
 
 
 

 
 

Resident Led Scrutiny Panel  
 
 

Scrutiny of Repairs, Maintenance and 
Voids Procurement    

 
November 2018 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 



 2 

1. Executive summary 
 

The primary objective of this review was to improve the customer experience and 
therefore the level of customer satisfaction with the responsive repairs service. 
 
We addressed two key questions:  
 

Following the re-procurement process in 2017, what improvements can be 
made to the delivery of the Repairs, Maintenance & Voids service?  
 
and; 
 
 Has PFH met its main objective of achieving greater Value for Money? 
 

To assist our lines of enquiry we asked a further 4 questions:  
 

How are post-inspection works undertaken? 
 

           How can the appointments system operated by contractors and       
           communications with PFH and residents be improved? 

 
          How can PFH capture the low-level resident grumbles and deal with them to     
          improve satisfaction levels? 

 
 What more can PFH do to communicate resident repair responsibilities? 

 
We acknowledge the exceptionally high levels of customer satisfaction that 
Pickering & Ferens Homes (PFH) achieves. We commend the PFH staff 
concerned and the contractors for these accomplishments.  
 
Our review identified some minor improvements that can be made to the service. 
These included a re-boot for the post-inspection system, which had ceased for 18 
months, and the introduction of morning and afternoon appointments.   
 
The financial statistics we have reviewed and the PFH Value for Money Self 
Assessment 2017, suggest that the re-procurement has achieved greater value 
for money. Since the new contracts were awarded, the average cost per job has 
dropped by £12. The average cost per job prior to the re-procurement was £83. 
Post re-procurement that figure had dropped to £71.  
 

2. How to read this report 
 

▪ This report is designed to be read by tenants, staff, board members and 
anyone who is interested in PFH.  

 
▪ We begin the report with an executive summary in which we have highlighted 

our key findings.  
 

▪ Pages 8 and 9 contain our recommendations, which are set out in tables, 
numbered and in bold.  

 
▪ Below each recommendation, we have provided some background so the 

reader can understand the policies, systems, arrangements and staff we 
mention. 

 



 3 

▪ Underneath the background we have described the scrutiny methods we 
used to help us reach our recommendations.  

 
▪ We are completely independent of the senior management team and our 

main relationship is with the board. The managers have had no influence over 
our recommendations. 

 
▪ The board will consider our findings and recommendations and may ask the 

senior management team to act on them. 
 

▪ We will receive feedback on the board’s reaction to the report and details of 
any actions to be taken.  

 
   

3. Why we chose Repairs, Maintenance & Voids procurement  
 

▪ We are an independent panel that carries out resident-led scrutiny as part of 
PFH regulatory framework.  

 
▪ Our top priority is to scrutinise subjects that affect customer satisfaction and 

services that appear to be experiencing serious, persistent or systematic 
failure. 

 
▪ For our first scrutiny exercise, we agreed to a suggestion made by the senior 

management team. We accepted that it was a good time to review the 
service; it was a service that every member of the panel had experienced, 
and the review would help the business.  

 
4. Background  

 
      Pickering & Ferens Homes’ objectives are to:  

 
1. Offer quality homes 
2. Offer quality services 
3. Support better neighbourhoods and communities 
4. Promote independent living and choice 
5. Be effective 
6. Grow through people and partnerships 
 

In the Resident Satisfaction Survey 2015, 97% of residents were satisfied with 
the services that PFH provides and 94% of residents were satisfied with the 
quality of their home. 
 
In 2017, PFH went through a re-procurement process in accordance with EU 
procurement legislation and PFH’s procurement strategy and financial 
regulations. Efficiency plans were put in place across all PFH services and a 
savings target of 15% was set. The overall purpose of the 5-year procurement 
plan was to achieve economies of scale, continuous improvement in services and 
to gain longer term commitment from contractors.  
 
Prior to the re-procurement in 2017, there were:  
 
 A large amount of contractors 

 Different trades 
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 No set rates (except labour) 

 Individual invoices for each job 

 Checks on all labour and material rates for each job 

 No incentives for discounts 

 Different performance from different contractors – some better than others 

(KPIs were shared with all contractors) 

 No monthly contract meetings  

 
Expressions of interest to receive documents came from 36 contractors. Actual 
bids were received from 13 contractors, 12 of which were Hull based.  
 
Tenders were awarded as follows on 12 June 2017: 
 
Primary Contracts 
 Lot 1 – Multi Trade – J C Services 

 Lot 2 – Electrical – WDH 

 Lot 3 – Plumbing – J C Services 

 
Secondary “dormant” contracts: 
 Lot 1 – WDH 

 Lot 2 – KWL 

 Lot 3 - WDH 

 
5. Scope of the review 
 
The scope of this review was developed and agreed with Sharon Brookes, Property 
Services Director, in February 2018.  
 
It covered reactive repairs and maintenance service. In particular:  
 

 Joinery 

 Plumbing 

 Roofing 

 Electrical 

 Paving, fencing, gates 

The following areas were out of scope for this review, although the RLSP touched 
lightly on them, if doing so benefitted to the overall review: 
 

 Gas Servicing or maintenance 

 Large scale improvements, e.g. windows, kitchens, bathrooms, heating etc. 

