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1. Introduction 

 

1.1 Benefits of co-regulation 

Tenant Scrutiny is a key aspect of co-regulation and includes the following benefits:- 

• Continuous monitoring of performance resulting in the customers and the organisation seeing 

improvements to the way services are delivered and received. 

• Tenants and Leaseholders have the opportunity to take part in challenging and influencing service 

provision 

• Tenants and Leaseholders offer a valuable perspective on the actual experience of services which 

can help shape and improve Selby DC services  

•  

1.2 What are the benefits of Scrutiny? 

Tenant led scrutiny can bring benefits to all Stakeholders as follows:- 

• Tenants and Leaseholders – improving services 

• Selby DC – Identify underperforming areas and reviewing practice 

• Regulator – Demonstrates compliance with regulatory standards 

• Partners and Stakeholders - It illustrates the benefits of partnership working and continuous 

improvement. 

• Through exploring the inner workings of Selby DC the team can learn more about the Strengths, 

Weaknesses, Opportunities and Threats within and help promote good practice and dispel myths. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



1.3 Selecting a Service review for Scrutiny 

In selecting the area for review the team considered performance indicator information and the fact that 

there was also an internal review taking place which the work of the Scrutiny team would complement.  

The Repairs and Maintenance Key Performance Indicator showed a higher than expected positive 

performance.  As a result the question was asked ‘How thorough and robust was the analysis of data 

collected’ and was there enough variety in the method of data collection to give an in depth realistic 

picture of the performance of Selby DC. The lack of data could lead to a favourable unchallenged 

performance records.   

The Scrutiny team agreed to review the customer satisfaction levels of the tenants in relation to Repairs 

and Maintenance process, systems and quality by following an 8 step programme of data gathering, reality 

checking and benchmarking. 

2. Scope of the Review 

The Repairs and Maintenance review came about after discussion with the team and the liaison officer 

revealed the KPI’s indicated a higher level of customer satisfaction than would normally be expected.  

Questions were needed to be asked about how data was collected and what the process of reporting a 

repair through to the time it took to complete the job satisfactorily looked like. 

The team agreed on key lines of enquiry, developing a questionnaire to gather real time data and feedback 

backed up by anecdotal scenarios, interviews and information sourcing with key staff members and 

benchmarking services and satisfaction levels from other authorities and associations. 

The investigation took pace over the following areas:-  

• Looking at the information available to help tenants to follow through the reporting a repair 

process? 

• Satisfaction levels of the reporting process and the speed and efficiency of the repair 

• Understanding the reporting process and how the urgency categories were arrived at, the step by 

step process a reported repair takes. Observation of the Contact Centre.   

• Reality checking with Tenants on reporting a repair to job completion, by way of questionnaire 

survey 

• Reality checking with Tenants own experiences - anecdotal stories of satisfaction or not 

• Reality checking Q & A session with the Assets team. Followed up by further E.mail Q & A 

• Research the various methods of data collection used to inform ‘How the whole process worked’ 

• Identifying the National Standards by which the Authority measures its performance. 

• Researching other Authorities methods of data collection, comparison of response times and levels 

of customer satisfaction.  

• Benchmarking the data from other Authorities and organisations 

 

 

 



3. The Scrutiny Process 

Trigger from Access Selby 

SLA-009.1 and SLA-009.2 

% of repairs completed within 

agreed timescales (emergency 

and urgent combines 

% of repairs completed within 

agreed timescales non – urgent 

repairs 

There is an internal review and 

Access Selby wanted to get the 

scrutiny outcomes to include 

within the overall review 

 

 

5 

 

5 

 

5 

 

Decided that 

both these 

areas would 

be looked at 

for second 

review 

Although meeting 

current targets 

identified that the 

scrutiny panel 

could add their 

perspective to the 

review that is 

currently going to 

be undertaken by 

Access Selby 

 

 

 

Access Selby Performance Indicators Report April 2014 - March 2015 

Areas of concern  Impact on tenants Impact on the 

organisation 

Target Current 

performance 

SLA_009.1 

% of repairs to council owned 

properties completed within 

agreed timescales 

(emergency/urgent combined 

 

Satisfaction levels should 

be high with timescales, 

quality of work and 

reduction in the need for 

return visits. 

