
9 questions FM and 
property professionals 
don’t want you to ask
 How procurement and finance professionals 
can get beneath the skin of facilities 
management, address challenges, and 
work to make them better 





Introduction 
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For procurement and finance professionals, facilities 
management can look a kind of dark art: opaque, disparate, 
technical and, often, expensive. Ensuring value from any 
programme in the discipline isn’t easy. 

FM has historically struggled to capture and manage  
accurate data, and to use that drive innovation or 
continuous improvement. Efficiency can be hard to  
measure, let alone to improve. Without detailed  
understanding of engineering, operations management 
or skilled trades, it can be difficult to make an effective 
assessment of proposed or existing programmes.  

FM providers and in-house teams alike recognise this.  
While many will make the effort to provide clarity in what they 
do, often the underlying data does not support that endeavour. 
And, in many cases, self-interest prevails. In an industry 
where margin pressure and underinvestment has created 
endemic inefficiencies, the temptation to allow an ‘optimistic’ 
interpretation of the data is strong. Over time, that corrodes 
trust and creates frustration. 

Procurement and finance leaders have the skills to cut through 
the smoke and mirrors, and drive value from the FM programme. 
But asking the right questions saves time, effort and frustration. 
This paper provides a starting point for that process, by offering 
some guidance on the questions worth starting with, and what 
one should look for in the answers. 
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F irst, and  
foremost, facilities 
management is 
about keeping 
people safe – 
customers, staff 
and members 
of the public. 
Before FM 

delivers everything else, it should 
deliver safety. Modern working, 
customer and public environments 
are complex, dynamic places 
and property owners are directly 
responsible for the safety of those 
who use them. That’s the purpose of 
compliance – and it only becomes 
‘red tape’ when it is managed 
inefficiently or inadequately. 

But managing efficiently is  
difficult – reporting ‘optimistically’  
is easy. That’s the root of many of the 
common inaccuracies in compliance 
reporting. There is no industry 
standard behind the word ‘compliant’ 
– which means that its use rarely 
follows the legal definition. Most 
commonly, an asset, area or system 
is marked as ‘compliant’ when an 
engineer has visited to assess 
compliance. This takes place even 
when the result of that assessment is 
that the area, asset or system is not 
compliant, and it cannot be put right 
on the day. 

Often, compliance documentation 
details remedial works required, 
quotations required from specialist 
contractors, or parts of an asset  
or system that could not be accessed 

on the day. Indeed, sometimes  
the certificates themselves are 
simply invalid – not signed, not 
dated, or not completed in full.  
But, in all of these circumstances, 
most FM providers and in-house 
teams would record an asset or 
system as compliant – merely 
because a visit has been made,  
and a certificate is present. 

That does, of course, allow  
the team involved to report an 
impressively high level of compliance 
– getting an engineer on site is the 
easy bit, after all – but it offers no 
protection at all in the event of an 
accident and, of course, increases 
the chances of one happening in the 
first place. What is called compliant 
is often nothing of the sort. 

The only way to prevent this is 
to ensure that compliance is only 
declared once all remedial works 
(including quoted works) have  
been completed, and that the 
relevant certificate has been 
validated as correct. This requires 
a rigorous workflow process, 
with mandated expert review of 
documentation, and the ability 
to include compliance visits and 
remedial works in the same workflow. 
That’s not necessarily easy, but it’s 
by far preferable to the legal risks 
presented by an actual (as  
opposed to quoted) compliance  
level of around 30%.
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FM drives the 
basics of the 
business – 
you can’t be 
resilient without 
effective FM
Dave Murphy, 
Finance Director, 
Pizza Express
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What, exactly, 
do you count as 
compliant?
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The ability to 
track remedial 
work as part of 
the compliance 
workflow sounds 
simple. Quite 
understandably, 
those outside of 
the FM industry 

wouldn’t even think to ask. It stands 
to reason that if a requirement for 
remedial work has been identified, 
then it will be fulfilled.

But often, that is not the case. 
The conventional processes and 
workflows used to control remedial 
works are inadequate, and subject 
to many of the same flaws that dog 
compliance activity. For example, 
contractors are often paid for 
attendance, not for achieving 
compliance – so when remedial work 
can only be partly completed, it may 
remain that way, and compliance 
is not achieved. Or the contractor 
that attends identifies remedials that 
require quoted works, but the quote 
is not obtained or not approved. 
Often certificates are not reviewed 
and updated after remedial work 
has been completed – compliance is 
achieved, but the valid record of the 
work is absent. 

