Tees Valley Scrutiny Panel
Service scrutiny of Grounds Maintenance

Report and Recommendations to Board,
1 Introduction 

a. Who we are

We are your tenant and leaseholder volunteers. 
In May 2012, we formed a group to scrutinise Tees Valley (TVH) Housing services. We have been training and working on our first service scrutiny by giving up 2-4 days a month. This is our first report to the Board.
b. Why we are involved in scrutiny

We want to help TVH to improve and achieve value for money. We want to research good practice from other housing providers and bring ideas for service improvement. Ultimately our goal is to improve services for tenants and leaseholders.
We see our role as a critical friend, working in partnership with TV to achieve those aims. We want to make a difference and we have a vested interest in improving services and costs of services.

From April 2012, the role of scrutiny has been promoted by the regulator in the latest regulatory framework social housing, from April 2012. The regulator supports the opportunity for tenants to receive timely and transparent information from landlords and to hold landlords to account.
c. Why we chose the Grounds Maintenance service

This is our first review and so we chose an area of interest for all of us and a service which we perceived to have room for improvement. 

Grounds Maintenance (GM) was chosen following a vote of the top 3 services which we wanted to scrutinise.

2
What we looked at

Prior to starting the review, we received a presentation from the service manager. This helped us to scope our work and frame the service review.

We reviewed a comprehensive list of documents and performance indicators used by TV. The following documents were reviewed:

· Complaints Policy

· Leaflets and literature on gardening

· Customer Survey

· Budget Monitoring Report
· Team Diaries

· Health and Safety issues
· Performance and Benchmarking reports
· Accounts which showed how charges are calculated
· Job descriptions

· GM inspection tour data

· Hot spotters information

· Website 
· Grounds maintenance specification

A staff suggestion box was placed in the 8 Fabrick office locations to enable staff to put forward ideas for improving the service.
We visited and observed the work and processes for GM in the call centre and accounts team.

3.
Who we spoke to:

We undertook interviews and 2 focus group structured interviews to:
· Gather data on officer interpretation of services, to develop scrutiny understanding
· To test assumptions we had about the service
We spoke to:
· Senior Manager 

· Service Manager

· Operatives and Supervisors 
· Procurement & Environmental Managers

· Call Centre Manager and staff 

· Housing and Reception staff

· Tenants in a Focus group on Grounds Maintenance

· Tenants in a Focus group on Neighbourhood Living

We spoke to individual tenants by:

· visiting sites on 6 sites and spoke to 39 tenants 
· undertaking 25 telephone surveys 
We received the full co-operation from the staff and would like to thank them for their time, support, honesty patience and co-operation in helping us to complete this review.
4 Headline recommendations
We thank the TV Board and Senior Team and staff for the strengths and their commitment to the GM service. We have listed these below in some detail. We do not need to discuss the strengths, but we would like all of the weaknesses addressed. Some of these are more important to us than others, we have listed them below:

a) Rewrite the TV GM rota to use towns/places which are correct and familiar to   tenants. 
b) Some visits on the rota bring the teams back to the same area for example Stockton, which could be done in 3 days with all teams, but is split over 12 days with part visit by some crews. We realise there will be some outlying districts but we feel that better VFM might be secured if the operatives remained in one area.
c) Be clear in the published rota, exactly the standard of service specification to be expected in the winter and summer periods. This will enable tenants to be better informed to raise issues and reduce the number of enquiries to the team.
d) Address the issue of staff sickness earlier to allow the supervisor to supervise, possibly through use of apprentices and casual on-call staff. When a member of additional staff cannot be secured to replace staff for 4 weeks in the growing season, this puts a lot of stress on the rest of the team.
e) The supervisor should complete regular spot checks to ensure services are delivered as promised and less reliant on tenant feedback
f) Customer Care training for operatives happened in 2008-9 when approx. 2/3rds of the team chose to have either customer care training to gain a city and guilds qualification. Some staff have not been trained and training has not been refreshed for some time. We would like to see this prioritised for all GM staff.
g) Call centre staff to receive training from GM, on what should be happening during the seasons.
h) Call Centre staff to be informed weekly and daily changes when there are changes to the GM schedule.
i) Customer satisfaction survey (STAR) needs updating to include the GM question.  In between this, we would like regular surveys of resident satisfaction of GM – about twice a year.
j) Benchmarking should be current and regular to compare performance with similar Housing Providers and ensure that  value for money is acheived
k) Service charges need to be actual costs and itemised and transparent for tenants to understand them.
l) Complaints on site or to Housing Officers should go through the correct failure and complaints systems and the tenant should be informed what is being done and when. 
m) The IT system should recognise site/schemes and not just individual issues, so that they are identified to specific sites, to enable targeting of resources.
n) GM attendance at Toolbox Talks should be more consistent. 

