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Introduction 
 

Since the Grenfell tragedy in June 2017 there have been growing concerns over the safety of 
many of the materials used in other developments across the UK.  

Since 2017 the charity, the Leasehold Knowledge Partnership (LKP), has offered its support to 
leaseholders in private and shared ownership developments which have been affected by 
cladding problems. 

This report has been produced to help highlight some of the cladding issues being faced by 
thousands of leaseholders across the country. 

The replies in this survey were collected over a two week period in February 2020. They 
represent answers from 148 different developments, provided through 256 survey responses 
from sites across the country. 

 
We would like to thank the three main cladding self-help groups, UKCAG, Manchester 
Cladiators and the Leeds Cladding Scandal, for their help in promoting the survey to their 
members.  

We would like to thank the leaseholders who participated and especially those who agreed to 
allow their results to be sent to the Chair of the National Fire Chiefs Council (NFCC), Roy Wilsher.  

Those who asked to be put in touch with UKCAG, Manchester Cladiators or Leeds Cladding 
Scandal should now have been contacted by one of those groups. 

 

 

 

Martin Boyd 

Chair of Trustees 

Leasehold Knowledge Partnership  

(registered charity (number: 1162584) 

13/3/19 
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Background to the Survey 
Following the Grenfell tragedy, the government was initially focused on remediating ACM sites 
above 18 metres. But as time has passed those concerns have spread to ACM sites below 18 
metres, and to blocks with other forms of cladding materials. 

According to the latest government data release1 on 12h March 2020 just 24 out of the 205 
private sector residential ACM blocks above 18 meters have been remediated. 24 is one less 
than reported in their January figures which stated that 25 blocks had completed remediation. 

The 24 private residential blocks represents just 11.7% of the 205. An additional 39 sites (19%) 
have remediation ongoing. So more than 1,000 days after Grenfell nearly 70% of ACM 
cladding sites over 18 metres have not even started their remediation. 

Of the 95 sites considered eligible for support from the government ACM remediation fund, 
there is currently just one site where costs for remediation have been approved, with a further 
9 at pre-contract stage. 

In the social sector the picture is better. The government data identified 155 blocks of which 70 
have been remediated. But that still leaves 75 blocks where remediation is underway and 10 
blocks where remediation has not started. 

On the 6th February 2020 LKP ran the first of a series of meetings at the Greater London 
Assembly (GLA) City Hall as part of our work to support leaseholders with cladding problems. 
Over 140 leaseholders attended. The speakers included fellow leaseholders, the Chair of the 
National Fire Chiefs Council and three lawyers with an interest in cladding issues. 

These events are jointly run by ourselves and UK Cladding Action Group (UKCAG) with support 
from the GLA who have generously provided the use of a committee room at no cost.  

At the February meeting it was clear that a number of problems highlighted by leaseholders 
had not yet been systematically reported, and that there appeared to be a number of issues 
where there hasn’t been adequate data collection. 

We created a cladding survey to help provide some of this data to obtain a more complete 
picture and in particular to understand issues such as ‘waking watch’2. 

Although the survey’s main focus was private sector leaseholders some of the responses came 
from Shared Ownership properties. These may sit within sites which have a private sector 
landlord, or in some cases a social sector landlord. 

The data reported on below was surveyed over two weeks in February 2020 from 148 different 
sites which appear to represent over 170 different blocks from a total of 256 survey responses. 

  

                                                 
1https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/871983/B
uilding_Safety_Data_Release_February_2020.pdf 
2 ‘Waking watch’ is the provision of on-site staff who patrol the building, 24 hours a day, looking for any signs of 
a potential fire so as to be able to raise an alarm. 

https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/871983/Building_Safety_Data_Release_February_2020.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/871983/Building_Safety_Data_Release_February_2020.pdf
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Survey responses 
Waking watch 
The original intention of NFCC guidance on waking watch was that it should be a short term 
temporary measure lasting no more than a couple of months. Interim measures were then meant 
to be introduced if there was a delay in the building’s remediation.  

