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1. Introduction

Land management services are typically provided on new housing developments where 
arrangements for the management and maintenance of land and facilities within the development 
may be included as part of the obligations on developers associated with planning permission. 
The land and facilities may include play areas, grass verges, drainage systems or woodland. 

Generally speaking there are three ways in which such land and facilities are managed:

They are owned by the local authority which looks after it. Local councils are, however, •	
generally unwilling to “adopt” land in new developments.

They are in common ownership and each householder, by virtue of buying a property, •	
becomes a joint owner of the land and is therefore jointly liable together with the other 
owners for its upkeep. Depending on local arrangements, this may involve commissioning 
a company to manage and undertake the work.

They are owned and managed by a single company that charges householders a fee for •	
the management and maintenance of the land. Unlike common (or scheme) property in 
tenements, the land is not owned by the householders but conditions in their title deeds 
require them to pay the land-owning land management company for its upkeep.1 

This report explores consumer experiences of the third option for managing land on new 
housing estates: the land-owning land management model.  Information provided to Consumer 
Focus Scotland by land management companies shows that over 20,000 home owners in 
Scotland are bound by their title deeds to pay for the management and maintenance of land on 
their housing development under the land-owning land management model.  

1.1 Research aims and methods

There is very little information available about consumer experiences of this market.  While surveys 
have been carried out into the experiences of consumers of property management services2, no 
parallel research has previously been carried out into land management services.  This project 
therefore aimed to provide information on the views and experiences of consumers of the services 
provided by land-owning land management providers.  

The market for these land management services in Scotland is small: the Office of Fair Trading 
(OFT) identified only three ‘dedicated’ land maintenance companies in Scotland which use the 
land-owning land management model during its market study of property management3:

Greenbelt Group is the largest provider, with approximately 20,000 consumers under the •	
land owning land management model.

Scottish Woodlands has approximately 500 consumers but only one estate currently •	
operating under the land-owning land management model.  

Ethical Maintenance which according to the information obtained by the OFT maintained •	
six sites with 430 houses.

1 Office of Fair Trading (2009) Property Managers in Scotland: A market study

2 See, for example, Office of Fair Trading (2009) Property Managers in Scotland: A market study and Scottish Consumer Council (2007) 
Consumer Experiences of Property Management Services

3 See Note 1
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However, Ethical Maintenance later told us that while they provide land management and 
maintenance services, they do not use the land-owning land management model. A further 
company identified by the OFT was Meadfleet, which operates principally in England and 
Wales, but which according to the information obtained by the OFT has three sites in Scotland. 
The OFT report did not, however, identify the number of consumers living within these sites or 
whether they are all operated on the land-owning land management model.

We are also aware that one local authority has been operating a similar model; however by 
December 2010 it appeared that they had ceased using this model.  Taking all of this into 
account, the research was based on consumers living on estates managed by Greenbelt Group 
and Scottish Woodlands.
  
Consumer Focus Scotland commissioned Ipsos MORI to carry out this research. Greenbelt 
Group and Scottish Woodlands provided Ipsos MORI with databases of addresses at which 
they provide land management services under the land-owning management model. The 
databases included house numbers, street names and postcodes, along with a note of 
the relevant local authority area. Greenbelt Group informed Consumer Focus Scotland that 
it provides services on 169 estates under the land-owning land management model and 
Scottish Woodlands reported that they have 1 estate using the land-owning land management 
model. From this information Ipsos MORI chose 37 Greenbelt Group estates and the 1 
Scottish Woodlands estate at which to conduct interviews. Estates were chosen to ensure 
that all local authority areas in which Greenbelt Group operates were represented. Interviews 
were conducted face-to-face, in home, using CAPI (Computer Aided Personal Interviewing). 
Interviewers were instructed to choose addresses at random within estates and to achieve 
14 interviews on each estate. Interviews were conducted only with homeowners who were 
also resident within the property. In total, 539 consumers were interviewed for this project.  
525 interviewees were consumers of Greenbelt Group while 14 were consumers of Scottish 
Woodlands.  Field work was carried out between 8th January and 11th February 2011. 

Analysis of the survey data was carried out by in-house research experts at Consumer Focus 
Scotland.  In addition to basic frequencies, the data was explored for relationships between 
variables, for example in relation to socio-demographic groups (age, gender, deprivation) and 
responses to specific questions (for example, existence of an owners’ association, length of 
time at property).  Where relationships between variables are discussed in the text, they are 
statistically significant.  Tables presented in this report show responses from all 539 consumers 
unless stated otherwise.

