using Table 1 this gives a total social housing stock in GB (connected to 

the gas network) of approximately 4.4 million. 
 

 

70. Also as outlined in Table 1, there are approximately 4.7 million privately rented 
properties in GB connected to the gas network, and therefore in scope of GSIUR. 

 

7.3.2. Number of landlords 
 

71.      Table 2 shows the number of social landlords in Great Britain. Providers of social housing 

include both HAs and LAs. The Homes and Communities Agency provide a list of current 

registered providers of social housing in England.17 Table 2: Total number of social landlords in 

Great Britain 
 

Number of housing associations in 
England 

1600 

Number of housing associations in 
Scotland 

190 

Number of housing associations in Wales 90 

Total housing associations in GB 1900 

  

Number of Local Authorities in England 350 

Number of Unitary Authorities in Scotland 30 

Number of Unitary Authorities in Wales 20 

Number of Local Authorities 400 

Total number of social landlords (GB) 2,300 
Note: totals may appear not to sum due to rounding 

 
 
 

17 https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/current-registered-providers-of-social-housing 

 
 

http://www.gov.uk/government/publications/current-registered-providers-of-social-housing
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72. The latest data from the Scottish Housing Regulator (2014/15) suggests that there are 
around 190 HAs in Scotland.18 19 

 

 

73. The Welsh Government provides a list of current registered social landlords.20   As of 
26 May 2016, there were around 90 social landlords in Wales.21 

 

 

74. The 2016 data from the Homes and Communities Agency (HCA) suggested there are 
around 1600 HAs in England. 22 

 
75.     HSE’s Local Authority Unit holds information on the number of LAs across England, 

Scotland and Wales. According to the most recent information, there are currently 

around 400 LAs/ UAs in GB. 

 

76. Evidence on the total number of private landlords in Great Britain is limited. The 
Property Ombudsman (2014) suggests that there are around 1.6 million private 
landlords in the UK.23 This figure is in line with estimates used by other Government 
departments, such as DCLG. 

 

 

77.      The following analysis keeps the size of the current housing stock (both public and 

private), as well as the number of landlords, constant over the course of the appraisal 

period. This is a simplifying assumption; however HSE feel this is proportionate for the 

following reasons. 

 

78.      Data from DCLG suggests that in fact the total social housing stock has remained 

relatively stable over the last 5-10 years, with a slight increase in properties rented from 

Housing Associations offset by a reduction in local authority housing.24
 

 
 
 

18 https://www.scottishhousingregulator.gov.uk/publications/charter-data-all-social-landlords 
 

19 We understand from consultation and from the Association of Gas Safety Managers (AGSM) that social 
housing contracts in Scotland can include a clause allowing the landlord to gain access to the property for, 
among other things, the completion of the gas check, even if the tenant has not assented. However, we 
understand from evidence gathered after consultation with AGSM in Scotland that this clause is not often 
used by landlords as it is only executable after taking ‘reasonable steps’ to agree access with the tenant, and 
that these ‘reasonable steps’ usually lead to an agreed access before the clause is executed. As such, for 
simplicity, we shall assume that the situation in Scotland is similar to that in England and Wales. 

 
20 http://gov.wales/topics/housing-and-regeneration/publications/registered-social-landlords-in-wales/?lang=en 

 

21 The actual number of registered landlords was 92, however one duplicate was removed. 
 

22 Data from the Homes and Communities Agency also includes LA providers of social housing in England. 
To avoid any double-counting, LA providers have been removed from these figures. LA providers are instead 
estimated using information from HSE’s LA unit, as described in paragraph 75. 

 
23 https://www.tpos.co.uk/images/documents/annual-reports/tpo_annual_report_2014.pdf 
 
24 DCLG. Table 102: by tenure, Great Britain (historical series). Available at: 
https://www.gov.uk/government/statistical-data-sets/live-tables-on-dwelling-stock-including-vacants 

 
 

http://www.scottishhousingregulator.gov.uk/publications/charter-data-all-social-landlords
http://gov.wales/topics/housing-and-regeneration/publications/registered-social-landlords-in-wales/?lang=en
http://www.tpos.co.uk/images/documents/annual-reports/tpo_annual_report_2014.pdf
http://www.gov.uk/government/statistical-data-sets/live-tables-on-dwelling-stock-including-vacants


 

41 

 

 
79.      Further, the Government is committed to ensuring the availability of social housing, 

and has announced a series of measures and funds to help increase the supply of 

affordable homes.25
 Accordingly,  holding  the  stock  of  social  housing  constant  over  

the  appraisal  period  is considered a simplifying, but appropriate, assumption. 

 
80.     Estimates of the number of landlords are only used when calculating one-off costs of 

familiarisation and IT changes (see paragraphs 133 to 160). As these are one-off costs, 
these will not be borne by new entrants to the market, and hence we have not modelled 
any changes in the number of landlords over the appraisal period. 

 
7.3.3. Number of CNG sites 

 

81.      The CNG sector in the UK is still in its infancy, with only around 15 sites known by 

HSE to be up and running in 2015; this is the latest year for which we have a numerical 

estimate, although we understand from engagement with the sector that it has 

continued to grow. A report commissioned by the Low Carbon Vehicle Partnership 

(completed by Element Energy) identifies which technologies will be needed to comply 

with the Renewable Energy Directive and the fuels which must be introduced by 2050 

to be consistent with the automotive technology roadmaps.26 One of the fuels 

considered is CNG. The report provides forecasts for the number of vehicles which will 

be using CNG up to 2050, and subsequently how many bus- and HGV-filling sites which 

would be required to support them. 

 
82.      The Element Energy report only provides estimates of the number of CNG sites for 

a select number of years (i.e. 2020, 2030 and 2050). In the consultation-stage impact 

assessment, we made a number of assumptions in order to estimate approximately 

how many new CNG sites will come on-stream each year of the twenty-five year 

appraisal period. Working backwards, we assumed linear growth in the number of CNG 

sites per year in between the key dates- see Table 3 below. For instance, the Element 

Energy report suggests that there will be approximately 125 bus and HGV filling stations 

using CNG by 2020; and around 360 by 2030. Given there are were an estimated 15 

sites up and running in the UK in 2015, this means that 22 additional sites will come 

on-stream each year on average to reach this figure. These estimates were tested in 

consultation with industry and found to be reasonable. Now that we adopt a ten-year 

appraisal period in our final-stage impact assessment, we have simply taken the first 

relevant years of this model. 

 

 
 

25 For instance, the Government recently introduced the ‘Shared Ownership and Affordable Homes 
Programme 2016 to 2021’, which sets out a number of proposals designed to increase shared ownership and 
affordable housing. 
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/517678/SO_and_AHP_prospect 
us_13_04_16.pdf 

 

26 http://www.lowcvp.org.uk/projects/fuels-working-group/infrastructure-roadmap.htm 

  

http://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/517678/SO_and_AHP_prospect
http://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/517678/SO_and_AHP_prospect
http://www.lowcvp.org.uk/projects/fuels-working-group/infrastructure-roadmap.htm
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83.      However, only a small proportion of these sites will actually be in scope of the current 
GSIUR as many will already be exempt as they are classed as a factory under the 
Factories Act 1961 (see section 2.2 for more detail). Currently in the UK only 1 out of the 
15 operational CNG sites is in scope of GSIUR. We use this proportion (i.e. 1/15*100 ≈ 

6.7%) as a proxy for the number of future CNG sites that will fall under GSIUR, held 
constant over the appraisal period. It may be the case that as use of this technology 
grows in the future, we start to see more public filling stations that are not attached to 
industrial sites (and thus would fall under GSIUR) and evidence from consultation did 
indicate that some in industry expected this to be the case, too. However, we have not 
been able to estimate a robust figure for this, and so we will assume that the 6.7% 
figure is stable for the ten-year appraisal period, which was supported in consultation.  

 
Table 3 summarises. 

 

Table 3: Estimated number of CNG refuelling sites over the appraisal period 
 

 

 
 
 
 

Year 

 
 

 
Number of 
CNG sites 

 
 

 
Number of CNG sites 
in scope of GSIUR 

 

 
Number of new CNG 
sites each year in scope 
of GSIUR 

2015 15 1 1 

2016 37 2 1 

2017 59 4 2 

2018 81 5 1 

2019 103 7 2 

2020 125 8 1 

2021 149 10 2 

2022 172 11 1 

2023 196 13 2 

2024 219 15 2 

2025 243 16 1 

2026 266 18 2 

2027 290 19 1 

2028 313 21 2 

2029 337 22 1 

2030 360 24 2 
Note: years in bold indicate years for which we either have a specific data-point (i.e. 2015); or for which we 

have an estimated number from Element Energy (i.e. 2020 and 2030); other years’ data are inferred from a 
linear progression model. Greyed-out boxes have been used to facilitate modelling, but fall outside of the 
appraisal period for this IA. The numbers of CNG sites in scope of GSIUR have been rounded to the nearest 
whole number for use in calculations. 
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8. Analysis of Costs and Benefits 
 

8.1. Introduce flexibility around the timing of landlords’ annual gas safety checks 
 

8.1.1. Option 1 – Do nothing (Baseline) 
 

84.      Under Option 1, the current Gas Safety (Installations and Use) Regulations and 

accompanying ACOP and guidance would remain unchanged. As this represents the 

baseline, there would be no additional costs and/or benefits. 

 
8.1.2. Option 2 (preferred option) – introduce flexibility around the timing of 
annual gas safety checks by allowing landlords to carry out checks up to two 
calendar months before due date and retain same due date 

 

85.      Option 2 proposes an alternative way in which gas safety checks could be carried 

out in the social- and private-rented sector, if the landlord wishes to take 

advantage of the flexibility. Should the landlord not want to engage with the new 

scheme they would be under no obligation to do so. The proposal sets out to give 

landlords greater flexibility when it comes to getting their annual gas safety check27  

and certificate. It would involve moving to an MOT-style system whereby a landlord 

can retain the anniversary date of a check and yet carry it out up to two calendar 

months prior to this date. 

 
86.      HSE estimates that this greater flexibility would lead to on-going annual savings to 

landlords of ‘programme slippage’ (see paragraphs 88-114) and potential logistical 
savings (see paragraphs 117-130). There would, however, be some one-off costs of 
familiarisation and changes to IT systems for landlords. These costs and cost savings 
are based upon CORGI’s survey, HSE landlord surveys and responses from the 
landlord working group as described in section 6. These assumptions have been further 
validated through public consultation. 

 
87.      It is important to bear in mind that the proposed changes are strictly permissive in 

nature; landlords may continue with their current system of gas checks and comply with 
their duties under GSIUR (provided they carry out the check within 12 months of the 
last). However, should they choose to take advantage of the extra flexibility, any costs 
incurred (e.g. IT costs) should be considered optional. Insofar as this represents a 
business decision, one would expect the benefits to the business to outweigh any costs; 
otherwise they would not do it. 

 
 

 

 
 
 

27 Gas safety checks are hereafter referred to as gas checks in the interest of brevity. 
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8.1.2.1. Programme Slippage 
 
88.      Under the current Regulations, landlords are required to undertake annual gas checks, 

carried out by a registered gas engineer, on all of their properties. If successful, they 
then receive a gas safety certificate which will be valid for the following 12 months. This 
is to conform to the relevant requirements set out in the regulations. 

 
89.      In order to ensure that they meet their statutory requirements (i.e. a gas check is 

carried out no longer than 12 months after the last one), many landlords begin their 

annual gas check programme early to minimise access issues.28 For example, if a 

landlord accesses a property after 11 months rather than at the annual 12 month date, 

then the following gas safety certificate will be valid for another 12 months, but from 

the one month earlier date of access. This would lead to landlords losing a month’s 

worth of the value of their gas safety certificate, and causes them to have to undertake 

the next check at an earlier date. This is hereafter referred to as ‘programme slippage’. 

 
90.      The new clause would offer landlords greater flexibility. It would allow landlords’ gas 

checks to be carried out in a window of between 10 and 12 months after the previous 
check, but to be treated as if they were carried out on the last day of that 12 months’ 
validity, thereby preserving the existing expiry date of the safety check record. 
Therefore, a certificate can be valid up to a maximum of 14 calendar months, although 
landlords could not move to a regular 14-month cycle. 

 

Social Landlords 
 

91.      Social landlords are individually often responsible for many thousands of properties; 

and collectively many million. A survey by CORGI Technical Services looking at the 

impact of an MOT-style of servicing for gas safety checks received 205 responses, and 

these respondents collectively had responsibility for almost 2 million properties.29 

Accordingly, as outlined in paragraph 89, in order to ensure they carry out gas checks 

at their properties within the required time, they begin their annual access programme 

early. 

 
 
 

28 In a small number of cases, landlords experience difficulty in gaining access to properties for a number of 
reasons, for instance tenant availability, communication error, etc. 

 
29 http://www.agsm.uk.com/mot-style-of-servicing-survey-results/ 

  

http://www.agsm.uk.com/mot-style-of-servicing-survey-results/
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92.      Those landlords who currently begin their annual access programme on average 

more than two calendar months, or about nine weeks30, prior to the expiry date of a 

certificate will not see the savings of programme slippage as the move to an MOT-style 

system only gives flexibility up to two calendar months prior to the expiry date. Results 

from the CORGI survey suggest that around 5.3% of social landlords start their access 

programme more than nine weeks before the expiry date. Accordingly, we assume 

programme slippage savings might apply to potentially around 95% of the social 

housing stock of 4.4 million properties to some extent (see paragraph 69). This is about 

4.2 million properties. 

 
93.      Of those respondents that first attempt entry less than ten weeks prior to the due 

date, the CORGI survey asked social landlords how many weeks prior they typically 
first attempted to gain access to undertake gas checks. As summarised in Table 4, 
the average number of weeks prior to the due date that the first entry attempt is made 
is around 5.8 weeks. Given that there are 52 weeks in a year, this implies one additional 
gas check on average about every nine years on average. 

 

Table 4: Average number of weeks prior to check due date that social landlords first attempt 
access 

 

Weeks prior to due date that first 
entry is attempted 

Proportion 
of responses 

Weighted average 
weeks early 

1.5 12% 0.2 

4 19% 0.8 

5 6.0% 0.3 

6 23% 1.4 

7 8.4% 0.6 

8 29% 2.3 

9 2.4% 0.2 

TOTAL 100% 5.8 
Note: totals may appear not to sum due to rounding. The period prior to the due date of 1.5 weeks is the 
assumed mid-point of the range ‘Less than 4 weeks’, as asked in the survey. The proportion of responses is 
adjusted to remove those answering ‘Ten weeks’ (5.3% of all respondents); or giving an answer classified by 
CORGI as ‘Other’ (6.8% of all respondents). 

 

 

94.      There are random events that could disrupt gas cycle checks in practice, such 

as the installation of new appliances. However, while these might alter the time of year 

that the annual gas check might be due for any affected properties, they will not affect 

the shortening of the cycle thereafter. As the CORGI data is based on the actual 

observed and recorded cycles of social housing associations, such fluctuations will be 

accounted for in the data. 
 

