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1. Introduction 
 

A well maintained clean and tidy environment helps to build mutual respect and 
encourages resident involvement, as well as preserving the financial value of 
Curo’s property.  
 
Well kept and clean shared spaces show respect towards tenants.   
 
When tenants’ complaints are slow to be dealt with, the impression is confirmed 
that Curo doesn’t listen to complaints or act upon them.  Tenants therefore feel 
that there is little point in getting involved.  
 
2. Our reasons for doing the review.   
 
This topic was chosen for review because there was a shared impression 
amongst panel members that there was room for improvement in the quality of 
‘walkabouts’ , ‘ground maintenance’ and ‘communal cleaning’.  This gave rise to 
the questions: 
 
• Is this true? 
• If so, is it because the standards demanded by Curo are too low or 

because contractors are failing to meet them? 
• And, how effective are walkabouts in improving this situation from the 

tenant’s viewpoint? 
 
Members also commented that through their contact with residents in their area, 
it was evident that: 
 
• There were inconsistencies in terms of regularity of walkabouts – some 

areas have them often, other do not. 
• Overall, there is a poor perception of walkabouts because there is a 

resident view that not much is actually achieved 
• There is a lack of knowledge and awareness by residents because 

walkabouts are not promoted well enough. 
• Overall, there is a perception that there is no confidence in the process 

concerning walkabouts: 
 

 what happens once information has been gathered and who does 
what to get things done?  
  

 where are the ‘blockages’ in the process that prevent actual results 
from being delivered?  
 

• Much of residents’ views about ground maintenance and communal 
cleaning are that jobs are not done properly at all and that there are 
varying standards for ground maintenance and communal cleaning: 

 
 Are there actual standards set?  

  
 What are the standards in terms of frequency of ground 

maintenance and quality of work completed? 
 



So, members decided that the Key Aims of the review were:  
 

• To make neighbourhood walkabouts, ground maintenance and communal 
cleaning functions more effective 

• To review and challenge current standards in terms of their consistent 
application 

 
 
 
3. The information and evidence that we gathered 

 
We gathered the following information and evidence: 

 
 We spoke to the Head of Neighbourhood Services (Lorraine Woolston) 

about the restructure in the service and the new roles of the Regional 
Neighbourhood Managers, and Neighbourhood Managers (28th January) 

 We requested any relevant performance information on satisfaction with 
communal cleaning and ground maintenance   

 We looked at the current Estate Management Policy and looked at the 
process for walkabouts 

 We asked questions relating to the process of walkabouts, and received 
responses to them 

 We attended walkabouts (either singularly or in pairs) in different areas in 
Bath and Bristol, spoke to Neighbourhood Managers, and tested how the 
current policy and processes were being put into practice 

 We looked closely at the details of service standards in current grounds 
maintenance contracts with ‘Ambience’ and ‘Landscape Services Ltd’, and 
we obtained the schedule dates for maintenance tasks (such as grass 
cutting) 

 We did pre ground maintenance checks and took photos of what 
contractors did after their scheduled visit to complete the maintenance 
tasks  

 We looked at details of service standards in current communal cleaning 
contract with OCS  

 We did pre communal cleaning checks and took photos of what 
contractors did after their scheduled visit to complete the cleaning tasks  

 We first looked at Estate Management Toolkit (produced by the Housing 
Quality Network) ourselves, and then invited  feedback from Regional 
Neighbourhood Manager on whether it is worth Curo using it.  We also 
made some suggestions ourselves on how the toolkit could be adapted.  

 We did a short simple survey on walkabouts, grounds maintenance and 
communal cleaning through ‘Open’ magazine.   However, with 11,000 
copies being circulated, we received 56 responses, and so outcomes of 
the survey in reality are not statistically viable to mention in this report 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 



4. What we found from the information and evidence that we 
looked at: 

 
Walkabouts 

 
4.1 We asked ourselves four key questions about ‘walkabouts’: 

 
 What is a walkabout? 
 Who does them? 
 Why do they do them? 
 What happens afterwards 

 
4.2 Walkabouts are billed as opportunities for interested tenants to report 

problems to Curo staff and to discuss necessary actions for 
improvement. During the walkabout Curo staff in attendance take note of 
actions required to resolve problems highlighted. 