Legally, this due diligence is always 
the responsibility of the building 
owner. That reduces the incentive 
for third-party providers to prioritise 
it and, where workflows are not 
well-managed, it’s common for it to 
be overlooked. But that opens up 

the organisation to an unacceptable 
level of legal risk – as long as  
these works are outstanding, the 
relevant statutory obligations have 
not been met. 

Unless compliance and  
remedial works (including quoted 
works) are part of the same 
workflow, and unless that workflow 
is controlled, tracked, and audited, 
there is no effective way to 
guarantee that compliance has  
been achieved – even after the 
necessary actions have been 
identified. Such laxity is common 
across the facilities management 
industry – and that makes it  
easy for both providers and  
property owners to remain  
ignorant of the legal risks  
generated by incomplete  
remedial and other works.  

Facilities management 
underpins the effectiveness 
of both staff and the customer 
experience. You can’t 
deliver an excellent service 
if you don’t have excellent 
facilities to do it in
Susannah Howard, 
STP Programme Director, 
Suffolk and North East Essex NHS
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Can you verify beyond 
doubt that remedial work 
has been completed?
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O f course, 
the 
operational 
workflow 
itself is 
only one 
part of the 
compliance 
equation. 

The other is the compliance 
documentation and record-keeping 
itself. Without the legally admissible 
record, even when work has been 
completed, there is no way to prove 
that an asset, area or system is been 
compliant – a vital protection in the 
event of a legal dispute. 

And this is not at all uncommon. In 
the last year, Cloudfm has carried 
out compliance audits for four 
large organisations, in the private 
and public sectors. Each has a 
large, complex estate – hundreds 
of buildings, and hundreds of 
thousands of compliance certificates. 
In a simply desk-based audit – 
without looking at work completed  
on site – each organisation was 
found to be under 40% compliant, 
when their initial data indicated 
compliance around 90%. 

While every organisation has some 
sort of repository for compliance 
certificates, these are often not well 
organised or easy to access. This 
results in problems that include:

• Certificates can be counted as 
present without actually being verified. 
In some cases, blank certificates can 

be uploaded and not checked – legally 
worthless, but still counted within that 
‘90% compliant’ statistic.
• Work Sheets for compliance 
or remedial works are uploaded 
instead of the certificates that should 
have resulted. A work sheet carries 
no legal weight when statutory 
legislation stipulates, say a GasSafe 
or EICR certificate. 
• Incomplete or inaccurate 
certificates – complex installations 
often require a large amount of 
information in order to count as 
valid. If all aspects of a system are 
not covered by the certificate, then 
compliance has not been achieved, 
no matter the state of the equipment.  
• Failed compliance tests – as we 
have discussed, the systems in place 
for executing remedial works are 
often inadequate. The result is that 
compliance rates are partly based 
on certificates which detail non-
compliance.
• No details on the engineer’s 
competency – in a commercial 
environment, work that is governed 
by statutory competency (e.g. 
GasSafe, f-gas) is not legal if not 
delivered by a certified engineer. The 
registration details of this engineer 
must be available on the certification.

When no specific workflow exists 
to check certificates (and more 
importantly, no system exists to 
facilitate it), these flaws go largely 
unregarded – unless, of course, 
the unthinkable happens, and 
compliance is tested in a court of law. 
Most storage systems for compliance 
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are not linked to buildings, or to 
ongoing maintenance workflows 
and still have paper-based elements 
– changing that is the first step to 
solving the challenges listed above, 
and this first step in turning claimed 
90% compliance into verified, legally 
robust 90%+ compliance. 

 Users of 
outsourced 
services need 
to be able to 
trust that the 
information 
they are given 
is correct. That 
trust depends on 
an appropriate 
system for 
auditing and 
managing 
information
Gary Dart, 
Group Finance Director, 
BPP 

Is your overall compliance 
level validated, down to the 
level of individual certificates? 
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Part 2 – Service levels and measurement 



F irst time fix is one 
of the most valued 
and valuable 
metrics in the FM 
industry. But, like 
many of the key 
measurements 
in the sector, 
there is no widely 

accepted definition of the term. And, 
like compliance levels, the measure 
is subject to all kinds of conscious 
and unconscious manipulation that, 
in many cases, makes it either 
misleading or meaningless.

