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IRG - LETTINGS - Tenant Questionnaire

	INITIAL INFORMATION

	Question No 1 - Are you a New tenant to Tristar Homes

	Answers
	Comment/s  EVIDENCE
	IMPACT
	JUDGEMENT
	RISK ASSESSMENT

	Yes
	No comment
	Prospective tenants must register onto the Compass System property register.  They are allocated a ‘banding’ score dependant on individual requirements
The prospective tenant then has to bid on properties weekly until successful and is allocated a property they have bid on.  If they stop placing bids for properties, they are taken off the system. 
	Tristar provides properties for successful tenants with differing needs, as prioritised & allocated via ‘Compass’ system housing need/priority banding score. 

Prospective tenants lacking IT knowledge require access to training facilities for the  bidding process 
	There is an assumption that tenants are IT literate and have access to a computer and an internet connection.

Some tenants unclear/misunderstand as to the banding priority allocated to their need, and those with a low priority status/score are sceptical of the bidding system.

	Yes
	Already knew about Tristar – largest landlord
	
	
	

	Yes
	Had to move so adaptions could be done
	
	
	

	No
	5 year tenancy – Regeneration scheme 
	
	
	

	Yes
	Tess Valley Housing  approx. 3 years 
	
	
	

	No
	Accent Housing approx. 4 years – previously Tristar
	
	
	

	Yes
	Previously living in family home following divorce
	
	
	

	Yes
	Living at home (mum’s) with small baby
	
	
	

	

	Question No 2   What was your reason for choosing Tristar Homes as you Landlord, rather than other Social Housing Landlords or the Private Rented Sector?

	Comment/s EVIDENCE
	IMPACT
	JUDGEMENT
	RISK ASSESSMENT

	Transferred from Private rented due to bedroom tax wanted to be in area for family support reasons 
	Formally council (SBC) owned properties
Tristar is major landlord in Stockton area/region – better chance of a property becoming available for prospective tenants
Properties located near to family members
Prompt repair service
Public and staff still perceive Tristar as the L/A (Council). 

	Public (prospective tenants) and staff still perceive Tristar as the L/A (Council).  

Properties formally council (SBC) owned, landlord largest (No. of properties) in Stockton regional area

Affordable rents with no bond required, plus awareness of efficient repair service.


	Complacency within the Company of Staff adopting former Council regimes and attitudes with prospective tenants  

Staff adopt stringent and austere former Council regimes and attitudes with prospective tenants 
 

	No comment
	
	
	

	Previous property repossessed – Wanted to be in the area for family support – as Carer etc.
	
	
	

	Did not consider any other landlord
	
	
	

	First one that came up
	
	
	

	Wanted to be near to family
	
	
	

	Was Council property, no bond required, affordable rent prompt repairs
	
	
	

	Affordable  rent, experience of service, Mother already with Tristar  
	
	
	

	

	Question No 3   -  Was the Property a New Property or an Existing Property?  (a new-let or re-let?)

	Answers
	Comment/s  EVIDENCE
	IMPACT
	JUDGEMENT
	RISK ASSESSMENT

	Existing
	Relet
	No comment
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A

	Existing
	Relet
	No comment
	
	
	

	Existing
	Relet
	No comment
	
	
	

	Existing
	Relet
	No comment
	
	
	

	Existing
	Relet
	No comment
	
	
	

	Existing
	Relet
	Quite happy – likes it
	
	
	

	Existing
	Relet
	Property in need of major repair
	
	
	

	Existing
	Relet
	Eviction - Property in need of major repair

	
	
	

	Question No 4  -  What Banding were you allocated

	Answer
	Comment/s
	IMPACT
	JUDGEMENT
	RISK ASSESSMENT

	4 then  1
	Housing options intervention - health  problems – Appeal  changed it from band 4 to band 1
	Low banding priority, means tenants have little chance or a long wait (months/years) of obtaining a property.
Prospective tenants must keep on bidding on a weekly basis to stay on ‘Compass’ system or their details will removed.
	High priority prospective tenants will be allocated a property in preference to low priority tenants.

Misunderstand the Banding process by prospective tenants.

There is an appeal system available to prospective tenants to appeal their banding score on health and family grounds.
	Misunderstandings leading to false expectation/s between H/O’s and prospective tenants

	1
	Have health problems
	
	
	

	1
	Had to go to discrimination Board,  re: Restricted on bidding, as property to be adapted – wouldn’t allow bidding on new adapted
	
	
	

	4
	Regen - Swainby Road
	
	
	

	2
	Due to situation
	
	
	

	4
	Happy OK with it
	
	
	

	4
	Not aware of significance of banding or bothered about banding score allocated, aware there would be a long waiting period
	
	
	

	3
	Fair – happy with it
	
	
	

	Question No 5  -  What type of property is it

	Answer
	Comment/s
	IMPACT
	JUDGEMENT
	RISK ASSESSMENT

	House 2B  id/Tce.
	2 bedroom house, but may have to move later
	High satisfaction - If the property offered is prospective tenants 1st choice.
 
	Tenants are totally satisfied if offered their 1st choice property.


	‘Desperation’ for a home can drive and outweigh the tenants preference/s, if the property offered is not be what the prospective tenant desired, (2nd or 3rd choices on bidding system) or in the right area’.

	Flat G/F - 2B
	Ground floor flat - 2 bedroom
	
	
	

	House 2B
	Adaptations on-going
	
	
	

	Flat 2B   G/F
	Needed 2 bed home 
	
	
	

	Flat 2B   9th floor
	OK with that
	
	
	

	Flat 1B  G/F
	Nice – pleased with it
	
	
	

	Flat 1B  1st Floor
	It would be OK – once repairs were done
	
	
	

	House 2B  Mid/Tce.
	It needed a lot of work, it was a mess
	
	
	

	Question No 6  -  How easy did you find the ‘Compass’, system to understand and use?  Or did staff do it for you?

	Answers
	Comment/s
	IMPACT
	JUDGEMENT
	RISK ASSESSMENT

	Easy
	No
	Capable, have experience helping other applicants.  
	Assumption that prospective tenants were IT literate or had access to a companion or staff member to assist.

For those that were IT literate the system presented little or no problem.

Some dissatisfaction with the system from prospective tenants with family health or disability problems.

Misunderstand the Banding process by prospective tenants.

	No problem if tenant was or had access to IT literate companion/staff member.  

Evidence of helpful staff members.  

Some research required into the possibility of funding being available for equipment and training for tenants & prospective tenants.

Misunderstand the Banding process by prospective tenants.

	There is an assumption that tenants are IT literate and have access to a computer and an internet connection.

Some tenants unclear/misunderstand as to the banding priority allocated to their need, and those with a low priority status/score are sceptical of the bidding system.

	Difficult
	Yes
	Had a nervous breakdown – took quite a long time.  Felt barriers were put against me - stigma because of health problems. 
	
	
	

	Easy
	No
	Quite capable on computers.   Problems bidding on adapted/unadapted not allowed to bid on both, chose adapted.  Solicitor claimed disability discrimination to obtain property with adaptations
	
	
	

	Very Difficult
	Yes
	Staff did it for me – auto bids  Regen over 1yr
	
	
	

	Easy
	No
	Found it pretty easy
	
	
	

	Easy
	No
	System fair to a point,  made 3 bids over a few weeks
	
	
	

	Very Difficult
	Yes
	Daughter did it for tenant, Staff did it when daughter unavailable, bid 3 bids every week for 9 months.  Staff at Ramsgate H/office very helpful
	
	
	

	Easy
	No
	IT literate – did it herself
	
	
	

	VIEWING AND ACCEPTANCE
	
	

	Question No 7  -  Did you view the property before you accepted it?

	Answer
	Comment/s
	IMPACT
	JUDGEMENT
	RISK ASSESSMENT

	Yes
	Property all-right
	Location of property is given a higher priority over repairs required

Some properties not fit for viewing due to state after eviction etc. with many properties requiring major repairs & refurbishment whilst being viewed.

Evidence of prospective tenants without sufficient knowledge unable to request appropriate assistance in making judgements about repairs. 
	Properties in very poor state for prospective tenant viewing, providing a disappointing opinion of the property for the prospective tenant on acceptance.  

Acceptance of property took place at the end of the first viewing, regardless of state of repair (H/O’s - accept it or lose it attitude – pressured to sign) 

Evidence that prospective tenants are not offered a second viewing (on completion of repairs) prior to acceptance or the sign up process.
	Desperation’ for a home can drive and outweigh the tenants preference/s, if the property offered is not be what the prospective tenant desired, (2nd or 3rd choices on bidding system) or in the right area.   Tenant disappointment

H/O’s pressuring prospective tenants to accept the property on first (only) viewing 

Risk to prospective tenant and staff when viewing a property associated with previous drug abuse.  (Evidence of needles and drug paraphernalia not cleared by appropriate cleansing team prior to viewings).
.

	Yes
	Property dark and dirty (disgusted)
	
	
	

	Yes
	No comment
	
	
	

	Yes
	Looked OK
	
	
	

	Yes
	It would do OK – Hoping for a 1 bed property
	
	
	

	Yes
	Made up mind before viewing it – in the area I wanted
	
	
	

	Yes
	With H/O it was a right mess on first visit, stunk of tobacco every room the flat, told cleaning & all repairs would be done.  On 2nd visit with H/O 
	
	
	

	Yes
	Happy – it was in the location requested, although it was in a bad state of repair - eviction
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	Question No 8  -  Were you accompanied on a viewing visit by a member of Staff?

	Answer
	Comment/s
	IMPACT
	JUDGEMENT
	RISK ASSESSMENT

	Yes
	H/O helpful 
	H/O’s accompanied prospective tenant on the first viewing of the property. 
Helpful but pressurised into accepting property regardless of repairs required – Desperation of tenant need for a home.
	H/O’s accompanied prospective tenants on their first viewing of the vacant property.
H/O’s pressurised prospective tenants into accepting property regardless of its condition or the repairs required. 
	Desperation’ for a home can drive and outweigh the tenants preference/s, if the property offered is not be what the prospective tenant desired, (2nd or 3rd choices on bidding system) or in the right area.   Tenant disappointment

H/O’s pressuring prospective tenants to accept the property on first (only) viewing 


	Yes
	No electricity on in flat and it was filthy
	
	
	

	Yes
	No comment
	
	
	

	Yes
	H/O Good
	
	
	

	Yes
	H/O 
	
	
	

	Yes
	H/O very helpful – property good
	
	
	

	Yes
	On 2nd visit with H/O (2 weeks later) most repairs completed, apart from bathroom and decoration
	
	
	

	Yes
	Staff very helpful – accompanied by mother, who asked lots of questions 
	
	
	

	Question No 9  -  Were you aware of the landlord ‘minimum void standard’, before viewing?

	Answer
	Comment/s
	IMPACT
	JUDGEMENT
	RISK ASSESSMENT

	No
	Not told about landlord minimum void standard
	87.5% (7 out of 8), of prospective tenants were unaware of any Tristar ‘landlord minimum standard’ of a property for letting before the viewing the property. 


	No prospective tenant were issued with any information or made aware of the Tristar ‘landlord minimum standard’ of a property for letting

On registration with Compass system prospective tenants must be supplied with a ‘Plain English information pack’ explaining the acquisition process for the property and their ‘rights’ through the acquisition procedure

	Landlord - Failure to comply - prospective tenants were unaware of any Tristar ‘landlord minimum standard’

Inability for the prospective tenants to discuss and understand the landlord policy and how it impacts on them

There is a risk for the tenant taking the property being unaware that repairs required, have not been completed to the Tristar ‘landlord minimum standard’ for the property.