 
4.3 It became clear to the Scrutiny Panel that ‘walkabouts’ means very 

different things to different people – notably, there were major 
differences between Curo staff perceptions of what a walkabout is 
supposed to be about and those of the residents who took part. 

 
4.4 Walkabouts are open to all residents and interested parties which can 

also include local councillors, police officers and other Curo staff. During 
the walkabout the Curo staff member makes a note of any issues raised 
and then has a responsibility to deal with those issues. 

 
4.5 Panel members attended walkabouts in the Elmdale Gardens and 

Fishponds Road (Bristol), Foxhill (Bath), Paragon (Bath), Snowhill, 
Whiteway (Bath).   Members’ experience of walkabouts varied widely;  

 
 one was cancelled the evening before it was due to take place; 
 another was attended by one Curo staff member and only one 

tenant because there was lack of notification to other tenants; 
 from formally organised to informal approach 
 from involvement of residents to poor attitude and neglectful of 

residents (see Appendix 1) 
 
4.6 With help from the Business Improvement Team (Becky Timms) we 

looked at the walkabout process flowchart which should be followed by 
Curo staff.   Apart from a reference to initially advertising upcoming 
walkabouts in ‘Open’ magazine and on the website makes no reference 
to tenants other than “Walkabout takes place with staff from Curo and 
residents”.  We seem to be regarded simply as passive spectators – 
there is no formal process to accept that a job needs to be done or to 
report back to tenants on progress. 
 

4.7 We asked for responses to the questions that we had on the process. 
(see Appendix 2).  We looked at the responses collated for us by the 
Business Improvement Team through asking various members of 
neighbourhood services staff, and we made the following conclusions:  



 
 The process lacked discipline and there seemed to be no sense of 

accountability to tenants, either generally or to those present on 
walkabouts. 
 

 The quality and usefulness of walkabouts varies quite noticeably 
from area to area, site to site and month to month. It seems that 
there is no standard procedure for notifying residents, organising a 
meeting point and time, introductions and taking note of who is 
present or for progressing work on jobs that are seen to be 
required to maintain acceptable standards. 

 
 There was no consistent evidence that actions identified by 

residents are followed up and reported back to residents.   
 

 Curo does not report on HouseMark’s performance measure, 
“Percentage of tenants satisfied with estate services” because the 
scope of the initial Voluntas contract did not include estate service 
performance.   

 
(Curo has performance data on “Percentage of respondents very or 
fairly satisfied with their neighbourhood as a place to live”, but this 
is too broad and not very specific to estate management, and so 
publicising performance against this measure would be grossly 
misleading to tenants in terms of satisfaction with estate services)   

 
4.8 Furthermore, the panel identified the following key issues 

 
 Key issue:  Shifting the emphasis about Walkabouts – We 

feel that Walkabouts are important because if managed and put 
into place appropriately, it has the capability to improve 
neighbourhoods and improve customer satisfaction.   We feel the 
current process and method gives the impression that residents 
are passive spectators – there is no formal process to accept that 
a job needs to be done or report back to residents.  
 

 Key issue: Promoting Walkabouts – Panel has identified there 
was big need to raise awareness of walkabouts, and for increasing 
participation of residents.  There was little or no monitoring or 
resident involvement, despite good intentions by some NM’s.  The 
panel felt that the former Redland model (of sending letters of 
invitation directly to tenants in planned walkabout areas) could be 
rolled out across Curo. 

 
 Key issue:  Strengthening accountability – when we looked at 

the walkabout process, it was clear that there was a lack of strong 
accountability in making sure that walkabouts occur consistently 
and without fail, and that outcomes are reported back to local 
residents and recorded for monitoring purposes.  With the new 
structure in place, Neighbourhood Services have a good 
opportunity to make relevant staff accountable.  

 



 Key issue: ‘Client and internal contractor’ focus – Looking at 
current process and through conversations with Neighbourhood 
Managers , members felt that there needs to be stronger focus in 
ensuring that internal requests for works to be carried out by 
Curo’s Response Staff, are met efficiently and effectively.  It was 
felt that communal repairs often ‘fall off’ the ‘to-do’ list, because 
the priority is on internal home repairs and maintenance.   