 
 
 

30 The proposal is to allow flexibility of two calendar months, which rounds to nine weeks rather than to eight.  
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95.     However, the survey also asked what proportion of these first attempts at access were 

successful, i.e. that resulted in a gas check being successfully carried out, as opposed 

to, for example, finding the tenant was not at home as arranged. The results are 

summarised in Table 5 and show that on average around 74% of first-time access 

attempts are successful. 
 
Table 5: Average success rates for first entry attempts 

 
 
 

Percentage rate of success 
at first attempt at entry 

 
 

Assume
d mid-
point 

 
 

Proportion 
of 
respondents 

 

Weighted average 
success rate for 
first entry attempt 

0-9% 4.5% Nil Nil 
10-19% 14.5% Nil Nil 
20-29% 24.5% 0.6% 0.1% 
30-39% 34.5% 1.8% 0.6% 
40-49% 44.5% 2.4% 1.1% 
50-59% 54.5% 4.7% 2.6% 
60-69% 64.5% 20% 13% 
70-79% 74.5% 42% 31% 
80-89% 84.5% 18% 15% 
90-100% 95% 11% 11% 

TOTAL - 100% 74% 
Note: totals may appear not to sum due to rounding. 

 

 
96.      CORGI did not ask about what happened in subsequent attempts, i.e. whether the 

second or third attempts were successful; or what delay in gaining access resulted. 

Such a delay in gaining access would reduce the average number of weeks prior to the 

due date that the gas check takes place down from the 5.8 weeks described in 

paragraph 93. 

 
97.      If a cycle shortened by 5.8 weeks results in an additional test every nine years, we 

might test the sensitivity of this estimate to possible delays following failure to gain 
access at the first attempt. For example, how long must the average delay be, for those 
roughly 26% of cases where the first attempt fails, to push the overall average estimate 
to an additional test once every ten, eleven or twelve years? 

 
98.      This is pertinent to the analysis as the cost-saving will be based in part on the frequency 

with which the cycle-shortening leads to additional unnecessary tests. If it is reasonable 
that delays following first-time access failure could push the average repeated test from 
the ninth year to the tenth, eleventh or twelfth, this will be material to the costs of the 
repeated tests and so any savings from averting them. 

 
99.      To reach an additional test once every ten years on average, the average annual 

shortening of the cycle would need to be about 5.2 weeks. To reach 5.2 weeks from 
the first attempt period of 5.8 weeks (a difference of about 0.6 weeks) would require an 
average delay following first-time access failure of about 2.3 weeks (that is: 0.6 weeks / 
26% first-time failure rate = 2.3 weeks). 
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100.    To  reach  an  additional  test  once  every  eleven  years  on  average,  the  average  

annual shortening of the cycle would need to be about 4.7 weeks. To reach 4.7 weeks 

from the first attempt period of 5.8 weeks (a difference of about 1.1 weeks) would 

require an average delay following first-time failure of about 4.2 weeks (that is: 1.1 

weeks / 26% first-time failure rate = 4.2 weeks). 
 

 

101.    To reach an additional test once every twelve years on average, the average annual 
shortening of the cycle would need to be about 4.3 weeks. To reach 4.3 weeks from 
the first attempt period of 5.8 weeks (a difference of about 1.5 weeks) would require an 
average delay following first-time failure of about 5.8 weeks (that is: 1.5 weeks / 26% 
first-time failure rate = 5.8 weeks). 

 
102.    So, to reach one additional test every twelve years would require delays for repeat-

visits to take up all of the remaining time until the deadline on average, which is 
unreasonable and does not concur with HSE’s understanding of the sector. Nor is it 
reasonable, in HSE’s understanding of the sector, that the average delay would be 
around 4.7 weeks, which would be about four-fifths of the remaining time. 

 
103.    More reasonable in HSE’s estimation, is that the average delay following first-time 

access failure could be about 2.3 weeks on average, which is about half of the 
remaining 5.8 weeks until the deadline. So, we will adjust our estimation of the 
frequency of additional tests from about one every nine years to about one every ten 
to account for access failures. We have shared this analysis of the CORGI survey 
data and they agree with our interpretation and conclusions. 

 
104.    Results from the CORGI survey, as well as consultation with housing associations, 

suggests that the cost of a gas check is about £64 on average.31 For in-house gas 

checks, this includes an estimate for the administrative work. This is an average across 

the social housing sector and includes the cost of a ‘light touch’ service, as well as 

other gas appliances within the property checked (where applicable). This figure was 

tested and validated by the industry working group. 

 

105.    At a cost of £64 per check, and around 4.2 million properties in scope (see paragraph 

92), under the new flexibility this would imply that social landlords would see a saving 

of around £270 million every ten years. However, we would expect that in reality the 

flexibility in the proposed system and the preservation of the full value of the gas-check 

certificate would generate some savings for some social landlords much earlier – we 

would not expect that the social housing sector would remain as before and then 

receive one great saving every ten years. Rather, this model serves as a proxy for 

valuing this ongoing flexibility over the appraisal period, which we estimate using the 

equivalent annual saving of the £270 million when discounted to the present. This 

approach has been tested with stakeholders during the workshops, survey and 

consultation described in Section 6. 
 
 

31 We assume that the cost of a gas safety check is the same for social housing if done in-house, or by a third- 
party. 
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106.    Over a ten-year appraisal period, this gives an estimated present value saving to 

social landlords of around £200 million.  In equivalent annual terms, this is around 

£24 million. 
 

Private Landlords 
 
107.    The impact of the changes will be markedly different in the private-rented sector. Rather 

than being responsible for often thousands of properties (as is the case with many 

Housing Associations), most private landlords typically own only a handful of properties, 

with a recent (2015) survey by HomeLet suggesting that over half of private landlords 

own only one rental property, with only 3% owning six or more.32 Accordingly, private 

landlords report much less difficulty in gaining access to their properties than their social 

counterparts. As a result, in most cases they do not begin their annual access 

programme as early, and hence do not experience the same shortening of the annual 

gas check cycle. 

 
108.    Evidence from the survey of private landlords (described in section 6) suggested that 

around half (51%) of landlords carry out the gas check one week or less prior to the 
expiry date. While these landlords will benefit somewhat from the proposed changes, 
this will be slight and for modelling purposes, we have excluded them, assuming their 
savings will be nil. HSE is not aware of high levels of non-compliance amongst private 
landlords, but we expect that this 51% would include a proportion that goes beyond the 
twelve-month period under the current requirements. 

 
109.    The remaining 49% of private landlords carried out their gas check on average two 

weeks before the expiry date. Were the current system to continue in stasis, these 
landlords would therefore end up carrying out one additional gas check every 25 years 
or so. As discussed in paragraph 105, this is a model for the value of ongoing flexibility 
and certificate value. 

 
110.    Results from the survey suggest that the average cost of a gas safety check in the 

private rented sector is around £65, which is similar to that for social landlords. This 
figure was tested and validated by the industry working group as part of the research 
process. 

 
111.    Private landlords fulfil their duties under GSIUR in a number of different ways, for 

example via a lettings agent, or a gas servicing company (contractor), or arranging the 
gas check directly with a gas engineer. In the consultation-stage impact assessment, 
HSE assumed that those landlords who deal directly with the gas engineer would realise 
savings that would be classified as ‘direct’ for the purposes of the Business Impact 
Target (BIT), while those whose duty is discharged by a letting agent or gas servicing 
company through a contract with the landlord would not. Results from the survey 
suggest that the majority (around 82%) of private landlords arrange their gas checks 
directly with a gas engineer. 

 
 

32 https://homelet.co.uk/homelet-rental-index/landlord-survey-2015 
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112.    However, upon testing this classification with the Regulatory Policy Committee (RPC), 
they confirmed that they would consider the savings to be direct, even if intermediated 
through an agent. Therefore, we have estimated the savings across all of the privately-
rented properties to be in scope of the BIT. 

 

113.    Given a private-rented housing stock of around 4.7 million as explained in paragraph 

70  and that around 49% of landlords carry out their checks 2 weeks or more in advance 

of the expiry date, this suggests that approximately 2.3 million properties would 

benefit from the extra flexibility. 

 
114. At a cost of £65 per check, this implies a one-off saving to the private-rented sector of 

around £150 million, realised in year 25 of the appraisal period. This is equivalent to a 
twenty-five year present value of around £65 million, or an equivalent annual saving of 
around £3.8 million.33 

 
115.    However, as noted in paragraph 105 we do not expect a large one-off saving to be 

realised in this way; rather, private landlords would experience small ongoing savings 

each year through the greater flexibility and the preservation of the full value of their 

gas check certificates. Therefore, we have used the equivalent annual saving as a proxy 

for the value of this ongoing saving, which the working group agreed was a reasonable 

model. 

 
116.    Therefore, we estimate only the initial ten years of this model for this final-stage IA’s 

appraisal period. This gives direct savings from the flexibility in the privately-rented 

sector equivalent to an annual saving of around £3.8 million, giving an estimated 

present saving value over ten years of around £33 million. 

 

8.1.2.2. Logistical Savings 
 

Social Landlords 
 
117.     During consultation, industry suggested that the extra flexibility afforded by the new 

proposal would also lead to some logistical savings. Logistical savings refer to the 
savings expected as a result of being able to more effectively group gas checks in 
nearby properties owing to the flexibility afforded by the date. 

 
 
 
 

 
 

33 We did consider an alternative approach, whereby we took the approximate £150 million occurring in the 
twenty-fifth years and divided it equally across the period, giving around £6 million per annum, which we would 
then discount. This would generate a higher net-present value over ten years of around £51 million. However, 
we assessed that it would be prudent to take the method that generated the lower savings estimate to ensure 
as a full and thorough a test of the costs and benefits as possible. 
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118.     Under the current system, difficulty gaining access to properties combined with the 

rigidity of expiry dates means that neighbouring or nearby properties often have gas 

checks due on a range of dates. This leads to gas engineers travelling to and from 

properties in order to complete gas checks on any given day. Under the proposed 

system, representatives from the social housing sector suggested to HSE that they will 

be able to more effectively group their properties in order to minimise this “zig-zagging” 

effect, thus reducing travel time of gas engineers carrying out gas checks. Any reduced 

travel time will be a resource saving for housing  associations  that  have  their  own  

gas engineers (approximately 25%34),  or  gas contractors that carry out checks on 

social landlords’ behalf. 

 

119.     For social landlords, we estimate these savings to be indirect under the Better 
Regulations Framework whether they have engineers in-house or use a contractor, in 
line with RPC advice. For the 25% that have in-house engineers, this would be a 
second-round effect following the initial response by the housing associations of 
rescheduling the visits. In the remaining 75% of cases where gas checks are carried 
out by a contractor we expect these savings to fall in the first instance to the contractor, 
as opposed to the landlord. In the consultation-stage IA, we interpreted the savings to 
these gas contractors to be indirect under the BIT and this interpretation was confirmed 
by the RPC. 

 
120.     Based on a social housing stock of approximately 4.4 million properties, and using the 

25% of social landlords that have in-house gas engineers as a proxy for the proportion 

of social housing that is serviced by an engineer employed by the landlord35, this means 

that approximately 1.1 million social properties could benefit from logistical savings for 

in-house engineers. 

 
121.    Modelling this “zig-zagging” is, by nature, extremely difficult to achieve with a great 

degree of confidence. All of the following assumptions have been informed by 
consultation with industry through the various surveys and workshops described in 
section 6; and has been further validated through formal consultation. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

34 A senior member of the Association of Gas Safety Managers (AGSM), which represents managers 
responsible for gas safety in their organisations, suggested that approximately 25% of all social landlords have 
in-house gas engineers responsible for carrying out gas checks. The remaining 75% fulfil these duties using 
contractors or other parties. 

 
35 This is a proxy because, while we estimate that 25% of social landlords employ in-house gas engineers, we 
are not sure how this maps onto the number of actual social properties. However, we believe that applying the 
assumption of 25% from landlords onto properties as well is reasonable. 
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122.    Evidence from the social housing sector gathered as part of the research for the 

consultation stage IA suggested that under the current system, a gas engineer could 

carry out on average around six gas checks in any given day.36 With the proposed 

flexibility allowing landlords to carry out checks up to two months prior to the date of 

expiry, thereby improving the grouping of properties, industry have suggested that a 

gas engineer could expect to complete around seven gas checks in any given day. 

 

123.    Evidently, however, not all properties will be able to be grouped more effectively, due 
to geographical restrictions for instance. Furthermore, social landlords will already be 
undertaking this style of grouping, and so not all social housing will benefit from further 
flexibility. Responses from the industry working group suggest that these logistical 
savings would be applicable to around 60% of the housing stock. Accordingly, we 
expect that of the 1.1 million properties which are serviced by an in-house gas 
engineer (see paragraph 120), only 660,000 would benefit from any potential logistical 
savings. 

 
124.    Based on a gas engineer carrying out 6 gas checks per day, this means that a total of 

approximately 110,000 engineer days are required to complete all gas checks across 

the 660,000 properties under the current system each year. 

 

125.    Based on a gas engineer carrying out 7 checks per day due to the greater flexibility, this 

means that a total of approximately 94,000 engineer days are required to complete all 

gas checks across a housing stock of 660,000 when properties are grouped. 

 
126.   In consultation, respondents agreed overall with these assumptions, although several 

respondents noted that they thought there would be properties that could not be 
grouped in this way. However, it was not possible to get any firmer quantified data. 
Given that we have assumed that around 40% of the social housing stock would not 
accrue these savings, we believe that we have made a reasonable allowance for the 
minority of consultation responses that thought the savings unlikely to apply to 
properties in certain circumstances. 

 
127.    We therefore estimate that around 16,000 service days would be saved by gas 

engineers employed directly by social landlords, at a full economic cost of £280 per 
day (see section 7 for details). 

 

128.    Industry also stated that these logistical savings would not be realised immediately, 
as they spend some time planning the most efficient routes and aligning gas checks in 
nearby properties. Feedback from the sector suggests that any logistical savings will 
only start to be realised after two or so years. 

 

 

 

 
36 The majority of gas safety checks are carried out alongside a service of the relevant appliance, however in 
the interest of brevity we have referred to this simply as a gas check. 

  



 

52 

 

129.    Based on the assumptions above, HSE expects that social landlords would benefit from 
annual logistical savings of approximately £4.4 million, modelled to occur from Year 3. 
Over the ten- year appraisal period, this gives an estimated direct present value 
saving of around £29 million. This gives an estimated equivalent annual saving of 
around £3.4 million. 

 

Private Landlords 
 

130. In  the  private-rented  sector,  the  majority  of  landlords  own  only  one  or  two  
properties. Accordingly, the scope for grouping gas checks is limited. Further, 
through consultation with the sector it has become clear that even larger ‘multi-
premise’ landlords tend to have diverse locations and differing gas safety check 
timings. 

 

 

131.    Public consultation respondents tended to agree with this assessment, indicating that 

the logistical savings might be realised only by the very largest private landlords. Given 

that only 3% of private landlords own six properties or more (see paragraph 107) it is 

likely that there could only be very few private landlords that would have an estate 

sufficiently large to experience the types of logistical savings that social landlords are 

estimated to do. As a result, HSE expects that any logistical savings to private landlords 

will be minimal, and have therefore been estimated as nil. As with logistical savings for 

social landlords with in-house engineers, any such savings would be indirect (see 

paragraph 119). 
 

