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Introduction: 

Background history of the Quality and Insight Panel:
The Quality and Insight Panel (QIP) was set up in April 2011. 
After completing its first (pilot) scrutiny exercise into the regeneration work being carried out in Old Trafford, and presenting their report to Board in May 2012, QIP officially went ‘live’ in June 2012.
Since this time QIP has lost many of its original members of the panel, due to family and work commitments. Christine Rooke remains the only original member still to be serving on the panel.
The QIP now consists of five tenants and no leaseholders. Collectively panel members have a wide range of skills and experience in: customer service, corporate finance, 40 years working in banking at managerial level, supporting vulnerable adults in the community, provision of healthcare services within the NHS, communications and IT, committee work with local charities, (as a registered trustee and editor), and environmental projects, having trained in amenity horticulture. 
The Quality and Insight Panel are regularly encouraged to attend training courses/conferences where possible and with the help of the Community and Partnerships team are being mentored by Yvonne Davies, of Scrutiny and Empowerment Partnership Limited, who has guided the panel through the process of scrutinising the responsive repairs service. 
QIP and the Community and Partnerships Team are currently involved in trying to recruit more people onto the panel.
Appointments - ‘No Access’

We feel it is important to reduce the high level of ‘no access’ recorded in relation to tenants not being at home when repairs operatives call to carry out repairs, despite having pre-arranged appointments. 

Over the past 12 months ‘no access’ has cost the Trust approximately £63,000.

In all, over the last year, there have been a total of 2,400 ‘no access’ cases recorded (this figure includes emergencies).

Between the 18th of January and the 23rd of March there were 478 recorded cases of ‘no access’ directly relating to appointments alone.

We acknowledge that managers are aware of this problem and doing everything they can to reduce the high cost of ‘no access’ to the Trust. Texts and phone calls to tenants to remind them of their appointments has helped to reduce ‘no access’ from 10% down to 9%, but this is still very high and it is obviously important to reduce this figure still further.

Right first time - Diagnostics

We also feel that by diagnosing repairs at the first point of contact this would improve RFT performance, as correct diagnosis would result in repairs operatives being more likely to have the correct materials on the van to complete the job. 
Methodology for this service review:
1) Presentation: 
QIP members launched their scrutiny review by inviting Emma Richman, Repairs Service Lead for Trafford Housing Trust, to give a presentation on the 5th of September 2012 and asked her to supply information giving an overview of the service.
2) Desktop review:

The Repairs team had provided information requested. The desktop review examined performance, satisfaction, and benchmarking data, (including post transactional survey results and the hub script), customer complaints/service failures, Business Excellence Plan 2012/13, as well as Improvements, Responsive Repairs, Compensation and Rechargeable Repairs Policies, supplied in draft form.
3) Reality checking: 
This involved testing the validity of information gained during the desktop review using a variety of methods:
The views of Trust staff and tenants were gathered through: 
· Telephone survey carried out by customer inspectors of tenants who had experienced problems in right first time. (Appendix 4).
· Customer surveys sent to tenants (Appendix 8).
· Survey of Trafford Housing Trust staff, using anonymous suggestion boxes/surveys at the Staff Sunshine Briefings. (Appendices 5 and 6).
· Examining data relating to tenant complaints/service failures in relation to responsive repairs, as well as benchmarking and performance information.
· Consulting the Property CAG (Customer Action Group).
· Comparing services offered by other social landlords such as: 
Diamond Service (Irwell Valley) - an incentive scheme for tenants, who rewards those tenants who keep repair appointments, aren’t in arrears, don’t cause ASB problems, and keep tidy gardens. In return these tenants benefit from reduced response times for repairs, while those who are not in the scheme have to wait longer, and in some cases where there are arrears, only have repairs done due to health and safety reasons, emergencies. They also receive a wider choice of materials when property improvements take place. QIP liked this scheme because it encourages and rewards good behaviour. (Appendix 7).
Portsmouth City Council - QIP looked at this project, which is based on the Vanguard System, because Trafford Housing Trust expressed an interest in implementing a similar system in their Project Business Case.
Bromford Group – We looked at how this housing group have introduced Annual Maintenance Inspections, and also an incentive scheme called the Home Rewards Club, which rewards tenants that carry out their own repairs. (Trafford Housing Trust have bought the Tenant Cashback Toolkit, with a view to introducing something similar).
QIP also compared the performance and good practice offered by other housing organisations and found that the response times for routine repairs varied widely from between 10 to 21 working days. 
We found that by far the best response time was that offered by Irwell Valley, as part of their Diamond Service scheme, (as mentioned above) who are regularly ranked in the top ten upper quartile of the New Housemark National Club. 
Eastlands Homes and Willow Park are consistently one of the highest performers in the New Housemark National Club, both offering a 10 working day response time. 
Parkway Green Housing, have a 21 working day response time, which is longer than the Trust, who have a lower target response time of just 15 working days, despite being ranked much lower than Parkway Green in benchmarking data, who again regularly appear in the upper quartile of the New Housemark National Club, compared to the Trust who seem to hover between Club median and lower quartile. 
The results of our reality checking can be found in the following appendices:

