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Review of Domestic Gas Safety
Once you have completed the questionnaire, please save and return following the instructions on the covering e-mail/letter. The final date for the return of questionnaires is Friday 30th June 2006.  We would like to stress that your responses will remain confidential, and responses will be aggregated to ensure that they are not attributable to any individual.

Background

Name:

Stephanie Trotter ____________________________________________________
Organisation or group (s) you represent (if relevant): 
CO-Gas Safety, independent registered charity with cross party support at the House of Commons and European Parliament, launched at the House of Commons January 1995. See list of our members including MPs and MEPs on our headed paper.  S
_____________________________________________________
Where is your organisation based and if different what geographic area does your organisation cover?

	Northwest England
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Yorkshire
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	North East England
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	West Midlands
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	East Midlands
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	East of England
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	South West England
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	London
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	South East England
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Wales
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Northern Ireland
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Scotland
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	UK
	
	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Other (please specify)
	  Mainly UK  S


Which of the following groups do you consider yourself most closely aligned to?

	CORGI installer
	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Non CORGI installer
	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Training provider
	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	CORGI
	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Public sector
	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Representative organisation (industry)
	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Representative organisation (public/voluntary)
	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Landlord
	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Member of public
	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Local authority
	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Other (please specify): Independent registered charity which aims to prevent deaths and injuries from accidental CO and other gas dangers and help victims and their families S


Section 1 – CORGI Registration Now Gas Safe Register
Q1 On a scale of 1 to 5 where 1 is totally unsuccessful and 5 is totally successful, how would you rate the following?

	
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	The current registration process in meeting its aim to deliver domestic gas safety
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Y
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	The current registration process in achieving improvements to quality of inspections?
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Y
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	The current registration process in achieving improvements to efficiency of inspections
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Y
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 



All above much the same

Q2 What do you think works well about the current registration scheme? S
      It is good that gas installers must be registered by law in order to undertake gas work. 
Q3a Could the current registration scheme be improved?

	Yes
	Y S

	No
	 FORMCHECKBOX 



Q3b - If yes what needs to change and how would you change it?

      Many consumers assume that the person, not the business is registered. S
Consumers also think that if someone is registered this means that that person can undertake all gas work. S
Also, should Public Liability Insurance become compulsory then presumably the PLI will not cover an installer employee who is moonlighting, so consumers should be made aware of this. For the consumer, it would be easier if the individuals were registered. S We appreciate that the businesses do not want this. ?
Also, we are concerned about whether inspections are made on a random basis which we submit is the only way that inspections should be undertaken. S
The notification scheme only covers new installations, not maintenance and it is the last person who worked on the appliance that matters. S
At the time of writing, we gather that CORGI inspectors still do not carry and use equipment to test for carbon monoxide (CO) so cannot check one of the most important safety factors. ?
We are assured that this will change very soon but why wasn’t CORGI at the forefront of changing this for inspectors, CORGI installers and for those operating the gas emergency service? S
Why is there no compulsory training on instrumentation to test for this invisible, odourless, silent but deadly gas, CO? Changed 
Why was CORGI not pressing for this?  
1. Ideally the public should have access on the website to what each individual operative is qualified to do as well as the situation at present where the consumer inputs their postcode and searches under the type of work they require and receives a list of installers. Sort of changed but could be better
2. Inspections by CORGI inspectors should be on a random basis.?
3. It should be possible for other CORGI installers, on a confidential basis, to make sure there is an inspection on a CORGI installer or individual whom they think is unsafe. ?
4. CORGI inspectors should be equipped and trained to use flue gas analysers etc. to test for CO. Tests for CO should be undertaken as a matter of course and consumers left with written results.? If there is CO, parts per million (PPM) of CO should be measured in a specified space (e.g. chimney/flue and room) for a set time or times, plus details of the person who undertook that test, their CORGI registration number and address, in a legible form (not imitating the worst writing of a medical doctor writing a prescription!) – print outs from instruments and/or computers would deal with this.? Written evidence of PPM should be left with consumers so they can take this to their GP and decide what to do, (they may have been poisoned for many years and need to consider suing their landlord for example). S A leaflet advising them of organisations and/or websites, such as CO-Gas Safety, should be left with them so they can have access to suitable advice and experts, e.g. medical. S
5. CORGI installers should be equipped and trained to use flue gas analysers etc. to test for CO. Tests for CO should be undertaken as a matter of course and consumers left with written results (parts per million of CO in a specified place for a set time etc. as in 4 above).?
6. CORGI should monitor for safety and make continuous improvements. CORGI should welcome suggestions and improvements from all parties, especially from victims. S
7. CORGI should be lobbying for and publicising the fact that consumers should buy CO detectors with audible warnings to British or European standards – even after a good service etc. it is still possible for a chimney or flue to become blocked etc. CO-Gas Safety has asked a cartoonist to design something along these lines. ?
8. There is no CORGI criteria anymore and we don’t know what the KPIs are for the GSR because they change every year apparently and we are never consulted or informed.
The CORGI criteria should be reviewed and HSE, (consulting other bodies, such as CO-Gas Safety), should agree steps that CORGI should undertake. For example, there is no definition of CORGI’s duty to ‘thoroughly investigate’ a complaint made by a member of the public. ?
(i) CORGI criteria – why is this not printed in full on the CORGI website and not on HSE website at all until we pointed this out after being given the CORGI criteria for the first time after our meeting with Lord Hunt in January 2006? Why were we told by HSE in April 2005 that the only thing CORGI had to do was to register gas installers? Indeed we were told by HSE that being the gas safety watchdog was a mere puff. Why was CO-Gas Safety never told about this criteria before or given it before? GSR’s KPIs?
(ii) We want the consultants to look particularly at ‘to ensure that businesses entering or remaining on the register are able to demonstrate their competence to undertake gas work’. ? How can this be done without instrumentation on the part of the inspectors and without requiring the CORGI installers to have instruments, plus the training to operate instruments to detect CO? ? I assume the inspectors do now have instruments etc. but would appreciate an answer to this.
(iii) ‘to investigate thoroughly all complaints alleging unsafe workmanship’. Does CORGI do this? If so how without apparently asking any questions (we have an example of a consumer who complained to us) or taking and using any instruments even if CORGI does visit a person who has complained? When will be inspectors have instruments to test for CO? We have been told that they will have them soon but until they are in operation we will not believe it. Why does there seem no sense of urgency about this? What will happen if the consumer suspects CO but has not recently had a visit from a CORGI installer? i.e. the consumer will not be able to use the inspector scheme to obtain a test for CO. What happens now?
(iv) ‘To establish, maintain or improve standards for gas work that contribute to gas safety’. What does CORGI do with regard to this? Why has CORGI not lobbied for years, as we have, for the use of flue gas analysers (FGAs) by the gas emergency service? Why has CORGI not recommended the use of FGAs by CORGI installers? CORGI should also have lobbied for the inclusion of the use of FGAs in the training of CORGI installers. In a meeting on 31st January 2006 at the House of Commons, chaired by Barry Sheerman MP, Brian Adams, then of CORGI, stated that CORGI was now in favour of FGAs for use by CORGI operatives but was not in favour of their use by emergency service providers – why not? Is this the same? Northern GN are doing something but what about the others?
(v) ‘Carrying out a full and unbiased investigation of that complaint and promoting a fair and satisfactory resolution of it, and informing the complainant of the conclusions of their investigations.’ Even the Law Society, not the most progressive organisation, has eventually had to provide an independent complaints procedure.

