
- 1 - 
 

                        

                                                                                    Tenant 

                                                                             

                                                                                      Panel 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Tenant Scrutiny Panel Report – 2012 

 

Kitchen and Bathroom Refurbishment 
 

 

 

Report  001.12 

December  2012 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Tenant 

 

Panel 
 



- 2 - 
 

Contents 
 

1. Tenancy Services Background ........................................................................................................ - 3 - 

2. Introduction to Scrutiny and Co-Regulation .................................................................................. - 4 - 

3. Scrutiny Panel Findings ................................................................................................................... - 5 - 

3.1 Property Visits by IPCOM .......................................................................................................... - 5 - 

3.2. Surveying Services Meeting Report – 14th May 2012 ............................................................. - 6 - 

3.3. Surveying Services Meeting Report – 27th June 2012 ............................................................. - 7 - 

3.4. Tenant Questionnaires ............................................................................................................. - 8 - 

3.5. Tenant Home Visits ................................................................................................................ - 11 - 

3.6. Changes to Sub-contractors ................................................................................................... - 11 - 

4. Conclusions and Recommendations ............................................................................................. - 12 - 

4.1. Conclusions ............................................................................................................................ - 12 - 

4.2. Recommendations ................................................................................................................. - 13 - 

 5. Appendix      

5.1   Surveying Services Report -  Rev 2, 14 May 2012 

5.2  Resident’s Guide to Major Works – IBC & Apollo 

5.3  Kitchen & Bathroom Refurbishment Procedure 

5.4  Surveying Services Report – TSP, 27 June 2012 

5.5  Tenant Questionnaire Sample 

5.6  Email Correspondence – Various, in date order  

 

 

 

 

 

Acknowledgements 

The Tenant Scrutiny Panel would like to record its thanks to Ipswich Borough Council 

Officers and Staff particularly in Tenancy Services, Participation, Surveying and Finance for 

their assistance and co-operation, to the Apollo Group managers and staff and Tenants who 

responded or allowed us in their homes. 

  



- 3 - 
 

TO: IPSWICH BOROUGH COUNCIL – TENANCY SERVICES 

FROM: THE TENANT SCRUTINY PANEL 

DATE: Date Completed – December 2012 

TITLE: Kitchen and Bathroom Refurbishment 

1. Tenancy Services Background          
 

 

PURPOSE: 

To review the process and procedures operated by both IBC and its contracted partners for 

the refurbishment or replacement of kitchens and/or bathrooms in IBC tenants’ homes. 

 

 

BACKGROUND: 

In previous years IBC had embarked on a plan of maintenance to, and refurbishment of 

some 8,200 tenants’ homes in order to comply with the Government’s “Decent Homes 

Scheme”.  This was later combined with IBC’s own “Ipswich Standard”, which aims to 

provide a higher specification appertaining to both external and internal planned 

maintenance in relation to warmth (insulation, windows, doors & heating), electrical wiring 

and to the standards of kitchens and bathrooms. The Government’s Decent Homes standard 

was achieved in 2010/11 and the Ipswich Standard is to be completed by the end of the 

financial year 2014/15.  

During the beginning of 2012, it came to the attention of IPCOM (the former tenant-led 

tenant participation panel) from anecdotal evidence, that some tenants were unhappy with 

some of the refurbishment outcomes. This followed from the demise of Connaught (a 

previous contracted partner), the decision by their replacement partners, Lovell, not to 

continue with the contract and works completed by the current holders, the Apollo Group. 

When IPCOM was replaced by the Tenant Scrutiny Panel (TSP) in April 2012, as a result of 

the Government’s Localism Act, after forming itself, the Panel formally took on the review of 

the refurbishment of kitchens and bathrooms, as its first project. 
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RESEARCH COMPLETED: 

Prior to April 2012, the Chair and Vice-Chair of IPCOM had met with the Apollo Group and 

IBC surveyors to discuss a tenant complaint from 2011 relating to works completed by the 

Apollo Group at a property in the Whitton area of Ipswich. There followed visits to 

completed projects at Walton House and Cumberland Towers (sheltered accommodation), 

Victoria Street, in the town centre area and Poppy Close in the Chantry area. The property 

sizes ranged from small sheltered flats kitchenettes, to one bedroomed flats with large 

kitchens, flats with small kitchens and those with kitchen/ diners. 

During June 2012, TSP formally met with Council officers including those managing the 

contract and from the finance and the surveying departments.  

During August and September 2012, 100 tenants who had recently had refurbishment works 

completed were surveyed for their views and comments; 29 tenants responded, including 

four who agreed to be interviewed in their own homes, independently by TSP members. 

During October 2012, two of the four tenants were successfully interviewed in their homes. 

These interviews related to bathroom refurbishment whereas most previous scrutiny 

related to kitchens. 

2. Introduction to Scrutiny and Co-Regulation 
 

 2.1 What are the benefits of co-regulation? 

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

 Continuous monitoring of performance, allows the tenant and landlord to improve 

the services tenants receive 

 Tenants have the opportunity to take part in monitoring the Council and influencing 

service provision 

 Tenants can offer a valuable perspective on the actual experience received which 

can help shape and improve Tenancy Services 

       2.2 What are the benefits of scrutiny? 

Tenant scrutiny can bring benefits for all stakeholders: 

 Tenants – improves services 

 Tenancy Services – identifies underperforming area 

 Regulators – demonstrates compliance with regulatory standards 

 Partners and stakeholders – it illustrates the benefits of partnership and continuous 

improvement 
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 2.3 Selecting services for scrutiny 

A prime role of the scrutiny team is to review key service areas by scrutinising: 

 The performance data from Tenancy Services  

 Information from groups of common concern such as the Housing Working Group 

 Information from tenants both directly and indirectly 

 From other areas of tenant participation such as Area Housing Panels and tenant 

get-togethers 

The prime aim of scrutiny is to identify areas of concern and make suggestions for how to 

improve these areas of service and with regard to achieving value for money. 

