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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY:

The third Standard Tenant Satisfaction Survey (STATUS) was carried out in Autumn 2006 to satisfy the triennial statutory duty for Salford Council to measure the satisfaction of tenants in its properties. The survey also provides the method for reporting on the Best Value Performance Indicators (BVPIs) 74 and 75 as required by the Audit Commission.  

In brief the findings of STATUS 2006 indicates that tenants are satisfied with the housing services provided by New Prospect, and levels of satisfaction have risen since the previous survey in 2003. Overall satisfaction for most questions is typically 70% plus and improving. 

The improvement in BVPIs 74 and 75 was very encouraging, especially the dramatic increase for BVPI 75, which suggests the extensive housing options consultation, the Opening Doors Compact and general tenant involvement have been a great success.

Key findings:

A sample size of 3,500 (split equally over the 5 New Prospect housing groups) was agreed in order to ensure that the statutory 625 returns required was surpassed. A healthy 1,404 responses were received for analysis, equating to a response rate of just over 40%.  The BVPI findings were as follows:

· BVPI 74 tenant satisfaction with the overall service provided by New Prospect is 78.1%, an improvement on the 2003 figure of 72.2% in 2003.

· BVPI 75 tenant satisfaction with opportunities for participation in management and decision making in relation to housing services provided by New Prospect is 70.9%, which is well above the 45.4% recorded in the 2003 survey.  BME satisfaction was for this indicator above the overall level at 73.2%.

· It is required that these indicators are then split between BME and non-BME groups, and for BVPI 74 the BME satisfaction response was lower than the overall level at 68.8%.

Following the completion of the STATUS a full report which details all of the findings has been written and agreed for distribution by internal stakeholders in February 2007.
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DETAILS:

1. 0 Background
1.1 STATUS is a standard questionnaire used by Local Authorities and Housing Association to determine levels satisfaction amongst tenants who live in their housing stock.  This is the third survey for the authority of its kind, and is required every 3 years.  The Housing Consortium on behalf of Salford City Council carried out the first two studies in 2000 and 2003, the 2006 survey was conducted internally.
1.2  Findings from this survey enable us to:  

· Identify both good and poor areas of service delivery

· Highlight high and low levels of resident satisfaction

· Measure changes in tenant satisfaction over time and asses continuing trends from 2003 to 2006

· Identify priority service areas for improvement

1.3  The survey was conducted by post with the original questionnaires (see appendix E) being sent out with a covering explanation letter and pre-paid self addressed envelope in late September 2006.  Two reminders were sent out at two week intervals to non-respondents with further questionnaires in order to maximise the response rate, and all major holidays were avoided.  An incentive of a prize draw for shopping vouchers to the value of £125 was added to the survey.

1.4  A sample size of 3,500 was chosen, made up evenly of the five New Prospect housing groups of Salford (Eccles & Irlam, Worsley & Little Hulton, Salford North, Salford South and Swinton), and within these areas the sample was selected randomly.  The minimum overall target for responses needed was 625.  The response rate of 1,404 more than surpassed the required 625 and was just over 40% (21% in 2003 1,495/7,100).  

2.0 Detail

2.1  Housing Profiles

From the survey key housing profile related facts were gained such as the following:

· 3.5% of the respondents are from BME households;

· 37% of respondents have been a council tenant for 21 years or more, and 53.6% have been a council tenant for at least 11 years;

· 25.1% have been in their current home for at least 21 years with 43.1% having been resident for at least 11 years;

· 50.2% had at least one person aged 60 or over;

· 13% of respondents are 1 parent families, 5.5% are 2 parent families

2.2 Satisfaction with Accommodation

83.1% of tenants were satisfied with their accommodation compared to 81.6% 3 years ago.  However there were slight declines in both the people very satisfied and dissatisfied alike. 

Tenants from the Salford South housing group area were most satisfied with their accommodation at 87.8%, with Swinton tenants having the least proportion satisfied at 80.7%

The number of respondents who consider they have too few rooms has risen from 16.1% to 18.5% since 2003 (a 14.9% difference), however this was not reflected in the rise in household sizes recorded by the survey from 1.83 to 1.85 over the same period (1.6% difference).

The percentage of residents satisfied with the condition of their property fell between 2003 and 2006 from 78.6% to 75.9%, and there was a more significant fall in the number of people very satisfied with their property from 30.6% to 24.8%, which are findings that need further consideration.

