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Foreword – Specifications Are More Important Than They Look 

Specifications rarely attract the attention given to new developments, major procurement 
exercises or visible building-safety programmes, yet they quietly determine what housing 
providers buy, what contractors deliver and what residents receive. A few ambiguous words 
can affect price, quality, response time and liability across thousands of homes. In a sector 
where private registered providers spent £10.0 billion on existing stock in 2025, specification 
quality is not an administrative detail; it is a financial control. 

The consequences of getting requirements wrong are equally tangible. Responsive repairs 
featured in 80% of cases determined by the Housing Ombudsman in 2025–26, while repairs 
accounted for 75% of all severe-maladministration findings. Not every failure starts with a poor 
specification, but unclear diagnosis, incomplete work instructions, and weak records can all 
contribute to repeat visits, disputes, and delayed resolution. Better specifications create a 
clearer route from reported problem to completed work. 

Artificial intelligence (AI) now offers the possibility of changing how that route is managed. 
Photographs can support diagnosis, structured asset data can provide context, standard 
repair codes can translate requirements into commercial instructions, and regulatory 
knowledge can be searched almost instantly. The opportunity is not simply to make 
specification writing faster. It is to connect technical evidence, procurement rules, standards, 
prices and completion information in a way that traditional static documents rarely achieve. 

That opportunity arrives at a moment of investment. Large private registered providers in 
England forecast £59 billion of repairs and maintenance expenditure across the first five years 
of their 2026 business plans, with aggregate annual expenditure averaging £4,245 per home. 
Even small improvements in specification consistency could therefore matter commercially. 
The challenge is to use AI without weakening professional judgement, accountability or legal 
compliance, turning better intelligence into better requirements rather than producing 
convincing words. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



3 

 

Why Housing Specifications Become Inconsistent 

Housing specifications become inconsistent because they evolve through many hands, 
systems and generations of stock. A landlord may manage Victorian terraces, post-war 
estates, sheltered schemes, and recent developments, each with different materials, defects, 
and maintenance histories. Across England, registered providers manage around 4.5 million 
social homes, so small differences in terminology, coding, workmanship standards, or 
component descriptions can become major operational problems when repeated across large 
portfolios. 

Inconsistency also develops when local practices gradually overtake the corporate standard. 
Surveyors may describe the same defect differently, contact-centre staff may diagnose from 
limited information, contractors may interpret abbreviated works orders differently, and legacy 
housing systems can retain obsolete descriptions long after specifications change. Private 
landlords and managing agents face the same problem on smaller portfolios: knowledge often 
sits with individual property managers or contractors rather than within a controlled, 
searchable specification library. 

For public-sector procurement, inconsistency can become both a compliance and an 
operational issue. Section 56 of the Procurement Act 2023 governs technical specifications 
and seeks to prevent requirements from unnecessarily restricting competition. Government 
guidance emphasises performance or functional requirements where appropriate, equal 
treatment of suppliers and involvement of commercial and technical expertise. A specification 
therefore needs enough precision to secure the required outcome without inadvertently 
designing the competition around one supplier or product. 

The regulatory environment is making consistency more urgent. Awaab’s Law has applied in 
England since 27 October 2025 to emergency hazards and significant damp and mould 
hazards, setting fixed investigation and safety-work timescales. From 30 November 2026, its 
second phase will extend significant-hazard requirements to excess cold, excess heat, falls, 
fire, electrical hazards, domestic hygiene and pests, and structural collapse. A defective 
diagnosis can therefore quickly become a compliance failure. 

The Housing Ombudsman’s evidence shows why reliable descriptions, records and follow-
through matter. In 2025–26, it found responsive repairs in 80% of cases, and upheld 72% of 
repair findings. The Ombudsman repeatedly identifies inadequate record-keeping, delayed 
action, and poor communication as serious failures. AI cannot cure weak management, but a 
controlled specification process can reduce avoidable variation between what is reported, 
diagnosed, ordered and ultimately completed. 

The Cost of Poor Specifications 

Poor specifications rarely create a visible invoice labelled “specification failure”; their cost 
shows up elsewhere. A wrongly diagnosed leak may trigger an unnecessary plumbing visit 
before a roofing or drainage defect is recognised. An incomplete void specification can 
generate variations after work starts, while an ambiguous component description can produce 
incompatible materials or repeat attendance. Each failure consumes surveyor time, contractor 
capacity, resident goodwill and administrative effort, even when the original repair value is 
modest. 

The scale of housing maintenance makes that leakage commercially important. The Regulator 
of Social Housing reported a 2025 weighted-average maintenance and major-repairs cost of 
£3,420 per social home in England, up by about a quarter since 2023. In London, a 12% 
annual rise in those costs helped lift the headline cost to £8,720 per home. At that scale, even 
small reductions in repeat visits, misdiagnosis and unnecessary variations can release 
substantial capacity without lowering standards. 

Complaint outcomes provide a second measure of failure costs, although not every complaint 
results from a poor specification. In 2025–26 the Housing Ombudsman ordered £4.8 million 
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of compensation overall, with more than £3.3 million arising from responsive-repairs 
complaints. Condensation, damp and mould alone accounted for £1.1 million. That year 
produced 355 severe-maladministration findings for responsive repairs, representing three-
quarters of all severe-maladministration findings the Ombudsman made. 

Individual cases show how technical uncertainty can compound delay. In August 2023, the 
Housing Ombudsman ordered Sanctuary Housing to pay £5,600 after finding severe 
maladministration in a damp and mould case where contractor advice had been dismissed, 
and records were deficient. The lesson is broader than compensation: when diagnosis, scope, 
evidence and responsibility are unclear, organisations can pay several times through repeat 
work, temporary measures, complaints handling, lost productivity and eventual remedial 
action. 

From Technical Requirement to Works Order 

A good housing specification begins before anyone selects a repair code. The starting point 
is the technical requirement: what defect, hazard, or performance failure exists; what outcome 
is required; what constraints affect the work; and what evidence will demonstrate satisfactory 
completion. That requirement then needs to become an unambiguous scope that can be 
priced, instructed, inspected, and audited. Weakness at the start usually grows as the 
instruction moves through procurement, scheduling, and delivery. 

For contracting authorities, the procurement stage adds legal discipline. Government 
guidance under the Procurement Act 2023 says technical specifications describe the technical 
requirements for goods, works or services and may address quality, performance, safety and 
other characteristics. Requirements must be sufficiently clear and specific, while section 56 
restricts unnecessary references to particular designs or characteristics where performance 
or functional requirements would be appropriate. AI-generated wording must still comply with 
those obligations. 

At the repair stage, the technical requirement shifts from symptoms to diagnosis. “Water on 
bedroom wall” is not yet a specification: the cause could involve roofing, rainwater goods, 
plumbing, condensation, pointing or another defect. The investigator must determine urgency, 
establish access requirements, consider resident vulnerability and identify whether temporary 
safety measures are needed. Awaab’s Law makes that distinction especially important 
because emergency hazards and significant hazards carry different statutory response 
requirements. 

Once the cause is sufficiently understood, the specification should define the work content. 
That may include removal, preparation, materials, installation method, testing, making good, 
waste disposal, access equipment and any consequential work. For planned programmes, it 
can also include performance standards, warranties, certification and interfaces with other 
trades. The objective is not maximum wording; it is enough controlled information for 
competing suppliers, supervisors and operatives to reach substantially the same 
understanding of the required outcome. 

The work order is the operational expression of that requirement. It should connect the 
property, location, defect, priority, trade, quantities, agreed rates, access information and 
completion evidence. Modern housing systems can also carry photographs, timestamps and 
resident communications. When those data fields are structured consistently, they form a 
useful audit trail and a valuable dataset for analysing repeat failure, contractor performance, 
component life and demand patterns rather than leaving intelligence buried in free-text notes. 

AI can shorten this chain without removing its controls. A system could interpret a resident 
description, examine photographs, propose likely defects, identify relevant specification 
clauses and suggest priced work items. The important distinction is between recommendation 
and authorisation. The professional or authorised employee should remain able to challenge 
the diagnosis, add contextual information and approve the final instruction, creating a 
traceable route from original evidence to the work ultimately ordered. 
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The Role of the Schedule of Rates 

A Schedule of Rates (SOR) converts recurring work into defined, measurable items with 
codes, descriptions, units and agreed pricing rules. In housing maintenance, that structure lets 
landlords instruct thousands of relatively small jobs without obtaining a fresh quotation every 
time. Used well, an SOR gives the landlord, contractor, and auditor a common commercial 
language, supporting quicker ordering, consistent payment, and analysis of expenditure 
across properties, trades, contractors, and geographical areas. 

The M3NHF Schedule of Rates is a prominent example in the United Kingdom (UK) social-
housing sector. M3’s published FAQ records 635 subscribers, and the schedule remains 
widely used, covering responsive and void repairs alongside specialist schedules. Its mobile 
app provides access to more than 3,500 SOR items. The suite includes contract conditions, 
technical specifications and pricing structures, showing that an SOR is more than a price list: 
it links description, workmanship, valuation, and contract administration. 

