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1
Introduction
1.1
The Tenant Scrutiny Panel (now renamed RISE – Reviewing and Inspecting Services for Everyone) began work on its first scrutiny exercise in September 2009.  Following on from this initial success, a list of further areas for possible scrutiny was drawn up by the panel members and a topic selected for their next task.  As this subject was deemed by RISE to be one of the most important areas of Wulvern’s interaction with its customers from the perspective of service provider and customer alike, it was decided that the sometimes thorny issue of repairs should be investigated to see what changes or improvements might benefit the current system.  It must also be noted at this point that this is the first presentation to Board to be made solely under RISE authorship and the content of it will not necessarily be couched in professional terms.  RISE members were particularly concerned that they should take ownership of their presentation in this way because they wished to emphasise the tenant-led nature of the exercise as opposed to that of the housing professional and, as tenants, we tend to use non-professional terminology.
1.2
This report outlines the methodology used and evidence considered during this second scrutiny exercise, which has been carried out by RISE under its own auspices.  The pilot scheme was conducted with the assistance of an outside agency (Jayne Boot from Engage Associates) and she acted as facilitator for the scheme.  For the purposes of this second exercise the panel decided it was ready to fly solo and so both this report and the associated investigative work has been solely the work of RISE members with assistance from Wulvern staff, who provided us with access to information, office facilities and advice as and when required.  As in the previous report, we hope to identify both strengths and areas for improvement in the current repairs system.  This report also identifies a number of recommendations to improve access and information services for Wulvern customers.
2
Methodology

2.1
RISE used a variety of methods to scrutinise Wulvern’s repairs service.  They included:

· Testing out the various repair reporting  facilities (email, text, telephone, etc) to gain an insight into their efficacy and  response rate
· Listening exercises with Customer Services to obtain suitable cases for further investigation in the field
· Shadowing Wulvern tradesmen as they carried out selected repairs following the listening exercise
· Meeting with Wulvern staff to obtain further information on how the service worked in practice
· Group discussion and personal experiences of the repairs service
· RISE meetings to agree the strengths, areas for improvement and recommendations
2.2
RISE has been assisted by various members of Wulvern staff, as in previous exercises because the panel decided that it needed to consider both sides of the situation – customer and service provider.  The list of credits must include the Customer Involvement Manager, Customer Involvement Assistant, Head of Repairs and Customer Access and the Customer Services Team Leader and others too numerous to mention here.  Credit must also be given to the various customers who participated in this current investigation by providing us with information via Mystery Shop exercises and also by participating in a telephone survey and by allowing RISE members into their own homes as part of a shadowing exercise to assess the repairs team’s performance when dealing directly with a customer in a ‘real life’ situation. 
2.3
RISE also reviewed a wide variety of documentary evidence as part of the scrutiny exercise. This included:
· Data collected by RISE from a telephone survey
· Data collected from various Mystery Shop exercises
· Review of Wulvern’s current repairs policy
· A selection of customer reports on their Mystery Shopping activities
· A selection of RISE member reports on various case studies that had been undertaken following a listening exercise with the Customer Services Team.
2.4
The RISE members involved in these exercises produced a report for each aspect of their scrutiny work, which was shared with all members.  These reports have helped shape the recommendations of RISE and are available (with the relevant data collected) to Wulvern staff should they require further information. 
3
Overall strengths and areas for improvement of Wulvern’s Repairs Service
3.1
RISE looked at a range of ways that customers use to access the repair reporting system and the quality of service they subsequently receive.  The following overall strengths and areas for improvement were identified.
3.2 Strengths:

· A wide variety of reporting methods available to customers
· Wulvern making strenuous efforts to provide a comprehensive and cost-efficient repairs service
· Wulvern making every effort to provide customers with appropriate home modernisation/improvements/adaptations.
3.3 Areas for improvement:
· Consistency across all departments in the delivery of customer service standards

· All staff need to work to the same standards

· Making even more use of the You and Yours data to help identify the needs of all customers and use the data to improve services and to ensure that this information is regularly updated to further identify areas of customer vulnerability (health conditions, disability, etc) so that these customers’ needs are adequately accommodated 
· Keeping all customers informed as to any changes/additions to the repairs service

· Ensuring that existing customers have access to the same level of information as newcomers.