 
4.9 Our Conclusions: 
 

The quality and usefulness of walkabouts varies quite noticeably from area 
to area, site to site and month to month. It seems that there is no 
standard procedure for notifying residents, organising a meeting point and 
time, introductions and taking note of who is present or for progressing 
work on jobs that are seen to be required to maintain acceptable 
standards. 

 
4.10 Recommendations regarding Walkabouts: 
 

The process requires some degree of formal structure.  We recommend: 
 

 Consider having resident led walkabouts using standardised form –
Walkabouts have traditionally been planned and lead by Curo’s 
Neighbourhood Managers.  We feel that a new approach of 
walkabouts is needed, where residents determine the frequency of 
walkabouts, and support Neighbourhood Managers to make sure 
that things are done. 
 

 Effective pre-publicity to inform local residents of date, time and 
precise meeting point for the start of the walkabout. 
 

 Ensure that attitude of staff is appropriate, including 
acknowledgement of residents attending through professional 
introduction / reception. 
 

 A record of actions accepted at previous walkabout with report of 
progression on each (a standard format would assist in this) 
 

 Acceptance of jobs actioned to be reported back to residents in 
attendance 
 

 Ensure that all jobs can be taken on by the relevant landowner, 
and a definitive map is needed showing ownership of all areas of 
roadways, footpaths, verges and borders and boundary walls and 
fences. 
 

 Ensure that resident’s needs are taken into account they should be 
fully involved in defining this detail of this new approach. 
 

 A commitment is made by Head of Neighbourhoods and Regional 
Managers and to ensure outcomes of walkabouts are publicised 
through ‘Open’, website, and other channels, including individual 



letters to local tenants in estates (where feasible) on a regular 
basis.  As part of this, satisfaction data could be published to 
increase the trust and confidence of residents in estate 
management services. 
 

 After each walkabout outcomes have been delivered, (a) gauge 
satisfaction of residents through face-to-face meetings and snap-
shot surveys; and (b) report on the satisfaction levels after to 
Regional Managers so that there is effective accountability and 
monitoring 
 

 Neighbourhood Managers to ensure that (a) response staff are 
invited to walkabouts where relevant, and where communal 
maintenance and repairs issue are identified an agreed timescale 
for resolution is determined; (b) they monitor the completion or 
non-completion of works against agreed timescales and reports 
are provided to Regional Managers and Response Team Managers;  

 
 

Grounds Maintenance and Communal Cleaning 
 

(These two areas of our investigation are reported concurrently) 
 
 
4.11 We asked ourselves the following questions: 
 

 Who does it? 
 How often does it get done? 
 What is covered in the contracts? 
 What happens if it is not done properly? 

 
4.12 Whilst not all panel members had previous experience of walkabouts, we 

are all familiar with the state of grounds maintenance and communal 
cleaning in the areas surrounding our home. 
 

4.13 We are aware that grounds maintenance and communal cleaning is 
contracted out to suppliers, so we requested copies of relevant contracts 
and the agreed service standards 
 

4.14 We felt that the contracts and service standards were comprehensive, 
detailed and covered more than we realised.  We also requested and 
received schedules for grounds maintenance and communal cleaning, and 
from this we agreed to carry out a pre and post inspection in our own 
localities.  We also agreed to take photographs of post maintenance and 
cleaning work that had been done in the localities, which would provide 
evidence 
 

4.15 We reported our findings at a following meeting (see Appendix 3), and 
from this it was quite clear that there was little in common between the 
standard prescribed in the contracts and the actual result.  The following 
photographs demonstrate this:  



Grounds Maintenance by Contractors – Inconsistent Grass cutting 
 
 

 
 
 
 
  

Hedge trimming by Contractors – Hedge cut badly by chain saw 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 Communal Cleaning by Contractors – Skirting boards not properly cleaned 
 

 
 
 

Communal Cleaning by Contractors – Lint not cleaned from dryer, 
presenting a fire hazard  

 

 
 
 
4.16 We agreed from our observations on grounds maintenance that 

contractual requirements such as debris clearance, weed control, proper 
pruning of shrubs and avoidance of the use of strimmers around the base 
of trees, were simply ignored.  Furthermore it did not appear that Curo 
staff were doing anything to monitor the quality of the work or even if 
they were aware what standards were required. 

