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1.0 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

 

1.1 This briefing paper on NIHE Response Maintenance Contract is being submitted 

by UNITE the Union in response to a request from the Committee for Social 

Development for a presentation on the sector.  

 

1.2 Included on our delegation making the presentation to the Committee for Social 

Development are: 

 

• Jimmy Kelly, Regional Secretary for Ireland, Unite the Union 

• Jackie Pollock, Regional Coordinating Officer, Unite the Union 

• Susan Fitzgerald, Regional Organiser, Unite the Union 

• Stevie Fitzpatrick, Shop Steward (ex-MDC)  

 

 Overview 

 

1.3.1 NIHE management of contracts for Response Maintenance work has been under 

quite serious scrutiny over the past few years and a wide range of serious failings 

have been highlighted e.g. by the Public Accounts Committee in February 2013. 

These have highlighted difficulties in the management of contracts with 

companies such as Red Sky and even identified the likelihood that ‘performance 

data was being manipulated’1. 

 

1.3.2 UNITE considers that such failures cannot be considered in isolation from the 

wider concerns which it has uncovered in relation to the management and 

delivery of contracts by the private sector contractors. In the past, public 

representatives have scrutinised the failures of NIHE in managing contracts 

treating the failures of private sector delivery agents as something to be managed 

through more robust monitoring and evaluation systems. However, they haven’t 

questioned the rationale for continuing to contract out Response Housing 

Maintenance to external providers as opposed to delivering these contracts ‘in-

                                                           
1
 http://www.niassembly.gov.uk/Assembly-Business/Committees/Public-Accounts/Reports/Report-on-the-

Northern-Ireland-Housing-Executive-Management-of-Response-Maintenance-Contracts/ 



 

      Briefing on NIHE Response Maintenance Contracts for Committee for Social Development 

 

26
th

 September 2013 

 

2 

house’ through the public sector or assessed how procurement can be 

strengthened to ensure wider social and economic benefits. 

 

1.3.3 Due to our success in organising workers from across a number of the 

contractors on NIHE’s Procurement Framework, we have uncovered a range of 

very concerning management practices among some of these companies. We 

consider that this behaviour is an unavoidable result of tendering out work to 

profit-focussed private companies, as opposed to the previous approach of 

delivering Response Maintenance from within the Direct Labour Organisation 

(DLO). 

 

1.3.4 This paper puts forward a proposal that, in light of the recent failure of two 

contractors, Mel Davison Construction (MDC) and Garrivan & O’Rourke, the 

opportunity now exists to review the rationale and implications of continuing to 

tender out Response Housing Maintenance contracts to private sector providers 

and consider an alternative approach in which these services would be provided 

and managed by the public sector itself.  

 

1.3.5 In the absence of such a decision, Unite are proposing that procurement 

processes ensure greater sustainability of contracts, increased value-for-money 

and proper pay and working conditions for employees. We note in passing that 

the Welsh Assembly only last week introduced measures designed to enforce a 

‘no black-listing’ policy across all companies wishing to compete for public 

procurement contracts and consider that the time is right to adopt similar 

measures in Northern Ireland. 

 

1.3.6 We have identified five key recommendations in relation to procurement that we 

consider will improve standards and address some of the root causes for the 

continued difficulties experienced in this area of government procurement. 

 

 Recommendation 1: Health and Safety. Require that all employees 

working on contracts (including those employed by sub-contractors) hold 

Construction Specialist Register (CSR) cards; all workers are provided 
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appropriate health and safety training upon induction; companies holding public 

procurement contracts are regularly audited for compliance with basic health 

and safety; and a Health & Safety Compliance panel is established including 

Trade Union representation. 

 

 Recommendation 2: Apprenticeships. Require that all contracts offered for 

response maintenance include a provision for a minimum of no less than 10% 

Apprenticeships to total employment; and, all apprentices to be directly 

employed from day one by contracting companies, managed by an appropriately 

experienced and qualified supervisor at all times and provided with Health & 

Safety training upon induction. 

