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What does current data tell us about levels of tenant
satisfaction?

What drives tenant perceptions that you can potentially
Influence?

And what about the factors that are outside your
control?

Ipsos MORI @



Ipsos MORI — tenant satisfaction data from 2006/7 BVPI
surveys and 2008 National Indicator Surveys

Ipsos MORI — Housing Frontiers

Ipsos MORI — ad hoc qualitative work for LA and HA
landlords

Ipsos MORI — New Deal for Communities evaluation research

TSA EXxisting Tenants Survey — Analysis and reporting
conducted by Heriot-Watt and Ipsos MORI
Other national survey data:

— Survey of English Housing, CLG

— BVPI and Place Survey data, Audit Commission
Ipsos MORI E
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Resident satisfaction (all tenures) with other public services

% satisfied (very/ fairly)

Refuse collection

Doorstep recycling

Parks and open spaces

Libraries

Keeping public land tidy

Sports and leisure facilities

Base: CLG Place Survey 2008
Ipsos MORI M
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Taking everything into account, how satisfied or dissatisfied are you with the overall
service provided by your landlord?

Change in % satisfaction
2006-2008 B Inner London

B Outer London

London averages
Inner +1.9%
Outer -2.0%

Base: 14 London Boroughs, fieldwork dates: July — December 2008 Source: Ipsos MORI @






Key positive drivers Key negative drivers

Dealing with repairs 2504
and maintenance

Rent is good value
for mone

-3%
Been in contact with
Overall landlord in last year
Satisfied with 14% satisfaction
accommodation with

9% landlord

16%

- 3%

Landlord keeps
ou informed Problem with neighbours

Opportunities
to participate

6%

General condition
of the propert

59% of variation explained by model Source: 15 London Boroughs surveyed by Ipsos MORI 2006/7



1. Agree being an HA/ LA/ ALMO tenant is a good type of

549% of variance housing tenure when compared with other tenures
explamed 0 2. Satisfied with the way your landlord deals
by the model v with repairs and maintenance
S
§7 3. Agree your landlord keeps your current home
1.69 in a decent condition
4. Neighbourhood mixed in terms of race/ ethnicity
Overall 0.84 is positive for the neighbourhood
satisfaction 0.87 5. Agree my home is in a poor state of repair

with
landlord

6. Have made a complaint in the last 12 months

7. Do not consider neighbourhood to be mixed
in terms of race/ ethnicit

8. Satisfied with neighbourhood as a place to live

9. This is not a neighbourhood where people
would like to live

10. Aware of mystery shopping
as a way of getting involved

Base: 19,167 tenants — Existing Tenants Survey 2008 M






Of the following, which do you consider to be the THREE most important?

% important

Repairs and maintenance

a1
)

Overall quality of your home
Dealing with anti-social behaviour

Keeping tenants informed

OOO
ol

Neighbourhood as a place to live

Value for money for your rent

N
\l | | I
AN
o

Taking tenants’ views into account

Source: Ipsos MORI

Base: All valid responses, 18 local authorities, Tenants Survey 2008
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Q Thinking about your last completed repair, how would you rate it in terms
of....?

RZ

Overall quality of repair

Being told when workers would call

Time taken before work started 62%

Speed work was completed 50%

Attitude of workers 46%

Keeping dirt/ mess to minimum 43%

Source: Ipsos MORI

Base: All valid responses, 18 local authorities, Tenants Survey 2008



A responsive service

One that correctly prioritises

One that Is easy to arrange — eg ‘They just check in the system,

Freephgne service and your calls get monitored and
logged in, so it’s like if I've spoken

with one person, they will never
say to me, who did you speak to?’

One that provides continuity of service

And one providing good quality repairs







% satisfaction with landlord
services overall

Net satisfied Net satisfied
+72 -31

. % Satisfied
with landlord

. % Dissatisfied

57 with landlord
Good at Poor at
being kept being kept
informed informed

Source: Ipsos MORI

Base: All valid responses, 18 local authorities, Tenants Survey 2008
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Which methods do you prefer your landlord to use to inform you about issues that
may affect you?

By letter 83
Telephone calll 27

Magazine/newsletter 25

Personal visit

Open meetings/AGM

Residents groups/forums

By email m

On-line forums

o
>
o

]

Other I 1

Source: Ipsos MORI

Base: All valid responses, 18 local authorities, Tenants Survey 2008
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Information must be easy to understand —
meet translation and accessibility
requirements

Following up is important

Older tenants prefer face-to-face and
telephone contact

Younger tenants are more willing to
communicate online — but penetration levels
are low and can be cost sensitive

Community events and mobile road
shows are growing in popularity as a means
of using communication to promote better
engagement






To what extent are the following a problem in your neighbourhood?

% very/ fairly big problem

Rubbish or litter
Disruptive children/ teenagers
Crime in general

Noisy neighbours

Vandalism and graffiti
Drug use or dealing

Drunk or rowdy behaviour
Car parking
Pets and animals
People damaging your property

Noise from traffic

Racial or other harassment
Abandoned or burnt out vehicles

Base: 19,167 tenants — Existing Tenants Survey 2008 M




How satisfied or dissatisfied were you with the following aspects of how your report was
handled?
% satisfied

Advice provided by staff o5l

Being kept informed 8

How the report was dealt with 8

Speed with which your report 7
was dealt with

Support provided by staff

The final outcome of your
report

I
N
(@)) w
w w

Source: Ipsos MORI

Base: All valid responses reporting ASB in last 12 months, 18 local authorities, Tenants Survey 2008
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A responsibility not to house potentially criminal tenants
close to existing tenants

Be more proactive in
— arbitrating neighbourhood disputes,
— providing advice, and

— responding quickly.