	No
	Not told anything. Commented - (If private landlord had attempted to rent it in that state, no one would have taken it and they would have been reported to Environmental Health
	
	
	

	No
	Was not aware
	
	
	

	No
	Not aware at the time
Unaware of water leaking from upper walkway
	
	
	

	No
	Never heard of it
	
	
	

	Yes
	Aware – previous landlord
	
	
	

	No
	Not aware at all
	
	
	

	No
	Not aware, informed on viewing by H/O – property in a right mess
	
	
	

	Question No 10  -  On viewing were you informed that the property met the ‘landlord minimum void standard’?

	Answer
	Comment/s
	IMPACT
	JUDGEMENT
	RISK ASSESSMENT

	No
	Told later - on reporting a repair found it was still with  voids team & should have been done
	Prospective tenants were unaware of the Tristar ‘landlord minimum standard’ of a property for let and were not informed that the proposed property met the Tristar ‘landlord minimum standard’ of a property for letting.

	H/O’s did not inform or provide the majority of prospective tenants of the Tristar ‘landlord minimum standard’ of the proposed property for letting.

Evidence suggests that little or no explanation/information regarding the Tristar ‘landlord minimum standard’ or any property standard was provided at the viewing of the proposed property
.
	The withholding of information contained within the ‘landlord minimum standard’ from the prospective tenants prevented questioning on items relating in the standards, to the proposed property for letting.

Inability for the prospective tenants to discuss and understand the landlord policy and how it impacts on them



	No
	Was not aware, told that they were going to get a team in to clean it out.
	
	
	

	No
	Obvious repairs required. Asked about property and the problems -  H/O said No!  Only given 12 hrs to decide to accept –not given time to think over– e.g. 48 hrs  acceptance period as in book                                 
	
	
	

	No
	Not mentioned
	
	
	

	No
	Not mentioned
	
	
	

	Yes
	Was informed by the H/O  - no problems with property
	
	
	

	Yes
	Told by H/O that once all repairs were done it be up to standard
	
	
	

	No
	It was obvious that it didn’t, but told it would do once all the repairs were done
	
	
	

	
	
	

	Question No 11  -  If not aware of ‘landlord minimum void standard’ was this explained to you before or during the interview

	Answer
	Comment/s
	IMPACT
	JUDGEMENT
	RISK ASSESSMENT

	No
	Told everything would be rectified
	Prospective tenants were unaware of the Tristar ‘landlord minimum standard’ of a property for let and were not informed that the proposed property met the Tristar ‘landlord minimum standard’ of a property for letting.

The withholding of information from the prospective tenant prevented them to question items relating to the Tristar ‘landlord minimum standard’ of the proposed property for letting.
	H/O’s did not inform or provide the majority of prospective tenants of the Tristar ‘landlord minimum standard’ of a proposed property for letting.

Evidence suggests that little or no explanation/information regarding the Tristar ‘landlord minimum standard’ or any property standard was provided at the viewing of the proposed property 
	The withholding of information contained within the ‘landlord minimum standard’ from the prospective tenants prevented questioning on items relating in the standards, to the proposed property for letting.

Inability for the prospective tenants to discuss and understand the landlord policy and how it impacts on them


	No
	Not mentioned – should have been cleaned
	
	
	

	No
	Not aware or mentioned
	
	
	

	No
	Not mentioned
	
	
	

	No
	Can’t remember it being mentioned
	
	
	

	Yes
	H/O mentioned it
	
	
	

	Yes
	By H/O
	
	
	

	Yes
	By H/O
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	

	Question No 12  -  Was the property occupied when you viewed it?

	Answer
	Comment/s
	IMPACT
	JUDGEMENT
	RISK ASSESSMENT

	No - MT
	Property empty – tenant moved out on the Friday – viewed the following Monday 
	N/A
	The overriding desperation of a tenants need for a home can drive and outweigh the tenants preference/s, if the property offered does not meet the prospective tenants needs.

H/O’s pressuring prospective tenants to accept the property on first (only) viewing 

	N/A

	No - MT
	Previous tenant eviction – property empty
	
	
	

	No - MT
	Repossessed previous tenant evicted 
	
	
	

	No - MT
	Empty
	
	
	

	No - MT
	Empty
	
	
	

	No - MT
	Empty
	
	
	

	No - MT
	Empty
	
	
	

	No - MT
	Empty
	
	
	

	

	Question No 13   -  Were all your questions at the viewing answered effectively and satisfactorily?

	Answer
	Comment/s
	IMPACT
	JUDGEMENT
	RISK ASSESSMENT

	Yes & No
	Answered but not to satisfaction 
	Many of the prospective tenants were satisfied with the answers given to their questions by the H/O’s, but not all questions were answered and not all answers gave satisfaction

The withholding of the Tristar ‘landlord minimum standard’ for the letting of a property, which prevented any relevant questions relating to the Tristar ‘landlord minimum standard’ being asked, raises concerns
	H/O’s in the main answered the prospective tenants’ questions regarding the property to their satisfaction.

Concern to the withholding of the Tristar ‘landlord minimum standard’ for the letting of a property, which prevented any relevant questions relating to the Tristar ‘landlord minimum standard’ being asked
	Landlord minimum standard may not be met, just informed by H/O’s what repairs were completed and those not completed.

Inability of prospective tenant to check and assess that the repairs required to the property have been completed and meet the ‘landlord minimum standard’.



	Yes
	H/O nice
	
	
	

	No
	Answered but may not to satisfaction, many  questions met with a standard response of “No” – not helpful
	
	
	

	Yes
	H/O explained and answered my questions – queried the false ceilings in the lounge & kitchen
	
	
	

	Yes
	H/O – happy with answers to my questions
	
	
	

	Yes
	Very happy with answers
	
	
	

	Yes
	Quite happy, Everything mentioned on 1st viewing, was done by the 2nd viewing – apart from bathroom 
	
	
	

	Yes
	All questions answered by H/O – (accompanied by mum who asked questions)
	
	
	

	Question No 14  -  Were you happy and satisfied with the viewing experience?

	Answer
	Comment/s
	IMPACT
	JUDGEMENT
	RISK ASSESSMENT

	Yes
	Still concerned over a few points
	All prospective tenants fairly satisfied with the viewing experience and delighted to have been offered a property.

Pressure and desperation of needing to move into a new home was a major factor and coloured the views of many tenants.

Concern that some properties were not fit for viewing due to state after eviction etc. 

Many properties in the process of requiring major repairs & refurbishment whilst being viewed.


	That the majority of properties were in very poor state for viewing, it is unfair on a first viewing for a prospective tenant having to decide on their acceptance of the property presented for viewing in that state.  
   
Acceptance of property at the first viewing, regardless of state of repair without the knowledge and understanding of the ‘landlord minimum standard’ and ‘the ‘accept it, or lose it attitude’ and pressure to sign, placed on prospective tenants ‘Desperation’ for a home is unacceptable. 

Prospective tenants are not offered a second viewing prior to acceptance or the sign up process.
	Company reputation

H/O staff  reputation

Dissatisfied tenants

Ongoing complaints regarding initial repairs

Increased costs for repeated call-outs

	Yes & No
	Needed this home
	
	
	

	No
	Answered but many not to satisfaction, many  questions met with a standard response of “No” 
	
	
	

	Yes
	Good
	
	
	

	Yes
	Happy with it
	
	
	

	Yes
	Good
	
	
	

	Yes
	It was OK
	
	
	

	Yes
	Despite the condition it was in (location more important)
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	Question No 15  -  Did the property match the description within the advertisement?

	Answer
	Comment/s
	IMPACT
	JUDGEMENT
	RISK ASSESSMENT

	Yes & No
	Was concerned it was an old photo on advert
	Discrepancies in description of properties were disappointing and misleading for prospective tenants.

Some properties with a photograph of a different property, or no photograph at all.

Internal descriptions also contained many discrepancies.
	Using photos of different properties
Misleading of  prospective tenants to bid on wrong properties
Inaccurate descriptions of properties, both exterior and interior descriptions with inaccuracies.  
Insufficient and misleading information available regarding the repairs required for the properties
	Company reputation

H/O staff  reputation

Dissatisfied tenants

Ongoing complaints regarding initial repairs


	
	
	
	
	

	No
	Photos inside & outside – looked nothing like the advert 
	
	
	

	Yes
	Two bedrooms as described on Compass
	
	
	

	Yes/No
	Verbal description over the phone
	
	
	

	Yes
	Wasn’t what the tenant expected including internally
	
	
	

	Yes
	It matched the description
	
	
	

	Yes
	It said the property needed some repairs
	
	
	

	No
	Compass used a different property, as it was boarded-up due to prior eviction
	
	
	

	Question No 16  -  How did you feel about the ‘overall quality’ of the property offered?

	Answer
	Comment/s
	IMPACT
	JUDGEMENT
	RISK ASSESSMENT

	Pleased
	To a very good standard of decoration – previous tenant had just redecorated
	Properties varying between very good, to OK with the majority requiring major repair or refurbishment.

There is genuine appreciation of well cared for properties by previous tenants. 


Prospective tenants accepting unsuitable properties on first viewing.  Fear factor pressure from H/O’s attitude – ‘sign it or lose it’.  A H/O commented “This is Social Housing, what do you expect?”

Evidence of prospective tenants unable to request appropriate assistance in making judgements regarding repairs without sufficient knowledge. 
	Prospective tenants pressured into accepting unsuitable properties. – H/O’s using desperation of tenant need for a home as a lever to accept property.

Prospective tenants’ requests for usable items left behind by previous tenants (carpets/curtains etc.) ignored. 

Review Customer Care Policies and retraining of H/O staff training in Customer Care and Respect issues.

Poor quality of repairs – major & minor




	Company reputation

H/O staff  reputation

Quality of customer facing H/O staff

Dissatisfied and unhappy tenants

Costs relating to ongoing complaints and call-back to repairs that should have been completed before move-in.



	Disgusting 
	More problems appearing daily (badly designed kitchen)
	
	
	

	Didn’t like it
	Did not want the property, felt isolated and trapped -in (Not a problem area) Was bullied and blackmailed into accepting) 
	
	
	

	Pleased
	It was acceptable – nothing major but in need of decoration
	
	
	

	O/K
	It was fine
	
	
	

	Pleased
	It was very good
	
	
	

	Liked it
	Subject to repairs being completed, just what tenant was looking for
	
	
	

	Very Poor Desperate
	On 1st viewing it was trashed, Unfit to live in but agreed to take, subject to repairs being completed, as it was the area where I wanted to be. (near mum)
	
	
	

	Question No 17  -  What do you think of the condition of your property on a scale of 0 – 10 ?

	Score
	Comment/s
	IMPACT
	JUDGEMENT
	RISK ASSESSMENT

	5
	Well decorated – just the loft insulation to be done, cavity wall insulation just been completed
	Condition of properties variable across a scale of well decorated, to, didn’t like it, disgusting.

Condition of walls and ceilings creating abrasive and detrimental comments.  

Some properties suffering from 

Prospective tenants extremely disappointed when informed Tristar did not operate a re-decoration allowance. 

Advantage taken of prospective tenants’ desperation and need to find a home into accepting unsuitable properties on first viewing.

	Decorative condition dependant on previous tenant. Majority of properties offered in poor/exceptionally poor decorative order.
  

Condition of walls and ceilings particularly producing adverse comments, especially refusal/lack of decorating allowance (tenants are willing and prepared to carry out the decorative work)

Huge differences in condition of properties, due to viewing the property prior to or as major repair/s were being carried out.

A review of policy required regarding for basic tidying up/repair/cleaning of walls and ceilings in properties.  
  
Cases for exceptional deep cleaning where heavy smoking contamination/drug abuse and vandalism has occurred.

Review of Customer Care Policies and training requirements for customer facing H/O staff in Customer Care and Respect issues.
	Company reputation

H/O staff  reputation

Offering of properties in exceptionally poor condition, suffering excessive smoke/tobacco contamination, drug abuse or vandalism

Quality of customer facing H/O staff

Dissatisfied tenants

Philosophy of H/O’s taking pride in refusing to offer any decorative or disturbance allowances.