o) Operatives should have access to a personal development plan for their training needs.
p) When the team are on site, the works completed should be recorded and not just in short format on the team diary sheet. Formal records kept should include time on site, work done, in complete work. Any problems on site that day and should be signed off by the manager and actions recorded.

q) There should be a COSHH manual in every vehicle and one first aider per team.
5
What we found
We have summarised the results of our findings as follows:

5.1
Management and supervision of the service - Strengths
a) Management prefer services to be in-house because they feel they have more control of the standard of work carried out.

b) £200,000 is saved annually, 20% on VAT, by conducting services in-house, which is a considerable saving on external contractors.
c) By having the same staff continuously, it is believed we have more commitment.

d) The budget is monitored both internally and externally.
e) Benchmarking is a good tool to keep control of quality and cost, it was completed in 2009 (but little engagement with other landlords on cost and quality on GM has happened since then).
f) Regular consultation with supervisors and operatives is important, it allows all parties to raise positives and negatives, even if it was once a month.

g) Staff training is seen as important. Many are already qualified in NVQ level 2 in Environmental services, which gives them knowledge of planting as well as grounds maintenance. 
h) The operational restructure is an opportunity to implement future improvements to eliminate stagnation.

i) New machinery has improved work quality and the service for catch-up in bad weather.

j) The Supervisor’s long service is an advantage and he welcomes feedback from tenant groups. 

k) The GM service has actively made budget savings in the past 12 months, sprays and insecticides, safety clothing, plants and shrubs, petrol and oil overalls and repairing machinery. The scrutiny group found some of these savings had not been passed on to tenants and were placed in the Human Resource budget; it was not clear hot hoe amounts would be passed back to tenants.
5.2
Management and supervision of the service – areas for improvement 
a) Benchmarking is not implemented on a regular basis and the last one was 2 years ago.

b) There are not enough spot checks by the Supervisor who is generally covering for staff absence. The team were 2 staff down for growing season and no replacements were brought in to fill the gap for some time. It took some time to get to 2 agency workers to cover the period June to August due to the rules on recruiting to cover sickness at Fabrick.
c) Problems noticed on-site and brought up by tenants are not being recorded on the computer system, so lessons cannot be learnt from this. 
d) Personal Development Plans are important and they are not being carried out for blue collar GM staff.
e) There are 2 qualified First Aiders across the 4 teams, we would like to see a first aid qualified operative on each team (there are some plans to increase the number of first aiders).
f) There is no tool hire service available to Tees Valley tenants, unlike Erimus tenants who benefit from this.
5.3
Monitoring expenditure - strengths
a) A breakdown of costs for expenditure is arranged for Tees Valley annually and then apportioned between residents. The amount of charge is dependant on how far away they are from the GM base and the hours estimated to be spent on each site or scheme.
5.4
Monitoring expenditure – areas for improvement
a) The tenants service charges are based on the estimate outlined in (a) above. There is no review of whether those hours are spent and operatives are not asked to record their time on site. The service charges may be incorrectly distributed.

b) It is likely that the cost of GM services to those furthest away from the base is being paid for by those closest to the base. Accurate charges of the cost of GM works are not available; all are based on educated guesstimates. 

c) The services in the outlying areas have not been benchmarked against local contractor or Housing Association delivery of that contract.
d) The information needs to be broken down more for tenants to know what they are getting and what they are paying for in the accounts.  Costs of individual departments within the Tees Valley Group need to be more specific.