2.3 Satisfaction with Neighbourhood

Satisfaction with neighbourhood remained constant with just over 7 out of 10 tenants satisfied (70.6%) with their neighbourhood, plus there was also an increase in the number of people very satisfied from 30.4% to 32.9%.

As with accommodation satisfaction, when neighbourhood satisfaction is looked at by housing group, Salford South had the highest proportion of satisfied residents at 74.7% with Swinton having the lowest at 68.8%.

All neighbourhood problems have significantly decreased since 2003 according to the percentage of tenants who rated them as such.  Litter and rubbish remained the highest-ranking problem with 70.8% of respondents considering it as such, and vandalism continued to rank second with 64.8% of tenants perceiving it as a problem. Just under half of the tenants think dogs, other crime, graffiti and noise from neighbours are problems, whilst between 3 and 4 out of ten believe noise from traffic, drug dealing and problems with neighbours are a nuisance.  Fewer than 2 in 10 people (17.8%) think vandalism to the home is a problem whilst only 10% see racial harassment as a problem.  Whilst all problems reduced there still remains a lot of work to do to reduce them further in the next 3 years.

2.4 Satisfaction with Landlord Services provided by New Prospect

78.2% of tenants indicated satisfaction with the overall Landlord Services New Prospect provides with 32.4% being very satisfied (28% in 2003).  Satisfaction with landlord services is highest in the Worsley & Little Hulton housing group area at 81.5% and lowest in Eccles & Irlam 73.2%.

73.9% consider their landlord services to be good value for money (71.4% in 2003), with 75.2% expressing satisfaction with repairs and maintenance (66.8% in 2003).  

Repairs remain to be the main reason 76.6% of tenants contacted New Prospect, and after contacting their landlord 66.6% of respondents were satisfied with the final outcome (53.9% 2003).

2.5 Communication and Participation

81.8% of respondents considered New Prospect to be good at keeping them informed of things which may affect them as a tenant (71.8% in 2003).  Over 3 in 10 tenants (60.1%) expressed satisfaction with opportunities provided by New Prospect for participation in management and decision making (45.4% in 2003).  

54.8% of tenants said they were aware of Tenant Participation Compacts, this was only 32.8% in 2003.  Of the tenants who are aware of the Compact 64.4% are satisfied with the agreement (60.2% in 2003).

2.6 Improving Services

When asked to rate their top 3 services (in no particular order) the top two services were Repairs and Maintenance with 28.5% and Overall Quality of Home with 21.7%.  However when tenants were asked to indicate which services needed the most improvement, Overall Quality of Home was considered the most in need service with 78.5% of tenants rating at least some improvement needed.  Repairs and Maintenance was rated the highest for ‘Much Improvement Needed’ category with 23.9% and third highest for any improvement needed with 68%.  Due to the high importance to tenants of these services, coupled with the high percentage of tenants who think there is need for improvement, the findings make these two service areas the clear priorities for future improvements.

3.0  Conclusion and Recommendations
3.1  Overall the findings of STATUS 2006 are positive and indicate that tenants are satisfied with the housing services provided by New Prospect, and levels of satisfaction have risen since the previous survey in 2003. For some areas of services these gains in satisfaction levels have been considerable.  The only service that has not risen in terms of satisfaction is the physical accommodation, which has seen a very slight decline.  The quality of accommodation is rated as the second most important service by tenants, but is also the service with the most room for improvement.  This must be a, if not the, priority highlighted by this survey, and needs to be addressed.  The Decent Homes standard which is due to be met by 2010 has pre-empted improvements in the condition of council owned accommodation, and changes in the management and ownership of stock are in the process of being made in order to gain the extra funding needed to achieve and surpass the national standard.  With this work already in progress a marked improvement is hoped for regarding the question relating to satisfaction with accommodation in 2009.  

3.2  Maintenance and repairs is the most important service in the opinion of tenants and is the main reason why the majority of respondents have any contact with their landlord.  Although satisfaction levels for this service are high and have improved well since 2003, there is still considerable room for improvement according to the respondents, and due to its importance, must also be of high priority to improve standards in this area.