1.2 About the survey participants

The survey participants were interviewed in-home. Potential participants were asked if they 
owned their property to ensure that tenants were excluded from the sample, as they do not 
have a direct relationship with the companies.
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In terms of socio-demographics, the participants were:

evenly split across genders (48% were men and 52% were women)•	
more likely to be living in detached houses (82% lived in detached houses, 13% in semi-•	
detached houses, 4% lived in flats/apartments and 1% lived in other dwelling types)

more likely to be living in affluent neighbourhoods (32% were living in the most affluent •	
quintile of the Scottish Index of Multiple Deprivation, 31% were living in the second most 
affluent quintile, 26% were living in the third most deprived quintile and 11% were living in 
the second most deprived quintile – no participants lived in the most deprived quintile of 
the Scottish Index of Multiple Deprivation)

more likely to be aged between 30 and 44 years old (53% were aged between 30 and 44 •	
years old and 24% were aged between 45 and 59 years old, while 7% were aged between 
16 and 24 years old and 16% were aged 60 years old and over).

The majority of consumers had been living in their current home for between two and ten years 
(93%) as shown in Table 1.

Table 1: Length of time consumers had lived in current home (percentage of all 539 
consumers)

Percentage

Up to 1 year 3

Over 1 year and up to 2 years 5

Over 2 years and up to 5 years 40

Over 5 years and up to 10 years 46

Over 10 years 7

Total 100

Please note, figures may not add up to 100% due to rounding.

The survey was carried out within 38 housing developments across Scotland.  Table 2 shows 
the distribution across regions.

Table 2: Participants by region (percentage of all 539 consumers)

Percentage 

Central 24

Glasgow 5

Highland and Islands 3

Lothian 11

Midlothian and Fife 23

North East 19

South 10

West 5

Total 100
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2. Key findings

2.1 Pre-purchase information

Consumers were asked to recall whether or not they were made aware of the requirement 
to pay for land management services when they purchased their house. Over two thirds of 
consumers (68%) reported that they were made aware that they would have to pay for the 
management and maintenance of land when they purchased the property. However, 30% 
reported that they did not receive any information, while 2% could not recall.   

Those living in more deprived neighbourhoods were more likely to report that they had not been 
told that they would have to pay land management and maintenance fees, compared to those 
in more affluent neighbourhoods (45% of those living in the second most deprived quintile of 
the Scottish Index of Multiple Deprivation, compared to 30% in the most affluent quintile).

Consumers were asked about the types of information that they received: 
57% of all consumers said that they received information on fees•	
53% of all consumers said that they received information on the services•	
52% of all consumers said that they received a copy of the site plan•	
46% of all consumers said that they received specific information on the service provider.•	

Table 3 shows the extent to which consumers found specific types of pre-purchase information 
useful.  Consumers were most positive about the usefulness of the site plan of the development, 
with over two-thirds (66%) reporting that this was either very or fairly useful.  Information on fees 
received a mixed response, with 52% reporting it either fairly or very useful.  

The other types of pre-purchase information (information on services and information on the 
service provider) were more likely to be seen as either not very useful or not useful at all (55% 
found information on services either not very useful or not useful at all, 56% found information 
on the land-owning land management company either not very useful or not useful at all).  

Table 3: Extent to which consumers found pre-purchase information useful (as a 
percentage of all consumers who received each type of information)

Very	
useful

Fairly	
useful

Not	very	
useful

Not	
useful	at	

all

Don’t	
know/	

refused
Total

Information on fees 
(n = 306)

9 43 23 21 4 100

Information on services 
(n = 288)

3 39 30 25 4 100

Site plan of the 
development (n = 282)

11 55 19 9 6 100

Information on land 
management company 
(n = 249)

6 33 28 28 5
100

Please note, figures may not add up to 100% due to rounding.  
Base sizes reflect those who said they had received specific pieces of information.
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In order to gain a full picture in relation to pre-purchase information, consumers were asked 
about information that they received from different sources:

43% of all consumers said that they received information from builders/developers.•	
43% of all consumers said that they received information from a solicitor or estate agent.•	
48% of all consumers said that they received information from the land-owning land •	
management company.

Consumers were also asked how useful they found the information from different sources:

Of those that received information from solicitors/estate agents, 46% reported that it was •	
either very or fairly useful. 

Of those that received information from builders/developers, 38% reported that it was •	
either very or fairly useful.

Of those that received information from the land-owning land management company, 39% •	
reported that it was either very or fairly useful.

Around 12% of consumers reported that they didn’t know how useful they found the 
information from builders/developers and solicitors/estate agents.  The number of ‘don’t know’ 
responses was lower for information from land-owning land management companies at 5%. 

2.2 Maintenance and management services received 

The survey of consumers allows, for the first time, a clear picture to emerge of the extent to 
which consumers receive, or are aware that they receive, land maintenance and management 
services.  The list of potential services was drawn up with advice from land-owning land 
management companies.  

The services which consumers said they receive include:

Grass cutting (97%)•	
Landscaping (96%)•	
Ground maintenance (96%)•	
Weeding (95%)•	
Building and maintaining children’s play areas (87%)•	
Litter picking (86%)•	
Maintenance of Sustainable Urban Drainage Systems (83%)•	
Establishment and maintenance of woodland areas (79%)•	
Maintenance of gates (52%)•	

These findings show that consumers were generally well aware of the range of maintenance 
services provided by their land-owning land management company. 