Letting Agents and Gas Servicing Companies 
 
132.    Evidence gathered for the impact assessment and tested in consultation does not 

indicate that letting agents or large gas servicing companies would see logistical savings. 
For letting agents, a great many of the checks are arranged ad hoc; and gas servicing 
companies report that they are often already at peak efficiency. We have also been 
advised by the RPC that any such savings, were they to occur, would be indirect under 
the BIT as they would be the result of letting agents and gas companies responding 
to the demand of landlords for the new gas- check cycle. 

 
8.1.2.3. Familiarisation costs 

 

133.    The estimates presented below have been informed by consultation with industry 

through the various surveys and workshops described in Section 6. They have been 

further tested through formal public consultation. 

 
134.    Through this consultation, HSE sought details of the familiarisation process for 

landlords (both social and private), and received information on where landlords get 
information about their obligations, who in their organisation is responsible for 
understanding this, how they disseminate this throughout the organisation, and how 
long this whole process takes. HSE recognises, however, that the process by which 
businesses respond to changes in their regulatory duties is highly variable, and so the 
following estimates are an average across all businesses, and represent our 
understanding based on the most recent information. 
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Social Landlords 
 
135.    The timing of annual gas safety checks is the subject of an ongoing campaign involving 

a large number of social landlords and housing associations37. Representatives from 
the sector have been kept informed of any developments and discussions with HSE, 
and indeed a number have been involved in the evidence-gathering process.38 

Consequently, HSE expects any familiarisation costs to social landlords to be limited. 

 
136. As summarised in Table 2, there are approximately 2,300 social landlords (LAs/HAs) 

in GB. HSE feels it is reasonable to expect that all of these businesses would take 
some time to read and understand the changes. 

 
137.    Responses from industry suggest that between 1 and 4 people would spend 

approximately 1 hour each familiarising with the changes; this would give between 
around 1 and 4 hours per social landlords, with a best estimate of around 2.5 hours. 

 
138.    At an hourly cost of time of £34.12 (as described in paragraph 65), this leads to an 

estimated range of between £77,000 and £309,000 for familiarisation across all social 
landlords, with a best estimate one-off cost of approximately £193,000. This is a 
one-off familiarisation cost, occurring in Year 1 of the appraisal period. 

 

Private Landlords 
 

139.    Evidence from HSE’s survey of the private-rented sector suggests that approximately 

half of all private landlords would spend time reading and understanding the 

changes to GSIUR. Based on 1.6 million private landlords (see paragraph 76), this 

means that around 800,000 would take time familiarising. 

 
140.    The remainder would essentially ‘pick up’ the information through routine interactions 

with lettings agents or gas engineers; or through reading their gas safety certificate 

once issued, which they would do anyway. They are estimated to incur zero additional 

cost. 

 
141.    Survey responses received from members of the RLA, NLA and UKALA, suggest that 

it would take private landlords approximately half an hour (30 minutes) to familiarise 

with the changes. On the basis of 50% of all private landlords spending half an hour 

reading and understanding changes at a cost of £13.18 per hour (see paragraph 64), 

this leads to estimated one-off costs of familiarisation of around £5.2 million. 

 

 

 

 
37 http://www.gasaccesscampaign.org.uk/ 

 
38http://hvpmag.co.uk/news/fullstory.php/aid/4144/HSE_supports_calls_for_an_MOT_style_Landlord_s_Gas_S 
afety_Record.html  

http://www.gasaccesscampaign.org.uk/
http://hvpmag.co.uk/news/fullstory.php/aid/4144/HSE_supports_calls_for_an_MOT_style_Landlord_s_Gas_S
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Letting Agents 
 
142.    As discussed in paragraphs 111 to 112, we have modified our model from the 

consultation- stage IA by assessing the cost-savings to private landlords who arrange 

their annual gas checks through a letting agent as direct under the BIT, following advice 

from the RPC. Also in line with that RPC advice, we must now estimate the 

familiarisation of those letting agents with the changes. 

 
143.    According to the Interdepartmental Business Register (IDBR), there are around 17,000 

estate agents in Great Britain.39  We will assume for simplicity that all of these are 

involved in the rental market to some extent, rather than only sales. 

 
144.    We have assumed in our analysis that the time required for letting agents to familiarise 

with the changes would be similar to that of the large social landlords; this is based on 

the fact that they are both organisations that have a good existing level of 

understanding of the requirements and will both manage large estates. However, we 

assume that only one person on average would familiarise per letting agent (as opposed 

to between one and four for housing associations, as described in paragraph 137). This 

is because letting agents are on the whole smaller than housing associations (69% 

employ fewer than five people40); and, unlike housing associations, lettings agents tend 

not to have gas engineers on staff, who would likely require additional familiarisation. 

This gives around 1 hour per organisation, or around 17,000 hours in total. 

 
145.    Costed at an FEC of £13.18 per hour (see paragraph 64), this gives an estimated 

one-off cost of around £230,000. 
 
 

 
 
 
 

39 There are 17,795 enterprises in the UK; subtracting the 370 in Northern Ireland takes us to 17,425 for GB 
only. (http://web.ons.gov.uk/ons/data/dataset-finder/- 
/q/datasetView/Economic/UKBA01a?p_auth=23fXCIYv&p_p_auth=kqcUy9h7&p_p_lifecycle=1&_FOFlow1_W 
AR_FOFlow1portlet_geoTypeId=2013W ARDH&_FOFlow1_WAR_FOFlow1portlet_UUID=0) 

 

40 At the UK level, the figures are 12,325 enterprises employing fewer than five out of a total of 17,795. 
(http://bit.ly/2n6uuoi ) 

  

http://web.ons.gov.uk/ons/data/dataset-finder/-
http://bit.ly/2n6uuoi
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Engineers 
 

146.    Smaller gas engineering companies that offer ad hoc gas safety checks may want to 

familiarise themselves with the proposed changes, but this would be their own choice as 

they do not have a duty to discharge, other than to perform a gas operation safely. 

 
147.    Larger companies, however, may offer gas check management contracts and would 

need to familiarise with the changes to ensure their offer remained compliant. It is not 

clear from HSE’s research how many companies might offer such a service; however, 

it seems reasonable to assume that only the larger companies in the sector would be 

capable of doing so, given the additional resources needed to manage these contracts. 

According the IDBR41, there are around 210 companies in the plumbing, heating and 

air-conditioning sector that employ more than fifty people (this is around 7% of all such 

enterprises, the majority of which are micro businesses). 

 
148.    It would be an overestimate to assume that all these businesses offered such gas 

contract management, but this will serve as a useful simplification. 

 
149.    Given the nature of the changes proposed and the scale and size of the organisation, 

we estimate that the time required from such a company to familiarise would be similar 

to that of a housing association at between around 1 and 4 hours, with a best estimate 

of 2.5 hours (see paragraph 137). 

 
150.    If we assume an FEC per hour for a gas service engineer of £37.33 (see paragraph 

67), this gives an estimated one-off cost of engineer familiarisation of between 

around £7,800 and £31,000, with a best estimate of around £20,000. 
 

 

8.1.2.4. IT Costs 
 

Social Landlords 
 
151.    Feedback from industry suggests that in order to take advantage of the benefits 

of the proposal, landlords would have to make changes to their IT systems (in essence, 

this involves changes such as the addition of an extra entry into their current database 

for the date at which the check was carried out, so the system holds this date as well 

as the expiry date). 

 
152.    Survey responses, validated by the working group, suggest that these IT costs would 

range from between £1,000 and £10,000, with a best estimate of £5,500 per landlord. 
These costs have been estimated by housing associations to include the costs of 
engineering the changes, testing them and, in some cases, aligning them with handheld 
devices carried by the associations’ engineers and other workers. The resource to do 
this would often be contracted in. 

 
 

41 http://bit.ly/2o4IPBe 
  

http://bit.ly/2o4IPBe
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153.    Assuming all social landlords 2,300 (see Table 2) would be required to make these 

changes, this leads to one-off IT costs of between £2.3 million and £22.7 million, with 

a best estimate of around  £12.5  million.  However,  some  HAs  have  suggested  

that  costs  associated  with regulatory change are already included in the contract 

with their IT service providers, and hence they will only see some portion of these 

costs. Accordingly, HSE expects these costs to be an upper estimate of the likely 

impact. 
 

Private Landlords 
 
154.    Only a small proportion of private landlords would be required to make such changes 

to their IT systems, either because they keep a copy of their gas check records 
elsewhere, or because their systems are less complex. This was supported by 
responses to the survey HSE sent round to private landlords, of which only a handful 
suggested that they would incur any costs associated with updating their IT systems. 

 
155.    In the consultation-stage IA, we took the proportion of private landlords that own 6 

or more properties from the HomeLet survey42 (3% of the total of 1.6 million landlords) 

as a proxy for those large private landlords who will be required to make some changes, 

which suggested that around 48,000 private landlords will incur some one-off IT costs. 

 
156.    However, following responses from landlords about the types of systems that 

landlords are likely to need to have in place to manage their estates, we now estimate 
that those private landlords managing between six and ten properties are quite unlikely 
to have a system more complicated than a simple spreadsheet or a calendar-based 
system. Returning to the HomeLet survey, we now update our estimate of those 
landlords needing to undertake significant IT changes to just the 1% managing an 
estate of more than ten properties, which gives around 
16,000 private landlords. 

 

 

157.    In the consultation-stage IA, we had assumed that the average IT cost for those private 

landlords undertaking changes to their IT system would be around £500, based on the 

survey we sent to private landlords and responses around the costs of brining in IT 

support to help in some cases. 

 
158.    However, based on feedback from consultation, this looks to be at the upper end of the 

range of costs, as many respondents told us that many of the IT changes that would have 

to be made would be much simpler than a cost of £500 implied; with several 

respondents reporting that the cost would be closer to the £30 to £50 mark. 

 
159.    Based on this feedback, we have adjusted our estimate of the IT cost for those 

private landlords incurring it to a range of between around £50 up to £500, with a best 

estimate of around £280. 
 
 

 
42 https://homelet.co.uk/homelet-rental-index/landlord-survey-2015 
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160. Across the 16,000 private landlords, this gives an estimated one-off cost of between 
around £800,000 and £8.0 million, with a best estimate of around £4.4 million. 

 

 

Letting Agents 
 

161.    Evidence gathered for the impact assessment indicates that letting agents may make 

updates to their IT systems to account for the changes in the instances where they are 

monitoring and recording gas checks; HSE’s survey with the RLA indicates that this is 

the case in around 18% of cases. (This is 18% of landlords, rather than of letting 

agents, but is should serve as a reasonable estimate of the number of letting agents 

needing to take significant IT action.) Across the approximately 17,000 letting agents 

(see paragraph 143), this would give about 3,100 letting agents needing to make IT 

changes. 
 

 

162.    HSE understands that the IT letting agents have to facilitate the monitoring and booking 
of gas checks in the instances where they do so is not particularly complicated and that 
the cost for those letting agents undertaking amendments would probably be at the 
upper end of that estimated for private landlords: around £500 (see paragraph 158). 

 
163.    This gives an estimated one-off cost of around £1.5 million. We have been advised 

by the RPC that this cost would be indirect as it would take place in a market other than 

the one being regulated, and so that it is out of scope of the BIT. 
 

Gas-Servicing Companies 
 
164.    Gas-servicing companies may also amend their IT systems to take account of the 

additional date needed to monitor the amended check frequency so as to organise the 
gas checks they undertake in response to the landlords wanting to move to the new 
check cycle. As discussed in paragraph 147, we estimate that there might be up to 
around 210 of these companies. 

 
165.    We estimate that the costs of this would probably be of a similar order to that of the 

social landlords: that is, between around £1,000 and £10,000, with a best estimate of 
around £5,500 (see paragraph 152). 

 
166.    An exception to this would be the five very largest companies, some of whom have 

told us their IT costs could come to around £250,000 each as the changes would have 

to be incorporated into their existing sophisticated systems. 

 
167. For the smaller companies, this would give a one-off cost of between around 

£200,000 and £2.1 million, with a best estimate of around £1.2 million. For the larger 
companies, this would give a one-off cost of around £1.3 million. 

 
168.    The total estimated one-off cost would be between around £1.5 million and £3.3 

million, with a best estimate of around £2.4 million. We have been advised by the 
RPC that this cost would be indirect as it would take place in a market other than the 
one being regulated, and in response to a change in demand from landlords. Therefore, 
it is out of scope of the BIT. 
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8.1.2.5.       Unquantified costs/savings 
 
169.    An additional benefactor of the increased flexibility may also be tenants, as they have 

a larger window within which to successfully negotiate with their landlords when to carry 

out the gas check. It has not been possible to quantify this impact. 

 

8.2. Exempt compressed natural gas (CNG) filling stations from the majority of the 
requirements of GSIUR 

 
8.2.1. Option 1 – Do nothing (Baseline) 

 

170.    Under Option 1, the current GSIUR and accompanying ACOP and guidance would remain 

unchanged. As this represents the baseline, there would be no additional costs and/or 

benefits. 

 
8.2.2. Option B2 – Amend GSIUR to exclude non-domestic CNG sites, from 

the majority of the regulations, in line with how factories are treated 
(preferred option) 

 

171.    Option 2 sets out to amend GSIUR to exclude non-domestic CNG sites from the 

majority of the regulations, in line with how factories are treated, and is the preferred 

option. The preferred option would create savings to business as they would no longer 

have to install or maintain a regulator. 

 
172.    CNG fuelling sites take gas from the high pressure main, compress it, and dispense 

CNG into the fuel tank of vehicles (usually lorries). The proposal set out is to exempt 
non-domestic CNG sites, depending on their size, to bring them in line with the 
treatment of factories. 

 
173. In order to comply with the regulations, existing CNG sites currently have to install a 

regulator. A regulator’s primary function is to match the flow of gas through the 
regulator to the demand for gas placed upon the system. A regulator is not necessary 
for these businesses, however, as it has no effect on health and safety standards.43 

 
174.    Under the proposal, CNG sites covered by the exemption would no longer be required 

to install a regulator. Evidence from an on-stream CNG site suggests that the cost of 
installing a regulator is approximately £25,000. This estimate was validated by industry 
during the CNG workshop hosted by HSE. 

 
175. In order to estimate the savings of the proposal, we have had to estimate the number 

of CNG sites that are likely to be constructed over the course of the appraisal period 
(i.e. up to 2026). 

 
 

 
43 Indeed, feedback from industry during the CNG workshop was that installing a regulator may actually reduce 
health and safety standards at each site by increasing the opportunity of a gas leakage. 
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176.    Evidence on the number of CNG sites in the UK is limited. Currently, there are only 

a small number of CNG filling stations in GB (around 15); and we expect that only 
around 6.7% would be in scope of GSIUR. This is discussed in more detail in Section 
7.3.3. 

