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Document purpose and scope 

This document is produced in response to the request for contributions expressing views on the 

proposals contained in the document “Review of Energy Assessor Accreditation Scheme 

Operations”, May 2016. 

In this document we have sought and collated the views of assessors across the industry on the 

specific questions raised in the consultation document. Those who have chosen to contribute 

include members of the 3 Associations forming the Alliance, one indicating they are a member 

of another (unknown) Association not currently part of the Alliance and one who is indicating 

they are not a member of any Assessor Association. We therefore have a reasonable cross 

section of contributors. 

 

Summary of 21 responses 

The following indicates the mix of association members contributing to this 

consultation response. 

 

Which Energy Assessor Association(s) are you a member of? 

 

DCHI 

MEP 

IDEA 

None 

Other 

 0 2 4 6 8 

DCHI 10 47.6% 

MEP 5 23.8% 

IDEA 6 28.6% 

None 1 4.8% 

Other 1 4.8% 
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Consultation responses 

Consultation Question 1 

Do you agree consider that smart auditing would improve quality assurance 

procedures for energy certificates, particularly in relation to consumer 

protection and prevention and detection of fraud? 
 

 
 Yes 19 90.5% 

 No 2 9.5% 

1. I audit domestic EPCs and my experience is that 'smart' auditing is resulting in a 
higher proportion of EPCs that are failing audits. However, the term 'smart' audit is 
incorrect as the audit process is the same and has to follow the strict criteria set out 
in the SORs. These are actually 'targeted' audits. As the targeting gets more refined 
it will help more. Unfortunately, it will always be possible to game a system where the 
auditor relies on the evidence uploaded by the assessor being audited. 

2. Random Audits are missing a lot of the poorer EPC that we are consistently coming 
across  

3. Better targeting of resources towards certificates/assessors that are likely to be 
incorrect/fraudulent 

4. Audits should be aimed at where most errors occur, this will prevent EPC`s being 
issued for fraudulent reasons 

5. Not altogether a definite yes as there were merits to the old system too. I think those 
who have had several clear audits over the years have proven themselves reliable 
and audit frequency should be annual or at least half yearly. There must be data 
showing a few, and new entrants needing training audits etc. Changes to audit 
should not be about saving money 

6. As assessors we don't have the overview of the standard of EPC submissions that 
the Accreditation Bodies have. Smart auditing would appear to be one way of 
targeting and catching unsophisticated cheats.......... a worthwhile exercise if they 
can be removed from the profession before they become more proficient. it makes 
sense to check assessments that "appear" to be silly, rather than normal audits 
which do not reflect anomalies. Those who play "games' are more likely to be caught 
out and suspended / expelled from schemes. 

7. If it targets assessors that are actually making consistent mistakes or errors, then it 
will improve standards 

8. No as the total of audited assessments will still be low. Although the smart approach 
may well pick up some oddities that may be input to meet a particular "requirement" 
for the EPC request. 
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9. Smart auditing should identify unusual data entries and anomalies. ABs will then 
focus more on Assessors who are not competent, or try to falsify results especially 
where multiple EPCs are generated for a given property. 

10. Smart or targeted audits would pick up many unlikely data entry points, such as pre 
1900 cavity or unusually large figures etc. If the EPC is correct that is fine but many 
of the targeted ones are more likely to be incorrect due to errors 

11. The public can be assured that unusual responses on mistakes will be highlighted. 

12. The fraudulent EPCs I've come across are all from ECO and similar schemes, 
whereby assessors are paid a pittance and encouraged to doctor results for carbon 
score etc. A better system would be all eco or funded work to signed off by the home 
owner where by data input is corroborated by the owner. 

13. It can help prevent fraud in regard to any available grant schemes linked to a certain 
EPC rating. It can also discover DEA's who don't make house visits and judge a 
property from afar. 