Please note that the inspector has no equipment at all (at the moment at least) and requires the consumer to allow the CORGI installer to attend when that CORGI installer could have put the consumer’s life and the lives of family members at risk from CO. This must be changed. How can CORGI be unbiased when its income comes from the installers and the investigators are all registered CORGI installers? We ask the consultants to look at the issue of conflict of interest with regard to CORGI, which cannot be expected to be all things to all persons. Is this the same?
(vi) Appeals – appeals for CORGI installers but none for complainants. Has this changed?
(vii) Principal Representative Body – I note that stakeholders should be invited to attend the AGM. We have never been invited and surely we are stakeholders? Please note that we have CORGI on our board of reference and always invite CORGI to our AGMs. Are there any victims involved in either the GSR or the Gas Safe Charity? If not, why not?
(viii) The registration body will be ‘independent, fully representative and free from commercial or vested interests’. Could the consultants please inquire into these requirements particularly ‘vested interests’. Could the consultants please check ‘fully representative’. Are there any victims on the registration body for example? How can a registration body which obtains its fees from its members be truly independent? Although this may be unavoidable in some professions surely a levy on the gas industry as a whole could pay for the registration body and remove one of the conflicts of interest under which CORGI labours? Please note that we understand that Ofgem is supported by a levy on the gas suppliers. S.
              I think this point is still valid.
(ix) Reporting on performance, ‘The registration body will devise and agree with the HSE a set of challenging service standards and measures of performance in all key areas. Key targets and the level of performance achieved will be published in the annual report;’ Could we see these please, are they published and if so, are they widely available to members of the public, have they been monitored and have they have been achieved? Are there any requirements for the GSR to do this? If not, why not? If so, have they been achieved?
(x) ‘put in place appropriate management systems to allow data on performance against targets (particularly as regards safety) to be independently reviewed so that the HSE and the public can be assured of achievement levels;’ Where is this data, is this published and why has CO-Gas Safety not seen it? Why has the charity not been involved? Again is this required of the GSR and if so, as it been done?
(xi) ‘possess, or demonstrate a commitment towards the introduction of, a formal quality system which would be certified to BS EN ISO 9000 or an equivalent standard.’ Is this meaningful and has CORGI done this? Is GSR supposed to do this and if so, has it done this?
(xii) ‘Approval will be formally approved by the HSE …..and appointed for a two year term.’ Two years is not nearly enough. There should be a radical overhaul of CORGI which, assuming CORGI improves and is allowed the means to improve, should then be given a much longer period somewhere between five and ten years, ideally ten years, assuming the criteria etc are improved. Otherwise CORGI cannot be expected to plan properly.
This has been changed! 