5.5
Customer Satisfaction - strengths
a) Feedback from Tenant Focus groups, via Housing Officers/Grounds Maintenance team gives managers a fresh perspective.  
b) A GM Tenant Focus Group visits TV GM areas and reviews the service, making suggestions for improvement which are fed back to those involved.
c) Garden competitions are good; they give tenants an interest in looking after their gardens, helping to keep the area neat, tidy and presentable.

d) Estate walkabouts give tenants the opportunity to pick out negatives and the Housing Officer to put forward improvements.

5.6
Customer Satisfaction – areas for improvement
a) The Satisfaction Statement outcomes are different on reports. Reports record fairly satisfied and very satisfied together.  Very satisfied and fairly satisfied are different and should be separately classified for reporting.
b) The questions asked in the Tenant Satisfaction Survey (STAR) are on satisfaction with neighbourhoods, which will include a tenant’s view on ASB, crime etc. No questions relevant to gardening or grounds maintenance were asked.  No information has been collected since 2009.  The information is out of date. Tenants would like to see more regular follow up surveys on grounds maintenance.
c) There is no survey follow-up regarding the tenants satisfaction with the work carried out, except where there are hot spotters which are not on every site. If this is the method to be used, then they should be recruited on every site.
d) Tenants had not heard the term ‘garden surgery’ so when asked if they have been invited to one, they don’t know about it. Garden Surgeries are not advertised. This may be because they are now delivered by the Housing Officers as part of Estate Walkabouts and are generally the term still used by the GM team when they are asked to accompany the Housing Officer. This should be clarified or the use of this term should cease.
e) Tenants are not aware they can do their own planting on site.
f) Tenants have unrealistic expectations because of the name of the service: ‘Grounds’ and ‘Garden Maintenance’ are used interchangeably. The service should be consistent and specify what exactly is on offer, which is simply to leave the site clean and tidy.
g) The GM Tenant Focus Group sites are announced and there is some evidence that this is targeted at areas recently improved, tenants should choose where to visit.
h) Where plants have been damaged by the GM team, it is not clear when they will be replaced and no date for this is provided to the tenants for their replacement. The same applies to when tenants own equipment or goods when they are damaged by the GM team.   
5.7
Front line service response - strengths
a) Housing Officer communications are good.  They inform tenants of walkabouts, give good follow-up and will escalate issues.  Housing Officers have access to estate improvement funding via the Estates Improvement Panel.  
b) In October 2011, the call centre received a presentation on GM.  
c) Value and failure reports are produced by data input from staff.  Staff do not script answers in relation to Grounds Maintenance complaints and give an individual service.
d) Over a six month period, value and failure data has been collected of which there have been 51 value and 25 failure calls received by the call centre (no other staff log value and failure calls on GM).
e) Call centre staff have been issued with a yearly Grounds Maintenance schedule so that they can advise tenants.
f) Tree Preservation Order awareness is good and how this process is implemented.

5.8
Front line service response – areas for improvement
a) Housing Officers and GM staff do not log failures and complaints on the system or with the Call Centre. They both approach the GM Supervisor or Manager directly. The GM Supervisor has to call the call centre to put information on the system (QL) as he does not have access to enter or interrogate data. This does not allow lessons to be learnt from service failure. The Housing Officers do have access to QL.
b) Call Centre staff are not always aware of Grounds Maintenance issues, such as shrub cutting season, TPO’s and dog fouling which prevents work being completed. This leads to supervisor being contacted for intervention when tenants could be given an answer at first call. When the supervisor has dealt with the enquiry, the sheets go to the Housing Officer who takes the actions on their patch. 
c) The computer system needs to allow complaints from sites and schemes to be recorded. These reports are currently recorded against the tenancy and not being linked. Time is being wasted chasing an answer already available. This also means that hot spots of problems go undetected.
d) Staff are not kept informed if any changes to the schedule take place, they should receive real time information on when plans are revised (Phoenix Park had 25 visits, 8 of which were add on work such as putting in bollards - 17 + 8), but only 3 of these were on the days advertised on the programme.
e) Complaints on GM are recorded but not followed up by the person recording the information.
f) E-mails on service problems and failures are not collated and therefore are not analysed for success or failure.