 

Has the site ever had a waking watch? 

 
57.3% of respondents advised that a waking watch had been implemented at their site. 

 

 

How long has waking watch been in place? 

Of the sites with a waking watch, only 25% said that their waking watch had been in place for 
less than two months. Over 18% said that it had been in place for more than 12 months.  

Part of the reason for waking watch to be used as a short term measure is that it is subject to 
human error. Waking watch staff may: fall asleep; may not be as attentive or well trained as 
they should be; and may not react in the correct way in the event of an emergancy. 
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How much has waking watch cost? 

 
Many leaseholders were concerned over waking watch costs which can be very expensive. The 
responses highlight a wide range of costs. The highest cost reported was £800 per month per 
flat. Nearly 40% of sites reported that leaseholders did not know the level of costs. Only 23% 
of sites are having their waking watch costs paid for by the developer, the warrenty provider, 
or the landlord. 

A question later in the survey shows that very few landlords are offering to lend funds to 
leaseholders to help pay towards cladding costs. Although the question was not asked in this 
survey it therefore seems reasonable to infer that few landlords are offering loans to pay for 
waking watch.   

 

Is waking watch still in place? 

Over 85% of participants reported that waking watch was still in place. This suggests that most 
sites will have faced a waking watch in excess of the two months originally envisaged for this 
‘temporary short term’ measure.   
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Have interim fire alarms been installed? 

Only 34% of respondents now have an interim fire alarm system. This suggests many sites have 
not followed the NFCC guidance to move away from waking watch. 

 

 

Do you have waking watch as well as fire alarms? 

It had originally been invisaged that in many sites waking watch would be replaced by fire 
alarm systems as part of interim measures.  

The not applicable figure in the graph below seems to be a reflection of the fact that many 
sites still do not have a fire alarm system. Of those that do have a new fire alarm system, more 
than two thirds still have waking watch. 

 

 

How much has your fire alarm system cost? 

The cost of the alarm systems fitted seems to be very variable. The figures provided range from 
a few hundred pounds per flat to some sites advising costs of over £2000 per flat. Part of this 
variation will reflect the sophistication of the system installed, or the fact that a wider ranging 
upgrade has been carried out on some sites. 
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What are the duties of your waking watch? 

The answers to this question produced some very mixed results including “don't know but they 
were seen sleeping in their cars by residents”. A number of people report the use of some low-
tech solutions. A number mentioned that air horns were being carried by waking watch staff. 
This is presumably on the assumption that those staff would in fact stay in the building to alert 
residents in the event of an emergency.  

Few people have any awarness of what training may have been provided to waking watch 
staff. 

 

Ownership type 
Who controls the site? 

The distribution of site ownership types reflected what we might expect with over 70% having 
third party landlords. It is concerning that 20% of respondents don’t know the identity of their 
landlord.  

 

Is your flat Shared Ownership? 

Specific information was collected on shared ownership properties, which represented 19% of 
respondents. This sector is particularly concerning because, although shared owners only own a 
proportion of their lease, they are liable for 100% of the remediation costs. 

A total of 28 different social landlords were listed by the repondents. 
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Is there an intermediate landlord? 

Over a third of shared ownership leaseholders reported having an intermediate landlord. It is 
common on mixed use sites for the social landlord to hold the position of intermediate landlord 
as regards any shared ownership flats. There will then also be a superior private landlord. This 
adds to the complexty of how costings may be apportioned on the site as well as affecting who 
controls the remediation works. 

 

Staircasing and Leaseholder Contact 

In answer to the queston about staircasing rights, many shared owneship respondents gave 
negative comments about their landlord’s actions. Some advised that the landlord had informed 
them that staircasing would not be permitted until their cladding problems had been 
remediated. 

68% of shared owners had asked to be put in contact with each other when responding to the 
survey. 