Commercially, an SOR’s strength lies in repeatability. Contractors can tender percentage 
adjustments or other pricing mechanisms against a known base, while landlords can compare 
usage, scrutinise high-frequency items and forecast maintenance expenditure. M3 also 
provides standard minute-value data covering labour, material, vehicle, specialist-cost, 
overhead, and profit elements. This information supports workload planning and cost analysis, 
provided users understand that local stock, geography, contract model, and market conditions 
still influence actual delivery cost. 

The weakness is that coding does not remove the need for diagnosis. Consistently choosing 
the wrong item merely standardises the wrong answer. M3 notes that schedule items are 
intended to represent the entire work content of the repair concerned, including necessary 
ancillary activities. Accurate selection is therefore commercially significant: an incorrect code 
can distort payment, property history, contractor performance information and future 
maintenance decisions, particularly when the actual defect differs from the original order. 

This is why SOR data is especially attractive for AI. Unlike unconstrained free text, a controlled 
schedule offers a defined catalogue to match against photographs, descriptions, and 
diagnostic questions. The opportunity is not for AI to invent a price or specification, but to guide 
users towards relevant approved items and expose the reasoning for review. Implemented 
carefully, this could combine automated search speed with the contractual discipline of an 
established schedule. 

Where AI Enters the Process 

AI can enter the housing specification process at several points without becoming the 
decision-maker. Natural-language tools can convert resident descriptions into structured 
defects; image models can identify visible features; diagnostic engines can ask follow-up 
questions; and search systems can retrieve relevant SOR items, technical clauses or repair 
guidance. The greatest value may come from connecting these functions so information 
gathered once follows the job from first report through inspection, instruction, and completion. 

The technology is particularly suited to repetitive, information-heavy decisions. A repairs team 
may receive thousands of reports using different language for similar problems, while a 
surveyor may need to search thousands of coded items. AI can rank likely matches quickly 
and surface supporting information. It can compare an inspection with previous property 
records, flag missing evidence, or highlight mismatches between the diagnosis and proposed 
work, allowing qualified people to focus on exceptions and difficult cases. 

Controls matter because housing data can concern identifiable residents and the inside of 
their homes. The Information Commissioner’s Office says organisations using AI with personal 
data must meet data-protection requirements and stresses meaningful human review where 
appropriate. Reviewers need sufficient competence and authority to challenge automated 
recommendations. Housing providers therefore need clear retention rules, access controls, 
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audit logs, accuracy testing and escalation routes rather than assuming that clicking “approve” 
automatically provides effective oversight. 

Commercially, AI should be judged by measurable outcomes rather than novelty: fewer 
unnecessary visits, better first-time diagnosis, shorter void periods, reduced emergency 
misclassification, fewer variations, and improved auditability. Those benefits must be tested 
against software, integration, training, and governance costs. The strongest housing 
applications will likely be narrow and evidence-led, using trusted schedules and organisational 
rules, rather than general-purpose tools that generate technical requirements without an 
approved knowledge base or accountable reviewer. 

AI-Assisted Inspection and Diagnosis 

Inspection is a natural starting point for AI because diagnosis combines visual evidence, 
questions and pattern recognition. A mobile workflow can capture photographs, voice notes, 
room location and defect descriptions while the operative is still in the property. A multimodal 
model can then compare those inputs with known repair categories and suggest possible 
causes or next questions. The resulting record can be richer than handwritten notes later 
retyped into an office system. 

Current law does not require every housing investigation to be conducted in the same way. 
Government guidance on Awaab’s Law says a standard investigation may be conducted 
remotely where photographs or video provide sufficient evidence. However, if the tenant 
explicitly requests an in-person investigation, the landlord must arrange one. That creates a 
role for remote diagnosis, but not a licence to substitute photographs for inspection where 
concealed defects, safety risks or uncertain causes require attendance. 

Pobl Group provides a useful social-housing case study. During a pilot using Help me Fix 
video triage for heating repairs, 37% of issues were resolved remotely, and 79% of cases 
initially reported as emergencies were de-escalated. The published case study calculated a 
£6,030 gross saving across 100 repairs, while residents waited an average of around 40 
seconds to connect by video with an engineer, a striking contrast with conventional 
appointment waits. 

Moat Homes reported similarly useful results from Aidenn Repairs and video support between 
October and December 2023. Aareon states that 18% of repairs were resolved remotely and 
85% of reported emergencies could be downgraded, with approximately £8,795 of net savings 
during the case study. Aareon estimates potential net savings of around £380,000 across 
Moat’s 22,000-home portfolio if the approach were fully rolled out and adopted, using stated 
assumptions about physical repair-delivery costs. 

The private rented sector offers another comparison. Frost’s, part of LSL Property Services, 
reported in January 2025 that landlords across its wider group had saved £137,000 in call-out 
charges after introducing Help me Fix. Engineers had resolved more than 580 issues by video 
and diagnosed another 1,840 before attendance, and an AI-triage trial handled 45% of 
reported cases during the busy winter period, demonstrating the model’s relevance well 
beyond social housing. 

These examples demonstrate potential, not universal performance. Remote resolution rates 
depend on repair type, resident participation, connectivity, stock condition and the quality of 
the diagnostic workflow. Heating pressure, controls and simple plumbing faults may be easier 
to triage remotely than structural movement, hidden leaks or complex damp. The sensible 
objective is risk-based routing: use AI and video when evidence is sufficient, and escalate 
promptly when uncertainty, vulnerability, or safety makes physical inspection necessary. 

From Photographs to Specifications 

A photograph becomes commercially useful when it is linked to context. An image of staining 
may show location and extent, but it does not automatically prove whether moisture comes 
from a roof, pipe, external wall or condensation. Effective digital inspection therefore combines 
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the image with room, component, symptoms, measurements, resident information and 
previous repair history. AI can help organise that evidence, but the specification should reflect 
a reasoned diagnosis rather than image recognition alone. 

The next step is controlled matching. Instead of asking a general model to write an unrestricted 
scope, a housing platform can compare the observed defect against an approved SOR and 
return a shortlist of relevant items. The operative can accept, reject or amend those 
suggestions, add quantities and capture further evidence. This approach constrains the model 
to the organisation’s commercial framework, making the output easier to price, audit and 
reconcile with the eventual invoice. 

Photographic evidence can also strengthen contract management. Before-and-after images 
linked to the same order can demonstrate condition, access, completed work and making 
good. Time stamps and user records provide additional traceability. For voids, this can help 
managers understand why they ordered particular work and whether they completed it before 
reletting. For responsive repairs, the same evidence can help resolve disputes about scope, 
repeat failure and whether a follow-on visit represents new work or incomplete work. 

Data-governance implications should be designed in from the outset. Internal photographs 
may contain residents, family photographs, correspondence, medicines, accessibility 
equipment or other personal information. Organisations need a lawful basis for processing, 
appropriate privacy information, proportionate retention periods and controls over who can 
view or reuse images. AI suppliers should also be clear about whether they use customer data 
for model training, where they store it, and how they log outputs and human overrides. 

The strategic opportunity is a traceable chain from evidence to specification. A photograph 
could trigger a suggested defect category, the system could retrieve relevant clauses and 
SOR items, and the surveyor could approve the final scope with reasons. The system could 
then check completion photographs against the ordered work. That would turn imagery from 
an attachment into structured procurement evidence, while keeping professional judgement 
where causation, safety, quality, and contractual liability require it. 

NowInspect – Inspection to Works Specification 

NowInspect is a developing UK platform aimed directly at social-housing void inspections. Its 
stated workflow is photo-led, room-by-room and SOR-matched, moving from property 
inspection towards a completed specification. The operative captures defects and supporting 
images on site; AI suggests relevant codes; and the user reviews and confirms them. The 
platform therefore addresses a specific procurement problem: converting field evidence into a 
consistent, codified works requirement while retaining human approval. 

A notable design choice is that NowInspect works from the housing provider’s own SOR rather 
than a generic repair catalogue. Its website says suggestions and costs come from the 
organisation’s schedule, with inspection information synchronised to a management 
dashboard for review. Records can include timestamps and operative sign-off. That 
architecture makes the system potentially adaptable to different contractual arrangements 
while keeping the landlord’s existing commercial rules at the centre of the process. 

The product also illustrates how AI could improve void governance. A standard room 
sequence can reduce omissions, photographs preserve evidence, and managers can review 
SOR lines before closure. For landlords carrying significant empty-property workloads, better 
specification consistency can affect contractor mobilisation, variation control and re-let speed. 
The value is not simply faster surveying; it is creating a connection between what the operative 
saw, what the landlord ordered and what the contractor was paid to deliver. 

Caution is appropriate because NowInspect is still developing and has not published the kind 
of large-scale outcome data available for some established repair-triage products. Its claims 
should therefore be assessed through pilots measuring inspection time, coding accuracy, 
missed work, variations, void duration and user overrides. Nevertheless, it is one of the 
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clearest UK examples of AI being applied directly to specification production rather than 
merely answering housing questions or automating customer contact. 

