SALFORD CITY COUNCIL
CUSTOMER SATISFACTION SURVEY 2000/2001
Executive Summary

1.0
Background and Methodology

1.1
The Northern Consortium of Housing Authorities was commissioned by Salford City Council in October 2000 to undertake a Customer Satisfaction Survey of its council tenants.  The survey was undertaken based largely upon the STATUS survey model developed by the National Housing Federation.  

1.2
The executive summary provides an overview of the research and highlights the key results.  Full analysis of the data is documented in the main report.

1.3
The customer satisfaction survey was carried out to meet the recent Best Value Performance Indicators (BVPIs) 74 and 75, required by the Department of Environment, Transport and Regions (DETR).  BVPI 74 refers to satisfaction of council tenants with the overall service provided by the council.  BVPI 75 relates to satisfaction of council tenants with opportunities for participation in management and decision-making in relation to housing services provided by the council.

1.4
The overall aim of the survey is to assess customer satisfaction with the housing services offered by the council in order to inform its housing strategy and to fulfil the requirements of the Government’s Best Value Performance Indicators 74 and 75.  The main objectives of the study are:

· To assess customer satisfaction with their home, the area in which they live and the housing services they receive;

· To compare the council’s performance with that of other social housing providers;

· To identify service areas for improvement; and

· To use the information gained from the survey as the basis of more in-depth research to be conducted at a later date.

1.5
The survey was widely publicised by the council to encourage tenants to return their survey forms.  Staff at area offices were informed that a customer satisfaction survey was to take place.  A press release was sent out in January 2001, encouraging tenants to return their questionnaires.

1.6
6,900 questionnaires were posted to a random sample of tenants at the beginning of December 2000.  One reminder questionnaire was sent out to 3,500 non-respondents in mid-January 2001.  A total of 2,277 questionnaires were returned, representing an overall response rate of 33%.  The sampling error of the data at borough level is +/- 1.97%.

2.0
Key Research Findings

2.1
Current Housing Circumstances

2.1.1
Some key facts include:

· 58% of respondents had been a tenant of Salford City Council for more than 10 years; and 40% had been a tenant for at least 21 years;

· 46% had lived at their current address for more than 10 years although 22% had lived at their current address for less than 2 years;

· 54% of the households included at least one person aged 60 or over;

· 58% of tenants have a long-standing illness, disability or infirmity; and

· 86% of these said that it limited their activity in some way.  This equates to half (50%) of all tenants; and

· 8% of households included someone who used a wheelchair.

2.2
Satisfaction with Accommodation

2.2.1
Tenants were asked their opinions of their home.  Key findings show that:

· 85% of tenants were very satisfied or fairly satisfied with their accommodation;

· Over 8 out of 10 tenants felt that the number of rooms in their home was about right, although 14% did indicate that their property was too small; and

· 82% of tenants felt that the condition of their home was very good or fairly good.

2.3
Area Perspectives
2.3.1
69% of tenants stated they were very satisfied or fairly satisfied with the area in which they live.  Tenants living in area 1 (Eccles & Irlam) were most satisfied with their area (75%) and those living in area 5 (Blackfriars & Pendleton) were least satisfied (63%).  

2.3.2
A range of factors was explored to assess the level of tenants’ satisfaction with their area.  Respondents were given a list of potential problems and asked to say whether any occurred in their area and, if so, whether or not they were serious.  The results show that tenants are mainly concerned about the cleanliness and tidiness of their area, vandalism, crime, dogs and graffiti:

· Litter and rubbish in the street were perceived by the highest proportion of tenants (41%) to be a serious problem in their area;

· Tenants ranked vandalism as the second most significant problem in their area (40%); 

· 30% of tenants perceived other crime to be a serious problem;

· Just less than one-quarter (24%) felt there was a problem with dogs in their area; and

· 21% of tenants said graffiti was a serious problem.

2.3.3
Findings indicate that tenants living in area 3 (Ordsall & Salford precinct) and area 5 (Blackfriars & Pendleton) are more concerned about street litter, vandalism and crime than tenants in areas 1 (Eccles & Irlam), 2 (Worsley & Little Hulton) and 4 (Swinton).  One-third of tenants in area 3 (33%) felt that graffiti was a serious problem compared to one-quarter (26%) in area 5, 17% in area 1, 16% in area 2 and only 12% in area 4.

2.4
Satisfaction with Housing Services

2.4.1
Tenants were asked whether or not they had been in touch with their council in the last 12 months, and if so, the reason why and their satisfaction with the service they received.

· 69% of respondents had been in contact with their landlord in the last 12 months;

· Of those who contacted their landlord in the last 12 months, over half phoned (52%) and 42% visited the council offices in person;

· The main reason why tenants contacted Salford City Council was to report a repair (74%).  A further 10% enquired about rent/housing benefit, and 4% contacted the council about neighbour problems or a transfer/exchange;

· 67% of tenants felt it was easy getting hold of the right person when they last contacted the council, although one-fifth (20%) had experienced some difficulty;

· 81% of tenants found the council staff to be helpful;

· 75% felt that staff were able to deal with their problem; and

· 64% were satisfied with the final outcome; 28% were dissatisfied and a further 7% were neither satisfied nor dissatisfied.

2.5
Satisfaction levels with the Overall Service
2.5.1
75% of tenants expressed satisfaction with the overall service provided by the council and 32% were very satisfied.

2.6
Satisfaction levels with Repairs

2.6.1
Tenants were asked their views on the repairs service they received.  Some key findings include:

· 75% had reported a repair to their home in the last 12 months;

· 69% of respondents had repairs completed in the last 12 months;

· 74% were satisfied with the way the council deals with repairs and maintenance;

· 77% felt the council was good at keeping tenants informed when the workers would call;

· 80% were satisfied with the overall quality of repair work;

· 82% were satisfied with the view that mess and dirt was kept to a minimum;

· 82% were satisfied with the speed with which the work was completed and half thought the speed with which the repair was completed was very good;

· 70% were satisfied with the time taken before work started and 18% expressed dissatisfaction;

· 88% were satisfied with the attitude of the workers and nearly two-thirds (63%) thought the attitude of workers was very good.