Risk to prospective tenant and staff when viewing a property associated with previous drug abuse.  (Evidence of needles and drug paraphernalia not cleared by appropriate cleansing team prior to viewings).

.
                      

	-0
	Property absolutely disgusting
	
	
	

	0
	Property was filthy & disgusting, wouldn’t put a dog in it, was  informed - it was Social Housing – what do you expect? 
	
	
	

	8
	Quite happy with it, just the decoration & carpets to do
	
	
	

	6
	Fine - reasonably clean – needed freshening up 
	
	
	

	8
	Good quality  -  Pleased with it  -  it had a garden
	
	
	

	5
	Low score due to repairs needing to be done & newish ‘Combi’ boiler already in.
	
	
	

	4
	Very poor – uninhabitable condition
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Question No 18  -  Were you confident about accepting the property?
	
	

	Answer
	Comment/s
	IMPACT
	JUDGEMENT
	RISK ASSESSMENT

	Yes
	Had known previous tenants had left it in good repair
	The need for a home was a strong driver plus pressure from landlord H/O’s to accept the property

Tenant ‘fear factor’ pressure, could lose the property if not accepted before leaving after first viewing
	Evidence indicates H/O’s pressuring prospective tenants to accept the property on first (only) viewing – use it or lose it mentality – deplorable and  unacceptable ‘fear factor’ technique. 

Review of Customer Care Policies and training requirements for customer facing H/O staff in Customer Care and Respect issues.

	Company and H/O staff  reputation

Dissatisfied tenants

Ongoing complaints regarding initial repairs

Increased costs for repeated call-outs

	No
	A case of needing a home, just had to take it under the circumstances
	
	
	

	No
	No choice, impending loss of existing home.- didn’t want to accept it but felt I had to.
	
	
	

	Yes
	But apprehensive about moving process
	
	
	

	Yes 
	OK
	
	
	

	Yes
	Very confident
	
	
	

	Yes
	Happy
	
	
	

	Yes?
	Apprehensive – had some doubts - due to condition, but it was in area I knew and was where I wanted to live 
	
	
	

	



	Question No 19  -  How many properties did you view prior to this one?

	Answer
	Comment/s
	IMPACT
	JUDGEMENT
	RISK ASSESSMENT

	0
	Was the first property allowed to view after intervention of Housing option
	The property viewed was the first viewing for all tenants, H/O pressure providing 100% take up of properties for the landlord.

100% take up indicative of pressure applied by H/O’s
	H/O’s pressuring prospective tenants to accept the property on first (only) viewing – use it or lose it mentality – deplorable and  unacceptable technique – creating 100% take up of properties for landlord.
	Company and H/O staff  reputation

Dissatisfied tenants

Ongoing complaints regarding initial repairs

Increased costs for repeated call-outs

	0
	Five/six applied for and passed over, current property included because of error on Compass forms
	
	
	

	0
	Only viewed this one
	
	
	

	0
	This was the first one viewed
	
	
	

	0
	Bid on a couple of others
	
	
	

	0
	Was the first property viewed
	
	
	

	0
	This was the ever first viewing
	
	
	

	0
	1st viewing - 2 months on compass
	
	
	

	



	Question No 20  -   How long did it take between the viewing, your acceptance and sign up?

	Answer
	Comment/s
	IMPACT
	JUDGEMENT
	RISK ASSESSMENT

	4 days
7 days
6 days
7 days
1 day
14 days
42 days
28 days
	No comment
	Acceptable period of time in the majority of cases, but with some exceptional lengthy periods for slow repair/refurbishment work (excluding holiday periods).

Cause of concern for affected tenants and their need for a home
	Acceptable periods of time but progress was delayed, due to unacceptable slow work and lack of appropriate tradesmen, and/or supplier problems – obtaining readily available items required to progress the work.
	Lack of rental income

Tenant disappointment (the overriding need to move-in and set up a new home.

	
	No comment
	
	
	

	
	No comment
	
	
	

	
	No comment
	
	
	

	
	Everything on the same day
	
	
	

	
	Spanning the Xmas holiday period
	
	
	

	
	Due to length of time taken for the repairs
	
	
	

	
	Including Xmas holidays
	
	
	

	


	Question No 21  -  Were you happy with this timescale of the acceptance and Sign-up?
	
	

	Answer
	Comment/s
	IMPACT
	JUDGEMENT
	RISK ASSESSMENT

	Yes
	Originally told 2 weeks
	Due to the need to move-in (want to be in factor) any timescale was acceptable to tenant, with the exception of tradesmen and supplier delays.


	The need to move-in and set up new home (want to be in factor) was the main driver for timescale acceptance.
	Reputation of Company and H/O and Repairs staff 

Lack of rental income for the Company caused by lengthened move-in periods.


	Yes
	It was fine – jobs to be completed in flat
	
	
	

	No
	Work (clean-up crew) agreed by SBC (not Tristar) work to be done took 4-5 days – delay caused confusion with Tristar over keys to property
	
	
	

	Yes
	Happy – OK
	
	
	

	Yes
	Happy with it
	
	
	

	Yes
	No comment
	
	
	

	Yes
	Very happy, but wished it could have been shorter
	
	
	

	Yes
	Happy with timescale due to amount of repairs required before being able to move in
	
	
	

	




	Question No 22  -  In your mind, could any improvements be made to shorten this timescale?
	
	

	Answer
	Comment/s
	IMPACT
	JUDGEMENT
	RISK ASSESSMENT

	No
	Timescale brought forward from 2 weeks - pleased
	Perception of staffing and supplier problems, more tradesmen and better parts/stock level management.

Slow workers causing delays. 

One tenant paid rent for 2 months without residing in the property, due to property requiring a kitchen and window repairs.
	Review/Address the slow work and lack of sufficient and appropriate tradesmen, and/or supplier problems – unable to obtain readily available items required to progress the work.

Unacceptable for tenant to have to wait 2 months (whilst paying rent) for kitchen installation.  Especially when original kitchen (in situ) was damaged beyond use.
	Reputation of Company and H/O and Repairs staff 

Substantial health risk to parent and child to live in a property with no cooking facility and security issues (windows).

	No
	Timescale OK
	
	
	

	Yes
	Property should be prepared before viewing & cleaning and emulsion be done by repair team
	
	
	

	No
	Happy with it
	
	
	

	Yes
	Not really  -  but let down by SBC (L/A) - Found the process of getting onto the list problematic, took from June- Oct due to officer job-share/holidays & other officers unable to progress my application, really held it up quite a bit.
	
	
	

	No
	1 or 2 small things, but nothing worth mentioning
	
	
	

	No
	Seemed about right given the amount of work
	
	
	

	Yes
	Work could be done more quickly – Kitchen 0% complete, still needed doing on move-in.  Couldn’t live in it, but able to get in and start decorating
	
	
	




	REPAIRS
	
	

	Question No 23  -  Did the property require any repairs?

	Answer
	Comment/s
	IMPACT
	JUDGEMENT
	RISK ASSESSMENT

	Yes
	Toilet leaking, Kitchen rewire, boiler – hot water/heating problems, Taps replaced, floorboard repairs.
	Exceptional major repairs and some minor repairs are required across the majority of the properties to let.

Lack of empathy of tenant requests from H/O’s for the required repairs and refurbishments – be grateful for what you get attitude 

Repairs/refurbishments were disorganised and piecemeal – no continuity of tradesmen/workforce (mixed skill levels)  - causing delay in turnaround of properties. 

Lack of effort whilst properties empty (between letting) to complete refurbishment work.

Perception - Lack of efficiency and skill levels of workforce 

Lack of rental income 
	Slow turnaround of properties, major and minor repairs required across the majority of properties, creating delay.

Repairs/refurbishments were perceived as disorganised and piecemeal through a lack of continuity of the tradesmen/workforce and skill levels, producing a perception of a Lack of efficiency and management of the repairs workforce  

Robust attitude of Housing staff, lack of empathy of tenant requests by H/O’s for the required repairs and refurbishments – be grateful for what you get attitude i.e. “it’s social housing, what do you expect”
  
	Lack of rental income

Reputation of Company and H/O and Repairs staff 

Delayed refurbishment/repair of void properties

Delayed turnaround of properties

Low tenant satisfaction

Dissatisfaction of timescale when delays occur.
 
Repairs/refurbishments were viewed disorganised and piecemeal – no continuity of tradesmen/workforce (mixed skill levels)

Inability of tenant to know of their ‘rights’ to the repairs required to meet the landlord minimum void standard or the current decent homes standard.

	Yes
	Window glazing & vents requiring replacement, plus a deep clean of the property – massive amount of cleaning required
	
	
	

	Yes
	Kitchen not meeting decent home or H&S standards, old kitchen units not being modernised/ replaced, utility out-house no heating, hall décor/false ceiling of hardboard construction fell in , living-room dirty & disgusting/wallpaper peeling, staircase bare walls, bathroom pipework requires boxing-in, bathroom/bed1/bed2 -  décor 1950 wallpaper, cracked ceilings, paint splashed over walls, no repairs or redecoration offered.
	
	
	

	Yes
	Repairs being completed on viewing
	
	
	

	Yes
	Bathroom ceiling (thick black & green mould) & D/G window in kitchen
	
	
	

	Yes
	All OK  Occ./Health  reasons – hand grab rails
	
	
	

	Yes
	Replacement of all windows, replacement front & back door, partial electrical rewire plus plasterwork repair, new kitchen, bathroom & kitchen floor coverings (tiles) 
	
	
	

	Yes
	Bathroom, Windows – (re-glazed not replaced), Kitchen refurbishment, Boiler & heating, full decoration, garden clearance etc. 
	
	
	

	

	Question No 24  -  Were you told what repairs would be done before you could move in?

	Answer
	Comment/s
	IMPACT
	JUDGEMENT
	RISK ASSESSMENT

	Yes
	Electrical check and repair/rewire, boiler repairs & boxing -in, taps replaced, toilet repair  & floorboard repairs.  Had problems getting repairs done – Vulnerable family circumstances
	H/O’s lack of clarity and consistency across allocated neighbourhoods/areas, creating barriers between prospective tenants and H/O’s.  

H/O’s and tenants lack of knowledge/expertise of void property repairs/refurbishment standards and acceptable decoration standards.

Tenant discontent when agreed repairs not completed before move-in date.
	H/O’s lack of clarity and consistency across allocated neighbourhoods/areas including a lack of knowledge/expertise of void property repairs/refurbishment standards.

Lack of empathy of tenant requests from H/O’s for the required work to be completed satisfactorily before move-in date.

There is an underlined philosophy with H/O’s to minimise repairs and costs – detrimental to tenants – review H/O’s training 

No evidence of any disturbance payments made
	Company and H/O staff reputation

Low tenant satisfaction and discontent


	No
	Informed work would be done/completed around customer after moving-in
	
	
	

	Yes
	Told property was ready to go – move into
	
	
	

	No
	More or less completed on viewing
	
	
	

	No
	None before moving in
	
	
	

	No
	Nothing to be done – only hand grab rails
	
	
	

	Yes
	Happy with the list, apart from the bathroom, H/O said it was up to standard – loose washbasin – no pedestal 
	
	
	

	Yes
	Just told all would be done ASAP
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	Question No 25  -  Were you told what repairs would be done after you could move in?

	Answer
	Comment/s
	IMPACT
	JUDGEMENT
	RISK ASSESSMENT

	No
	Just phone call to say when they were coming
	Inconsistent and misleading information, lack of clarity regarding repairs to be completed around the tenant after moving in date

H/O’s Lack of knowledge/expertise of void property repairs/refurbishment standards and acceptable decoration standards.