In addition to maintenance, there are a number of management functions that are carried out 
by land-owning land management companies.  Consumers were asked who they thought was 
responsible for carrying out these functions, as set out in table 4.  
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Table 4: Consumers’ views on who is responsible for carrying out management 
functions on the housing estate (as a percentage of all 539 respondents)

Land	
management	

company
Council Owners Developer

Don’t	
know/	

refused
Total

Public liability 
insurance (for 
example, to cover 
claims for accidents 
on open spaces)

29 41 7 4 18 100

Inspection of facilities 
(for example, play 
areas, drainage 
systems etc.)

55 31 2 4 8 100

Liaising with the 
council, police and 
owners on issues like 
fly tipping and anti-
social behaviour

30 20 39 1 10 100

Please note, figures may not add up to 100% due to rounding.

The findings in Table 4 show confusion over the functions of land-owning land management 
companies.  In developing this survey, we consulted companies and were assured that all of 
these are functions that they currently carry out.  While public liability insurance and inspection 
of facilities are requirements placed on land-owning land management companies, the third 
management function, liaising with the council, police and owners is not a requirement, but 
a service that is offered to consumers.  The majority of consumers do not see public liability 
insurance and liaising with the council, police and owners as roles which are carried out by 
their land-owning land management company.  They are more likely to see responsibility 
for these roles as lying either with the council, in relation to public liability insurance, or with 
themselves as owners, in relation to liaising with the council, police and owners on other issues.  
Consumers are more likely to recognise the inspection of facilities as a role carried out by land 
management companies (55%), although a significant minority (31%) considered this to be the 
responsibility of the council. 

A small number of consumers reported that public liability insurance and inspection of facilities 
was the responsibility of the developer: this may be correct if the responsibility has not yet 
transferred to the land-owning land management company. 

2.3 Satisfaction with land management and maintenance services 

2.3.1 Overall satisfaction with land management and maintenance services
We asked the consumers a broad question on overall satisfaction with the land management 
and maintenance services they received. 



8 Consumer Experiences of Land-owning Land Management Companies

Table 5: Overall satisfaction with the services received (percentage of all 539 consumers)

Percentage	

Very satisfied 3

Fairly satisfied 19

Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied 13

Fairly dissatisfied 28

Very dissatisfied 37

Don’t know 1

Total 100

Please note, figures may not add up to 100% due to rounding.

As Table 5 shows, there are very high levels of dissatisfaction amongst consumers of land 
management services (in total 64% are either fairly dissatisfied or very dissatisfied).

Those who report that there is a formal owners’ or residents’ association are more likely to be 
dissatisfied overall (74% compared to 62% of those who report that there is no coordination 
between owners).

2.3.2 Satisfaction with specific services provided
Table 6 shows the level of satisfaction for each of the key services provided by land-owning 
land management companies, as a percentage of consumers who reported that they did 
receive each service.

Table 6 shows that for the following services, consumers are more likely to report they are 
dissatisfied than satisfied:

Maintenance of gates (29% dissatisfied compared to 18% satisfied)•	
Weeding (53% dissatisfied compared to 29% satisfied)•	
Litter picking (53% dissatisfied compared to 25% satisfied)•	
Landscaping (52% dissatisfied compared to 30% satisfied)•	
Ground maintenance (52% dissatisfied compared to 30% satisfied)•	
Establishment and maintenance of woodland area (40% dissatisfied compared to 20% •	
satisfied)

Building and maintaining children’s play areas (48% dissatisfied compared to 25% •	
satisfied)

Maintenance of Sustainable Urban Drainage Systems (33% dissatisfied compared to 22% •	
satisfied).

Responses for grass cutting are balanced between those satisfied and those dissatisfied (43% 
satisfied compared to 42% dissatisfied).  
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Table 6: Extent to which consumers are satisfied with services provided (as a 
percentage of consumers who report receiving the service)

Very	
satisfied

Fairly	
satisfied Neither Fairly	

dissatisfied
Very	

dissatisfied
Don’t	
know Total

Maintenance of gates 
(n = 281)

3 15 32 11 18 21 100

Grass cutting (n = 523) 6 37 13 21 21 2 100

Weeding (n = 513) 4 25 14 23 30 4 100

Landscaping (n = 516) 4 26 16 22 30 3 100

Litter picking (n = 463) 3 22 16 23 30 6 100

Ground maintenance  
(n = 518)

4 26 15 24 28 3 100

Establishment and 
maintenance of 
woodland areas 
(n = 425)

3 17 27 15 25 13 100

Building and 
maintaining children’s 
play areas (n = 467)

3 22 19 19 29 8 100

Maintenance of 
Sustainable Urban 
Drainage Systems  
(n = 449)

2 20 24 12 21 21 100

Please note, figures may not add up to 100% due to rounding.
Base sizes reflect those who said they had received specific services.