g) When tenants move and there is a change in GM, where the tenants might previously have undertaken their own work, the GM Team is not informed.

h) There is no information being given to tenants on the potential for GM work on their site and a choice of plants is not being provided to tenants, though we understand that this is available.  
i) GM teams are anonymous to residents, it would be nice to know their first names and get a photograph on the GM brochure, the internet and newsletters.
j) Site ownership is not clear, some land is owned by the Local Authority which causes delays in responding to tenant queries. TV could introduce GIS mapping for clarify site ownership.

k) Seasonal reminders on what will be happening with GM  would be useful to remind tenants and reduce calls to the call centre with queries on cutting bushes during the bird nesting season etc and to inform tenants when the winter service has started.
l) Tenants are not always informed of walkabouts, how often they should take place and when and the minimum standards expected and outcomes reported of GM.
5.9
Complaints about GM – Strengths
a) Complaints to the Call Centre are passed to either the Grounds Contracts Manager or to the Supervisor to deal with.

b) The Contract Manager will receive compliments and improvements ideas to improve service and passes these on to teams.
c) Tees Valley is committed to improve services for the customer regarding complaints, compliments and suggestions.  They have produced an informative policy and a customer summary of the procedure.  They consult with the customer as part of the reviewing of this policy.

d) Issues are attempted to be resolved at first point of contact and if not they are passed on to the relevant Manager.  The customer has the right to have their complaint investigated by a Manager.

e) Compliments are shared across the business to improve other areas, good information sharing.

f) The Policy clearly states what can and cannot be dealt with as a complaint.  It informs how to make a complaint and acknowledges that complaints can be made by a third party and still given the same priority as a customer.

g) The Policy outlines the procedure for the Ombudsman if required.

a) 5.10
Complaints about GM – Areas for improvement
b) The computer complaints printed sheets we received were short and hard to understand and it is unclear what value they add to the GM service.
c) There are no reports specifically sent to the manager on GM service failures in a collated manner to share with the team.
d) There was not enough detail on the spread sheets which collect complaints or outcomes.  Additionally, there were no statistics for comparisons on quality between sites and schemes.  
e) No information was available on how information on failure/complaints were actioned to enable lessons to be learnt.
f) The Policy is the same policy used for Erimus Housing and could be misleading for Tees Valley customers. 

g) Call Centre staff have very limited guidance on what a complaint is (as opposed to a service failure) and therefore use their discretion.  It would be better for staff to use a workflow chart that would ask direct questions to establish if it what is raised is a complaint or not. 
h) There is no indication that the policy is available in Braille or audio format.

i) The call centre does not like anonymous complaints and will ask for further personal details.

j) Keep the Customer up to date at all times so they feel part of the process and to know their complaint is moving on.

5.11
Procurement of Services – Strengths
a) Tees Valley staff say they have picked up good practice on Grounds Maintenance from the Vale workers at Erimus, which has improved services. 
b) Having an in-house service improves overall control financially and the service as a whole.

c) There are good controls on procurement. The Procurement Team are involved when a contract is above £10,000 which gives better overall control.  The Team acts in an advisory role and budget holder makes final decision under £10,000.

d) Spot checks are done on external contractors to ensure the work is correct and to an excellent standard.
5.12
Procurement of Services – Areas for Improvement
a) Ground Maintenance needs to ensure financial information (purchases, services and costing) is available to the Finance team at the same time as it is purchased, to enable correct financial accounting and benchmarking. 
b) Finance is not involved in expenditure under £10,000. The Finance Team are unsure of the process on purchases below £10,000 and cannot confirm if they are always informed to record expenditure.
5.13
Environment – Strengths
a) The Environmental Team adopted procedures regarding green waste etc. and have now reduced waste costs. Recycling has increased to from 4% to 97% (Figures are for Fabrick).
b) There is a 22% decrease in the company’s carbon footprint; the Grounds Maintenance Team has made a contribution to this, this includes mulching for grass cuttings (half of the mowers have this ability); reduction in use of bags to collect green waste which is mulched and battery operated hedge trimmers.