A job ‘made safe’, for example, has 
not been fixed. If the asset or area 
is not as it was before, then the fix is 
at best temporary – but the majority 
of FM providers and in-house FM 
teams will count ‘made safe’ as a fix. 

Similarly, when a job is sent to  
quote, it clearly will not be fixed  
until the quote has been approved 
and delivered – but the mere  
fact of having sent the job to  
quote is counted as a ‘fix’ by the 
majority of FM providers and  
in-house FM teams. 

Equally, many providers and in-
house teams will allow 24 hours in 
which to effect a first time fix – which 
may provide for the engineer to  
leave site and return more than once. 
That is clearly not a first time fix. 

These circumstances are all common 
– and each one results in a job that 
is counted as a first time fix, but 

where return visits are required, 
and which actually demand further 
expenditure before the area or asset 
is restored to its original condition. In 
the worst cases (where, for example, 
quotes are not tracked effectively), a 
‘first time fix’ may be recorded, and 
charged for while an asset or area 
remains unusable, and stays that 
way indefinitely. Not only does this 
waste money on return visits, but 
it can also bleed revenue as menu 
items are unavailable, or premises 
lack their usual appeal. 

The only way to tackle this  
challenge is by imposing a  
stringent definition of first time  
fix – and then controlling it  
with an automated workflow, 
incentivising engineers to deliver  
it, and verifying it through  
a robust system of on-site  
checks and audits. 
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Actually having 
someone who gets 
the job done is 
crucially important
Simon Walker, 
Property Director, 
TUI
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How, precisely, 
do you define a 
first time fix?
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Part 2 – Service levels and measurement 



A fter safety, the 
second most 
important 
function of 
facilities 
management 
is to keep 
the business 
trading. 

Beyond all the other benefits of 
effective facilities management, 
keeping a site or area of operation 
open for more of its intended 
trading hours is the single biggest 
contribution that FM can make to 
the business’s top line. When a 
site opens its doors, it is (hopefully) 
profitable. If it has to close its  
doors before it had planned to,  
then it will lose money. 

Often, however, complex 
organisations are not able to 
measure the impact of such  
closures. Perhaps more surprisingly, 
they are often not able to measure 
their extent. Often, large and 
complex companies have no  
way to discern how much of a site’s 
planned trading time has been lost 
in a given year. That might sound 
like it is an issue of management 
information, rather than one of 
facilities management, but FM is  
actually the most effective way to 
capture that data.

Traditional SLA structures in the 
industry are not linked to trading 
issues. Indeed, traditional means of 
logging jobs do not show how the 
job itself is impacting the trading 

performance of the site – therefore a 
simple means of capturing elapsed 
time on trading issues is lost.  

Further, this means that there is 
no data or analysis to show what 
the financial impact of improved 
maintenance would be. For 
example, increased frequency, or 
differently targeted PPM can have 
a huge impact on the frequency of 
breakdowns in critical equipment. 
But quantifying that impact, and 
building and testing a business case 
for a new PPM regime, is impossible 
unless the impact of site closures is 
known in the first place.

Because traditional SLA structures 
also overplay the ability of 
maintenance activity to tackle  
a business critical task (see ‘How  
do you define a first time fix?’, 
above), there is no incentive for 
providers to create new structures 
to prioritise and focus on business 
critical tasks. The only way to  
change this, and to use FM to 
actually reduce trading issues,  
is to identify and prioritise business 
critical tasks, and create the data-
capture mechanism that precisely 
tracks the elapsed time of any 
specific trading issue. 

00

Good 
facilities 
management 
has a direct 
impact on our 
frontline
Matt Finch, 
Head of Asset Management, 
Eco World London
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How do you make sure 
that the FM programme 
reduces trading issues?
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Part 2 – Service levels and measurement 



Verifying that a 
task has actually 
been completed 
should be a 
fundamental 
part of the FM 
workflow. But, 
as we have 
discussed, 

unproductive SLAs and poorly defined 
terms can make it difficult to do so. 
No FM provider or in-house team 
would ever admit to uncertainty in 
this area, but where descriptors seem 
obvious but their usage is vague, it 
leaves the possibility that jobs  
marked as complete have not  
actually been finished. 