2.7
Rent Levels
2.7.1
Tenants were asked whether they felt the rent for their property represented good or poor value for money.

2.7.2
On value for money of rent in terms of the services tenants get, 71% thought the rent charged was very good or fairly good value for money.

2.8
Housing Benefits

2.8.1
The survey revealed that 30% of households paid full rent, 69% received some assistance with their housing costs from housing benefit and 1% were unsure if they received help.  Of the 69% who received housing benefit, 45% stated that they received full housing benefit and a further 22% received partial housing benefit.

2.9
Communicating with their Landlord

2.9.1
Tenants were asked their views on the way the council communicates with them.

2.9.2
Over three-quarters (77%) of tenants felt that the council kept them informed to some extent about things that affect them as a tenant, and 36% said the council was very good at keeping them informed.

2.9.3
67% of tenants thought the council listened to their views when making decisions.

2.9.4
49% were satisfied with opportunities for participation in management and decision-making.  22% were neither satisfied nor dissatisfied with the opportunities available.

2.9.5
Only 35% of tenants had heard of the Tenant Participation Compacts; of those who were aware of the Compacts, 67% were happy with their locally agreed Tenant Participation Compact; 18% were ‘neither satisfied nor dissatisfied’, 5% were dissatisfied and the remainder were unsure.

2.10
Household characteristics

2.10.1
A series of household characteristics were explored along with information on tenants within the households.  Key findings include:

· 98.5% of Salford City Council’s tenants described themselves as white; 86% said they were white British; 11% said they were White Irish and 1% described themselves as any other White background.  0.6% described himself or herself as mixed ethnic origin.  Most of the rest of the tenants described themselves as having an Asian, African or Caribbean background;

· Over one-fifth of tenants (22%) are in full-time or part-time employment compared to nearly one-third (31%) of partners/spouses in some form of employment.  40% of tenants and 38% of their partners/spouses are wholly retired from work; Nearly one-fifth (19%) of tenants and 16% of partners said they were permanently sick or disabled.

2.11
Household income

2.11.1
Of those tenants providing information on household income and help with housing costs:

· 42% of tenants had a net income of under £100 per week;

· More than two-fifths of tenants (44%) received between £100 and £199 per week;

· Only a small minority (14%) received £200 per week or more;

· The majority (87%) of tenants were on state benefits; and two-thirds (67%) received all of their income from state benefits/pensions;

· 23% of tenants and their partners received Income Support or Job Seeker’s Allowance; and

· 21% of respondents said that they received some form of income from employment or self-employment; and

· 15% received Disabled Living Allowance/Attendance Allowance.

3.0
Conclusion

3.1
The aim of the survey was to assess customer satisfaction with the Housing Services offered by the council in order to inform its housing strategy and to fulfil the requirements of the Government’s Best Value Performance Indicators 74 and 75.  BVPI 74 refers to satisfaction of council tenants with the overall service provided by the council.  BVPI 75 relates to satisfaction of council tenants with opportunities for participation in management and decision-making in relation to housing services provided by the council.

3.2
The results of the survey show that customer satisfaction levels with their home and housing services are relatively high.

3.3
In particular, over 8 out of 10 tenants were satisfied with their accommodation, the condition of their home and the number of rooms their home contains.  

3.4
The satisfaction score for BVPI 74 (satisfaction of tenants of council housing with the overall service provided by the council) is 75%.  The council will use this information to benchmark their performance, with that of other social housing providers.

3.5
Tenants were generally satisfied with the repairs service.  74% were satisfied with the way the council deals with repairs and maintenance.  Over 8 out of 10 were satisfied with the attitude of workers, that mess and dirt was kept to a minimum, the speed with which the work was completed.  Over three-quarters felt the council was good at keeping tenants informed when the workers would call.  This is likely to be a result of the fact that City of Salford Council has a “Repairs by Appointment” system in a number of areas.  

3.6
In terms of value for money, just under three-quarters thought the rent charged represented very good or fairly good value for money.

3.7
Just over one-third of tenants stated that they had heard of the Council’s Tenant Participation Compact.  This is despite the council having given wide publicity to agreeing its Compact with tenants.  The council is in the process of carrying out further publicity on its Tenant Compact and is soon to hold an exhibition day where tenants can come along and find out more about tenant participation.

3.8
Just over two-thirds of tenants expressed satisfaction with the area in which they live.  The main concerns expressed were about litter and rubbish in the street, vandalism, crime, dogs and graffiti.  Tenants living in area 3 and 5 were generally less satisfied with their home than tenants in areas 1, 2 and 4.  The council is currently looking to target a package of security initiatives to reduce crime in two pilot areas where high incidents of crime have been recorded.

3.9
Differences in satisfaction scores across the five main areas emerged.  Further research into the reasons for the differences in satisfaction scores across the 5 main areas is recommended.
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Section 1 – Background to the research
1.1
Introduction

1.1.1
The Northern Consortium of Housing Authorities was commissioned by Salford City Council in September 2000 to undertake a Customer Satisfaction Survey with City of Salford Housing Services.

1.1.2
The Satisfaction Survey was to be conducted in line with the requirements set out in Best Value Performance Indicators 74 and 75.  A survey model based largely upon the Status survey model developed by the National Housing Federation was used in the survey.

1.2
Background to the study

1.2.1
The survey was carried out to inform the council’s housing strategy.  The survey will also fulfill the requirements of the Government’s Best Value Performance Indicators 74 and 75.  BVP1 74 refers to satisfaction of tenants of council housing with the overall service provided by the Council.  BVPI 75 relates to satisfaction of council tenants with opportunities for participation in management and decision-making in relation to housing services provided by the council.

1.3
Aims of the survey

1.3.1
The overall aim of the survey is to assess customer satisfaction with the housing services they receive from the council to inform their Housing Strategy.  The survey will also enable the Council to fulfil the requirements of the Government’s Best Value Performance Indicators 74 and 75.

1.4
Objectives of the survey

1.4.1
The main objectives of the survey are:

· To assess customers’ satisfaction with their home, the area in which they live and the housing services they receive;

· To identify service areas for improvement;

· To benchmark Salford City Council’s performance with that of other social housing providers;

· To provide statistically valid sub-area comparisons; and

· To use the information gained from the survey as the basis of more in-depth research to be conducted at a later date.