Appendix 4: Report of telephone surveys carried out by customer inspectors. 
Appendix 5: Anonymous staff survey results – repairs operatives.
Appendix 6: Anonymous staff survey results – general staff.

Appendix 7: The Diamond Service, Irwell Valley.

 Appendix 8:  Sample surveys.
We conducted 8 staff interviews, including the:
· Repairs Service Lead
· Repairs Service Manager
· Repairs planners, operatives, technical surveyors,  call centre staff (the hub)
The QIP observed the hub and planners as they dealt with the day-to-day operations, including taking calls from tenants who were reporting repairs and scheduling operative’s workloads.
The following key recommendations are a brief outline of what QIP considers to be the most important recommendations in this report, (for our recommendations in full and more in-depth information, please see Appendix 3).
Key recommendations:
We thank the Trafford Housing Trust Board, managers and staff for the strengths and their commitment to the repairs service. We do not need to discuss the strengths, but we would like all of the areas for improvement addressed. 
Diagnostics:  
· 1.1
Improve diagnosis of repairs by familiarising the hub with all the different types, ages and layout of properties owned by the Trust, using 3D technology. By filming the interior and exterior layout of various properties, e.g. tower blocks, terraced houses, sheltered housing, this would give the hub staff a simulated view, as if they were actually walking around the property. This would ensure repairs operatives always arrived with the materials to complete the job.
· 1.2
Introduce a scheme which encourages and rewards tenants who take care of their homes, keep repair appointments, carry out minor repairs themselves, are not in arrears, cause ASB problems, and keep tidy gardens. Those tenants that do qualify for the scheme receive benefits such as reduced response times for routine repairs. E.g. 10 working days. Those tenants that don’t qualify for the scheme have to wait 20 working days, and in some cases, tenants who are in arrears (and who are not making regular agreed payments to reduce any rent arrears), may not be entitled to have routine repairs carried out at all, with the exception of those repairs which need to be completed for health and safety reasons.
In extreme circumstances, where tenants continually fail to be in for repair appointments, penalties need to be introduced to try and reduce the high cost of ‘no access’.

Profiling should include those tenants who may be hard of hearing, blind, or cannot answer the door quickly due to poor mobility, so that repairs operatives are aware of this when they arrive.

Where tenants have been profiled and identified as vulnerable, they are offered the opportunity of using code words, which repair operatives use to identify themselves when calling to carry out a repair. (These tenants would then know they were genuine employees of the Trust and not bogus callers).
· 1.4
Routinely ask tenants for their contact details at the beginning of each call to the hub, to ensure that despite tenants frequently changing their mobile numbers and email addresses, they will be kept up-to-date before, as well as after data cleansing has been carried out.

A phone call to the tenant should always be made on the day of the appointment, before arriving at their home, and repairs operatives should not arrive considerably earlier, without first contacting the tenant to ask if this is convenient. 
· 1.5
The hub should be able to view the same information as planners, such as repair schedules, so that when tenants ring to cancel, change appointments, these calls can be dealt with by them, without the need to pass enquiries on to planners. (However, only planners should have the ability to plot and change schedules in relation to repairs operatives).
Van Stocks and procurement – Value For Money:
· 2.1
Van stocks need to be updated following regeneration work, so that the most currently used components for bathrooms and kitchens are always carried, ensuring that repairs operatives have the correct stock to do the job in one visit. 