 

 Recommendation 3: Associated Pay Rates. Require that those employed by 

companies successful in winning public procurement contracts are paid at least 

standard industrial associated pay rates, e.g. those set by the Construction 

Industry Joint Council, Joint Industry Board, etc. 

 

 Recommendation 4: Direct Employment. Require that contractors be required to 

employ at least 75% of their labour force directly (as opposed to using sub-

contractors/self-employed); any specialist sub-contractors they employ are also 

required to be VAT and Income Tax compliant, fulfil all statutory responsibilities 

e.g. public and employer liability insurance and provide all lawful pension 

contributions for employed workers; and that all employees used hold CSR 

cards. 

 

Recommendation 5: ‘No Black-listing’. Include a mechanism within the NIHE 

procurement process which will exclude any company ‘black-listing’ trade union 

activists from competition for public procurement contracts.  
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2.0 BACKGROUND OF RESPONSE MAINTENANCE CONTRACTS 

 

2.1 The main driver for the bad practice characterising ‘response-driven housing 

maintenance’ is a procurement framework which involves contractors bidding 

for work against a fixed, benchmark ‘DLO’ price. Ostensibly, this practice is 

designed to secure ‘best value’ from private operators who have to compete for 

work but the reality is that operators have ‘bought’ work by submitting below-

cost prices which can be unsustainable and always necessitate very significant 

reductions in operating costs in delivering the contracts. 

 

 Procurement Policy: Driving Unsustainable Competition 

 

2.2.1 UNITE has been informed that bids which fall 11% below the DLO benchmark 

are considered ‘break-even’ by NIHE; however, it is routine for contractors to 

submit prices which are discounted between 20% and 30% (and that is without 

allowing for their profit margin). 

 

2.2.2 The net impact is that contracting parties have to reduce costs by at least 10% to 

20% while meeting ever more rigorous KPI inspections (due to increased public 

scrutiny of NIHE contracts). This challenge for management is further 

complicated by TUPE-obligations which protect the terms and conditions of full-

time employees which transfer from one private contractor to the next 

depending on who provides the lowest cost during the current procurement 

process. 

 

2.2.3 Such are the challenges posed by this income squeeze to contractors in this 

complicated procurement process that two companies have gone into 

administration in the last year. Unite also consider that the much publicised 

problems around NIHE procurement with Red Sky to have at least some of their 

origins in ‘cost-cutting’ measures adopted by that company to meet contractual 

pricing commitments. 
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3.0 ADVERSE IMPACTS OF MARKET FAILURE 

 

3.1 When private companies delivering these contracts fail, NIHE is forced to step in 

and attempt to ‘off-load’ contracts from one company to another with minimal 

impact to working schedules (imposing a considerable management and 

resource burden on NIHE). Where this is not possible (increasingly due to the 

perceived ‘toxicity’ of certain contracts to private operators), the NIHE are forced 

to take workers into employment through the DLO. Again, there are 

considerable costs with managing this unnecessary transition. Where it is 

possible to identify ‘caretaker’ companies to take on contracts, they receive an 

enhanced ‘caretaker bonus’ over and beyond their original bid for that work. 

Again, this is a direct cost incurred as a result of market failure. 

 

 Impact on Employees 

 

3.2 UNITE has uncovered a wealth of bad practice conducted by private sector 

contracting businesses, the goal of which is to lower costs to ensure that the 

companies make a profit on the work.  

 

 We consider that the cases we have identified reflect much wider practice and 

highlight the failure of the current approach to tendering out procurement. We 

have compiled this list on the basis of direct information received from members 

across the sector. 

 

 In light of the grievous health and safety breaches that we have been made aware 

of, we are concerned that unless intensive efforts are made to increase 

compliance it will be only a matter of time until one of our members is killed as a 

result. 