1.5
Report layout

1.5.1
The report is divided into six main sections.  Section 2 outlines the research methodology adopted.  Section 3 documents the main findings of the survey and includes information on five management areas for comparative purposes.  Section 4 draws out the main conclusions to the survey.  Section 5 provides recommendations and section 6 contains an action plan.

Section 2 – Research Methodology

2.1
Methodology

2.1.1
The methodology adopted for the Customer Satisfaction Survey was based largely upon the Status survey model developed by the National Housing Federation.  A postal survey was conducted.

2.2
Sample survey of tenants

2.2.1
A sample survey of tenants was conducted.  Questionnaires were sent to a random sample of tenants stratified by area.  The city was divided into five distinct sub-areas devised in consultation with Salford City Council.  The five sub-areas (reflecting five distinct geographical service groups within which the directorate’s housing management and maintenance are provided) are:



Area 


Description



Area 1  

Eccles & Irlam



Area 2


Worsley & Little Hulton



Area 3


Ordsall & Salford/Precinct



Area 4


Swinton



Area 5


Blackfriars & Pendleton

2.2.2
Salford City Council’s Council Tax department provided name and postal address files of all its tenant population in the form of five separate geographical files.  The files were appended with property type indicators and number of bedrooms.  The five files were combined to form the sampling frame.

2.2.3
The council required that the results for each of the above five areas has a confidence interval of +/- 5% at the 95% confidence level.  The Northern Consortium’s research team ascertained the number of households which needed to be contacted in individual sub-areas to ensure statistically valid data at sub-area level of +/- 5% with a 50:50 binomial split at a 95% confidence Interval.  This basically means that if 50% answer ‘yes’ to a question, there is a 95% confidence that the actual figure is between 45% and 55%.

2.2.4
Appendix A outlines the response rates by sub-area and the statistical reliability of the dataset obtained.  For Salford as a whole, the sample error is +/- 1.97% and for the five sub-areas ranges between +/- 4.07% and 4.87%.  Statistically valid data by geographical area is provided for comparative purposes as the sampling error for all five areas is less than +/- 5%.

2.2.5
All duplicates, void properties and non-residential properties were excluded from the sampling frame before the sample was drawn.  A random sample of 6,900 households was drawn from the sampling frame provided consisting of 28,625 addresses provided by Salford City Council Tax Department.

2.3
Publicity

2.3.1
Following the STATUS guidance, the survey was widely publicised by the council to encourage tenants to return their survey form.  Staff in all area offices were informed that a customer satisfaction survey was to take place.  An article was placed in ‘The Advertiser’ a free newspaper encouraging tenants to return their form.  In addition all tenants were notified that a customer satisfaction survey was to take place via an article inserted in the tenant’s newsletter The Salford People’ (See Appendix B).

2.4
How the survey was carried out

2.4.1
The survey was carried out via a postal questionnaire, based upon STATUS, a standardized model recommended by the Government.

2.5
Covering letter/Pre-paid envelope

2.5.1
A personalised covering letter was sent out to tenants along with a survey form explaining the purpose of the survey and assuring tenants of its confidentiality.  A council officer was named in the covering letter to act as a central contact for any survey queries. 

2.5.2
To encourage the return of questionnaires from ethnic minority tenants, the covering and reminder letters included phrases in the four main ethnic minority community languages used in Salford’s general publicity material.  People wishing to receive copies of the letter and questionnaire in one of those languages could indicate the language they required (by means of a tick box next to the translation), and return the letter in the envelope provided.  

2.5.3
The covering letter and reminder was typed in 14 pin and Arial font to ensure the print was of a suitably large print, so as to allow persons with visual impairment to read the letter

2.6
Prize Draw

2.6.1
A prize draw was included in the survey to encourage tenants to complete and return their survey form.  Three cash prizes of £150 were presented to 3 randomly chosen winners.

2.7
Timing of the survey

2.7.1
The timing of the survey was not ideal as it coincided with the Christmas and New Year period.  The survey forms were mailed out at the beginning of December 2000 and a reminder questionnaire was posted out early in the New Year.

2.8
Reminder questionnaire

2.8.1
To boost the overall response rate and maximise the chance of meeting the confidence level of +/- 5 %, a reminder letter and questionnaire was sent out to 3,500 non-respondents in mid January 2001.

2.9
Response Rate

2.9.1
6,900 questionnaires were sent out to a random sample of tenants at the beginning of December 2000.  A reminder questionnaire was sent out to 3,500 non-respondents in the middle of January 2001.  A total of 2277 questionnaires were returned, representing an overall response rate of 33%.

2.10
Data entry

2.10.1
To minimise any potential data entry mistakes, the data was ‘double keyed’.  This involves a verifier checking the data set and any discrepancies were investigated and corrected.  

2.11
Data cleaning/weighting of the data

2.11.1
Prior to data analysis, the data was cleaned, weighted and grossed.  To see if the returned questionnaires were representative of the tenant population as a whole, a comparison was made between the returned questionnaires from the sample and the original sampling frame.  For each property within the sampling frame, information was available on the location and the characteristics of the properties (property type and number of bedrooms).  When frequencies were run on property type, the returned responses largely reflected property type for the population as a whole.   Therefore, it was not necessary to weight by property type.  Because different response rates were achieved in the five different areas, the data was weighted by area, prior to data analysis.

2.11.2
The Northern Consortium had previously carried out City of Salford’s Housing Market Demand Study in October 1999.  Therefore, the research staff were also able to make a comparison of the data from the Customer Satisfaction Survey and the results of the Housing Market Demand Study.  A comparison was made between the two data sets with regards to two key household characteristics age and ethnicity.  The results of the customer satisfaction survey on ethnicity paralleled the results of the ethnicity question from the Housing Market demand study.  The age categories between the two data sets were also similar, except that the percentage of over 75’s was slightly higher in the customer satisfaction survey.  This is likely to reflect the fact that there are more elderly people with a local authority tenancy than in other tenure types.

2.11.3
The Northern Consortium carried out a number of quality control checks in line with the NHF STATUS guidance before weighting the data.  In particular, the following validation checks were carried out on the data: range, consistency, routing and missing data checks.