4
Scrutiny areas
4.1
Data Gathering

RISE focused its scrutiny on as wide a variety of areas as possible within the repairs service with a view to examining in finer detail what happens when a customer reports a repair and how that report is dealt with at the point of delivery and subsequent follow-on action to the end result (hopefully, a happy customer), otherwise known as the end-to-end time.  It was also a vital part of this scrutiny to take into account the customer’s point of view and the customer’s opinion as to how Wulvern’s repairs service had performed in individual cases.  However, so as not to appear partisan in any way, RISE was also very keen to take into account both customer and service provider data and so conducted as wide a consultation as possible in order to achieve this end.  Detailed below are the findings from each of the areas that RISE looked at.
4.2 Reporting System
RISE found that:
Wulvern provides a number of reporting methods that customers can use to report a repair.  A recent innovation had been the provision of a text service that provides two-way communication between Wulvern and its customers by providing customer information messages (notice of job vacancies, acknowledgement of repair requests, appointment times for repairs, etc) and also allowing customers to request a repair via text.  Customers with Internet access are also able to report a repair via email and there is also the good old reliable telephone, with a newly enlarged Customer Services Team to take calls and arrange appointments with the customer on a more personal basis.

Repairs can also be reported from one of the Wulvern shops situated in various locations throughout Wulvern’s catchment area, where a customer may make use of a free telephone service or discuss their problem with a member of staff in situ. 

However, there will always be someone, somewhere who may not be able to access any or indeed all of these reporting methods (literacy problems, physical/mental/emotional disability, etc) and efforts to maintain the existing system should be just as strenuous as those put into finding alternatives to accommodate customers who have difficulty in using it.
4.3 Telephone access to Wulvern’s Repair Services

RISE members participated in several ‘listening in’ exercises and heard a wide variety of repair requests. Members found that all calls were answered in a polite and helpful manner, with all requests being effectively dealt with. RISE also noted with some appreciation the efforts made by Wulvern to accommodate the needs of customers who do not have English as their first language.  At this very important point of contact, flexibility and versatility are vital if an effective service is to continue.  This is also true of facilities provided for customers who may be hard of hearing with the provision of the hearing aid loop facility.
4.4 Text access to Wulvern’s Repair Services

RISE members (as part of a Mystery Shop exercise) used this service to report repairs and found that it worked very well, with a text acknowledgement of several repair requests following on from the initial report.  Where a customer may not have access to a landline in their home, the results of the exercise would suggest that this is a valuable addition to Wulvern’s arsenal of lines of communication and one which provides further opportunities for customers to access the service.

4.5 Email access to Wulvern’s Repair Services

RISE members (as part of a Mystery Shop exercise) also used this service to report repairs and once again found that it worked well, although it is a service that would not be available to all customers as not all have Internet access.  Even so, the facility still has considerable value as it enables a customer to communicate with Wulvern from wherever their email source is, ie. from their place of work or even on the move with an Internet-enabled mobile phone.  This gives an added flexibility and convenience to customers who have access to the facility.  Also, for any disabled customers with Internet access who might not be able to use any other method of communication for whatever reason it opens a door for them to be able to make their needs known to Wulvern.
4.6 Face-to-Face access to Wulvern’s Repair Services

The Wulvern shops provide a freely available port of call for customers to use as and when they are in the vicinity.  It has been noted that some customers regard this as a particularly convenient method of reporting their repairs (and also addressing any other concerns) as they can simply go into the shop and speak directly to a Wulvern employee.  
4.7      The Repairs Service Telephone Survey 
RISE scrutinised the subject thoroughly and it should be mentioned at this point that Wulvern staff were most co-operative when asked to provide information, which is greatly appreciated by all RISE members, given that Wulvern staff also have to maintain their not inconsiderable workload as a matter of course.  This has been an extensive and complicated exercise, raising matters of customer confidentiality (dealing with personal and general issues alike) and for the most part Wulvern staff have accommodated the panel’s needs with complete equanimity, providing information and/or services as required throughout our investigation.  Therefore, it is only fair that it should be recorded and acknowledged accordingly in this report.