c) The GM vans have been fitted with a tracker system to check speed, fuel and location of the vans.

d) Environmental training is provided to the Grounds Maintenance Team to ensure they are environmentally aware.

e) The Environmental Team:

· Give the GM Team advice on environmental legislation.
· Carry out monthly checks on waste audits

· Are working towards the ISO award on sustainability
· Received a report from the GM team, on sprays used etc. (June 2012)
f) Each team at TVH has an environmental champion; this is the supervisor in the GM team.

5.14
Environment – Areas for improvement
a) Not all mowers can mulch the grass (about 50% are able to). Where they do, the grass is collected and mulched and discharged back onto the site at the same time. 

b) The trimmings are not always collected when strimmers are used and they are blown and leave the site untidy and slippery.
c) There is an environmental champion within the Grounds Maintenance staff team. He has had little input as he is unable to attend the meeting as he is constantly covering or absence.
5.15
Visits to site by Scrutiny Panel – Strengths
a) The Scrutiny Panel decided it was best to do site visits to canvas tenants’ views and opinions from a pre-prepared questionnaire. The findings to the questionnaire based on 6 site visits are as follows: 

· Gardener’s health and safety whilst on site is good. Tenants reported that operatives made sure that machinery was kept away from children, made sure there was left nothing lying around and that machinery was put away after use
· The majority of tenants are happy with the overall Grounds Maintenance service that they receive 
5.16
Visits to site by Scrutiny Panel - Areas for Improvement
a) Tenants were unaware of what they paid for and how often the service was delivered. (They do get an annual schedule and a letter on their annual service charge, but they do not read or keep it)
b) There were some instances where the GM staff had damaged walls/fences and a step. The team had agreed to report this, but when the tenant had checked with the call centre after some delay, this was not a repair within the system. (Southview).The supervisor maintains that these issues are reported to EBS, after which it is another team which follows this up.
5.17
Working on Site – Strengths
a) Better machinery has been a real asset, the work is getting done to be a better quality standard. The previous machines used to rip up the grounds. There are reduced complaints.
b) The Team is aware of priorities for extreme weather condition working.

c) The Team have a good accident record and are aware of the health and safety needs.

d) The teams appear to be completing the amount of visits to sites required by the schedule.
5.18
Working on site – Areas for improvement
a) There were no Toolbox Talks attended in 2009 and then a gap of 3 years to 2012, attended by Grounds Maintenance staff.

b) There is no personal development programme for team members.

c) It takes too long to appoint agency staff to cover absence and there are no Grounds Maintenance apprenticeships planned.

d) As stated previously, not every site/scheme has its shrub cuttings removed or recycled. The operatives appear to be collecting some bags of grass/cutting and leaves, but tenants report that this is inconsistent.
e) It appears there is low morale because staff do not always feel they are heard.

f) Timings cannot be fully worked out in hour’s only visits they make as the diaries do not state the time on and off the sites. Times should be recorded in terms of hours on site and the number of operatives to provide accurate costs of GM charges for tenants. Call centre and other staff should have access to this for tenants’ queries and service charge accounting. The system should be automated to enable this to happen.
g) In our review of diary sheets, we found:

· The diaries kept by the GM team only give very basic information; one example of this was “checked Hartlepool sites”. 