The survey also found high levels of consumers reporting that they are do not know if they are 
satisfied with the maintenance of Sustainable Urban Drainage Systems and the establishment 
and maintenance of gates (21% of consumers receiving each of these services do not know if 
they are satisfied).  
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2.3.3 Satisfaction with responsiveness of service provider
Table 7 reports consumers’ views about the responsiveness of their land-owning land 
management company in three key areas.  

Table 7: Extent to which consumers are satisfied with responsiveness (as a percentage 
of all 539 respondents)

Very	
satisfied

Fairly	
satisfied Neither

Fairly	
dis-

satisfied

Very	
dis-

satisfied

Do	not	
receive	
this	

service

Don’t	
Know Total

Making 
routine 
checks

2 10 21 20 28 8 12 100

Responding 
to requests 
for services

2 6 29 12 21 12 20 100

Organising 
work 
efficiently and 
in reasonable 
time

2 16 23 21 21 5 13 100

Please note, figures may not add up to 100% due to rounding.

In all three areas, more consumers are dissatisfied than satisfied:

Making routine checks: 48% dissatisfied (including 28% very dissatisfied) compared to •	
12% satisfied

Responding to requests for services: 33% dissatisfied (including 21% very dissatisfied) •	
compared to 8% satisfied

Organising work efficiently and in reasonable time: 42% dissatisfied (including 21% very •	
dissatisfied) compared to 18% satisfied.

As with the previous question, there are high levels of consumers reporting being neither 
satisfied nor dissatisfied (over one in five for each area of responsiveness).  A smaller number 
report that they do not know if they received these services (around one in eight for making 
routine checks and organising work efficiently and in reasonable time, rising to one in five for 
responsive to requests for services). This would suggest that consumers may not be aware of 
the work being carried out by land-owning land management companies in relation to these 
services.  

We would expect that all land management companies would be making routine checks and 
responding to service requests, but a small number of consumers report that they do not 
receive these services (8% and 12% respectively). 
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2.4 Cost, Value for Money and Billing

Consumers were asked about the annual cost of land management and maintenance services.  
Table 8 shows the distribution, with 70% of consumers paying between £76 and £175 a year.  
A small number of consumers are paying over £176 a year (14% of consumers).  

Table 8: Annual cost of land management and maintenance services (percentage of all 
539 consumers)

Percentage

£75 or less 5

£76 – £125 38

£126 - £175 33

Over £176 14

Don’t know 9

Refused 1

Total 100

We understand from the companies that they bill consumers annually for the services provided. 
Table 9 shows satisfaction levels with a range of billing issues.  Overall, half of consumers report 
that they are either fairly or very dissatisfied with the information provided on bills about the 
services that they are being charged for (50%).  There was a mixed response to the question 
on satisfaction with the information provided on what to do if they have a query about bills or 
services (34% are either fairly or very dissatisfied compared to 38% who are either fairly or 
very dissatisfied).  There was also a mixed response to the question on satisfaction with the 
accuracy of billing, split between 36% who are either very or fairly satisfied and 34% who are 
either fairly or very dissatisfied.  As with earlier questions, a large proportion of consumers 
report that they are neither satisfied nor dissatisfied, or that they do not know.  
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Table 9: Satisfaction with aspects of billing for land management and maintenance 
services (percentage of all 539 consumers)

Very	
satisfied

Fairly	
satisfied Neither Fairly	

dissatisfied
Very	

dissatisfied
Don’t	
Know Total

Providing 
information on bills 
about the services 
you have been 
charged for

4 27 16 22 28 4 100

Providing 
information on what 
to do if you have a 
query about bills or 
services

2 32 21 15 23 7 100

Providing accurate 
bills

5 31 22 14 20 8 100

Please note, figures may not add up to 100% due to rounding.

Consumers were asked for their overall view on the value for money of the services that they 
receive from land-owning land management companies, taking into account all of the services 
that they receive.  The findings in Table 10 show that three-quarters of consumers (74%) feel 
that the cost for the services provided is either fairly or very poor value for money, with over two 
in five reporting that it is very poor value for money (44%).

Table 10: Consumers’ views of value for money for land management and 
maintenance services (as a percentage of all 539 consumers)

Percentage

Very good value for money 3

Fairly good value for money 10

Neither good nor poor value for money 12

Fairly poor value for money 30

Very poor value for money 44

Don’t know 1

Total 100

2.5 Communication

Consumers were asked a range of questions relating to the current methods of communication 
with their land-owning land management company.  Table 11 shows the extent to which 
consumers use different methods to keep up to date.
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Table 11: Methods for communicating between consumers and land-owning land 
management companies (as a percentage of all 539 consumers)

Percentage

There is a formal owners’ or residents’ 
association

14

The owners act together but there is no 
formal owners or residents association 

8

One owner tends to deal with them  
on behalf of all owners 

3

There are no formal fixed arrangements 
but we get together on an ad hoc basis

12

There is no coordination with  
other residents

55

None of the above 2

Don’t know 5

Total 100

As Table 11 shows, the majority of consumers (55%) report that there is no coordination with 
other owners while 14% have a formal owners’ or residents’ association.  The number with 
formal associations is slightly lower than previous research which found that 20% of consumers 
of property management services have a formal association4.  