 

Insurance and Finance 
The bulk of respondents advised that they were not aware how much their insurance had 
increased as a result of having cladding problems. But a substantial minority reported a range 



P a g e  8 | 19 

 

of increases ranging from the “relatively minor” 20% to 30%, all the way up to several hundred 
percent. The worst case involved buildings insurance costs for a site increasing from £24k to 
£151k. 

The vast bulk of respondents had no awareness of potential restrictions placed on buildings 
cover. 

40% of respondents reported having no contents cover.  

Only 3% of respondents said they had an awareness of restrictions being placed on their 
managing agent’s Professional Indemnity insuarnce in relation to fire saftey issues. Perhaps this 
is not a surprising result, however we know that many agents do now face these restrictions and 
they result in yet more costs since agents are then required to contract out more and more work 
related to building safety. 

 

Has your building had one of the new EWS surveys? 

An External Wall System (EWS) survey is a new methodology created by RICS and a number 
of other groups as a means to establish the safety of the cladding systems currently in use in 
blocks of flats. Its purpose is to enable a valuation to be put on the flat and move away from 
the”zero value” problem which has resulted from surveyors being unable to confirm the status 
of the external cladding. 

The responses suggest the wording of this question is partially flawed. This is because the EWS 
system is only designed for non-ACM sites. However, it has been answered by respondents at 
ACM sites as well. 

Looking at the raw data we can separate the ACM sites out, and have been able to establish 
that the vast majority answered ‘don’t know’ to the question of whether their building has had 
one of the new EWS surveys. 

It is not surprising that so few people at relevant sites have had an EWS survey given that the 
new system only came into effect in the middle of December 2019. However a number 
respondents have been advised by their landlord that they do not intend to carry out an EWS 
survey. This makes all flats on those sites effectively unsalable. 
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Has the landlord offered any loans? 

The vast majority of landlords have offered no funding options to the leaseholders. We are 
aware of some landlords who have asserted that they are supporting some sites, but the results 
suggest these offers are in fact limited to very few sites. 

98% of respondents reported that no funding help had been offered. 

 

 

 

Do you know whether anyone has been unable to get a mortgage at your site? 

80% of respondents are aware of someone who has been unable to sell a flat at their site 
because the buyer can’t get a mortgage due to problems with the cladding. 

 

Do you know anyone who has been unable to change their job as a result of cladding? 

It is perhaps fairly inevitable, after more than two and a half years, that there have been 
instances of people being unable to move jobs because they cannot sell their flat. The fact that 
62% of respondents answered ‘yes’ suggests that this is now a very serious problem. 
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It was not felt appropriate for the survey to ask about the effect on relationships. However, we 
have had a number of reports outside the survey where couples have separated but have been 
forced to continue to live together. This is because they own the lease on a flat they cannot sell. 
The costs, including waking watch and remediation, mean that two incomes are required to be 
able to keep their investment in the flat and avoid the risk of forfeiture. 

 

 

In response to questions about any knowledge of flats having to be sold at a discount, the 
majority had no knowledge of this issue (since flats could not be sold) but some responses mention 
discounts of up to 40%.  

 

Cladding types 

Of the 256 replies 138 came from non ACM sites 

 
 
What sort of cladding do you have? 

Only 14% of respondents reported having only ACM cladding on their sites. 32% reported not 
knowing what sort of cladding they have. HPL is the most common reply at 19%. The responses 
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then show a wide mixture of other materials, or combinations of materials, on a third of sites

 

 

 
 
 

Has your site had a survey to establish what sort of cladding you have? 

26% of repondents report that their site has still not had a survey to establish whether issues 
other than cladding will need remediation. 

 
 

ACM Cladding 

 
Is your site supported by the government ACM fund? 

This section only had 28 replies and of those 78% said they were part of the fund. This figure 
does not correspond with govement data which suggests 46.5% of sites are being funded by 
the government’s ACM fund, 38.5% by the developer/freeholder (noting the figures above 
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regarding the apparently very limited help from freeholders with loans) and 11.5% by 
warrenty providers.3 

 
 

 

 

How far has your site progressed with remediation? 