Female BME tenant







Satisfaction with accommodation and age

% satisfied -2 2002 2004 == 2006
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Base: NDC data 2002 (19,574), 2004 (19,633), 2006 (15,792) Age Source: Ipsos MORI



Overall satisfaction with landlord

-8 \Norking full-time
% satisfied
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83
80

30 | .

18-24 25-34 35-44 45-54

Base: All valid responses Ipsos MORI BVPI tenant data 2006/07
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Age
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Source: Ipsos MORI



Overall satisfaction with landlord

- 9% Non BME % BME
% satisfied
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Age

Base: Survey of Existing Housing Association Tenants Survey 2004, 9,240 Housing Association tenants
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Designed to move away from league table approach taking
account of local factors

Using 2006/7 BV74 results for 201 Local landlords

118 Census variables (LA level) covering demographic and
environmental factors

Bivariate correlations establish most significant factors

Multiple regression model created using 4 key variables
accounting for the largest variation in overall satisfaction

Predicted satisfaction scores derived based on profile of
key variables

Difference in actual and predicted scores used to identify
under and over-performing landlords
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70% -

Satisfaction

60% -

50% A

40%
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100
Proportion of council tenants living in urban areas

Source: Ipsos MORI

Base: All valid responses, 201 local authorities, Tenants Survey 2006/07
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100%

Satisfaction

Liverpool Kingston upon Thames

40%

Ethnic fractionalisation score

Source: Ipsos MORI

Base: All valid responses, 201 local authorities, Tenants Survey 2006/07



Satisfaction

100%
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Base: All valid responses, 201 local authorities, Tenants Survey 2006/07
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Proportion of social tenants aged 60+
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Satisfaction
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Our regression analysis revealed that 50% of overall satisfaction with
landlord is explained by the following factors:

Ethnic Fractionalisation

Proportion of social tenants aged 60+
IMD

Proportion of stock that is council owned

Using this data allows to create a predicated satisfaction score
for all authority areas
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Actual (%) Predicted (%) Gap (+/-)
Chorley 86
South Lakeland 85
Ribble Valley 85
Wigan 84
Stockport 83
Barrow-in-Furness 81
Sefton 80
Lancaster 80
Bury 79
Warrington 79
Blackpool 79
West Lancashire 79
Salford 78
Ellesmere Port & Neston 78
Bolton 73
Manchester 73
Oldham 73
Liverpool 54

Source: Ipsos MORI Housing Frontiers 2006




Actual (%) Predicted (%) Gap (+/-)
Chorley 86 81
South Lakeland 85 83
Ribble Valley 85 86
Wigan 84 77
Stockport 83 79
Barrow-in-Furness 81 76
Sefton 80 79
Lancaster 80 80
Bury 79 78
Warrington 79 78
Blackpool 79 80
West Lancashire 79 77
Salford 78 73
Ellesmere Port & Neston 78 77
Bolton 73 74
Manchester 73 69
Oldham 73 75
Liverpool 54 76

Source: Ipsos MORI Housing Frontiers 2006




LA
Chorley

Actual (%)

86

Predicted (%)
81

Gap (+/-)

South Lakeland

85

83

Stockport 83 79 4
Barrow-in-Furness 81 76 5
Sefton 80 79 1
Lancaster 80 80 0
Bury 79 78 1
Warrington 79 78 1
Blackpool 79 80 -1
West Lancashire 79 77 2

ousing Frontiers

Ellesmere Port & Neston 78 77 1
Bolton 73 74 -1
Manchester 73 69 4
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Actual scores vs. predicted scores
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Top and bottom Metropolitan authorities
Actual scores vs. predicted scores
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Highlights a complex picture despite aggregate satisfaction levels remaining
static

Tenant satisfaction is a key measure on which landlord performance is
judged:

— National Indicator 160 for LAs in their Comprehensive Area Assessments

— TSA developing a regulatory framework putting tenants’ priorities first

An understanding of the nature of place and challenges is an increasingly
Important part of that assessment

Despite challenging environments good landlords can still achieve — what can
be learned from their policies and practices?






Overall satisfaction at national level masks significant
differences at the local level

Key drivers affecting overall satisfaction within the control of the
landlord

— Repairs and maintenance
— Communications

— Increasingly neighbourhood issues - ASB

But important to recognise influencing factors that are harder to
control

— Age and ethnic profile

— Deprivation and proportion of social rented

Housing Frontiers provides some insights into local
characteristics to go beyond a league table approach
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Source: Ipsos MORI Housing Frontiers 2008
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Key issues
— Wider variation in conduct and application of STATUS guidance

— Lack of robust data at LA level

BUT we’re currently exploring the feasibility of developing an HA
Frontiers model using alternative approaches:

— Using existing Frontiers data to derive HA predicted scores
— Developing a local Frontiers model based on existing STATUS data

— Developing a model using RSR data on the type and performance of
HAS



HOUSING ASSOCIATION TENANTS ONLY

Taking everything into account, how satisfied or dissatisfied are you with the overall
service provided by your landlord?

B % Satisfied
B % Dissatisfied

2008 2004 1999/2000 1995

Base: 9,282 Housing Association tenants — Existing Tenants Survey 2008 (2004 - 9,240, 1999/2000 — 10,226, 1995 — 1,020



HOUSING ASSOCIATION TENANTS ONLY

Generally, how satisfied or dissatisfied are you with the way your landlord deals with
repairs and maintenance?

B % Satisfied
B % Dissatisfied

2008 2004 1999/2000

Base: Existing Tenants Survey 2008, 9,282 Housing Association tenants (2004 - 9,240, 1999/2000 — 10,226)
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o —&- Accommodation State of repair —f Area
% satisfied
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Satisfaction
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