14. For quality improvement, looking for ‘out of expected range’ values should be able to 
pick up a proportion of data entry errors that have not been trapped by the software. 
By flagging ‘unlikely combinations’ it should be possible to audit those most likely to 
contain errors. For fraud prevention is more relevant to look for patterns in an 
individual assessor’s inputs, discrepancies between EPCs lodged against the same 
address and discrepancies between an EPC on a single address and others on 
adjacent addresses (particularly for property types Flat, Semi-detached and 
Terraced). Using these principles, it should be possible to partially audit 100% of 
EPCs and totally audit those where there is a reason to question the result rather 
than totally auditing 3% of EPCs and not auditing 97% at all. 
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Consultation Question 2 

Should error margins, as shown in table 1 be tightened? 
 

 

 Yes 4 19% 

 No 17 81% 

1. An EPC should also be classed as defective if there are sufficient inaccuracies in the 
wording. For example, descriptive errors or errors with recommendations. 

2. +/- 3 Leave this to the ABs and tighten up on Common Accord 

3. The current margin is probably correct. what is more of an issue I feel on DEAs who are 
performing correctly is the heavy penalty on a missed photograph where  

4. the error results in less than +/- 2 points 

5. Please set out the reasons for, and any evidence you may have in support of, your 
answer. 

6. As an auditor under the current SORs I have to fail EPCs that have descriptive errors or 
errors with recommendations.  

7. Some of what we do is subjective and the majority objective i think the current range 
allows for that.  

8. Competent assessors will not usually make errors of five points or more. 

9. The current margins are a fair reflection of assessors 

10. Where a photo or two has been omitted, another EPC or 2 should be looked at to ensure 
that it is not a pattern of regular practise. The Accreditation Bodies now know the 
members who need leniency or not 

11. Even the most diligent can make a small error that results in a wide margin. 

12. Current standards are fine, just the accreditation bodies need to actually act on the 
results as well as feedback from other assessors 

13. The margin of error that is acceptable is very narrow. The guidance is also open for 
interpretation and applied by the ABs in different ways. I had a DEC failed by one 
accreditation, because I had not used the same source for fuel conversion to KWH as 
they had, despite the figures I used being from a government published document. 

14. The current error margin is reasonable 

15. This will ensure that individual accreditation bodies ALL work to the same standard. 

16. The margins are ample as they are. In my experience data input is down to interpretation 
as often I have come across technical supports giving different answers of even auditors 
deducing a different audit outcome to one another. 
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17. I think the 5 points leeway is an acceptable margin. Smart audits should pick up on any 
marginal EPC's dealing with various budgetary or rental schemes. 

18. The error margin is now only a back-stop position. An EPC that contains an error in data 
input is likely to fail because either the description or the recommendations have been 
changed; even if the rating error is minimal (or none at all). There is no reason to raise 
the back-stop position to a point where it comes into play before the other factors that 
are really the most relevant. If nothing else is incorrect then expecting 95% accuracy is 
still higher than most industries and public sector departments work to. 
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Consultation Question 3 

Will allocating each energy assessor a unique identification number help to 

provide safeguards against abuse of Accreditation Scheme systems? 
 

 

 Yes 19 90.5% 

 No 2 9.5% 

1. it will make work levels measurable across several accreditation bodies 

2. Assessors can be tracked across all ABs to help to ensure fraud is not being 
committed and hidden. 

3. This will track any assessor with multiple Accreditation bodies 

4. If you mean having a single ID running across all ABs fine, otherwise collation 
should be relatively simple. DEAs already have unique IDs 

5. As long as records are held centrally, then putting together a complete picture of an 
individual's record should be straightforward. Knowledge of the effectiveness of the 
communications between different Accreditation bodies is beyond my pay grade, 
but it would appear to be in need of attention. 

6. Yes, demo., some assessors belong to more than one scheme, however I do 
understand that AS exchange information, so why not make it easier and give each 
assessor a unique ID? 

7. we're already identified by a scheme specific number, so why would a generic one 
help? 

8. one ID would make each assessor instantly tractable across all ABs. Provided of 
course, that no one assessor could have more than one ID. 