3.3  The improvement in both overall BVPIs was very encouraging, especially the dramatic increase for BVPI 75 which suggests the housing options consultation, the Opening Doors Compact and the range of other opportunities for tenant involvement have been a great success.  As well as satisfaction with landlord services rising, so did value for money, and it was also clear to see that tenants in receipt of no Housing Benefit were likely to be less satisfied litter/rubbish on the street and vandalism continued to be the two standout neighbourhood problems, but again there are drastic decreases in the numbers of people who think these to be serious problems.  There was a marginal increase in satisfaction with neighbourhood, and when various aspects of satisfaction were looked at and broken down by area and housing group, it was clear tenants were more satisfied in the ‘Central Salford’ area, Salford South in particular, and less satisfied in the ‘West Salford’ area, especially Swinton.

3.4 Overall satisfaction for most questions is typically 70% plus and improving since the previous survey in 2003, and there is no reason this can not improve even further whoever may provide the landlord services in the future.  The two major priorities of accommodation quality and repairs & maintenance have the opportunity to be addressed straight away with the pending change in stock management/ownership to meet the Decent Homes Standard and presents a challenge for the proposed new housing organisations.  It may be possible that more customer involvement has led to higher satisfaction in certain locations as opposed to others, and this must be looked into to enable good practice to be transferred between areas allowing the lowest areas of satisfaction to be raised up to the highest.  

Unfortunatley it was not possible to measure the improvement in satisfaction by area after this survey as there was no data available at area/group levels from the previous surveys, however changes in satisfaction by area/group will be measurable in 2009. The whole STATUS exercise was consistent with the two previous surveys, and all things being equal the changes are mainly positive.  When asked about every service a large majority of tenants are satisfied, but when asked about improvements to services the majority still indicate that improvements are needed.  Therefore improvements are needed on top of the sustained good work, the affects of which will be measurable in 2009.  
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STATUS Report 2006 
 


1 Introduction 
 
This report has been prepared by Salford City Council and New Prospect 
Housing Limited, who carried out the survey to establish the levels of tenant 
satisfaction with housing and landlord services provided in its 25,992 
properties.  This is the third survey of its kind for local authority homes in the 
city.  The methodology is described first, following which the results, analysis 
and findings are explained, and recommendations made.  This is the first 
STATUS project which will allow results to be analysed by local areas which 
should add value to this report and its recommendations. 
 
 
 
1.1 Survey Aims 
 
The aims of the 2006 STATUS were as follows: 
 
 
• To measure changes in tenant satisfaction over time, with particular 
emphasis on the results obtained from the authority’s 2003 survey; 
 
• To identify and prioritise improvements necessary in service areas; 
 
• To enable the comparison of levels of satisfaction, including BVPIs, with 
other local authorities especially Greater Manchester and “nearest neighbour” 
councils (when comparison figures become available). 
 
• To quantify tenant satisfaction with the housing services for New Prospect 
Housing Limited, the current Arms Length Management Organisation for all 
Salford City Council’s social housing stock, inline with STATUS guidelines 
and using the standard STATUS questions (no supplementary questions were 
added). 
 
 
 
1.2 Survey Method 
 
The survey was conducted by post with the original questionnaires (see 
appendix E) being sent out with a covering explanation letter and pre-paid self 
addressed envelope in late September 2006.  Two reminders were sent out at 
two week intervals to non-respondents with further questionnaires in order to 
maximise the response rate, and all major holidays were avoided.  An 
incentive of a prize draw for shopping vouchers to the value of £125 was 
added to the survey. 
 
A sample size of 3,500 was chosen, made up evenly of the five New Prospect 
housing groups of Salford (Eccles & Irlam, Worsley & Little Hulton, Salford 
North, Salford South and Swinton), and within these areas the sample was 
selected randomly.  The minimum overall target for responses needed was 
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625, which is an Audit Commission requirement, in order to ensure the results 
are accurate to within a +/- 4% sampling error at the 95% confidence limit. 
1.3 Survey Response Rate and Accuracy 
 
The response rate of 1,404 more than surpassed the required 625 and was 
just over 40% (21% in 2003 1,495/7,100). Therefore the sample size is more 
than double the required size to produce results within a +/- 4% sampling 
error at the 95% confidence limit. 
 
1.4 Figures explained 
 
All percentages are rounded to one decimal place, and therefore due to the 
nature of rounding they may not all sum exactly to 100.   
 
Many tenants left gaps in the questionnaires, but all filled out the majority of 
questions.  Also, all the questions are not relevant to all respondents so the 
base number used to calculate the percentages in many of charts used varies 
below 1,404. And similarly questions where more than one response is 
permitted, all responses are counted and the base number will be above 
1,404.   
 