 
It also seemed, for instance, that grass was cut at the contractor’s 
convenience rather than depending upon when it needed cutting. Rather 
than trying to keep grass length between set limits, it seemed that 
contractors simply made sure it was cut a certain number of times a 
season regardless of weather conditions or whether it even needed 
cutting. 

 



4.15 We also agreed that the quality and thoroughness of the work done bore 
little resemblance to what was required in cleaning standards and 
allocated time, but with one very notable exception where the cleaner 
input more than the required time doing a very thorough job. In general 
jobs such as cleaning windows, dusting skirting,, cleaning kitchen floors 
and worktops etc., it was pretty clear that time input on the job was 
significantly less than the contractual agreement, and standard / quality of 
work ignored  

 
 
4.16 Furthermore, the panel identified the following key issues: 
 

 Key issue - Not knowing who is responsible for what (in 
terms of grounds maintenance) – Some of us noted that 
Neighbourhood Managers ’s were not sure about whose 
responsibility it was in grounds maintenance (e.g. grass cutting), 
whether Curo or the local authority.  This meant that there was a 
long delay, or in some cases, no action at all to address some 
grounds maintenance issues. 
 

 Key issue: Monitoring of contracted work –  there is no 
coherent approach to monitoring contracted work.  We appreciated 
that service standards are incorporated within contracts, but the 
Contracts Team are not actively (i.e. on sight) involved in assessing 
the quality of work carried out against set standards. 

 
4.17 Our conclusions 

 
Contractors providing grounds maintenance and cleaning services are paid 
to do work according to quite detailed and stringent specifications. It could 
be argued that some of these requirements are excessive and even 
impractical (e.g. keeping grass between 60 and 25mm even on bumpy 
ground) but it is obvious to anyone watching the work being done on 
grounds maintenance or communal space cleaning that little attempt is 
made to comply with those requirements and that little is done by Curo to 
enforce compliance. 

 
4.18 Recommendations regarding Grounds Maintenance and Communal 

Cleaning : 
 

The glaring discrepancy between the detailed specification for grounds 
maintenance work and what is actually delivered clearly points to a need 
for 6 decisive actions: 

 
 Review the detail of grounds maintenance specifications to ensure that 

they are entirely practical and desirable. 
 

 When new contractors are tendered, penalty clauses are included for poor 
standards of work or late delivery of work  
 

 Establish a procedure to regularly monitor and enforce the terms of legal 
contracts with the contractors. 



 
 Contractual obligations with regard to outside windows cleaning be 

reviewed immediately as this has a detrimental effect on tenants and 
leaseholders who pay for this service.  
 

 Ensure contractors are suitably qualified and that Curo are prepared to 
terminate contracts if there is consistent failure to deliver the service 
standards 

 
 Ensure that agreed service standards with external contractors to be 

publicised to local residents so that they are aware of what to expect. 
 
 
5. A word on Estate Management Toolkit 
 
5.1 The toolkit has been created by Housing Quality Network (HQN) to enable 

landlords to effectively monitor the performance in delivering excellent 
estate management services.  Overall, the toolkit highlights the 
importance of estate management for residents. 
 

5.2 The purpose of the toolkit is to assess the delivery of estate management 
services against a series of questions under some key headings.   Key 
headings include ‘effective service delivery’, vision & leadership of the 
service, ‘customer focus’, ‘performance management, ‘value for money’ 
etc.  
 

5.3 Questions under these headings are varied, and evidence is required to 
support the responses.  For each question, it is possible to identify 
improvements, and prioritise these for delivery and record progress 
against priorities.   
 

5.4 We believe that there is no reason why the toolkit cannot be modified to 
reflect circumstances in our local neighbourhood areas - questions can be 
modified or changed to reflect residents’ concerns or views, and the 
language used in the toolkit (as much of it is ‘jargon’ and ‘corporate 
speak’), should be ‘resident speak’  
 

5.5 If Curo decide to adopt the toolkit, then the panel strongly suggest the 
following: 
 

 Improvement identified using the toolkit are prioritised based both 
upon staff and resident perceptions, working in partnership - the 
Scrutiny Panel, or Service Improvement Panels, or ‘local voices’ 
(yet to be set up) could be involved in prioritising actions 

 residents would need to be involved in answering the questions and 
using the toolkit for themselves, and that they would need to be 
supported to do so 

 use it as a survey that can be sent out if it is adapted. 
 