The replies to this question reflect what we know from the government statistics that, on almost 
all ACM sites subject to government funding, progress has been very slow. At best a small 
proportion advise they have funding for an initial survey. 

 

How much of the works do you expect to be funded? 

 

Only a small proportion of sites (7%) expect the government to pay all costs while 52% still do 
not know. 

                                                 
3 
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/865483/B
uilding_Safety_Data_Release_January_2020.pdf 
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Remediation Costs 
This question was asked only of the non-ACM sites for the obvious reason that the government 
has offered to fund only the ACM sites. 65% reported they expected costs to be more than 
£20,000 per flat. 17% suggested £10,000 to £20,000 per flat with only 17% suggesting costs 
of less than £10,000 per flat. 

One site advised that costs of up to £100,000 per flat are expected for the larger flats. 

The fact that people are very unlikley to be able to borrow additional funds against a flat with 
problem cladding suggests there will be some very large affordability issues, especially when 
many leaseholders have already have had to pay for a protracted period of waking watch. 
(Following the government’s announcement of an aditional £1billion of support for cladding 
remediation, at least some of the affordability issue will hopefully be addressed., but there 
remain concerns as to whether the amount set aside by the government will be enough.) 

 
Do you believe fellow leaseholders on ACM sites can afford to pay if the government does 
not help? 

The sample set here is relatively small and includes those sites where they expect only partial 
funding from the government. 38% believe that almost no-one will be able to afford to pay.   
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What is your impression of the government’s performance? 

 
It is to be expected that leaseholders would be less than happy with the government, but on a 
scale running from ‘no help at all’ to ‘have done as much as they can’ 92% reported they felt 
the government’s performance has been very poor. 

 

 

How have the building managers addressed problems on you site? 

On a scale of ‘very unhappy’ to ‘very happy’ the majority of leaseholder’s report being very 
unhappy, but it is welcome to see that at least some report higher levels of satisfaction with the 
way the cladding issue is being handled.  
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What to do in an emergency 
Have you had written advice on what to do in an emergency? 

 
Given this is a survey of known cladding sites, it might be hoped that all leaseholders would 
have seen some advice on what to do in the event of an emergency. 34% of respondents say 
that they have not had advice, while 61% say that they have. The remainder provide a range 
of responses from saying that they would not trust the advice anyway, to advising the ‘stay put’ 
policy was still in place for their site. 

 

  

 
Is there an evacuation plan for residents with mobiliy issues? 

The question asks about Personal Emergency Evacuation Plans (PEEPs). As expected, few people 
were aware of what the evacuation plans might be for individual residents. However, the fact 
that just 2% had any knowledge of this issue suggests either a worrying lack of communication 
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or worse, the lack of a plan. We know from one of the recent smaller fires that lack of a PEEP 
caused problems for the ermegency authorities. They were reliant on residents advising them 
about people who might be trapped in their flats. 

 

 
Do you know the responsible person for your site? 

This question asked respondents if they knew who was responsible for building safety issues at 
their site. Some respondents name their managing agent but the majority responded “No” or 
“Don’t know”. Some who said they know also said they felt this information may not be common 
knowledge among other leaseholders at their site. 

 

Leaseholder Support 

It has been clear from an early stage in the cladding crisis that leaseholder engagement was a 
key area where more support is needed. Unfortunately, some landlords have gone so far as to 
put barriers in the way of leaseholder groups being created to support their fellow residents. 

Respondents were asked to suggest how important they felt additional resources were under 
the following 5 headings: 

1. Additional information on leasehold law 
2. More information about what's happening at your site 
3. More help for leaseholders on how to organise themselves 
4. More help for the cladding groups which are trying to support cladding sites 
5. More help from mortgage providers in securing funds for remedial work 

 

Ranked in order of the importance to respondents:  

186 respondents said more information about their site was very important with nobody 
suggesting more information was unimportant. 