8. Legislation should make it clear that CORGI has a duty of care to members of the public. Does the GSR owe any duty of care to members of the public?
9. CORGI should be able to require public liability insurance for all registered installers and their operatives. If primary legislation is needed but it is unlikely that it will be granted Parliamentary time then we consider that CORGI should demand that its registered installers have PLI anyway. We suggest that before CORGI does this it seeks a legal opinion on any possible consequences to CORGI in taking this action and also the possible consequences of not taking this action. I understand that neither CORGI nor the GSR can demand this so legislation is needed. Why isn’t this dealt with?
10. It should be possible for victims to have some official input into CORGI.  S – victims have no official input into GSR.
Q4a - Do you think there is an ongoing requirement for a registration scheme?

	Yes
	   Y

	 No
	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Don’t know
	 FORMCHECKBOX 



This is fine.
Q4b – Please clarify your answer to 4a.

      Registration may not be perfect but it is certainly far better than nothing and could easily be improved. Happy to make the same comment re GSR
Q5 -  How could a registration scheme be made more attractive to illegal/unregistered installers?

      1. More prosecutions against non CORGI installers would help greatly. Funds for the prosecutions need to be raised from the gas industry as a whole or from government for this because apparently, HSE has insufficient funds to prosecute unless an unregistered installer has killed someone – this means that there is little incentive for registration. S Happy to make the same comment.
       2. Make it cheaper for unregistered installers to register. Perhaps the industry could subsidise the cost of registration as they did before the gas industry was privatised. This would require primary legislation and the gas suppliers would be against any of their vast profits improving the system but we were told at the time, that privatisation would not affect safety. Parliament also assured us that privatisation would not affect safety and that safety was paramount. Sadly, this now seems like a bad joke.
S Happy to make the same comment.
          3. Give grants to would be CORGI installers to allow them to train and register until their business makes a certain amount of money. This could be funded by a levy on the gas industry or funds provided by government. S Happy to make the same comment about the GSR
4. Increase professional pride in being a CORGI installer. Perhaps more awards to the good installers would assist. More recognition of those installers who do care about safety would greatly assist. The first CORGI Awards in 2005 were a good first step. CO-Gas Safety and Stephanie Trotter were kindly presented with a gas safety award by CORGI. S Happy to make the same comment about the GSR
5. More prosecutions and more tackling of unsafe practices would increase confidence in CORGI and improve the professional pride of the good registered installers. This is extremely important. Sadly, some good installers think CORGI is a bad and expensive joke and about as effective as a ‘chocolate fireguard’. Although every organisation is criticised and often such criticism is unjustified, CORGI should address these issues because many installers who are concerned about CORGI seem to CO-Gas Safety to be genuinely concerned about safety. S Happy to make the same comment about the GSR
Q6 - What are your views on the registration fee?
      I am not a CORGI installer and the only director we have who is CORGI registered has some concerns about CORGI as it is now, although he is very keen to see improvements and then support CORGI.  Nearly all of the installers I’ve come across moan about the fee being too high and not worth paying for.  They feel CORGI is just a money making operation. CORGI has had to raise a great deal of funding for itself in the past due to the privatisation of the gas industry and introduction of competition. However, perhaps CORGI has overdone this in order to guard against being financially embarrassed, but they have now set up the CORGI Trust with the excess earned from CORGI’s commercial arm, which is brilliant. However, the CORGI Trust needs to take an active part and lead on gas safety. If CORGI and the CORGI Trust do not make rapid improvements in their performance and satisfy the disgruntled CORGI installers, the whole system could break down. Also, it is very difficult at the moment because nobody seems to know what, if anything the CORGI Trust will do. We know it is set up with the aim of gas safety but when and what will it try to achieve? The Trust has recently informed us that it is undertaking a review of all available information in the UK, so that with realistic results the Trust can make a more objective study of what can be done to make everyone in UK safer, Although this sounds sensible and no doubt is, in the long term, in our opinion, action is desperately needed. Has this action been done? What did it find that was new after the UCL research? Research to find out how big the CO problem is in UK homes and workplaces is vital if any real progress is to be made. This will cost around £1 million and CO-Gas Safety is trying to persuade parties to contribute to this research. Will the Trust act as a body to help victims and promote gas safety? If so, how will it do this? We don’t think they have a victim helpline. Victims tell us that we are the only organisation to offer this. How many paid employees does the Trust have to undertake the real day to day work? It is simply not good enough that the only body which does this is a very small charity, CO-Gas Safety, with a tiny grant from the DoH (£34,000 a year only recently), especially when the gas industry is so wealthy. CO-Gas Safety has no such grant anymore. This charity is basically dependent upon the continued health and goodwill of one person, Stephanie Trotter. Why is CO-Gas Safety now being quoted in Parliament in answers to PQs (see supporting document to the submission to the APPGSG) to show that something is being done with regard to gas safety? There is a need for a properly funded body, not only to help victims but also (and from that work) to suggest valid changes which will reduce deaths and injuries from CO and improve the professionalism of the gas industry as a whole. Victims are a rich research resource. The resulting expertise could be exported and earn money overseas. S. 
Section 2 – CORGI Operations

Q7 - On a scale of 1 to 5 where 1 is totally unsuccessful and 5 is totally successful, how would you rate the following?

	
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	The extent to which the current inspection regime meets the requirement to ensure domestic gas safety? 
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Y
S
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	The extent to which the Gas Work Notification Scheme has improved domestic gas safety?
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Y
S
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 



Q8 – What works well in the current CORGI installer inspection regime?