9. A single record will be created for all the Assessors activity so will present a better 
picture of performance.  

10. Picks up assessors who are potentially flitting across schemes. 

11. Assessor are already assigned an accreditation number based on who they are 
with. They cannot hide their name or details from a report and schemes 
communicate between one another on issues 

12. It will make it easier to cross reference DEA's between different A.B. and even 
within the same A.B. but registered through different providers with different 
numbers. This could easily be the crucial measure to track down DEA's lodging 
massive numbers of EPC's which they couldn't have been able to deal within one 
day for example. 

13. It has to make total sense for an individual to have a unique identification number 
that does not change irrespective of how many schemes they accredit with or if 
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they change from one scheme to another. The number should be as publicly 
available as an assessor’s accreditation scheme number but it should be linked to 
the assessor’s National Insurance number. That way one person should only 
legitimately be able to obtain one unique identification number. Obtaining multiple 
unique identification numbers would then be fraudulent and should be treated as 
such. 
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Consultation Question 4 

If you consider that a unique identifier does not provide sufficient 

safeguards, should individual energy assessors be limited to one scheme 

membership for each type of certificate that they produce? 
 

 

Yes 0 0% 

No 9 42.9% 

N/A (A unique identifier is sufficient) 12 57.1% 

   

 

1. Being able to use multiple schemes gives assessors a back-up in situations  

2. where the software for one scheme is offline. The freedom to use multiple schemes 
helps with competition ensuring schemes keep the lodgement fees to  

3. reasonable levels. 

4. If assessors were limited to one scheme membership they would be excluded from work 
which requires EPCs to be lodged via a particular scheme. This is the case 
predominantly with Social Housing work where data has to feed into the organisation`s 
asset management database. I personally would lose 50% of my work should I be 
restricted to only being permitted to be a member of one scheme. 

5. Should not be a great problem either way- The Green Deal System/Panels caused 
multiple registrations, shouldn’t be necessary now 

6. A unique identifier does give assessors the freedom to join different accreditation bodies 
which is often demanded by certain contractors. Again, a unique identifier can only offer 
an effective safeguard, if the communication between schemes is effective and/or 
records are held centrally. 

7. May want to compare schemes. They are not all good at every strand. 

8. all assessors need the ability to join any AS (or more) they want, its competition.  

9. Because it would be economically uncompetitive for an assessor to only work with one 
accreditation scheme per report. It is a free market.  

10. The unique ID should cover all strands and allow an assessor to choose to lodge all or 
none with the AB of their choice. 

11. Some organisations who employ EA's insist that a particular AB is used.  

12. Limiting schemes reduces an assessors earning potential as some work contracts prefer 
certain accreditation schemes above others. This will also lead reduced competition in 
the market as larger schemes will eventually kill of or purchase smaller ones thereby 
offering less competition and ultimately higher prices for lodgements, training and cpd. 

13. I think a unique ID number is a sufficient safeguard and DEA's should have the option of 
lodging with different schemes due to software, support or other preferences. 
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14. There are many reasons why an assessor may need or wish to have more than one 
membership and it would be unreasonable restriction on their trading to prevent it. 
Reasons include a) certain clients require lodgement through certain schemes (possibly 
because they have a bulk lodgement discount or the outputs integrate into their software 
systems). b) One scheme’s software may work better for an assessor in certain 
circumstances than another’s e.g. an assessor may prefer a desk based software with 
one scheme, but if they need to lodge on site they use a tablet based software from 
another scheme. c) If an assessor is unhappy with a scheme they should be able to try 
out another without having to completely cease using the one they are familiar with 
immediately. 
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Consultation Question 5 

Would the introduction of clearer rules about when it is both proportionate 

and reasonable for schemes to strike off energy assessors, in cases of 

persistent or serious misconduct or malpractice, help to improve 

professional standards in the energy assessment industry? 
 