M3NHF Schedule of Rates and AI 

The M3NHF Schedule of Rates provides an unusually important foundation for AI-assisted 
housing specifications because it already standardises much of the commercial language 
used in repairs. M3’s published FAQ records 635 subscribers, and its current FAQs identify 
Version 8 as the latest major release. The schedule covers responsive and void repairs, while 
specialist modules extend into areas including fire safety, asbestos, heating, adaptations and 
retrofit. 

The product is broader than coded rates. M3 supplies specification material, contract 
conditions, tender documentation, price frameworks and works-order descriptions, giving 
users a controlled relationship between what is specified and how it is valued. Its specialist 
portfolio includes a damp, mould and condensation module. For AI developers, that structured 
content offers something general language models lack: a bounded domain vocabulary that 
maps to established work items rather than generating a new one for every repair. 

M3 moved directly into AI-enabled diagnosis through its July 2024 strategic partnership with 
Help me Fix. The collaboration aimed to integrate the Aidenn repairs assistant with M3Central 
and make M3 Schedule of Rates information available in Aidenn. M3 said support agents and 
technical supervisors could diagnose repairs, identify relevant SOR codes, and access helpful 
videos within a connected workflow. That creates a practical bridge between conversational 
diagnosis and contractual coding. 

The commercial implications are significant. If an AI assistant can identify the right work 
category at first contact, the landlord may avoid unnecessary emergency attendance, send 
the right trade, and improve first-time preparation. It can also make coding more consistent 
across staff with different technical experience. The benefit depends on control: the selected 
code must still fit the defect, current contract version, quantities and organisation-specific 
amendments before becoming an authorised instruction. 

M3’s position in the sector gives the collaboration wider relevance. In May 2026, M3 
announced that it had become a Strategic Partner of the National Housing Federation (NHF), 
strengthening a relationship under which the M3NHF Schedule continues to use the NHF 
brand. M3 also markets an SOR Insight service that highlights commonly used items, potential 
misuse, overclaims, and spending trends, showing how structured coding can support 
assurance after orders are raised. 

The longer-term opportunity is to connect diagnosis, specification and commercial assurance 
in one data loop. AI could suggest an SOR item from resident evidence; a qualified user could 
approve it; completion information could verify delivery; and expenditure analytics could 
identify unusual coding or repeat failure. That would not make the SOR autonomous. It would 
make a mature contractual dataset easier to navigate, while preserving version control, 
licensing, technical judgement and procurement governance. 

Help me Fix and Aidenn 

Help me Fix, founded by Ettan Bazil, developed from remote video repair support into an AI-
enabled diagnostic platform centred on Aidenn. In September 2025, Aareon acquired it, 
bringing the technology into a larger property-software group serving social housing, private 
residential, and homebuilding markets. Aareon now markets the product as Aidenn Repairs 
and reports that it can resolve more than 20% of repairs remotely and de-escalate more than 
70% of reported emergencies. 

Aidenn is particularly relevant to specifications because it is not merely a chatbot. Aareon 
describes a service combining conversational diagnosis, computer vision and video 
technology to suggest likely causes of repair problems and route cases to engineers. Its 
outputs are best treated as advisory, with qualified engineers reviewing recommendations and 



9 

 

remaining responsible for physical work. Human review is essential where inaccurate 
diagnosis could affect safety, cost or resident welfare. 

The link with M3 takes Aidenn closer to specification development. By identifying SOR codes 
during diagnostic conversations, the system can turn unstructured resident language into a 
recognised work category before attendance. Pobl Group’s heating-repairs pilot resolved 37% 
of cases remotely, while Moat reported 18% remote resolution. These outcomes suggest that 
resolving simple issues can deliver strong commercial value while improving preparation for 
jobs that still require attendance. 

Help me Fix also demonstrates that the model crosses tenure boundaries. Frost’s reported 
£137,000 in avoided call-out charges across its group after adopting video triage, while Aareon 
states that Help me Fix supports around 250,000 units across the UK. Those supplier-reported 
scale figures are commercial evidence rather than independent validation, but they suggest 
AI-assisted repair diagnosis is moving beyond isolated pilots into mainstream property-
management workflows. 

The procurement lesson is that Aidenn is most valuable when it operates inside a governed 
process. Housing providers should test diagnostic accuracy by repair type, monitor human 
overrides, validate SOR mapping, protect resident data and compare projected savings with 
realised contract costs. Used that way, AI can connect the resident’s description, technical 
diagnosis and commercial instruction. Without those controls, it risks accelerating the 
inconsistency digital specification tools are meant to remove. 

HousingAI – Regulation and Standards Intelligence 

HousingAI represents a different stage of the specification journey from repair-diagnosis tools. 
Rather than selecting a works item from photographs, it is designed as regulatory intelligence 
for English social housing professionals. The platform combines AI with a curated housing 
knowledge base, allowing users to interrogate legislation, statutory instruments, regulator 
requirements, and recognised sector practice. Its stated purpose is to help providers reach 
compliant, inspection-ready decisions faster while retaining human responsibility. 

HousingAI states that its knowledge base contains more than 2,000 documents covering 
housing legislation, Regulator of Social Housing standards and Housing Ombudsman 
determinations. Backers say the platform can support policy review, inspection preparation, 
regulatory summaries, drafting and board reporting. That creates an obvious future connection 
with technical specifications: the same retrieval approach could test a proposed repair 
standard against current statutory duties, regulatory expectations and approved organisational 
policies before the requirement reaches a contractor. 

The boundaries are equally important. HousingAI says the service is designed to work 
alongside existing systems without complex integration and is not intended for use with 
personal resident data. It also says customer data is not used to train the underlying models. 
These controls illustrate a broader principle: regulatory intelligence can inform technical 
specifications without requiring unrestricted access to every operational record a landlord 
holds. 

Inside Housing reported that providers including Clarion, Aster, Hyde and Anchor gave 
feedback during development, and Phil Shelton became Chief Executive ahead of the May 
2026 launch. An independent advisory group drawn from housing, legal, data and cyber-
security backgrounds tests and validates the service. The significance is less about one 
product than the direction of travel: sector-specific AI is moving from generic text generation 
towards curated, evidence-linked regulatory intelligence designed around housing practice. 

SocialHousing.ai and Emerging Sector Tools 

SocialHousing.ai approaches the problem from the operational end of housing maintenance. 
Co-founded by Mike Wilson and Chris McKellar, the platform says its creators bring more than 
60 years of combined sector experience, including direct labour organisation management, 
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repairs leadership, financial analysis and consultancy. Its tools are built for practitioners 
making maintenance, compliance, performance, and resource decisions, not as a general-
purpose conversational assistant, making the platform particularly relevant to specification 
governance and operational assurance. 

By October 2026, the platform listed 11 browser-based tools, including a Competence and 
Conduct Standard readiness check, a Tenant Satisfaction Measures tracker, an Awaab’s Law 
compliance timer covering all three phases, a component replacement planner and housing 
calculators. Several do not write specifications directly, but they structure the surrounding 
decisions: compliance, planned replacement, workforce capacity, operational cost and 
evidence. That illustrates how specialist AI can support the environment in which technical 
requirements are created. 

Its regulatory tools are similarly practical. The Consumer Standards self-assessment maps 
user evidence against the four Regulator of Social Housing consumer standards, while the 
performance tracker covers all 22 Tenant Satisfaction Measures. A separate regulatory radar 
monitors changes affecting maintenance teams, including Awaab’s Law and competence 
requirements. These functions model how specification systems could convert complex 
obligations into structured prompts, evidence fields, controls and reviewable outputs rather 
than relying on free-form questions. 

The platform is commercially unusual because its core tools are free, require no login and, 
according to its developers, run locally in the browser without capturing or storing user data. 
That reduces barriers to experimentation for smaller housing providers and practitioners. It 
also shows that useful sector tools do not necessarily require large enterprise 
implementations. However, local processing does not remove the need to verify the regulatory 
assumptions, calculations, and benchmarks that support management decisions. 

Procurement teams may find the financial and delivery tools particularly interesting. The Direct 
Labour Organisation comparison model examines in-house and contracted delivery, while the 
responsive-repair turnover model links trade capacity, demand and SOR values. A component 
planner projects replacement expenditure over 30 years. None of these outputs should replace 
a full business case, but they can quickly surface assumptions and provide a more disciplined 
starting point for investment, workforce, and procurement decisions. 

Self-assessment outputs of this kind are not formal regulatory judgements, and that 
qualification is essential. A red, amber or green score can indicate where evidence appears 
weak, but the regulator considers wider organisational context, history and outcomes. The 
same principle should govern AI-generated specifications: structured tools can improve 
consistency and reveal omissions, yet accountable professionals must still decide whether 
requirements are technically adequate, legally compliant and commercially appropriate. 