     The notification scheme informs CORGI about who undertook an installation and records are kept. S
Q9a – Could the current inspection scheme be improved?

	Yes
	Y S

	No
	

	Don’t know
	


Q9b - If you answered yes to question 9, what needs to change and how would you change it?

     1. Random inspections and allowing other CORGI installers to report poor work which was then inspected. Are there random inspections?
2. Making sure that all work was signed by the person who undertook it and the CORGI firm and dated and put into the householder’s book and copied to CORGI and Local Authority.
I don’t think maintenance is copied to Local Authority only installations

3. The matter which annoys most consumers is the fact that if a consumer complains about a CORGI installer, the inspector comes along with the CORGI installer. That installer may have put someone’s life at risk yet the consumer is expected to welcome that installer into his or her home.  This appalling situation must be dealt with urgently. S I think this is still the same.
Q9c – What enforcement sanctions and/or incentives would improve the current gas safety regime?  

     1. Implementing the recommendation made in 2000 by HSC that the gas emergency service operatives have and use equipment to test appliances for CO and when CO is found, leave written notice of PPM of CO in a specified space (chimney/flue/room and it should be all of these) in a set time with the consumer with the name and address and CORGI registration number of the person who undertook this.  Would like to make the same comment.
2. Supplying all CORGI inspectors with flue gas analysers plus the training to use them. Do all GSR inspectors use FGAs and have the training to do so? Do they provide PPM of CO if found?
3. Supplying all CORGI installers with flue gas analysers and appropriate training. The training is now a basic requirement but not the equipment.
4. Setting up a register of registered CORGI installers who would be willing to test for CO and undertake an investigation suitable for use in court at a reasonable sum. Then as long as the test is undertaken then at least the consumer knows that CO has been found and how much and what the likely exposure is. This has sort of been done in that there is now a qualification CMDDA1 but the GSR does not make it easy to access. Even a solicitor couldn’t access someone qualified under CMDDA1 easily.
5. Making sure all CO incidents were proved and thereby reported. S
6. Undertaking surveys to find out if patterns can be found in the CO incidents and therefore safety improved. This should be undertaken by a body without an interest in the gas industry. Some work has been undertaken by the Gas Safety Trust. Is this enough?
7. Putting the CORGI criteria plus the detailed requirements which need to be set out by HSE after consultation, on the CORGI website.

Please note that we only found out about the CORGI criteria as a result of a meeting with Lord Hunt in January 2006. Indeed we had been told by HSE in April 2005 that that the only thing CORGI had to do was to register gas installers and that being the gas safety watchdog was mere puff. Why was CO-Gas Safety not told about the CORGI criteria before? Why hasn’t the HSE set out detailed steps with regard to fulfilling this criteria?
We don’t know what the KPIs are for the GSR so this is the same if not worse. S.
Q10 – What are the benefits of the Gas Work Notification Scheme are?

     That a householder knows who installed an appliance and the date of that installation.
Presumably this will discourage unregistered installers and should also improve accountability. This is good but what about the last installer who did work on the appliance?
Q11a – Could the Gas Works Notification Scheme be improved?

	Yes
	Y

	No
	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Don’t know
	 FORMCHECKBOX 



Q11b – Please clarify your answer to 11a.

     Provide an incentive to the person who has to undertake the notification.
Provide an incentive or disincentive to the householder to make sure a job is notified.
Apply to maintenance jobs as well as installations.

Happy to make the same comment. S.

Q12 - What are you view on the Gas Works Notification fee and how could it be improved?

      It would be good if the fee was subsidised by the wealthy industry or government or even better, free. 

It would be good to know who installed an appliance but the householder needs to know who last worked on that appliance because it is often that person who is legally liable.
Happy to make the same comment. S.

Section 3 – Training and competence

Q13 – On a scale of 1 to 5 where 1 is totally unsuccessful and 5 is totally successful, how would you rate the following?
	
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	Don’t Know

	The requirement for all installers to achieve Nationally Accredited Certification Scheme for Gas Businesses and Individual Gas Fitting Operatives (ACS) is delivering improved domestic gas safety 
	
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	YS
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	ACS independently assures the competence of installers
	
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Y
S
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 



Q14 – What do you think works well about the current ACS scheme?

     That it is independently assessed.
Q15a – Could the ACS be improved?

	Yes
	 Y S

	No
	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Don’t know
	 FORMCHECKBOX 



Q15b - If you answered yes to Q15, what needs to change and how would you change it?

      It could be made cheaper and easier for the installers to be assessed. There is a double problem that the installers have to take time off work and pay for assessment. There should be grants or at least interest free loans. Some responsible family men with mortgages and children simply cannot afford to take the assessment. Some way of making this easier would greatly assist. We would suggest subsidising this from the rich fuel companies or by government but even charging more every year in order to give back some fees to the individual when taking the next assessment might help. Same comment.
As far as we know the use of a flue gas analyser is not a compulsory part of the course This has changed nor is testing for CO (in order to find out which appliance is dangerous and to give the consumer a written record of parts per million of CO to take to their GP) where it is suspected that someone has been poisoned. Same.
As far as we know, no training is given on what to do if dangerous levels of CO are found apart from RIDDOR which is universally derided because generally no action is taken by HSE after a RIDDOR unless there is a death. Indeed we have heard that CORGI installers now do not bother to fill in the RIDDOR because they know no action will be taken unless there is a death, so what is the point? This is completely understandable from the CORGI installer’s point of view, but means the system is not what was intended. This practice leads to a warping of the statistics which are then used by the gas industry to say there is no CO problem or it is very small. This is utterly wrong and scandalous and needs urgent action. Same
Q16 – Has the requirement for 5 yearly re-assessment lead to improved domestic gas safety?