 Specialist works, drain blockages, pest control 

       
 
 
6. How we carried out the scrutiny 
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We had access to the information needed to carry out the scrutiny (except certain 
confidential and legally protected information) and to all the relevant staff. 
 
We met regularly to discuss the project and we used the following methods to carry 
out this scrutiny exercise: 
  

▪ A presentation by the former Property Services Director 
 

▪ Interviews with the Customer Support Team Leader, Technical Officer and 
Property & Compliance Manager 

 
▪ Reading key documents such as the bids from JC Services and WDH 

 
▪ Question and Answer session with JC Services and WDH 

 
▪ Checking P&FH’s information and performance data 

 
▪ Observing the Customer Services Team in action 

 
▪ An introductory meeting with the new Property Services Director 

 
7.  Summary of findings 
 
7.1 Following the re-procurement process in 2017, what improvements can be made 

to the delivery of the Repairs, Maintenance & Voids service?  
 
Our review identified some minor improvements that can be made to the service (see 
below). These included a re-boot for the post-inspection system, which had ceased 
for 18 months, and the introduction of morning and afternoon appointments.   
 
7.2 Has PFH met its main objective of achieving greater Value for Money? 
 
PFH defines Value for Money (VfM) as: “Doing the right things, investing in the right 
physical and human assets at the right price, doing things right through economic, 
efficient and effective service delivery and checking the right outcomes have been 
achieved as a result.” 
 
In the PFH Value for Money Self Assessment 2017 report, HouseMark benchmarking 
data showed that Responsive Repairs and Voids Works were assessed to be Good 
Performance and Low Cost.  
 
According to HouseMark data, the Cost of Responsive Repairs and Void works at 
PFH has dropped from £762 per property in 2012/13 to £730 in 2016/17. The 
average cost in the sector in 2016/17 was £770 per property and PFH’s performance 
leaves it just outside the upper quartile.  
 
Since the new contracts were awarded, the average cost per job has dropped by 
£12. The average cost per job prior to the re-procurement was £83. Post re-
procurement that figure had dropped to £71. 
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7.3 How are post-inspection works undertaken? 
 
PFH is looking to change the way post-inspections are carried out in the future. 
However, we discovered that they have not been done for 18 months due to a 
number of factors. 
 
The Customer Support Team (CST) does undertake surveys over the phone with 
residents on 30% of jobs carried out by WDH, JCS or Liberty Gas.  PFH will attend if 
a resident reports their dissatisfaction of work undertaken by a contractor, and/or 
contractor will be recalled.  

Claire Warrren, Chief Executive clarified that the biggest barrier to the Technical 
Officer’s time was lack of automation – he is currently doing most void inspections 
and stock condition work etc. using manually typed out schedules. Also, void work 
has increased and there is an ongoing line of pre-inspection work that PFH needs to 
explore reducing. In her response to us, Claire said he would like to re-energise the 
agile working project so we could consider it as soon as possible after home team 
was implemented. She added, “It seems IT is key: once we know what is ‘IT 
possible’, we will need an assessment of resource which I will be asking the new 
Director to do once current vacancies have been filled.” 

We were concerned to learn that post-inspections were not being carried out.  The 
RLSP feels that this was an important part of the repair process, so that PFH can 
assess the quality of work undertaken by contractors and also to ensure contractors 
are kept on their toes.  The policy and procedure for post-inspections needs updating 
to reflect current working practices.  
 
7.4 How can the appointments system operated by contractors and communications 

with PFH and residents be improved? 
 
We found that that as long as the contractor updates the portal, the system works 
well and enables CST to track the status of the job.  The questions was asked 
whether PFH make appointments for the contractors, but the onus is put on 
contractors to make the appointments; it is more straightforward for the person 
undertaking the job to arrange appointments rather than introducing another party to 
this process.  CST does not have access to individual contract workers’ diaries. 
 
It was stated at the contractor workshops that WDH and JCS appear to think that 
there are duplications using their system and the PFH portal.  The CST Team Leader 
(CSTL) was not aware of this as they had not raised this at the monthly meetings.  
She stated that the contractors knew that this was a requirement of the contract 
before they took it on and generally accept that it is part of the job.   
 
There is no additional cost to PFH/the resident as using the portal is part of the 
existing contract and using a SoR means that there are no hidden charges.  Both the 
contractors and PFH IT systems have been looked at to see if they were compatible 
to work more in sync, but they are not compatible.  Kypera (PFH’s system) is not a 
diagnostic system, which is why the CST will ask the resident several questions to be 
sure they have the right understanding of the issue.  If there is any doubt, CST will 
ask the surveyor to do a pre-inspection to ascertain the exact requirements. 
 
We also found that PFH does not have a comprehensive inventory of the fittings and 
components in its properties. While compiling an inventory may be a time-consuming 
task, the contractors expressed some frustration with not always knowing what they 
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would find at a property. We think PFH and the contractors should weigh up the costs 
and benefits of creating an inventory.  
 