Consumers were asked about their views on the extent to which the land-owning land 
management company keeps them informed about things that may affect them.  As Table 12 
shows, three-quarters of respondents rated their land-owning land management company as 
either fairly or very poor at keeping them informed (75%).

Table 12: Consumers’ views on whether the land-owning land management company 
keeps them informed (as a percentage of all 539 consumers)

Percentage

Very good 1

Fairly good 7

Neither good nor poor 15

Fairly poor 22

Very poor 53

Don’t know 2

Total 100

With a view to finding out which methods of communication would best suit the needs of 
consumers, they were asked about their preference for various methods of communication.  
As Table 13 shows, there is a clear preference for a regular newsletter (35%).  Email 
communication and personal letters are also popular suggestions for methods of 
communication (preferred by 24% and 22% of consumers respectively).

4 Office of Fair Trading (2009) Property Managers in Scotland: A market study
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Table 13: Consumers’ preferences for methods of communication (as a percentage of 
all 539 consumers)

Percentage

Regular newsletter 35

Email 24

Personal letter 22

Information with your bill 14

Community website 3

Company website 2

Blog/tweet/text 1

Total 100

Please note, figures may not add up to 100% due to rounding.

2.6 Complaints

Consumers were asked about whether they have made a complaint about any of the services 
they have received from their land-owning land management company.  In total, 45% report 
that they have made a complaint.  

Consumers who report that there is no coordination between the residents on the housing 
development are less likely to have made a complaint than those who have a mechanism 
for communicating with other residents (39% of those who have no coordination with other 
residents compared to 55% of those who have a formal owners’ or residents’ association 
and 73% of those who report that the owners act together but there is no formal owners’ or 
residents’ association). 

Table 14 shows whether consumers were satisfied with how their complaint was handled by 
the land-owning land management company.  The question asked consumers to consider only 
the last complaint that they made. Three-quarters of consumers (75%) were either fairly or very 
dissatisfied with how their complaint was handled. 

Table 14: Consumers’ satisfaction with how complaints were handled (as a percentage 
of the 244 consumers who had made a complaint)

Percentage

Very satisfied 2

Fairly satisfied 11

Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied 11

Fairly dissatisfied 27

Very dissatisfied 48

Too early to say 1

Total 100
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Consumers who report that there is no coordination between the residents on the housing 
development are more likely to be dissatisfied with how the complaint was handled than those 
who do have a mechanism for communicating with other residents (83% of those who have 
no coordination with other residents are dissatisfied with how their complaint was handled 
compared to 74% of those who have a formal owners’ or residents’ association and 70% of 
those who report that the owners act together but there is no formal owners’ or residents’ 
association). 

2.7 Views on changing provider

As noted in the introduction, there is currently no clear mechanism that would allow consumers 
to change their land-owning land management provider. Because land-owning land 
management companies own the land and facilities, consumers are bound by their title deeds 
to pay for the services they provide.

We asked consumers a range of questions to explore their interest in a potential ability to 
change their provider.  As Table 15 shows, the majority would prefer it if consumers in the 
estate could change their land-owning land management company (76%).  

Consumers were also asked whether they thought it would be difficult to get agreement 
among the consumers to change provider.  As Table 15 shows, 43% agreed that this would 
be difficult, although the same percentage thought it would not be difficult.  Consumers who 
reported that there is no coordination between the residents on the housing development 
were more likely to think that it would be difficult to get agreement than those who do have a 
mechanism for communicating with other residents (48% of those who have no coordination 
with other residents compared to 31% of those who have a formal owners’ or residents’ 
association and 29% of those who report that the owners act together but there is no formal 
owners’ or residents’ association). 
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Table 15: Consumers’ views on statements about changing providers (percentage of 
all 539 consumers)

Strongly	
agree

Tend	to	
agree Neither Tend	to	

disagree
Strongly	
disagree

Don’t	
Know	/
refused

Total

I would prefer it if 
owners in the estate 
could change the 
company which 
provides our land 
management services

47 29 12 6 4 2 100

It would be difficult to 
get agreement among 
owners to change 
the company which 
provides our land 
management services

16 27 10 23 20 5 100

I would not be 
interested in changing 
provider if this meant 
taking responsibility 
for management 
functions like public 
liability insurance and 
inspection of facilities

19 30 18 20 11 2 100

Please note, figures may not add up to 100% due to rounding.