     Yes – we consider it has certainly removed a number of very inadequate installers. S
Q17a – Is the time period of 5 years appropriate for re-assessment?

	Yes
	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	No
	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Don’t know
	Y


 Feel more inclined to say No this time.
Q17b – If you answered no to Q17 what would represent an appropriate timeframe/is continuous assessment a realistic option?  Please explain your answer.

It is probably too much assessment for some installers who are already adequate. Perhaps what is needed is an update for the adequate installers and a very short test.  Surely it would be easier for an installer to take an evening or weekend to attend an update meeting?  British Gas used to have monthly meetings prior to privatisation. This was a good way of communicating important information to installers quickly. Also one session assessments every quarter would be more manageable that on a long course and test after 5 years. It would also keep standards high.
We understand that the CORGI installer magazine, useful for providing education and updates to CORGI installers, only goes to the business not the individual operative. Could this please be changed? Same
Q18a – Does ’DIY’ gas installation represent a threat to domestic gas safety?

	Yes
	Y

	No
	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Don’t know
	 FORMCHECKBOX 



Q18b – If you answered yes to Q18a, how could DIY installations be better regulated?

     Make DIY gas work illegal. Same
Section 4 – Carbon Monoxide (CO) awareness

Q19 – On a scale of 1 to 5 where 1 is very low and 5 is very high, how would you rate the following?

	
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	Don’t know

	The extent to which you think CO poisoning is a threat to public safety?
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Y S
	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	How aware is the public of any potential CO threat?
I think I must have muddled this last time as I think 5 is what I really think!
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Y
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	How aware are the emergency services of a potential CO problem?

The ambulance and fire services are fairly aware of the problem and some personnel carry their own personal equipment paid for by the ambulance personnel and fire fighters from their own taxed wages. This is why I have filled in box 3. The gas ESP refuses to be aware of the scale of the problem with CO because they do not carry or use equipment to test for CO. This is a disgrace. Re the ESP we would have filled in box 1. Some of the ESP operatives have been extremely upset about this. We have been told that operatives used to have FGAs because they also undertook service contracts years ago. Then at least they had smoke matches but even these were withdrawn apparently. If this is true, it is hard to find words to describe those who decided to withdraw this vital safety equipment.
Same but Northern Gas Networks are doing far more
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Y
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 



Q20 – How could awareness of CO poisoning be improved?

After the last fundamental review on gas safety the HSC made two excellent recommendations in 2000.

1. A levy to be raised on the gas suppliers (we would prefer the whole fuel industry) for publicity to raise awareness of the dangers of CO and for research. Of course as an alternative the government could provide such funds. We think there should be prime time TV warnings put on (like the ones on smoking).

Other means could also be used to reinforce those messages such as TV soaps, school projects, material in libraries, bills, material given out by gas installers etc.
Please note that CO-Gas Safety has been involved in talking about a voluntary levy and other measures to raise awareness that the fuel industry could do since 1997. We therefore consider a compulsory levy to be the only answer.
With regard to research, there needs to be an impartial randomised survey of a statistically significant number of UK homes as started by Dr. Ben Croxford of UCL. See attached research. This shows that there could easily be 5% of homes affected by CO in the UK which is 3 million people. This should be undertaken as a matter of urgency this winter. The cost would be £1 million and we hope that the CORGI Trust would lead the way by contributing a large donation (say £100,000). CO-Gas Safety is willing to contribute £1,000, The Dominic Rodgers Trust, £10 and CO Awareness £5. The poignancy of these small sums and the determination of Stacey Rodgers and Lynn Griffiths should convince HSE of the importance of this research. 
Same comment now.

2. The Emergency Service Provider (ESP) must carry and use equipment to test for CO. The ESP should be under a duty to report parts per million of CO found in writing to the householder 
(see above for details) and to HSE plus a follow up investigation.

Why is the HSC undertaking yet another fundamental review into gas safety when these excellent recommendations have been ignored and no explanation has been given for the lack of implementation (other than the fuel industry will not do this voluntarily which was obvious from our experience since 1997 when VIGIL was first set up to talk about a voluntary scheme).

In addition all RIDDOR forms should be followed up with investigations. The only reason they are not is lack of funding.
Same except some movement by Northern Gas Networks and all wear Personal Alarm Monitors for CO now as far as we know.

There needs to be a body set up and properly funded which would help those who have been exposed to CO. This body could assist victims and feedback suggestions to reduce future poisoning. Consumers are the majority in this topic of gas safety and yet there are chronically under-represented on any committees, work groups etc that influence gas safety. The businesses (ERA in particular) have continually refused to see victims with British Gas being an exception to this. However, although meetings are valuable, we value action even more. We are extremely concerned that a co-ordinating body which was set up without sufficient funds or power could end up being merely another ‘talking shop’ like VIGIL. Having given this a great deal of thought, we consider that the HSE is really the only possible body to be the co-ordinating body but it needs far more funding and the backing of political will to really improve gas safety. 
Much the same except British Gas has been worse and we don’t think HSE is the body to coordinate anymore.