HACT and Common Housing Data Standards 

AI becomes more useful when housing organisations describe the same things in the same 
way. The Housing Associations’ Charitable Trust (HACT) has spent years developing UK 
Housing Data Standards intended to create common definitions and structures across 
customers, properties and repairs. Standardised data makes it easier to connect systems, 
compare performance and exchange information with contractors, reducing the need for every 
landlord and software supplier to invent separate terminology and interfaces. 

The commercial case is substantial. The Ministry of Housing, Communities and Local 
Government estimates that data inefficiencies alone cost housing repairs and allocations 
around £400 million every year, a figure it describes as conservative. Fragmented systems 
mean repair teams arrive without the right information, duplicate records need manual 
reconciliation and projects require bespoke interfaces. For AI, inconsistency creates another 
problem: models cannot reliably automate decisions when identical components, defects or 
work stages are recorded differently. 
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A particularly important development came through work on Awaab’s Law. The Ministry 
worked with HACT to redesign repair data standards and create a damp-and-mould module 
covering how a request is raised, assessed, responded to, escalated and closed. The model 
includes tenants, properties, investigation appointments and work orders, with data elements 
intended to identify hazards, vulnerability and location. HACT and Data Futurists then 
positioned themselves to test, refine, and take the standard forward. 

That modular approach matters because housing providers rarely replace every operational 
system simultaneously. Government described the model as reusing familiar HACT standards 
for repairs, property and customer data, allowing components to be added without wholesale 
system replacement. Common definitions could eventually let an AI specification engine read 
condition evidence, property attributes and vulnerability information from different systems 
consistently, creating a foundation for interoperability between landlords, software providers 
and contractors. 

A Local Digital project involving the London Borough of Southwark, Hackney Council and 
HACT illustrates the potential value of common interfaces. The project noted that Hackney 
spent about £540,000 developing repairs and associated application programming interfaces, 
estimating that even 25% of that cost, if replicated across councils, would be substantial. 
Standardised housing data can therefore reduce integration effort while making future AI tools 
easier to connect across systems, contractors and customers. 

Bringing the Pieces Together 

The emerging market already contains most of the components required for an AI-assisted 
housing specification environment. M3 provides established SOR structures and technical 
content; Help me Fix and Aidenn demonstrate AI-supported diagnosis; NowInspect links 
inspection evidence to SOR-based scopes; HousingAI provides regulatory intelligence; 
SocialHousing.ai structures operational and compliance decisions; and HACT develops 
common data definitions. Each solves a different problem. The strategic opportunity lies in 
connecting them without losing governance or specialist expertise. 

A mature workflow could begin with a resident report, asset sensor or planned inspection. 
Structured property and customer data would provide context; photographs and questions 
would support diagnosis; the system would retrieve approved technical clauses and SOR 
items; it would check current regulations and standards; and it would present the proposed 
scope for professional approval. Once authorised, the same structured specification could 
feed procurement, scheduling, contractor systems, completion evidence, payment and 
subsequent asset-history records. 

That architecture could benefit public and private housing. Councils and registered providers 
face detailed statutory and regulatory obligations. Private landlords, managing agents and 
build-to-rent operators also need reliable maintenance instructions, compliant products and 
auditable contractor performance. Rules differ by tenure and jurisdiction, so a common 
technical platform would need configurable legal and contractual layers. Standardisation 
should mean common data and controlled logic, not pretending that every property, landlord 
or tenancy is governed identically. 

The prize is therefore not one enormous chatbot. It is a governed digital chain connecting 
evidence, standards, specification, price, instruction and completion. Housing organisations 
already spend billions of pounds annually maintaining and improving homes, so even modest 
reductions in duplication, repeat attendance, miscoding and variations could matter. The 
strongest model would let specialist systems exchange trusted data while keeping 
authoritative source material, version control, approval rights and contractual accountability 
visible at every stage. 

Could AI Write a Housing Specification? 

AI can already produce a plausible housing specification from a structured prompt, but 
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plausibility is not technical sufficiency. A specification may need to define materials, 
workmanship, dimensions, performance, preparation, access, sequencing, testing, 
certification, waste disposal, making good and completion evidence. It may also need to 
address existing building conditions that generic data cannot reveal. The real question, 
therefore, is whether AI can reliably assemble controlled requirements, not whether it can 
generate fluent words. 

A strong system would start by decomposing the requirement rather than drafting prose 
immediately. It could identify the property type, component, defect, desired outcome, known 
constraints and applicable work category. It could then retrieve approved clauses from a 
controlled specification library and flag missing information. If the system does not know the 
substrate, fire classification, dimensions, or concealed condition, it should ask for evidence 
rather than manufacture an answer, because users expect completeness. 

Retrieval could add regulatory intelligence. The system might identify that proposed work 
engages a particular part of the Building Regulations, a landlord safety policy, an SOR item or 
a manufacturer’s installation requirement. It could present those sources alongside the draft 
and warn when documents conflict or change. This is safer than asking a general language 
model to rely on remembered training data, because the specification can be traced to 
approved, version-controlled information. 

The workflow could also become commercially intelligent. A surveyor might select a defect, 
upload photographs and quantities, then receive suggested technical clauses, SOR codes 
and likely ancillary work. The system could compare the draft against previous completed jobs 
and flag unusually high quantities or missing preparation. However, estimated cost should 
remain distinguishable from contract price: tendered rates, percentage adjustments, 
preliminaries, access requirements and local amendments can materially change what a 
works order ultimately costs. 

Responsive repair also differs from planned procurement. A £150 minor repair instruction may 
sensibly use a concise standard item, whereas a £5 million planned programme can require 
detailed performance requirements, surveys, design responsibilities, warranties, mobilisation 
arrangements and contract schedules. AI should therefore scale the specification process to 
risk and value. Producing twenty pages for every tap replacement would be wasteful; 
generating three vague sentences for major façade work would be irresponsible. 

The strongest future model is consequently “AI drafts, professionals approve”. Surveyors, 
architects, engineers, procurement specialists, and contract managers would still determine 
whether the output fits the building, procurement route, and contractual allocation of risk. 
Review could speed up because the machine handles retrieval, comparison, and routine 
clause assembly. Accountability would become more visible if the system records which 
sources it used, what the AI proposed, what the reviewer changed, and who authorised the 
final scope. 

Technical Standards and Building Regulations 

Technical specifications must distinguish legal requirements from guidance and voluntary 
standards. In England, the Building Regulations set legal requirements, while the 
government’s Approved Documents guide how to meet them. Following an Approved 
Document is therefore an established route to compliance, but not the only option. Scotland, 
Wales and Northern Ireland have separate building-control frameworks, so an AI system must 
identify jurisdiction before applying technical rules to UK housing stock. 

The Approved Documents cover structure, fire safety, ventilation, sanitation, energy 
performance, overheating, and electric-vehicle charging infrastructure. They change over 
time: the government has published 2026 editions of both volumes of Approved Document B 
on fire safety. A specification engine using an obsolete version could therefore reproduce 
superseded requirements. Reliable AI needs effective dates and document versions, not 
merely a searchable archive in which old and current guidance appear equally authoritative. 
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The Building Safety Regulator is also significant in England. It oversees safety and compliance 
for higher-risk buildings, assesses relevant building-control applications, supervises other 
building-control bodies, and promotes competence across the built environment. Those 
functions reinforce an important boundary for AI: a model can retrieve requirements and 
identify potential issues, but it cannot assume the statutory responsibilities of designers, 
contractors, building-control professionals or accountable organisations simply by producing 
technically impressive text. 

Building Regulations also interact with existing building conditions. Repairing a component 
may seem straightforward until the work affects fire stopping, ventilation paths, structural 
elements, or energy performance. Planned replacement can trigger different considerations 
from like-for-like maintenance, while listed buildings or conservation constraints can add 
requirements. An AI specification tool therefore needs logic that can recognise when a simple 
instruction crosses into design, approval, or specialist assessment, rather than treating every 
replacement as isolated maintenance. 

The practical opportunity is powerful if those boundaries are respected. Instead of expecting 
every surveyor to remember each revision, AI could identify potentially applicable Approved 
Documents and present current source material for review. It could also flag when specialist 
design input or building-control engagement is required. Used this way, AI becomes a 
compliance navigator, reducing search effort and omission risk while leaving statutory 
interpretation, design responsibility and professional judgement with suitably competent 
people. 

Manufacturer Requirements and Product Standards 

A technically correct generic specification can still fail if it ignores the selected manufacturer’s 
requirements. Roofing membranes, fire doors, boilers, ventilation systems, sealants, and 
insulation products may depend on specific substrates, fixings, clearances, preparation, 
accessories, or commissioning procedures. Warranties can also depend on approved 
installation. AI should distinguish performance requirements used during procurement from 
product-specific instructions applied after selection, avoiding premature brand prescription 
while preserving correct installation once a product is chosen. 

Construction-product regulation adds another layer. Where applicable in Great Britain, 
manufacturers must draw up a declaration of performance for products covered by designated 
standards or a UK Technical Assessment and assume responsibility for conformity with 
performance. Relevant technical documentation and declarations generally must be retained 
for ten years after the product is placed on the market. Specification tools should retrieve 
verified performance evidence rather than infer product characteristics from marketing 
descriptions or historical projects. 