The survey brought to light a number of issues and a graphic representation of the panel’s findings can be seen in appendix 2; appendix 1 contains a detailed text analysis of the telephone survey results, some of which are summarised below as general observations:

· Not all staff return calls (a perennial problem that still needs to be addressed by Wulvern) and the same could be said for other forms of communication (written, email, etc) on occasions, but at the same time it has been noted by RISE members that Wulvern has recently introduced a new data handling system called QL, which we are assured will overcome these problems.  In QL, all communications are logged, as is the name of the owner of that communication, and if a call or letter is not acknowledged or returned then its owner is reminded of the outstanding contact.  
· Disabled or disadvantaged customers (those suffering from a disability or illness) still must surmount their own hurdles when attempting to report repairs or request improvements and also to actually have repairs or improvements carried out in their homes
· The provision of customer information on the repairs service in general is still thin on the ground and distribution methods regarding this important aspect of the service need to be further improved so that all customers are aware of what avenues are open to them when reporting or following up on a repair request (eg. the name of the Wulvern staff member who deals with a particular type of repair), or in making them aware of Wulvern’s obligations to its customers in this area
· With regard to routine repairs (especially where replacement doors are concerned) it would appear that customers are not fully aware of Wulvern’s policy on what constitutes a viable case for replacement and what does not and this has lead to considerable confusion and antagonism when this issue has arisen in some instances
· As in the previous scrutiny dealing with Customer Access, Members also noted that some customers still do not seem to be fully aware of important factors such as who actually provides a repair service (Wulvern employee or a contractor)
4.8

Conclusion and Recommendations

In conclusion, it would be fair to say that this has been an extensive undertaking and a wide variety of methods have been employed in order to obtain the required information.  Subsequently this has taken up the best part of RISE’s working year, but it is felt that the results have been well worth the effort.  Some aspects of the repairs service seem to work quite well (courteous staff, wide range of repair reporting opportunities, etc), but it would also appear that there are still some irregularities and/or service inconsistencies that need to be addressed in order to bring the service up to a more acceptable standard from a customer’s point of view (repairs personnel wearing visible ID, keeping customers regularly updated as to any changes to the repairs service, etc).  
Taking into consideration the evidence gathered and observations made during this scrutiny, RISE put forward a number of recommendations which are further detailed in section 4.9 along with Wulvern management’s response.  This is the result of a meeting between RISE and Wulvern management that took place on 3 March 2011 in which both sides discussed the findings so that Wulvern management could formulate a suitable response to RISE’s recommendations.

4.9 Recommendations and Management Comments
Please refer to attached spreadsheet (RISE Repairs Scrutiny Recommendations).
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Appendix 1

Repairs Scrutiny Data Analysis – Telephone Survey

It was decided that by members that RISE should undertake a telephone survey to obtain current data on the repairs situation from a customer’s point of view.  The panel felt that it would be useful to get this kind of information straight from the horse’s mouth, as it were, so that there would be something to compare with the data already provided by Wulvern.

With this in mind, a number of RISE members spent two days in a mini call centre set up in the Tatton Room at Wulvern House to obtain the required raw data and a further day to record this in a form that could be analyzed at a glance.  A spreadsheet was duly compiled and from that, a graphic representation of the figures was also produced for ease of reading.

This, therefore, is the result of a project undertaken entirely by RISE members (with assistance from Wulvern staff in the provision of all facilities required to conduct the survey, for which RISE would like to express its gratitude).