· 2.2
Repairs operatives need to use First Touch software (or similar) so that van stocks are efficiently replenished as spares are used, having the advantage of being automatically re-ordered, and waiting for them to collect at Buildbase. Any inaccuracies with stock ordering, such as duplication and incorrect spares supplied should be raised with Buildbase. Technicians need to check that the correct codes are being used. (Since QIP began their report we now understand that First Touch is no longer used, due to the problems mentioned above).

· 2.3
Investigate whether a mobile delivery van would offer better VFM, taking the materials to the repair operative, instead of repairs operatives driving to Buildbase or making further appointments with tenants for another day. (Mitie and Johnnie Johnson have a delivery service to repairs operatives).

Buy materials in bulk where this could reduce prices, evaluate and change how stock is re-ordered, and the current length of delivery times, compared with what other suppliers are offering, similar to the arrangement the Trust now has with Permador, who now deliver UPVC doors by express delivery, reducing the turnaround from 4 weeks down to 10 days.
It may also improve VFM if it was possible to bring stores procurement in-house. If the Trust continue to use Buildbase, when their contract comes to an end in November 2013, negotiate new contract terms regarding delivery times.

Barriers to repairs operatives:
· 3.1
Encourage more repairs operatives to become dual-trade by offering enhanced incentives, which increases the more training/qualifications they have. (The Rising Stars scheme awards bronze, silver, and gold, but this is only temporary for a year, staff also have to demonstrate how they are meeting criteria at each level).
Reduce the number of training and performance meetings staff are expected to attend, so that this does not impact on the day-to-day workloads, reducing the amount of repairs being carried out overall.
· 3.2
Allow repairs operatives to carry out additional repairs at the same property without having to ask permission first, and allowing them enough time to complete those extra jobs, with planners rescheduling appointments and allocating their jobs to other operatives if necessary. By enabling operatives to do more than one repair at the same property, it would prevent the need for more appointments having to be arranged for other days, and all work could be completed the same day, without the need for tenants to take more time off work, or re-arrange other commitments, causing inconvenience to the tenant. It would be more cost effective to carry out multiple repairs, reducing the need to return to the same property perhaps twice, or even three times, on different days. This would also have the added advantage of diagnosing minor repairs before they escalate into major, more expensive jobs, or result in emergencies. 
· 3.3
We discovered through interviews and anonymous staff surveys, that not all technical surveyors were passing adequate information on to repairs operatives, following pre-inspections. We feel it is important that technical inspectors always specify the type of spares needed as a matter of routine, and pass on measurements to repairs operatives that they may need to complete the job RFT. This will reduce the need to make follow-on appointments because operatives aren’t carrying the correct materials on the van. 

· 3.4
Allow repairs operatives to inspect and carry out their own workload where possible. This would reduce the time tenants have to wait before their repair is completed. 
If a pre-inspection is needed then the response time (15 working days) should be counted from the date the repair is actually reported by the tenant, not from the date of the pre-inspection, (currently the response time is exceeded because the waiting time for pre-inspections isn’t counted in the overall target time of 15 days). Alternatively introduce a target time for pre-inspections of five days, so that response times for all routine repairs do not exceed more than twenty working days from start to finish. (Although, we acknowledge that with larger jobs, where contractors may be needed, this won’t always possible).
Improved customer satisfaction – identifying problems in service delivery:

Trafford Housing Trust uses the Housemark definition of RFT, which is: 

· When the repair is done to the satisfaction of tenants, without the need to return. 
· Where multi-trades are needed there is a normal sequence of visits/appointments. 

· When the repair doesn’t need to be rectified.

· 5.1 
Change the types of questions asked in post transactional and add extra questions in the Star surveys, so that they are more specific about the repairs experience, rather than focussing on customer service and service delivery. E.g. were you satisfied with the length of time you waited for the appointment? Was the repair carried out promptly, or did the repair operative have to return another day with the materials? Instead of asking whether the operative was polite, or if the tenant is satisfied with the completed repair; determine if the tenant was satisfied with the journey to get their repair completed, were there any unnecessary delays, due to lack of time or materials for example? (See Appendix 8 for sample surveys QIP looked at).