 
177.    As can be seen in Table 6, below, this means that between 1 and 2 additional CNG 

sites are expected to fall under GSIUR per year. Under the proposal, all of these sites 
would save the one-off cost of installing a regulator, estimated to be around £25,000. 

 
178.    Installing a regulator would also lead to ongoing costs associated with maintaining 

and servicing the equipment. At the CNG workshop, industry agreed that these costs 
would be, on average, around £750 per regulator per year (relating to engineer time 
and general maintenance activities). Under the proposal, all of the new sites in scope of 
GSIUR would save the ongoing cost of maintenance.44 

 

179.    Therefore, the total savings as a result of the proposal (associated with no longer 
installing and maintaining a regulator) across the CNG sites expected to fall under 
GSIUR are estimated to be approximately £410,000 (10-year NPV), or around £48,000 
equivalent annual. Table 6 shows a breakdown of these savings. 

 
Table 6: Breakdown of CNG costs using 10 year appraisal period 

 

Total 
Total CNG 

sites in 

Year  
CNG 

scope of 
sites in   

GSIUR
 

UK 
(rounded) 

 

 

New CNG sites 
each year in 

scope of 
GSIUR 

 

(£ 
thousands) Savings from 

CNG 
Exemption of 
the cost of a 

regulator 

 

Annual Cost 
Total 

of 
Maintenance 

Savings 

2015 15 1 1 £25 £0.8  

2016 37 2 1 £25 £1.5  

2017 59 4 2 £50 £3.0 £53 

2018 81 5 1 £25 £3.8 £29 

2019 103 7 2 £50 £5.3 £55 

2020 125 8 1 £25 £6.0 £31 

2021 149 10 2 £50 £7.5 £58 

2022 172 11 1 £25 £8.3 £33 

2023 196 13 2 £50 £10 £60 

2024 219 15 2 £50 £11 £61 

2025 243 16 1 £25 £12 £37 

2026 266 18 2 £50 £14 £64 
 

Note: totals may appear not to sum due to rounding 
 

 
 
 

 
44 Those sites that have already installed a regulator prior to the proposed change in the regulations may not 
be in a position to subsequently remove it or to stop maintaining it once the requirements are changed. The 
maintenance savings for sites estimated to be operating before the requirement would change are included 
in the estimates in Table 6, but they do not have a great impact on the overall savings.
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8.3. Regularise and broaden an existing exemption to regulation 26(9)(c) 
 

8.3.1. Option 1 – Do nothing (Baseline) 
 
180.     The exemption would remain in place. However this would not address the issue of other 

instances where the meter is inaccessible or not working, which might cause significant 
operational issues for businesses through the use of smart meters. 

 
8.3.2. Option 2 – Regularise the current exemption and broaden its scope 
(preferred option) 

 

8.3.2.1. Averted re-visits and disconnections 
 

181.    The current exemption exists for scenarios whereby gas engineers are unable to carry 
out requirements in regulation 26(9)(c) of GSIUR to measure the heat input and/or 
operating pressure of an appliance when no meter is present, allowing them to use an 
alternative test (flue-gas analysis), to determine the safety of the appliance. Regularising 
the current exemption is not anticipated to lead to any costs and/or savings to business, 
as there are no changes in their duties; aside from perhaps granting businesses some 
certainty that the exemption would not be removed. This was supported by 
stakeholders during the industry workshop held in June 2016 (see paragraphs 52-53). 

 

182.    This exemption is narrow, however, and as part of the consultation process industry 
have identified a number of other scenarios in which is it not reasonably practicable to 
measure the heat input and operating pressure of an appliance. These include when: 

 

 

• an engineer may be unable to read the electronic display screen of a smart 
meter because it is either faulty, broken or the battery has simply run out; 

• where the meter has been installed in such a way as to be impracticable to read; 
• where changes to the layout of the building subsequent to the installation of the 

meter mean that it is impracticable to read, or 
• where a single meter serves multiple properties, such as in a converted 

apartment building. 
 
183.    We propose both to regularise the exemption into the regulations; and to broaden it to 

include these additional scenarios where the meter cannot be easily read. 
 
184.    When it is not possible to carry out the tests specified in 26(9)(c) because of a fault with 

the electronic display or because the meter is otherwise inaccessible or unreadable, the 
gas engineer has a duty to leave the appliance in a safe state, which in practical terms 
means shutting off the gas supply until the display screen has been fixed or the meter 
replaced. They are then required to make a return visit to complete the tests. Insofar as 
this might begin to affect smart meters following their roll-out (which all have digital 
displays), this could become a greater issue in the coming years. 

 
185.    This process leads to significant disruption to consumers, as they could be left without a 

gas supply until the meter screen is replaced. Furthermore, there are costs to business, 
as gas engineers are forced to make an additional visit to the property to complete the 
test. At a workshop organised by HSE, representatives from industry agreed that each 
additional visit by a gas engineer costs on average around £50. 
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186.    However, while industry supported the proposed changes in consultation, it was difficult 
to quantify what the savings might be, whether through engagement with industry before 
consultation, through questions in the consultation document itself, or through interviews 
with large meter asset managers following consultation. What evidence we were able to 
gather, however, indicates that any savings would be limited. 

 
187.    For example, on meters suffering a digital screen failure, we were able to get some 

evidence on the current estate of ‘non-smart’45  meters with digital displays from one 
company. They reported that they are made aware of around 4,000 such failures each 
year by their meter- readers, which, given the size of this operator’s estate, is very small. 

 
188.    In addition, many smart meters are capable of informing the meter asset manager 

remotely that they are suffering from a fault, including that their screen has failed; this is 
called a ‘last gasp’ message. Given that the proposed expanded exemption would apply 
to meter faults detected at the point of installing and testing an appliance, this ‘last gasp’ 
function of smart meters should preclude these faults being detected inadvertently in this 
manner. 

 

189.    As for meters that are unreadable due to the nature of their installation, this was not 
something that was recorded by the meter asset managers that we spoke with, in part 
because it is a rare event; and as the smart meter roll-out continues, fewer such meters 
will remain as they are replaced by new ones that will be accessible. 

 
190.    So, our conclusion following this evidence-gathering is that the expansion of the 

exemption will lead to some savings to businesses through averted visits and also benefits 
to gas users who would not lose their gas supply temporarily. However, we have not been 
able to robustly estimate the frequency with which this might happen, nor to accurately 
quantify the potential savings, except to say that we and industry expect that they would 
be limited. 

 
191.    As such, the savings of this proposed measure remain unquantified in this final-

stage impact assessment. 
 

8.3.2.2. Familiarisation 
 
192.    While we do not expect gas engineers would need to familiarise with the regularisation of 

the existing exemption, we do anticipate that they would need to take some time to 
understand the additional circumstances to which the exemption has been expanded. 

 
193.    According to our research, gas engineering companies and meter asset managers will 

divide broadly in their familiarisation approach by size. The very largest companies, which 
employ several thousand engineers, and manage hundreds of thousands, or possibly 
several million, meters, will be able to add the proposed changes into routine updates to 
their staffs as part of regular amendments to their procedural manuals, which would 
happen anyway several times a year. They have told us that they expect to be able to do 
this at no additional cost. 

 
 
 
45 These meters are referred to as ‘dumb’ in the industry. 
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194.    For the remaining smaller businesses, HSE understand from our engagement with the 

sector that the majority of the smaller engineers learn of developments in requirements 
through trade publications as part of their routine familiarisation with changes in the market 
and in the technology they use. HSE has used these to publicise previous changes in 
requirements, including notification of the development of the current proposed changes. 

 
195.    Based on the length and type of article that HSE has released for similar changes, and 

which we intended to release for implementation of the current proposal, we have 
estimated that it might take between around 5 and 10 minutes per organisation to fully 
understand the additional circumstances, with a best estimate of around 7.5 minutes. 

 
196.   According to the Interdepartmental Business Register (IDBR), there are around 32,000 

enterprises that undertake heating, plumbing and air-conditioning installation. Not all of 
these businesses will work with gas, but we will assume for simplicity that they would all 
need to familiarise. The vast majority, around 93%, employ fewer than ten people. 

 
197.    Costed at £37.33 per hour, as described in paragraph 67, this gives an estimated one-

off cost of between around £98,000 and £200,000, with a best estimate of around 
£150,000. 

 

9. Costs and Benefits Summary 
 

9.1. Introduce flexibility around the timing of landlords’ annual gas safety checks 
 

198.    Table 7 summarises the costs and savings of the proposed changes to GSIUR. Overall, 
there is an estimated net-saving to society of between around £220 million and £250 
million, with a best estimate of around £240 million. 

 
199.    The business NPV (including both direct and indirect costs and savings) is estimated at 

between around £15 million and £24 million, with a best estimate of around £19 million. 
 

200.   As the rules of the Better Regulation Framework Manual (BRFM) stand at the point of 
submitting this IA to the Regulatory Policy Committee (March 2017), the social housing 
sector is out of scope of the Business Impact Target (BIT). This would leave the quantified 
costs and savings to the private landlords; to letting agents and engineers; in respect of 
CNG sites; and in respect of the meters exemption in scope of the BIT. In addition, as the 
IT costs of letting agents and gas-servicing companies are outside of the regulated market, 
we have classed them as indirect and so out of scope of the BIT, following RPC advice. 

 
201.    Excluding housing associations and indirect IT costs, this gives an estimated ten-year 

net present value saving to business of between around £19 million and £27 million, with 
a best estimate of around £23 million. This would give an OUT under the BIT of around 
£2.5 million in 2014 prices and a 2015 PV base year. 

 
202.    If housing associations were to count for the BIT, then the BIT would also capture the 

savings to social landlords from programme slippage, and the costs of social landlords’ IT 
changes and familiarisation. Excluding indirect impacts, this would give an estimated ten-
year net present value saving to business of between around £200 million and £230 million, 
with a best estimate of around £210 million. This would give an OUT under the BIT of 
around £22.7 million in 2014 prices and a 2015 PV base year. 
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203.    HSE understands that the terms of the BRFM are kept under review to ensure they best 
reflect the environment for business and Government, and that this might include the 
classification of housing associations under the BIT, which were counted as within scope 
of One In, Two Out, the predecessor to the BIT under the last Parliament. 

 
204.    As such, we have agreed with the BRE and RPC to request that the RPC validate both of 

the above figures (i.e. with housing associations counted for the BIT; and without them) 
so that HSE can report accurately its BIT account according to the prevailing rules in the 
BIT report due to be published in June 2018. 

 

Table 7: Summary of costs and savings for the proposed changes to GSIUR (present values 
over ten years, £millions) 

 

  

Low 
Best 

Estimate 
 

High 

Costs    

    

Private Landlords: IT Costs [direct] £8 £4 £1 

Private Landlords: Familiarisation [direct] £5 £5 £5 
    

Social Landlords: IT Costs [direct] £23 £13 £2 

Social Landlords: Familiarisation [direct] £0.3 £0.2 £0.1 
    

Letting Agents and Engineers: Familiarisation 
[direct] 

£0.3 £0.3 £0.2 

Letting Agents and Engineers: IT Costs [indirect] £4.8 £3.9 £3.0 
    

Meters Exemption: Familiarisation [direct] £0.2 £0.2 £0.1 
    

Total Costs £42 £27 £12 
    

Savings    

    

Private Landlords: Programme Slippage [direct] £33 £33 £33 
    

Social Landlords: Programme Slippage [direct] £200 £200 £200 

Social Landlords: Logistical Savings [indirect] £29 £29 £29 
    

CNG Sites [direct] £0.4 £0.4 £0.4 
    

Meters Exemption: Averted Visits Unquantified Unquantified Unquantified 
    

Total Savings £270 £270 £270 
    

NET SAVINGS £220 £240 £250 
Note: totals may appear not to sum due to rounding. Note that lowest costs are netted against highest savings 

(and vice versa). 
 

10. Wider Impacts 
 

205. Wider impacts have been considered and no impacts have been identified for: 
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• Statutory Equality Duties; 

• Human Rights; 

• Justice System; 
• Rural Proofing; 

• Social Impacts; 
• Environmental impacts; and 

• Sustainable development. 
 

206.    We have considered the criteria for wider competition and health and wellbeing impacts 
and do not consider that there is anything that needs to be addressed. 

 

11. Small and Micro Business Assessment (SaMBA) 
 

207.    GSIUR covers a number of different industries and businesses, placing duties on large 
Housing Associations and other registered providers of social housing as well as individual 
private landlords owning only a handful of properties who in many cases would be 
considered a small or micro-sized business. 

 
208.    The management of gas – be it at a residential property (for gas safety checks, for 

example) or industrial site (CNG) – is an intrinsically high-hazard activity, with the potential 
for major accidents involving multiple casualties. This is not necessarily linked to business 
size, however, and so it would be inappropriate to grant an exemption to small and micro 
businesses involved in the activities covered under GSIUR and described within this 
Impact Assessment. 

 
209.    Section 1.6 of the latest draft of the Better Regulation Framework Manual (July 2016) 

specifies that a SaMBA “is mandatory for all domestic measures that require clearance 
from the Reducing Regulation sub-Committee (RRC) unless your measure is eligible for 
the fast track.” In accordance with this guidance, as a deregulatory measure eligible for 
the fast track, an in- depth assessment of the impact on small and micro businesses has 
not been conducted at this stage. 

 
210.    However, as a deregulatory measure, HSE expects that all of the proposals described in 

the above Impact Assessment will be net beneficial to businesses (please see relevant 
sections above for individual assessment of the savings under each proposal) and we 
expect, given the make-up of the private-rented sector and the limited scale of most private 
landlords’ estates (see paragraph 154), that a great deal of the savings will accrue to larger 
enterprises. 
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Post Implementation Review (PIR) Plan 
 
 
 
 

 

1.   Review status: Please classify with an ‘x’ and provide any explanations below. 

 Sunset 
clause 

 X Other review 
clause 

  Political 
commitment 

  Other 
reason 

  No plan to 
review 

 

 
 
 

2.   Expected review date (month and year, xx/xx): 

 

1 0 / 2 2 
 
 
 

 
 

Rationale for PIR approach: 
• Will the level of evidence and resourcing be low, medium or high? (See Guidance for Conducting 

PIRs) 
 

Collectively the changes are medium in terms of both impact and risk, and require a medium level of resourcing 
and evidence (see table below). The area where greater levels of evidence and resourcing may be needed are in 
quantifying the savings to social and private landlords generated by the move to a ‘MOT’-style annual gas safety 
certificate scheme. Additionally, if there is a significant increase in the number of compressed natural gas (CNG) 
sites and if there is an increased failure rate for new Smart Meters, greater levels of evidence will be required in 
those areas. Similarly, potential safety concerns around these issues, whilst minor, suggest heightened evidence 
and resourcing may be needed. It should be noted, however, that the amendments to GSIUR do not place new 
duties on businesses, with all changes either being optional or already existing as ad-hoc exemptions. This 
mitigates against a higher level of evidence and resourcing being needed beyond ‘medium’ as it would be 
disproportionate to the impact and risks, and may place an undue burden on affected businesses. 