It does this by: 

 Agreeing the scope of review 

 Data gathering - including interviewing, survey, questionnaires and mystery 

shopping 

 Panel review of evidence 

 Compilation and formulation of reports. We undertake to review and report on 

three areas of concern in each on-going year. 

The Scrutiny Panel team members consist of elected tenant representatives who previously 

served on IPCOM and or the Housing Management Board, on Service Improvement Panels 

or were involved in tenant participation, principally through the Area Housing Panels. The 

panel has a formal constitution and code of conduct. 

 The Panel members are: 

Brian Laffling, Chair, Michael Lloyd, Vice-Chair, Leah Jordan, Pat Tatum (Sheltered 

Representative), Sandra Wilding, Graham Bennett, Derek Rusher, Alan Sparrow and John 

Wragg 

3. Scrutiny Panel Findings 

3.1 Property Visits by IPCOM 
 

Accompanied by Apollo Staff we visited several types of properties across the borough to 

view refurbishment both in progress and after completion. We were able to chat to 

Residents and Tenants about their choices, the progress of works being completed by Pilon 

(the company sub-contracted by Apollo to complete the works) and to view the outcomes 

of kitchen refurbishment.  
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We observed kitchenettes “stuffed” with units, large kitchens (the size of small lounges) 

with units lost in the space, smaller kitchens (more typical size in IBC properties) that were 

adequately fitted out as were properties containing kitchen diners. The actual number of 

units fitted, to a maximum of 8 (a mix of base and wall units) was adjusted to accommodate 

the current tenants’ appliances and, at the request of tenants, some had lowered wall 

units. There was no evidence of uniformity or consideration of work surface space and 

tenants pointed out problems concerning corner cupboards and accessibility in them. 

Tenants indicated communication problems between themselves and the Pilon contractors, 

who had little command of English. Tenants were happy with the choices given to them 

concerning colour of unit doors, wall and floor tiling and redecoration but felt less involved 

in the choice of layout which was often presented as “being this” largely due to health and 

safety considerations (cooker position being away from windows, sinks underneath 

windows, no cupboards over the cooker area) and their personal choice of appliances. 

Often their new kitchens had a very different layout to the old one such as appliances being 

on opposite walls. The works completed most often consisted of demolishing old brick 

pantries, with re-plumbing, rewiring and re-plastering; major disruption which most tenants 

accommodated gamely and happily. In all these visits tenants expressed complete 

satisfaction with the planning, execution and, particularly, the outcome of the 

refurbishment.  Tenants were grateful for their new kitchens, and it was a pleasure to see 

Tenants happy and warm in their homes. We also observed Apollo Resident Liaison Officers 

(RLOs) collecting notes of thanks and, at Walton House, there was to be a fish and chip 

supper to celebrate the completion of works. Separately, at Queensway shopping area in 

the Nacton/Priory Heath area, Apollo had completed works refurbishing a shop and turning 

it into a small community facility. 

We observed other minor details; at Poppy Close; a kitchen diner, there was a line of 

surface mounted electrical trunking about 12” down from the ceiling below an expanse of 

exposed water and heating pipework which also followed along the line of the ceiling. Pilon 

had broken into the trunking for electrical access then channelled the new wiring into the 

walls to new plug sockets. In the dining room part the original wiring, sockets and switches 

remained and there was a definite line between the kitchen re-flooring and re-decoration 

and the dining area. 

In general, kitchens were fitted with either a single, central lamp or long fluorescent fitting. 

3.2. Surveying Services Meeting Report – 14th May 2012 

At our first formal TSP meeting on the 14th June 2012, we discussed with officers from 

Tenancy Services, Finance, Surveying, Tenant Participation and with Alan Huffey and John 

Richardson, who manage this project, the basis of the works, the specification as set by IBC, 

the cost and financing of the refurbishment programme, the progress to date and in the 

past, lessons learned to date and the implementation of changes for the future and the 
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current performance of Apollo. We were also introduced to the “Resident’s Guide to Major 

Works”, which gives guidance, information and progress support to residents and tenants; it 

serves as a “compact” between the tenant, IBC and Apollo. 

From the document “Surveying Services” Rev 2 dated 14th May 2012, TSP observed Key 

Performance Indicator 3 – Feedback from Tenants. The IBC KPI for percentage Return Rate 

is 80% with Apollo achieving 95.49% and for current percentage Satisfaction, the IBC KPI is 

93% with Apollo achieving 97.40%. TSP also observed Key Performance Indicator 4 - 

Defects. The IBC KPI is set at 100% and the performance then achieved by Apollo was 

95.7%. Yet, the rest of the same report contains only glowing and positive responses, which 

is contrary to our previous tenant evidence and, given that 814 properties were refurbished 

during 2011/2012 (April to April), this should lead to some 24 complaints annually. IBC 

admits to only one from 2011 and state that in addition to the Apollo procedure it now has 

a specific and dedicated officer to handle received tenant complaints. The point being that 

it and Apollo are not receiving any complaints from tenants! Our experience with the 

tenants is that they do not know who to complain to; at the request of TSP an option was 

added to the dedicated repairs service number to allow tenants to register problems. 

The TSP acknowledges the openness and frankness of all participating parties at this 

meeting and the support shown by IBC staff in progressing the work of the TSP.  