 
 
 



6. Cross-cutting recommendation  
 

In considering performance indicators and the estate management toolkit, 
we recommend the following cross-cutting recommendations: 

 
 Curo to (a) adopt the performance indicator “Percentage of tenants 

satisfied with estate services” (This is to ensure that resident satisfaction 
levels increase over time.); (b) incorporate this measure within the Estate 
Management Policy and Procedures; (c) publish benchmarking 
performance related to the indicator; and (d) report and publish 
breakdown of satisfaction by local neighbourhood areas in relation to the 
indicator 
 

 Curo to adopt and use Estate Management Toolkit, but with involvement 
of residents as identified in point 5.5. of this report.   
 

 Unannounced ‘spot checks’ to be part of the regular processes, carried out 
by Curo’s Contracts Team 
 

 Develop regular monitoring programme carried out by tenants (could be 
part of local voices work). 
 

 Ensure that Local Voices and Service Improvement Panels are used as an 
essential link between Curo and its tenants for overseeing all aspects of 
Curo’s delivery of services, including estate management.  

 
 
7. Overall conclusion 
 
The Scrutiny Panel felt that overall, with the exception of walkabouts, the 
contracts and procedures, needed to produce a good outcome were already in 
place; the problems encountered arose from the lack of proper implementation 
and monitoring of the contracts and procedures.  
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John Connolly 
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Appendix 1 
Members’ Experience of Walkabouts 

Walkabout A: 
 

 The walkabout was advertised to start at 1-45pm in the car park 
 The day was bitterly cold, I had taken my grandson with me in a 

pushchair, and the Curo staff member arrived on time but then spent 10 
minutes chatting to 2 other men on the other side of the car park. 

 Myself, my grandson, another panel member colleague and another lady 
who had come along had no option but to stand and wait in the cold. 

 When they eventually came over to us we were joined by a Curo 
tradesman who had been waiting in a van nearby. 

 The four men then walked off to inspect garages at the end of the flats, 
we all followed behind.  

 By the time we reached the garages they had moved on to look at 
something else and within 5 minutes we had lost them completely, not 
realizing they had gone into one of the blocks of flats. 

 3 blocks of flats later we had had enough of standing out in the cold while 
they all disappeared inside. 

 We challenged the staff member about what was happening, and his 
explanation was that he had been expecting me on the walkabout and had 
left a message for me with someone else who had not arrived yet. 

 If he had introduced himself at the beginning and asked who we were he 
would have known that we were attending the walkabout 

 We then asked for a brief account of what they were actually doing in the 
blocks at which point we were invited to go inside if we wished. 

 We did go into one block and observed that they were making notes about 
the block mainly to do with cleaning and some small repairs.  

 We left fairly soon after that 
 We have no idea what happened about any issues raised during the 

walkabout   
 
Walkabout B:  
 
The walkabout B was cancelled the evening before it was due to take place. 
 
Walkabout C: 
 

 Housing Officer was late and we were  left standing in cold car park 
 Housing Officer had no map and did not know which properties were Curo 

owned 
 Area was dirty, graffiti and litter everywhere 
 Housing Officer appeared to have a good relationship with tenants 
 No coherent coverage or toolkit / report form used, and the Officer said 

that he did not have one 
 Overall ad hoc, and not up to an expected professional standard. 

 
Walkabout D: 
 

 On this walkabout it was obvious that most of the 'faults' had been that 
way for a very  long time and some had been 'picked up' before yet still 
not done.  



 Bushes overgrown for very long time so handrails could not be used. 
Paving bricks and wooden stakes 'missing'.  

 Regarding the painting internally, they seem to have a problem putting up 
correct signs i.e. both sides of door. 

 People had left 'stuff' in hallways and that seemed to be something Curo 
were ‘hot’ on. On exposed walkways some residents made effort to make 
them more pleasant i.e. plants and flowers, but were told to get rid of 
them.  

 I asked for feedback from Curo within one month by phone or email, but 
received no response. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Appendix 2 
 

Walkabout Process, our questions and answers we received   
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Walkabout is 
advertised in Open 

and on Internet 

Walkabout takes place 
with staff from Curo 

and residents 

NM checks actions 
raised from the 

previous walkabout 

Repair issues reported to 
Repairs Dept. 