 

3.2.1 Some workers have not received a pay increase in almost 10 years due to their 

repeated transfer (under TUPE) between private companies which does not 

provide any provision for a progressive annual pay increase (as they are taken on 

at the former employer’s rate). When staff working for private operators 
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transferred back to the DLO after their employer collapsed they are receiving pay 

substantially lower than workers who have never been transferred to the private 

sector. The following are two quite typical examples that we have been able to 

document: These are in no way unusual and merely reflect the way that the 

impact of this form of procurement on employees. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Employee Case Study 1 

X, a fully qualified plumber, started with John Smith Heating & Plumbing in 2001 at an annual 

salary of £16,900. The company at that time was sub-contracting plumbing from Carillion in the 

period 2001 to 2005. By the end of this period, X’s salary had increased to £18,818 when he was 

employed directly by Carillion without any increments or potential for a pay increase. 

X was subsequently TUPE transferred to MDC in 2012 when they won the contract that he 

worked on. But when MDC went into administration in 17th June 2013, X was transferred to the 

DLO and remains on a wage of only £18,818. 

Based on compounded consumer price inflation since 2005, the stagnation in X’s nominal wage 

would amount to a 23%1 reduction in their real (inflation proofed) income over the period! 

Employee Case Study 2 

Three employees started with Carillion doing NIHE building maintenance in the summer of 2007. 

At that time their starting basic pay wage was £17,200 – this is exactly the same today in 2013; 

reflecting a real wage fall of 17.5% over the six year period due to inflation (cpi-based). 

However in addition to this pay freeze, these employees suffered as a direct result of the 

procurement process as they lost entitlements to Travel & Subsistence payments, which did not 

transfer under the TUPE terms to the new employer. This resulted in a further loss in household 

income of approximately £2,400 per annum.  

As a result of these real pay cuts, and negative equity arising from the collapse in the housing 

market, these workers are experiencing extreme hardship. One worker is unable to afford a car 

and this is directly impacting his ability to hold down employment.  
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3.2.2 Many workers have been repeatedly transferred between private operators 

periodically causing serious disruption and job insecurity especially in the cases 

where the contractor has collapsed. In some cases, workers have transferred 

repeatedly in very short period. A worker who was working in the Shankill 

District with Red Sky would have been transferred to Leeway after they failed. 

Under the next contract this worker could then have transferred to MDC before 

they failed only to be transferred to the DLO. Such progress through employers 

is unavoidable due to the procurement approach adopted.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

3.2.3 Workers have routinely been required to work with Asbestos without 

appropriate safety protection or guidance. Where it has achieved recognition 

from employers, UNITE has coordinated grievance procedures on behalf of 

workers. This and other health and safety failures and ‘cost-cutting’ approaches 

by management are entirely inappropriate in any workplace but particularly 

unacceptable in the conduct of public sector procurement work. 

 

3.2.4 Workers at Mel Davison Construction were subjected to rolling lay-offs despite 

the fact that this broke the terms of their contracts – they were told that this was a 

necessary response to a reduction in the volume of work being given to 

contractors by NIHE. But when UNITE followed through on this NIHE 

Employment Progression for Some Employees 

RED SKY (2011) 

↓ 

LEEWAY (2011) 

↓ 

MDC (July 2012) 

↓  

ESE (August 2012) 

↓ 

McMurdies (August 2012) 

↓ 

DLO (2012) 
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confirmed that the amount of work being provided to contractors had actually 

increased2 not decreased. 

 

3.2.5 Workers who have been laid-off because of the alleged shortage in work have 

reported that sub-contractors/self-employed have been brought in to do their 

work (they are not covered by TUPE protection and work at lower rates). This 

would appear to be an attempt to encourage TUPE-protected workers to ‘walk 

away’ enabling the private company to replace them with lower paid 

replacements. 

 

3.2.6 Holiday entitlements built up by workers who were working for one employer 

were not honoured following their TUPE transfer to the next contractor who had 

subsequently won the contract. Similarly workers who, at the time were not 

organised into a union, had an extra four hours a week forced on them; again, a 

direct breach of TUPE regulations. 