The IBC Surveying Services Report Rev 2, dated 14th May 2012 (Appendix 5.1), the Resident’s 

Guide to Major Works (Appendix 5.2) and the Kitchen & Bathroom Refurbishment Procedure 

(Appendix 5.3) documents are contained in the Appendix, (Section 5) 

3.3. Surveying Services Meeting Report – 27th June 2012 
 

At its meeting on 28th June 2012, TSP discussed the previous meeting and findings and had 

already requested additional financial information relating to the total and individual costs 

of both the Kitchen and Bathroom refurbishments. The detailed costings supplied show 

that a Kitchen in financial year 11/12 had a previous total core refurbishment cost of only 

£2,741 while a bathroom had a total of only £1,934 in the same period. Following changes 

to the specification these costs would increase for the year 12/13, to £2,985 for each 

kitchen and to £2,101 for each bathroom. In all periods this did not seem a 

disproportionate or extreme amount of money, per property; in fact, to the TSP, this 

seemed more than reasonable. Of course across thousands of properties, this amounted to 

millions of pounds being spent. 

At this stage TSP could only conclude that, at these costs, given the 

specification laid down by IBC, having observed the scope of works 

undertaken, having seen and discussed the outcome of these works with 

tenants; this project demonstrates value for money and fulfils the objective 

for Ipswich Borough Council. 
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At the same meeting TSP considered further points and had one, particular, area of further 

concern: 

 The apparent discrepancy in complaints/ adverse comments acknowledged/ 

received by both Apollo and IBC, compared to comment otherwise received through 

other Tenant information. 

 Could the specification be refined or indeed improved? – There were issues 

surrounding corner cupboard access, the obtrusiveness of lighting installed and the 

number and combination of units installed. Some Tenants felt they needed more 

units and we observed some tenants who would have been better with less but 

more suitable units. Was this too much a “one size fits all” solution and viewed only 

from the Council’s perspective?  

 Was access, particularly for the elderly and less abled, either by reaching up to wall 

units or down to base units accommodated? Was the tenant really consulted and 

their individual needs truly taken into account? 

 Did the outcome really work for the tenant? Was their kitchen layout the most 

appropriate for them? Did they have enough work surfaces for modern needs? 

The IBC Surveying Services report dated 27th June 2012 (Appendix 5.4) is contained in the 

Appendix, (Section 5). 

3.4. Tenant Questionnaires 
 

At its meeting of 16th August 2012, TSP resolved to independently verify tenant satisfaction 

by sending out a questionnaire to the last 100 tenants who had had either their kitchen 

and/ or bathroom refurbished and that the returns would be studied by TSP only. The panel 

devised a questionnaire, which consisted of a mix of yes/no answers (which were felt not to 

be leading), together with open comment sections. This was completed in conjunction with 

Tenant Participation staff.  

The questionnaire and covering letter (Appendix 5.5) are contained in the Appendix, (Section 

5) 

The questionnaire was sent out during August 2012 and the resulting returns reviewed 

during October 2012.  

Of the 100 questionnaires sent out 29 were returned, comprising 5 kitchens only, 1 

bathroom only and 23 properties having both their kitchens and bathrooms refurbished. 

From the perspective of this report concerning tenant; involvement, choice and desired 

outcome, the key questions are the replies to questions 3 and 4 and relating to work 

process’; the replies to question 7. 

Question 3, yielded 6 commented/ negative replies: 
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 4 responded not enough choice of layout/ finished look 

 1 responded that they were told this is how it will be 

 1 responded lack of paint colours (this was also commented in other areas) 

Question 4, yielded 4 commented/ negative replies: 

 3 responded not enough cupboards 

 1 responded not enough work surface 

Question 7, yielded 13 commented/ negative replies and covers 4 separate areas together 

with open comment: 

 10 responded concerning Lack of Contact with Council/ Apollo 

   4 responded either Limited/No Choice or Not Happy With Outcome 

   3 responded on “down days” and days of non-attendance or no work and progress 

   1 responded nobody ever came back and she still has all the paperwork and boards 

Tenant Scrutiny Panel - Analysis of Kitchens & Bathrooms Questionnaire 2012 

Question 
Number 

Kitchen Bathroom 
Kitchen & 
Bathroom  

Yes No 
No 

Reply 
Replies 
Count 

1 5 1 23         29 

2         27 2   29 

3         25 4   29 

4         25 4   29 

5         19 9 1 29 

6         23 6   29 

7         16 13   29 

8 1 7 9 8 4 
  

  

Gradings 
1 2 3 4 5 

  
  

More Disruptiveness Less 
  

  

9         25   4 29 

  
       

  

Question 

       
  

Number Replies Commented/ Negative Replies 
   

  

3 6 Told how it would be 1 Lack of Paint Colours 1 

  
 

Not enough Choice of Layout/ Finished Look 4 

4 4 Not enough Cupboards 3 Not enough Surfaces   1 

5 9 Shoddy Finishing/Trunking 7 Removed Customer Fittings 1 

  
 

Shower in wrong place 1 
   

  

6 6 Time Scale too Long 5 Not Completed   1 

7 13 Not enough Contact 10 Periods of non-attendance 3 

  
 

Limited/ No Choice 4 Not Signed off 1 

  
 

Not Happy with Outcome 4 
   

  

9 25 Not enough Storage 1 No change to Bathroom Layout 1 
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    Language Barriers 4 Not Listening to Tenant 2 

    All OK 13 Other - Radiators 4 
 

Question 9 was open comment and 25 comments were received these analysed as follows: 

 13 responded that they were completely happy (one person especially so and was 

SO      pleased with her new kitchen and bathroom) 

   4 responded (and it was commented elsewhere) that there were language and 

communication problems between the tenant and contractors. Some felt it became 

necessary to “have a word” with the contractors about what they were doing 

   4 responded that rusty radiators were returned into place; why where these not 

replaced or at least painted (elsewhere there was a comment about old doors 

similarly being returned into place) 