Efficiency should be 

high if these figures 

accurately represent 

the reality 

97.00% 99.23% 

SLA_009.2 

% of repairs to council owned 

properties completed within 

the agreed timescales (Non-

urgent repairs) 

  90.00% 98.91% 

 

 

 

 

 



 

4. Findings and Recommendations 

Good practice 

• Very good feedback on the Contact Centre Experience,  

• The conduct and professionalism of the tradespeople.   

• Named contacts on behalf of tenant recorded and checked. 

• Phone calls to tenants to warn of imminent attendance  

Findings: 

Results of the questionnaires showed a high level of satisfaction with the reporting system and workforce, 

however we only covered about 27 tenants in a small geographical area and a limited age range.  

The reason behind this low number is: - The plan had been to ‘cold call’ on homes to complete the 

questionnaire, which in practice was more difficult than anticipated as we didn’t know which homes were 

Selby DC and which were now private ownership and the wide area needed to be covered.  Tenants given 

questionnaires to be collected later often failed to follow through on completion. The short list given to us 

by SDC proved to be of little use as many were not in at varying times of telephoning and those that were 

in had little memory of repairs or work done. Finally due to ill health of team members over the winter 

period going out and about door knocking proved to be too onerous a task.  

The number of complaints we did uncover in such a small survey left us with the following observations. 

 Findings Recommendation: 

 

1. 

1.1 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

1.2 

Communication: Satisfaction Data 

Interviews with staff revealed that the only method 

of collecting Data was via the PDA use by the workers 

attending the repair and no other independent 

follow up/feedback is done.  On receiving a copy of 

the questions actually asked they were found to be 

insufficient in depth and variety to be of real use in 

giving a broad picture of the performance of the 

repairs process.  There doesn’t seem to be any way 

of answering a range of questions of the 

performance as data is not collected.  

I.e. if access to the property by the repair team was 

not possible on the first call, what are the reasons for 

that and how often did this happen. 

 

The only triggers on the /Genaro system seem to be 

to safeguard staff against potential threats.  It does 

highlight named people with authority to act on 

behalf of a tenant which was checked at the call 

centre.  However there is nothing to warn or help 

tradespeople identify if the tenant is vulnerable and 

may need time to reach the door or have someone 

with them to understand what is happening. 

Data Collection:  

1.1 Develop more robust systems of data 

collection in a variety of ways with the 

questions reflecting the honest 

responses that SDC would benefit from 

to best improve the services offered to 

tenants. 

This should include an open self-critical 

method of analysis. 

Use the various Social Media available 

(i.e. Facebook, Twitter,) the various 

tenant groups, The Contact Centre could 

collect satisfaction data over the phone 

periodically, mystery shopper and a mail 

shot to tenants are all possible methods. 

1.2 Investigate the possibility of 

including in the notes section where it is 

known there are vulnerable people and 

that the PDA also informs the worker 

attending,   



2 

2.1 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

2.2 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

2.3 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

2.4 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

2.5 

Communication: Tenants 

 Our survey found Tenants whose repair reports did 

not fit into the response time categories were often 

left not knowing what was happening or when their 

repair request was going to be dealt with. If the 

repair job goes to another section or department the 

tenant is not kept informed as to the situation or 

expected timescale for action.  

 

  

If a repair request is sent online the only 

communication is an automated response of receipt 

– the tenant is not informed by return e-mail of the 

category of urgency, the job number, expected time 

of attendance resulting in the possibility of no one at 

home or being available, nor do they have a record 

of the report.  

 

Tenants were found to be confused by who is 

responsible for what job, which department deals 

with what section and so on. Much of this 

information can be found on-line, in their tenant 

handbook and agreement and in the Open Door 

newsletter however often this is not retained. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Reporting a repair requires specific questioning skills 

which the contact centre use well, however repairs 

are reported by many other means whereby 

incorrect or inadequate information may be 

gathered resulting in the wrong tradesperson getting 

the wrong job wasting time and money. i.e. a leak 

may not need a plumber but a roofer, or a fitting still 

under warranty from a contractor being fixed by in-

house staff instead of the contractor.  

 

There have been occasions when a return 

communication has been assumed to be done by 

someone else when in fact no-one had done it, 

leaving the tenant or client wondering what is 

happening.  This in turn leads to repeated contacts, 

timewasting and dissatisfied customers. 