· Team A reported an illegally parked car in the diary on three separate occasions starting 30th April, second time 17th May and again on 6th June. Each entry becoming more anxious that nothing had been done about it.  These report sheets go to Housing Officers for action, but there is little communication on follow up actions back to the GM team on the actions taken.
· Team B had no entry of grounds maintenance work in the diary on 17th and 18th May but did state that they were emptying and working on a bathroom, painting skirting and floors and on the 18th painting a bathroom floor.  Tenants do not wish to pay for this in their GM charges.
· Team C spent four days on one site doing a large job in Fraser Court however instead of spending the full time on the site completing the work they went to other sites in other towns during the four days. It may have been a better use of resources (travel, time and cost) to complete one site, before moving to the next.  This is because the team stick to the running order of the rota (even when they fall behind) and the weather has been very poor to allow planning in 2012. However, if the rota was updated on line and at the call centre when things are moved, tenants would get better value for money when the service was delivered and they would know when the catch up was due to occur.
· There were days when it was stated that the team was helping other teams however it did not show they did anything on their own scheme. Team C on 9th January with Team A; Team C at Phoenix Park which is Team B on January 13th, and Team A and C worked together on April 16th. This is because a super team was formed due to a lack of staff to run 2 teams (the diary entries do not reflect this).
· In Team D's diary there was a page totally ripped out in January Wednesday and Thursday. Team D had nothing written in the diary for two weeks in March from the 12th.  
5.19
Tenant Engagement – Strengths
a) We considered the views of the GM Focus Group:

· The improvements recommended after grading the scheme during regular site visits are completed.  Each report made by the Group is acted upon and improvements are visible.
· Grading scores do improve when the site is re-visited.

· Scheme information and scoring sheets are clear and easy to understand.

· The Group receives excellent and up to date feedback on their scoring.

· The Group is very clear about what they are trying to achieve.
5.20
Tenant Engagement – Areas for Improvement
a) Erimus Grounds Maintenance is more highly valued by its customers than Tees Valley when satisfaction scores are compared and when we interviewed the cross Fabrick Neighbourhood Living Group.
b) The GM Focus group suggested the following improvements:

· Despite being aware of the time limitations on each scheme, they think that Grounds Maintenance work was of noticeably variable quality and could be improved.  
· More time is needed on each scheme, especially to tidy up the estate as well as do the grass cutting.
· The teams are being reminded of the need for the clean-up as well as the grass cutting services by the supervisor who has identified this weakness too.

· Estate Inspection results are not publicly available to view, e.g. on the Tees Valley website.  
5.21
TV Website – strengths
a) The Grounds Maintenance Programme is available to view on-line, in colour and in a large enough formats to read.
b) The Scrutiny Group looked at a total of 85 websites of Social Housing Providers (ALMOS, Housing Associations and Local Councils) and noted:

· The information on websites on the GM services are scant by many housing providers

· Many did not have an in-house Grounds Maintenance Team and very few had any on-line Grounds Maintenance Programme to refer to.  
· Tees Valley Housing’s Ground Maintenance Programme Planning sheet was the best viewed.  It is in colour and is identical to the Programme tenants receive.  It is also large enough to read.
5.22
TV Website – Weaknesses
a) It takes a total of 5 clicks to get to the current Grounds Maintenance Programme (Home page, Services, Customer Services, Repairs & Maintenance, Grounds Maintenance and Grounds Maintenance Program
b) The GM Programme could be improved by having page 2, oriented in portrait as opposed to landscape.  It would be helpful if there was a link to the Programme on the Home Page as, although available, you do have to dig around to find it.  Many tenants do not keep their copy of the Programme and may wish to access it on-line instead of phoning the Call Centre for the information.  

c) Tenant Publications from other Housing Providers gave details of what to expect from your Grounds Maintenance service in a much better way than Tees Valley currently does; notably Housing Hartlepool, Joseph Rowntree Housing Trust, Hackney Homes, Arcadia Housing and Cannock Chase Council.  This sort of Standards information is what you would assume to be on the Grounds Maintenance area of the website as they outline exactly what to expect from the service and when to expect it.

d) No further details of Shrub Cutting Season or Tree Preservation Orders on the   Grounds Maintenance page (4 clicks) which is a wasted opportunity to inform tenants. If the GM part of the TV website was more up to date and detailed, there would be fewer enquiries on issues like shrubs cutting and winter works.
e) Garden Surgeries are mentioned on the page but there is no further explanation of what they are, where and when they happen and any outcomes of previous Garden Surgeries.
f) There is no information about the Grounds Maintenance Tenant Group and details of their recent Estate Tours on the Grounds Maintenance page.  
g) There is no information about Tenant Spotters on the Grounds Maintenance page. 