 

3.2.7 Workers at Mel Davison Construction (MDC) took a collective grievance on the 

issue of the ‘disrespectful and bullying approach of sections of the management’. 

Workers experience significant management pressures to do jobs in unrealistic 

times and to cut corners all to meet the unrealistic contract price. 

 

3.2.8 The procurement process results in unforeseen difficulties. e.g. workers 

transferred from Carillion to MDC were unable to continue working on electrical 

contracts as MDC were not NIEIC registered (unlike Carillion) and neither were 

the workers. In order to meet the TUPE obligations, these workers were 

transferred to Engineering Services Ltd (ESE) who sub-contracted the work from 

MDC, only to be moved on again to McMurdies when MDC sub-contracted the 

work out again. The workers were subsequently returned back to the DLO with 

the collapse of MDC where this is no longer a problem. 

 

                                                           
2 Information supplied by NIHE in February 2013 indicated that the value of work allocated to MDC in 

the 2011-2013 Fiscal Year was £1,947,675 for 16,568 jobs and that for the 2012-2013 Fiscal Year was 

£2,592,135 for 27,723 jobs (an increase of 33% in terms of value and 67% in terms of volume). 
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3.2.9 Contractors prefer using sub-contractors/self-employed for work and the few 

direct workers that are taken on (primarily manual workers) are rarely taken on 

for longer than a year to avoid incurring full employment rights protections. 

 

Impact on Apprentices 

 

3.3.1 There has been a large increase in the numbers of unpaid employees who have 

been recruited through schemes, such as the Steps to Work Programme. We 

consider that this has been part of a conscious effort to reduce workforce costs by 

substituting cost free workers for those with TUPE protections. 

 

3.3.2 Unite the Union welcomes the fact that NIHE procurement contracts include a 

requirement for the employment of apprentices (indeed it needs to be 

strengthened) but this must not become an excuse for the employment of ‘cost-

free’ young workers through schemes – few of whom are kept on after their 

placement.  

 

3.3.3 As an example of this practice, UNITE has a written testimonial from one 20-year 

old qualified plasterer who was taken on through the Steps to Work Scheme and 

who testifies that he was working on houses left all alone and doing a variety of 

labouring tasks. After three months his placement ended and he wasn’t ‘kept on’ 

and went straight back onto the unemployment queues. There are many similar 

stories to be told.  

 

 Another example which has been identified by Unite the Union was of a young 

‘Steps to Work’ participant who was working lifting asbestos tiles without any 

form of protection. 

 

3.3.4 Apprenticeships should be an opportunity for young people to gain valuable 

work experience at a fair rate of remuneration not an opportunity to exploit 

young people cost free replacing laid-off workers. All apprentices should be 

employed by companies from day one not exploited for the duration of a 

programme in which the employer makes no contribution. 
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 We consider that programme-led apprenticeships are failing young workers, 

leaving them inappropriately qualified for work (NVQ II only) after a two-year 

placement in which the employer makes no contribution to their remuneration. 

 

3.3.5 In relation to the grievous failures uncovered in relation to the abuse of young 

workers by some contractors and given the inexperience of young workers, we 

consider it should be minimum demand that at no time should apprentices be 

left unsupervised in the work-place and that their supervisor is appropriately 

experienced and qualified for the task. 

 

 Impact on Tenants 

 

3.4 The impact of these practices has not been restricted to workers, NIHE tenants 

who are entitled to the highest standards of care have been subjected to poor 

levels of service. Our investigations have highlighted the following issues of 

concern – detailed in the sub-sections below. 

 

3.4.1 Work contracted out to private companies has often been conducted on 

unrealistic timeframes. One engineer who applied for employment with a private 

company (still delivering a contract with the NIHE) was asked to quantify how 

long a series of checks on a house would take to which he responded that it 

would take four hours. This engineer was subsequently told that he would have 

to do it in half this time. He did not take up the opportunity for employment 

with that company as he considers that time to be entirely inadequate to 

delivering services safely. 

