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 13 March 2020 
 
Dear Alastair, 
 
Zero-valued homes 
 
As you know, the Committee last took evidence on this matter on 26 February 2020.1 
I am very grateful for the written submission the ABI provided in advance of the 
meeting. The 26 February meeting followed the evidence session on the general issue 
of post-Grenfell building standards and fire safety on 20 November 2019, at which the 
ABI was represented, when the Committee first formally discussed the then emerging 
problem of surveyors being instructed by lenders to give homes a zero value because 
of questions over whether exterior wall systems (eg cladding) meet current fire safety 
requirements.  
 
Although there have been ongoing discussions at industry level and some progress 
made, by way of the new “EWS 1” form, it was made very clear during our discussion 
last month that we are still some distance from a comprehensive solution. This is very 
bad news for owners blighted with a zero valuation who are looking to sell. It also has 
a disruptive ripple effect over the entire property chain, which may get worse as we 
enter Spring, when the market normally warms up. Owners and tenants in this position 
are also understandably anxious about the safety of their own homes and families, 
and are looking both for reassurance and for practical solutions. 
 
Following the meeting, the Committee agreed to issue formal invitations to both the 
Scottish and UK Governments to discuss this matter further. For information, the 
                                                 
1 Official Reports and written evidence available here: 
https://www.parliament.scot/parliamentarybusiness/CurrentCommittees/103439.aspx 
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Minister for Local Government, Housing and Planning, Kevin Stewart MSP, has now 
accepted that invitation and will give evidence at our meeting on Wednesday 1 April. 
The Committee also agreed to write to other stakeholders in order to have a better 
understanding how this matter arose, the scale and nature of the problem, and the 
way forward. 
 
I put on record that I misspoke when I said during the 26 February meeting that the 
ABI had “refused” an invitation to give evidence that day. It would be more accurate to 
say that the ABI asked to be stood down, as they considered that the insurance 
industry’s perspective on this matter could be adequately covered in a short written 
submission, and that I agreed to this. I apologise for any misunderstanding and am 
happy to set the record straight.  
 
However, with the benefit of hindsight, the Committee regrets the ABI not being 
present at the meeting, as the availability and cost of PI insurance for surveyors (which 
the ABI’s submission did not discuss at any length) emerged as a key issue during the 
discussion. Whilst I do appreciate that the ABI’s human resources are finite, the 
Committee would have found it helpful if an ABI representative had been present on 
the panel to respond to points made on this issue, and to address other points about 
insurance made at the meeting with which the ABI may or may not have agreed.  
 
In writing to you, on behalf of the Committee, I am now offering the ABI an opportunity 
to comment on these matters. In particular, the Committee would welcome the ABI’s 
response to evidence concerning professional indemnity insurance: it appears that 
many providers have left because they now view the market as excessively risky. This 
has led to reduced competition and higher costs, which are another heavy financial 
burden passed on to home owners caught up in these situations. (To be clear, this is 
a reference mainly to PI insurance applying to professionals surveying the fire safety 
of properties with exterior wall systems although comments the ABI may have on any 
other aspect of PI insurance in relation to zero-valued homes are welcome.)   It would 
be useful to hear the ABI’s response to this analysis and, if it is correct, the ABI’s views 
as to whether this is a problem that needs to be put right, so that consumers are not 
being asked to pay punitively high fees.  
 
It would also be helpful to have clarification from the ABI as to whether, as it 
understands it, the new EWS 1 form is likely to require any additional or special type 
of PI insurance. Or (barring the existence of an express exclusion to this effect in the 
policy) should the PI insurance most surveyors already hold be sufficient to enable 
them to carry out investigations by virtue of the EWS 1 form and be reasonably 
assured of PI cover should anything subsequently go wrong?    
 
As you will be aware, the discussion on 26 February touched on various other matters, 
including  
 

1. The extent of the problem of zero homes and an outline of the types of 
subjects it most typically affects; 

2. Views on what combination of factors had led to this problem; 
3. Views that newbuild homes coming onto the market are not immune from this 

problem; 
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4. Views in evidence that a register of surveyed properties could be a useful 
public resource and could over time help reduce the scale of the problem; 

5. Views on what other measures may need to be put in place to provide a 
comprehensive solution. Does there need to be more political leadership on 
this issue (at UK and Scottish Government level) or can stakeholders working 
together find a solution on their own?  

 
Inasmuch as the ABI has a perspective on these matters that may wish to bring to the 
Committee’s attention, we would be interested to hear its views on these matters, or 
on any other relevant matter.   
 
It would be helpful, if possible, to receive a reply before the 1 April meeting. The 
Committee will consider next steps, including possible further witnesses, in the light of 
issues raised at that meeting. 
 
Thank you again for assisting the Committee in this matter. We look forward to hearing 
from you. 
 
Yours sincerely  

  
James Dornan MSP  
Convener of the Local Government and Communities Committee  
 
 