h) There are no outcomes or improvements mentioned at all.
i) The Programme is viewable in portrait mode as opposed to landscape which makes it difficult to read sideways.
j) There are no service standards viewable on the page.

k) Not every provider uses the term ‘Grounds Maintenance’ which can be confused with ‘Garden Maintenance’ and give tenants differing expectations.  TV needs to define one area and use this, rather than interchanging descriptions of the service. Other terms for the same service are:

· Open Spaces

· Landscape Maintenance

· Environmental Maintenance
5.23
General Staff opinion – Strengths

a) Our staff survey showed it is an in-house service with loyal and longstanding staff. The staff perceived that tenants are getting a good standard of service.
5.24
General Staff opinion – Areas for improvement

a) We were told that Grounds Maintenance staff were not contactable whilst on site, so the call centre are unable to pass on specific compliments or issues pertaining to that site. We have been informed that each team has a mobile phone.
b) Staff highlighted that debris is not collected properly, like leaves and other refuse from GM and that the use of blowers caused grass cuttings to be blown back onto footpaths.

c) Communication between Grounds Maintenance operatives and tenants is poor on site. It is improving, but customer care training is required. We realise the team are busy but they should respond to tenant enquiries.
d) Operatives who cause damage to tenant items on site do not always feed this back to their Manager/Supervisor.

6
Reviewing information from other organisations

We researched policy, leaflets and practice from other organisations.
What follows is our critique of other housing organisations website, what we liked and what we did not:
a) Hackney Homes Grounds Maintenance Schedule, shows frequency of each specific part of the service PLUS the month or period when it will be happening.  Whilst less 'date specific' than the Tees Valley's schedule, it gives tenants more information.  Their website is full of useful information for tenants regarding Grounds Maintenance, for example: 
http://www.hackneyhomes.org.uk/624.htm 
http://www.hackneyhomes.org.uk/hm-estate-cleaning.htm

b) Aragon Housing Grounds Maintenance Planner 2012 , is an example of one of the better schedules we found, but the Tees Valley one is much better.

c). Arcadia Housing Gardening & Grounds Maintenance Specification, is excellent in detailing exactly what tenants can expect from the service.  

d). Cannock Chase Council Estate Walk Programme, shows an excellent method of how to evaluate estates/schemes.  The Green, Amber, Red traffic lights for each specific Neighbourhood Area make it easy for tenants to see how their estate needs to be improved. Estate walkabouts include Police Officers & PCSOs, Councillors as well as staff. The Estate Management teams are named. 
e) Joseph Rowntree Housing Trust Landscape Maintenance Schedule outlines exactly what tenants can expect from the service & when they will receive it (but it is not date specific).

f) Housing Hartlepool Grounds Maintenance Service Standard, gives tenants all the information on what will be done, frequency & when (not date-specific). It includes the Standard required after work which means that both the working teams & the tenants are aware of what they should expect.
The Scrutiny Panel would like TVH to look at the examples above and pick from these the things which are better than our current services, which might improve communication to tenants.
7 To conclude and next steps
We acknowledge TV strengths and do not need to consider these further. We thank you for them and the efforts you have made to improve this service.

We believe we have captured the actions we would like to see improve in the weaknesses.  We would like you to address in an action plan, all weaknesses, but in particular those which we have drawn out as key recommendations which we feel will have an impact on services and value for money.
Scrutiny would like Officers to populate the action plan and to have another meeting with us in early January 2013 to discuss the completed action plan, which we hope you will send us back, populated, in one month
We would like to thank the officers and residents for giving up their time to help us with this review. We will make ourselves available to officers to clarify issues raised and we will support officers by commenting and helping you shape the new ways of working.
We look forward to moving on to improve the GM service in partnership with Tees Valley Housing. 

We look forward to working with TVH on our next service review.
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