   2 responded that they were not listened to concerning the works to be completed 

   1 responded that there was not enough resultant storage in her kitchen 

   1 responded that her bathroom was no better than before (another elsewhere 

wondered why her bathroom was not made bigger) 

Question 5 concerned quality and standard of work and yielded nine comments: 

  7 responded “Shoddy Finishing” including holes in walls and plastering problems, 

particularly in relation to bathrooms and shower fitting including 1 who was 

unhappy with electrical trunking which wasn’t there before 

  1 responded the shower was now in the wrong place compared to before 

  1 responded a better shower was removed (their own property) and replaced by a 

worse one 

Where previously there was no shower, an electric one is installed involving caballing in a 

new electricity supply and installing surface mounted plumbing around the bath; this was 

viewed as being unsightly.  

Question 6 concerned the timescale and yielded six comments: 

  5 responded that the project took too long or overran the 15 days set. Generally 

people felt it took longer than necessary particularly where “nobody turned up that 

day” or “no work completed on some days”. This may relate to blocks of homes 

being worked on together in the same area. 

  1 responded that there are still things to be completed (snagging) but they have not 

been back. This was not an uncommon comment from elsewhere. 

What was further interesting was why 13 people thought it was all ok, one made no 

comment and that left 15 people who felt otherwise. It was thought that perhaps Apollo 

worked in teams and that some teams performed better than others. 
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Overall the questionnaire gave concern in three areas: 

1. Tenants felt there was a lack of information between them and the trades people 

2. Tenants feel they should have more say in how the work is done 

3. Tenants felt there were communication problems between them and the trades 

people and this revolved around the language barrier 

 

3.5. Tenant Home Visits 
 

Included in the questionnaire was a further question asking if people would be prepared to 

take part in a mystery shopping project; four people responded positively and were further 

contacted concerning being visited in their homes by pairs of Scrutiny Panel members. As a 

result two homes were actually visited one in Felix Road and the other in Hayman Road. 

Both had had kitchen replacements previously and had now had their bathrooms 

refurbished by Apollo. Having previously, right at the beginning, visited properties that had 

had kitchens refurbished it was now a chance to actually see bathrooms that had been 

refurbished.  

The property in Felix Road was much as revealed by the answers and statements contained 

in the questionnaire, but, still, there is a hole in the wall between the bathroom and hallway 

where services were installed and the property has not been revisited to resolve the defect. 

The panel members then observed works going on in properties opposite and took the 

opportunity to chat to the Tenants who reported that they were more than happy with the 

works going on and had no problems. Again, the panel wondered why it all went well in 

some properties but not in others and was this due to different working gangs? 

An involved and concerning complaint was made by a tenant to the Tenant Scrutiny Panel 

about one particular bathroom installation.  After investigation the complaint was found to 

be substantially unfounded.  

 

3.6. Changes to sub-contractors 
 

Scrutiny panel pursued the question of Pilon having regular gangs of sub-contractors who 

worked together and an email enquiry was made on 16/10/2012 to Alan Huffey this was 

subsequently responded to by both Mr Huffey and Senior Quality Surveyor, Mr John 

Richardson. Alan Huffey responded that, “Pilon did have regular crews and that could 

explain the difference but that Pilon have recently moved off our project” Further, “Pilon 

had been replaced with Mulvey and Bellcorp who were found to be better than Pilon”. John 

Richardson confirmed that “some Pilon staff have transferred over to the other 

contractors”  
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When asked if there was more to this, the panel was finally assured: 

 Mike 

  
 Thanks for your note. 
  
 It is quite common for main contractors to change sub-contractors during the course of a 
long term    
 framework contract. 
  
 You may be aware that we have reduced the number of openings over the past few months 
from 25   
 to 20 and are now at 15 per week. This is to ensure that we have continuity of work for the 
12  

 months and achieve budgeted numbers. We also endeavour to maximise the numbers 
during the  
 summer months which is better for tenants. 
  
 Obviously with a reduced number of openings Apollo have an optimum number to ensure 
efficient,    
 economic working. This has led them to reduce from 3 to 2 sub-contractors. 
  
 I trust this explains the changes better – please be assured there is no hidden agenda. 
  
 Regards 

  

 John Richardson MRICS  

 

The detailed emails are contained in Appendix 5.6 (Section 5) 

4. Conclusions and Recommendations 

4.1. Conclusions 
 

After completing our lengthy scrutiny of a major programme of works which goes to the 

very heart of Tenancy Services, the standard of people’s homes and the landlord’s property, 

we were very pleased to witness and to report that, on the whole, this project proceeds in 

an orderly and regulated fashion and achieves the outcome for both parties in a cost 

effective manner. The tenant has a home which has modern and ergonomic facilities that 

they can be pleased to live in and the landlord is providing and maintaining a property that 

conforms to the desired Ipswich Standard. 

‘TSP concludes that, at these costs, given the specification laid down by IBC, 

having observed the scope of works undertaken, having seen and discussed 
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the outcome of these works with tenants; this project demonstrates value 

for money and fulfils the objective for Ipswich Borough Council and 

provides the tenant a home with modern and ergonomic facilities.’ 

TSP would, however, at the same time query some of the project standards laid down by IBC 

and, in some cases, following the results of the tenant questionnaire, the control of the 

general standard achieved by sub-contractor companies. TSP acknowledges that now, at the 

end of the report, there has been a change in sub-contractor companies, however, the 

responsibility for the control and overall management of the outcome for the tenant, 

remains the responsibility of IBC and a change of company does not negate the need to have 

in place necessary controls to monitor standards of work as they progress. Tenant 

questionnaire questions 5 & 7 yielded seven comments of “shoddy work” and four of “not 

happy with outcome” and it became seemingly evident that some teams of sub-contractors 

were less careful, (less monitored?), than others and there were less than desired outcomes, 

in some cases, for some unlucky tenants. 