Disorganised repairs combined with low/mixed skill levels of  workforce. 
	Inconsistent and misleading information and lack of clarity from H/O’s regarding repairs to be completed after moving in date

Lack of empathy of tenant requests from H/O’s for the required work to be completed satisfactorily.

Evidence of unsatisfactory repairs resulting from varying levels of skills

Consider that the tenant view and inspect the property prior to sign -up and moving-in.
	Reputation of Company and H/O staff 

Dissatisfied tenants.

No appeal process.

Costs associated with ongoing complaints regarding initial repairs

Increased costs for repeated call-backs for same job

	Yes
	Window glazing & vents requiring replacement
	
	
	

	No
	Told nothing needs doing – would not do any – SBC workers came and did jobs that Tristar said would not be done.  
	
	
	

	No
	None Required
	
	
	

	No
	Bathroom ceiling (thick black & green mould) & D/G fault on window in kitchen
	
	
	

	Yes
	Occ./Health  - hand grab rails
	
	
	

	Yes
	Boxing–in of boiler pipework in kitchen
	
	
	

	Yes
	Kitchen refurbishment and window, as nothing started on moving-in - couldn’t live in house – no cooking facility
	
	
	

	Question No 26  -  If so did you consider any of the above repairs (after you moved in) to be major or minor?

	Answer
	Comment/s
	IMPACT
	JUDGEMENT
	RISK ASSESSMENT

	Major & Minor
	Boiler repair and water problems
	Disagreement between tenant and H/O’s on what is considered major or minor.

Disregard of tenants needs by H/O’s

Lack of empathy and understanding of tenant requests by H/O’s for the status of the required repair/s. 

	Some major repairs still outstanding after move-in date.

Disagreements between tenants and H/O’s on what is considered major or minor

Lack of empathy by H/O’s in disregarding tenants requests. 
	Reputation of Company and H/O staff 

Dissatisfied tenants

No appeal process.

Costs associated with ongoing complaints regarding initial repairs

Increased costs for repeated call-backs for same job

	Major
	Window glazing & vents still requiring replacement – and security issues not addressed
	
	
	

	Major & Minor
	Kitchen repair/replacement, utility out-house heating, cracked ceilings repaired,  some redecoration
	
	
	

	Neither
	N/A all completed on viewing
	
	
	

	Minor
	Both classed as minor
	
	
	

	Neither
	N/A  just Occ./Health  - hand grab rails
	
	
	

	Minor
	Only minor – nothing bad
	
	
	

	Major
	No Kitchen or window, as nothing started on moving-in - couldn’t live in house – no cooking facility & unsecure.  Unfit for mother & child.
	
	
	

	

	Question No 27  -  Did the member of staff consider the repairs to be major or minor?

	Answer
	Comment/s
	IMPACT
	JUDGEMENT
	RISK ASSESSMENT

	Major & Minor
	Same boiler repair and water problems, Call Centre a problem to get past. Major repairs ASAP
	Disagreement between tenant and H/O’s on what is considered major or minor.

Disregard of tenants needs by H/O’s

Lack of empathy and understanding of tenant requests by H/O’s for the status of the required repair/s
	Disagreements between tenants and H/O’s on what is considered major or minor

Lack of empathy by H/O’s in disregarding tenants’ requests.  Not helpful, take it or leave it attitude
	Reputation of Company and H/O staff 

Dissatisfied tenants.

No appeal process.

Costs associated with ongoing complaints regarding repairs


	Minor
	H/O not helpful especially over security issues
	
	
	

	Neither
	H/O not helpful - didn’t consider any of the repairs as necessary 
	
	
	

	Neither
	N/A
	
	
	

	Major & Minor
	Major - Bathroom ceiling – serious mould removal  Window repairs - Minor
	
	
	

	N/A
	No repairs required
	
	
	

	Major & Minor
	Major at first viewing but Minor after repairs completed and moved in
	
	
	

	Major
	Kitchen refurbishment & window
	
	
	

	Question No 28  -  If repairs were required, would you have preferred to move into the property sooner and have the repairs completed after you had moved in?

	Answer
	Comment/s
	IMPACT
	JUDGEMENT
	RISK ASSESSMENT

	Yes
	Just wanted to be in – away from previous address,  all repairs done after moving in
	The overriding desperation of a tenants need for a home can drive and outweigh the tenants preference/s, through the need to move-in and set up a home

H/O’s pressure prospective tenants to move in as quickly as possible and have the repairs completed whilst the home is occupied, thus providing rental income for the landlord.

Depressive living conditions for tenant and family, especially if the work required is considered major.

	The pressure on the H/O’s to get the tenant to move in and start paying rent overcomes the doubts/concerns of the tenant and would be considered detrimental to the tenants’ entitlement for the repairs to be completed before moving in.

No offer of a disturbance allowance. 
	Reputation of Company and H/O staff 

Dissatisfied tenants

Depressive living conditions for tenant and family members, especially if the work required  is considered major.

	No
	Not habitable – previous drug history with property
	
	
	

	Yes & No
	Prefer repairs done before, but no work/repairs completed by Landlord – Tenant did own repair/s
	
	
	

	No
	Definitely before moving in
	
	
	

	Yes
	Wanted to be moved in
	
	
	

	N/A
	Not bothered as no repairs required
	
	
	

	Yes
	Rather have then done before
	
	
	

	Yes
	That’s what I did - to start redecoration work 
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	Question No 29  -  Once the repairs completed, was there any further works you considered should be attended to?

	Answer
	Comment/s
	IMPACT
	JUDGEMENT
	RISK ASSESSMENT

	Yes
	Replace bathroom and Kitchen due to plumbing problems
	Disagreement between tenant and H/O’s on further work required.

Disregard of tenants needs by H/O’s

Lack of empathy and understanding of tenant requests by H/O’s for the required work.
	Disagreements between tenants and H/O’s on what is considered major or minor

Lack of empathy by H/O’s in disregarding tenants’ requests.  Not helpful, take it or leave it attitude for dissatisfied tenants.
	Reputation of Company and H/O staff 

Dissatisfied tenants, if any further work required refused.

 No appeal process.

Costs associated with ongoing complaints regarding repairs


	Yes
	Repairs still on-going, strange strong smell of drainage, flooring in bathroom still needs doing – problem could spread.
	
	
	

	Yes
	Inspector keeps cancelling appointments and doesn’t turn up to view damage etc., - Kitchen disgusting – H/O non/std. kitchen, utility out-house no heating, hall false ceiling is hardboard construction collapsed/fell in , living-room filthy, peeling wallpaper, staircase bare walls, bathroom pipework - boxing-in & cracked ceiling, bed1/bed2 -  décor 1950 wallpaper, paint splashed over walls, cracked ceilings, no repairs or redecoration offered.
	
	
	

	Yes
	Water leaking from upper walkway onto false ceiling – damaging ceiling tiles and would eventually cause damage to carpets and wall coverings
	
	
	

	Yes
	But definitely unhappy about bathroom ceiling repair
	
	
	

	N/A
	No repairs to be done
	
	
	

	Yes
	Boxing-in of pipework in kitchen pedestal fitted to loose washbasin in bathroom
	
	
	

	Yes

	Kitchen & window installation, clearance of broken glass from around property – from broken windows – garden unsafe
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	Question No 30  -  How long did all the repair/s to the property take?   (number of days)
	
	

	Answer
	Comment/s
	IMPACT
	JUDGEMENT
	RISK ASSESSMENT

	140 days

	This was too long.  Only just finished repairs, some doubt remains as to property not meeting Decent Homes Standard
	Exceptional and unacceptable timescales of the repairs required to the majority of the properties to let.

Perception - Lack of efficiency and skill levels of workforce. 




	Lack of effort whilst properties empty (between letting) to complete refurbishment work.

Repairs/refurbishments were disorganised and piecemeal – no continuity of tradesmen/workforce (mixed skill levels)  - causing delay in turnaround of properties
	Lack of rental income.

Company reputation

Dissatisfied tenants.

	95 days
	Ongoing  - Some small problems still to be rectified
	
	
	

	65 days
	Ongoing – No repairs carried out to date,  still fighting for work to be completed.  Attitude of Staff disgusting
	
	
	

	135 days
	Still ongoing – repair work not yet started
	
	
	

	21 days
	Approximately – not too sure
	
	
	

	0 days

	No repairs required
	
	
	

	35 days

	Tenant accepted it would take that long
	
	
	

	119 days
	(17 weeks) Unhappy & disappointed at the time taken
	
	
	

	Question No 31  -  Were any choices offered in the types of repairs or replacements?
	
	

	Answer
	Comment/s
	IMPACT
	JUDGEMENT
	RISK ASSESSMENT

	No
	No choices available as that previous tenant had refused
	Tenant disappointment of Landlord policy of no choices offered for void repairs.

Non-negotiable attitude of H/O’s – nothing we can do, just accept the delay.
	Where long delays were envisaged due to required items/goods being unavailable, local procurement and installation of readily available duplicate or similar  items/goods would help alleviate the delays.

Changes in procurement policies
	Reputation of Company

Delay of rental income from property

	No
	Window seals need replacing kitchen poorly designed – no cupboard space
	
	
	

	No
	Still ‘passing the buck’ for responsibility
	
	
	

	No
	Everything fine
	
	
	

	No
	None offered
	
	
	

	No
	No repairs required
	
	
	

	No
	No choices offered on kitchen or anything else, just had to accept what was being installed
	
	
	

	Yes
	Kitchen and bathroom fittings and cupboards etc.
	
	
	

	Question No 32  -  Were the repairs done well? (Your opinion on the quality and timeliness of the repairs completed)

	Answer
	Comment/s
	IMPACT
	JUDGEMENT
	RISK ASSESSMENT

	No
	Plumber too busy talking to electrician (2 hrs) not a good way of working  – didn’t clean-up after job was finished
	Some Tenant disappointment - the consensus of opinion is ‘No’ and a ‘mixed bag’ on both Quality issues and the Timeliness of the repairs.












As Above

	Repairs/refurbishments were disorganised and piecemeal – no continuity of tradesmen/workforce (mixed skill levels)  - creating ‘mixed bag’ on both 

Quality issues and the Timeliness of the actual repairs, also delays were a factor in the mixed decisions

 






As Above


	Reputation of Company and H/O’s and Repairs staff 

Dissatisfaction of timescale and delays.
 
Repairs/refurbishments were viewed disorganised and piecemeal – no continuity of tradesmen/workforce (mixed skill levels)








As Above

	Yes
	99% done well – still ongoing problems with damp
	
	
	

	No 
	As above - Inspector keeps cancelling appointments and doesn’t turn up to view damage etc., - Kitchen disgusting – H/O non/std. kitchen, utility out-house no heating, hall false ceiling is hardboard construction collapsed/fell in , living-room filthy, peeling wallpaper, staircase bare walls, bathroom pipework - boxing-in & cracked ceiling, bed1/bed2 -  décor 1950 wallpaper, paint splashed over walls, cracked ceilings, no repairs or redecoration offered.
	
	
	

	N/A
	No repairs required
	
	
	

	Yes & No
	Bathroom ceiling repair not a professional repair, materials & workmanship very poor – not happy   Window repairs OK
	
	
	

	N/A
	No repairs required
	
	
	

	Yes 
	Quite happy with most, although disappointed that windows draught strips and sealant was fixed to the wallpaper (poor workmanship) spoilt the job!
	
	
	

	Yes & No
	Work completed – very good.  Delay was dreadful
	
	
	

	

	Question No 33  -  Were the repairs done right first time?
	
	

	Answer
	Comment/s
	IMPACT
	JUDGEMENT
	RISK ASSESSMENT

	No
	Didn’t check the radiators Plumber & electrician 
	Some Tenant disappointment - a ‘mixed bag’ on the repairs being ‘right first time’.