 Background Impact 

‘MOT’ landlords gas 
certificate 

Potentially affects all private and social landlords. If adopted, 
significant savings will be generated. There are potential safety 
implications due to the fact that the dates between annual gas 
safety checks can be extended beyond 12 months. 

Medium to 
High 

Compress natural gas 
(CNG) 

Formalises a current exemption. Applies to only a small number of 
sites (but this may increase over the lifetime of the regulations). 

Low to 
Medium 

Gas testing where 
meter is not accessible 

Formalises and partly expands a current exemption. Is only 
applicable in a small number of very specific situations. 

Low 

 

 
• What forms of monitoring data will be collected? 

 
As the changes do not place new duties on business, it would not be proportionate or appropriate to ask 
businesses to collect monitoring data. Businesses may, however, collect data for their own purposes which could 
be used to better understand the GSIUR changes – for example, the number of unreadable smart meters in scope 
of the expanded exemption. Businesses are also likely to collect data as part of their normal day-to-day operation 
which will provide proxy data for elements of the changes – i.e. any increase in the failure rates for boilers may be 
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indicative of safety problems caused by extending the time between annual gas safety checks. It is anticipated that 
this data will be integrated into the review in order to add context and insight. 

 
 

 
• What evaluation approaches will be used? (e.g. impact, process, economic) 

 
An impact evaluation will be undertaken, assessing whether the objectives of GSIUR have been achieved and to 
what extent. Included within this evaluation will be: the realised value of the changes against those predicted in the 
impact assessment (IA); any unintended consequences; and lessons learned. 

 
 

 
• How will stakeholder views be collected? (e.g. feedback mechanisms, consultations, research) 

 
A multi-method approach will be used so as to capture the various aspects of the GSIUR Changes (please see 
table below) 

  Target group Approach  

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
‘MOT’ landlords 
gas certificate 

 
 
 
 

 
Social Landlords 

The social housing sector has a high number of properties 
but a relatively small number of institutional landlords. The 
majority of these institutional landlords belong to the 
Association of Gas Safety Managers (AGSM) (the sector’s 
representative body). HSE would work with the AGSM to re- 
run the survey which supplied the baseline data relating to 
the long lead-in time to enter properties to undertake an 
annual gas safety check. In addition, we will work with AGSM 
to collect data on how the new GSIUR regulations are 
actually working within the social housing sector. 

 

 
 
 
 

Private 
Landlords 

HSE would work with the sector’s stakeholders and 
representative bodies (e.g. Residential Landlords Association 
[RLA]; Guild of Residential Landlords [GRL]; and National 
Landlords Association [NLA]) to capture evidence about any 
realised savings and any emerging safety concerns. In 
addition, HSE is currently in discussion with the Department 
for Communities and Local Government (DCLG) to contribute 
to its Private Landlords survey which is scheduled to launch 
in mid-2017. This will potentially provide baseline and follow- 
up data to monitor the changes. 

 

 
Gas Companies 

Gas companies have worked closely with HSE in providing 
data and insight into the issues being targeted. HSE would 
therefore continue to liaise closely with them to monitor any 
pertinent safety issues and cost implications arising from the 
GSIUR changes. 

 
HSE 

HSE will continue to monitor the level of compliance 
regarding annual gas safety checks via its regulatory 
inspection activities. 

 

Compressed 
natural gas 

(CNG) 

 

 
Gas companies 

HSE will again work closely with gas companies to monitor 
the number of CNG sites and the proportion that would 
otherwise have been within scope of GSIUR, and any safety 
issues which arise in the operation of these CNG sites. 
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The current low incidence rate (and the fact that there is no compelling 

evidence that the issue is going to fundamentally 

Gas testing     increase) means that bespoke monitoring would be a where meter is

 Gas companies   disproportionate  burden on gas businesses.  As such, data not readable 

  could be collected via the aforementioned ad-hoc research 

exercise if necessary, with safety data coming to HSE's attention via 

the current stakeholder channels. 
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APPENDIX F 
 
GB BUSINESS IMPACT TARGET (BIT) ASSESSMENT 
 

 
Regulator Assessment: Qualifying Regulatory Provisions  

 

 

Title of proposal 
 

Designation of service layer engineers as a member of a class 
of persons allowing them to carry out specific meter 
disconnection activities without being Gas Safe registered  

Lead Regulator 
 

Health and Safety Executive (HSE) 

Contact for 
enquiries 
 

Tricia Anderson (Policy) 0151 951 5756;  
Kyran Donald (Economist) 0151 951 3735 

 

Date of assessment September 2016 

Commencement date TBC 

Origin Domestic 

Does this include implementation of 
a Cutting Red Tape review?  

No 

Which areas of the UK will be 
affected? 

Gas Distribution Networks and Independent 
Gas Transporters  

 

Summary of costs and benefits 

Price 
base 
year  

PV 
base 
year 

Time 
Period 
(years) 

Business 
net 

present 
value 

Net cost to business 
per year 

(EANDCB 2014 
prices, 2015 base 

year) 

In scope of  
BIT 

2016 2017 10 £12.1m -£1.3m (an ‘OUT’) Yes 

 
Brief outline of proposed change in regulatory action 

1. Presently, the Gas Safety (Installation and Use) Regulations 1998 (GSIUR) require in effect that 
all gas work downstream of the emergency control valve must be carried out by a Gas Safe 
registered engineer. The effect of this is that gas engineers must be registered with Gas Safe to 
remove a gas meter, even if that meter is no longer connected to a gas supply; or a Gas Safe-
registered operative must attend part way through the job to effect the disconnection, and then 
return at the end of the job to carry out the reconnection.  
 

2. Service layer engineers (SLEs) install and repair pipes that connect homes and businesses to the 
gas supply network, as opposed to domestic engineers that would undertake work within homes 
or businesses. SLEs are typically not Gas Safe-registered, so although they would undertake a 
great many of the tasks involved in these types of jobs, they are not able to remove disconnected 
meters and to her engineers must be transferred from other jobs to do so. 

 
3. The proposed change is to designate the Gas Distribution Network (GDN) and Independent Gas 

Transporter (IGT) SLEs and their sub-contracted engineers as a member of a class of persons 
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under Regulation 3(3) of the GSIUR, allowing them to carry out specific meter disconnection 
activities without being Gas Safe registered. 

 
4. There are eight GDNs, each of which covers a separate geographical region of Great Britain, as 

well as the smaller networks owned and operated by the IGTs (these are located within the areas 
covered by the GDNs). They own and operate the distribution network of pipelines that bring gas 
from the grid to homes and businesses. 
 
Why is the change proposed and what is the evidence of the current problem? 
 

5. The change is proposed to reduce burdens on business while maintaining health and safety 
standards. GDNs and IGTs have approached HSE to inform us that this current arrangement will 
create resource issues over the next several years in light of the imminent smart meter roll-out 
and the ongoing mains replacement programme, both of which will require a great deal of engineer 
resource.  

 
6. The current arrangements would lead to logistical delays for GDNs and IGTs as SLE and other 

engineers would need to be shifted between different sites as part of work related to the smart 
meter roll-out and the mains replacement programme (MRP), which is already underway and 
estimated by GDNs and IGTs to run until 2035. These activities will begin to take up an increased 
amount of GDN and IGT’s time in the period from now up to 2035.  

 
7. Evidence from GDNs and IGTs indicates that these logistical delays could cost between £42 

million and £79 million per annum, as explained in Annex 1. HSE appreciates that this shifting of 
Gas Safe-registered engineers between different sites to undertake specific meter disconnection 
activity would lead to no safety gain.  

 
8. Please note that these logistical costs do not form the baseline of this assessment. GDNs and 

IGTs have informed HSE that they would undertake to avoid these costs through the Gas Safe 
registration of all of their SLEs if HSE did not classify the SLEs as a member of a class of persons 
allowing them to carry out specific meter disconnections. It is the cost of such registration that 
forms the baseline in paragraphs 18 to 46. The costs in Annex 1 are only included for information. 

 
9. Under the proposed changes, SLEs would have to be competent and suitably qualified and would 

only be allowed to undertake specific meter disconnection activities. These activities are limited 
to isolation and disconnection at the Emergency Control Valve (ECV), and where appropriate, 
removal of the meter.  It does not extend to reconnection or installation activities. 

 
10. The benefits to the GDNs and IGTs would be a more flexible workforce during, and beyond, the 

smart meter roll-out programme; better customer service, and a reduction in costs to the industry. 
 
Which type of business will be affected? How many are estimated to be affected? 
 

11. There are eight GDNs and several smaller IGTs, which distribute gas to the 20 million gas 
consumers in the UK. 
 

How will the change impact these businesses? 
 

12. The full smart meter roll-out will begin in 2017 and is expected by Government and industry to run 
until 2021. It will present resource challenges for GDNs and IGTs, which they must balance 
against their day-to-day work and other large programmes, such as the MRP.  
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13. As well as the resources required to install the smart meters themselves, GDNs and IGTs  also 

expect that the smart meter roll-out will reveal several safety issues with gas meters or appliances 
at properties that have not been visited or inspected recently. These issues will require trained 
and Gas Safe-registered engineers to address them. 
 

14. By allowing non-Gas Safe-registered SLEs to remove specific meters as part of the MRP, the 
proposed HSE reclassification of SLEs would free-up other more qualified engineers to work on 
the higher-risk problems GDNs and IGTs expect to encounter during the smart meter roll-out and 
beyond. If this exemption were not granted, GDNs and IGTs have told HSE that they would 
respond by Gas Safe-registering their SLEs, which HSE assess would be disproportionately costly 
given the risks associated with removing these meters. 

 
15. By reclassifying SLEs, GDNs and IGTs would be able to train and monitor their SLEs’ competence 

in removing specific meters as part of their current training provisions. The costs of this outcome 
are estimated in the Exemption section, in paragraphs 18 to 46. 

 
16. This is estimated to be less costly than Gas Safe-registering all SLEs, if HSE did not reclassify 

them under GSIUR. The costs of this outcome are estimated in the Baseline section, in 
paragraphs 47 to 58. 

Research to Support this Assessment 
 

17. The estimates in this BIT assessment are based on evidence gathered through working with one 
GDN to collect information from the rest of the sector. HSE facilitated the gathering of good quality 
evidence in line with the standards of the Better Regulation Framework Manual2 and the HM 
Treasury Green Book3 through providing the GDN with a clear question set and by subjecting the 
data gathered and the GDN to a rigorous challenge through discussion with an HSE analyst and 
policy lead to fully explore the results and ensure a robust common understanding. 

Costs under the Baseline  

The number of SLEs 
18. Under the baseline, if HSE did not reclassify SLEs, GDNs and IGTs would incur costs from their 

SLEs training, being assessed for and registering with Gas Safe. According to responses from 
GDNs and IGTs to the HSE questionnaire, there are currently around 6,150 SLEs that would 
potentially be within scope of the reclassification. The GDNs and IGTs have also indicated that 
around 10% are already Gas Safe-registered to undertake their current duties, which leaves 
around 5,500 that the GDNs and IGTs have indicated they would need to pay to be trained and 
registered under the Baseline. 
 

19. In addition, GDNs and IGTs have also told HSE that their SLEs are subject to a rate of churn of 
around 8% each year. Given the uncertainties of projecting this over the ten years of this appraisal, 
we have assumed a range of between 6% and 10 %, with a best estimate of 8% per annum. 

 
20. This means that each year, between around 330 and 550, with a best estimate of around 440, of 

the starting 5,500 SLEs requiring Gas Safe-registration under the baseline, will leave employment 
with the GDNs and be replaced with a new SLE. 

 
2 Published by the Better Regulation Executive; date t.b.c. 
3 https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/...data/.../green_book_complete.pdf  

https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/...data/.../green_book_complete.pdf
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a) Table 1: Summary of the numbers of SLEs in employment in 2017 and remaining so until 
2026 

  Low 
Best 

Estimate High 

Starting number of SLEs in 2017 
                       

5,500  
                

5,500  
              

5,500  

        

Starting SLEs remaining in each year       

2017 
                       

5,500  
                

5,500  
              

5,500  

2018 
                       

5,200  
                

5,100  
              

5,000  

2019 
                       

4,900  
                

4,700  
              

4,500  

2020 
                       

4,600  
                

4,300  
              

4,000  

2021 
                       

4,300  
                

4,000  
              

3,600  

2022 
                       

4,100  
                

3,600  
              

3,300  

2023 
                       

3,800  
                

3,400  
              

2,900  

2024 
                       

3,600  
                

3,100  
              

2,600  

2025 
                       

3,400  
                

2,800  
              

2,400  

2026 
                       

3,200  
                

2,600  
              

2,100  

 

One-off cost for initial training and assessment of SLEs in 2017 
21. Under this baseline scenario, for each of the roughly 5,500 SLEs in employment in 2017 to be 

Gas Safe-registered, GDNs and IGTs will incur a cost for them to be trained in an accredited 
course and to be assessed. This is a requirement for Gas Safe registration. 

 
22. Gas Safe and one of the accredited training providers have told us that, as the SLEs would already 

be proficient in their jobs and only require accreditation for the removal of specific meters, they 
would only require a limited-scope registration and only a very short period of training and 
assessment.  

 
23. Although such a course does not presently exist, Gas Safe have estimated based on similar 

courses that the training and assessment would cost between around £100 and £260 per head, 
with a best estimate of around £180 per head. 

 
24. In addition, GDNs and IGTs would incur an opportunity cost from their SLEs taking the time to 

train and take the assessment. This period has been estimated by Gas Safe to be between around 
1 and 2 days, with a best estimate of around 1.5 days. 

 
25. The GDNs and IGTs have estimated that the average charge-out rate for a gas engineer is £80.15 

per hour. Based on 7.5 hours in a working day, this gives a full economic cost of £601.13 per day. 
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26. This would give a cost of time for each SLE to attend the training and assessment of between 
around £600 and £1,200, with a best estimate of around £900.  

 
27. Including both fees and time costs, this gives a total cost per SLE of between around £700 and 

just less than £1,500, with a best estimate of around £1,100.  
 
28. Across the 5,500 SLEs in 2017, this gives a total estimated one-off cost in present values 

over ten years of between around £3.9 million and £8.1 million, with a best estimate of around 
£6.0 million.  

Ongoing costs of initial training and assessments for new SLEs 
29. As discussed in paragraphs 19 to 20, each year between around 330 and 550 new SLEs will need 

to be hired to replace those lost through churn, with a best estimate of around 440.  
 
30. Under the baseline, these new SLEs would require Gas Safe registration. As discussed in 

paragraphs 23 to 27, this would cost GDNs and IGTs between around £700 and just less than 
£1,500 per head, with a best estimate of around £1,100. 

 
31. This would give a total estimated annual cost from 2018 to 2026 of between around £230,000 and 

£810,000, with a best estimate of around £480,000.  
 
32. This gives an estimated present value cost over ten years of between around £1.8 million and 

just less than £6.2 million, with a best estimate of around £3.6 million.  

Cost of five-year reassessment for SLEs employed in 2017 
33. Gas Safe registration requires reassessment of competence every five years. As shown in Table 

, of those 5,500 SLEs employed in 2017, between 4,100 and 3,300 will remain in 2022 (the five-
year mark), with a best estimate of 3,600. 