 

 

 

 

 

Recommendations: 

2.1 Tracking: Using a system similar to 

Parcel delivery for Tenants to track 

where their repair is in the system by 

having a job number, where comments 

or notes are made by the Assets team to 

inform of issues, dates etc. Those not 

on-line could still phone the contact 

centre for the same information. 

 

2.2 E-mail replies: Develop a system 

whereby a return e-mail is sent 

explaining the category and when the 

tenant can expect the work to be 

completed 

 

 

 

2.3 Open Door: Continue to 

inform through Open Door with clear 

diagrammatic graphics on how the 

various Departments/Authorities work 

together or not. (i.e. Contracts, Legal, 

Housing, Assets and Community) 

Continue to provide the information in 

exciting ways and encourage stories 

from tenants and leaseholders to 

support the good work done their areas 

and to show how they may have tackled 

problems. 

 

2.4   Uniform recording: All those 

taking details of a repair should be 

working to the same robust questioning 

style and entering onto the system 

accordingly or reduce the number of 

people taking details to those whose 

skills get the right information for the 

job to be done effectively and efficiently. 

 

 

2.5 Review the internal procedures to 

ensure there is no room for the human 

error leading to a communication being 

forgotten or assumed to be done by 

someone else. 



3.00 

3.1 

The Tenants Handbook  

 The Handbook has not been in circulation for some 

time now due to being withdrawn for updating.  This 

we understand has in fact been done electronically 

but has not been given approval for publishing.  

 

 

 

3.1 Make The Tenants Handbook 

available to tenants and leaseholders on-

line in the first instance, with hard copies 

available in libraries and community 

centres for those not on-line.  

 

4.00 

 

4.1 

 

 

 

 

 

4.2 

 

 

 

 

 

 

4.3 

Response times: Access to and attendance at a 

property:   

Although many tenants reported receiving phone 

calls for intention to attend to repairs there were 

cases of the trade people just turning up and not 

being able to gain access or get a response, resulting 

in a return visit being required. 

 

Tenants who are working may not be in a position to 

take time off work or get someone to be available to 

let tradesperson in. 

 

 

 

 

Response times for repairs has remained unchanged 

for many years, other Authorities have lower 

response time standards. 

Whereby the response times used by Selby DC are 

within the National Standard they are inherited and 

have not been reviewed in many years to see if 

improvements could be made to increase efficiency 

and cost effectiveness  

The base line for number of jobs attended works out 

at 2 ½ jobs per tradesperson per working day based 

on the figures shown in appendix H 

 

 

4.1 Appointments: At the point of 

reporting can an appointment system be 

implemented for either morning or 

afternoon on a specific date within the 

urgency category?  

 

4.2 Flexitime: As many Tenants could be 

in work, investigate the feasibility of 

tradespeople working to a managed 

flexi-time rota to cover the periods 

between 8.00 -6.00 Monday to Friday 

and a Saturday morning. 

 

4.3 Response times: A review of 

response timescales to bring it in line 

with many other authorities would 

further improve efficiency of the team, 

e.g. a suggested aim of Emergency 

within a morning or afternoon 

depending when reported, Urgent within 

3 calendar days and General within 15 

calendar days. 

 

5.00 

5.1 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Internal communication  

The trades were sometimes sent to jobs 

inappropriately for their area of expertise due to 

inadequate questioning and clarification at the time 

of the report.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

5.1 In-house training should include job 

shadowing so that every area dealing 

with repair enquiries understand the 

process and difficulties from each 

other’s point of view 

 i.e. Contact centre staff go out on a job 

with the tradespeople for a day or 

morning. 

More information may then be gathered 

to forward to the PDA. The method of 

collecting the required information for 

the trades to do the job effectively to be 

reviewed with all sources understanding 

the importance of ascertaining the 

correct details. 

 

 



5.2 Tradespeople have reported a lack of quality and 

quantity of information on the PDA  

. 

 

 

 

5.2 A discussion takes place with the 

trades to ascertain what extra 

information they need to improve their 

efficiency. A two-way open forum that 

takes on suggestions from the face to 

face work team. 