In the time allotted for the work, members managed to contact and interview a total of 62 customers from the repairs list provided.  This is not a large proportion of the contacts given, but it should be borne in mind that not all of the contacts on the list could be either contacted or interviewed.  Quite a high proportion of the telephone numbers produced no result for a variety of reasons and members found themselves dialing out of date numbers (especially true of mobile telephone contacts), or finding customers not at home to receive the call (especially true of landline contacts); some customers simply did not wish to take part in the survey and so the panel had to respect their wishes and move on to the next contact on the list.

The 62 successful contacts provide the basis for the survey information and it should be noted that this does not necessarily provide a representative sample of the repairs carried out during the period in question but it is the only one we have to present because of the small number that we were able to interview.  RISE members have expressed the opinion that, from personal experience alone, certain aspects of this information do not represent the true situation on the ground; nor do they necessarily represent the ‘real world’ of Wulvern’s repairs team.  If a more extensive survey could be undertaken, then a more accurate representation of the current state of play could be shown but this would not necessarily be viable given the time constraints and the need for a more permanent facility from which to obtain and record data before presentation to an appropriate audience.  

To this end, it has been suggested by RISE members that perhaps they could take over the repairs survey work using a revised and extended questionnaire such as the one piloted in this exercise as the present model currently in use is limited in scope and unfocussed.  Any data obtained from such an exercise does not accurately reflect the current situation and is, therefore, of limited use to Wulvern; and if Wulvern is to work with this kind of data then it also brings into question the value of that data – is it produced within a lean systems environment and does it actually give any real value for the money spent on gathering it?

At the moment, the questionnaire used by Wulvern Customer Services does not seek to obtain any detailed information about the actual repair work undertaken as it seems to concentrate more on the customer’s level of satisfaction, rather than the harvest of hard data concerning the repair itself.  In other words, it is more customer-focused and less work focused.  To achieve a more balanced view (and also a more accurate one) then it would make more sense to obtain data on both of these vital aspects of the repair work done in customers’ homes.

It should also be pointed out that the information gained from this exercise represents the opinions and perceptions of the customers interviewed and it will probably be inconsistent with actual repairs recorded on Wulvern’s own system.  It would also be fair to say that a number of panel members were somewhat startled at the apparent lack of customer awareness that came to light during the interview process, which would infer that Wulvern needs to step up its efforts to keep all of its customers involved and informed when it comes to the repairs process.

Bearing in mind the above, the following observations can be made from an initial examination of the raw data gleaned from the telephone survey conducted by RISE members.

· Question 1 – Was your repair completed by a Wulvern repairs person or a contractor?

As far as the sampled customers were aware, the majority of repairs were completed by a Wulvern repairs person (80%).  The remaining repairs were completed either by a contractor (4%), or the customer simply did not know who had done the work (16%).

This would indicate a cause for concern inasmuch as customers do not seem to know who was doing their repair work.  Most seemed to think that the repairs person calling at their home was employed by Wulvern whether or not that person was wearing any kind of ID (either an ID badge or an embroidered Wulvern garment) and some merely identified the repairs person as a Wulvern employee because they arrived in a Wulvern vehicle.  Whilst this may be a fair point, it still raises the issue that Wulvern repairs people should not only be wearing appropriate ID (ie. a badge) but they should also be correctly dressed in a Wulvern garment with the Wulvern logo visibly embroidered on it.

As far as this panel is aware, any Wulvern representative is supposed to wear appropriate and visible identification when dealing with customers (especially in their own homes) so that customers know who they are dealing with in case of any future need.

· Question 2 – Are you aware that the Wulvern repairs team and contractors should wear an ID badge?

As far as the sampled customers were aware, the majority seemed to know that a repairs person should wear suitable ID (50%), whilst quite a high proportion of the remainder did not (40%) and a small proportion of customers said they didn’t know (10%).

Once again, some concern must be noted that although the majority of this sample of customers stated that they did know about repairs people wearing suitable ID, an equally high proportion are either unaware of the fact or they stated that they didn’t know.

· Q3 – Did the repairs person wear an ID badge when they did your repair?