 
34. As discussed in paragraphs 23 to 27, this would cost GDNs and IGTs between around £700 and 

just less than £1,500 per head, with a best estimate of around £1,100. 
 
35. This would give a total cost in 2022 of between around £2.8 million and £4.8 million, with a best 

estimate of around £3.9 million. Although any remaining SLEs from the 2017 cohort would further 
reassessments at five-year intervals, those would be outside the appraisal period of this 
assessment.  

 
36. This gives a total estimated cost in present values over ten years of between around £2.4 

million and £4.0 million, with a best estimate of around £3.3 million.  

Ongoing costs of five-year reassessments for new SLEs 
37. As discussed in paragraphs 19 to 20, each year GDNs and IGTs would need to hire between 

around 330 and 550 new SLEs to replace those who have left, with a best estimate of around 
440. This is due to the rate of churn of between 6% and 10%, with a best estimate of around 8%. 

 
38. Given the numbers of new SLEs and the estimated churn rates (and assuming that new SLEs are 

subject to the same churn rate as the starting 2017 cohort), we would estimate that between 
around 240 and 330 of these new SLEs would make it to their fifth year and require reassessment 
for Gas Safe, with a best estimate of around 290. These SLEs would commence reaching their 
fifth year in 2023. 
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39. As discussed in paragraphs 23 to 27, this would cost GDNs and IGTs between around £700 and 
just over £1,500 per head, with a best estimate of around £1,100. 

 
40. This would give a total annual cost from 2023 to 2026 of between around £170,000 and £480,000, 

with a best estimate of around £320,000. 
 
41. This gives an estimated present value cost over ten years of between around £530,000 and 

£1.5 million, with a best estimate of around £980,000.  

Ongoing costs of registering all SLEs with Gas Safe 
42. There is an annual cost of Gas Safe registration of £63.604 per head.5 This cost will be incurred 

for each of the 5,500 SLEs employed by GDNs and IGTs each year, irrespective of whether the 
SLEs are from the 2017 cohort or hired later due to churn. 
 

43. This gives an estimated average annual cost of around £350,000 every year from 2017 to 2026.  
 
44. This gives an estimated present value cost over ten years of around £3.0 million.  

Summary of costs under the Baseline 
45. Table  summarises the estimated costs to business under the baseline.  

 
b) Table 2: Summary of estimated ten-year present costs to business under the baseline 

(£m) 

  Low Best Estimate High 

One-off cost for initial training and 
assessment of SLEs in 2017 £3.9 £6.0 £8.1 

Ongoing costs of initial training and 
assessments for new SLEs £1.8 £3.6 £6.2 

One-off cost of five-year reassessment for 
SLEs employed in 2017 £2.4 £3.3 £4.0 

Ongoing costs of five-year reassessments 
for new SLEs £0.5 £1.0 £1.5 

Ongoing costs of registering all SLE with 
Gas Safe £3.0 £3.0 £3.0 

        

TOTAL  £12 £17 £23 

Note: totals may not sum due to rounding 
 

46. Total costs to GDNs and IGTs under the baseline in ten-year present values are estimated 
to be between around £12 million and £23 million, with a best estimate of around £17 million.  

Costs following Reclassification of SLEs 
 

47. Under this scenario, HSE would reclassify SLEs as being allowed to undertake specific meter 
disconnection activities without needing to be Gas Safe-registered. This would avert the costs 

 
4 https://www.gassaferegister.co.uk/help-and-advice/becoming-registered/registration-fees/. The figure of £63.60 in inclusive of VAT. 
5 Applications by an organisation for Gas Safe registration of its employees or members incur a cost, inclusive of VAT, of £434.40 for an initial application, or 
£182.40 for an online renewal. These charges are for one engineer and additional engineers can be added to an application or renewal at the cost of £63.60 

described in paragraph 42. As it is likely that GDNs and IGTs will already have other engineers whose Gas Safe registration they will be applying for or 

renewing, we have ignored the fixed costs and used only the marginal cost of £63.60 per engineer.   

https://www.gassaferegister.co.uk/help-and-advice/becoming-registered/registration-fees/
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described under the baseline in paragraphs 18 to 46, but GDNs and IGTs would incur costs under 
GSIUR to ensure their SLEs are competent to undertake the removals safely.  

One-off cost for initial training of SLEs in 2017 
 

48. GDNs and IGTs have told us that for the 5,500 SLEs employed in 2017, their current training 
providers would be able to train them to sufficient competence to complete the specific meter 
removals safely for around £250 per head. 

 
49. They have also estimated that it would take around half a day each. This time period is less that 

that expected to be required if SLEs were to be Gas Safe-registered (discussed in paragraph 24) 
as the training providers would be able to incorporate it into current ongoing training programmes 
and assessment would form part of each SLE’s continuous on-the-job monitoring, rather than a 
separate formal assessment. Costed at the SLE charge-out rate of £80.15 per hour (see 
paragraph 25), this gives a cost of time per head of around £300. 

 
50. This gives a total cost per head of around £550. 
 
51. After the initial training, GDNs and IGTs have told us that maintenance of the skills and training 

would take place as part of routine management at no additional cost in terms of charges of time. 
 

52. Over the roughly 5,500 SLEs in 2017, this gives an estimated present value cost over ten years 
of around £3.0 million.  

Ongoing costs of training new SLEs 
53. As discussed in paragraphs 19 to 20, each year between around 330 and 550 new SLEs would 

be hired due to churn, with a best estimate of around 440. Each of these would require training at 
a cost per head of around £550, as described in paragraphs 48 to 50. 

 
54. This gives a total average annual cost from 2018 to 2026 of between around £180,000 and 

£300,000, with a best estimate of around £240,000. 
 
55. This gives an estimated present value cost over ten years of between around £1.4 million and 

£2.3 million, with a best estimate of around £1.8 million.  

Summary of costs under the Baseline 
56. Table 3 summarises the estimated costs under the exemption. 

 
c) Table 3: Summary of estimated ten-year present costs to business under the exemption 

(£m) 

  Low Best Estimate High 

One-off cost for initial training of SLEs in 
2017 £3.0 £3.0 £3.0 

Ongoing costs of training new SLEs £1.4 £1.8 £2.3 

        

TOTAL  £4.4 £4.9 £5.4 

Note:  totals may not sum due to rounding 
 
57. Total costs to GDNs and IGTs under the exemption in ten-year present values are estimated 

to be between around £4.4 million and £5.4 million, with a best estimate of around £4.9 million. 
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Summary of all Costs and Benefits 

Estimated monetised costs and savings to industry 
58. Table 4 summarises all the costs under the baseline and under the exemption. 
 
d) Table 4: Summary of all ten-year present value costs and benefits and estimated net 

saving (£m) 

  Low Best Estimate High 

Total costs under the baseline £12 £17 £23 

Total costs under the exemption £4.4 £4.9 £5.4 

        

NET SAVING £7.2 £12 £17 

Note: totals may not sum due to rounding  
 
59. Based on the analysis in this BIT assessment, we estimate that the total ten-year present value 

saving to business of granting the exemption would be between around £7.2 million and £17 
million, with a best estimate of around £12 million.  

 
60. This would be give a best estimate Equivalent Annual Net Direct Cost to Business (EANDCB) 

of around -£1.3 million (i.e. a net-saving, or ‘OUT’) in 2014 prices and 2015 present values, as 
per the Business Impact Target methodology.   
 
Annex 1: Calculation of the Costs of Logistical Delays 
 

1. As part of their day-to-day work at least until 2035, GDNs and IGTs have estimated to HSE that 
they would need to undertake many thousands of activities each year where the requirement to 
have Gas Safe-registered engineers undertake specific meter disconnections would require such 
engineers to be shifted between sites where only SLEs would otherwise be required. This would 
lead to additional work and travel time, as well as potentially delays for customers. 

 
2. There are four such activities that GDNs and IGTs routinely undertake that fall into this category. 

These are: 
 

• Dead mains insertion: Replacement of the main gas pipe feeding a number of properties. The 
pipe is first purged of gas and a decay test is carried out to ensure that no gas users are still 
connected. The new replacement main can now be inserted into the “dead” main 

• Relaying a service pipe:  The “service pipe” is the pipe that carries gas to a property. If 
damaged or worn out these pipes will need to be replaced usually with a new polyethylene pipe; 
otherwise they can simply be re-laid following the work activity 

• Foam-off live inserted main:  Similar to the dead mains insertion (described above) except 
that foam is inserted into the old main, then cured and checked for a seal before the purging 
process.  The main remains live throughout the insertion process, ensuring a continuation of 
supply to the customer.   

• Gas escape in vicinity of 4” cast-iron main outside a dwelling: The most common 
emergency call-out where a customer or member of the public smells gas and reports a gas 
leak.  A complete search of the site and, if necessary, an excavation is carried out to locate the 
leak. The repair takes place and the pipe re-laid and commissioned.  
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3. GDNs and IGTs have estimated to HSE that they typically undertake around 390,000 such 
activities in total each year, as summarised in Table A1. 

e) Table A1: Number of GDN and IGT activities each year that will incur logistical delays 
(thousands) 

  
Number per 
annum (k) 

Dead mains insertion 
                            

58  

Relaying service pipe 
                          

190  

Foam-off live inserted main 
                          

120  

Gas escape 
                            

22  

    

TOTAL 
                          

390  

Note: totals may not sum due to rounding  
 

4. The GDNs and IGTs have estimated to HSE that the requirement to have Gas Safe-registered 
engineers attend key stages of these activities to undertake specific meter disconnection 
activities, can lead to substantial time taken by engineers away from other jobs, with an attendant 
opportunity cost. HSE agrees that these specific meter disconnection activities could just as safely 
be undertaken by SLEs.  

 
5. The GDNs and IGTs reported a maximum time per job that a Gas Safe-registered engineer would 

have to spend attending or that would be incurred in delays waiting for the engineer to arrive. 
However, in discussions with the GDNs and IGTs, we agreed that not all of this time would indeed 
be saved by no longer requiring a Gas Safe-registered engineer to attend because some of the 
‘down-time’ could be employed by the SLEs on site to complete other essential tasks. As such, 
the maximum possible time saved became our upper estimate and we agreed with the GDNs and 
IGTs that our lower estimate should be to save one-third of that time.  
 

6. In addition, the GDNs and IGTs reported that around one hour of travel time per activity would 
also be incurred by the Gas Safe-registered engineer in travelling to and from the site. 

 
7. The total hours saved on average per activity by not requiring the Gas Safe-registered engineer 

to undertake the specific meter disconnection tasks, including additional work, possible delays 
and travel, are summarised in Table A2.  
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Table A2: Average hours saved per activity, including one hour of travel 

  Low 
Best 

Estimate High 

Dead mains insertion 
                           

2.4  
                    

5.3  
                   

7.5  

Relaying service pipe 
                           

1.1  
                    

1.2  
                   

1.3  

Foam-off live inserted main 
                           

1.3  
                    

1.9  
                   

2.3  

Gas escape 
                           

1.1  
                    

1.2  
                   

1.3  

 
8. The cost of such additional time can be monetised using the full economic cost of the engineers’ 

time of £80.15 per hour, discussed in paragraph 25 of the main body. The estimated cost of delays 
per activity are summarised in Table A3. 
 
Table A3: Average estimated cost of delays, engineer time and travel per activity 

  Low Best Estimate High 

Dead mains insertion £200 £430 £600 

Relaying service pipe £85 £96 £100 

Foam-off live inserted main £100 £150 £180 

Gas escape £85 £96 £100 

 
9. These costs could be saved by no longer requiring a Gas Safe-registered to undertake specific 

mater disconnection activities, either by the GDNs and IGTs registering all of the SLEs with Gas 
Safe (the baseline scenario in this BIT assessment) or by HSE recognising SLES as members of 
a specific class of persons under GSIUR (the intervention scenario). 

 
10. Multiplying these estimated average per-activity costs by the numbers of activities estimated by 

GDNs and IGTs to take place in each of the coming years as summarised in Table A1, leads to 
estimated average annual costs of between around £42 million and £79 million, as shown in Table 
A4, with a best estimate of around £63 million. 
 
Table A4: total estimated cost of delays, engineer times and travel (£m) 

  Low Best Estimate High 

Dead mains insertion £11 £25 £35 

Relaying service pipe £17 £19 £20 

Foam-off live inserted main £12 £17 £22 

Gas escape £1.9 £2.1 £2.3 

        

TOTAL  £42 £63 £79 

Note: totals may not sum due to rounding 
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Appendix G 
 

HSENI EQUALITY SCREENING FORM 

 
 SECTION 75 EQUALITY OF OPPORTUNITY SCREENING TEMPLATE  

 
This form should be completed when considering options for a new policy, service or 
programme, or changing an existing policy, service or programme. 
 
Those policies identified as having significant implications for equality of opportunity must be 
subject to full EQIA.  
 
The template will provide a record of the factors taken into account if a policy is screened out, or 
excluded for EQIA. 
 
Please complete the Cover Sheet Table below 

Policy Title (in 
full): 
 

Consultation on amendments to the Gas Safety (Installation and 
Use) Regulations (Northern Ireland) 2004 (GSIUR) 

Policy Aim   The main aims of the policy are clarification and updating of the 
GSIUR in relation to landlords annual gas safety checks, CNG filling 
stations, exemption certificate no.1 and Service Layer Engineers 

Decision (delete as 
appropriate) 

The policy has been screened out without mitigation or an 
alternative policy adopted 

Business Area: 
 

HSENI 
 

Contact: 
 

Philip Bryson 

Date of form 
completion: 

11 September 2025 
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Screening flowchart and template (taken from Section 75 of the Northern 
Ireland Act 1998 – A Guide for public authorities April 2010 (Appendix 1)).  
 
Introduction 
 
Part 1.  Policy scoping – asks public authorities to provide details about the policy, procedure, 
practice and/or decision being screened and what available evidence you have gathered to help 
make an assessment of the likely impact on equality of opportunity and good relations. 
 
Part 2.  Screening questions – asks about the extent of the likely impact of the policy on 
groups of people within each of the Section 75 categories. Details of the groups consulted and 
the level of assessment of the likely impact. This includes consideration of multiple identity and 
good relations issues. 
 
Part 3.  Screening decision – guides the public authority to reach a screening decision as to 
whether or not there is a need to carry out an equality impact assessment (EQIA), or to 
introduce measures to mitigate the likely impact, or the introduction of an alternative policy to 
better promote equality of opportunity and/or good relations. 
 
Part 4.  Monitoring – provides guidance to public authorities on monitoring for adverse impact 
and broader monitoring. 
 

     Part 5.  Approval and authorisation – verifies the public authority’s approval of a screening 
decision by a senior manager responsible for the policy. 