Concern at repairs were disorganised and piecemeal – (mixed skill levels)  no  continuity of tradesmen/workforce, lack of multi skilled tradesmen i.e. (two different tradesmen required instead of just one) – one waiting on the other, scenarios.
	Not all repair work completed ‘right first time’ (no data on call –backs)

Repairs viewed disorganised, no continuity of tradesmen/workforce (mixed skill levels) due to lack of multi skilled tradesmen i.e. (two different tradesmen required instead of just one) – one waiting on the other, scenarios.

	Tenant dissatisfaction

Increased costs for repeated tradesmen call-backs for same job.

	No
	Botched job on repairs
	
	
	

	Yes
	Two doors in lounge and hall fitted OK – still awaiting other repairs to be completed
	
	
	

	N/A
	No repairs
	
	
	

	No
	Bathroom ceiling repair not a professional repair, materials & workmanship very poor – not happy   Window repairs OK
	
	
	

	N/A
	No repairs
	
	
	

	Yes
	Quite happy about most of the work
	
	
	

	Yes
	All OK
	
	
	

	Question No 34  -  Did you consider this a reasonable timescale?
	
	

	Answer
	Comment/s
	IMPACT
	JUDGEMENT
	RISK ASSESSMENT

	No
	Work should have been completed sooner – disabled child
	Some Tenant disappointment as the work required at least 1 call-back visit to finish the repair.  Poor work attitude of tradesmen, no urgency to complete repair.

Inconvenience for Tenant, had to make themselves available for appointment time of planned 2nd repair visit.  At times workers just turned up without any appointment.
	Majority indicating that the completion of the work required at least 1 call-back visit to finish the repair.

Lack of urgency or desire for completion of the repair work by tradesmen.
	Reputation of Company and Repairs Team

Increased costs for repeated tradesmen call-back visits for same job. 

Tenant dissatisfaction.


	No
	Still ongoing – windows not replaced – security issue
	
	
	

	No 
	Definitely not – work not completed
	
	
	

	No
	Still waiting
	
	
	

	Yes
	Fine
	
	
	

	Yes
	Very pleased
	
	
	

	Yes
	Quite happy 
	
	
	

	Yes & No
	Not for the Kitchen – Remainder OK
	
	
	

	Question No 35  -  Do you know which repairs are the landlords responsibility?
	
	

	Answer
	Comment/s
	IMPACT
	JUDGEMENT
	RISK ASSESSMENT

	Yes
	In Tenant handbook
	Varying degrees of knowledge, ranging from unaware, to very limited, to well-informed and confident. 

Tenant may attempt a self-repair and cause a breach of, or failure of current legislation.

	Tenants will little knowledge of their own responsibilities and those of the landlord differed immensely.

Tenants require an explanation/information booklet/leaflet clearly setting out the landlord and tenant responsibilities, in plain English (or the equivalent translation into the language of the tenant) – Web Site? 
	Landlord/Tenant - Breach of, or failure to comply with current legislation.

Injury to tenant and damage to property.

Tenant may attempt a self-repair and bodge the repair, creating a risk of unit failure or excessive damage, through lack of knowledge.

	No
	Never explained
	
	
	

	Yes
	Was not explained to me, but I do now through bitter experience
	
	
	

	Yes
	Basically Yes
	
	
	

	Yes
	Fairly confident
	
	
	

	Yes
	Very much aware
	
	
	

	No
	Not explained – don’t know
	
	
	

	Yes
	Aware of most regarding repairs etc.
	
	
	

	

	MOVING IN

	Question No 36  -  Would you rather have preferred that all the repairs had been completed before you moved in?

	Answer
	Comment/s
	IMPACT
	JUDGEMENT
	RISK ASSESSMENT

	Yes
	Boiler should have been replaced first - Cold winter – health problems for son
	100% Yes.  All tenants would have preferred the repairs completed before move-in date.

Some concern and apprehension that some repairs would be completed after they had moved-in.  Mainly about timeliness and timeline for the completion of the repairs outstanding.

No disturbance allowance offered

	All tenants preferred to have the repairs completed before their move-in date.

Some concern and apprehension around the timeliness and timeline for the completion of the repairs outstanding.

No disturbance allowance offered to compensate for inconvenience and disruption.

	Reputation of Company and H/O’s and Repairs staff 

Health and safety of tenant and family



	Yes
	No comment
	
	
	

	Yes
	To an agreed list – refused by Tristar 
	
	
	

	Yes
	None required
	
	
	

	Yes
	No major’s so not bothered
	
	
	

	Yes
	Nothing to do - just Occ./Health  - hand grab rails
	
	
	

	Yes 
	Definitely
	
	
	

	Yes 
	Definitely – but faster
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	

	Question No 37  -  Were you offered a choice?
	
	

	Answer
	Comment/s
	IMPACT
	JUDGEMENT
	RISK ASSESSMENT

	No
	None offered 
	Majority of tenants offered no choice.

Tenant disappointment, lack of choice causing inconvenience and disruption to daily routine/s.  Financial loss if tenant needs to take time off from work.


	 Inconsistent and lack of clarity by H/O’s on choices available to tenants regarding repair timelines or timeliness of the repairs.
	Reputation of Company and H/O’s

Tenant disappointment

	No
	None offered 
	
	
	

	No
	Got told ‘No’ then (out of the blue) SBC workmen arrived to move some skirting and change a radiator
	
	
	

	No
	None offered 
	
	
	

	Yes
	There was no need 
	
	
	

	No
	None offered 
	
	
	

	Yes
	Choice offered
	
	
	

	Yes
	About the kitchen – Disappointed 
	
	
	

	

	Question No 38  -  Was any incentive or assistance offered for you to move in, prior to any repairs being completed?

	Answer
	Comment/s
	IMPACT
	JUDGEMENT
	RISK ASSESSMENT

	No
	Not aware of any incentive or compensation scheme
	Tenant disappointment

H/O’s using the overriding desperation of the prospective tenants need for a home, and supressing information on any Company incentives or allowances.

Tenant requests for items left by previous tenant to be retrained for future use by incoming tenant, not noted or passed on by H/O’s.


	No incentive or allowance offered 

H/O’s employing the overriding desperation of the prospective tenants need for a home to supressing information on any Company incentives or allowances to the tenant.
.

	Reputation of Company

Tenant disappointment

Health & Safety of tenant and family members moving into a home with outstanding repairs

	No
	But did ask about help and was offered one rent free week
	
	
	

	No
	No comment  -  N/A
	
	
	

	No
	None required  -  N/A
	
	
	

	No
	No comment  -  N/A
	
	
	

	No
	No comment  -  N/A
	
	
	

	No
	Nothing mentioned
	
	
	

	No
	Nothing offered at all at any time, just told when tenant could move in
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	Question No 39  -  Would an incentive have altered your preference, as to when the repairs are undertaken?

	Answer
	Comment/s
	IMPACT
	JUDGEMENT
	RISK ASSESSMENT

	Yes
	It would have helped
	Despite the overriding desperation of the tenants need for a home, an incentive offer would not outweigh the necessity for the repairs to be completed before move-in.

Due the poor condition of the properties generally (requiring major repairs), an incentive would have made little difference. 
	No incentive or allowance offered 

Although an incentive would have been most helpful to tenants, the poor condition of the properties generally, meant an incentive would have made little or no difference.

The need to move-in and set up new home (want to be in factor)
	Reputation of Company – moving tenants into unsafe home environment.

Health & Safety risk to  tenant and family members moving into a home with outstanding major repairs

	Yes
	Nothing mentioned or offered
	
	
	

	No
	Due to family health problems, couldn’t wait for any repairs – needed to be in.
	
	
	

	No
	All repairs done before moving in
	
	
	

	No
	No comment  -  N/A
	
	
	

	No
	No comment  -  N/A
	
	
	

	No
	Would not have moved in due to state of property
	
	
	

	Yes
	Would have moved-in anyway
	
	
	

	Question No 40  -  What, if anything would have helped you to move in quicker?

	Comment/s
	IMPACT
	JUDGEMENT
	RISK ASSESSMENT

	If the carpets had been left in and assistance with removal costs
	Tenant satisfaction and confidence in the landlord for ensuring all repairs were completed, with the property in good basic decorative order and cleaned prior to tenant moving-in.

Voids turnaround time shortened and more voids available for rent sooner to meet housing demand.

Increased tenant satisfaction results and landlord reputation.

Tenant requests for items left by previous tenant to be retrained for future use by incoming tenant, not noted or passed on by H/O’s.
	Better planning and work scheduling, specific targeting and monitoring of major repair item/s (supply & install) completion dates for all voids.

Review of procurement system for stock items required for the completion of the scheduled void repairs. (reduce the stock delays incurred from current suppliers)

Increase void turnaround by prioritising void repairs and strengthening void team/s from general repairs workforce - diverted to void works, when number of voids outstrips the capacity of current void team/s.

	Loss of rental income for landlord

Lack of confidence in H/O’s.

	If repairs and cleaning had been done before viewing
	
	
	

	If property had been repaired properly and been clean & in decent decorative order
	
	
	

	Nothing – everything done before moving date
	
	
	

	Couldn’t have been much quicker
	
	
	

	Nothing - just the Xmas Holiday period slowed things down
	
	
	

	If the repairs had been done before viewing the property – then would have moved-in straight away
	
	
	

	Kitchen refurbishment and window repairs being done quicker
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	Question No 41  -  Were any ‘agreed’ repairs not completed, before moving in?

	Answer
	Comment/s
	IMPACT
	JUDGEMENT
	RISK ASSESSMENT

	Yes
	Some still outstanding – boiler & toilet still leaking
	Tenant disappointment if minor repairs not completed, but distress and delusion especially if major repair items not completed before moving-in.

Health & Safety risk to tenant and family members moving into a home with existing sanitary problems.

Lack of confidence in H/O’s
	Agreed work should be completed before move-in date.  Failure of void team/s and H/O inspection standards.

Tenant disappointment and distress could be avoided by reviewing H/O property inspection policies.

More efficient planning and scheduling of the work required and inspections will eliminate the impact on the tenants and increase confidence in H/O’s and void team/s workforce.
	Reputation of Company

Lack of confidence in H/O’s and void team/s workforce

Tenant disappointment regarding minor repairs, but distress and delusion if major repair not completed.

Health & Safety risk to tenant and family members moving into a property with existing sanitary problems.

	Yes
	Repairs still on-going, strange strong smell of drainage, bathroom flooring 
	
	
	

	No
	No agreed list – refusal to agree a list by Tristar
	
	
	

	No
	None required 
	
	
	

	No
	None required
	
	
	

	No
	None required
	
	
	

	Yes
	Boxing-in of the boiler pipework
	
	
	

	Yes
	Kitchen refurbishment and window repairs
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	Question No 42  -  If so when were they completed?

	Comment/s
	IMPACT
	JUDGEMENT
	RISK ASSESSMENT

	3+ months for minor jobs, work still outstanding for others – radiators etc.
	Tenant disappointment if minor repairs not completed, but distress and delusion especially if major repair items not completed before moving-in. 

Some tenants experiencing extensive delays with some agreed work still outstanding to date, but pleased and satisfied when the work is completed.

Perception of being ignored once Tenant Agreement has been signed.

Health & Safety risk to tenant and family members moving into a home with existing sanitary problems.

	Agreed work should be completed before move-in date.  Failure of void team/s and H/O inspection standards.

Tenant concerns not prioritised.

Tenant disappointment and distress could be avoided by reviewing H/O property inspection policies.

More efficient planning and scheduling of the work required and inspections will eliminate the impact on the tenants and increase confidence in H/O’s and void team/s workforce.
	Reputation of Company

Lack of confidence in H/O’s and void team/s workforce

Tenant disappointment regarding minor repairs, but distress and delusion if major repair not completed.