From the 62 customers interviewed in this survey, 19 (30%) stated that the repairs person actually did wear an ID badge when they came to do the repair, whilst 23 (37%) said that no ID badge was evident and 20 (33%) said they didn’t know or couldn’t remember.

These totals would suggest that there is still a great deal of confusion in customers’ minds as to what is the correct procedure regarding the wearing of a formal ID badge by Wulvern repairs people and it would also suggest that more work needs to be done by Wulvern to make customers more aware of its ID regulations and/or requirements.  Of course, this also infers that the same amount of work needs to be done in order to ensure that the workforce complies with current regulations/requirements concerning ID badges.

· Q4 – Did you challenge the repairs person for not wearing an ID badge?

From the 62 customers interviewed in this survey, 30 (48%) stated that they did not challenge the repairs person for not wearing an ID badge when they came to do the repair, whilst an equal proportion said that they didn’t know or couldn’t remember.  Only 2 customers (4%) said that they did challenge the repairs person for not wearing appropriate ID. 

This seems to suggest either a high level of trust amongst Wulvern customers or a lamentable lack of awareness, depending on the way in which this set of results are viewed.  This would also suggest that there are considerable inconsistencies in customer approach and attitude when it comes to ID use which would leave them open to possible abuse from anyone claiming to be a Wulvern employee.  If customers do not make an appropriate check on the identity of the person calling at their home then they may be putting themselves at risk.  In which case, it begs the question as to who would shoulder the responsibility, Wulvern or the customer?  It could be argued that Wulvern should take the lion’s share of the blame for not ensuring that its employees are fully ID compliant, in which case Wulvern may be put in the invidious position of having to compensate a customer in the event of any damage to person or property and once again we return to the thorny issue of value for money and lean systems thinking.

· Q5 – Was the repairs person ….. ?
This section deals with the way in which the repairs person interacted with the customer.  In the main it would seem that the Wulvern repairs team is successful.  Levels of courtesy and politeness are well in advance of any discourtesy or lack of consideration and so on the whole it would seem that customers are more than satisfied with Wulvern repairs people in this area at least.

Several panel members reported that customers couldn’t heap praise high enough on the repairs person who called to do the work for them, saying that they were very satisfied with the way in which their repairs had been dealt with.  Only a very small number of customers reported any kind of discourtesy or lack of awareness on the part of the repairs person they dealt with on the day but even this small number should indicate that the Wulvern message is not getting through to some employees and it only takes one bad apple to sour an entire barrel or to sour customers’ attitudes to Wulvern.  

Perhaps Wulvern might like to take this further with the repairs team to ensure that they are all fully aware of their responsibility to customers and employer alike.  They are expected to complete their work efficiently and effectively for the sake of VfM (value for money) whilst at the same time having every consideration for the customers they come into contact with in the course of their daily round.  A good philosophy for the repairs team to work with might be to treat a customer’s home as they would their own – after all, it is very much in doubt if the repairs team would put up with any untoward behaviour or shoddy workmanship in their own homes so why would they assume that a Wulvern customer to do the same?

At the same time, it must be said that there are two sides to every situation and the Wulvern repairs team is just as likely to encounter poor standards of behaviour from Wulvern customers as the other way round.  The panel fully appreciates that Wulvern repairs people come across all kinds of behaviour, both good and not so good, from Wulvern customers as they go about their work but nevertheless a professional detachment in such cases is the preferred option rather than a surly word or a curmudgeonly attitude and in a relatively small number of instances of such an attitude (at least as far as this sample is concerned) some re-training might be considered for any repairs person who has been shown  not to perform their duties in an acceptable manner.

· Q6 – Did the repairs person ….. ?

This section deals with the way in which the Wulvern repairs person performed the task in hand.  Once again, it would appear that the average Wulvern repairs person is working in an acceptable manner.  In fact, the panel might go so far as to say that some are attaining a working standard that borders on the exemplary.  The work that has been done in this sample of customers’ homes seems to have been carried out cleanly, efficiently and effectively with little or no complaint.