 

 

Appendix A Information gathering process 

Activity Date  

Agreed topic of scrutiny 7.10.2015  

Briefing with team conducting internal review 6.11. 2015  
Understanding of the Repair procedures 

Initial briefings with Asset team Manager and his team 

representatives 

19.11.2015  

Request lines of enquiry information 11.2015  
Understanding the reporting of repairs process  

Observation of Contact centre staff dealing with repair reports 

and how the Genaro system works 

9.12.2015 

and 

2.03.2016 

 

Tenant and leaseholders feedback – views and experiences  

Collection of data - Questionnaires 
January - 

April 2016  

 

What Triggers are in place and how are they implemented 12.2015  
Communication channels regarding Crossovers of demarcation between NYCC, 

SDC, Utilities etc 
11.2015  

What good practice is already in place? 12.2015  
Reference material – National Standards, Open Door Annual Report, Document 

and Annual report references from York, Leeds, Wakefield, Doncaster, 

Harrogate, Ryedale , Hull,   

05- 06.2016  

 

Appendix B – Observation notes on Contact centre 

Attendance at Contact Centre for observation of repairs reporting process 9
th

 Dec 2015. 10.00 am – 12.00  

  Observation  Notes Sue Pattinson Date 9.12.15  

This was a pure observation and listening in to calls for repairs being reported or 

payments being made. 

1. Carer – reporting a broken window – priority 

• checks made if carer an agreed contact 

• Informed may be a charge, asked for worker to ring before attending 

• Vulnerability is added to notes on computer record 

2. Repeat repair of shower done a week ago, checked records for details will be 

attending same day. Urgent as no hot water and disabled tenant 

3. Help Link follow up customer  rang to check attendance times – check made and 

confirmed 

4. Housing support officer rang regarding problems at the Coultish Centre,   

•   fire door hard to open, H&S system says  

•   heating not working 

 

 

25 days 

 

 

 

 

 

Urgent same 

day 

 

 

 



 

5.  VOID – ready for new tenant – repairs still to be completed before can move in.  

• air vent,  

• missing skirting board 

6. Smoke Alarm going off- wire snapped when replacing the battery and not working 

now 

Ring before attending 

Zoe worked mainly with the repairs contacts which are directed to her when the client 

selects the appropriate number.  The computer programme identifies the category of 

urgency and whether it may be chargeable, the customer is informed at the time.  The 

customer is asked if they would like a phone call before attendance of the workers and if 

they have any particular requirements. 

 

Repairs are logged onto the system and the repairs team have instant access to the same 

system, for urgent repairs an E.mail is also sent. 

 

Notes on the customer’s records identify named people with whom the contact centre 

can communicate and this is checked at the point of contact.  Notes also show specific 

needs or vulnerability as well as those for whom the workforce need 

protection/safeguarding. 

Zoe was efficient at working through the computer system and was consistent in her 

approach to questioning the caller. 

 

Subject: Repairs rung in to Selby Call Centre on 2nd March 2016 from 

(Marilynne)                   Date: Thu, 14 Apr 2016 14:44:04 +010 

I was met by Claire who I was to sit with in the morning of 2nd March 2016 to listen to calls 

booked in for repairs between 10am and 12.30pm 

 

1) This was from a lady who had being waiting for some plastering doing in one of her rooms 

but the man that came on Feb 26th said he was a builder so he could not do the job. He said 

that he would get back to the lady but no one had done so. She went on to say that most 

people who have done work on her home never phone first to let her know that they were 

coming! 

2) This was a radiator that was not working in the Lounge. This was put on for 5 days. 

 

3)  A job had been put on 5 days to do, was a Bathroom light that was flashing on and off but 

the customer got someone else in to do it as she did not want to wait any longer. So she rang 

to let them know. She also mentioned that the workmen never ring to say what day they 

would arrive.  

 

4) This was for a back door handle that was not working but had been fixed that morning with 

a replacement handle but still the new one did not work correctly! So Claire rang the 

workman to ask him to go back. He said it was ok when he had left it but would try to fit them 

in again that day! 

5) The last one was for a Boiler that was leaking and was put for 5 days. The caller asked if the 

workman would ring them as they had not done so the last time! 

6) Was for another boiler that was not working but this call had gone to one of the other girls 

even though all repairs were switched to Claire's Phone. She came to tell us.  

 

 

 

Urgent 1 day 

 

 

 

 

 

5 days 

 

 



Appendix C - Questionnaire 

Reporting procedure                  1 = not happy/good 5 = very happy/good 

What type of repair were you reporting? 