The regulatory landscape is also changing. In 2026, the government highlighted Publicly 
Available Specification (PAS) 2000:2026, a British Standards Institution code of practice on 
bringing construction products safely to market, covering risk assessment, factory production 
control and product information. Government has separately consulted on wider construction-
product reform and a proposed single construction regulator. AI libraries therefore require 
active maintenance: compliance information cannot sensibly be loaded once and assumed 
current throughout a housing programme. 

AI could nevertheless make manufacturer information far more usable. Once a product is 
approved, the system could retrieve current installation instructions, compare them with the 
generic specification and flag conflicts before work begins. It might also identify expired 
certification, incompatible accessories, or substitutions that change declared performance. 
Manufacturer documents, certificates, and declarations should link to identifiable versions and 
products, with substitutions triggering renewed technical approval rather than silent automated 
replacement. 

Procurement Requirements and Contract Conditions 
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For public housing bodies, specifications sit inside a wider procurement regime. The 
Procurement Act 2023 came into force on 24 February 2025 and applies to in-scope 
procurements by contracting authorities. Private housing organisations are not generally 
governed by that Act merely because they procure construction or maintenance work, 
although their contracts remain subject to ordinary contract law and sector legislation. An AI 
specification platform must therefore recognise its user's procurement status. 

Section 56 of the Act governs technical specifications and restricts unnecessary references to 
particular designs, licensing models, or characteristics when performance or functional 
requirements would suffice. Government guidance says technical requirements may cover 
quality, performance, safety, dimensions, production methods, packaging, marking and 
labelling. AI could help detect unnecessary brand references or inconsistent requirements, but 
the contracting authority remains responsible for ensuring the specification supports fair 
competition and accurately describes what is needed. 

The specification must also align with the contract. A clause requiring a particular test is 
ineffective if it is unclear who arranges, witnesses and pays for it. Housing contracts may need 
provisions covering response times, access, subcontracting, safeguarding, resident 
communication, information security, warranties, defects, payment, variations and completion 
evidence. AI can cross-check documents for gaps, but it should not casually rewrite risk 
allocation because small wording changes can materially alter contractual responsibility and 
price. 

The Act has made contract governance more transparent. For most public contracts above £5 
million, section 52 generally requires at least three key performance indicators (KPIs) before 
contract award, unless performance cannot appropriately be assessed using KPIs. From 
January 2026, relevant authorities must publish contract performance information annually 
and on termination where KPIs apply, alongside notices of specified breaches or failures to 
improve. Specification quality therefore increasingly connects with publicly visible evidence of 
supplier performance. 

Commercial controls should also distinguish specification amendment from contract variation. 
An AI tool may identify a technically better solution after award, but changing materials, 
quantities, performance requirements or work methods can affect price, programme, 
competition and legal compliance. The workflow should record the reason for change, 
authority, commercial assessment and any required contractual modification. Automation can 
make change control easier to administer; it should never make material changes invisible 
because software updates documents instantly. 

Supply-chain access matters as well. Contractors need the current approved specification, not 
an AI-generated draft held inside the landlord’s system, and subcontractors need the same 
controlled requirements as the principal contractor. Version numbers, issue dates, approval 
status and change histories should travel with digital specifications. The objective is a single 
authoritative requirement everyone can identify, while preserving earlier versions when 
disputes, defects, or payment questions require reconstructing what was actually instructed. 

Standardisation Without Losing Professional Judgement 

Standardisation works because many housing tasks genuinely repeat. The same door type, 
boiler fault, roofing repair, or void activity can occur across hundreds of properties, and 
rewriting identical technical clauses each time adds little value. Controlled templates, SOR 
items and digital workflows can reduce omissions and make prices more comparable. AI 
strengthens that model by quickly finding the right standard, but standardisation becomes 
dangerous when users assume similar properties always require identical solutions. 

Professional judgement deals with the exceptions. Two photographs showing mould may 
conceal different causes; two apparently identical fire doors may sit within different 
compartmentation arrangements; and a standard bathroom replacement may encounter 
asbestos, accessibility requirements or structural deterioration. The competent surveyor 
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interprets context and recognises when the standard solution no longer fits. AI should 
therefore make divergence visible and explainable, rather than penalising staff merely 
because they override the model’s most likely recommendation. 

Human review must also be meaningful. Government guidance on AI warns against nominal 
oversight, where people accept automated recommendations. The reviewer needs 
appropriate competence, sufficient information and genuine authority to change the output. In 
specification workflows, that means showing source clauses, confidence levels, photographs, 
assumptions and unresolved questions alongside the draft. A signature beneath opaque AI 
text is not professional assurance; it is a digital approval step without evidence that judgement 
was exercised. 

Organisations can learn from overrides. If surveyors repeatedly reject the same suggested 
SOR item or amend the same clause, the pattern may reveal poor training data, an obsolete 
standard or a stock-specific exception. Those decisions should feed controlled improvement 
rather than disappear into free-text notes. Governance teams could review override rates by 
repair type, user and supplier, helping distinguish healthy professional challenge from 
inconsistent practice or a model systematically recommending the wrong answer. 

The goal should be disciplined consistency, not uniformity. AI can make standard 
requirements easier to find, compare and apply, while competent people remain responsible 
for recognising when reality departs from the template. That combination is stronger than 
either extreme: uncontrolled individual drafting produces variation, while rigid automation can 
ignore context. Housing specifications improve when organisations standardise what should 
be standard, record why exceptions occur and ensure departures receive proportionate 
technical and commercial approval. 

The Danger of AI Hallucination 

Generative AI can produce information that sounds authoritative while being false, a failure 
commonly described as hallucination. The UK Government’s Artificial Intelligence Playbook 
warns that such models predict plausible patterns rather than reliably retrieve facts and states 
that generated factual content requires verification. In housing specifications, the risk is 
unusually serious because a fabricated standard, incorrect fire requirement, invented product 
characteristic or obsolete statutory reference can move from convincing prose into a 
contractor’s works instruction. 

Technical language amplifies the problem. A model can generate a realistic-looking British 
Standard number, manufacturer clause, or regulatory quotation that a busy user may accept 
because it looks credible. It can also combine requirements from different jurisdictions or 
editions without signalling conflict. A specification system should prevent unsupported 
statements from masquerading as authority by linking technical claims to approved sources, 
recording document versions and identifying when no verified source is found. 

Controls should address known weaknesses rather than assume future models will eliminate 
them. Retrieval from curated libraries, constrained SOR selection, source citations, confidence 
indicators, version control and mandatory human approval can all reduce exposure. 
Government guidance on AI agents similarly recommends active human checking because 
models can misinterpret information and hallucinate results. Higher-risk requirements, 
particularly fire, structural and life-safety work, should have stronger review thresholds and 
specialist escalation than routine low-risk repairs. 

Responsibility does not disappear because a machine produced the first draft. A housing 
provider issuing a defective specification may still face contractual costs, regulatory scrutiny, 
resident complaints or safety consequences. Contractors, meanwhile, retain their own duties 
under the contract and applicable law. The sensible governance principle is simple: AI may 
accelerate research and drafting, but every material technical statement should remain 
traceable to evidence, and every issued specification should have an identifiable approval 
route. 
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Who Owns the Specification? 

Ownership of a housing specification is more complicated than authorship. A surveyor may 
write the scope, an engineer may contribute technical requirements, procurement may control 
tender documents, and a contractor may develop installation details. Yet the organisation 
issuing the requirement normally remains responsible for ensuring that its specification is 
appropriate for the intended procurement and service outcome. AI does not acquire that 
responsibility merely because it generates or assembles the first draft. 

For registered social landlords, outsourcing does not outsource regulatory accountability. The 
Regulator of Social Housing’s Consumer Standards Code of Practice states that providers 
remain responsible for delivering required outcomes where landlord services are delivered 
through third parties. That principle matters when contractors, consultants or technology 
suppliers create specifications. A landlord needs assurance that delegated drafting, diagnosis 
or coding still produces safe, timely and compliant services for tenants, rather than treating 
supplier approval as sufficient governance. 

Contractual ownership is a separate question. Intellectual property rights in standard clauses, 
drawings, software outputs and proprietary schedules may belong to different parties or be 
licensed for defined uses. An organisation adopting an AI platform therefore needs to 
understand what content it may copy, modify, share with bidders, or retain after the 
subscription ends. The safest specification library combines clear content rights with an 
equally clear record of who technically approved each issued requirement. 

Building safety creates another form of ownership: ownership of information. For higher-risk 
buildings in England, relevant dutyholders must maintain prescribed information digitally as 
part of the golden thread. Government guidance requires information to be secure, available, 
usable and supported by version control. Where specifications affect fire or structural safety, 
they cannot simply disappear inside procurement folders; they may become part of the 
building information needed to demonstrate how risks were assessed and managed. 

