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NHBC Statistics - housing Completions

Year |Completions |Year Completions
1987 (188,000 1999 157,100
1988 209,200 2000 152,000
1989 191,800 2001 148,500
1990 (159,700 2002 160,800
1991 (150,100 2003 173,600
1992 146,200 2004 170,100
1993 (154,000 2005 172,100
1994 166,500 2006 185,000
1995 (169,000 2007/8 184,819 (est)
1996 (168,400 2008/9 80,000 (est)
1997 (163,100 2009/10 [114,000 (est)

1998

155,000
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Kano’s model of customer satisfaction (Sauerwein et al., 1993)




External Elevations

All rooms

Missing or broken roof tiles

Chipped or split window frames

Incomplete pointing

Incomplete skirting boards

Mortar splashes on brickwork

Insufficient pipe clips

No mastic around frames

Damaged socket plates or

switches

light

Around the dwelling

Missed coats of paint

Incomplete paths

Paintwork not touched up

Soil banked around house

Missing floor tiles

Rubble not cleared from site

Loose balustrades and newels

In the roof space

Kitchen and Bathrooms

Torn or loose underlay

Damaged sanitary ware

Roof insulation incomplete

Inadequately fixed kitchen fittings

Tank cover not provided

Incomplete plaster around pipes

Pipes not lagged sufficiently

Cracked wall tiles

Selection of frequent defects (adapted from NHBC, 1984).




This aspect of quality is a The customer’s perceived view is that
‘given’ as far as customers Fq is more important and thus a larger
are concerned factor in overall satisfaction than T,

Technial Functional quality

quality

R Paradigm, FQ

This is the actual size of the problem with
Tq relative to Fo due to the number of

defects currently being found in new
houses GCU
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But there’s a snag...
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Contracts ofien set out procedures for wentifving and claiming for defective work
but confusion still reigns when it comes to determining who has (the responsibility
to correct problems and when damages can be awarded, writes Lindy Patterson
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Key Performance Indicators (KPI’s)

“Definition: Condition of the facility with respect to defects at the
time of handover (point of handover is the time when ownership is
transferred to the commissioning client), using a 1 to 10 scale
where:

10 = apparently defect-free.

8 = Some defects with no significant impact on the client.

5/6 = Some defects with some impact on the client.

3 = Major defects with major impact on the client.

1 = Totally defective.

Source: Constructing Excellence, 2006



KPI year on year comparisons

KPI Measure | 2001 | 2002 | 2003 | 2004 | 2005 | 2006

Client Satisfaction| 8/10or | 63% | 69% | 82% | 83% | 88% | 78%

— product better

Client Satisfaction| 8/10or | 59% |[58% | 70% | 72% | 78% | 76%

- service better

Defects 8/100or | 50% |53% | 72% | 73% | 76% | 78%
better

Source: Constructing Excellence 2006.
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KPI graph indicating the benchmark score for defects within new homes
in the UK (Adapted from Constructing Excellence, 2006)
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. The Barker Report 2004

= Recommendation 32: that housebuilders should
develop a strategy that will increase the
proportion of homeowners recommending their
builder from 46% to 75% before 2007 and over
the same period levels of customer satisfaction
with overall service are to rise from 65% to 85%

= |f progress is unsatisfactory then the OFT will
conduct a wide ranging review into the new build

housing market




. Annual Housing Questionnaire

7 Questionnaires since 2000

First three were carried out by Constructing Excellence
and MORI

Since 2006, the House Builders Federation have
undertaken the survey

However, the survey is financed by the NHBC so a
conflict of interest

Each year a return rate of around 40% is achieved
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Section 1 (1994 ¢.35) of Sale and Supply of Goods
Act 1994 (HMSO, 1994)

The Act states that ‘the quality’ of goods includes
their state and condition and the following are in
appropriate cases aspects of the guality of
goods:

« fitness for all the purposes for which goods of
the kind in question are commonly supplied;

e appearance and finish;

* freedom from minor defects.