 

3.4.2 In the transition from delivery of the Shankill Road District contract from MDC 

back to the DLO, due to the failure of the private sector provider, resulted in a 

three to six month backlog in non-emergency work. It is likely that some 

tenants will have requested work at the beginning of June which will not be now 

done until September or October. 
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3.4.3 In some areas, e.g. West Belfast, NIHE inspectors are perceived to be more 

‘rigorous’ in upholding standards and in requiring compliance with standards. 

These areas are considered to be unprofitable and there is difficulty in finding 

contractors willing to take on these contracts. UNITE would question why 

standards appear to be so much higher in this area. 

 

Impact on Public Budget 

 

3.5 In addition to the impact that the failure of contracting companies has had in 

terms of placing an additional and unforeseen resource burden on the NIHE, 

Unite the Union has identified other factors which result in a lowering of the 

‘value-for-money’ associated with public procurement in this sector. These are 

detailed in the following sub-sections. 

 

3.5.1 Some TUPE-protected workers who were formerly employed for private 

contractors have been paid for extensive periods to do nothing and stay at home 

while others were paid to do the work that they were meant to be doing. This 

situation has arisen because of uncertainty in contractual arrangements meaning 

that it is not worthwhile arranging their employment until the situation is 

clearer. 

 

3.5.2 In the past when Red Sky collapsed the NIHE transferred the work to Carillion 

who had submitted a price above the benchmark and this taken  in addition to 

their 10% caretaker bonus meant that the tax payer had to pay significantly more 

than they would have had to if the work was never contracted out. However, in 

the subsequent procurement contest, because of its more ‘realistic’ approach to 

pricing, Carillion was not successful in winning any contracts and once again the 

work was given to companies who promised substantial cost savings only to 

subsequently collapse again. 

 

3.5.3 The inevitable failure of private sector contractors results in significant additional 

costs as well as disruption to work schedules. In East Belfast, for instance, for a 

period of six to eight weeks only emergency and immediate work was completed 
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with a skeleton staff. It is estimated that the value of work not completed in this 

small district alone amounted to close to £300,000 in that period. As a direct 

result, tenants will continue to endure extensive delays in getting routine and 

acute level maintenance work completed. 

 

3.5.4 The existence of long-term procurement frameworks for each region and the 

collapse and difficulties experienced by some companies has meant that the 

number of companies which can compete for retendered work is highly 

restricted. For example, in one region, two companies on the framework have 

gone into administration and four others are being investigated in regard to 

potential overpayments.  

 

Unite the union would also be concerned about the ‘health’ of other companies 

which might contract for this work. It is far from clear that returning contracts to 

the handful private sector companies who are in a position to tender for this 

work will result in ‘value-for-money’ for the tax payer.  

 

3.5.5 In some cases, contractors have expressed an interest in a contract only to 

discover that there are inherited liabilities arising from the previous incumbent 

and then they have lost interest in a contract. Again, this results in a difficulty 

achieving the purported ‘savings’ which are meant to be associated with this 

procurement process. 

 

3.5.6 Some contractors have been subjected to reductions in payments from the NIHE 

following their failure to deliver on KPI targets. In the case of MDC in West 

Belfast, this resulted in the situation where they withdrew from that contract but 

retained those that they had for other regions of Belfast. Indeed, MDC 

subsequently sub-contracted work from PK Murphy (who had taken work over 

following the collapse of Garrivan & O’Rourke) in East Belfast and in the West. 

Hence, we have the situation that a contractor which had been fined for poor 

delivery on one contract to the extent that they had to withdraw from that 

contract, was then able to sub-contract in other areas (at more lucrative rates) re-

employing TUPE workers thereafter! 
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3.5.7 Indeed the practice of providing an enhanced bonus (over and above the 

contractor’s initial bid) to those who step in as caretakers for contracts that have 

fallen through, opens up the potential for collaboration between contractors to 

increase prices and further reduce value for money for NIHE. 