An AI-enabled specification process should therefore assign named roles rather than a generic 
system owner. Someone should own the technical standard, someone the commercial 
template, someone the data and integration controls, and an authorised person should 
approve the final issue. The machine can show who changed what and when, but governance 
determines who was entitled to make the change. Digital traceability strengthens 
accountability only when organisations and contracts first define responsibility. 

Professional Liability and Accountability 

Professional liability follows the work performed, the contractual duties accepted, and the legal 
obligations applying to each participant; it does not automatically transfer to an AI supplier. 
Architects, engineers, surveyors, landlords and contractors may each owe different duties 
depending on their role. If an AI-generated clause is technically defective, the key questions 
remain who relied on it, who was required to check it, and whether reasonable professional 
competence was exercised in the circumstances. 

The issue is becoming more significant as housing regulation places greater emphasis on 
competence. From October 2026, the Regulator of Social Housing’s Competence and 
Conduct Standard requires registered providers to ensure relevant staff, and appropriate 
service provider staff, have the skills, knowledge, experience, and behaviours needed for 
good-quality landlord services. AI may change how work is performed, but it does not reduce 
the need for competent people to challenge recommendations. 

Organisations should also examine their professional indemnity arrangements and consultant 
appointments before embedding automated drafting into technical workflows. Insurance 
policies may include notification requirements, exclusions, or conditions written before 
generative AI became commonplace. Contract documents should clearly identify design 
responsibility, checking obligations, and approval routes. A consultant should not become 
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responsible for an entire machine-generated specification merely because its employee 
opened the file, nor should automated output blur responsibility intentionally allocated 
elsewhere. 

Accountability is strengthened when the system records decisions rather than obscures them. 
A defensible workflow would preserve the source evidence, AI recommendation, human 
amendments, approval identity and issue date. That creates a clearer audit trail for complaints, 
defects, payment disputes and regulatory review. The objective is not to prove that AI was 
involved; it is to demonstrate that competent people exercised appropriate judgement and that 
the organisation can explain how the issued requirement was reached. 

Version Control and Changing Standards 

Housing specifications are living technical documents even before AI is introduced. Building 
regulations, Approved Documents, British Standards, manufacturer instructions, landlord 
policies, SOR content and contractual procedures all change at different times. A clause that 
was correct when drafted can later become obsolete. The Regulator of Social Housing’s 2026 
Consumer Standards Code of Practice reminds providers that referenced documents may be 
updated or replaced and that providers remain responsible for complying with current versions. 

Version control therefore needs more than a date in a document footer. Each controlled clause 
should identify its status, effective date, source, approval history and superseded version. 
Where a requirement changes, the system should distinguish future use from contracts 
already let under an earlier specification. Automatically overwriting every historic document 
would destroy evidence of what was tendered and instructed, creating serious difficulties when 
investigating defects, evaluating variations or reconstructing decisions several years later. 

The golden-thread regime provides a useful model. Government guidance for higher-risk 
buildings says digital record-keeping systems should use version control so users can see 
changes. At the same time, principal contractors must keep information current and support 
change control. Although those statutory requirements do not apply to every housing repair, 
the information-management principle is widely transferable: safety-critical requirements 
should be identifiable, current, and traceable back to the information that existed when 
decisions were made. 

AI could make version management considerably easier. A monitored knowledge base could 
detect the publication of a revised standard, identify every clause that cites it, and place those 
clauses under review rather than silently rewriting them. It could compare versions, highlight 
changed requirements, and identify potentially affected live procurements. The important 
control is approval: detecting a change may be automated, but deciding its technical, 
contractual and financial consequences usually requires competent human judgement. 

Changes after contract award need particular care. Under the Procurement Act 2023, 
modifications to in-scope public contracts must fall within permitted statutory grounds where 
the relevant rules apply. A specification platform should therefore distinguish routine document 
maintenance from a proposed change to an awarded contract. Updating the corporate 
specification library is one task; changing scope, materials, or performance obligations for an 
existing supplier may require contractual authority, a commercial assessment, and 
procurement-law analysis. 

A well-controlled AI system would maintain several truths at once: the latest corporate 
standard, the version used for a particular procurement, the version issued under an individual 
work order and the final requirement incorporating authorised changes. That may sound 
administratively heavy, but software is good at maintaining relationships between versions. 
The greater risk is uncontrolled Word documents, email attachments and local copies where 
nobody can confidently establish which requirement was actually current. 

Data Quality Determines AI Quality 

AI does not repair poor housing data; it can magnify it. If component ages are wrong, 
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addresses are duplicated, repair codes are inconsistent, or stock-condition surveys are 
incomplete, AI may produce recommendations that appear sophisticated but rest on false 
premises. The Regulator of Social Housing identified fragmented systems, manual entry, 
outdated technology and non-standardised data as sector risks, making data integrity a 
governance issue rather than merely an information-technology housekeeping task. 

The regulatory expectation is explicit. The Safety and Quality Standard requires registered 
providers to hold an accurate, current and evidenced understanding of their homes and an 
individual-property record based on physical assessment. The Regulator’s July 2025 focus 
report found that large private registered providers had inspected over half a million homes in 
their most recent surveys, around 20% of their stock, and that 4.2% of inspected homes did 
not meet the Decent Homes Standard. 

Accuracy also requires context, not simply completeness. A boiler installation date may be 
valid but useless if the component was replaced and the database was never updated. A damp 
case can be misread if previous leaks, insulation defects and resident reports sit in separate 
systems. AI performs best when property, component, repair, compliance, and customer 
information can be reliably linked, with provenance showing whether data came from a survey, 
contractor completion, resident report, or inference. 

Data-quality controls should therefore precede ambitious automation. Housing providers need 
common identifiers, validation rules, ownership of key fields, exception reporting and 
reconciliation between operational systems. They should measure missing values, duplicates, 
contradictory dates and stale component records before asking AI to predict work. The 
Regulator’s 2026 Sector Risk Profile emphasises that boards need both high-quality 
performance data and the capability to turn that data into evidence-based insight against 
clearly specified criteria. 

The commercial logic is straightforward: better algorithms cannot compensate indefinitely for 
unreliable inputs. A provider planning thousands of component replacements may misallocate 
substantial sums if age, condition or quantity data is materially wrong. Conversely, trustworthy 
asset information lets AI prioritise exceptions, estimate demand, and support more accurate 
specifications. Investment in cleansing and governance may feel less exciting than an AI pilot, 
but it often determines whether that pilot becomes operationally useful or merely impressive. 

Linking Specifications to Asset Data 

Linking specifications to asset data changes the question from “what is the standard repair?” 
to “what is appropriate for this home?” The asset record can provide construction type, 
component age, previous repairs, compliance information, energy performance, and known 
hazards before drafting a specification. That context lets providers select standard clauses 
intelligently rather than universally, reducing the risk of applying a technically valid solution to 
the wrong substrate, component, or building archetype. 

The regulatory direction already supports this approach. The Safety and Quality Standard 
requires property-level condition information. At the same time, the Consumer Standards 
Code of Practice says providers should combine stock-condition evidence with repairs, 
complaints, health-and-safety assessments and Energy Performance Certificate data. It notes 
that a five-year rolling survey programme may suit some providers, while properties with 
recurring problems may need more frequent assessment. AI could help determine where that 
additional scrutiny is justified. 

Asset-linked specifications also improve planned investment. If a provider knows the 
condition, age, failure history and replacement standard for each component, it can shift from 
broad lifecycle assumptions to risk-based programmes. The Regulator’s 2026 financial 
forecasts show large private registered providers planning £59 billion of repairs and 
maintenance expenditure over the first five years, with sector aggregate annual expenditure 
averaging £4,245 per home. Better specification and asset intelligence therefore operate 
against a substantial expenditure base. 
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The connection should work in both directions. Asset data should inform the specification, but 
completed work should then update the asset record. A new roof, boiler or fire door should not 
exist only as an invoice; its installation date, product, warranty, certification and completion 
evidence should become part of the property history. That closed loop improves future 
forecasting and gives the next surveyor or AI tool a stronger evidence base than was 
previously available. 

Linking Specifications to Schedules of Rates 

Linking specifications to an SOR provides the commercial bridge between technical intent and 
payment. The specification describes what acceptable work requires; the SOR translates 
recurring activities into coded, measurable and priced items. When these two structures align, 
an operative can select a repair code and automatically retrieve the associated technical 
content. When they drift apart, the same code can take on different meanings across teams, 
contractors, or generations of contract documentation. 

The M3NHF model demonstrates the scale possible in social housing. M3’s published FAQ 
records 635 subscribers, while its mobile application gives access to more than 3,500 items. 
That structured catalogue creates a useful foundation for AI because recommendations can 
be constrained to recognised work items rather than invented descriptions. The M3 
partnership with Help me Fix has already linked diagnostic support with access to relevant 
SOR coding. 