There are sometimes issues with residents staying in all day to wait for a contractor.  
It is normal for contractors to offer day appointments as it is not always possible for 
the contractor to be more specific.  However, contractors have more recently started 
to use the text system to advise residents of a more specific time they will be 
attending.   If residents have appointments on the day, they should let the contractor 
know and they will do their best to work around them. 
 
After we interviewed the two contractors, a suggestion was made that JCS and WDH 
communicate with one another – i.e. perhaps by holding a pre-contractor meeting to 
give them the opportunity to talk, share ideas, learn from the others’ practices, etc.   
 
7.5 How can PFH capture the low-level resident grumbles and deal with them to  
      improve satisfaction levels? 
 
While RLSP accepts that the number of formal complaints about the service is low, 
we were interested in finding out whether PFH captures grumbles (also known in the 
industry as ‘expressions of dissatisfaction’).   
 
The CSTL stated that much of this is discovered through the telephone surveys, or 
general conversations, visits to reception or site visits.  These grumbles are fed back 
and dealt with through the monthly meetings.  CST monthly meetings are also used 
to identify issues which may have arisen to identify trends, issues with jobs, 
contractors, etc. RLSP thinks that PFH should record expressions of dissatisfaction 
as a category, and analyse and report on them.  
 
Our observations of the CST left us with nothing but praise for the work they do.  All 
seemed very knowledgeable and clearly had the interests of the caller at heart.  The 
CSTL always seemed to know the answer and had a very good insight into how 
things work, despite the various different types of call.  Despite receiving some 
difficult calls they were all dealt with utmost professionalism.  They always advised 
residents of timescales and answered every question comprehensively in a calm, 
professional and friendly manner. 
 
7.6 What more can PFH do to communicate resident repair responsibilities? 
 
There is a list in the Residents’ handbook (also on the PFH website) and available on 
request which states what repairs are PFH’s responsibility and what the residents 
must do.  Mostly, residents ring CST to enquire, at which point the team will advise 
the resident. If a repair is the resident’s responsibility and they ask for guidance as to 
how to go about this; staff would point them in the right direction of a reputable 
contractor so that they know they will receive a good service.  Darren Shreeve 
(Property & Compliance Manager) has been working with WDH and JCS to put a list 
together of the top 10 jobs which residents ask them to do, so that they can advise 
residents on estimated costs, etc at the time of enquiry, or to send to the resident.  
This would also include contractor names and contact details.   
 
We found that residents have generally accepted their responsibilities very well (in 
fact, there have been no significant changes to this for many years) and we do not 
think they are unreasonable.  RLSP stated that there may be a health and safety risk 
asking a resident to climb onto a chair to change a light bulb, for example. PFH 
would not advocate a resident climbing on an unsecure surface or take any 
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unnecessary risks.  Residents should also ask family, friends or neighbours to play a 
part and assist with these small jobs, where possible.   
 
As an aside to this line of enquiry, RLSP is aware that PFH recommends JCS and 
WDH to residents who wish to have repairs carried out, privately. PFH goes as far as 
to state that it prefers certain repairs to be carried out by its contractors. Anecdotally, 
RLSP members are aware of problems with some private jobs, and questions 
whether PFH should take an interest in residents’ satisfaction. Ultimately, the quality 
of private work carried out by PFH’s preferred contractors reflects on the 
organisation.  
 
7.7 Equality & Diversity  
 
There were no Equality & Diversity issues to report.  
 
8. Recommendations  

 
 

Recommendation 1 
 

▪ Re-instate the post-inspection system and update the policy and 
procedure 

 

Background 
 

▪ Post-inspections lapsed for 18 months due to a number of factors. 
 

Method 
▪ Interviews and review of policy and procedure 
 

 

 
 

Recommendation 2 
 

▪ Improve to the appointment system by introducing morning and 
afternoon appointments 

 

Background 
▪ It is normal for contractors to offer day appointments as it is not always 

possible for the contractor to be more specific.  RLSP believes that a modern 
customer-friendly service should offer morning and afternoon appointments.   

 

Method 
▪ Interviews and RLSP customer experience 
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Recommendation 3 
 

▪ Carry out a cost-benefit analysis of creating a full inventory of fittings 
and components used by PFH  

 

Background 
 

▪ Currently PFH does not have comprehensive records, which can lead to 
inefficiencies in the system.      

 

Method 
▪ Interviews 
 

 
9. List of documents reviewed 
 
Customer Satisfaction Survey question sheet  
 
Customer Service Standards (September 2017)  
 
JC Services tender submission (March 2017) 
 
PFH Handboook (January 2018)  
 
PFH maintenance responsibilities table  
 
Pre and post inspections policy and procedure (October 2007) 
 
Post inspections flow diagram  
 
Responsive Repairs internal audit – BDO (2017) 
 
Value for Money Self Assessment Statement 2017 
 
WDH tender submission (March 2017)  
 
10. Data reviewed 
 
Complaints 2017-18  
 
Responsive Repairs & Void Works benchmarking data 2016 - 17 
 
Value for Money Self Assessment Statement 2017 
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