New build houses are exempt from the
Sale and Supply of Goods Act
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. In Scotland, the purchase of new build property has
traditionally been governed by the common law of
‘caveat emptor’ which means buyers take the

responsibility for the quality of goods they are buying.
However the Scottish Executive, (2003) state that:

“‘We believe that caveat emptor may need to be
gualified in respect of new build developments where
the sale is not between two private individuals and
where the builder is in a similar position to other
commercial providers of goods and services who are
expected to comply with consumer protection
regulation”




. Typology of snags/defects

A definition of snagging that may be more
acceptable in relation to house building is the
identification and rectification of errors,
defects and omissions (Sommerville et al.,
2005).

= Technical, when workmanship, materials or
design elements of a building reduce its ability to
function.

= Omissions, parts or features of a home that are
simply left out.

= Aesthetic, when the appearance or finish of a
building Is adversely affected. |
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. What is the problem?

“The complexity 1s that the customer in

the vast majority of cases Is not the one

who actually defines the original house

specification, it is the house builder who
does so”

“This practice however leads to future
problems because prospective house
buyers believe they are investing in top
quality homes only to discover they are
riddled with faults”

Source: Sommerville et al., 2005






. Contractual Issues

Major UK house builders contract

In the event that the garage or private
parking space Is incomplete or for any
reason not available for the Purchaser’s
use at the date of settlement, the
Purchaser understands that no retention
from the purchase price will be permitted
and full settlement of the total purchase
price will be made in terms of condition
1 hereof.
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Possible Snagging Scenario’s

l Technical issues
I Aesthetic issues



A Missing Airbrick

1. Aesthetic — because the air brick is missing the building is
unsightly.

2.  Aesthetic/technical - because the air brick is missing the
building is unsightly and the issue is technical because it
does not comply with building regulations.

3. Technical - the issue is technical because it does not
comply with building regulations.

4.  Technical/omission - the issue is technical because it does
not comply with building regulations and is an omission
because the brick is “not there”.

5. Omission —itis an omission because the brick is “not
there”.

6. Omission/aesthetic - it is an omission because the brick is
“not there” and because the brick is missing the building is
unsightly.

7. Aesthetic/technical/omission — a combination of all three

aspects.
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Importance of snag factors to respective parties

Snag Factor Home | Builder Inspector
Buyer Compliance | Independent

1 - Aesthetic IH IL IL IH
2 - Aesthetic/technical IL IL IH IL
3 - Technical IL IH IH IL
4 - IL IH IH IL
Technical/Omission

5 - Omission IH IH IL IH
6 - IH IL IL IH
Omission/Aesthetic

7 - Combination of 3 IH IH IH IH
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. The research so far

Data was provided by an independent
company and was the only dataset available
for this research domain.

The only other database that could be used
for analysis is held by the NHBC who for
obvious reasons will not release the data set.




The Research so far and the database

= Constructed from independent inspections of 3696 new
homes 2002-2007 across the UK

= Contains 199,095 snagging items:
= Coding and analysis of circa 2.5m data cells

» End database includes available statistics on:
= Defect levels in new build housing
= Defect levels by house type/number of bedrooms
= By inspector and location codes

= Up to date analysis taking place from 2007-2009 which
Involves the same amount of data as these results are based
upon

* University
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Frequency

Histogram of total snags by frequency
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Fitted line plot of average snagging items by number of bedrooms
Average = 22.31 +5.042 Bedroom

+ 3.257 Bedroom**2
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6.4 Trend analysis plot for average snags 2002-2010 forecasted
Quadratic Trend Model
Yt = 64.9 - 0.7*%t - 0.49*t**2
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. Average Snagging ltems

Average
Sample Snagging Minimum Maximum
House Type  Size Iitems snags snags
Code 1:0ne
bed 618 31.3 1 198
Code 2: Two
bed 1986 40.4 1 195
Code 3:
Three bed 434 4.7 8 307
Code 4: Four
bed 435 92.9 6 405
Code 5: Five
bed 165 124.3 23 389

slasgow Caledonian



Average Snagging ltems by Inspector

No of
Inspector | Inspections| Average | Minimum | Maximum
3 1698 52.15 1 452
o6 651 43.40 1 247
22 285 49.14 3 344
10 81 70.46 12 137
2 /4 6/7.53 16 166
1 62 68.90 4 205
11 59 49.601 2 184
41 59 46.78 10 129
21 52 107.23 11 307
40 51 46.20 14 121