TSP is aware that now, compared to early 2012, a number of improvements were made by 

both Apollo and IBC in resolving communication issues between the tenant and the sub-

contracting company. Communication includes both the schedule of works on a day to day 

basis and an actual language barrier. Apollo introduced a display board, personal to the 

tenant’s home, detailing and confirming the tenant’s choices of fitments and decoration, 

personnel and schedule of works; what would be done on each day. Apollo also arranged for 

individual sub-contractors to attend English lessons and for there to be available a dictionary 

of English/Eastern European phrases. From the questionnaire, questions 7 & 9 still yielded 

too many comments of “not enough contact”, “periods of non-attendance” and “language 

barriers” despite these improvements. 

TSP acknowledges that tenants do not bring to the attention of IBC/Apollo, soon enough or, 

not at all, problems or complaints during the process. It was common for tenants, when 

chatting with them in their homes, to state they were “grateful” for their new Kitchen and 

the mess and problems were “just to be endured”. We pointed out that tenants might be 

“pleased” with their new kitchen but should expect their landlord to keep their property; the 

tenant’s home, in good order because that is what the landlord should do and what the 

tenant pays their rent for. Tenants need to understand that comment, even in the form of 

complaint, and two-way communication are essential and required components in a project 

of this magnitude if we are to ensure quality and standards. 

4.2. Recommendations 
 

The Tenant Scrutiny Panel would request the following items be given due consideration: 

 4.2.1 Communication between the tenant and the project should be revisited in order to 
prevent the reoccurrence of issues identified in this report. 
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 4.2.2 Better and improved monitoring of the project as it progresses in order to 
maintain, ensure and monitor individual project quality, standards and progress 
and the outcome quality and standards. 

 4.2.3 Improved liaison with the tenant at the initial stages such that the outcome truly 

reflects the views, needs, requirements and decisions, of and made by, the tenant. 

 4.2.4 That IBC revisit the standard specified to the partnering company:- 

One size does not fit all.  Some kitchens require more or less units than others, some require 

more work surfaces than others, some tenants might like more than the standard plan. 

Savings on smaller kitchens may balance out on larger kitchens; some tenants may wish to 

contribute to more being fitted during the works. There is an issue with corner base units 

and access to storage, this was observed with more elderly residents particularly but 

occurred with many residents. Two base units butted together means lost space and 

inconvenience. There are alternatives but they do cost more, however, value for money is 

not always about spending less money. Already, from initial IPCOM comment the tenant is 

offered alternative lighting options, a smaller strip fluorescent light or a single pendant 

which the Tenant can replace later with a much more aesthetic and personal solution and 

why not? This is the tenant’s home and they should have choice and a proper say in the 

outcome! 

Where rewiring is being completed, as much as possible should be channelled into the walls 

rather than using surface trunking which is unsightly and would not be tolerated elsewhere; 

this may be a council house but it is always the tenant’s home!  

This has been an issue with both kitchens and bathrooms and tenants find at the end of the 

day, trunking thrown up a wall where it did not exist before and without the tenant’s prior 

knowledge. We think it should not be there in the first place and therefore would not 

become an issue. A similar issue surrounds exposed plumbing where, from the tenant’s 

point of view, little prior thought is given to tidiness, disguise or better still, it being 

subsequently boarded over.  

This was demonstrated so clearly in a property in Poppy Close, a property featuring a 

kitchen/diner. So much was left so visibly wrong and demonstrates just how much spoiling 

was going on where here we were spending thousands of pounds and causing all this 

disruption, but missing the point of improving the property for both the landlord and the 

tenant. There is an apparent lack of joined-up thinking here where we have a “boxed up 

project” being dropped into the bigger situation. 

 In the kitchen area was a short line of unsightly trunking about 45cm down from the 

ceiling. It was broken into and then new cabling channelled from it into the walls to 

supply new and more sockets. Why not tidy the situation and remove the existing 

trunking as well by channelling it away too? 
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 Above the trunking and going around several parts of the whole room was a very 

unsightly bundle of copper plumbing, some of which had been replaced for the new 

services. In the kitchen area this was being repainted but not in the diner area 

because the diner area was not part of the kitchen. Instead of wasting time painting 

any of it to disguise it, why not board it all in and tidy the property? 

 In the kitchen area all sockets and light switches had been replaced but not so in the 

diner area which is effectively the same room, why not just make them all match and 

tidy that situation too? 

 The kitchen area was being redecorated but not the diner in the same room to 

match! 

Why the definite demarcation between two areas in the same room? We note it is not, as 

such, part of the project to replace the kitchen but it is clearly all the same room and 

effectively wastes the money, the inconvenience and the time and, perhaps, the point. 

Please look at this from the tenant’s view and put yourself in the tenant’s shoes. 
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Kitchen and Bathrooms 
 
Section 1 - Introduction 
 
This report has been prepared following a request from Brian Laffling on information 
that will be required for the first meeting of the Tenants Scrutiny Panel on 24th May 
2012 
 
The information included should prove useful in the initial scrutiny of the kitchen and 
bathroom refurbishment project. 
 