 

 Summary 

 

3.6 The management of response maintenance contracts has come to the fore over 

recent months but this is not an issue that has simply arisen or can be reduced to 

a question of poor management practices. At the root is a system of public 

procurement which encourages cut-throat and unsustainable competition, cost 

cutting, lowering quality standards, reducing wages and severely eroding health 

and safety compliance. 
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4.0 SUMMARY OF KEY FINDINGS 

 

 Private Sector Procurement: A False Economy 

 

4.1.1 It should be clear to anyone considering the situation that if a private company is 

tendering for work at 31% below the benchmark rate (or equivalently 20% below 

what is considered to be break-even - and that’s before any profit is abstracted), 

that price will entail and necessitate drastic cost reductions.  

 

4.1.2 This will only be achieved through an onslaught on the working conditions and 

remuneration of employees (and the members of households which are 

dependent on this income) or through cost-cutting shortcuts being adopted 

which reduce the quality of work done and which can put not just the lives of 

employees at risk but also those of tenants. Such cost reductions are a false 

economy.  

 

4.1.3 It remains to be seen whether the approach taken by contracting out work to 

private sector operators results in real cost savings to the public purse. In one 

small district alone, Shankill, UNITE estimate that up to £300,000 worth of work 

was not completed in the hiatus between contract delivery. In addition, there 

were additional costs to NIHE through resources having to be diverted to 

managing the transfer, the acquisition of materials, appropriate accommodation 

and vehicles for staff who were taken back into the DLO. When all these costs are 

factored in – the overall savings associated with this approach to procurement 

look very tenuous. 

 

4.1.4 Taking cognisance of this experience, UNITE considers that the continuation of 

this approach to procurement would be driven more by the predominance of 

Market Fundamentalist ideology – holding the mantra that ‘private good, public 

bad’ – than an objective assessment of the best option in terms of delivering ‘Best 

Value’ for government. 
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 Delivering Growth through Investment Not Cost-Cutting  

 

4.2.1 One of the problems facing policy makers is that Northern Ireland’s economy has 

low overall rates of productivity and suffers from the predominance of low-value 

added activities. In parallel to that there is a need to stimulate consumption 

within our ‘demand-led’ economy in order to encourage growth, investment and 

job creation.  

 

4.2.2 Savings achieved which involve a reduction in quality standards and an all-out 

assault of the working conditions and pay of workers are not real savings. They 

represent a policy move in the direction away from where we need to go; far 

from cutting corners in an unsustainable manner to make ‘valueless’ cost savings 

we should look at a strategic policy of investment to improve existing housing 

stock and stimulating economic growth and creating rewarding employment. 

 

Learning From Experience 

 

4.3.1 We have experienced the collapse of Red Sky under the earlier framework, now 

we have witnessed the collapse of Mel Davison Construction and Garrivan & 

O’Rourke. What is the likelihood that this could be repeated with a future 

contractor taking on work in the greater Belfast area? Will we learn the lessons of 

the past or continue hoping that repeating the same approach will somehow 

deliver different results in the future? 

 

4.3.2 Workers who have been transferred back to the Direct Labour Organisation have 

job security, are treated with respect and are not forced to cut corners or to rush 

jobs. When the private companies fail, the NIHE has to immediately step in and 

pick up the pieces. The cost of this is substantial both in human and financial 

resources.  

 

4.3.3 UNITE is well aware that work conducted by staff employed by the DLO has a 

much stronger focus on quality and safety. Tenants get the benefit of a job done 

properly (as evidenced in Section 3.4 previously). 



 

      Briefing on NIHE Response Maintenance Contracts for Committee for Social Development 

 

26
th

 September 2013 

 

17

 

We strongly feel that everyone benefits from this work being delivered directly 

by publicly employed workers as opposed to contracted out to privateers.  