One minor point that comes to the panel’s attention is the incidence of repairs people who do not always ask the customer’s permission to make use of their electricity supply if required.  It is accepted that the power has to come from somewhere and most customers fully understand and appreciate this, but it is nevertheless polite to ask first before plugging a piece of equipment into the power outlet.

Q7 – Did the repairs person carry out a safety check (eg. gas, electric, water)?

Performance in this area is evenly split between a ‘yes’ and ‘no’ answer, both categories totaling 10 responses each (16%).  The remaining 42 responses fell into the Not Applicable category (67%).

As far as the ‘no’ category is concerned it was impossible to determine whether or not the safety check was in fact warranted as the relevant information was not available at the time the survey was completed.  Taking each repair under separate consideration was not an option in this instance, due to time constraints and, therefore, there is only the customer’s opinion to go on and this could be a matter of dispute between customer and repairs person; the customer may think that a safety check was needed and the repairs person did not.

Without more extensive information it would not be practical to comment further on this point.  

· Q8 – Did the repairs person point out potential hazards to you when they were doing their work, ie. tools, dustsheets, cables, ladders and/or other building materials?
As far as could be ascertained from the information available for the survey at the time, a total of 39 (62%) repairs did not fall into this category due to the nature of the repair work concerned (eg. outdoor work to doors, guttering, etc or an indoor repair that would not involve the use of potentially hazardous equipment).

Due to the somewhat limited amount of information to hand, a total of 15 (24%) repairs in which no hazard warning was given is again open to interpretation – did the job warrant such a warning in the eyes of the repairs person doing the work or was this a failing in the eyes of the customers concerned who considered the work area to be potentially unsafe?  This is an issue that could be addressed in future surveys that are not being conducted under pilot conditions.

A more satisfactory state of affairs exists in the ‘yes’ category, totaling 8 repairs (14%) in which the repairs person informed the customer of a potentially hazardous situation in the work area.

One recommendation could be made at this juncture and that would be to tell every customer about any equipment and/or materials that are present in the work area, regardless of the hazard potential.  This would be especially important when repairs are being done homes containing young children, disabled and/or vulnerable customers.  Repairs people should not assume that just because they have equipment and/or materials in the work area the customer has taken note of where they are and their hazard potential.  Better safe than sorry.

· Q9 – Did the repairs person clean up any mess after completing the repair?
This question elicited a reassuringly high number of replies in the positive, a total of 42 (67%) customers in all; only 5 (9%) repairs were unsatisfactory as the repairs person had not cleaned up after completing the job in hand.  However, 15 (24%) of the sampled repairs did not entail any mess-making and so were rated as ‘not applicable’ in this instance.

Again, it would be a small matter to remind repairs people that it is part of their job to ensure that they leave the work area clean and safe and this is a vital responsibility especially where there are young children, disabled and/or vulnerable customers.

· Q10 – Did the repairs person ask if there was anything else they could do for you?
In a recent lean systems review it was deemed a positive policy for repairs people to ask customers if there were any other jobs that required attention whilst the repairs person was in situ.  This saves both time and money as further work can be done, thus eliminating a second (or even third) call-out charge for the same customer.

In most cases, this policy seems to be working well, with a total of 37 (59%) of replies in the positive.  Negative totals such as this – 10 (16%) – should be a thing of the past by now, unless the repair was genuinely the only job on the agenda for that particular customer.  Nevertheless, the question should still be posed – “Is there anything else that requires attention while I’m here?”  

It’s a matter of courtesy as well as a money-saving exercise and a small question such as this can often be as good a PR exercise as a substantial repair/improvement programme.  Customers tend to welcome these small courtesies as a way of saving them the trouble of having to make another appointment to get yet another repair completed and there are also considerable savings to be made when a repairs person only has to make one call to one property to do several repairs rather than making one call to do one repair and coming back later on to do the rest.