2.11.4
The responses from the questionnaires were weighted to give more representative data and grossed to represent the whole population.  The totals for each question vary slightly because some tenants failed to answer all of the questions.

Section 3 – Research Findings
3.1
Introduction
3.1.1
The main findings of the research are detailed in this section.  A range of information is provided on customers’ satisfaction levels with their home, the area in which they live, as well as satisfaction with housing services.  Details of overall satisfaction levels with repairs and maintenance, rents, communication with tenants and tenant participation are provided.  A series of household characteristics are also explored.  Data for individual geographical area is also provided for comparative purposes.

3.2
Current Housing Circumstances


Length of residency at current address

3.2.1
There is a fairly high degree of residential stability.  46% of tenants had lived at their current address for more than 10 years and just over one-quarter (26%) had lived in their current home for at least 21 years.  58% of respondents had been tenants of Salford City Council for more than 10 years.  Furthermore, 40% had been tenants of Salford City Council for at least 21 years.

3.2.2
Tenants residing in Eccles and Irlam showed the highest level of residential stability, with 29% having lived at their current home for at least 21 years, compared to 21% in Worsley and Little Hulton.

3.3
Satisfaction with accommodation


Overall satisfaction

3.3.1
Over four-fifths of tenants (85%) were fairly satisfied or very satisfied with their accommodation.  8% expressed dissatisfaction, and a further 7% were “neither satisfied nor dissatisfied” (See Figure 3.1 overleaf).  The proportion of tenants dissatisfied with their accommodation tended to be higher in Swinton and also Worsley and Little Hulton; 10% were dissatisfied with their accommodation compared to 6% in Ordsall and Salford precinct.

3.3.2
86% of those on housing benefit compared to 82% not on housing benefit expressed satisfaction with their accommodation.  Just less than one-half (49%) of those on housing benefit were very satisfied with their accommodation, compared to only 38% who received no housing benefit.


Satisfaction with number of rooms

3.3.3
The majority (84%) of the tenants were satisfied with the number of rooms they had.  14% said they had too few rooms, and a very small minority (2%) said they had too many.
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Overall condition of property

3.3.4
In general, tenants were satisfied with the condition of their home.  Over four-fifths (82%) felt the condition of their home was very good or fairly good.  8% thought their home was in a poor condition and a further 10% were “neither happy nor unhappy” with the state of their home (See Figure 3.2 below).
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3.3.5
Tenants’ dissatisfaction with the condition of their home can be linked to the lack of modernisation of properties (4% of responses to those tenants who expressed an opinion to Q34).  A further 4% of tenants who expressed an opinion to Q34 said they had heating problems.  3% of tenants who expressed an opinion to Q34 said they needed new fencing, better home security or had problems with dampness.  2% complained of poor quality windows that were causing draughts and a lack of car parking space/garage.  

3.4
Satisfaction Levels with Area


Area perspectives

3.4.1
An investigation into tenants’ satisfaction levels with the area in which they live was carried out.  Tenants were initially asked to state their overall satisfaction level with their area.  They were then given a list of potential problems and asked to say whether various problems occurred in their area and, if so, whether or not they were serious.

3.4.2
69% of tenants stated that they were either fairly satisfied or very satisfied with their area in which they live (See Figure 3.3 below).  29% of respondents were very satisfied with their area.  Three-quarters (75%) of tenants residing in Area 1 (Eccles and Irlam) were satisfied with their area compared to less than two-thirds (63%) in Area 5 (Blackfriars and Pendleton).
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3.4.3
Although over two-thirds of tenants were happy with the area in which they live, they identified a number of problems with their locality.  The results show that tenants are highly concerned about the cleanliness and tidiness of their area as well as problems with vandalism and other crime.

3.4.4
The main problem in their area was litter and rubbish in the street.  41% of tenants felt that litter and rubbish was a serious problem.  A problem with litter was mostly evident in Area 3 where 55% of respondents perceived litter to be a serious problem in their area compared to 29% in Area 4.  Vandalism was perceived to be the next most significant problem.  40% of tenants thought that vandalism was a serious problem in their area.  The percentage of tenants reporting vandalism as a serious problem in their area rose from less than one third (30%) in Area 1 to one half (50%) in Area 3 and just over one-half in Area 5 (52%).

3.4.5
30% said other crime was a serious problem in their area.  Over two-fifths (43%) of tenants in Area 5 felt there was a serious problem with other crime in their area compared to just over one-fifth (21%) in Area 1.

3.4.6
The other main problems listed as a serious problem were dogs (24%), graffiti (21%) and drug dealing (19%).  Findings indicated that tenants living in Area 3 are more concerned about graffiti compared to tenants in Area 4.  One-third of tenants (33%) of tenants in Area 3 perceived graffiti to be a serious problem compared to only 12% in Area 4.  23% of tenants felt that drug dealing was a serious problem in Area 2 compared to 16% of tenants residing in Areas 1 and 4.

3.4.7
2% of tenants felt that racial harassment was a serious problem in their area.  A concern about racial harassment was greatest in Area 3 where 4% of tenants perceived it to be a serious problem.  Racial harassment was felt to be less noticeable in Area 4 where 1% said it was a serious problem.

3.5
Satisfaction with Housing Services


Introduction

3.5.1
An investigation was carried out into the reasons why tenants had contacted Salford City Council in the last 12 months, how they had contacted the council, tenants views of the way that staff dealt with their queries, staff attitudes and how easy it was for them to contact the council.


Tenants contact with Salford City Council

3.5.2
Over two-thirds (69%) of tenants had contacted Salford City Council within the last 12 months.  The main reason why tenants contacted the council (other than to pay their rent) was to report a repair (74%).  One-in-ten enquired about rent/housing benefit.


How tenants contacted Salford City Council

3.5.3
Those tenants who had been in contact with Salford City Council in the last 12 months were asked about the way that they contacted the council.  Over half phoned (52%) and 42% visited the council offices in person.


Ease in contacting the council

3.5.4
Two-thirds (67%) of tenants felt it was easy getting hold of the right person when they last contacted Salford City Council.  Nevertheless, 20% had experienced some difficulty in contacting the appropriate person.  