Estate issues (e.g communal 
cleaning, grass cutting, fly tipping) 

referred to Estate Services for 
Contractors to be instructed to 

carry out work. 

Estate issues which the 
Council are responsible for 

are referred to Council 
Connect. 

Actions identified by 
Walkabout 

NM circulates the 
inspection form to 
staff who attended 

Four weeks following 
the walkabout the 

actions are reviewed 
by NM and chased if 

needed 

If the actions are still 
not completed then 

NM speaks to 
management who will 
assist in ensuring they 

are completed. 



The process questions Further details required  
What is the process (flow 
Chart?) from a problem 
raised to actual resolution 
of issues identified during 
walkabouts, and who is 
responsible for what? 

 Neighbourhood Mangers should plan their 
walkabouts on a regular basis taking into account 
the geography, issues and needs of that area.  
There are plans in the new structure to make sure 
that walkabouts are planned 12 months in 
advance. 

 
 (For the previous Trust and now currently for 

Curo) All scheduled walkabouts are published on 
the website and in resident newsletters; however 
there has been a poor response and very few 
residents get involved.  The practice in former 
Redland was that letters were written to all 
residents a couple of weeks a walk about was due 
to take place, and residents were invited to attend 
or provide and comments on local issues.  Again, 
there was a low response and interest. 
 

 A widespread rural area may only have a 
walkabout once every six months but a condensed 
city centre patch may have a walkabout once a 
month. Those areas that have large areas of open 
space, parking bays, or flats with communal bin 
rooms or identified hotspots should have a more 
regular walkabout. 

 
 The minimum standard for carrying out 

walkabouts in an area is once every six months 
and it is important that walkabouts are prioritised 
according to the needs of that specific area. 
According to the previous procedures this should 
be agreed by the Neighbourhood Services Officer 
for the area with the Neighbourhood Services 
Manager, taking into account the views of the 
residents in the area. *(if they provided any 
views) 

 
 Prior to the walkabout the Neighbourhood Services 

Officer will refer to any actions from the previous 
walkabout to ensure that the requests raised have 
been completed.  (Are outcomes of the actions 
reported to residents?) 

 
 During the Walkabout, ideally a member of the 

internal Repair Staff would be attending (see 
appendix A).  Also, local residents who express an 
interest to join a walkabout would be informed of 
the purpose of the walkabout.  

 
 During the walkabout one member of staff will 

complete the walkabout monitoring form (see 



The process questions Further details required  
appendices B and C).  This form will record any 
actions required and persons responsible for the 
actions. The repairs representative on the 
walkabout needs to ensure that adequate 
information is provided to be able to raise repair 
orders for both communal areas (where 
appropriate) and any external works. Where it is 
not clear who is responsible for the works (i.e. 
local council or Curo), then this would be checked 
with GIS mapping.   

 
 Following the walkabout the Neighbourhood 

Services Officer will circulate the walkabout 
monitoring form detailing the actions from the 
walkabout to all those who attended. This should 
be within 5 working days of the walkabout. (Is 
there evidence that this has been done, and 
whether this is consistent practice?) 

 
 Neighbourhood Services Officers should ensure 

that they communicate the outcomes of any 
walkabouts to residents. However we know that 
feedback practice has been limited, because most 
feedback is likely to occur during the previous local 
area panels and not wider resident groups.  The 
approach to feedback has been inconsistent and 
poor. (In what way should be we provide feedback 
in the future?) 

 
 Any repairs identified on the walkabout should be 

emailed to the relevant repairs pod; they will raise 
a job to complete the requests.  They will then 
email the Neighbourhood Services Officer back to 
advice of a job number and a completion date.  
(However, we are not able to provide consistent 
evidence of this and are not confident whether this 
practice occurs, as it does not seem to be 
monitored) 

 
 Previously, issues related to estate management 

(communal cleaning; grass cutting; hedge 
trimming; fly tipping etc.) should be emailed to 
senior Better Spaces Manager who would ensure 
that a works order number is noted, and instruct 
relevant contractor to carry out the work. They will 
then email the Neighbourhood Services Officer 
back to confirm that (a) the work ahs been 
ordered; and (b) anticipated timescale.  