Address [Data Total Address [Data Total
Average of Total Snags 57.4 Average of Total Snags 60.9
1 Min of Total Snags 4 6 Min of Total Snags 3
Max of Total Snags 205 Max of Total Snags 318
Count of Properties 222 Count of Properties 253
Average of Total Snags 65.5 Average of Total Snags 45.0
5 Min of Total Snags 1 ; Min of Total Snags 1
Max of Total Snags 255 Max of Total Snags 452
Count of Properties 98 Count of Properties 845
Average of Total Snags 48.0 Average of Total Snags 56.5
3 Min of Total Snags 3 8 Min of Total Snags 1
Max of Total Snags 389 Max of Total Snags 307
Count of Properties 360 Count of Properties 536
Average of Total Snags 61.4 Average of Total Snags 49.2
4 Min of Total Snags 7 9 Min of Total Snags 2
Max of Total Snags 343 Max of Total Snags 405
Count of Properties 559 Count of Properties 582
Average of Total Snags 65.9 Average shagging items 53.6
5 Min of Total Snags 2 Lowest amount of items 1
Max of Total Snags 314 Maximum Amount of Items 452
Count of Total Snags 192 Total count of properties analysed| 3647*
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Snagging Item Total % Snagging Item Total % Snagging ltem Total %
Make good/making good 20752 | 10.4 | Lock 645 0.3 TRV missing 215 0.1
Paint/painting 19247 Q7 Sanare/not sniare 613 N Kev 209 0.1
Clean/cleaning Smarsin e Irom Tocal B | Smarsins Joem 209 0.1
Plaster/plaste_rlng/tape/taplng T T — T 10.4 Lo 207 0.1
Re mastic/paint/decorate —_— — — 193 0.1
Fit/fitted/fitting Panot oaotins 1534 2T | Somarenod somi 193 | 01
Level/not level g - - - 5 189 0.1
Seal/sealed/sealing Slemn ol s 124 5l e i 185 0.1
Damage/damaged Platar'plasviening tans' tad g 11350 | 58 | Fps'pins'nos 184 | 01
Mark/marked . . - g 184 0.1
- =
Missing Fomomaais et dimcorats 548 28 | B moce e olatore 181 o1
Scratch/scratched Fitfsal' Bitng 41T | AT | Chpwisnzwis 178 | 0.1
Touch u - - 174 0.1
Grinnm; Lanmi' siot Jereed 210 | 38 | solm 1 o1
Loose 5 el vegl ol 's mpling J766 | I8 | Send'ridae jodo 168 | 01
ggoijzzro'::ms Danams darassd 4747 | 24 | Copboasd ssn22le izg g'i
Mastic/masticing Ml 'reedrisd] 476 | ¥ | Plomh'oot olwhine 162 | 0.1
Crack/cracked/crackin . - ek . 160 0.1
No - miscellaneous : G | 202 11 L=: = lodis 159 0.1
Adjust/adjusting Ioadhy o ched 4111 21 | Torsdh-zo sz :vioft hatch 158 0.1
Toachup o T Ly
Window/windows/sill/cill Ganning iTT4 | 19 | Radizton bodle 132 | 01
Gap/gaps HLS- I LE 5 H wl 130 0.1
Loscas S Yl Tl
Hole/holes/dent/dents 129 0.1
Tidy up/tidying All caber i in 1§ | Cookicadliing 128 | 041
- Diocer doon 2854 | 14 | ZEcons o 222
u uri /

g N r = = = oy - 19 -
Décor/decorate/decoration Mlztic 't ging 1818 14 | TedlWC 120 | 01
Paint runs/flaking/under/run . - 120 0.1
Pointing g Cod oxked oxcking 1705 | L4 | Resrove o1
Not working o - areucal] mrmcre TG 13X S img=t g 104 0.1
Celllqg/celllngs : .Jl.dj'.'n.'l-. ﬂﬂJ...'."‘_"'i T80 11 TWHE Sl 102 0.1
Earthing/earth bonding - 94 0.0
Nail pops/popped Grast 2136 | L1 | Glziogglaa 90 0.0
Lighting/light switch . . - 89 0.0
Dgor stgp d ool o 10340 L8 | Alorarosnen o 00
Floor/flooring Windooy windomra 1 il 1792 DR | Malod 84 0.0
e ST B T e e