And there is another problem. 

Most FM models will allow  
invoicing by visit, not by task.  
But that has a toxic consequence.  
It means that where multiple  
visits are required, this can mean 
that a relatively long period of time 
can elapse between the job  
being marked as ‘complete’,  
and the asset, area or system  
being returned to normal. 

These multiple visits and multiple 
invoices can arise because  
of such issues as:

• There are parts required which 
may be fitted at a later date
• The job has been sent to  
quote, and the quote needs  
approval by the client
• The problem has been 

misdiagnosed by site or helpdesk 
staff, and the attending engineer 
does not have the correct skillset to 
effect a full repair
• Multiple skillsets are required. For 
example, plumbing issues sometimes 
require a drainage engineer before 
the problem can be fully rectified. 

‘Complete’ is a term that should  
not need further definition – but,  
in all of these circumstances, it is 
often applied incorrectly. An engineer 
may have completed a visit, but  
that does not mean that the problem 
is solved. In this way, multiple 
invoices become attached to the 
same task, which is then marked  
as ‘complete’ several times. 
Operations leaders then have no 
means of knowing when a task  
really is finished – except by  
listening for the complaints from  
their building managers. The way  
to change this is to allow invoicing 
only when a job is truly complete – 
and by physically verifying that  
this is the case. 
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If you don’t stay on top 
of [FM activity], you can 
have capital outlay where 
you least expect it
Steve Hancock, 
Director of Estates and Facilities, 
Bannatyne Group

Can you verify 
that a task is truly 
completed?
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Part 3 – Rates and charging models
 
Do your rates 
actually cover 
appropriately 
skilled engineers?

A qualified engineer should 
command £35-£40k – plus 
Vehicle, Pension, Employers  
NI, Fuel, Training & Holidays

65% utilisation 
is realistic – 
this is £61.55 
an hour  

65% 
The Total cost of keeping a Skilled 
Engineer on the road is therefore c. £65k

The hourly rate of labour has 
historically been the defining 
metric of value in facilities 
management. But downward 
pressure on costs has depressed 
this to an unrealistic rate. And, 
amidst a genuine skills shortage, 
effective engineers can command 
a considerable salary. This is one 
of the key drivers of cost inflation, 
as suppliers are compelled to 
create charges in other areas, 
simply to stay in business. Below, 
you can see an illustration of why 
skilled tradespeople cost what 
they do, and why some of the 
lower labour rates quoted in the 
FM industry are simply unrealistic.

£65k 



Adam Williams, 
Group Procurement Director, 
Capita

Providers push down rates to 
unrealistic levels, which is 
counter-productive because:

It drives corner-cutting and  
inappropriate behaviours

It de-skills the industry at a time when  
we are short of qualified engineers

The answer is not lower rates, but  
more efficient management – which  
is only possible when engineers are  
skilled and highly motivated

Their total available 
in hours time is 
c. 44 weeks x 40 
hours = 1760 – 
this equals £36.93, 
at 100% utilisation
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As an industry, the root of our 
ability to meet client demands 
safely and economically is 
people – a huge part of what 
we’re selling is actually people
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Part 3 – Rates and charging models
 



W
hen control of task completion is not 
effective, quantifying the actual costs 
of each specific repair and attendance 
is hugely challenging. Each repair 
has two components – labour and 
materials – and each of those has its 
own specific uncertainties. 

We have explained how narrow 
skillsets in the engineering base can 
result in multiple unnecessary visits, 
and this is one of the key drivers of 
unnecessary cost inflation. Where 
an engineer attends site, but is 
unable to effect a full repair due to 
having the wrong skill set, that adds 
considerably to the cost of that repair 
– which may not be obvious in the 
costs charged to the client. Indeed, 
unless there is a robust mechanism 
in place to ensure that the correct 

engineer with the  
correct skillset attends each  
job, cost overruns resulting from 
return visits will be common, and  
will likely have a significant impact  
on the budget. 

And that is not all. Where there is no 
effective control of stock at the vehicle 
level, engineers will frequently arrive 
on site lacking key spares. That will 
entail leaving site to find materials, 
potentially purchasing them at a sub-
optimal rate, and then returning to put 
them in place. That entails a much 
longer time to effect a repair and, 
often, two attendance fees. Unless 
suppliers are able to maximise the 
number of commonly used materials 
that engineers carry on vehicles, 
instances of unnecessary travel and 
inflated spares costs will be common. 