Health & Safety risk to tenant and family members moving into a property with existing sanitary problems.

	As Above - Repairs still on-going, strange/strong smell of drainage, bathroom flooring
	
	
	

	N/A - No work competed  -  No agreed list – refusal by Tristar to agree a list 
	
	
	

	N/A - None required
	
	
	

	N/A - None required
	
	
	

	N/A - None required
	
	
	

	Still waiting - ongoing
	
	
	

	7th April (this week) kitchen window glass still in garden
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	Question No 43  -  Were you given a choice for time of day for the repairs?

	Answer
	Comment/s
	IMPACT
	JUDGEMENT
	RISK ASSESSMENT

	No
	Just rang up and said they were on their way
	Tenants pleased and satisfied to have the work completed.
	Post void repairs appear ‘not’ to be done on an appointment basis. 

Ad-hoc appointment system.  (current working practice?)
	Reputation of Company

Ad-hoc appointment system will mean that some jobs will be overlooked.  

	Yes
	AM/PM - no time given
	
	
	

	No
	Just turned up 
	
	
	

	No
	N/A - None required
	
	
	

	No
	Just phoned to say when they were coming
	
	
	

	No
	N/A - None required
	
	
	

	No
	No repair yet – still waiting
	
	
	

	Yes
	Said when they were coming
	
	
	

	

	Question No 44  -  Was the property clean and tidy when you moved in

	Answer
	Comment/s
	IMPACT
	JUDGEMENT
	RISK ASSESSMENT

	Yes
	Previous tenants were clean and tidy
	Tenant satisfaction and disappointment.

Where adequate cleaning had taken place tenants were happy and satisfied with the condition of the property at move-in.

Tenants confronted with their property varying degrees of an unclean state were extremely disappointed and disillusioned to find the property left in such an unclean condition for a new tenant.  Comments ranged from disgusting to unsanitary.
	Contradictory results depending on differing cleaning teams in differing locations.

Inconsistency of cleaning teams and lack of inspection/s by H/O’s prior to tenant move-in date.

Review of property cleaning policies and enforcement of standards required.

Anecdotal evidence suggests that some cleaning teams carry insufficient quantities of water (3 ltrs. per property)
	Reputation of Company

Affected tenants extremely disappointed and disillusioned due to failure of property cleaning policies, poor cleaning procedures and lack of inspection..





	No
	Disgusting previous tenant heavy smoker – evidence of drug use - tobacco/smoke damage/smell permeated the whole house 
	
	
	

	No
	Definitely not clean, toilet surround - disgusting (urine stains).  Tenant steam cleaned whole house and swept floors etc. at own expense.
	
	
	

	No
	Not Cleaned, -  Bit of builders rubbish lying around
	
	
	

	Yes
	Quite reasonable
	
	
	

	Yes
	Excellent
	
	
	

	Yes
	Looked like the cleaners had been inn
	
	
	

	No
	Builders mess everywhere, garden not cleared of broken glass
	
	
	

	Question No 45  -  Were the gardens and boundaries/fencing (where applicable) in an acceptable condition?

	Answer
	Comment/s
	IMPACT
	JUDGEMENT
	RISK ASSESSMENT

	Yes
	Decent condition
	Tenant satisfaction and disappointment.

Majority of tenants happy and satisfied with garden boundaries.

Minority – disappointed tenants affected by boundary problems is due to the communal garden nature of the property with ongoing vandalism problems, that are currently being addressed
	Majority of tenants happy and satisfied with the condition of their garden boundaries.

Where a boundary problems exist, it  is due to the communal garden nature of the property suffering ongoing vandalism problems, that are currently being addressed.
	Reputation of Company

Tenants children and pets straying away from property due to fencing being in need of repair (panels missing etc.)


	No
	Communal garden totally neglected, no existing fencing, insecure extremely small area for hanging out washing
	
	
	

	No
	Fence in need of repair
	
	
	

	Yes
	No problems
	
	
	

	N/A
	N/A Block of flats
	
	
	

	Yes
	All OK
	
	
	

	Yes
	Communal area – all tidy
	
	
	

	No
	Garden completely overgrown - not cleared, boundaries OK
	
	
	

	Question No 46  -  Was there any un-removed items in the property, which you had requested to be removed, or rubbish uncollected outside of the property when you moved in?

	Answer
	Comment/s
	IMPACT
	JUDGEMENT
	RISK ASSESSMENT

	No
	All  clean and tidy (no sign of cleaners)
	Overall tenant satisfaction

Some tenant disappointment where rubbish etc. was left but not a big issue overall.


	Inconsistency and lack of inspection/s by H/O’s and void team/s prior to tenant move-in date.

Some tenant concern that children and pets may be injured by rubbish left in garden.

Prospective tenants’ requests for usable items left behind by previous tenants (patio’s, garden shed etc.) ignored. 

	Lack of consistency in H/O’s and void team/s workforce

Health & Safety risk to tenant and family members.

	Yes
	In the process of moving rubbish etc. as tenant moved in.  No rubbish bins supplied
	
	
	

	Yes
	Loads of rubbish in garden & shed – tenant left rubbish ready for collection – subsequently removed.  Requested garden shed to be kept in situ, but it was also removed – request ignored.
	
	
	

	No
	None requested – brought old bin from Regen property
	
	
	

	No
	All OK
	
	
	

	No
	All clean and tidy
	
	
	

	No
	Everything had been done
	
	
	

	Yes
	Yes everything was left, asked site manager who arranged removal of items, but broken glass still left
	
	
	

	Question No 47  -  Were you advised prior to moving in what was required by you to obtain heat, light and water services?    (Gas, Electricity & Water Companies etc.)

	Answer
	Comment/s
	IMPACT
	JUDGEMENT
	RISK ASSESSMENT

	No
	Was not advised – Tenant had to find out for themselves
	Tenant confusion

Inconsistent advice and explanations with some lack of clarity by H/O’s caused confusion and misunderstandings on which energy suppliers to contact in some cases delaying connection of supply.

Tenant unable to move-in.

	Inconsistent and lack of clarity by H/O’s on choices available to tenants regarding energy suppliers.

Review policy on supply of Energy services and connection requirement to properties.

Provision of information sheets/booklet etc.

	Lack of confidence in H/O’s advice on energy services connection requirements.

Delays in connection of energy supplies, tenant unable to move-in.

Loss of rental income.

	No
	Was not advised – Tenant had to find out for themselves
	
	
	

	No
	Was not advised – told to phone National Grid  
	
	
	

	Yes
	Advised by H/O
	
	
	

	Yes
	But given wrong information for Electric Company
	
	
	

	Yes
	But told had to have British Gas
	
	
	

	Yes
	Told who the current suppliers were
	
	
	

	Yes
	Water & Electric OK, Gas supply problem, took 2 months  - continued living with mother, unable to live in property (no Gas supply).  Continued paying rent for 2 months before being able to move in.

	
	
	

	Question No 48  -  Were you offered any compensation for any excessive delay?

	Answer
	Comment/s
	IMPACT
	JUDGEMENT
	RISK ASSESSMENT

	No
	Not aware of any offer scheme
	No offer made to any tenants that experienced excessive delay by H/O’s

Tenants not made aware of any compensation scheme for excessive delays by H/O’s
	Philosophy of H/O’s taking pride in withholding allowances to new tenants, to the detrimental of tenants – review H/O’s training.

Lack of empathy of H/O’s, and robust attitude with tenant desire to move-in situation

	Reputation of Company

H/O’s reputation

Tenants lack of confidence in H/O’s 

	No
	Not aware of any offer scheme,  but no delay
	
	
	

	No
	Not aware of any offer scheme
	
	
	

	No
	N/A No delays
	
	
	

	No
	N/A No delays
	
	
	

	No
	None – no delays
	
	
	

	No
	Didn’t know of any offer scheme
	
	
	

	No
	None offered, not made aware of any offer scheme
	
	
	

	



	Question No 49  -  Were you advised correctly as to who the current Gas, Water and Electric providers were? With their current contact details

	Answer
	Comment/s
	IMPACT
	JUDGEMENT
	RISK ASSESSMENT

	No
	Told Card and Keys in cupboard (no advice on contacting suppliers)
	Tenant confusion

Inconsistent advice and explanations with some lack of clarity by H/O’s caused confusion and misunderstandings on which energy suppliers to contact in some cases delaying connection of supply.

Tenant unable to move-in.

	Ongoing problems collecting Energy supplier information from previous tenants for H/O’s.

Review of termination policy and agreements with energy suppliers. (Emergency connection services?)

	Tenants lack of confidence in H/O’s

Delays in  connection of energy supply

Tenant unable to move-in.

Loss of rental income.

	No
	H/O didn’t know - Had to find out and make own arrangements
	
	
	

	No
	H/O didn’t know - told to phone National Grid  
	
	
	

	No
	H/O took meter readings etc.
	
	
	

	No
	Provided with wrong details
	
	
	

	No
	Don’t think they told us 
	
	
	

	Yes
	Given phone numbers in pack
	
	
	

	Yes & No
	Water & Electric OK – Gas not advised correctly, 2 month wait for gas 
	
	
	

	



	Question No 50  -  If your property has a gas supply, were you given a copy of the latest Gas Service Certificate?

	Answer
	Comment/s
	IMPACT
	JUDGEMENT
	RISK ASSESSMENT

	Yes
	At boiler check/inspection 
	Tenant unable to turn on and use gas equipment - central heating/hot water boiler, gas cooker and gas fires etc.

Tenant unable to move-in.

	Some inconsistency 

Gas supply will remain disconnected until a Gas Service Certificate is issued
	Reputation of Company Breach of current legislation

Gas supply disconnected 

Tenant unable to move-in.

Tenant unable to turn on and use gas equipment - central heating/hot water boiler, gas cooker and gas fires etc.


	Yes
	After Tristar uncapping gas supply
	
	
	

	No
	Boiler checked but no Form/Certificate given
	
	
	

	Yes
	Left by engineer when he turned the gas on
	
	
	

	No
	N/A - no gas supply to property
	
	
	

	Yes
	It was in the pack
	
	
	

	Yes
	By gas engineer when he turned the gas on
	
	
	

	No
	No certificate given or supplied initially or after gas supply fixed
	
	
	

	


	
	
	

	Question No 51  -  Was the property in good decorative order?

	Answer
	Comment/s
	IMPACT
	JUDGEMENT
	RISK ASSESSMENT

	Yes
	Very pleased – property in decorative order
	Tenant disappointment

Lack of empathy of tenant requests from H/O’s for the required repairs and refurbishments – be grateful for what you get attitude 

There is an underlined philosophy with H/O’s to minimise repairs and costs.

No appeal -  H/O’s decision is final.
	Philosophy of H/O’s taking pride in withholding allowances to new tenants, to the detrimental of tenants – review of H/O’s customer service training. 

Robust attitude of Housing staff, lack of empathy of tenant requests by H/O’s for the required repairs and refurbishments – be grateful for what you get attitude i.e. “it’s social housing, what do you expect”

If possible the work may be undertaken by agreement with the tenant with provision of an adequate decorative allowance.
	Company reputation

Letting of homes unfit for habitation

Health and safety of the tenant and family.

Postscript
Decorative order is a perception, but where there is evidence of damage to wall coverings, plasterwork etc. plus evidence drug abuse and vandalism along with excessive nicotine and smoke damage pervading the property, guidelines should indicate that this type of damage requires rectifying by the landlord. 