 

 

Emergency 

Urgent 

Non urgent 

Outside 

maintenance 

Were you happy with the category of urgency given? 

 

 

1     2     3     4    5 

What was the reporting procedure like for you? 

 

1     2     3     4    5 

Were you happy with the information given to understand the procedure and 

timescale and possible costs to yourself? 

 

1     2     3     4    5 

Were you asked if you had any specific needs  or arrangements to enable the 

workforce to complete the repair 

(i.e. deafness, mobility difficulty, carers/relatives attendance) 

 

 

Time scale 

From reporting how long did you wait for the work to be done? 

 

 

Was the work done within the timescale given? 

• If not what reason was given for the delay 

 

 

Did you get adequate notice of attendance date/time? 

 

 How were you contacted? 

 

E.mail 

Phone call 

Letter 

Pre-arranged at 

time of reporting 

How long did the job take? 

 

 

Did you need a return visit and was that within the timescale? 

 

 

 

Outside maintenance 

Are you happy with the local outside maintenance of i.e. trees, pavements, 

railings, grass cutting etc. 

1   2   3   4   5 

If no, please comment 

 

 

 

 

 



Satisfaction      1 very unsatisfactory – 5 very satisfied 

Were you happy with the information given at reporting stage 

• If no, why   

Costs 

 

Timescale 

 

Urgency 

 

Specific needs 

1   2   3   4   5 

 

1   2   3   4   5 

 

1   2   3   4   5 

 

1   2   3   4   5 

 

Were you happy with the work completed 

• If no, why 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Standard of work              

 

Conduct of 

workforce 

 

Timescale 

 

Was it done in 

clean and tidy 

manner  

1   2   3   4   5 

 

1   2   3   4   5 

 

1   2   3   4   5 

 

1   2   3   4   5 

 

If the work was not completed on the same day what reasons 

were given for the delay? 

 

 

 

  

What was the type of repair/maintenance problem? please 

describe 

 

 

 

  

Type of property:        Postcode: 

Old House  new modern house  bungalow flat Tenant  leaseholder 

Tenant Age group: 

18-24  25-40  41-60  61-75  75+  

Please feel free to add any other comments with regard to your experiences of the repair procedure. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

Appendix D -  Summary of results of the Questionnaire Survey 

 

Scrutiny questionnaire data June 2016 

 Repair type 

Or complaints by 

same 

Satisfaction 

level 

1 poor 5 good 

Comment 

 

Action by 

scrutiny 

 

1 

1a 

Windows – non 

urgent 

Pavements 

4 

1 

 

Too late for trees. Pavements all 

want doing 

 

2 

2a 

Non specific 

repairs - non 

urgent 

Trees and paths 

Happy 

1 

 

Too late for trees. Paths need 

doing 

 

3 

3a 

Non specific 

repairs non urgent 

 paths 

Happy 

 

1 

  

4 Footpaths 1 Disgrace after rain 

 

 

5 

 

Outside hedge 

 

1 

 

Reported: ignored 

 

 

6 

6a 

 

Damp rooms expel 

air fitted 

urgent 

Trees 

 

5 

 

1 

 

All excellent indoors 

 

Told to do it self SDC no money 

 

7 

 

trees 1 

 

Touching roof –supposed to get cut 

back no-one been 

 

8 

8a  

 

 

8b 

Bathroom tap - 

urgent 

trees 

 

 

heating faults 

 

3/4 

1 

 

 

5 

 

 

Touching roof reported many times 

over 2 years nothing done 

 

9 Bathroom - urgent 

 

Happy 

 

  

10 

10a 

Front door  

trees 

 

5  

Too late to trim trees 

Don’t want to hear them scream 

 

11 Gate 

 

1 Reported no contact made in 

several months 

 

Reported – 

fixed 



 

12 

 

 

 

12a 

Door 

 

 

 

Trees 

 

4-5 

 

 

 

3 

Chain not put back on door when 

changing it – charge made for 

return journey and attaching.  