In order to gauge whether the increased responsibilities that may come with changing provider 
would influence their interest in doing so, consumers were asked whether they would be 
interested in doing so if this meant they themselves had to take over responsibility for certain 
management functions.  In this case, 49% said that if they had to take over responsibility for 
public liability insurance and inspection of facilities, they would not be interested in changing 
provider. However, almost a third (31%) reported that they would be interested in changing 
provider even if this meant taking responsibility for management functions, and a further 18% 
neither agreed nor disagreed with this statement. 

We also asked consumers how likely they would be to change land-owning land management 
company, if they were able to do so.  This question followed the previous one, which drew 
attention to the issues around getting agreement among owners and the potential additional 
responsibility for management functions.  As Table 16 shows, the majority of consumers still 
thought that they would be either fairly or very likely to change provider if they were able to 
(70%).
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Table 16: Likelihood of changing land management company if possible (as a 
percentage of 539 consumers)

Percentage

Very likely 37

Fairly likely 33

Neither likely nor unlikely 14

Fairly unlikely 9

Very unlikely 6

Don’t know 1

Total 100

Consumers who report that they are dissatisfied with the service provided are more likely to 
report that they would be likely to change land-owning land management company if it was 
possible (88% of consumers who report that they are dissatisfied with the services provided 
would be either very or fairly likely to change provider, if it were possible, compared to 31% of 
consumers who are satisfied with the services provided).  Therefore even where consumers 
are satisfied with the services provided, a third report that they are likely to change provider if 
possible. 

Together these responses show a clear preference for the ability to change land-owning land 
management provider.  Two factors impacted on the likelihood of changing land-owning land 
management provider:

Some consumers are concerned about getting the agreement of neighbours.  While overall •	
70% of consumers said they were either fairly or very likely to change provider, this drops 
to 55% of those who agreed that it would be difficult to get agreement among owners to 
change.

Some consumers are concerned about potentially taking on the responsibility for •	
management functions.   While overall 70% of consumers said they were either fairly or 
very likely to change provider, this drops to 61% among those who felt that they would 
not be interested in changing provider if this meant taking responsibility for management 
functions like public liability insurance and inspection of facilities.  

While these factors do impact on likelihood of changing provider, a majority of consumers with 
these concerns do still report that they would be likely to change provider if it was possible.



18 Consumer Experiences of Land-owning Land Management Companies

3. Conclusion

The survey provides evidence on the experiences and views of consumers of land-owning 
land management companies.  While there has been anecdotal evidence on the existence of 
consumer detriment, the extent of the issues was not previously known.  

Overall, the findings highlight a number of  consumer issues: 

Pre-purchase information: 68% of consumers said they were told about the requirement •	
to pay for land management services when they purchased their home.  Those who did 
receive information did not always find it helpful. 

Confusion over services provided:  The majority of consumers were aware of the •	
maintenance services provided by their land-owning land management company.  
However, they were less clear about the responsibility that their land-owning land 
management company had for public liability insurance, inspection of facilities and liaising 
with other bodies (such as the council and police).  Many consumers saw these functions 
as the responsibility of the council.

Overall satisfaction with services provided: There are very high levels of dissatisfaction •	
with the services provided with 64% of consumers reporting that they are either fairly or 
very dissatisfied. It is helpful to put these figures in context. The OFT survey into property 
management services found that around 70% of consumers were happy with the services 
received from their property manager, compared to an overall satisfaction level of 22% 
found in this survey of consumers of land-owning land management companies5.   

Satisfaction with responsiveness of land management companies: consumers are •	
more likely to report being dissatisfied with responsiveness than satisfied.  Four times 
as many consumers are dissatisfied than satisfied with their service providers’ ability to 
make routine checks or respond to requests for services.  There were also high levels of 
consumers reporting that they were neither satisfied nor dissatisfied, or that they didn’t 
know if they were satisfied, with responsiveness of their land-owning land management 
company.

Value for money: Consumers do not feel that their land management services are good •	
value for money, with three-quarters reporting that they are either fairly poor value or very 
poor value.  In order to put this in context, research into property management services 
found that 33% of consumers of those services rated them as either fairly or very poor 
value for money6.

Communication: Three-quarters of consumers feel that their land-owning land •	
management company is either fairly poor or very poor at keeping them informed.  In 
general, there are not clear mechanisms for communicating between the consumers and 
land-owning land management companies.  Very few have formal owners’ or residents’ 
associations.  

5 Office of Fair Trading (2009) Property Managers in Scotland: A market study (please note that this survey used different wording for the 
questions on satisfaction with services, caution should be taken when comparing the data)

6 Office of Fair Trading (2009) Property Managers in Scotland: A market study
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Complaints: 45% of consumers reported that they have made a complaint to their land-•	
owning land management company.  It is helpful to put these figures in context; the OFT 
survey of property management services found that 35% of consumers had made a 
complaint about those services7. 

Complaints handling: Three-quarters of the consumers who made a complaint to a •	
land management company are dissatisfied with the way that it was handled.  The OFT 
survey found that 67% of all consumers who had made a complaint about their property 
management services are dissatisfied with the way their complaint was handled.  