 

 Yes 19 90.5% 

 No 2 9.5% 

1. The same names seem to show up again and again on failed audits.  

2. Most of us are fearful of our income we are tested and challenge a lot more than a 
lot of other professions. 

3. If an assessor is found to be persistently creating inaccurate EPC`s for any of the 
above, they should be removed from the schemes 

4. The ABs know who the persistent offenders are, the Panels are as guilty causing 
hurried and pressured assessments. Let the ABs with reasonable guidance sort the 
bad ones’ out 

5. I don't have any evidence to provide an opinion on this. 

6. Make it clear to the cowboys that if they don't accept the rules then they are  

7. OUT. 

8. Clearer standards and rules are always easier to follow and enforce.  

9. the rules are clear enough, but if you only audit 3% annually, 97% are unchecked 
and by the law of averages most serial offenders know when an audit is due and 
can avoid being caught. 

10. Clarity on anything is always welcome - it will help both the ABs and the industry to 
maintain standards and also allow rogue Assessors to be removed quickly and with 
more certainty. 

11. Thought needs to be given to when appropriate to strike off on failed audits, 
technically incorrect EPCs on a number of occasions is different to missed 
photographs 

12. No harm in making processes and rules more clearer 

13. Maybe clarify and strengthen the rules, but also give more responsibility to A.B.'s or 
an overseeing body to deal with persistent misconduct or malpractice. It might take 
an independent body to weed out this, because the A.B.'s don't want to lose their 
customers. 

14. It would help to clarify boundaries for assessors and reinforce the message that 
malpractice will not be tolerated. It would also help to ensure consistency across 
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schemes so some assessors are not getting away with standards of work that 
assessors with other schemes are being pulled up for. 
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Consultation Question 6 

Should Accreditation Schemes have the right to charge for the cost of 

referring complaints to the independent third party in those cases that are 

not brought by the building owner or occupant and where the complaint is 

not upheld? 

 

Yes 1 4.8% 

No 10 47.6% 

Only in very specific circumstances 10 47.6% 

  

1. Accreditation schemes have a reputation of not taking action when faulty EPCs are 
reported to them and it is difficult enough to motivate energy assessors to report 
incorrect EPCs to schemes and this will add a further barrier. 

2. it could sway the volume of reporting from within the industry 

3. Where the complaint is based on following conventions No, if based on DEA poor 
judgement, error or behaviour Yes 

4. I have no first-hand experience from which I can draw in order to offer an opinion. 

5. Safeguard against an assessor being targeted by troll. 

6. this is part of the AS's day to day function. However, if the assessor has been 
proved to disregard the rules and been shown to lie and deceive then yes charge 
them 

7. I am not entirely certain who is being charged? The assessor should only be 
charged if they are found to be deliberately or grossly in error. If the client is trying it 
on, then they should be charged.  

8. as this would deter any form of whistle blowing from within the industry. ABs take 
little notice now when an assessor flags up an incorrect or even fraudulent EPC on 
the register.  

9. This question needs further expansion as it is not clear who would be charged.  

10. My answer would be "no" if it was intended to charge the Assessor. 

11. Very limited knowledge on this one but not sure that when DEAs, CEAs or PBEAs 
make a complaint about an EPC, DEC or methodology used that the complaint is 
adequately pursued. 

12. Schemes already offer little value for money and would ultimately allow them to 
absolve all costs. For this to be the case, the cost of lodgement and cpd etc. need 
to be reduced drastically.  
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13. I don't see why the DEA should foot the bill, if the complaint is not upheld. This 
goes against usual court rules. 

14. It seems reasonable that an assessor should not be able to just keep costing the 
scheme money by carrying on appealing a groundless complaint. On the other 
hand, an assessor should not need to pay to get a third party review of a 
reasonable disagreement with their scheme. The line of demarcation will be hard to 
determine but it is likely that in the event of a reasonable assessor taking their 
grievance to an independent third party, even if the decision is in favour of the 
scheme there will be found to be ways in which the scheme contributed to the 
problem through unclear guidance, poor communication or process/system 
deficiencies. 
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Consultation Question 7 

For the specific purposes of preventing and detecting fraud should  

Accreditation Schemes? A) have greater access to data stored on the EPB 

Registers? B) be required to share data that might be indicative of fraud with 

Regulatory bodies such as Ofgem and Action Fraud? 
 