 

Overhanging gutters 

Grass cutting by tenants those not 

able long time between 

 

13 Outside roof damp 

 

1 Reported, looked at, told nothing 

wrong, still damp, white, mouldy 

looking walls at chimney level 

 

14 

14a 

Damp - urgent 

Trees /stones 

 

5 

2 

 

Trees drop fruit and stones – 

cover footpaths – difficult walking, 

grass needing continuous sweeping, 

potential to damage cars 

 

15 

15a 

Radiator - urgent 

Trees/stones 

 

5 

4 

efficient 

As above 

 

16 

16a 

Kitchen replace 

Fence 

5 

3 

 

 

Back fence fixed in neighbours 

garden but not the dividing fence, 

in a state of disrepair 

 

17 Roof leak - urgent 

 

5 

 

excellent  

18 Outside porch 

 

3/5 

 

  

19 Bathroom bidet 

leak - urgent 

 

3/4 

 

After initial assessment – no 

contact as to what was happening 

to get it fixed – disabled tenant 

needing this equipment 

Reported 

Contact to 

be made 

20 New Kitchen 

wanted  

 e.mail complaint – no communication 

to say when it will be fitted and 

unhelpful comment like if out will 

go back to back of list 

Reported- 

Contact 

made with 

tenant 

21 New boiler - urgent 4   

22 

22a 

Non specific 

urgent 

Pavements and 

trees 

4/5 

1 

  

23 Leak round chimney 

–urgent 

outside 

3/4 

2 

  

24 Non specific 

urgent 

5   



25 Expel air vent to 

fill 

5   

26 Leaking roof 5 From day 1000% happy  

27 

27a 

Leak in kitchen – 

non urgent 

Toilet handle 

4 

4 

  

  

 

Satisfaction with 

category 

 

Satisfaction with 

workforce 

 

Standard of work 

 

Cleanliness of work  

 

Satisfaction with 

reporting 

 

Information given 

to Understand the  

process 

Satisfaction with 

priority  

 

 

Not happy 

 

 

  1       2       3      4      5 

 

4-1,  2-2,  5-3,  9-4,  7-5 

 

0-1,  0-2,  1-3,  7-4,  11-5 

 

2-1,  0-2,  2-3,  7-4,   9-5 

 

1-1,  0-2,  1-3,  7-4,   10-5 

 

1-1,  0-2,  7-3,  7-4,   11-5 

 

2-1,  1-2,  5-3,  3-4,   12-5 

 

4-1,  2-2,  5-3,  9-4,   7-5 

 

 

v.happy 

 

 
Notification of attendance - 2 e.mail,   18 phone calls,   3 letters,  4 none 

  

Work carried out – timescale 

Within 24hr - ,   within 5 days – 12,   within 25 days – 5,   outside 25 days – 2 

Still waiting – 4,  not known – 4 

 
22 bungalows,  3 flats,   1 houses,   1 prefab 

 

Areas covered 

Tadcaster- Auster Bank, Calcaria, Kelcbar, Sherburn, Brayton, Telephone. 

 

Several of the questionnaires were incomplete and/or had muddled stories 

So the numbers have been correlated as best as I can to reflect the general response. 
The telephone enquiries gave few results as we could get no answers or people were not interested. 

 

 



 

Appendix E  External Authorities Response times 

 

 

WD = working day, Hr = hour,   

Organisation Report findings Priority timescales and response times 

  Emergency Urgent Routine 

1.    

Routine 

2.   
York Average repair time 9 days 4 hr Same 

day 

 28 days 

Doncaster 

St.Ledger 

 2 hr 5 days  20 days 

Leeds Right to repair scheme booklet 

Repair times set by Law 

Compensation 

Repairs and maintenance 

handbook 

Data survey – Random phone call 

to check work done to 

satisfaction 

attend within 3 

hrs, complete 

within 24 hrs 

 

3 wd Priority b.  

7 wd 

 

20 wd 

Swan Housing 

Association 

Comprehensive 5 page Repairs 

Standards online 

Planned work: done within 45 

working days 

within 4 hours 

Emergency: 

within 24 hours 

  within 15 

wd  

Hull 

 

 24 hr   20wd 

Harrogate  24hr 4wd 10wd 30  

Wakefield and 

District 

Housing  

Right first time policy 

Phone to arrange convenient 

time 

 

within 24 hrs 

 

 within 10 

days 
 

Selby 

District 

Council 

 Emergency: 

24hr 

 

7 days  35 days 

Rydale  

Yorkshire 

housing 

 4 hr  7 days  35 days 

 

Home group  6 hr   12 days 

Stonewater  24 hr 7 days   
Sanctuary  24 hr   28 days 

Broadacres  24 hr    

 Basildon Range of methods to report 

Give reference No.  