173 respondents said more help for cladding groups trying to support cladding sites was very 
important with just 3 respondents saying this was unimportant. 
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154 respondents said that more help from mortgage providers on securing funds for 
remediation was very important. 

143 respondents felt more help on how to organise themselves was very important. 

119 respondents felt more advice on leasehold law very important. It is perhaps not surprising 
that this issue was felt to be the least important, when we have two and a half experience of 
the law deciding that the leaseholder is almost always liable to pay.  
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Conclusions 
 
It was to be expected that most of the respondents would be far from happy with the fact that 
they live in a potentially dangerous building, and would feel that more should be done to help 
them. 

• As regards remediation costs, given that many of these properties now have a zero 
value, and so the leaseholders could not borrow the funds even if they wanted to, the 
non-affordability issue has become critical. 

• Waking watch has been in place for an excessive period on many sites. It is of 
questionable efficacy if used for other than a short-term measure and is expensive. 

• Fire alarms have not replaced waking watch on many sites, adding yet further to costs.  
• Insurance costs have increased markedly on many cladding sites and there appear to 

be growing problems with the availability of adequate cover for: the building, the 
managing agent, and those carrying out building safety works. 

• Remediation has been very slow, and in some cases has not started. 
• Few buildings have just one form of cladding, thereby complicating the problem of 

remediation. 
• Many leaseholders have faced a protracted period of personal and financial stress 

through no fault of their own. 
• The fact we still have a third of respondents on self-declared cladding sites who have 

no written guidance on emergency evacuation plans is concerning. 
• There is an ongoing need to provide much more resident engagement and leaseholder 

support. 
• The overall picture given is of an issue where there is a lack of clarity on many aspects 

and problems which will continue for a number of years. 

 

The expected costs of remediation, and the ongoing costs due to the delay of remediation, on 
almost all sites are very high. The vast majority of leaseholders do not expect to be able to 
pay. It has been clear that neither the mortgage companies nor the vast majority of landlords 
have been willing to offer loans.  

The new allocation of £1 billion by the government means that in total £1.6 billion has been 
allocated for remediation works. If the split of the new funding follows that of the ACM fund, 
i.e. a ratio of 2:1 re: social sector to private sector, it suggests that the new fund will allocate 
£333 million to the private sector.  
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Methodology of analysis and data corrections made in the analysis 

 

The survey was split into 10 sections in an attempt to ask questions of specific types of cladding 
leaseholders in different groups. Despite splitting the survey into these sections, it was perhaps 
longer than ideal.  

Those who responded were asked a final question: 

“Is there a question about cladding you think we should have asked but didn't and what would 
your answer have been. “ 

Almost all respondents took the time to suggest additional questions, with many focusing on 
mental health and affordability. 

Although the survey is now closed the original questions can still be found here: 

 

https://docs.google.com/forms/d/e/1FAIpQLSeSReINzkkOk8zVeUnpnvNF_TBcHrZJldXrQafis
NTFQvZLQw/viewform?usp=sf_link     

 

The following corrections were made to the data for ease of analysis 

Addresses provided have been standardised so that spellings and formats of names used for 
the same development and different blocks within the same development were given a single 
address to produce the consolidated figure of 148 sites from the 256 replies. 

In total 259 replies were received but three were removed for the following reasons: 

• Two responses were incomplete 
• One was deemed to be a duplicate entry  

 

The graphs set out above represent respondents rather than sites. While there was the possibility 
of multiple replies from single sites skewing the results, the impact on most questions appears to 
be minimal.  

 
 
 

 

 

https://docs.google.com/forms/d/e/1FAIpQLSeSReINzkkOk8zVeUnpnvNF_TBcHrZJldXrQafisNTFQvZLQw/viewform?usp=sf_link%20%20%20%20
https://docs.google.com/forms/d/e/1FAIpQLSeSReINzkkOk8zVeUnpnvNF_TBcHrZJldXrQafisNTFQvZLQw/viewform?usp=sf_link%20%20%20%20