  

The Economics of Public Sector Delivery 

 

4.4 We wish to highlight our belief that there are substantial real economic savings 

which could be potentially achieved if the work was taken ‘in-house’: 

 

• There would not be any need for the administration of the procurement 

process itself and this would reduce direct administrative costs.  

• There would be no costs associated with NIHE having to step in to deal 

with the consequences of market failure, employees time would not be lost 

and supporting infrastructure could be provided on a long-term and 

planned basis (at lower cost). 

• There would be a substantial improvement in the quality of work 

conducted and substantially less difficulty meeting KPI outputs – an 

improvement in output and real economic savings as workers would not be 

pressurised to deliver on unrealistic timeframes or cut corners with quality 

or safety. 

• There would be substantial savings as a result of the economies of scale 

achieved by a single delivery agency delivering services across Northern 

Ireland: materials could be purchased at bulk rates and lease contracts for 

vehicles and other equipment could be negotiated down on the basis of 

volume and duration. Any specialist equipment needed less often could be 

shared across the region instead of hired in parallel by different contract 

companies.  

• There are also likely to be savings arising from the fact that there would be 

no need for profits to come out of the pot and there would be no ‘caretaker’ 

bonus payments necessary to attract contractors to manage contracts where 

others have failed. 
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5.0 CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

 

5.1 The opportunity exists now to strategically reassess procurement policy and 

restructure delivery to achieve long-term savings and an overall improvement in 

quality. This will clearly result in benefits to all employees in the sector, whether 

or not they are members of UNITE but there are also clear benefits for housing 

executive tenants and the public purse. 

 

5.2 UNITE is calling for a review of the current procurement approach for response 

housing maintenance which appears to be driven more by ‘market 

fundamentalism’ than by real value-for-money considerations.  

 

5.3 As a first move towards that, we are calling for the contracts which have been 

allocated to the DLO following the collapse of Mel Davison Construction and 

Garrivan & O’Rourke to not be tendered out again to the private sector pending 

a wider review of this procurement policy. 

 

In addition, and on behalf of our members, Unite the Union asks that they are 

retained in employment within the Direct Labour Organisation and not 

subjected to the experience of another transfer to a private sector contractor. 

 

5.4 We have also identified the following five recommendations which could easily 

and quickly be integrated into NIHE procurement guidelines to ensure the long-

term health and sustainability of the building sector. 

 

Recommendation 1: Health and Safety. Require that all employees working on 

contracts (including those employed by sub-contractors) hold Construction 

Specialist Register (CSR) cards; all workers are provided appropriate health and 

safety training upon induction; companies holding public procurement contracts 

are regularly audited for compliance with basic health and safety; and a Health & 

Safety Compliance panel is established including Trade Union representation. 
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 Recommendation 2: Apprenticeships. Require that all contracts offered for 

response maintenance include a provision for a minimum of no less than 10% 

Apprenticeships to total employment; and, all apprentices to be directly 

employed from day one by contracting companies, managed by an appropriately 

experienced and qualified supervisor at all times and provided with Health & 

Safety training upon induction. 

 

 Recommendation 3: Associated Pay Rates. Require that those employed by 

companies successful in winning public procurement contracts are paid at least 

standard industrial associated pay rates, e.g. those set by the Construction 

Industry Joint Council, Joint Industry Board, etc. 

 

 Recommendation 4: Direct Employment. Require that contractors be required to 

employ at least 75% of their labour force directly (as opposed to using sub-

contractors/self-employed); any specialist sub-contractors they employ are also 

required to be VAT and Income Tax compliant, fulfil all statutory responsibilities 

e.g. public and employer liability insurance and provide all lawful pension 

contributions for employed workers; and that all employees used hold CSR 

cards. 

 

Recommendation 5: ‘No Black-listing’. Include a mechanism within the NIHE 

procurement process which will exclude any company ‘black-listing’ trade union 

activists from competition for public procurement contracts.  

 

5.5 Working together Unite believes that we can deliver real benefits for our 

members and provide improved public services for tenants and the wider 

community. 

 