 
 A screening flowchart is provided below.  
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Policy Scoping 

• Policy 

• Available data 

Screening Questions 

• Apply screening questions 

• Consider multiple identities 

Screening Decision 

None/Minor/Major 

Mitigate   Publish                                                                                                    

Template 

Re-consider 

screening 

Publish 

Template 

for 

information 

Publish 

Template 

     EQIA 

Monitor 

‘None’ 

Screened out 

 

‘Major’ 

Screened in 

for EQIA 

‘Minor’ 

Screened 

out with 

mitigation 

Concerns 

raised with 

evidence 

Concerns raised with 

evidence re: 

screening decision 
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Part 1. Policy scoping 
 

The first stage of the screening process involves scoping the policy under 
consideration.  The purpose of policy scoping is to help prepare the background 
and context and set out the aims and objectives for the policy, being screened.  At 
this stage, scoping the policy will help identify potential constraints as well as 
opportunities and will help the policy maker work through the screening process 
on a step by step basis. 
 

Public authorities should remember that the Section 75 statutory duties apply to 
internal policies (relating to people who work for the authority), as well as external 
policies (relating to those who are, or could be, served by the authority). 
 

Information about the policy  
 

Name of the policy 

Consultation on amendments to the Gas Safety (Installation and Use) 

Regulations (Northern Ireland) 2004 (GSIUR) 

Is this an existing, revised or a new policy? 

Revised policy 

 

What is it trying to achieve? (intended aims/outcomes)  
 
The intended aim of the policy is to make amendments to the Gas Safety 
(Installation and Use) Regulations (Northern Ireland) 2004 (GSIUR). 
 
Implementation will be achieved as follows: - 
 

• Amendment to regulation 36(3) to introduce flexibility in the timing of landlords’ 
annual gas safety checks and clarifying that only gas safety defects should be 
recorded, 

• Disapplication for compressed natural gas (CNG) filling stations fed by a 
dedicated metered gas supply from the majority of the requirements of GSIUR, 
bringing them in line with other industrial premises, 

• Amend GSIUR to incorporate the existing exemption certificate no.1 to regulation 
26(9)(c), which sets out the circumstances where engineers can carry out 
alternative safety checks when the prescribed tests are not possible; and 

• Designation of Service Layer Engineers (SLEs) as a “member of a class of 
persons” under regulation 3(3). 

Are there any Section 75 categories which might be expected to 
benefit from the intended policy? 
If so, explain how.  
 
The policy is to allow flexibility in landlord gas safety checks, disapplication for 
CNG filling stations, incorporation of an exemption certificate and designate 
SLE’s. Therefore, the proposed measures will have a justified differential impact 
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in respect of age as they relate primarily to landlords, workplaces and those of 
working age. All other Section 75 groups are expected to benefit equally from the 
proposed measures. 
 

Who initiated or wrote the policy?  
 
HSENI is responsible for devising and delivering the proposals for the NI 
implementing legislation to DfE. If DfE accepts the proposals, it is responsible for 
enacting the legislation. 
 

Who owns and who implements the policy? 
 
HSENI owns and implements the policy 
 

 
 

Implementation factors 
 
Are there any factors which could contribute to/detract from the intended 
aim/outcome of the policy/decision?  
 
No 

 
If yes, are they:  

  

  

 
 
 

Main stakeholders affected 
 
Who are the internal and external stakeholders (actual or potential) that the policy 
will impact upon?    

 

 

 

 

 
 
Employers, employees, self-employed and landlords 

 
 

financial

legislative

other - please specify

staff

service users

other public sector organisations

voluntary / community/trade unions

other - please specify
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Other policies with a bearing on this policy 
 

• what are they?  An equivalent policy has been implemented in Great Britain. 

• who owns them?  HSE 

 
Available evidence  
 
Evidence to help inform the screening process may take many forms.  Public 
authorities should ensure that their screening decision is informed by relevant 
data.  
 
What evidence/information (both qualitative and quantitative) have you gathered to 
inform this policy?  Specify details for each of the Section 75 categories. 
 

Section 75 
category  

Details of evidence/ information 

Religious 
belief  

The GBIA, data from HSE, HHIC, British Gas & Scotia Gas Networks and 
BIT Assessment. The policy will apply equally beneficially to all persons 
of different religious beliefs. 

Political 
opinion  

The GBIA, data from HSE, HHIC, British Gas & Scotia Gas Networks and 
BIT Assessment. The policy changes apply equally beneficially to all 
different political opinions. 

Racial group  The GBIA, data from HSE, HHIC, British Gas & Scotia Gas Networks and 
BIT Assessment. The policy changes apply equally beneficially to all 

different racial groups. 

Age  The GBIA, data from HSE, HHIC, British Gas & Scotia Gas Networks and 
BIT Assessment. As the proposals relate primarily to landlords and 
workplaces they will have a justified differential impact on those of 
working age. 

Marital status  The GBIA, data from HSE, HHIC, British Gas & Scotia Gas Networks and 
BIT Assessment. The policy changes apply equally beneficially 
irrespective of marital status. 

Sexual 
orientation 

The GBIA, data from HSE, HHIC, British Gas & Scotia Gas Networks and 
BIT Assessment. The policy changes apply equally beneficially 
irrespective of sexual orientation. 

Men and 
women 
generally 

The GBIA, data from HSE, HHIC, British Gas & Scotia Gas Networks and 
BIT Assessment. The policy changes apply equally beneficially to men 
and women generally. 

file:///C:/Users/0536963/AppData/Local/Microsoft/Windows/Temporary%20Internet%20Files/Content.IE5/JRGTKPS6/Blank%20Screening%20Template.DOCX%23Onefour
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Disability The GBIA, data from HSE, HHIC, British Gas & Scotia Gas Networks and 
BIT Assessment. The policy changes apply equally beneficially to those 
with and without a disability. 

Dependants The GBIA, data from HSE, HHIC, British Gas & Scotia Gas Networks and 
BIT Assessment. The policy changes apply equally beneficially to those 

with and without dependants. 

 
Needs, experiences and priorities 
 
Taking into account the information referred to above, what are the different 
needs, experiences and priorities of each of the following categories, in relation to 
the particular policy/decision?  Specify details for each of the Section 75 
categories 
 

Section 75 
category  

Details of needs/experiences/priorities 

Religious 
belief  

The proposals aims and policy changes apply equally beneficially to all 
persons with different religious beliefs. 

Political 
opinion  

The proposals aims and policy changes apply equally beneficially to all 
persons with different political opinions. 

Racial group  The proposals aims and policy changes apply equally beneficially to all 
persons of different racial groups. 

Age  As the proposals relate primarily to landlords and workplaces they will 
have a justified differential impact on those of working age. 

Marital status  The proposals aims and policy changes apply equally beneficially 
irrespective of marital status. 

Sexual 
orientation 

The proposals aims and policy changes apply equally beneficially 
irrespective of sexual orientation. 

Men and 
women 
generally 

The proposals aims and policy changes apply equally beneficially to men 
and women generally. 
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Disability The proposals aims and policy changes apply equally beneficially to 
those with and without a disability. 

Dependants The proposals aims and policy changes apply equally beneficially to 
those with and without dependants. 

 
Part 2. Screening questions  
 
Introduction  
 
In making a decision as to whether or not there is a need to carry out an equality 
impact assessment, the public authority should consider its answers to the 
questions 1-4 which are given on pages 10-12 of this Guide. 
 
If the public authority’s conclusion is none in respect of all of the Section 75 
equality of opportunity and/or good relations categories, then the public authority 
may decide to screen the policy out.  If a policy is ‘screened out’ as having no 
relevance to equality of opportunity or good relations, a public authority should 
give details of the reasons for the decision taken.  
 
If the public authority’s conclusion is major in respect of one or more of the 
Section 75 equality of opportunity and/or good relations categories, then 
consideration should be given to subjecting the policy to the equality impact 
assessment procedure.  
 
If the public authority’s conclusion is minor in respect of one or more of the 
Section 75 equality categories and/or good relations categories, then 
consideration should still be given to proceeding with an equality impact 
assessment, or to: 
 

• measures to mitigate the adverse impact; or 

• the introduction of an alternative policy to better promote equality of opportunity 
and/or good relations. 
 
In favour of a ‘major’ impact 
 

a) The policy is significant in terms of its strategic importance; 

b) Potential  equality impacts are unknown, because, for example, there is 
insufficient data upon which to make an assessment  or because they are 
complex, and it would be appropriate to conduct an equality impact assessment in 
order to better assess them; 
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c) Potential equality and/or good relations impacts are likely to be adverse or are 
likely to be experienced disproportionately by groups of people including those 
who are marginalised or disadvantaged; 

d) Further assessment offers a valuable way to examine the evidence and develop 
recommendations in respect of a policy about which there are concerns amongst 
affected individuals and representative groups, for example in respect of multiple 
identities; 

e) The policy is likely to be challenged by way of judicial review; 

f) The policy is significant in terms of expenditure. 

 
In favour of ‘minor’ impact 
 

a) The policy is not unlawfully discriminatory and any residual potential impacts on 
people are judged to be negligible; 

b) The policy, or certain proposals within it, are potentially unlawfully discriminatory, 
but this possibility can readily and easily be eliminated by making appropriate 
changes to the policy or by adopting appropriate mitigating measures; 

c) Any asymmetrical equality impacts caused by the policy are intentional because 
they are specifically designed to promote equality of opportunity for particular 
groups of disadvantaged people; 

d) By amending the policy there are better opportunities to better promote equality of 
opportunity and/or good relations. 

 
In favour of none 
  

a) The policy has no relevance to equality of opportunity or good relations. 

b) The policy is purely technical in nature and will have no bearing in terms of its 
likely impact on equality of opportunity or good relations for people within the 
equality and good relations categories.  

 
Taking into account the evidence presented above, consider and comment on the 
likely impact on equality of opportunity and good relations for those affected by 
this policy, in any way, for each of the equality and good relations categories, by 
applying the screening questions given overleaf and indicate the level of impact on 
the group i.e. minor, major or none. 
 
Screening questions  
 

1   What is the likely impact on equality of opportunity for those affected by this 
policy, for each of the Section 75 equality categories? minor/major/none 
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Section 75 
category  

Details of policy impact  Level of impact?    
minor/major/none 

Religious 
belief 

The policy is technical in nature and will 
have no impact on equality of opportunity 
and good relations. The proposals 
therefore apply equally to all persons of 
different religious beliefs. 

None 

Political 
opinion  

The policy is technical in nature and will 
have no impact on equality of opportunity 
and good relations. The proposals 
therefore apply equally to all persons of 
different political opinions. 

None 

Racial group  The policy is technical in nature and will 
have no impact on equality of opportunity 
and good relations. The proposals 
therefore apply equally to all persons of 
different racial groups. 

None 

Age The policy is technical in nature and will 
have no impact on equality of opportunity 
and good relations. As the proposals 
relate primarily to landlords and 
workplaces they will have a justified 
differential impact on those of working 
age. 

None 

Marital status  The policy is technical in nature and will 
have no impact on equality of opportunity 
and good relations. The proposals 
therefore apply equally irrespective of 
marital status. 

None 

Sexual 
orientation 

The policy is technical in nature and will 
have no impact on equality of opportunity 
and good relations. The proposals 
therefore apply equally irrespective of 
sexual orientation. 

None 

Men and 
women 
generally  

The policy is technical in nature and will 
have no impact on equality of opportunity 
and good relations. The proposals 
therefore apply equally between men and 
women generally. 

None 

Disability The policy is technical in nature and will 
have no impact on equality of opportunity 
and good relations. The proposals 

None 
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therefore apply equally to those with or 
without a disability. 

Dependants  The policy is technical in nature and will 
have no impact on equality of opportunity 
and good relations. The proposals 
therefore apply equally to those persons 
with or without dependants. 

None 

 

 2   Are there opportunities to better promote equality of opportunity for people 
within the Section 75 equalities categories? 

Section 75 
category  

If Yes, provide details   If No, provide reasons 

Religious 
belief 

 No adverse impact to any of the 
Section 75 Groups is anticipated 
and the policy has no relevance to 
the promotion of equality of 
opportunity. 

Political 
opinion  

 No adverse impact to any of the 
Section 75 Groups is anticipated 
and the policy has no relevance to 
the promotion of equality of 
opportunity. 

Racial group   No adverse impact to any of the 
Section 75 Groups is anticipated 
and the policy has no relevance to 
the promotion of equality of 
opportunity. 

Age   No adverse impact to any of the 
Section 75 Groups is anticipated 
and the policy has no relevance to 
the promotion of equality of 
opportunity. 

Marital 
status 

 No adverse impact to any of the 
Section 75 Groups is anticipated 
and the policy has no relevance to 
the promotion of equality of 
opportunity. 

Sexual 
orientation 

 No adverse impact to any of the 
Section 75 Groups is anticipated 
and the policy has no relevance to 
the promotion of equality of 
opportunity. 
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Men and 
women 
generally  

 No adverse impact to any of the 
Section 75 Groups is anticipated 
and the policy has no relevance to 
the promotion of equality of 
opportunity. 

Disability   No adverse impact to any of the 
Section 75 Groups is anticipated 
and the policy has no relevance to 
the promotion of equality of 
opportunity. 

Dependants  No adverse impact to any of the 
Section 75 Groups is anticipated 
and the policy has no relevance to 
the promotion of equality of 
opportunity. 

 

3   To what extent is the policy likely to impact on good relations between people 
of different religious belief, political opinion or racial group? minor/major/none 

Good 
relations 
category  

Details of policy impact    Level of impact 
minor/major/none  

Religious 
belief 

The proposals is technical in nature and will 
have no impact on equality of opportunity and 
good relations 

None 

Political 
opinion  

As above. None 

Racial group As above. None 

 

4   Are there opportunities to better promote good relations between people of 
different religious belief, political opinion or racial group? 

Good 
relations 
category 

If Yes, provide details   If No, provide reasons 

Religious 
belief 

 The proposals will apply equally 
beneficially to all of the Section 75 
Groups and to other groups and 
have no relevance to the promotion 
of good relations between people of 
different religious belief, political 
opinion or racial group. 
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Political 
opinion  

 As above. 

Racial group   As above. 

 
Additional considerations 
 

Multiple identity 
 
Generally speaking, people can fall into more than one Section 75 category.  
Taking this into consideration, are there any potential impacts of the 
policy/decision on people with multiple identities?   
(For example; disabled minority ethnic people; disabled women; young Protestant 
men; and young lesbians, gay and bisexual people).  
 
Not applicable 
 

Provide details of data on the impact of the policy on people with multiple 
identities.  Specify relevant Section 75 categories concerned. 
 
The policy proposals allow flexibility in landlord gas safety checks, disapplication for CNG 
filling stations, incorporation of an exemption certificate and designate SLE’s. No adverse 
impact to any of the Section 75 groups is anticipated including those with multiple identities. 
 

Part 3. Screening decision 
 
If the decision is not to conduct an equality impact assessment, please provide 
details of the reasons. 

The policy is to allow flexibility in landlord gas safety checks, disapplication for CNG filling 
stations, incorporation of an exemption certificate and designate SLE’s. Therefore, the 
proposed measures will have a justified differential impact in respect of age as they relate 
primarily to landlords, workplaces and those of working age. All other Section 75 groups 
are expected to benefit equally from the proposed measures. The policy therefore does 
not fall within the remit of section 75 of the Northern Ireland Act 1998 with regards to 
HSENI and its functions to have due regard to the need to promote equality of opportunity.  
The proposals aims address a need common to all the Section 75 groups. 