An overall summary of the project is also included together with the specific 
information as requested from Eleanor Gregory 
 

The kitchen and bathroom refurbishment is an on-going dynamic project and 

improvements and changes that are possible within budget constraints are 

welcomed  



Kitchen and Bathrooms 

 
Section 2 - Information 

1 
 
Overall review 

 
The kitchen and bathroom project is a four year contract to refurbish IBC properties 
to raise them to the 'Ipswich Standard'. The project is in its second year with 861 
properties refurbished last year and 800 planned for this year. Tenants are issued 
with a Residents Pack by the Contractor - attached in Appendix B 

 
2 

Timescales for works 
 
The following are the current timescales for works: 
Kitchens      - 15.1 working days 
       IBC KPI     - 20 working days 
Bathrooms      - 10.9 working days 
       IBC KPI      - 15 working days 

 
3 

 
Feedback from Tenants 
 
We carry out satisfaction surveys to all kitchen and bathrooms refurbishments and 
the results are detailed below: 
 
Percentage return rate    - 95.49% 
       IBC KPI      - 80% 
Current percentage satisfaction   - 97.40% 
       IBC KPI      - 93% 
We also receive thank you letters from Tenants and a selection are attached in 
Appendix A  
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Defects 
 
We aspire to be defect free on kitchen and bathrooms refurbishments - the current 
results are detailed below: 
Current percentage     - 95.70% 
       IBC KPI      - 100% 

 
5 

 
Health and Safety 
 
We aspire to have no reportable accidents on kitchen and bathrooms refurbishments 
- the current results are detailed below: 



Current percentage     - 0% 
       IBC KPI      - 0% 
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Budget 
 
The contract was Tendered via the OJEU process on the basis of a fixed cost for 
each element regardless of size. The contract costs are detailed below: 
Kitchen      - £2,741.05 
Bathroom      - £1,993.27 

 



































































































Kitchen & Bathroom Refurbishment Procedure 

Partnership arrangements 

The contract was tendered following European Procurement Rules which requires: 
OJEU Notice of tender 
Expressions of Interest from contractors 
Pre-Qualification Questionnaire 
Shortlist of contractors were invited to tender after financial checks and technical references  
Tender evaluation which included price 70% and quality 30% of the evaluation total. Quality was 
based on nine method statements and interview with the top three contractors. Two tenant 
representatives were part of the process. 
After Executive approval a contract was let based on 4 yearly contracts with option to extend up to 
maximum 6 years dependant on the contractor performance against KPI targets. 
Apollo are the managing contractor and their management team which consist of a project manager, 
Senior Site Manager, site managers and Tenant Liaison Officers ensure that the work is scheduled 
and completed to the Councils standards and Tenants expectations. Apollo use their approved 
supply chain to complete the works. The supervisors check the works on completion and handover 
to Apollo managers. Apollo Managers check the works with IBC Officers to ensure the work is 
completed to a good standard and to specification. Tenants also sign off works themselves and are 
given the opportunity to complete a satisfaction survey form. The IBC officers also monitor the 
contractor’s performance by inspections during the works and by regular contract progress 
meetings. Monthly Core Group meetings are also held between IBC officers, Apollo and tenant 
representative to monitor the overall project KPI’s and explore any efficiencies or improvements 
that could be worth introducing. 
Part of the Apollo tender submission was to complete community initiatives which has and 
continues to happen including funding and completing new signage and decoration works at Making 
tracks youth centre in Queensway which was put forward by a tenant representative and installation 
of a new communal kitchen at a sheltered scheme put forward by a scheme manager. 
 
Specification 
The specification of products for the project was initially set out in the tender documents which 
tendering rules require an open specification of products to meet certain industry standards. 
The products were all agreed up front and two pilot properties completed for officers and tenant 
representatives to view and approve. 
Apollo order the agreed products in as and when needed which are delivered to each property in 
packs for the operatives to complete the works. 
Products are reviewed on an annual basis to ensure that they continue to meet expectations and 
look for additional cost effective changes which will improve the overall finished product. 
 
Selection and Prioritising of Properties 

The new Ipswich Standard is kitchens replace every 20 years and bathrooms replace every 30 years. 

Keystone Asset Management database which records when kitchen & bathroom were last installed 

is used to produce a programme of replacements to meet the Ipswich Standard. Programme 

prioritised on an oldest first approach. 

All programmed properties are surveyed ahead of works to confirm that they do need replacement 

and confirm that the tenant wishes to be included in the programme. If the tenant refuses works 

they sign a form to confirm and this is recorded on the database. If tenant later changes their mind 

the property is included back in the current year programme. 



All properties confirmed by survey as needing works are scheduled in conjunction with the 

Contractor by contacting tenants and agreeing a start date. 

 
Scope of Works 

Depending on the pre-survey findings the kitchen and/or the bathroom will be refurbished. 

The kitchen refurbishment will include: 

Replacement kitchen units  

Stainless steel sink 

Vinyl floor tile covering  

Ceramic tile splash-back above work tops and behind cooker – tenants have choice of five colours 

Re-plaster of walls and ceiling as necessary 

Painting of walls and ceiling  

Re-wiring of electrics including additional sockets and extract fan 

Re-plumbing of white goods as necessary 

Removal of built in pantry if needed to improve the layout 

The Bathroom/WC refurbishment will include: 

Replacement bath, wash hand basin and wc pan  

Over bath electric shower with shower curtain (sometimes the bath will need turning round to allow 

shower to be fitted e.g. where a window is at the tap end) 

Non slip vinyl sheet floor covering 

Ceramic tile splash-back to bath and wash hand basin and for full height of shower area 

Re-plaster of walls and ceiling as necessary 

Painting of walls and ceiling  

Re-wiring of electrics including extract fan 

 

Customer Interaction 

Tenants are contacted initially to arrange a pre-survey for potential inclusion in the programme if 

found to be needed and wanted. 