Q21a – Do you think it should be compulsory for domestic gas appliances to be serviced annually?

	Yes
	Y S

	No
	 FORMCHECKBOX 



Q21b – If you answered ‘Yes’ to Q21a, do you think annual compulsory services should applicable to – 

	All domestic gas installations
	 FORMCHECKBOX 
Y S

	 Domestic gas installations in rented property only
	Rented property is even more in need of compulsory servicing. The safety certificate is not working. S  FORMCHECKBOX 


	Don’t know
	 FORMCHECKBOX 



Q22 – Do you think the use of CO detectors should be – 

	Compulsory
	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	 Voluntary
	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Voluntary, supported by a widespread publicity campaign

But compulsory in rented property.
	Y S

	 Don’t know
	 FORMCHECKBOX 



Section 5 – Any Other Business

Q23 – If you have any further views you wish to contribute please use the space below.
Please find attached supporting documents.

1. Research by Dr. Ben Croxford (see submission to APPGSG). 

The most relevant part is as follows:-

It was found that of the 270 homes with valid datasets, these 50 dwellings (18.0% of the total) had CO concentrations that exceeded World Health Organisation 8-hour average guideline levels for outdoor ambient air (8.6 ppm), of these, 26 (9.4%) exceeded WHO 1 hour levels of 26 ppm and 10 (3.6%) of these exceeded 30 minute guideline values of 52 ppm. 

It follows that at least 5% of households in the UK could have a CO problem – i.e. 3 million people. Same.
2. Submission and supporting documents made by CO-Gas Safety to the Select Committee inquiry into HSC and HSE at the House of Commons

Fourth Report of Session 2003-4 Vol. III

ISBN 02150109202

Available from The Stationery Office. Same.
3. Submission of written evidence to the All Party Parliamentary Gas Safety Group, with supporting documents. Same.
Further Views

1. We would like to know how this form was compiled and who had input into it? We are particularly interested in the questions which were not asked. We consider that the questions, although all relevant were compiled to find out about CORGI registration and were not aimed at the CORGI criteria or at how the experience of victims sheds light on existing gas safety measures and how these could be improved in the future. Same.
2. We were particularly concerned that no mention was made about the lack of implementation of the important recommendations made by the HSC in 2000 after the last fundamental review. Same.
3. Lack of good gas installers

More must be done to attract and keep good gas installers. Same.
4. Missing statistics

How many deaths and injuries are being missed? If an otherwise healthy 11 year old Katie Overton with obvious symptoms of CO, is missed as a CO death in 2003 by ambulance personnel, hospital medics and a pathologist (until the rest of her family nearly died of CO some weeks later and the father alerted the pathologist) this must mean a huge number of CO cases are missed. The more recent case of Elizabeth Giauque, who died of CO in 2005 in rented accommodation was very similar. Elizabeth’s father is a multi-millionaire and the accommodation was hardly bottom of the range. Although very safety conscious, the parents knew nothing about CO. Same. See our one minute film about Sue who had carbon monoxide poisoning – could save your life http://www.co-gassafety.co.uk/one-survivors-story/ 

5. Ownership of CO

There is a continuing problem over which government department and also which body owns the CO problem. It seems to CO-Gas Safety that no government department is keen to own the problem – nor is any industry body and there is far too much fragmentation. As a result there is no body, apart from CO-Gas Safety which seems to us to even lobby for safety improvements. CORGI could have been lobbying for the introduction of flue gas analysers for CORGI installers and for the gas emergency service but CORGI seems very reluctant to do this – why is this? We are told that CORGI inspectors will soon have flue gas analysers but as far as we know, this is still not the case. We have been lobbying for over eleven years and our experience is that the bodies that should be assisting victims, or were even set up to help consumers and victims, such as Energywatch, previously the Gas Consumers Council, seem either to have had their duties converted into powers by Statute or they do as little as possible. This was surely not what was contemplated or intended by Parliament when the gas industry was privatised. It certainly was not what was promised at that time when MPs constantly reiterated that ‘safety is paramount’. In reality, safety is at the bottom of the list of priorities in our opinion.  Same but the cross departmental group has improved.
6. Ofgem 

There is a continuing need to obtain a legal opinion to find out exactly what Ofgem and the Secretary of State can and cannot do with regard to the licensing conditions on gas suppliers and the gas emergency service. Surely Frontline and HSE should seek such an opinion? Surely it should have done this. HSE and Ofgem disagree with each other. Ofgem won’t even see us.
7. Lack of good experts.

There is a lack of good experts to investigate CO incidents, both initial (free by the emergency service and at a reasonable cost by CORGI) and for court proceedings. Why does CORGI ignore this need? Why is a consumer unable to obtain a test for CO except by paying over around £1,500 to either someone like Harry Rogers of R & T Engineering  (we have never found anyone else who is even near his expertise) or to CORGI’s commercial arm, (also about £1,500 (see enclosed email from John Byrne of CORGI, dated 13.07.06). Now £2,000 from CORGI technical. Otherwise much the same.
Re the qualification of investigators and the training of investigators See Select Committee Ev. 167 para 22 and 23. 
We still have not been able to see the syllabus of the course run by British Gas for City and Guilds to train investigators. 