These findings indicate that more needs to be done to improve consumers’ experiences of 
land management services.  They suggest areas where improvement is required, including the 
quality of pre-purchase information, consumers’ expectations of land management services, 
communications and complaints handling.  However, the survey does not explore these issues 
in detail: it is not clear, for example, what is the cause of the high levels of dissatisfaction 
reported.  Further qualitative research, such as focus groups, would provide valuable 
information on the causes of dissatisfaction that would assist companies in improving their 
satisfaction levels.

The Property Factors (Scotland) Bill, passed by the Scottish Parliament on 3rd March 2011, 
will require land-owning land management companies to follow a statutory code of conduct 
and provide consumers with a source of external redress where complaints are not resolved by 
companies.  The introduction of strong statutory regulation should improve standards within the 
sector.

The findings from the survey clearly show that consumers would prefer to be able to change 
provider (76%) and that a majority would be likely to change if this was possible (70%). The 
survey explored two potential obstacles that might influence consumers’ likelihood of changing 
provider. Some are concerned about getting agreement among owners to change to a new 
provider.  Others are concerned about the potential of taking on added responsibility for the 
management of land and facilities. While these factors do impact on likelihood of changing 
provider, it is important to note that a majority of consumers with these concerns do still report 
that they would be likely to change provider if it was possible. However, to be successful, any 
proposals to introduce the ability to change provider into this market would have to address 
these issues.  

Consumer Focus Scotland is aware that any process for allowing people to change provider 
would be complex, because in the case of land-owning land management services, the 
provider is also the owner of the land that is being maintained.  Further consideration as to how 
the process of changing provider would work in practice is therefore required.  The Scottish 
Government is currently consulting on potential legislative changes that would facilitate the 
ability of consumers to change provider.  The findings of this research clearly support this 
proposal.

7 Office of Fair Trading (2009) Property Managers in Scotland: A market study (please note that this survey used different wording for the 
question on complaints, caution should be taken when comparing the data)
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Appendix 1: Questionnaire

Good morning/afternoon/evening.  My name is……from Ipsos MORI, the independent research 
organisation. We have been commissioned by Consumer Focus Scotland to carry out a survey 
of consumers of land management and maintenance services.  We are doing this in conjunction 
with the companies that provide these services and [company name] has informed us that they 
manage the land and open space on this estate.  The interview should take around 10 minutes 
to complete.

I’d like to assure you that all of the information you provide will be treated in the strictest 
confidence and used for research purposes only. It will not be possible to identify any particular 
individuals or addresses in the results.

Would it be okay to run through these questions at the moment? 

Q1 Yes 1 CONTINUE TO Q2a

No 2 CLOSE

Screening 

We are only seeking to interview owner occupiers – please do not interview those renting from 
housing associations or private landlords.

Q2 Can I just check before we start the survey, are you the owner of this property?

Yes – went on interviewing them 1 GO TO Q3

No 2 THANK AND CLOSE

Refused 3

Main questionnaire

ASK ALL

Q3 How long have you lived in your current home? READ OUT SINGLE CODE ONLY 

Less than one year 1

Between one and two years 2

Between two years and five years 3

Between five years and ten years 4

More than ten years 5

Don’t know 6
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ASK ALL

Q4 Thinking back to when you purchased your home, were you made aware that 
you would have to pay for the management and maintenance of land and open 
spaces around your property?  SINGLE CODE ONLY

Yes 1 ASK Q5

No 2 GO TO Q7

Don’t know 3 GO TO Q7

ASK ALL WHO ANSWERED YES (CODE 1) AT Q4

Q5 How useful did you find the information you received about the following? 
ROTATE ORDER. SHOWCARD A. SINGLE CODE ONLY
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Information on fees 1 2 3 4 5 6

Information on services 1 2 3 4 5 6

Information on [company name] 1 2 3 4 5 6

Site plan of the development 1 2 3 4 5 6

ASK ALL WHO ANSWERED YES (CODE 1) AT Q4

Q6 And how useful did you find the information you received on land management 
and maintenance services from the following? ROTATE ORDER. SHOWCARD A. 
SINGLE CODE ONLY
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Builder/developer 1 2 3 4 5 6

Solicitor/estate agent 1 2 3 4 5 6

[company name] 1 2 3 4 5 6
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ASK ALL

Q7 Thinking now about the services carried out by [company name], how satisfied 
or dissatisfied are you with each of the following? ROTATE ORDER. SHOWCARD B. 
SINGLE CODE ONLY
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Maintenance of gates 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

Grass cutting 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

Weeding 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

Landscaping (planting of trees, hedges, 
plants)

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

Litter picking 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

Ground maintenance 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

Establishment and maintenance of 
woodland areas

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

Building and maintaining children’s play 
areas

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

Maintenance of Sustainable Urban Drainage 
Systems

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

ASK ALL

Q8 And how satisfied or dissatisfied are you with [company name] on each of the 
following? SHOWCARD B. SINGLE CODE ONLY
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Making routine checks 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Responding to requests for services 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Organising work efficiently and in 
reasonable time

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
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ASK ALL

Q9 In addition to maintenance, there are a number of management functions that 
are carried out regarding land and facilities on housing estates.  Who do you think 
is responsible for managing the following SHOWCARD C. SINGLE CODE ONLY
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Public liability insurance (for example, to 
cover claims for accidents on open spaces)

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Inspection of facilities (for example play 
areas, drainage systems etc.)