Integration should extend beyond selecting one headline code. A roofing repair may require 
access equipment, disposal, making good or associated work that the primary description 
alone does not reveal. An AI tool can check whether quantities, ancillary items, and 
specification clauses form a coherent scope, but it should understand the contract’s pricing 
rules. Otherwise, it may add work already included within an item and create duplicate 
payment or an avoidable commercial dispute. 

The strongest control is a governed relationship between code and clause. Each SOR item 
should link to current technical requirements, unit of measurement, pricing assumptions and 
permitted variants, while keeping contract-specific amendments visible. AI could then flag a 
selected code whose specification has changed or suggest alternative items when evidence 
does not fit. This turns the SOR from a static price book into a controlled commercial index 
that connects diagnosis, specification, cost, and completion evidence. 

Analytics can then expose patterns that manual review struggles to see. A landlord could 
identify codes with unusually high variation rates, repeat use at the same property, persistent 
contractor substitutions or abnormal geographic concentrations. Those signals may indicate 
stock failure, poor diagnosis, miscoding or weak contract controls. AI should not presume 
fraud or error from statistical anomalies, but it can direct scarce commercial and technical 
resources toward transactions where deeper scrutiny matters most. 

At sector level, better SOR integration could also improve benchmarking without pretending 
every landlord should pay identical prices. Geography, scale, access, specification quality and 
risk allocation all influence cost. Standard codes can make comparisons more meaningful by 
defining what they compare. The future value of AI lies in explaining differences between 
apparently similar jobs, rather than producing a single national price that ignores local labour 
markets, contract structures and property characteristics. 

Linking Specifications to Procurement Systems 

A specification creates the most value when it flows directly into procurement rather than being 
exported, emailed, and manually re-entered. Integration can transfer approved requirements 
into sourcing events, framework call-offs, purchase orders and contract-management systems 
while preserving version and approval data. That reduces transcription risk and makes it easier 
to demonstrate that bidders priced the same requirement. It also gives procurement teams 
visibility of specification changes that might otherwise occur informally after commercial 
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approval. 

For public-sector contracting authorities, digital procurement now sits within the transparency 
architecture of the Procurement Act 2023. The central digital platform is delivered through Find 
a Tender and supports publishing required notices, while suppliers can store core 
organisational information to share with contracting authorities. Existing electronic 
procurement portals can also transmit notices. A housing specification system does not 
replace those statutory processes, but integration could reduce the gap between technical 
development and procurement records. 

Commercial systems should also preserve evaluation logic. If requirements are marked 
mandatory, desirable or performance-based, those classifications should transfer into the 
sourcing event and ultimately into the awarded contract. AI can help compare supplier 
submissions against structured criteria, but procurement teams must prevent criteria from 
changing invisibly during evaluation. The audit trail should show which requirements bidders 
received, how clarifications altered them, and which approved version formed the basis of the 
award. 

Post-award integration is equally valuable. Approved specifications can feed work orders, 
contractor portals, inspection applications and payment systems, while completion evidence 
returns to the contract record. For public contracts above £5 million, the Procurement Act 
generally requires at least three KPIs before award unless performance cannot appropriately 
be assessed that way. Specification data can support those measures by precisely defining 
what compliant completion, timeliness, and quality mean. 

The procurement system can then support continuous assurance rather than serving as an 
archive of tender documents. The system can automatically surface repeated variation against 
one specification, recurring supplier queries, or high rejection rates. Procurement specialists 
can use that evidence when refreshing specifications, planning the next competition or 
managing performance. The technology is most valuable when it connects technical and 
commercial information without allowing either discipline to make uncontrolled changes to the 
other’s approved requirements. 

Supplier and Contractor Access 

Suppliers and contractors need access to the specification they are expected to price and 
deliver, but not unrestricted access to the landlord’s entire AI environment. Role-based 
permissions should expose the current contractual requirements, relevant drawings, property 
information, and approved changes while protecting resident data, commercially sensitive 
information, and unrelated assets. A contractor should be able to establish exactly what is 
required without inferring the answer from emails, obsolete attachments, or undocumented 
telephone conversations. 

Access must also work for the people completing the work. A technically excellent portal that 
only contract managers can navigate may fail when operatives on site cannot retrieve the 
current clause or upload evidence. Mobile access, offline capability where connectivity is poor, 
simple search and clear version status matter operationally. The specification should identify 
what must be recorded at completion, enabling photographs, measurements, certification and 
product details to return directly into the landlord’s controlled record. 

Competence requirements strengthen the case for structured access. Since October 2026, 
the Regulator of Social Housing’s Competence and Conduct Standard requires providers to 
take appropriate steps to secure that relevant staff of service providers possess the necessary 
skills, knowledge, experience and behaviours. A portal cannot establish competence on its 
own, but it can distribute controlled instructions, record acknowledgements, identify required 
qualifications, and help prevent obsolete technical information from circulating through 
subcontracting chains. 

There is also a procurement-market consideration. Overly complex proprietary portals can 
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create barriers for smaller suppliers if onboarding, licensing or data-format requirements 
become disproportionate. Good digital specification design should therefore support standard 
exports and interoperable data rather than locking participation to one expensive technology 
stack. The objective is better control without reducing competition: suppliers should need to 
understand the work and demonstrate capability, not buy unnecessary software to find out 
what the buyer wants. 

Could a National Housing Specification Library Exist? 

A national housing specification library is technically plausible, but it would need to be 
designed as shared infrastructure rather than one enormous mandatory document. The core 
could contain standard definitions, repair descriptions, performance clauses, evidence 
requirements and links to regulation, with landlords adding stock-specific and contractual 
layers. The precedent exists elsewhere in construction: National Building Specification (NBS) 
Chorus provides cloud-based specification content structured through Uniclass, while NBS 
Source connects structured manufacturer information to specification workflows. 

The housing sector already has several building blocks. M3 provides widely used SOR 
structures; HACT develops common housing data standards; government and the Regulator 
publish statutory and regulatory requirements; manufacturers hold product information; and 
specialist AI platforms are beginning to connect diagnosis with technical knowledge. A national 
library could provide the missing semantic layer that consistently describes housing 
requirements while letting local organisations decide how they are procured and delivered. 

Governance would be harder than technology. Someone would need authority to maintain 
content, commission expert review, control versions, manage intellectual property and 
determine how changes are approved. British Standards often require licensed access, 
manufacturers can change information independently, and housing law differs across 
England, Scotland, Wales and Northern Ireland. The library would therefore need to point 
users towards authoritative sources without unlawfully reproducing protected content or 
presenting one jurisdiction’s requirements as universally applicable. 

A successful model would probably distinguish open and licensed content. Common 
definitions, data structures and generic performance requirements could be openly accessible, 
while proprietary schedules, standards or specialist clauses remain available through 
authorised integrations. An application programming interface could let housing management 
and contractor systems retrieve current, approved content. That would be more valuable than 
another website containing downloadable documents because the information could travel 
directly into operational workflows and remain machine-readable. 

NBS demonstrates the commercial appetite for structured specification infrastructure beyond 
housing. It says more than 3,400 practices use NBS, while NBS Source contains over 30,000 
products from more than 1,200 manufacturers. Those figures do not prove that a housing-
specific national library would succeed, but they show that architects, specifiers and other 
construction professionals already rely on digital environments that connect technical clauses, 
classifications and product information at considerable scale. 

The strongest argument for a national housing library is not uniformity for its own sake. It is 
the chance to create a trusted baseline that no landlord needs to recreate independently. Local 
variations would remain essential, but common definitions could improve procurement 
comparability, contractor mobilisation, system integration and AI reliability. The challenge is 
institutional: deciding who funds, governs and maintains the shared standard may prove 
harder than building the software that delivers it. 

The Commercial Opportunity 

The commercial opportunity rests on an unusually large expenditure base. England’s private 
registered providers spent a record £10.0 billion on existing stock in 2025: £5.2 billion of 
maintenance, £0.8 billion of expensed major repairs and £3.9 billion of capitalised major 
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repairs. That represented a 13% annual increase and was 75% above the pre-pandemic 2020 
level in cash terms, or 42% in real terms. Specification quality therefore influences purchasing 
measured in billions. 

Forward plans reinforce the opportunity. The Regulator of Social Housing’s 2026 forecasts 
show large private registered providers expecting to spend £59 billion on repairs and 
maintenance over the first five years of their plans, including around £27 billion of capitalised 
major repairs. Aggregate annual expenditure is forecast at £4,245 per home. Even a one-per-
cent improvement against £59 billion would equate arithmetically to £590 million, although no 
technology should claim such savings without robust evidence. 

Potential revenue models are varied. A provider might subscribe to a specification platform, 
license curated content, buy implementation and data-cleansing services, or pay for 
integration with asset, procurement and contractor systems. Suppliers could pay for structured 
product information while landlords retain independent technical approval. Sector bodies 
might support common standards through membership or collaborative funding. The winning 
model is likely to combine recurring software income with trusted content governance rather 
than sell generic AI access. 