Tell you the priority code 

Attend within the code timescale 

within 2 hrs 

complete 24 hrs 

 

5 

calendar 

days 

 

1 – 14 days 

 

28 days 



 

Appendix F Questions put to the Internal Review Team 

• What is the scope of the Repairs Review Team 

• Repairs Procedure with flowcharts where available 

• Policy on repairs - national and local 

• Breakdown of the targets set for repairs internal and external, individual and public areas  

• data for the last two years on repairs, targets, satisfaction etc 

• If possible can this data be broken down into Geographical area as well as type of repair and most 

common Trends 

• the documentation used to collect data and criteria used to interpret the resulting information 

• how satisfaction with the service on repairs is measured  

• Who decides and when, what is an emergency/urgent/non-urgent repair. 

• Are there any triggers on tenant data to identify vulnerable tenants to those receiving requests for 

repairs and if so are these passed on to the contractors. 

• An overview of the contractors, repair team - flowchart - the who, where, what and when of the service 

• Are there any crossovers with regard to demarcation boundaries i.e. where do responsibilities start and 

end with specific teams and could work  come to a standstill as a result. 

Appendix G Questions put to the Asset team 

• A print out of the questions asked on the PDA 

• Is the same repair finder used for both tenants and Leaseholders and if not what is used? 

• Is there a breakdown of numbers of an reasons for no access to properties, or just a case that all 

regarded the same despite the reasons that may be presented, i.e. hard of hearing but no-one 

knocked loud enough or waited long enough for someone with mobility difficulties to get to the 

door or working so not able to be in 8.00 – 5.00 Mon to Fri. 

• With many staff in local authorities working flexi time is there scope for workers to attend later or 

earlier in the day than 8.00 – 5.00 for non-urgent jobs or is that already done? 

• A breakdown of the budget figures for the last two years and how is it agreed for tenants and 

leaseholders 

• How many trades staff and Supervisors are there? 

• How do Assets get information about repairs and who organises the trades to go out on their 

specific jobs for the day? 

• Are there any Random checks done to monitor how well the trades are doing or any notes made on 

the tenants records following the repair visit if there have been any issues, whether with the repair 

or the tenant? 

• If the job passes onto another department (Social Services, future major works, contracts) how is 

that noted or communicated to the tenant? 

• Further questions yet to receive a response- 7
th

 July 

• When a repair is reported, how is the Tradesman informed of that job? 

• How many and what are the departments the jobs are allocated to? 

• How long in time from when the job is reported is the Tradesman made aware of the need to do the job for a 
24 hour, 7 Day and 35 Day job? 

• Who determines the Tradesman’s job order, the Dept. Manager, the Tradesman or some other person? 

 



Appendix H  Productivity of Repairs Department 

365 days in a year – minus 

104 weekend days = 261 – minus 

8 Bank Holidays = 253 days – minus 

Staff holidays of 25 days = 228 working days per person 

20 tradespeople x 228 working days = 4560 worker days per year 

6522 – emergency and urgent repairs done + 3845 routine repairs = 10367 

10367 repairs :- 4560 working days = 2.27 repair jobs per worker per working day 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Appendix I Process Flowchart for reporting and progressing a repair 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Tradesperson records on 

PDA job complete and 

may also do the survey. 

 Entered onto the Genaro System 

this Determines urgency, type and 

charges and records any 

information relevant to the tenant 

and repair history 

Automatically enters 

onto Assets Team 

computer system 

Asset Co-ordinators 

distribute jobs according 

to priority, geographical 

area and type  

 

Information entered 

on to PDAs of relevant 

tradesperson 

Tenant/leaseholder 

Reports a repair 

E.Mail On-line 

form 

Admin staff in 

community 

office 

Access 

Selby  

Telephone to 

Contact centre 

Community 

Officer 

Wardens, 

support 

workers 

Coordinator/inspectors 

do spot checks on 

completed jobs for 

quality control 

Automatically updates 

information to show 

history on the Genaro 

System 

Trades attend repair in 

order of priority but may 

call on others whilst in 

the area. 

4 Geographical Asset Co-ordinators, 

2 Supervisors and 1 Electrical 

Supervisor 

6 Joiners, 4 Plumbers, 1 Plasterer,  

3 Bricklayers, 2 Labourers, 

 4 Electricians 