British Gas investigates most of the cases and we find it very difficult believe that there is no conflict in most of the cases investigated considering how many service contracts British Gas has. Who, if anyone, checks this? Same.
8. CO detectors with audible warnings to BS or EU standards.

We would like to see CO detectors with audible warnings to British or European standards in as many homes and workplaces as possible and perhaps making this compulsory would be worth considering. However, we hesitate to support compulsion at this time because this seems a draconian measure, particularly when so many other areas are so glaringly disgraceful (e.g. ESP) and we consider that making CO detectors compulsory is something that the gas suppliers want to do, merely to seem as if they are doing something, while making huge amounts of money out of it. While we do not mind anyone making money out of saving people, we consider that tactically making CO detectors compulsory might cause as many problems as it solves, (e.g. discouraging proper servicing), would be impossible to police, they last five years only, (now 10) is not the only answer and we are concerned that other things are even more important and need dealing with first.  Also, however helpful a good CO detector could be in saving lives (and we have not come across a death with a good detector since they came out) we have come across someone who was poisoned, despite having a good and working reputable detector to British Standards. In other words, detectors are death alarms not health alarms. Also, we are reluctant for anyone to depend only on one gadget to save their lives. Same.
9. Black spot detectors

We would also like to see the ‘black spot’ detectors withdrawn or at least some prime time TV warnings about them. They will not rouse anyone from a CO stupor and Anne Brennan died of CO although she had one. Same.
10. Licensing of landlords and compulsory servicing

We would like licensing of landlords and compulsory servicing not just a safety check in rented accommodation as well as good CO detectors, (with audible warnings to British or European standards). We undertook a cost benefit analysis for Hull council and found that Local Authorities could raise funds from licensing landlords and provide satisfying worthwhile jobs that could save lives and preserve health. Therefore why is this not being done except voluntarily by councils? Dog kennels have been licensed for over 40 years. Isn’t it time we provided the same sort of protection for vulnerable people? Same
11. Lack of consumer and victim representation

It was said by Frontline at one of the meetings that it is very difficult to obtain consumer and victim representation. In our opinion, it is extremely difficult to obtain the opportunity to be heard at all. We were forbidden by HSE to attend the first stakeholders meeting at the last fundamental review. We had to fight hard and write endless letters and make telephone calls to be allowed on that review’s work groups and this was achieved mainly due to the mercy of one civil servant who happened to answer the telephone at about 7.00 pm on a Friday evening.

This review has been completely different and we were invited to attend. However, how many groups last as long as we have done and simply give up before they are allowed to contribute? Also, the issue of expenses to attend such meetings means that it is difficult for charities and victims and ordinary consumers to attend such meetings, which means it is difficult to obtain the views of all stakeholders. After applying we did eventually receive some expenses but this was a ‘one off’. Why shouldn’t reasonable expenses be offered to all but the businesses? Why did it take three years of applying to become a member of the HSC Gas Safety Sub-Committee and then no meetings were held since? See Select Committee Ev. 173 para 28 (g). Same.
12. Commissioner for victims

Why is there still no HS Commissioner for victims when the whole point of the Health and Safety at Work Act 1974 which set up the HSE and HSC was the prevention of victims? See Select Committee Ev. 167 para 7 There is one now but we’ve never heard from them despite writing nothing has happened except the odd letter. Change but the same.
13. How independent are the Commissioners when they are appointed by the Minister?

See Select Committee Ev. 167 para 8

CO-Gas Safety has attempted to be allowed to bring victims to make a presentation to the Commissioners but has been refused. CO-Gas Safety should have been invited to do this. See Select Committee Ev. 173 para 28 (e) Same except there are now no HSE commissioners at all.
14. Composition of the HSC/E’s Committees and Work Groups

These tend to made largely of government and industry.

See Select Committee Ev. 167 para 9. Industry still dominant S
15. Gas Safety Sub-Committee

It took CO-Gas Safety three years of asking and two presentations at open meetings to be invited on to the Gas Safety Sub-Committee. Why? 

After all that there have been on meetings since 2003 when CO-Gas Safety was appointed. The reason given to us was that ‘nothing was happening on gas at the moment’. When I stated that ‘that is why I want a meeting’, I was ignored. 

See Select Committee Ev. para 28(h) Same.
16. Resources for HSC/E and for gas safety.
It has struck us that the HSC/E cannot wait to offload gas safety onto any other body probably because it has so few resources for gas safety. The HSE staff appear minimal at head office – four or five persons for the entire country. In regional offices this is even worse and there is sometimes nobody who knows anything about gas safety in the regional office, possibly due to illness or holiday. 

The HSE inspectors are transferred from one specialty to another. In the case of Stacey Rodgers it seemed that the HSE inspector had been on nuclear and was now on gas safety. 
What training is given to HSE inspectors? When giving evidence in court, HSE inspectors appear very grand and nobody ever challenges their qualifications, training or experience. This is wrong. We ask Frontline to make inquires about the training, qualifications and experience of HSE inspectors.

What are the resources? It would be interesting to compare them with some other body? See Select Committee Ev. 168 para 11.
Same I think?