The opportunity also extends to private housing. Build-to-rent operators, managing agents, 
maintenance contractors, and institutional landlords face similar problems with repair 
diagnosis, product selection, contractor instruction, and portfolio data, even where social-
housing regulation does not apply. A modular platform could therefore separate universal 
building-technical content from tenure-specific compliance requirements. That widens the 
addressable market while avoiding the mistake of assuming that every public, social and 
private landlord operates under identical legal duties. 

Commercial value will ultimately depend on outcomes rather than demonstrations. Buyers 
should ask whether the platform reduces repeat attendance, specification preparation time, 
variations, void duration, incorrect SOR selection, supplier queries and compliance failures. 
Vendors should be prepared to establish baselines and share measurable results. With sector 
finances under pressure and forecast interest cover remaining historically weak, technology 
that cannot demonstrate better use of scarce maintenance capacity will struggle to justify 
another recurring software cost. 

What Housing Providers Should Do Now 

Housing providers do not need to wait for a national platform to improve specification 
intelligence. First, map where specifications originate, who approves them, which SOR and 
technical libraries they use, and how changes reach contractors. That exercise usually reveals 
duplicate templates, local spreadsheets and undocumented variations. Before adding AI, 
providers should identify one controlled source for approved content; otherwise, automation 
makes existing inconsistency faster and harder to detect. 

Data assurance should follow immediately. The Safety and Quality Standard requires 
registered providers in England to maintain accurate, current property-level condition records 
based on physical assessment. Providers should therefore reconcile asset, repairs, 
compliance, and complaint information, and identify critical gaps before allowing AI to make 
recommendations. Broxtowe Borough Council, graded C3 after an October 2025 inspection, 
illustrates the urgency: its improvement programme included completing 350 stock condition 
surveys in two months. 

Providers should then select narrow pilots with measurable outcomes. Void inspections, 
simple heating diagnosis, damp triage or SOR selection are better proving grounds than 
asking a model to rewrite the entire technical manual. Baselines should include preparation 
time, first-time diagnostic accuracy, variations, repeat visits, resident outcomes and human 
override rates. Pilot governance should also define when a case must be escalated because 
safety, complexity, vulnerability or uncertainty makes automated recommendation 
inappropriate. 
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Finally, boards and executives need assurance about the system, not enthusiasm for the label 
attached to it. The Regulator’s 2026 Sector Risk Profile says boards must understand risks 
associated with digital systems, data, cyber security, data protection and operational 
resilience. Providers should know which models they use, where they process data, how they 
control updates, and who can approve outputs. AI adoption belongs within mainstream risk, 
procurement and service governance, not an isolated innovation programme. 

What Procurement Teams Should Demand 

Procurement teams should start with evidence that the problem is being solved. A supplier 
promising “AI-powered specification management” should explain whether it diagnoses 
defects, retrieves clauses, maps SOR codes, checks compliance, analyses images or 
performs all five. Buyers should require measurable accuracy and operational outcomes for 
each claimed function. A polished demonstration using selected examples does not prove the 
platform can reliably handle poor photographs, ambiguous resident reports, or unusual 
housing stock. 

The procurement documents should specify data rights and security explicitly. Buyers need to 
know whether the platform retains prompts, photographs, and uploaded documents; where 
processing occurs; whether customer information trains models; and how information can be 
exported at contract end. Requirements should cover access control, encryption, incident 
management, subcontractors, deletion and audit logs. Where personal data is processed, 
contractual controls must support the landlord’s data-protection obligations rather than rely on 
a supplier’s generic privacy statement. 

Technical requirements should include traceability. Where practicable, every AI-generated 
recommendation should show the source material or controlled rules supporting it and 
preserve the model or knowledge-base version used. Procurement teams should demand 
configurable approval thresholds, human override, change history and exception reporting. 
For safety-critical specifications, the system should prevent issues until an appropriately 
authorised reviewer approves the requirement, rather than assuming all users have equivalent 
technical competence. 

Interoperability should be a commercial requirement, not a later integration wish. Housing 
providers should require documented application programming interfaces, standard data 
exports and clear integration arrangements with asset, repairs, finance and procurement 
systems. They should also establish who pays when an external system changes. Open 
interfaces reduce switching costs and protect the organisation from becoming dependent on 
one supplier merely because years of specifications and asset relationships have 
accumulated inside a proprietary database. 

Pricing should be tested against scale and future usage. Models based on homes, users, 
transactions, photographs, AI calls or document volumes can behave very differently as 
adoption grows. Tender evaluation should therefore model realistic five-year scenarios rather 
than compare only first-year subscription prices. Implementation, data migration, integrations, 
training, support, and exit costs belong in the model so apparent technology savings are not 
overtaken by the cost of making the platform operational. 

Finally, contracts should allocate responsibility realistically. Suppliers should warrant their 
platform and services, meet agreed performance and security requirements, support defect 
correction, and maintain promised content controls. They should not be asked to assume 
professional responsibility for decisions they do not control, while landlords should not accept 
clauses that make materially defective technology consequence-free. Procurement should 
create a balanced mechanism in which technology, professional judgement and contractual 
accountability reinforce one another. 

The Future – From Static Documents to Living Specifications 

The traditional housing specification is usually frozen at a moment in time. It may be issued 
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as a word-processing file or portable document, stored in a contract folder and revisited only 
when the next procurement begins. A living specification would behave differently. Each 
clause would remain linked to its technical source, SOR, product data, asset context, and 
approval history, allowing users to see whether the requirement is current without destroying 
the originally contracted version. 

That model resembles the information-management direction already visible in the built 
environment. NBS Chorus supports collaborative cloud specification, NBS Source connects 
structured manufacturer data, and Uniclass provides a common classification structure. The 
UK BIM Framework, which supports information management using building information 
modelling (BIM), similarly identifies standards covering information management during 
delivery and operation. Housing maintenance could apply those principles beyond major 
capital projects to everyday repairs, compliance work and planned replacement. 

AI would make the living specification easier to navigate. Instead of searching hundreds of 
pages, users could ask which requirements apply to a component and receive an answer 
grounded in controlled content. When an authoritative source changes, the system could 
identify affected clauses and contracts. When asset data reveals repeated defects, it could 
flag the standard for review. The specification would become part of organisational learning 
rather than a document periodically revised from memory. 

The model could also improve contractor feedback. Installation difficulties, product 
substitutions, recurring variations and completion evidence could be linked to the clause that 
generated the work. Technical and procurement teams could then see which requirements 
consistently create ambiguity or cost. Suppliers should not be allowed to rewrite standards 
unilaterally, but structured feedback could make specification review evidence-led, ensuring 
that lessons from thousands of completed jobs influence the next approved version. 

The destination is not autonomous procurement. It is a controlled information ecosystem in 
which specifications become easier to maintain, explain and reuse. Humans would continue 
to decide standards, approve exceptions and allocate risk; technology would keep the 
relationships visible. If housing providers can connect regulation, asset information, SORs, 
products, contracts and outcomes, the specification could evolve from a static procurement 
attachment into one of the organisation’s most valuable operational knowledge assets. 

Summary – Better Specifications Through Better Intelligence 

Housing specifications sit where resident need, technical judgement, procurement and 
contractor delivery meet. Their quality affects diagnosis, price, workmanship, payment, 
compliance and the reliability of future asset data. With England’s private registered providers 
spending £10.0 billion on existing stock in 2025 and forecasting £59 billion of repairs and 
maintenance expenditure over the first five years of their 2026 plans, better specification 
control has consequences far beyond the administrative effort of writing documents. 

AI can improve that control by connecting information that housing organisations already 
possess. Photographs can support diagnosis, asset records can provide context, SORs can 
structure commercial instructions, regulatory libraries can surface current obligations, and 
procurement systems can preserve approved requirements. Emerging products from 
organisations including M3, Help me Fix, NowInspect, HousingAI and SocialHousing.ai 
demonstrate different parts of that model, while HACT data standards provide foundations for 
more consistent exchange between systems. 

The technology also introduces new risks. Poor data can generate poor recommendations at 
scale; hallucinated requirements can sound authoritative; uncontrolled updates can erase 
contractual history; and automated drafting can blur responsibility. These are as much 
governance problems as technical ones. Successful implementation requires controlled 
sources, version management, traceable approvals, meaningful professional review, clear 
data rights and procurement arrangements that keep suppliers accountable for their 
technology without pretending software has assumed the landlord’s responsibilities. 
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The strongest future is neither traditional manual specification nor unrestricted AI generation. 
It is a living, evidence-linked specification environment in which machines retrieve, compare 
and organise trusted information while competent people make consequential decisions. 
Housing providers that build reliable data and governance now will be better placed to exploit 
that future. Better intelligence will not remove the need for good specification practice; it can 
make good practice easier to apply consistently, transparently and at scale. 

Additional articles can be found at Procurement and Supply Chain Management Made 
Simple. This site looks at procurement and supply chain management issues to assist 
organisations and people in increasing the quality, efficiency, and effectiveness of their 
product and service supply to the customers' delight. ©️ Procurement and Supply 
Chain Management Made Simple. All rights reserved. 
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