BVPI 75 was calculated using all ‘no opinion’ responses in 2003, but 
according to current guidance the ‘no opinion’ responses were omitted for this 
survey.  Therefore allowances must be made when comparing the results for 
this indicator between the 2003 and 2006 surveys. 
 
The Black Minority and Ethnic (BME) population of Salford is relatively small 
and so is the number of BME tenants in council stock.  Only 3.5% or 48 of the 
respondents indicated that they were from BME backgrounds and this small 
sample size would have a large margin of error, so the results of BVPI 74b & 
75b, which measure the satisfaction of the ethnic population, are not 
necessarily accurate and should be interpreted as a guide only.  However, a 
wider understand of the views of BME residents should be available in the 
BME and Faith Strategy for housing and the report from the Strategic Housing 
Market Assessment which are both pending. 
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2.  Key Indicators 
 
In order to comply with the Best Value requirements, and to enable the 
measurement of the continuous improvement of services, two Best Value 
Performance Indicators (BVPI) were produced from the results. The findings 
for these indicators can be seen in the two tables below (2.1 and 2.2). 
 
The responses for BVPI 74 show that in total 78.1% are satisfied with the 
overall service provided by New Prospect as a landlord.  This is a significant 
improvement of 5.9% over the 2003 results when 72.2% of replies indicated 
they were satisfied. 
 
BVPI 75 indicates a much stronger positive increase in satisfaction with 
70.9% of respondents indicating they are satisfied with opportunities to 
participate in management and decision making, an impressive 25.5% 
improvement over the 45.4% achieved in 2003.   
 
 
Table 2.1:  
Taking everything into account, how satisfied or dissatisfied are you 
with the overall service provided by your landlord? (BVPI 74) 


Non-BME BME All SATISFACTION LEVELS 


% % % 
Very satisfied 32.4 25.0 32.4 
Fairly satisfied 46.0 43.8 45.8 
Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied 12.2 16.7 12.3 
Fairly dissatisfied   5.3   4.2   5.2 
Very dissatisfied   4.2 10.4   4.4 
TOTAL = (100%) 1323 48    1377 
 
 
Table 2.2:  
Thinking about the housing service that your Landlord Provides, how 
satisfied or dissatisfied are you with opportunities for participation in 
management decision - making? (BVPI 75) 


Non-BME BME All SATISFACTION LEVELS 


% % % 
Very satisfied 27.8 26.8 27.3 
Fairly satisfied 43.2 46.3 43.5 
Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied 21.8 14.6 22.2 
Fairly dissatisfied   4.5   4.9   4.4 
Very dissatisfied   2.8   7.3   2.6 
TOTAL = (100%) 1160 41 1104 
 
 
The first STATUS project was carried out in 2000, and in Figure 2.1 the trend 
of the BVPIs are illustrated.  The graph shows a slight decrease in satisfaction 
for both from 2000 to 2003, but then steady and drastic increases in BVPIs 74 
and 75 respectively in 2006.  Therefore as far as the key housing indicators 
are concerned for STATUS 2006 the trends show the management of council 
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stock has either starting moving in the right direction (BVPI 74) or excelling 
(BVPI 75).  


 
Figure 2.1 


Best Value Performance Indicators Trend - Satisfaction
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It is an Audit Commission requirement that the BVPIs are reported both by 
white and BME ethnic groups.  The results measured up well as can be seen 
below in Table 2.3. 
 
Table 2.3 
Comparison of 2006 BVPI results achieved compared to targets set 
Indicator Target 2006 Achieved 2006 Variance +/- 
BVPI 74a – All 75% 78.1%   +3.1% 
BVPI 74b – BME 75% 68.8%   -6.2% 
BVPI 74c – Non BME  75% 78.4%   +3.4% 
BVPI 75a – All 60% 70.9% +10.9% 
BVPI 75b – BME 60% 73.2% +13.2% 
BVPI 75c – Non BME 60% 70.7% +10.7% 
 
The targets are achieved in all categories except one, however as already 
explained the BME response to this question was very low, only 48 people.  
Therefore with such a small sample size any slight change in opinion 
recorded may be due to the sample being easily skewed rather than a 
genuine case of dissatisfaction with the landlord by ethnic communities (but 
BME housing issues will be looked at further in other documents as 
mentioned in Section 1).  The rest of the targets were successfully met, with 
all of the BVPI 75s achieving at least 10% above the set target. 
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3. Household Profiles 
 
The survey asked the respondents to state their ethnic origin of the tenant or 
household using the same standard groupings as the Census.  Of the total 
1404 respondents 1385 chose to answer this question.  Figure 3.1 below 
shows the answers aggregated up to the broad ethnic groupings. 
 