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Liaising with the council, police and other 
owners on issues like fly tipping and anti-
social behaviour.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

ASK ALL

Q10 Overall, how satisfied or dissatisfied are you with the service that you receive 
from [company name]? SHOWCARD D. SINGLE CODE ONLY

Very satisfied 1

Fairly satisfied 2

Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied 3

Fairly dissatisfied 4

Very dissatisfied 5

Don’t know 6

ASK ALL

Q11 Which of these best describes the way in which residents on this estate 
communicate with [company name]? Please just read out the letter that applies 
SHOWCARD E. SINGLE CODE ONLY

A There is a formal owners or residents association that works with them 1

B The owners act together but there is no formal owners or residents association 2

C One owner tends to deal with them on behalf of others 3

D There are no formal fixed arrangements but we get together on an ad hoc basis 4

E There is no co-ordination with other residents 5

None of the above 6

Don’t know 7
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ASK ALL

Q12 How good or poor do you think [company name] is at keeping you informed 
about things that might affect you? SHOWCARD F. SINGLE CODE ONLY. READ OUT

Very good 1

Fairly good 2

Neither good nor poor 3

Fairly poor 4

Very poor 5

Don’t know 6

ASK ALL

Q13 Which of the following methods would be your single preferred method to 
be kept informed by [company name] of what is going on in relation to the 
maintenance of land and open spaces on this estate? SHOWCARD G. SINGLE 
CODE ONLY. READ OUT

A Regular newsletter 1

B Personal letter 2

C Company website 3

D Community website 4

E Email 5

F Information with your bill 6

G Blog/tweet 7

H Text message 8

Other (please state)

ASK ALL

Q14 Approximately how much do you pay [company name] each year for land 
management services? SHOWCARD H. SINGLE CODE ONLY

A Less than £50 1

B £50-£75 2

C £76-£100 3

D £101-£125 4

E £126-£150 5

F £151-£175 6

G £176-£200 7

H £201 or more

Don’t know 8

Refused 9
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ASK ALL

Q15 Thinking about how you are billed for these services, how satisfied or dissatisfied 
are you with [company name] on the following? ROTATE ORDER. SHOWCARD D. 
SINGLE CODE ONLY
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Providing information on bills about the services 
you have been charged for

1 2 3 4 5 6

Providing information on what to do if you have a 
query about bills or services

1 2 3 4 5 6

Providing accurate bills 1 2 3 4 5 6

ASK ALL

Q16 Taking into account all the services [company name] provides, to what extent 
do you think that the amount you pay represents good or poor value for money?  
Would you say it is…  SHOWCARD I. SINGLE CODE ONLY

Very good value 1

Fairly good value 2

Neither good nor poor value 3

Fairly poor value 4

Very poor value 5

Don’t know 6

Refused 7

ASK ALL

Q17 Have you made a complaint about any of the services you receive from 
[company name]? SINGLE CODE ONLY. DON’T READ OUT.

Yes 1 ASK Q18

No 2 GO TO Q19

Don’t know 3 GO TO Q19



26 Consumer Experiences of Land-owning Land Management Companies

ASK ALL WHO ANSWERED YES (CODE 1) AT Q17

Q18 Thinking of the last complaint you made, how satisfied or dissatisfied are you with 
the way in which your complaint was handled? SHOWCARD D. SINGLE CODE ONLY

Very satisfied 1

Fairly satisfied 2

Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied 3

Fairly dissatisfied 4

Very dissatisfied 5

To early to say 6

Don’t know 7

ASK ALL

Q19 I am going to read out some statements about changing your land management 
provider.  To what extent do you agree or disagree with these statements? 
ROTATE ORDER. SHOWCARD J. SINGLE CODE ONLY
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I would prefer it if owners in the estate could 
change who provides our land management and 
maintenance services 

1 2 3 4 5 6

It would be difficult to get agreement among 
owners to change who provides our land 
management and maintenance services

1 2 3 4 5 6

I would not be interested in changing provider if 
this meant taking responsibility for management 
functions like public liability insurance and 
inspections of facilities.

1 2 3 4 5 6

ASK ALL

Q20 And if you were able to change your land management provider, how likely would 
you be to do so? SHOWCARD K. SINGLE CODE ONLY. READ OUT.

Very likely 1

Fairly likely 2

Neither likely nor unlikely 3

Fairly unlikely 4

Very unlikely 5

Don’t know 6
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