 

 

1. This would tighten up areas were EPC's are created for specific purposes 

2. Any detection or preventing fraud should be actioned 

3. ABs should have to cross assess against one another- say 20 per year 

4. If a scheme suspects large scale fraud, it is important for the whole industry that 
they should be given every opportunity to gather evidence and ensure that the 
guilty are punished. 

5. all measures must be taken to prevent fraud 

6. Anything that helps stamp out fraud and improving standards is a good thing.  

7. The ABs should actively flag and pursue any assessment that has been flagged 
up as potentially fraudulent 

8. Again, having better information would enable the detection and removal of 
rogue Assessors. 

9. Definitely- fraud needs picking up.  

10. This should be a preventative measure to help in correcting data. 

11. Fraudulent creation and/or use of EPCs should not be tolerated by the industry 
and the industry needs to use every available resource to prevent it. 
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Consultation Question 8 

Do you agree consider that the Department should place an express duty on 

accreditation schemes to ensure that data held by both them and their members 

are held securely and are retained or processed only for purposes specified by the 

Secretary of State? 

 

 

Yes 14 66.7% 

No 7 33.3% 

1. Seems unworkable and waste of time. This would simply result in a scheme 
asking assessors if the data is secure and the assessor saying yes.  

2. Seems a little over the top  

3. Don't understand the implications. If DCLG see fit to release all EPC data to all 
and sundry, who in turn use this data to market for profit, they should equally be 
judged on motives and conflict of interest 

4. Individual assessors are often encouraged to divulge details of customers and 
their properties to third parties. The regulation and advice concerning the 
passing on of this information has always been vague. Firm direction, 
concerning what is and is not acceptable, would be very welcome. 

5. This is data protection and individual safety, it’s a no brainer 

6. I fail to see why the data currently collect does not comply with the DPA 
provisions. There is no need to go over and above the limitations of the DPA 
especially as EPC data has no personal information contained therein.  

7. There is an undue requirement of assessors to retain data. The EPC is a 
snapshot in time, so it seems illogical to have such an onerous degree of data 
retention, especially when the Domestic & non-domestic registers are publically 
accessible. little of the data held after an assessment is personal, and would be 
of little use or interest to a third party. 

8. I am surprised that this is not already the case. 

9. I presumed this was the case already. 

10. There is a danger of placing unrealistic burdens on micro businesses with 
regards to data security when in truth the value and sensitivity of that data is 
pretty low. It should also be recognised that energy assessment may only be 
part of a portfolio of products and services that a customer accesses from a 
business or individual assessor and it is counterproductive to put unnecessary 
hurdles in the way. For example, the same photos can be applicable for an 
EPC and the sales brochure, the measurements for an EPC can be used for a 
floor plan or even to price up carpets or windows, the meter photo taken by a 
DEC assessor can be used to get the supplier to correct their billing. There are 
multitudes of ways the data can be used for additional benefit to the customer 
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and it will not be possible for the Secretary of State to define them all. It will 
discredit the process if an assessor has to say “I know I already have that photo 
or that piece of information on file but I need to start again to do this for you”.  

 

Summary 

There appears to be a clear majority view shown by the responses with the exception of 
question 8. In question 8 it appears from the responses that there is some confusion as to 
the subject of question. 

Some responses seem to be based on the premise that the question is simply related to 
the secure holding of data which is a current universally accepted requirement. If it was 
clearer that the key part of the question is the “purposes specified by the Secretary of 
State” then the responses would be anticipated to be different and to focus more on not 
preventing the assessor from using information for other purposes with the customer’s 
consent? 

Question 6 may at first appear to have assessor views divided however it is clear that 
assessors would be very concerned about simply allowing charging for the 3rd party 
appears process. There is a split between not allowing charging and only allowing 
charging in specific circumstances, but the right to have reasonable grievances heard by a 
third party without having to take on the cost of it is important to assessors. 

 

 

 

Complied by Ian Sturt 

Lead for Stakeholder Engagement, The Alliance of Energy Assessor Associations 