Only a small percentage of tenants complete customer surveys. This could be for a variety of reasons, including poor literacy, language or disability problems. Introduce recorded phone surveys, which are automatically raised on completion of each repair. (We acknowledge that the Trust uses the company Voluntas to carry out phone surveys, but these are usually only a percentage of all repairs carried out, not all, giving only a snapshot). This would improve the response rate and give the Trust a better idea of the type of problems tenants are experiencing. To appeal to younger tenants we also feel that surveys linked to the Trust’s Facebook and Twitter pages would improve participation.
Introduce Repairs Diaries for tenants who are willing to give feedback in this way, so that the Trust gets an overall view of the service, what needs to be improved, or what works well, over a period of time (e.g. a year).
Ideas for service improvements:
· 4.2
Update, sign off, and publicise all Trust policies to do with repairs on the website and in any future repairs handbook, e.g. responsive repairs, recharges and compensation, so that tenants are aware of what repairs they are responsible for themselves and that they are entitled to compensation if inconvenience is caused when repairs are not carried out correctly, or if appointments have not been kept.  It is also important that these policies are able to be signed off at director level if necessary, as QIP were told that the reasons for the delays in signing off these policies, which are still in draft form, were because they needed to be signed off by the Board 
QIP also feels that any policies need to be easy to read and can be clearly understood by tenants. City West have published a very simple, yet comprehensive compensation policy, which can be viewed and downloaded on their website.

Publish an annual programme of Pulse updates on repairs policies and tenants responsibilities, including ‘Top tips for tenants by tenants’, to help them look after their property. 

· 6.1
Publish in a new, updated repairs handbook, all the new appointment slots, reduced response times and different ways of reporting repairs (e.g. new mobile apps). Ideally this would include advice on how best to describe their repair more clearly, so that tenants could refer to it before reporting a repair.
IT:
· 7.1
Simplify online reporting of repairs by incorporating more visual information and less text, to make it easier for tenants where English is not their first language, or who may have literacy problems. Allow tenants to describe their repair more clearly and accurately using diagrams or pictures. (Wulvern Housing enables tenants to identify where and what their repair is using diagrams on their website, giving tenants the ability to highlight the repair using a mouse, identifying the location of the repair.
Change the wording on the current website, making it clear that by choosing which days tenants prefer an operative to call, doesn’t constitute a definite appointment.  (On the ‘Report a Repair’ link it currently says ‘arrange an appointment with our team,’ which is misleading). The website should also be updated to include Saturday and evening preferences, as well as the current weekday, morning and afternoon slots. Alternatively, allow tenants to report repairs, view available appointment slots, and book it ‘live’ online using ‘See My Data’. 
Acknowledgements:
QIP would like to thank all the staff, tenants, and customer inspectors who co-operated with us in the course of this review, including the Property Customer Action Group (CAGs) who have generously agreed to monitor the joint action plan on QIP’s behalf.
QIP would also like to take this opportunity of thanking Yvonne Davies of Scrutiny and Empowerment Partnership Limited, for agreeing to be our mentor and guiding us through this review, together with Julie Nelson-Hall, Fay Jackson, and everyone from the Community and Partnerships Team, for all their help and support during this process. 
Lessons Learnt:
We feel that instead of requesting information in writing, meeting with management at an informal level, and discussing what data we needed to complete our report, worked much better. This increased the visibility of QIP, letting people know what we do and who we are, whilst helping to create a good working relationship.
QIP have now elected a Chair, Stan Foulkes, who we feel has the right skills and leadership qualities, which will make a huge difference to how QIP functions as a team.

We have also elected Sue Jennings as our Secretary. Sue has a keen eye for detail and the skills necessary to record and organize the thoughts of the Panel. This has significantly increased the independence of the QIP from the support of Trust staff.
What we would like to happen next:

We would now like to ask the Board for their support, by treating this report as they would an internal audit, helping us to monitor the progress of our recommendations, and in particular ensure that the target times for implementing these recommendations are kept to, and are fully implemented. 

The QIP have considered their findings and propose the following recommendations, which we feel will improve the performance and efficiency of the repairs service for tenants.

We believe we have highlighted the areas for improvement, and would like to see improvements in these areas. The QIP have agreed to allow Emma Richman, Repairs Service Lead, an extended response time of 3 months from the date of our report to produce an action plan, so that she has adequate time to liaise with other departments involved. We will then report to Board in August and ask them to monitor our recommendations set out in our report by exception.
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