Helpfulness of staff

3.5.5
Eight-in-ten (81%) tenants found the council staff to be helpful.  85% of tenants found staff to be helpful in Area 1, compared to less than three-quarters (73%) in Area 4.


Satisfaction with the way in which their query was dealt with

3.5.6
Three-quarters of tenants felt that staff were able to deal with their problem, although 17% stated that staff were unable to deal with their problem.  

3.5.7
Just less than two-thirds (64%) of tenants were satisfied with the final outcome, and a sizeable minority (28%) were dissatisfied.  Those tenants residing in Area 1 were most satisfied with the final outcome (68%) and those tenants in Area 2 were the least satisfied (60%).

3.6
Quality of Service Provided


Overall satisfaction level with service

3.6.1
Three-quarters (75%) of tenants expressed some satisfaction with the overall service provided by the council.  Nearly one-third (32%) stated they were very satisfied and over two-fifths were fairly satisfied.  A further 13% were neither satisfied nor dissatisfied (See Figure 3.4 overleaf).
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Area differences in satisfaction levels

3.6.2
There wasn’t much difference in satisfaction scores by area, although the lowest level of satisfaction expressed was from tenants residing in Area 4 (72%) and the highest level of satisfaction expressed was from tenants living in Area 1 (79%).


Housing benefit and satisfaction levels

3.6.3
35% of those who received housing benefit felt the overall service was very good compared to only 23% of tenants who received no housing benefit.

3.7
Repairs Service


Introduction

3.7.1
Tenants were asked to state if they had reported any repairs to their home in the last 12 months.  Three-quarters (75%) had reported a repair in the last year.  Over two-thirds (69%) of tenants had repairs completed in the last 12 months.

3.7.2
Tenants were asked their views on the repairs and maintenance service.  In particular, information was gathered on tenants’ views and satisfaction with:

· Overall satisfaction with repairs and maintenance;

· Speed at which work was completed;

· Attitude of maintenance workers;

· The quality of work;

· Cleaning up after work is completed;

· Being told when workers would call; and

· Time taken before the work starts.

Tenants overall satisfaction with repairs

3.7.3
Over the range of factors, tenants were satisfied with the way that the council deals with repairs and maintenance.  Nearly three-quarters (74%) expressed satisfaction with the way the council deals with repairs and maintenance.  Nearly one-third (31%) said they were very satisfied and over two-fifths (43%) said they were fairly satisfied (See Figure 3.5).
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Speed at which work is completed

3.7.4
Over eight-in-ten tenants (82%) were pleased with the speed at which work was completed.  Half of the tenants deemed the speed of completion to be very good, and nearly one-third (32%) said it was fairly good.  11% showed some dissatisfaction.


Attitude of maintenance workers

3.7.5
88% of respondents were pleased with the attitude of repair workers, and 63% said that their attitude was very good.  Only 4% believed that the attitude of the workers who dealt with their repair was poor.  


Overall quality of repair work

3.7.6
80% were satisfied with the overall quality of repair work.  Nearly half (48%) 
thought the overall quality was very good.  11% felt that the overall quality was poor.


Cleaning up after work is completed

3.7.7
Over four-fifths of respondents believed that dirt and mess was kept to a minimum.  Just over half (51%) of respondents rated the cleaning up as very good on their last repair.  8% of respondents felt the cleaning up was neither good nor bad.  One-in-ten felt that the dirt and mess level was fairly poor or very poor.


Information about when workers would call

3.7.8
Over three-quarters (77%) of tenants felt that the council was fairly good or very good at keeping tenants informed when workers would call.  Nevertheless, 14% felt the council was poor at letting tenants know when the worker would call.


Time taken before work starts

3.7.9
70% of tenants expressed satisfaction with the time taken before work started and 18% expressed dissatisfaction (See Figure 3.6 below).
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Area differences in satisfaction

3.7.10
There wasn’t much difference in satisfaction scores for repairs and maintenance by the five-sub areas.  The satisfaction scores ranged from 71% in Area 5 to 77% in Area 1.


Age differences in satisfaction

3.7.11
There were also differences in the satisfaction scores with repairs by age.  Generally, tenants in the older age categories (65+) tended to be more satisfied with the repairs service compared to younger tenants aged 16-24 and 25-34.  Over eight-out-of-ten tenants (84%) aged 65-74 and 75+ (86%) were satisfied with the repairs service compared to 59% of those aged 25-34 and less than half (48%) for those tenants aged 16-24.  However, some caution is needed in interpreting these results because the results are subject to wider margins of error.

3.8
Rent Levels


Tenants’ views

3.8.1
Tenants were asked whether they felt the rent for their property represented good or poor value for money.  On ‘value for money’ of rent in terms of services tenants get, 71% thought the rent charged was fairly good or very good value for money (See Figure 3.7 below).
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3.8.2
There were little differences in the satisfaction scores for ‘value for money’ through the five sub-areas.  The satisfaction scores ranged from 70% in Area 4 to 72% in Areas 1 and 3.

3.8.3
Those tenants who received Housing Benefit were more likely to feel the rent charged on their property represented ‘very good’ value for money (35%) compared to those who received no Housing Benefit (17%).  In addition, whilst just over one-fifth (22%) of those tenants who received no Housing Benefit said ‘value for money’ was ‘neither good nor poor’ only 14% of those who received Housing Benefit gave this response.  18% of those who received no Housing Benefit thought ‘value for money’ for the rent charged was poor compared to 10% who received Housing Benefit.


Housing Benefit

3.8.4
Less than one-third of all tenants (30%) paid full rent.  69% of households received some assistance with their housing costs from Housing Benefit.  Of those tenants who received Housing Benefit, 45% stated that they paid no contribution to their rent, while 22% received partial Housing Benefit.

3.9
Tenant Consultation


Communicating with their landlord

3.9.1
Tenants were asked their views on the way the council communicates with them.


Keeping tenants informed

3.9.2
Over three-quarters (77%) of tenants felt that the way Salford City Council kept them informed was good.  Over one-third (36%) rated the way they were kept informed as very good (See Figure 3.8 below).
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Listening to tenants

3.9.3
Two-thirds of tenants (67%) believed that Salford City Council listened to their views when making decisions.  Most of these felt that only a little consideration was given to their views (41% of all tenants), while just over one quarter (26%) of all tenants felt that a lot of consideration was given to their views.