17. Research.

The HSC/E often uses gas suppliers to fund research or to provide cut price research. This means that the research is not impartial and sometimes cannot be accessed due to confidentiality.  This is wholly unacceptable. See Select Committee Ev. 167 para 18.

Also, research is undertaken by Advantica yet this is owned by National Grid See Select Committee Ev. 167 para 28(l). Same.
18. 12 hour rule and attempt by HSE to reduce this

There is a rule that the gas emergency service has to prevent gas leaks including CO within 12 hours of notification. An attempt was made to reduce this to ‘as soon as is reasonably practicable’. Whilst this might be administratively tidy and helpful with regard to resources for the HSE, we were shocked by this attempt. Thanks to David Heyes MP and his assistant, Bruce Wylie, this attempt was blocked. See Select Committee Ev. 174 para 28 (k).

Same
19. Names of the dead

CO-Gas Safety has never been able to compare its list of those who have died of accidental CO with the list published by HSE because although we name the dead (see our website) HSE refuses to do so despite a request under the Freedom of Information Act. All CO deaths are in the public domain because they have to have an inquest so we find this refusal to supply names inexplicably unhelpful. This has thankfully changed.
20. Why is there still no properly funded and set up body to help victims?
Victims are a rich research resource. Why are they treated so badly and ignored by not only industry but Government too?
Same 

21. Please note that a legal opinion should be sought on the impact of the European Services Directive.

Now I suppose this isn’t relevant.

22. It has been suggested that if insurance companies were approached they would assist by insisting on seeing proof of service of all gas appliances from the householder before issuing a household insurance certificate. CO-Gas Safety has approached insurance companies in the past and they have shown no interest, probably due to several factors, namely extreme difficulty of proving CO, the gas suppliers are unlikely to be liable in law and anyway there is no tort of wrongful death, so damages tend to be paltry on death unless the dead person earned huge amounts. However, even if the insurance companies do now show some interest, (and Lord Hunt thought that the gas suppliers could persuade the companies on the basis of the huge amount of business the gas suppliers put their way, so this idea could be really helpful in terms of safety) we would like the consultants to consider some drawbacks. We feel exactly the same and although again insurance has been raised recently by Barry Sheerman MP, again nothing has come of it.
1. Assuming private landlords and Local Authorities can make sure tenants are covered, there will still be some people who own their houses and do not have household insurance. They are likely to be quite vulnerable. Same.
2. We are extremely concerned that the insurance companies and Government will show initial interest but this will fizzle out in time, leaving the situation as it is now. After so many years of lobbying for action and after the recommendations made by HSC in 2000, this would be intolerable. Same but no initial enthusiasm has been shown.
3. Even if this initiative succeeds, (and we welcome anything that would really help), we are greatly concerned about the following:-
(a) The shortage of CORGI service engineers. As we understand it is expected that the market will cure this. However, we consider that some incentives with regard to training, improvements to training and apprenticeships are vital, if this is to succeed. Who will have the responsibility and funding to ensure this occurs?

Same except they are now GSR.

(b) Having just heard from our gas expert, Harry Rogers that a British Gas CORGI registered Engineer with equipment to test for CO, had apparently left a consumer with two appliances leaking CO in large amounts having pronounced them both safe, (after pronouncing one other to be dangerous), we know that servicing is only one part of the answer. Same comments still apply to GSR.
(c) There will still be no funding for raising awareness of the dangers of CO and none for research. It could be argued that the companies providing servicing will fill this gap but because there is such a shortage of CORGI installers, we doubt this will occur for the foreseeable future. Same – there were some radio warnings but no prime time TV ones and the ones on the Internet e.g. by Powergen were not strong enough.
(d) There will still be no funding for a body to do what CO-Gas Safety tries to do on a shoestring. Same.
(e) There will still be no requirement for the Gas Emergency Service to carry and use equipment to test for CO. We consider this central to any gas safety regime – after all no other emergency service lacks equipment to do the basic things it is required to do. This is of serious concern to CO-Gas Safety.

This is still the same although Northern Gas Networks is doing something and we hope the GDNs will have a shut off valve as made by Ben Kuchta.

(f) Consumers who suspect they are suffering from CO will still be unable to obtain a free test of their appliances for CO. Still the same.
(g) Medics will continue to fail to consider CO – no funding to raise awareness amongst them. Still the same.
(h) CORGI and the criteria still need a great deal of work.

We sincerely hope that these matters would also be dealt with. Same although now the GSR.
However, we are left with a feeling that this idea is simply a way of putting off the action which is so desperately needed and was recommended by the HSC in 2000. It seems to CO-Gas Safety that the one thing nobody wishes to discuss is the elephant in the room, namely the recommendations made by HSC in 2000 after full consultation with all stakeholders. Still the same.
We will be presenting our findings at a stakeholder workshop in September.  If you would like an invitation to attend the appropriate box below.

	Yes – please send me an invitation to the stakeholder event in September
	Y

	No - I do not wish to receive an invitation to the stakeholder event in September
	 FORMCHECKBOX 



Thank you for completing this questionnaire. 
Please note that the copyright to the material in answers to this questionnaire and any supporting documents is retained by CO-Gas Safety. © Copyright CO-Gas Safety 2006
HE0502-07