Irting/arcnitrave — ‘/gutterin .

e e a - - guttering

Tileftiles/tiling Hida o et ey 171 0% | Faglam 68 0.0
R h . i = . . 66 0.0
E::(L:Jegss/excessive Tadyup -1 1220 a3 Liz & 60 0.0
Front/rear/elevation/elevations | Piosr farssh 15340 as Fafrar? mopieariicfects 52 0.0
g;:;y/(:se:rzs s/screwed S sou seuring 1442 8.7 2lmads e 32 88

Wi WV V¢ = .
Stain/stained/staining Ducoer dacoraadsoration 1323 T | Tadkds v 24 0.0
Leak/leaks/leaking 1 Ve U4+ ricaici/iicauiily A U.L Culninuian 16 0.0
Broken | 678 0.3 Bracket/brackets | 216 0.1 Total snagging items = 199095 3.2

86.6 10.2 Total Percentage | 100.0




Possible Snagging Scenario’s
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Snagging Item Example Item Group | Code Number of % of
potential s overall
Earthing/earth bonding Earth bonding to sink not connected 9 3r 945 36.7
No - miscellaneous No guttering to dormer roof 2 1j 577 22.4
Fit/fitted/fitting Manhole cover not fitted 7 2y 252 9.8
Lag/lagging Fully lag primary in airing cupboard 1 1d 180 7.0
TRV missing No TRV on radiator — Supply and fit 1 1b 144 5.6
Isolating valve/isolators No isolating valve to toilet cistern 11 41 131 5.1
Missing Cavity vent missing over Kitchen door 2 1i 122 4.7
Ventilation No ventilation to gas meter cupboard 12 5e 82 3.2
Straps No roof straps or ties fitted 1 1c 53 2.1
No shelf/jacket/loft hatch No jackets on tanks 2 1l 32 12
Label valves Lag pipe work to cupboard and label valves 11 am 21 0.8
Bracing No diagonal bracing on trusses 1f 7 0.3
Clip wiring/wire Extractor fan not wired to light 9 3v 5 0.2
Flue No boiler flue 11 Aq 5 0.2
Radiators/boiler Provide TVR to radiator. 11 4 5 0.2
Defects/no defects There is no finished path around the house 16 60 4 0.2
WHB/Sink Sink top not bonded 12 4y 3 0.1
Glazing/glass No fibreglass in ceiling 12 4y 3 0.1
Stain/stained/staining Stainless steel sink top not bonded 2i 2 0.1
Power Consumer unit reported to be tripping 4b 1 0.0
Door stop Door stops non compliant with fire proofing 2 1k 1 0.0
Flash/flashing No weep holes at bottom of flashing 13 5| 1 0.0
Rail/rails No railings fitted to front door steps 14 6d 1 0.0
2577 100




No of units built per

10
20
30
40
50
60
70
80
90
100
200

Loss

annum
Notional cost per snag item £
10 20 30 40 50 60
6500  13000f  19500f  26000{ 32500 39000
13000]  26000]  39000f  52000f  65000{ 78000
19500 39000 58500f  78000f  97500{ 117000
26000]  52000f  78000f 104000{ 130000| 156000
325001  65000f  97500{ 130000{ 162500| 195000
39000]  78000f 117000f 156000{ 195000| 234000
45500 91000 136500( 182000{ 227500| 273000
52000 104000f 156000{ 208000{ 260000| 312000
58500 117000 175500 234000{ 292500| 351000
650001 130000f 195000{ 260000{ 325000| 390000
130000f 260000] 390000] 520000 650000( 780000

based on average of 65 snags per house per annum
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Top tread with 10mm lip from landing:




Conclusions

Despite 10 years of surveys, overall quality of new
homes in the UK has fallen

Over the same period, the amount of new homeowners
reporting snagging has risen to over 95%

This is further backed up by the independent data which
demonstrates that in a new 3-bedroom home you can
expect to find an average 75 snagging items

Shagging must be perceived as damaging. Surely by
Improving snagging levels then the other targets and
criteria within the satisfaction surveys will rise
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Thank You For Your Time

Questions