Tenant management of home

3.9.4
Nearly half of tenants (49%) were satisfied to some extent with the opportunities for participation and decision-making.  Over one-fifth (22%) were neither happy or unhappy with the opportunities and 12% were dissatisfied.  The remaining 17% expressed no opinion.


Tenant Participation Compacts

3.9.5
Nearly two-thirds (65%) of tenants had not heard of Tenant Participation Compacts.

3.9.6
However, where tenants had heard of Tenant Participation Compacts, they did seem to be satisfied with them.  Only 5% expressed dissatisfaction and two-thirds (67%) of respondents were fairly or very satisfied with their locally agreed Tenant Participation Compact (See Figure 3.9 below).
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3.10
Household Characteristics

3.10.1
This section provides details of household type and composition, the age profile of tenants in households and ethnicity.


Age Profile of respondents

3.10.2
27% of tenants are aged 35 to 54.  Over two-fifths (41%) are aged 65 or over.  Just less than one-third (32%) of partners were aged 35 to 54 and just over one-third (34%) were aged 65 or over.
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Sexes of respondents and partners

3.10.3
Over half of tenants (54%) were female whereas two-thirds (67%) of partners were female.  46% of tenants were male whereas only one-third of partners (33%) were male.


Household Composition

3.10.4
Over half of all households (54%) have at least one person who is aged 60 or over.  This refers to the findings from Q5.  Less than one-fifth of all households (19%) contain at least one person who is under the age of 16.  These findings are from Q4.

3.10.5
Over half (54%) of households contain one person and nearly one-third of all households (33%) contain a single person who is aged 60 or over.  This refers to the findings from Q6.

3.10.6
Twice as many households (11%) have single parents, compared to households who have two parents (6%).


Disability/illness

3.10.7
Respondents were asked if anyone in their household had a long-standing illness, disability or infirmity that limited their activities in anyway.

3.10.8
Over half of tenants (58%) had a long-standing illness, disability or infirmity.  The majority (86%) of tenants had a long-standing illness, disability or infirmity which did limit their activities.  This equates to half (50%) of all tenants.  8% of households included someone who used a wheelchair.


Ethnic origin

3.10.9
The study investigated households’ ethnic origin:

· 98.5% of Salford City Council’s tenants are white:


-  86% of this group are white British (22,008 tenants);


-  11% are white Irish (2,885);


-  1% are from any other white background (289);

· 0.2% of respondents were of white and black African origin, African, Chinese, Asian or mixed background.
· 0.1% were of white and black Caribbean origin, white and Asian, Pakistani, Caribbean or other background.

3.11
Household Income


Economic activity

3.11.1
Key findings include:

· Over one-fifth of tenants (22%) compared to nearly one-third (31%) of partners/spouses are in full-time or part-time work or self employed.

· 5% of tenants and 2% of partners are unemployed and seeking work;

· Two-fifths of tenants (40%) and 38% of partners are wholly retired from work;

· 19% of tenants and 16% of partners are permanently sick or disabled.


Occupation of tenants

3.11.2
The highest proportions of tenants are or were employed in the following sectors: 14% in manufacturing; 13% in transport, storage, communication or security; 12% in education, social work and health and 9% in distribution, hotels, catering and repairs.


Overall household income

3.11.3
Key findings include:

· 42% of tenants had a net income of under £100 per week;

· More than two-fifths (44%) received between £100 and £199 per week;

· Only a small minority (14%) received £200 per week or more;

· The majority (87%) of tenants were on state benefits/pensions;

· Two-thirds (67%) of all households received all of their income from state benefits/pensions;

· 23% of tenants and their partners received Income Support or Job Seekers’ Allowance;

· 21% of respondents said that they received some form of income from employment or self-employment;

· 15% received Disability Living Allowance/Attendance Allowance.

3.12
Additional Comments

3.12.1
The questionnaire provided respondents with the opportunity to provide additional comments and opinions on their home, their area and/or the housing services Salford City Council provides, through open questions 34 and 45.

3.12.2
Those tenants who chose to add further comments through Q34 gave a mixture of praise for the service provided by their landlord as well as some suggestions for improvement.  To illustrate the range of views expressed, a sample of comments (some of which are generalised) and how many people highlighted them are listed below.  The information provided is unweighted.  

3.12.3
The following positive comments were expressed by Salford City Council tenants:

· Overall service excellent/has improved (mentioned by 60 respondents);

· Very satisfied with accommodation (52);

· Generally satisfied (44);

· Staff are understanding and helpful (37).

3.12.4
The following complaints were expressed:

· Tenants wait too long to get repairs done (mentioned by 109 respondents);

· Properties need modernising (44);

· Overall quality of work is of a poor standard/never checked (42);

· Problems with people on estate (42);

· Problems with heating system (42).

3.12.5
The following suggestions for improvements were made:

· Better home security needed (35);
· Improve area (28);


· Provide car ports/garages (26);

· More information is needed for tenants (25);
· Fairer transfer system needed (17);

· Improve street cleaning (14).
3.12.6
Tenants were asked to state the three most important things about their area.  The scores below (unweighted) show the tenants priorities:

· Friendly neighbours (mentioned by 418 respondents);

· Being close to shops (364);

· Regular street cleaning, removal of rubbish and litter (348);

· Living in a quiet area (287);

· Close to public transport (263);

· No vandalism, drugs or crime (261);

· Feeling safe in their area (240); and

· Being close to other amenities e.g. schools, doctors, pubs (230).

3.12.7
Tenants were also asked to state the three most important housing services they felt their landlord provides.  The scores overleaf (unweighted) show the tenants priorities:

· Quick repairs carried out by reliable workers (mentioned by 887 respondents);

· Provision of wheelie bins and regular refuse collection (204);

· Listening to tenants and friendly and easily contactable staff (198);

· Provision of home security (184);

· Maintenance of properties (162);

· Provision of information and advice (123); and

· Servicing on gas central heating and fires (113).