	No
	It was filthy on moving in
	
	
	

	No
	Kitchen disgusting –non/std. kitchen, hall false ceiling is hardboard construction collapsed/fell in , living-room filthy, peeling wallpaper, staircase bare walls, bathroom pipework - boxing-in & cracked ceiling, bed1/bed2 -  décor 1950 wallpaper, paint splashed over walls, cracked ceilings
	
	
	

	No
	Not in good decorative order
	
	
	

	Yes
	Reasonable apart from bathroom ceiling - mould
	
	
	

	Yes
	It was OK
	
	
	

	No
	Excessive smoker residue, in every room, wall coverings heavily stained and contaminated with tobacco residue, bare plaster left after rewire
	
	
	

	No
	Absolutely rubbish – old dirty wall coverings (walls intact)
	
	
	

	Question No 52  -  Were you offered a decorating allowance when you moved in?

	Answer
	Comment/s
	IMPACT
	JUDGEMENT
	RISK ASSESSMENT

	No
	No decorating allowance offered
	Tenant disappointment

H/O’s inconsistency regarding the provision of decorating allowances is detrimental to prospective tenants

There is an underlined philosophy with H/O’s to minimise repairs and costs.

No appeal -  H/O’s decision is final.
	Philosophy of H/O’s taking pride in withholding allowances to new tenants, to the detrimental of tenants – review of H/O’s customer service training. 

Robust attitude of Housing staff, lack of empathy of tenant requests by H/O’s for the required repairs and refurbishments – be grateful for what you get attitude i.e. “it’s social housing, what do you expect”

	Company reputation

Tenant disappointment

Letting of homes unfit for habitation

Health and safety of the tenant and family.


	No
	Informed \Tristar did not offer any decorating allowance
	
	
	

	No
	Asked for but refused as SBC (L/A) had paid £2500 towards repairs
	
	
	

	No
	Told to use Rehab allowance for decorating
	
	
	

	No
	None offered
	
	
	

	No
	None offered
	
	
	

	Yes
	For the whole property
	
	
	

	No
	Tenant took photos and is ‘fighting’ for a decorating allowance offer
	
	
	

	Question No 53  -  If yes, how much were you given and was it adequate?

	Answer
	Comment/s
	IMPACT
	JUDGEMENT
	RISK ASSESSMENT

	£0.00
	N/A - Inadequate - No decorating allowance offered
	Tenant Disappointment

Tenants very dissatisfied to have no choice but to move into unclean and at times exceptionally unclean properties with their family

There is an underlined philosophy with H/O’s to minimise repairs and costs.

No appeal -  H/O’s decision is final. 
	Decorative allowances policy not being equally applied by H/O’s with no appeal.

Philosophy of H/O’s taking pride in withholding allowances to new tenants, to the detrimental of tenants – review of H/O’s customer service training. 

Robust attitude of Housing staff, lack of empathy of tenant requests by H/O’s for the required repairs and refurbishments – be grateful for what you get attitude i.e. “it’s social housing, what do you expect”

	Company reputation

Tenant disappointment

Letting of homes unfit for habitation

Health and safety of the tenant and family.

Unfairness of the system - Decorative allowances policy not being equally applied by H/O’s




	£0.00
	N/A - Inadequate - No decorating allowance offered
	
	
	

	£0.00
	N/A - Inadequate - No decorating allowance offered
	
	
	

	£0.00
	N/A - Inadequate - No decorating allowance offered
	
	
	

	£0.00
	N/A - Inadequate - No decorating allowance offered
	
	
	

	£0.00
	N/A - Inadequate - No decorating allowance offered
	
	
	

	£250
	Nowhere near enough, every room had to be stripped bare to the plasterwork – which was loose and falling off the wall – self repair of plasterwork to progress decoration tasks
	
	
	

	£0.00
	N/A – Totally inadequate - No decorating allowance offered.  Site Manager (name provided) informed tenant decorative allowance ‘not done anymore’.  

	
	
	

	Question No  -  54  -  For transferring tenants, was any deduction made for your previous property, if Yes, for what reason?

	Answer
	Comment/s
	IMPACT
	JUDGEMENT
	RISK ASSESSMENT

	N/A
	
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A 

	N/A
	
	
	
	

	N/A
	
	
	
	

	N/A
	Rehab / Transfer
	
	
	

	N/A
	
	
	
	

	N/A
	
	
	
	

	N/A
	
	
	
	

	N/A
	
	
	
	

	



	Question No 55  -   What do you think of your experience of the letting service on a scale of 0 – 10 ?
	
	

	Score
	Comment/s
	IMPACT
	JUDGEMENT
	RISK ASSESSMENT

	3
	Not very helpful at all & poor advice offered at best
	Despite problems the urgency to move and set up a new home overcame the deficiencies of the letting system.

The need for a home was a strong driver plus pressure from landlord H/O’s to accept the property.

In the main tenant satisfaction, but the evidence indicated serious shortcomings in the letting service.
	Some tenant satisfaction, but overall the evidence indicated serious shortcomings in the letting service. 

The evidence suggests that despite problems the urgency to move and set up a new home, overcame the deficiencies of the letting system.

Tenant ‘fear factor’ pressure, could lose the property if not accepted before leaving after first viewing.
	Company reputation

Tenant disappointment


	- 0
	Incorrect and confusing information being given plus some information being withheld.
	
	
	

	0
	Wish I had never took the property, should have gone private
	
	
	

	8
	Happy with the way it was done by the Regen team
	
	
	

	8
	Fairly happy with it
	
	
	

	10
	Excellent – very helpful
	
	
	

	8
	Thought it was good, but, minus 2 for bathroom and tobacco contamination/residue which really let it down.
	
	
	

	6
	OK with it – Housing staff very helpful
	
	
	

	



	THE SIGN UP PROCESS

	

	Question No 56  -   How long did the actual sign up take?
	
	

	Answer
	Comment/s
	IMPACT
	JUDGEMENT
	RISK ASSESSMENT

	90 min
	Made to wait for 45minutes – no appointment given 
	No impact, all tenants satisfied that the time taken for the sig-up was reasonable.
	30mins is borderline to explain fully all the details for discussion at a sign-up.

15mins for a sign-up is very questionable

Overall evidence suggests that not all tenants receive adequate explanations regarding their tenancy. 
	Some tenants may not receive adequate explanations regarding their tenancy.

	30 min
	Appointment made and kept
	
	
	

	30 min
	No comment
	
	
	

	30 min
	OK
	
	
	

	30 min
	OK
	
	
	

	15 min
	About right
	
	
	

	60 min
	OK
	
	
	

	30 min
	OK
	
	
	

	


	


	Question No 57  -  Do you consider this a reasonable amount of time?

	Answer
	Comment/s
	IMPACT
	JUDGEMENT
	RISK ASSESSMENT

	Yes?
	If without the initial wait period of 45 minutes
	None -  all tenants satisfied that the time taken for the sig-up was reasonable.
	30mins is borderline to explain fully all the details for discussion at a sign-up.

15mins for a sign-up is very questionable

Overall evidence suggests that not all tenants receive adequate explanations regarding their tenancy.
	Some tenants may not receive adequate explanations regarding their tenancy.

	Yes
	No comment
	
	
	

	Yes
	No comment
	
	
	

	Yes
	No comment
	
	
	

	Yes
	No comment
	
	
	

	Yes
	No comment
	
	
	

	Yes
	Really good – did everything, even completed benefit forms
	
	
	

	Yes
	It was OK
	
	
	

	




	Question No 58  -  Was everything including the Tenancy Agreement fully explained to your satisfaction?

	Answer
	Comment/s
	IMPACT
	JUDGEMENT
	RISK ASSESSMENT

	No
	Still haven’t received a copy of the Tenancy Agreement
	Some tenants not issued with their tenancy agreement.

	Overall evidence suggests that not all tenants receive adequate explanations regarding their tenancy. 
	Some tenants may not receive adequate explanations regarding their tenancy.

	Yes
	As far as tenant is aware
	
	
	

	No
	Offered One Year Starter tenancy - Just sign 
	
	
	

	Yes
	Given a copy
	
	
	

	Yes
	Reasonable so not unhappy
	
	
	

	Yes
	Yes OK
	
	
	

	Yes
	H/O did it
	
	
	

	Yes
	H/O staff went through it, fully explained benefits
	
	
	

	

	Question No 59  -  Was a translation service available if required?

	Answer
	Comment/s
	IMPACT
	JUDGEMENT
	RISK ASSESSMENT

	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A

	N/A
	N/A
	
	
	

	N/A
	N/A
	
	
	

	N/A
	N/A
	
	
	

	N/A
	N/A
	
	
	

	N/A
	N/A
	
	
	

	N/A
	N/A
	
	
	

	N/A
	N/A
	
	
	

	



	Question No 60  -  Were any outstanding repairs discussed?

	Answer
	Comment/s
	IMPACT
	JUDGEMENT
	RISK ASSESSMENT

	Yes
	H/O would contact the voids team
	Tenant disappointment

Low tenant satisfaction

Confusing and inconsistent explanations and information from H/O’s, regarding outstanding repairs given to tenants.

All problems just a matter of reporting them, even though classed as ‘outstanding’




	Evidence of confusing and inconsistent explanations and information from H/O’s, regarding outstanding repairs given to tenants.

Tenants need assurance that the outstanding repairs would be completed, alongside some priority attached to that work.

	Company reputation

Tenant disappointment

Low tenant satisfaction


	No
	Sign-up in open office repairs not discussed, H/O said repairs would be done later
	
	
	

	No
	Informed no repairs would be made – Customer defeated &   gave up fighting for repairs
	
	
	

	No
	Didn’t think there was any, But they didn’t tell about the ceiling (water leak from above walkway) problems
	
	
	

	Yes
	Ceiling (severe mould) problem and windows
	
	
	

	No
	There was none
	
	
	

	Yes
	Mentioned bathroom & tobacco contamination/residue etc. told - they thought bathroom was up to standard
	
	
	

	Yes
	Kitchen refurbishment and window repair
	
	
	

	


	Question No 61  -  Was any deadlines or dates given? (for outstanding repair/s)

	Answer
	Comment/s
	IMPACT
	JUDGEMENT
	RISK ASSESSMENT

	No
	Didn’t even make appointment times
	No specific date or timing given for the outstanding repair/s to be completed or reviewed.

Tenant disappointment

Low tenant satisfaction


	Intransigent attitude and evasiveness of H/O’s regarding repairs once the tenancy has started, accompanied with the underlined philosophy of H/O’s to minimise repairs and costs.

Robust attitude of Housing staff, lack of empathy of tenant requests by H/O’s for the outstanding repairs being completed. 

	Company reputation

Tenant disappointment

Low tenant satisfaction


	No
	Kept making excuses
	
	
	

	No
	Tristar wouldn’t do any repairs
	
	
	

	No
	None given
	
	
	

	No
	No comment
	
	
	

	Yes
	Given a move in date which was OK
	
	
	

	No
	None required
	
	
	

	Yes
	Told around February – 8 weeks  (subject to materials) 
	
	
	

	


	Question No 62  -  Did the member of staff complete a checklist during the sign up?

	Answer
	Comment/s
	IMPACT
	JUDGEMENT
	RISK ASSESSMENT

	Yes
	Just made notes – nothing to sign
	No Impact
	Policy being adhered to 
	None

	No
	Done in advance with customer Pack given by H/O
	
	
	

	No
	Can’t remember – may have?
	
	
	

	Yes
	H/O
	
	
	

	Yes
	Given by H/O
	
	
	

	Yes
	Went through paperwork
	
	
	

	Yes
	Went right through it - good
	
	
	

	Yes
	H/O
	
	
	

	


	Question No 63  -  If yes was the tenant asked to sign it and receive a copy?

	Answer
	Comment/s
	IMPACT
	JUDGEMENT
	RISK ASSESSMENT

	No
	Just made notes – nothing to sign – no copy received
	No Impact
	Policy being adhered to
	None

	Yes
	Done in advance with customer Pack given by H/O
	
	
	

	No
	Can’t recall – may have?
	