 
 In nearly all cases, any contractual work will be 

completed on or nearest date to the anticipated 



The process questions Further details required  
time-scale.  However, depending on what is 
contracted, the quality of the work is not always / 
consistently monitored due to lack of resources 
(i.e. former Better Spaces Officers) 

 
 The Neighbourhood Services Officer will keep 

copies of all the walkabout inspection forms in the 
relevant ‘Neighbourhood folder’ on the S 
drive/Better Places. This information will then be 
available for all officers to access, in order to 
answer specific questions from tenants  

 
 Four weeks following the walkabout the 

Neighbourhood Services Officer should review the 
actions and liaise with the relevant officers to 
ensure that responses have been received and 
agreed timescales have been met.  We are not 
able to provide any evidence that this practice 
occurs consistently. 

 
 If actions are not completed the Neighbourhood 

Services Officer should discuss the matter with the 
Neighbourhood Services Manager / or Better 
Spaces Officer, who will assist in ensuring that 
actions are completed by the relevant service area 
/ or contractor. We are not able to provide any 
evidence that this practice occurs consistently.  

 
How it currently works - Two different forms which are 
completed by different officers. There are some 
variations (depending on the neighbourhood, who and 
how many attend etc.) but Neighbourhood Managers 
(NMs) take responsibility for reporting repairs (with no 
estates team or policy approved for the removal and 
storage of bulk etc., this is just being noted as far as 
we are aware) etc.  When capacity allows NMs do 
monitor progress to ensure actions are 
completed.  The completed forms are saved on the 
shared drive (better places, neighbourhood officers, 
name, walkabout notes).  NMs don’t tend to feedback 
information as residents don’t tend to come along to 
walkabouts. 

Are residents kept 
informed of progress in 
resolutions?  If so, how 
and how frequently? 
 

NMs don’t tend to feedback information as residents 
don’t tend to come along to walkabouts. 

Are there time scales for 
resolutions and if so who 
decides these? 

Local Offer/Service Standards 
 Abandoned vehicles removed within 3 days of being 

reported 
 Fly-tipped rubbish removed within 5 working days of 



The process questions Further details required  
being reported 

 Graffiti removed within 10 working days of being 
reported (offensive within 1 working day 

What accountability will 
Neighbourhood Managers 
have in administering / 
spending their £8K 
budget? 

 Complete accountability. The budget is to be spent 
on issues identified locally.  The NM’s have to justify 
the spend with carefully to make the most 
maximum impact  

How are complaints about 
walkabouts and overall 
estate management 
recorded and dealt with? 

 All complaints should be recorded on QL (previously 
iCasework) and assigned to the Neighbourhood 
Manager to respond, although there is a strong 
possibility that due to staff changes, turnover and 
high workload in the Estates team that not all 
complaints had been captured. Now as the 
complaints procedure has changed it is now the 
responsibility of whoever receives the complaint to 
resolve it, this could be by asking the 
Neighbourhood Manager for information etc., and 
this should increase the quantity and quality of 
complaints/feedback we receive. 

What performance 
measures are there 
around estate 
management? If there no 
measures, why not? 

Published in the Service Standards: 
 
 We will contact the appropriate agency to remove 

abandoned vehicles within 3 working days. Target: 
100%  

 Customer satisfaction with the neighbourhood they 
live in. Target: 85% satisfied.  

 Customer satisfaction with grounds maintenance 
and cleaning services. Target: 85% satisfied  

 
What performance 
measures do HouseMark 
use and which housing 
associations report on 
these? 

The benchmarking performance measures  used by 
HouseMark are:  
 
 “Percentage of respondents very or fairly satisfied 

with their neighbourhood as a place to live”.   
 

This measure gauges how tenants feel about their 
neighbourhood. It may be an indication, from the 
tenant’s perspective, of how well the landlord is 
managing estates and communal areas and may 
also be a reflection on the extent of anti-social 
behaviour.  Curo has data in relation to this as 
below 
 

  2011/12 2012/13 
Over 
satisfaction 88.02% 90.30% 
Base 735 2538 

 
Please note 2011/12 is a smaller sample size as 



The process questions Further details required  
this was for January 2012 to end of March 2012 
(Q4 of 2011 – 2012 financial year).  This was 
because during Q1-Q3, the former Redland and 
SCHT collected their own data and so this would 
not give an accurate picture for what is now Curo.  
Also, we contracted ‘Voluntas’ to independently 
carry out customer satisfaction surveys across the 
former SCHT and Redland, so that is why only Q4 
information has been provided, and why the whole 
of 2011/12 was not uploaded onto Housemark  

 
For 2012/13, we have the full set of data. We have 
not as yet uploaded this data to Housemark 
 
The other housing associations reporting on the 
performance measure are list below this table. 