 
If the decision is not to conduct an equality impact assessment the public authority 
should consider if the policy should be mitigated or an alternative policy be 
introduced. 

 
As above. There are no grounds for mitigation or alternative policies. 
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If the decision is to subject the policy to an equality impact assessment, please 
provide details of the reasons. 

 
Not applicable. 

 
All public authorities’ equality schemes must state the authority’s arrangements for 
assessing and consulting on the likely impact of policies adopted or proposed to 
be adopted by the authority on the promotion of equality of opportunity.  The 
Commission recommends screening and equality impact assessment as the tools 
to be utilised for such assessments.  Further advice on equality impact 
assessment may be found in a separate Commission publication: Practical 
Guidance on Equality Impact Assessment. 
 
Mitigation  
 
When the public authority concludes that the likely impact is ‘minor’ and an 
equality impact assessment is not to be conducted, the public authority may 
consider mitigation to lessen the severity of any equality impact, or the introduction 
of an alternative policy to better promote equality of opportunity or good relations. 
 
Can the policy/decision be amended or changed or an alternative policy 
introduced to better promote equality of opportunity and/or good relations?  
 
If so, give the reasons to support your decision, together with the proposed 
changes/amendments or alternative policy. 
 
Not applicable. 

 
 
 
 
Timetabling and prioritising 
 
Factors to be considered in timetabling and prioritising policies for equality impact 
assessment. 
 
If the policy has been ‘screened in’ for equality impact assessment, then please 
answer the following questions to determine its priority for timetabling the equality 
impact assessment. 
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On a scale of 1-3, with 1 being the lowest priority and 3 being the highest, assess 
the policy in terms of its priority for equality impact assessment. 
 

Priority criterion Rating (1-3) 

Effect on equality of opportunity and good relations  N/a 

Social need N/a 
 

Effect on people’s daily lives 

 

N/a 
 

Relevance to a public authority’s functions N/a 

 
Note: The Total Rating Score should be used to prioritise the policy in rank order 
with other policies screened in for equality impact assessment.  This list of 
priorities will assist the public authority in timetabling.  Details of the Public 
Authority’s Equality Impact Assessment Timetable should be included in the 
quarterly Screening Report. 
 

Is the policy affected by timetables established by other relevant public 
authorities? 
 
 
If yes, please provide details 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Part 4. Monitoring 

 
Public authorities should consider the guidance contained in the Commission’s 
Monitoring Guidance for Use by Public Authorities (July 2007).  
 
The Commission recommends that where the policy has been amended or an 
alternative policy introduced, the public authority should monitor more broadly than 
for adverse impact (See Benefits, P.9-10, paras 2.13 – 2.20 of the Monitoring 
Guidance). 
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Effective monitoring will help the public authority identify any future adverse impact 
arising from the policy which may lead the public authority to conduct an equality 
impact assessment, as well as help with future planning and policy development. 
 
Part 5 - Approval and authorisation 

 
 
 

Signed:  Stuart Harvieu – Head of Legislation 
 

Division:  Services 

Date:   11th September 2025 
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APPENDIX H 
 

STATUTORY RULES OF NORTHERN IRELAND 

HEALTH AND SAFETY 

The Gas Safety (Installation and Use) (Amendment) Regulations (Northern 

Ireland) 2026 

Made - - - -  

Coming into operation -  

Citation and commencement 

1. These Regulations may be cited as the Gas Safety (Installation and Use) (Amendment) Regulations (Northern Ireland) 

2026 and come into operation on xth xxx 2026. 

Amendment to the Gas Safety (Installation and Use) Regulations (Northern Ireland) 2004 

2.—(1) The Gas Safety (Installation and Use) Regulations (Northern Ireland) 2004 are amended in accordance with 

paragraphs (2) to (5). 

(2) In regulation 2(4) (general interpretation and application)— 

(a) at the end of paragraph (e) delete “or”; 

(b) at the end of paragraph (f) insert “or”; and 

(c) after paragraph (f) insert— 

“(g) installations downstream of an isolation valve which— 

 (i) form a system exclusively used for the compression of gas; 

 (ii) are primarily used to supply compressed gas to vehicles; and 

 (iii) incorporate at least one gas compressor which has an electronic motor input power rating exceeding 5 

kilowatts,”. 

(3) In regulation 26(9)(c) (gas appliances – safety precautions) 

(a) at the beginning insert “subject to sub-paragraph (ca)”; and 

(b) after paragraph (c) insert— 

“(ca) if it is not reasonably practicable to examine its operating pressure or heat input (or, where necessary, both) 

its combustion performance;”. 

(4) In regulation 36(3) (duties of landlords)— 

(a) in paragraph (a) after “Regulations or not” insert “; and see regulation 36A”; 

(b) in paragraph (b) after “whichever is later” insert “(and see regulation 36A)”; 

(c) in paragraph (c)— 

(i) for “for a period of two years from the date of that check” substitute “until there have been two further checks 

of the appliance or flue under this paragraph or, in respect of an appliance or flue that is removed from the 

premises, for a period of two years from the date of the last check of that appliance or flue”; and 

(ii) in head (v) after “any” insert “safety”. 

(5) After regulation 36 insert— 
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“Determination of date when next safety check due under regulation 36(3) 

36A.—(1) Where a safety check of an appliance or a flue made in accordance with regulation 36(3)(a) or (b) is or 

was completed within the period of two months ending with the deadline date, that check is to be treated for the 

purposes of regulation 36(3)(a) and (b) as having been made on the deadline date. 

(2) Subject to paragraph (3), the landlord may ensure that an appliance or flue is checked for safety within the two 

month period beginning with the deadline date, instead of checking it within the 12 month period ending with that 

date. 

(3) The discretion conferred by paragraph (2) may be exercised— 

(a) only once in relation to each appliance or flue in the relevant premises; and 

(b) only in order to align the deadline date in relation to the next safety check of that appliance or flue with the 

deadline date in relation to the next safety check of any other appliance or flue in the same relevant premises. 

(4) In this regulation “the deadline date”, in relation to a safety check for an appliance or flue, means the last day 

of the 12 month period within which the check is or was required to be made under regulation 36(3)(a) or (b).”. 
 

Sealed with the Official Seal of the Department for the Economy on xxth xxxx 2026. 

 

 Minister for the Department for the Economy 
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APPENDIX I 
 

LIST OF CONSULTEES 
 
Action for Children 
Action Mental Health (AMH) 
Action on Hearing Loss (AHL) 
Advice NI 
AE Global  
Age NI 
Agency for the Legal Deposit Libraries 
Alliance Party 
Archbishop of Armagh & Primate of all Ireland 
Ards Business Centre Ltd 
Argyle Business Centre Ltd 
Armagh Business Centre Ltd 
Aspergers Network NI 
Attorney General (NI) 
Autism NI 
Ballymena Business Centre Ltd 
Banbridge Enterprise Centre 
Bar Council 
Barnardos 
Belfast Butterfly Club 
Belfast Centre for the Unemployed 
Belfast City Centre Management 
Belfast Harbour Commissioners 
Belfast Health & Social Care Trust 
Belfast Hebrew Congregation 
Belfast Islamic Centre 
Belfast MET 
Belfast Solicitors Association 
Bishop of Down and Connor 
Board of Deputies of British Jews 
BOC 
Bombardier 
British Council 
British Library - Legal Deposit Office 
Bryson House 
Buildhealth NI 
Business in the Community 
Calor Gas (NI) Ltd. 
Cancer Focus NI 
Cara Friend 
Carers NI 
Carrickfergus Enterprise Agency Ltd 
Catholic Bishops of Ireland 
Causeway Enterprise Agency Ltd 
Cedar Foundation 
Chartered Institute of Environmental Health NI 
Chief Constable - PSNI 



 

102 

 

Chief Officers 3rd Sector (CO3) 
Children in Northern Ireland (CINI) (inc Participation Network) 
Childrens Law Centre 
Chinese Chamber of Commerce 
Chinese Welfare Association 
Church of Ireland 
Commission for Victims and Survivors 
Commissioner for Older People NI 
Committee on the Administration of Justice 
Communication Workers Union (CWU) 
Community Foundation NI 
Community NI 
Community Relations Council 
Construction Employers' Federation 
Construction Industry Training Board NI (CITB) 
Consumer Council for NI 
Cookstown Enterprise Centre Ltd 
Co-operation Ireland 
Council for Catholic Maintained Schools 
Countryside Services 
Craigavon Industrial Development Organisation Ltd 
Creggan Enterprises Ltd 
Democratic Unionist Party (DUP) 
Disability Action                     
Disability Equality NI 
District Councils in NI (11) 
District Councils – Environmental Health (11) 
Du Pont (UK) Industrial Ltd. 
Dungannon Enterprise Centre Ltd 
East Belfast Community Development Agency 
East Belfast Enterprise Park Ltd 
East Belfast Partnership Board 
Education Authority 
Employers for Disability NI 
Engineering Employers' Federation NI (EEF) 
EPUKI  
Equality Coalition 
Equality Commission NI 
ESB Coolkeragh Power station 
European Commission Office in Northern Ireland 
Evangelical Alliance 
Evolve Network 
Executive Council of the Inn of Court of NI 
Falls Community Council 
Federation of Small Businesses 
Fermanagh Enterprise Ltd 
Fire Brigades Union 
Firmus Energy 
Focus: Identity Trust 
Food Standards Agency NI 
Forensic Science Northern Ireland 
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Foyle Women’s Information Network 
Freight Transport Association 
Gas Networks Ireland (UK) Ltd 
GEDA Construction 
GMB 
Grand Orange Lodge 
Gray & Adams (Ireland) Ltd 
Greater Shankill Partnership 
Green Party 
Guide Dogs 
Harland and Wolff Heavy Industries Ltd.  
Head of the NI Civil Service 
Health and Safety Executive 
Health and Social Care Board (inc Central Services Agency) 
Heron Brothers Ltd. 
HM Council of County Court Judges 
HM Revenue and Custom 
Include Youth 
Inclusive Mobility & Transport Advisory Committee (IMTAC) 
INCORE Conflict Resolutions Ltd 
Indian Community Centre 
Industrial Court 
Industrial Tribunal & Fair Employment Tribunal (NI) 
Information Commissioner’s Office 
Institute of Directors (NI Division) 
InterTrade Ireland 
Invest NI 
Irish National Teachers’ Organisation (INTO) 
Kesh Development Association 
Labour Relations Agency (LRA) 
Larne Development Forum 
Law Centre (NI) 
Law Society of NI 
Local Government Staff Commission for NI 
Lonmin (NI) Ltd 
Lord Chief Justice Office 
Magherafelt Women’s Group 
Mallusk Enterprise Park 
Maritime and Coastguard Agency 
Mineral Products Association (Northern Ireland) Ltd. 
McClay Library, QUB 
Mencap 
Mens Health Forum 
Methodist Church 
Mid and East Antrim Borough Council - Policy Officer 
Mindwise 
MPs for NI (18) 
Musicians Union (Scotland & NI) 
Mutual Energy 
NASUWT 
National Library of Ireland  
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Newry & Mourne Enterprise Agency 
NI Assembly – Clerk of the Economy Committee 
NI Assembly - Library 
NI Assembly – MLAs (90) 
NI Assembly – The Speaker 
NI Association for Mental Health (NIAMH) 
NI Audit Office 
NI Authority for Utility Regulation 
NI Centre for Competitiveness 
NI Chamber of Commerce & Industry 
NI Commissioner for Children & Young People (NICCY) 
NI Committee of Irish Congress of Trade Unions 
NI Council for Voluntary Action (NICVA) 
NI Court Service  
NI Electricity 
NI Electricity – Legal Dept. 
NI Environment Link 
NI Executive Ministers (12) (c/o Private Offices) 
NI Federation of Housing Associations (NIFHA) 
NI Fire and Rescue Service (NIFRS) 
NI Gay Rights Association (NIGRA) 
NI Government Departments (9) 
NI Housing Executive (NIHE) 
NI Human Rights Commission 
NI Judicial Appointments Commission 
NI Law Commission 
NI Local Government Association (NILGA) 
NI Public Services Ombudsman (NIPSO) 
NI Rural Womens Network 
NI Safety Group (NISG) 
NI Screen 
NI Water 
NI Womens European Platform (NIWEP) 
NIACRO 
NIC/ICTU 
NIPSA 
North / South Ministerial Council (NSMC) 
North City Business Centre Ltd 
North Down Development Organisation Ltd 
North West Community Network 
North West Regional College 
Northern Group 
Northern Health and Social Care Trust 
Northern Ireland Conservatives 
Northern Regional College 
NSPCC 
NUS-USI NI Student Centre 
Occupational Health Service 
Omagh Enterprise Co. Ltd 
Open University 
Ormeau Enterprises Ltd 
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Participation and the Practice of Rights (PPR) 
PCM Associates - Training and Consultancy Services 
People Before Profit Alliance (PBPA) 
Pharmaceutical Society of NI 
Phoenix Energy 
Pobal 
Police Federation for NI  
Police Service of NI (PSNI) 
Power NI 
Praxis 
Presbyterian Church 
Prince’s Trust 
Progressive Unionist Party (PUP) 
Prospect 
Queens University 
Queens University - School of Law 
Rainbow Project 
Relate 
RNIB 
RNID 
Roy Coulter Consulting Ltd. 
Royal College of Midwives 
Royal Institution of Chartered Surveyors (RICS)  
Save the Children 
Scotts Electrical Services Ltd 
Seagate Technology (Ireland) 
Sense 
Services Industrial Professional Technical Union (SIPTU) 
Social Democratic and Labour Party (SDLP) 
Sinn Fein (SF) 
Solace NI 
South Belfast Partnership Board 
South Eastern College 
South Eastern Health and Social Care Trust 
South West College 
South West Fermanagh Development Organisation 
Southern Health and Social Care Trust 
Southern Regional College 
St Marys University College 
St. John Ambulance NI 
Strabane Industrial Properties Ltd 
Stranmillis University College 
Tennants Textile Colours Ltd. 
TEO Victims Unit 
Tourism Ireland 
Tourism NI 
Townsend Enterprise Park Ltd 
Traditional Unionist Voice (TUV) 
Training for Women Network 
Trans Forum 
Translink 
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Transport Salaried Staff Association 
UK National Committee of UN Women 
Ulster Farmers' Union 
Ulster Scots Agency 
Ulster Teachers’ Union 
Ulster Unionist Party (UUP) 
UNISON 
Unite the Union 
University & College Union 
University of Ulster 
University of Ulster - School of Law 
Visual Access NI 
Volunteer Now 
West Belfast Development Trust Ltd 
West Belfast Partnership Board 
Western Health and Social Care Trust 
Westlink Enterprise Ltd 
Women’s Resource & Development Agency 
Womens Forum 
Womens Support Network 
Womens Training, Enterprise & Childcare 
Workers Party 
Workspace 