Section 4 – Conclusions

4.1
Introduction

4.1.1
The Customer Satisfaction Survey was carried out between the beginning of December 2000 and early in the New Year 2001 to enable Salford City Council to find out how well it is performing in the opinion of its tenants.  A postal survey of a random sample of 6,900 tenants was carried out, based on the STATUS survey model, developed by the National Housing Federation.  Following one reminder questionnaire, a 33% response rate to the survey was secured.

4.1.2
The aim of the survey was to assess customer satisfaction with the Housing Services offered by Salford City Council, to inform its housing strategy and to fulfil the requirements of the Government’s Best Value Performance Indicators 74 and 75.  The council will use the results of the survey to benchmark with other social housing providers and to identify areas for improvement.

4.2
Key Findings

4.2.1
The results show that the majority of Salford City Council’s tenants are satisfied with their home and the housing services the council provides.  However, some areas for improvement were identified, mainly to do with the area in which tenants live.

4.3
Satisfaction levels with Accommodation

4.3.1
Most tenants: expressed satisfaction with their accommodation (85%), the number of rooms in their home (84%) and the condition of their home (82%).

4.3.2
Areas of dissatisfaction with their home stemmed from a perceived lack of modernisation of properties (4% of responses to those tenants who expressed an opinion to Q34).  A further 4% of tenants who expressed an opinion to Q34 said they had heating problems.  3% of tenants who expressed an opinion to Q34 said they needed new fencing, better home security or had problems with dampness.  2% complained of poor quality windows that were causing draughts and a lack of car parking space/garage.  

4.4
Satisfaction levels with Area

4.4.1
Tenants tended to be less satisfied with the area in which they lived compared to their satisfaction levels with their home.  Tenants expressed concerns about the cleanliness and tidiness of their area, vandalism, other crime, dogs and graffiti.

4.5
Salford City Council’s Strategy for tackling area issues

4.5.1
The council has adopted a number of strategies to address these area issues.

4.5.2
First of all, the council and its service user groups have set up a number of working parties which meet monthly to examine a number of key issues.  Currently they are looking at:

(1)
The environment: including street cleaning and refuse collection;



(2)
Repairs;



(3)
Security: in particular security cameras and lighting.

4.5.3
To tackle the problems of drugs and alcohol abuse amongst young people in the city, a new proof of age card called Validate UK cards were officially launched by Manchester United Football Club in November 2000.  Validate UK is a voluntary proof of age scheme for young people.  Its aim is to ensure that age restricted products are only sold to those legally entitled to buy them.  The cards have been issued throughout Salford’s high schools and also by the city’s Trading Standards team for young people who have left school.

4.5.4
The provision of home security was ranked as the fourth most important service Salford City tenants feel the council should provide and suggestions for improvement for their home included amongst others, the provision of car ports or garages.  

4.5.5
The council has a strategy of improving the external appearance of estates as well as tenants’ homes to make them more pleasant and more secure places to live.  Wherever possible this includes providing driveways to homes or off-street parking.  The council has recently approved five new environmental schemes as priority areas for improvement programmes.  The five priority council estates are:

· The Valley estate in Swinton: (secure perimeter fencing is being provided, driveways, improved street lighting and possible traffic calming measures);

· Cliveley in Clifton: (provision of fencing to protect the rears of council homes);

· Tootal estate in Pendleton: (45 homes to be provided with in-curtilage driveways and fencing to alleviate the problems of on-street parking on narrow roads);

· Tiger Moth Square in Irlam: (environmental improvements scheduled); and

· Philip Street/Dickens Road in Eccles: (provision of enclosed car parking to low rise blocks of flats).

4.5.6
The council is currently in the process of identifying other priority areas for future environmental schemes.

4.5.7
To help tenants fight crime (in particular burglaries) a team has been set up in the Housing Services Department following a successful bid to the Home Office by Safer Salford.  £978,200 worth of resources have been secured for five areas of the city which had the worst statistics for burglary over the last three years.  A package of measures to secure tenants homes with better doors and windows, alarms and locks, improve fencing and secure rear alleyways where people are most vulnerable.  The council has introduced neighbourhood wardens in the Swinton area as part of a package of security initiatives to curb crime.

4.5.8
The council has developed an area based approach to tackle anti-social behaviour and crime issues.

4.6
Housing Services

4.6.1
Three-quarters of tenants expressed satisfaction with the overall level of service provided by the council.  71% of tenants thought the rent charged for their property represented good value for money.  The council will continue to measure tenant satisfaction with the overall level of service it provides by carrying out customer satisfaction surveys on an ongoing basis and using other opinion surveys.

4.6.2
Just less than three-quarters (74%) of tenants were satisfied with the way the council deals with repairs and maintenance.  Generally, tenants were happy with the attitude of workers, the speed with which work was completed, cleaning up after repair work, the overall quality of repair work and keeping the tenants informed when the workers would call.

4.6.3
The main problem highlighted with the repairs service was the time taken before work starts.  Nearly one-fifth (18%) of stated this area of the repairs service was poor.

4.6.4
The main reason tenants had contacted Housing Services in the last 12 months was to report a repair (74%).  Therefore, it is no surprise that carrying out repairs quickly by reliable workers was rated as the most important housing service by tenants who chose to answer  open question 45.  As well as examining the repairs service through the working parties, the council also issues Customer Care cards to all tenants receiving responsive repairs and/or planned maintenance work.  This should further increase information on tenant’s satisfaction levels with the repairs service and help the council target areas for improvement with the repairs service.

4.7
Affordability of Renting

4.7.1
The majority of Salford City Council’s tenants are on a low income with 42% receiving less than £100 per week and the majority (87%) on state benefits.

4.7.2
Due to the low levels of income, it is not surprising that over two-thirds (69%) of Salford City Council tenants receive some assistance with their housing costs from Housing Benefit and that 45% receive full Housing Benefit.

4.8
Tenant Consultation

4.8.1
Over three-quarters (77%) of tenants felt that the council was good at keeping them informed about things that affect them as tenants.  The council has stated in its housing participation manual that it is committed to:

“Providing clear, thorough and understanding information to tenants on housing issues and consulting tenants on all changes that may affect them ... “

4.8.2
The council uses a variety of methods to provide information to tenants, namely:

· Individual letters;

· Newsletters;

· Posters;

· General documents;

· Leaflets; and

· Officer time and support to discuss and understand information.