 
 “Percentage of tenants satisfied with estate 

services” 
 
This measure monitors the provision of good 
quality landlord estate services that meet the 
needs of residents. This is to ensure that resident 
satisfaction levels increase over time. 
 
Estate services is defined as covering grounds 
maintenance, communal cleaning and caretaking 
and where applicable concierge services. 
 
1)   Grounds maintenance should include grass 

cutting, shrub and bush maintenance and 
pruning, bed maintenance and planting, weed 
killing and removal provided in-house or by 
external contractor. 

2)   Communal cleaning should include all cleaning 
of communal areas undertaken by caretakers, 
cleaners or external contractor. 

3)   Concierge services should include all 
concierge services, whether provided in-house 
or via external contract. 

 
CURO does not report on this performance measure, 
because the scope of the initial Voluntas contract did 
not include estate service performance.  This could be 
one of the panel’s recommendations???   
 

 
 
 
 

Appendix 3 



 
Findings of observing contracted work against set standards  

 
Area A: Re. Grounds Maintenance 
 

 The grass had been allowed to grow to approximately 250mm, the 
contract standard being 50mm  

 There were weeds everywhere  especially dandelions and having lived in 
this area for nearly ten years the panel member had never observed weed 
killer being used. 

 Between Autumn last year (2012) and spring this year, the grass was cut 
three times while it was not actively growing, the ground was sodden and 
at one point when there was still snow.  

 Damage has been caused to windows by flying stones etc. not removed 
prior to grass cutting and by use of the leaf blower after cutting. 

 Strimmers are routinely used to massacre everything in their path.  
 
Area B: Re. Grounds Maintenance  
 

 In Sept. of 2012  a branch appeared on the lawn (don’ know where it 
came from) 

 Since then the branch has slowly reduced in size and is now a log.  
 In the ensuing nine months the log has lain undisturbed slowly reducing in 

size. 
 Successive grass cutting has left it exactly where it fell - they just cut 

around it.   
 The panel member noted that in many instances it does not appear to be 

skilled gardeners doing the job. 
 
Area C: Re. Communal Cleaning 
 

 The allotted time to clean the communal rooms 2 hours. 
 The communal room had been cleaned, the cleaner had done a very good 

job and had been there for longer than his 2 hours 
 All surfaces plus floors satisfactory   
 Toilets /bathroom etc. good 
 Outside areas cleared, swept and left tidy. 
 When questioned however, the cleaner had no idea whether he was 

supposed to clean the windows or not - consequently they have not been 
done for some time. 

 
Area D: Ref Communal Cleaning  
 

 The allotted time to clean - 2 hours for the Hall plus half an hour for each 
of 5 blocks of flats 

 Cleaners were seen to arrive at 8-30am. 
 Cleaners had left site by 9-30 am. 
 The Hall- 

- Capet had been vacuumed however dirty marks had not been 
removed 

- Skirting’s dusty 
- Tables not cleaned 



- Kitchen-   
- Floor dirty 
- Washing up not done 
- Microwave not cleaned 
- Bin had been emptied 

 Toilets + laundry -  
- Lint trap in dryer not emptied 
- Reasonably clean 

 Flats- 
- Inspected block 71 to 74. No work appeared to have been done in this 

block. 
 
Area E:  
 

 Allocated time was 2 hours and the cleaning man was here for longer than 
the allotted time 

 He is pleasant to talk to, and he does do a very good job 
 Surfaces were checked and floors were satisfactory 
 Toilets and bathrooms were good and outside areas were swept and left 

neat 
 He was asked whether a different contractor did the windows to which he 

did not know, saying ‘I know we do the Georgians houses’ but he did not 
know about sheltered. 

 Windows had not been done for ages, possibly years and the kitchen 
window is in bad need of cleaning.  