Material costs are rarely questioned 
– but these too present the risk of 
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What are your actual 
costs for repair and 
attendance?

cost inflation.  
When there is no  
mechanism to  
automatically  
benchmark materials costs  
against the market rate, the scope 
for suppliers to add a mark-up or 
otherwise over-charge is considerable. 
The impact on each individual job 
may be trivial – but when the pattern 
is repeated across hundreds of 
thousands of jobs every year, the 
impact on the overall FM programme 
can be very significant indeed. In fact,  
it can be a major driver of budget 
overruns in FM on complex estates. 

Adrian Ringrose, 
former CEO, 
Interserve

Contemporary procurement 
is highly focussed on driving 
out cost. However, there is 
often little consideration of the 
risks that this can pose to the 
arrangement as a whole.
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Part 3 – Rates and charging models
 



 Of course, 
labour and 
materials 
are not the 
only costs 
in delivering 
facilities 
management. 
Many other 

small costs exist – if these are 
not properly controlled, then they 
can often add considerably to the 
overall FM spend across a large 
estate. In an environment where 
cost pressures are endemic, and 
suppliers are routinely squeezed, 
these offer an opportunity for 
contractors to recoup margin lost 
to an unrealistically low labour rate. 
Some examples include:

• Waste disposal certificates 
charged individually, rather than  
as part of the job itself
• WEEE disposal charged separately 
rather than as part of the job 
• Travel time charged  
excessively, or multiple times
• Toll fees and parking  
charged separately, rather  
than as part of the job 
• Hire costs for equipment  
that is already carried, or  
available more cheaply 
• Sundries charged  
excessively, or multiple times 
• Third party invoices for 
subcontractors that have not 
previously been agreed 

Unless these items are specified 
as part of a contract, terms of 

business, or as part of a service 
level agreement covering charges 
and costs, they have the capacity to 
drastically undermine a commercial 
model, and compromise the 
financial benefits that may otherwise 
be achieved. Introducing these 
specifications and stipulations  
offers the key to financial discipline, 
and a programme that fulfils 
expectations, rather than  
constantly disappointing.
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It’s important to 
understand what 
you’re spending 
money on and why – 
only then can you look 
at FM as a business 
case, not a cost 
centre
Chris Drew, 
CFO, 
KFC UK&I

What are we paying 
for, in addition to 
basic attendance? 
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Conclusion
So what happens when you ask the questions 
no one want you to ask?

Challenge is uncomfortable – for both those doing the 
challenging, and those who are being challenged. 
But change and improvement is likely to go badly  
without a true understanding of the facts and a critical 
assessment of the current situation. 

Cloudfm’s clients are those companies that have chosen to 
challenge established wisdom – to believe that it is possible 
to address facilities management in a different way, and 
gain much greater value from a vital business function. 

The first step in making that happen is to ask the questions 
the no one wants to answer – but to do so in a spirit 
not of confrontation but of collaboration and improvement. 
We hope that this document offers a starting point, 
not just in suggesting which specific questions one ought 
to ask, but in what one should look for in the answers.  

0844 357 3560  
info@cloudfmgroup.com

cloudfmgroup.com 



About Cloudfm
 
Cloudfm is changing the rules of facilities management.  
We deliver the most advanced, most effective solution for facilities 
management programmes on complex estates. By bringing 
together innovative process, cutting edge-technology and the 
best training programme in the industry, Cloudfm delivers superior 
quality, reduced cost and peerless control.

Founded in 2011, turnover passed £75m in 2017, and we employ 
over 300 people, with a further 9,000 sub-contracted engineers. 
Based in Essex, London, Nottinghamshire, Barcelona and Dublin, 
we operate across Europe, helping drive business performance at 
some of the world’s most successful brands:  KFC, TUI, Wolseley, 
BPP, PizzaExpress, Guardian Media Group and many others.
 
Part of our effort to change the industry is our extensive thought-
leadership programme, which includes original research, exclusive 
events and our market-leading magazine, Perform. These bring 
together contributions from our clients and the wider industry, and 
you can find a taste of these contributions throughout this paper.



Cloudfm House, Charter Court, 
Severalls Industrial Park, Newcomen Way, 
Colchester CO4 9YA

cloudfmgroup.com