	
	

	Yes
	Copy provided by H/O
	
	
	

	Yes
	Received copy
	
	
	

	Yes
	Received copy
	
	
	

	Yes 
	Received copy
	
	
	

	Yes
	Received copy
	
	
	

	




	Question No 64 Was the member of staff receptive to your questions and provide you with satisfactory answers?

	Answer
	Comment/s
	IMPACT
	JUDGEMENT
	RISK ASSESSMENT

	No
	Passed the buck to patch manager
	No Impact
	Policy being adhered to
	None

	Yes
	No comment
	
	
	

	No
	Unsatisfactory answers  Didn’t know when keys would be available, had to pay one weeks rent up front before sign-up
	
	
	

	Yes
	Explained everything to my satisfaction
	
	
	

	Yes
	Happy with it
	
	
	

	Yes
	Yes very good
	
	
	

	Yes
	Good – except for décor
	
	
	

	Yes
	Good – quite helpful
	
	
	

	



	Question No 65  -  Was the initial tenancy start date, suitable to you?

	Answer
	Comment/s
	IMPACT
	JUDGEMENT
	RISK ASSESSMENT

	Yes
	No comment
	In the main tenant satisfaction 

The need for a home was a strong driver plus pressure from landlord H/O’s to accept the tenancy start date.


	Overall - tenant satisfaction 

Despite outstanding problems the urgency to move and set up a new home overcame the doubts of the tenant and deficiencies of the letting system.


	None

	No
	Should have been repaired to a reasonable standard before the start date
	
	
	

	Yes
	No comment
	
	
	

	Yes
	It was OK
	
	
	

	Yes
	Very suitable
	
	
	

	Yes
	Yes, could move in anytime
	
	
	

	Yes
	It was OK
	
	
	

	Yes
	Had to be.  No choice offered (even with major outstanding repairs being required)
	
	
	

	


	Question No 66  -  Would you have preferred another choice of date if it was offered?
	
	

	Answer
	Comment/s
	IMPACT
	JUDGEMENT
	RISK ASSESSMENT

	No
	No comment
	Inconvenience for tenants preferring a different move in date.

Additional rent payments
	No choice of date offered
	Company reputation

Tenant disappointment

	Yes

	Could have offered a free rent while tenant cleaned property
	
	
	

	No

	Preferred to move in ASAP to get in and make the property habitable 
	
	
	

	No
	Quite happy with date offered
	
	
	

	No
	It was OK
	
	
	

	No
	Told could move in straight away
	
	
	

	Yes
	Preferred to move in earlier - ASAP
	
	
	

	Yes
	Later date – after repairs had been completed –( it would have saved tenant 8 weeks rent payments)
	
	
	

	
	
	

	Question No 67  -  Were you given a named contact for any queries?
	
	

	Answer
	Comment/s
	IMPACT
	JUDGEMENT
	RISK ASSESSMENT

	Yes
	Housing Support Officer and Tristar contact numbers – phoned for H/O 6 weeks visit – didn’t happen
	No Impact
	Policy being adhered to
	None

	Yes
	H/O and Tristar contact numbers
	
	
	

	Yes
	Patch manager
	
	
	

	Yes
	H/O & Patch Manager
	
	
	

	Yes
	Patch Manager
	
	
	

	Yes
	Told details in the information booklet in pack
	
	
	

	Yes
	Contact numbers in pack
	
	
	

	Yes
	Contact numbers in pack
	
	
	

	
	
	

	Question No 68  -  Once completed was there any further works you considered should be attended to?
	
	

	Answer
	Comment/s
	IMPACT
	JUDGEMENT
	RISK ASSESSMENT

	Yes
	work still outstanding – toilet, radiators etc.
	Tenant dissatisfaction

Additional problems (poor repairs) coming to light on and after moving-in.

Some property let with major items still requiring repair or replacement.

H/O’s pressure on prospective tenants to move in as quickly as possible and have the repairs completed at a later date.


	Overall 100% of tenants stated that there was additional further works requiring attention and attributed this to promised or agreed repairs not being completed and poor first time repair..

The pressure on the H/O’s to the tenants need for a home and to move in, overcomes the doubts/concerns of the tenant regarding repairs

The overriding desperation of a tenants need for a home can drive and outweigh the tenants assumption of the repairs required.
	Company reputation

Tenant dissatisfaction 

Pressure and desperation of needing to move into a new home was a major factor.




	Yes
	Kitchen not meeting H&S standards – gas pipework and sewage pipework in kitchen cupboards
	
	
	

	Yes
	Kitchen disgusting –non/std. kitchen, hall false ceiling is hardboard construction collapsed/fell in , living-room filthy, peeling wallpaper, staircase bare walls, bathroom pipework - boxing-in & cracked ceiling, bed1/bed2 -  décor 1950 wallpaper, paint splashed over walls, cracked ceilings
	
	
	

	No
	No, but unaware of ceiling/upper walkway leak problems
	
	
	

	Yes
	Unhappy about botched ceiling mould repair – quite unprofessional 
	
	
	

	Yes
	Fence boarding – some broken & some missing
	
	
	

	Yes
	Boxing-in of boiler pipework & pedestal on washbasin
	
	
	

	Yes
	Removal of broken glass and window debris
	
	
	

	Question No 69  -  What in your mind can be done to improve the repairs service?
	
	

	Comment/s
	IMPACT
	JUDGEMENT
	RISK ASSESSMENT

	No comment
	H/O empathy - Better relationships with prospective tenants. (Less dissatisfaction). 
                                                                                           
Withholding of  decorative allowance - Robust attitude of Housing staff – More empathy - (put yourself in the shoes of the prospective tenant – would you move/live in it in its current state) - Improved relationships with prospective tenants

Competent workforce - Shorter repairs timescale for property to be let.  (quicker turnaround)
	Improved attitude of H/O’s and workforce, more empathy, view the property as a home.
 
Allocate tenant adequate allowances where required.

Improved skills and training (competent tradesmen) will bring efficiencies and financial benefits across the board producing increased satisfaction/performance figures.

Improved Company reputation
	Robust attitude of Housing staff, lack of empathy of tenant requests by H/O’s for the required repairs and refurbishments – be grateful for what you get attitude i.e. “it’s social housing, what do you expect”


	Workforce to have a ‘can do’ attitude instead of a ‘cannot do’ attitude
	
	
	

	Save less money (allocate  allowances) and for H/O’s to think as a prospective tenant – ask themselves the question, would you live there like it is now?
	
	
	

	Quite happy with it
	
	
	

	Better qualified/competent tradesmen with better attitude
	
	
	

	Far better than last landlord (Accent Housing)
	
	
	

	Could be quicker really
	
	
	

	Get them done quicker – very slow
	
	
	

	Question No 70  -  Compared to any previous properties you have rented will you please compare your experience for this letting with any previous letting with any other landlord/company. On a scale of 0-10 ?

	Score
	Comment/s
	IMPACT
	JUDGEMENT
	RISK ASSESSMENT

	7

	Better than private sector, less repairs required, Rents better compared with other landlords
	Tenant satisfaction

Overall view is good, majority of tenants satisfied and happy with their sign - up experience.

	With few exceptions, the majority of tenants satisfied and happy with their sign - up experience.



	None

	-0

	Previously rented off a bad (slum) landlord, this landlord no better
	
	
	

	0
	Renting 30 years ago  was a far better experience
	
	
	

	8
	Kept informed on the progress of the move - pleased
	
	
	

	N/A
	1st letting, never rented before
	
	
	

	10
	Excellent service
	
	
	

	7
	Better than previous private landlord
	
	
	

	N/A
	1st letting, never rented before
	
	
	

	
	
	

	Question No 71  -  In your mind, is there anything outstanding where you wish a member of staff to visit you, to discuss matters further?

	Answer
	Comment/s
	IMPACT
	JUDGEMENT
	RISK ASSESSMENT

	No
	Uncomfortable speaking to staff.   Need to raise problems of upgrade, disabled child & cannot have help until child is 5 years old.  Perhaps ROAPS Advisor could help?
** post out information on ROAPS etc. so tenant can get involved**  “Voice for Action” group
	Tenant disappointment  – Attitude of staff to complaint/s - One tenant uncomfortable speaking to H/O staff, another tenant wishing to speak with a more senior H/O officer, another tenant “sick of arguments”. 
	Mixed bag of answers, definitely some Customer Service/H/O Staff attitude  problems – staff robustness/lack of empathy?



	

	Yes
	A more senior member of Staff to visit and discuss problems with the property.  Other members of staff having little  or no empathy and are unsympathetic to tenants needs, lacking  the required knowledge to provide answers to  tenants questions 
	
	
	

	Yes
	Kitchen – no one listening, attitude of staff stinks
	
	
	

	Yes
	Upper walkway ceiling leaks
	
	
	

	No
	Sick of arguments about bathroom ceiling – mould problem
	
	
	

	No
	Happy with everything
	
	
	

	No
	Fine – happy with it all
	
	
	

	No
	OK with that
	
	
	

	Question No 72  -  Any Additional Comments you would like to make?

	COMMENTS

	Need to contact Occupational Therapy (O/T) to help with what assistance/help is available through Tristar.    Need to check Decent Homes Standards due to  previous tenant refusing repair/refurbishment work, Tristar maintain that because of this previous refusal there is no requirement of them to  authorise any of the work that is needed to bring the property up to the Decent Homes Standard  

	Four months after moving in, druggies still attempt to gain access to property.   Soil pipe goes through kitchen cupboards.  Leaking drain pipes causing a moat of foul smelling contaminated water etc. to form around outside of property.  Incorrect details on Compass forms being used as an excuse to withhold assistance.

	Poor attitude of call centre staff over private matters.  Feels like I am being labelled a ‘Trouble Maker’ and being discriminated against.   SBC – L/A funding has muddied the waters.  H/O staff attitude awful  -  “it’s social housing, what do you expect” is derogatory.

	Landlord aware of upper walkway water seepage problem leaking into ground floor properties, tenant should have been informed before moving in, current decoration damaged, worried about damage to new carpets etc.

	Should have been informed about operation of shower pump, before moving in, bathroom and hallway flooded causing some damage – pump had been switched off & shower couldn’t drain away the water

	None - Can’t think of anything

	Due to the initial state and tobacco contamination of the property, it should have had both the repairs and decoration completed prior to moving in.

	None – didn’t wish to make any comment

	

	Question No 73  -  May we contact you again for  completion of a similar questionnaire in the future

	Answer
	Comment/s
	IMPACT
	JUDGEMENT
	RISK ASSESSMENT

	Yes
	OK with that
	100% of tenants taking part in the survey indicated they were pleased to have the opportunity to take part and had enjoyed the experience.

All participants indicated their willingness to be involved in completing similar surveys.
	100% tenant satisfaction

Increased Company reputation for tenants participating in the survey
	None

	Yes
	OK with that
	
	
	

	Yes
	OK with that
	
	
	

	Yes
	OK with that
	
	
	

	Yes
	OK with that
	
	
	

	Yes
	Ask me anytime
	
	
	

	Yes
	Be pleased to take part
	
	
	

	Yes
	That would be OK
	
	
	

	

	Question No 74  -  Would you be interested in becoming involved in helping to improve the quality of the Housing Service offered by your Landlord

	Answer
	Comment/s
	IMPACT
	JUDGEMENT
	RISK ASSESSMENT

	Yes
	No comment
	50% of tenants taking part in the survey indicated they would like to be contacted from the Tenant Involvement Team for details of to become an Involved Tenant.

	Good response from a random small sample of tenants participating in the survey.


	None

	No
	No time – other commitments
	
	
	

	Yes
	No comment
	
	
	

	No
	No time, doing other things
	
	
	

	Yes
	No comment
	
	
	

	Yes
	But have other commitments
	
	
	

	No 
	Other commitments
	
	
	

	No
	No comment
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