Summary

On the whole, it would seem that Wulvern’s repairs service is performing well, but there are several observations that can be made, whilst at the same time remembering that they are based only on this small sample of 62 customers.  

Taking into consideration the customers’ replies to the questions in the survey, there have been some poor results and some indifferent ones, but on the whole the general picture would seem to be a positive one.  However, these findings would also indicate that there are still some service issues which could perhaps be resolved by further training and/or a gentle reminder to both workforce and contractor, thus –

· To remember that they are working in someone’s home, not on an uninhabited building site – one customer reported that a repairs person went directly to the repair site (bathroom) without being invited to do so  

· Every courtesy should be afforded to the customer and his or her household and any special circumstances (illness, disability, etc) should be respected without question – one customer reported that the workmen who fitted her kitchen were hostile and unco-operative and that she was unable to further a complaint against them at the time because of a serious illness and also because the telephone number she was given for further information was never answered

· Every customer’s home should be treated with the same care and respect that the repairs person would treat their own home – several repairs people did not clean up any mess they left in the customer’s home when their work was done 

· There needs to be a higher level of consistency across all departments in the delivery of customer service standards – a customer reported that one repairs person offered an opinion on a job that was later contradicted by another resulting in the job not being completed on a first-fix basis
· All staff should work to the same standards across the board – a point-to point approach; from point of first report of a repair to point of delivery of repair service so that this kind of difference of opinion does not cause the escalation of what should often be a simple repair into a more complicated (and more expensive) one.
Appendix 2
[image: image11.jpg]



[image: image2.emf]1

Yes

No

Don't Know

6

25

31

0

5

10

15

20

25

30

35

Q2 - Are you aware that the Wulvern repairs team and contractors should wear an ID badge?

Yes

No

Don't Know


[image: image3.emf]1

Yes

No

Don't Know/Can't Remember

20

23

19

0

5

10

15

20

25

Q3 - Did the repairs person wear an ID badge when they did your repair?

Yes

No

Don't Know/Can't Remember


[image: image4.emf]1

Yes

No

Don't Know/Can't Remember

30

30

2

0

5

10

15

20

25

30

Q4 - Did you challenge the repairs person for not wearing an ID badge?

Yes

No

Don't Know/Can't Remember


[image: image5.emf]Q5 - Was the repairs person...?

61

55

61 61

62 62 62

51

1

4

1 1

5

3

4

0

10

20

30

40

50

60

70

Courteous Within

allocated

timescale

Respectful Polite Confidential Co-operative Fair Aware of your

needs

Yes

No

Don't know / not applicable


[image: image6.emf]Q6 - Did the repairs person...?

1 1 1

6

56

60

61 61

57

35

5

2

1

3

21

62

0

10

20

30

40

50

60

70

Smoke without

your permission

Use offensive

language

Use

discriminatory

language /

behaviour

Cause excessive

noise

Make

assumptions

about you/your

family's needs

Ask permission

to use your

electricity supply

Ask permission

to use their radio

whilst working

Yes

No

Don't know / not applicable


[image: image7.emf]1

Yes

No

Not Applicable

42

10

10

0

5

10

15

20

25

30

35

40

45

Q7 - Did the repairs person carry out a safety check (eg. gas, electric, water)?

Yes

No

Not Applicable


[image: image8.emf]1

Yes

No

Not Applicable

39

15

8

0

5

10

15

20

25

30

35

40

Q8 - Did the repairs person point out potential hazards to you when they were doing their work ie. 

tools, dustsheets, cables, ladders and/or other building materials?

Yes

No

Not Applicable


[image: image9.emf]1

Yes

No

Not Applicable

15

5

42

0

5

10

15

20

25

30

35

40

45

Q9 - Did the repairs person clean up any mess after completing the repair?

Yes

No

Not Applicable


[image: image10.emf]1

Yes

No

Don't Know/Can't Remember

15

37

10

0

5

10

15

20

25

30

35

40

Q10 - Did the repairs person ask if there was anything else they could do for you?

Yes

No

Don't Know/Can't Remember


6
1