4.8.3
The council has promised in its housing participation manual to survey a percentage of service users every 3 years, to measure satisfaction with both the level and quality of information provided to tenants.

4.8.4
Just over two-thirds of tenants (67%) felt that the council listened to their views when making decisions.

4.9
Tenant Participation

4.9.1
One interesting finding was that only 35% of respondents stated they had heard of Tenant Participation Compacts.  This is despite the council having given wide publicity to agreeing its Compact with Salford City tenants.  Whilst the number of respondents who had heard of the Compact is relatively small, this may be due to the fact that Salford City Council called their Tenant Participation Compact Salford’s Housing Participation Compact and therefore the tenants may have been confused over the change in name.

4.9.2
The council view their Housing Participation Compact as only the starting point in developing tenant involvement and participation in the Housing Services.

4.9.3
The council has said it will carry out customer satisfaction surveys on tenant participation arrangements and support for tenant groups in line with the Governments Best Value Performance Indicator requirements.

4.9.4
Salford City Council hopes to increase tenant participation and provide further support for tenant involvement.  The council has increased the resources available for tenant participation namely, the council has recently employed additional tenant participation workers in the Little Hulton area.  The council currently has two full-time tenant participation workers, two part-time tenant participation workers and a co-ordinator.  In addition, Salford City Council tenants groups are currently considering the formation of a Federation that could more effectively represent tenants views.

4.10
Final Comments

4.10.1
Salford City Council Customer Satisfaction Survey has considered tenants’ satisfaction with their home, their area and the services they receive from the council.  The findings are based on a robust sample survey of tenants.

4.10.2
One of the main aims of the survey was to meet the recent Best Value Performance Indicators 74 and 75 required by the DETR.  BVPI 74 refers to satisfaction of tenants of council housing with the overall service provided by the council.  BVPI 75 relates to satisfaction of council tenants with opportunities for participation in management and decision-making in relation to housing services provided by the council.  The satisfaction scores for these two indicators are 75% and 49% respectively.  The council will use this information to benchmark their performance with that of other social housing providers and to seek continuous improvement in service.


Section 5 – Recommendations

5.1
Introduction

5.1.1
The research findings have provided comprehensive information about customers’ satisfaction with their home, their area and the housing service.

5.1.2
The study has highlighted key areas where the council could make improvements to services.

5.2
Repairs Service

5.2.1
Salford City Council has recently completed its first Best Value Review, which was on the repairs service.

5.2.2
Over three-quarters of tenants felt that the Salford City Council was good at keeping them informed when the workers would call.  This is likely to be a result of the fact that the council has a Repairs by Appointment System in a number of areas.

5.2.3
It is recommended that Salford City Council continues to examine the repairs service through the working parties and continues to issue Customer Care cards to all tenants receiving responsive repairs or planned maintenance work.  The increased information should help the council target areas for improvement.

5.2.4
The council could explore further the reasons why nearly one-fifth of tenants are dissatisfied with the time taken before repair work starts.

5.3
Tenant Consultation and Tenant Participation

5.3.1
Salford City Council has stated in its Housing Strategy update for 2000 that it will continue to develop community, resident and tenant participation.  It is recommended that the council reviews tenant consultation and tenant participation as part of its Best Value Review.

5.3.2
Few tenants had heard of the tenant participation compact despite the council having given wide publicity to the compact.  A key area where the council could make improvements to services is to make the idea of tenant participation more widely known.  We are aware that the council is in the process of carrying out further publicity on its tenant compact and is holding an exhibition day in April 2001 where tenants can come along and find out more about tenant participation.  In addition, City of Salford Housing Services hopes to expand the way tenants are involved in decision-making by setting up a Tenants Federation.

5.4
Area Improvements

5.4.1
The study highlighted a number of area issues to be addressed: namely, problems with litter and rubbish in the street, vandalism, other crime, dogs, graffiti and drugs.  There were differences in problems rated as serious by area.  

5.4.2
The council is currently dealing with some of these concerns through a number of strategies.  To create a safer and more secure environment, the council is currently targeting five areas for environmental improvements.  We are aware that the council is currently in the process of identifying other priority areas for future environmental schemes.  They are looking to target a package of security initiatives to reduce crime in two pilot areas (Valley Estate and Lillton Road) where high incidents of crime have been recorded.

5.4.3
Further research into the problems by area is recommended, so that suitable strategies can be adopted to address these problems.  In addition, it is recommended that the council continues to work in partnership with other agencies to develop solutions to improve community safety.

.


Chapter 6 – Action Plan

6.1
Introduction

6.1.1
Salford City Council may consider setting targets to increase the number of tenants satisfied with removal of litter and rubbish.

6.1.2
Partnerships between the council and the police, other organisations and agencies could be strengthened.   This would help to improve safety and security on estates and bring environmental benefits.

6.1.3
Salford City Council could identify priorities and programmes for urban regeneration.

6.1.4
The development of tenant participation could be encouraged by the council, through increasing the number of tenant and resident groups and setting up the Tenants Federation.

6.1.5  
Salford City Council could continue its Best Value Review.

References:

City of Salford Council Housing Strategy 2000 - 2005  Update for 2000 - City of Salford Housing Services.

Salford People - August 2000. 
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Fig 3.4
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Figure 3.4   Tenants’ satisfaction with the overall housing                                   service
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Fig 3.5
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Figure 3.5     Tenant satisfaction with repairs and maintenance
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Fig 3.6

		





Fig 3.6
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Figure 3.6     Satisfaction with the time taken before the work starts
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Fig 3.7

		





Fig 3.7
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Figure 3.7     Tenants’ views on 'value for money'
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Fig 3.8
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Figure 3.8     Tenants' views on being kept informed
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Fig 3.9

		Very Satisfied

		Fairly Satisfied

		Neither Satisfied nor Dissatisfied

		Fairly Dissatisfied

		Very Dissatisfied

		Don't know



Figure 3.9    Tenant satisfaction with Tenant 
        Participation Compacts
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Fig 3.10

		





Fig 3.10
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Figure 3.10     Age of the tenants
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chart q30
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A bar chart indicating the feeling towards tenants consultation
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chart q31
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A bar chart indicating the satisfaction for opportunities for participation
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