Tenants are visited by Apollo to agree their choices of units, wall tiles, floor covering, painting 

colours and the layout of the kitchen. A process hand book is given to and explained to the tenant so 

that they understand and the unavoidable disruption that will occur during the works and know who 

and how to contact should they have any concerns.  

Tenant are contacted to agree a start date and contact a few days before to confirm that is still ok.  

Apollo trade operatives attend on start date to begin strip out works.  

During works an Apollo site manager or tenant liaison officer will contact the tenant each day to 

ensure tenants are happy with works so far and answer any concerns.  An information board is also 

hung over the room door which gives details of all contact names and numbers, programme of 

works and other relevant information.  

IBC officers visit during and with the Apollo on completion of works. 

Tenants also sign off the works themselves. 

Tenant satisfaction forms are given to all tenants to complete on completion of works. Current 

satisfaction is 95% 



After 6 months of completion the tenants are contacted again to confirm if there are any defects 

that have subsequently occurred since completion of works, which if so arrangements are made to 

visit to remedy. 

 

 

Cost of Works 

The contract was tendered on the basis of a cost for a new kitchen and bathroom inclusive of all 

overhead and profit costs of the contractor. Expected occasional variation work items were also 

included to ensure a rate was agreed up front. 

The current Core Rates are as follows: 

Kitchen refurbishment £2,985.11 

Bathroom refurbishment £2,101.16 

 

Total Expenditure in 2011/12 was £4,095,000 which completed 814 properties 

Total Expenditure in 2012/13 is budgeted at £4,000,000 with aim to complete 800 properties 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 















 

Dear Fellow Tenant 

We, the Tenant Scrutiny Panel have asked Ipswich Borough Council to forward these 

questionnaires to tenants who have recently had a new kitchen and/or bathroom installed.  

Our aim is to get feedback from tenants on what is going well and what could be improved 

when kitchens and bathrooms are being installed and then to feedback this information 

back to both staff and Councillors at Ipswich Borough Council. This information can then be 

used to look at how improvements might be made in the future.  

We would be really grateful if you could spend a few minutes of your time to fill in the 

questionnaire attached and return it in the prepaid envelope enclosed, which will come 

back to the Tenant Scrutiny Panel, by the 7th September 2012. 

Any personal information that you do pass on to us will be kept confidential.  

Yours Faithfully  

Brian Laffling, Chair of the Tenant Scrutiny Panel 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Kitchen and Bathroom Improvements 

1) What did you recently have renewed?  

 

Kitchen [   ]          Bathroom [   ]  Kitchen and Bathroom [   ]  

 

2) How much notice you were given before the work began? 

…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………… 

 

 Was this enough notice? Yes [   ] No [   ] 

  

If no why not 

……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………… 

 

3) Do you think you were given enough choice of : 

What the kitchen and/ or bathroom looked like? Yes [   ]  No [   ] 

The layout of the kitchen?    Yes [   ]  No [   ] 

 

If no why? 

……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………… 

 

4) If you had a new kitchen fitted did the amount of work surface and storage space 

meet your needs? Yes [   ]  No [   ] 

 

If no why? 

……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………… 

 

5) Were you happy with the overall standard of work to your kitchen or/and 

bathroom? 

Kitchen Yes [   ]  No [   ] 

Bathroom Yes [   ]  No [   ] 

 

If no why? 

……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………… 

 

 

6) Was all the work to your kitchen or/and bathroom completed in agreed timescales? 



Yes [   ]  No [   ] 

 

If no why? 

……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………… 

7) What support/ advice/ information did you received from Apollo and or Ipswich 

Borough Council during the whole process? Did you receive the following: 

 

Visit from the surveyor to discuss choices, works and security?  Yes [   ] No [   ] 

Information board left at your property?    Yes [   ]No [   ] 

Regular contact so you knew was going on?    Yes [   ]No [   ] 

At completion were you happy with how everything worked? Yes [   ]No [   ]  

 

Was there any other support/ advice or information that you felt you needed but 

were not given?   

……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………… 

 

8) Was the disruption better or worse then you were lead to believe? Please explain 

why? 

……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………… 

 

On a scale of 1 to 5 how much disruption was caused when the kitchen or/ and 

bathroom was installed? (1 being more disruptive and 5 being less disruptive) 

 

Kitchen  1  2  3  4  5 

            Bathroom  1  2  3  4  5 

 

9) If you were to have a new kitchen or bathroom installed in the future, what would 

you change to improve the whole process for next time? 

……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………… 

 

Please fill out your details below. You may choose to remain anonymous. 

Name: …………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………… 

 

Address: ………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………… 

 

Would you be happy for us to use your details to send you questionnaires in the future? 

Yes [   ]  No [   ]      



Appendix 5.6 – email correspondence 

From: john.richardsonXXXXX 

To: mike.lloyd.tpXXXXX; brian.lafflingXXXXX 

CC: alan.huffeyXXXXXX 

Subject: RE: Apollo Kitchens & Bathrooms 

Date: Mon, 22 Oct 2012 07:42:30 +0000 

 

Mike 

 Thanks for your note. 

  

It is quite common for main contractors to change sub-contractors during the course of a long term 

framework contract.  

  

You may be aware that we have reduced the number of openings over the past few months from 25 

to 20 and are now at 15 per week. This is to ensure that we have continuity of work for the 12 

months and achieve budgeted numbers. We also endeavour to maximise the numbers during the 

summer months which is better for tenants. 

  

Obviously with a reduced number of openings Apollo have an optimum number to ensure efficient, 

economic working. This has led them to reduce from three to two sub-contractors. 

  

I trust this explains the changes better – please be assured there is no hidden agenda. 

  

Regards 

  

John Richardson MRICS  

Senior Quantity Surveyor  

Ipswich Borough Council  

Ext: 01473 XXXX 

mob: 07736 XXXX 

Ipswich - proud to be a Fairtrade town  

>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>> 



From: John Richardson  

Sent: 23 October 2012 15:49 
To: 'Brian Laffling' 

Cc: Alan Huffey 
Subject: Apollo Kitchens & Bathrooms XX Hayman Road 

 
Brian 
 
I visited the property today as part of the CESP 2 contract.  
 
The external wall insulation is completed and the scaffolding is being struck today. 
 
The bathroom was installed by Apollo and signed off by IBC staff ! 
 
Unfortunately nobody was in today but I will re-visit to sort the floor boards 
 
Any further queries let me know 
 
 
Regards 
 
 
John 
 

John Richardson MRICS  

Senior Quantity Surveyor  

Ipswich Borough Council  

Ext: 01473 XXXXX 

mob: 07736 XXXXX  

Ipswich - proud to be a Fairtrade town  

 



Response to The Tenant Scrutiny Panel report on 

Kitchen & Bathroom Refurbishment  

22 Jan 2013 

Thanks to the Tenant Scrutiny Panel members for the time taken to scrutinise this contract 

and produce the subsequent report. This process is an important part of our quality control 

arrangements and the information provided will be used to help improve the service 

further. 

The kitchen and bathroom refurbishment work is, by its very nature, disruptive for tenants, 

as these are the two most important rooms in the home. It is to the tenants’ credit that 

most recognise this and work with the project team to achieve the desired outcome. We 

know that our houses are tenants’ homes and do our best to balance this with need to 

standardise the layout of kitchens to some extent to accommodate potential future tenants’ 

needs e.g. providing space for white goods and safe positioning of the cooker and 

minimising future cost when the home becomes void. 

It is also appreciated that currently 99% of the tenants who have had kitchen and/or 

bathroom refurbishment works completed, take the time to respond to satisfaction survey 

questionnaires on completion of the works, with an average satisfaction rate of 98.3%. 

It is pleasing that the Tenant Scrutiny Panel’s final conclusion is that:- 

‘TSP concludes that, at these costs, given the specification laid down by IBC, having observed 

the scope of works undertaken, having seen and discussed the outcome of these works with 

tenants; this project demonstrates value for money and fulfils the objective for IBC and 

provides the tenant a home with modern and ergonomic facilities.’ 

There is just one correction that the Panel need to be aware of in the background 

paragraph: in paragraph 2, Lovell’s were contracted to complete the remainder of the 

Connaught contract only. It was not their decision whether to continue after that.  

With regard to the recommendations; 

‘Communication between the tenant and the project should be revisited in order to prevent 

the reoccurrence of issues identified in the report.’ 

Significant improvements have already been made in communication with tenants across 

this project. All site teams are required to have a minimum of one person who has a good 

command of English and workers whose first language is not English have been required to 

attend English lessons. We have introduced information boards which are left in each 

property during works and these include information on site team contact details, work 



schedule, resident’s information pack, health and safety information and design information 

specific to that property. However, communications can nearly always be improved so we 

are going to ask the three Tenant Panels for suggestions to improve communication. 

The point was made that tenants felt they could not raise issues.  We are trying to actively 

encourage tenants to raise issues and give us feedback. If we are not told about issues we 

are unable to try to resolve them while the team is on site and this means further 

disturbance for the tenant which we want to minimise as much as possible. Also if we do 

not receive feedback we cannot improve the service we provide and our aim is to always 

look to improve where we can. 

‘Better and improved monitoring of the project as it progresses in order to maintain, ensure 

and monitor individual project quality, standards and progress and the outcome quality and 

standards.’ 

We are confident that the current contract monitoring is sufficient to identify any issues and 

address them in a timely manner. All works are inspected while in progress and on 

completion to ensure they comply with the specification. The Core Group meets monthly to 

review performance against contract performance indicators, one of which is tenant 

satisfaction with works and jointly identifies items for improvement. The Housing 

Management team, including the Head of Service, reviews performance at six-monthly 

intervals with Apollo and monthly as part of its performance meetings. Also officers can 

initiate site visits or call meetings at short notice to address issues and escalate items where 

they consider they are not being addressed in an appropriate manner. Further contract 

monitoring is unnecessary, resource-intensive and expensive but will be implemented 

immediately if service or quality of work drops. 

‘Improved liaison with the tenant at the initial stages such that the outcome truly reflects the 

views, needs, requirements and decisions, of and made by, the tenant.’ 

We acknowledge health and safety considerations as part of the design process while giving 

tenants as much more choice about the design of their kitchens as we can. We endeavour as 

much as we are able to include tenants in the design of the kitchens within their properties 

subject to the constraints mentioned above as well as the requirement by legislation to 

design kitchens in a way which does not increase the risk of injury to occupants.  This is the 

same legislative standard that applies to the private rented sector and other social housing 

providers. We feel it appropriate that we set the same high standard for our own 

accommodation. 

‘That IBC revisit the standard specified to the partnering company.’ 

Towards the end of each financial year the project is reviewed, with tenant input, to look at 

the project as a whole and identify potential improvements. The recommendations in the 

report will be used to form the basis of this year’s review and introduce improvements 



where feasible. Some improvements can be made at no additional cost but it is important 

that any improvements whether suggested by tenants or officers and that require additional 

resources and/or costs must be able to be met by the available budgets as any changes can 

significantly affect the Housing Business Plan and in the long term affect our ability to repair 

and maintain our stock and the financial viability of our service.   

This report has confirmed the valuable contribution that these TSP Scrutiny reports can 

provide for customer assurance and service improvement. We would like to thank the TSP 

for undertaking this review. 
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