Figure 3.1: Ethnic origin of household 
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The three tenant satisfaction surveys show a trend of a slight decline in the 
proportion of white respondent households living in council stock to 96.5%, a 
figure similar to the total white population indicated by the 2001 Census of 
96.1%.  The only significant rise is in the proportion of Black respondent 
households, which offset the decline in the percentage of White respondent 
households.  The number of black respondent households was 1.8% 
compared to 0.8% of the population in the 2001 Census, but numbers of 
Black and other BME groups within Salford are expected to have risen 
significantly since the last Census.  The change in non-BME/total BME 
population is illustrated below in figure 3.2. 
 
Figure 3.2: BME 
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Figure 3.3:  
How would you describe the composition of your household? 
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The most frequent household type indicated remains to be one adult 60 or 
over (31.5%) and over half of the responses were from single occupant 
tenancies (53.8%). There were minor changes in response rates between 
household types, except for two adults, at least one over 60 category, which 
saw a decline of almost a third.  The fall in responses from two parent families 
was matched by the rise in one parent families which suggests a movement 
to smaller household sizes, however this should not affect the results of the 
survey. 
 
Figure 3.4: Length of time as a council tenant/Length of time in current home 
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Base = 1,360 (as tenant) & 1,364 (in home) 
 
Figure 3.4 shows that over 90% of tenants have been in their current home as 
well as having the same landlord for over a year.  The most frequent 
response recorded was 21+ years for both questions, 37% for council tenant 
and 25.1% for current home.  Over half the respondents (53.6%) have been a 
council tenant for over 10 years and almost 7 out of 10 (68%) had passed five 
years as a tenant. 
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4 Landlord Services 
 
Those surveyed were asked questions relating to how satisfied/dissatisfied 
they are with the overall service provided by their landlord including; repairs 
and maintenance, dealing with customer enquiries and issues, managing 
tenancies and rent administration.  In total 1,377 customers gave valid 
responses to this question and the results are illustrated below. 
 
Figure 4.1 
Taking everything into account, how satisfied or dissatisfied are you 
with the overall service provided by your landlord? 
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Base = 1377 respondents 
 
As shown in the key findings for BVPI 74 the general trend of satisfaction with 
overall landlord services has risen between this and the 2003 survey.  The 
above chart illustrates the different broken down levels of satisfaction (as 
opposed to the BVPI which uses very and fairly satisfied combined).  It can be 
seen that the major area of improvement is in the top category very satisfied 
category from 28% to 32.4%, with the fairly satisfied category having a small 
rise 44.2% to 45.8%.  These increases are offset by falls in the bottom three 
categories.  For this question the increase in the BVPI does not do justice to 
the actual rise in people who are not just satisfied but very satisfied. 
 
Almost three quarters (74%) of the respondents were satisfied with the value 
for money they received for their rent, which was 3% above the previous 
survey’s figure.  This rise was seen in both categories of satisfaction, with the 
number of people very satisfied rising to almost three in ten (29.5%).  The two 
lower categories both decreased and in total the number of tenants who were 
dissatisfied was less than one in ten (9.2% previously 11.5%).  The 
percentage of people neither satisfied nor dissatisfied remained stable at 
17%. 
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Figure 4.2  
Taking into account your home and the services your landlord provides, 
do you think the rent for this property represents good value for 
money? 
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Base = 1,359 respondents 
 
Figure 4.3 Value for money perception compared to rent payment method 
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Figure 4.3 clearly suggests that there is a connection between perceived 
value for rent money and whether or nor this is paid for by housing benefit.  
Tenants who receive no housing benefit are less than half as likely to be very 
satisfied and twice as likely to be fairly dissatisfied.  This also makes it appear 
that on the whole tenants who do not receive housing benefit to assist their 
rent are more likely to expect a better service for their money. 
 
Looking at landlord services in more detail in figure 4.4, an increase is 
indicated in satisfaction with the way New Prospect deals with repairs and 
maintenance to over 3 in 4 people (75.2%) now being satisfied, an 8.4% 
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increase over the figure in 2003 (66.8%).  The major increase was in the 
percentage of very satisfied clients with very dissatisfied clients showing the 
largest decrease. 
 
Figure 4.4 Generally, how satisfied or dissatisfied are you with the way 
your landlord deals with repairs and maintenance? 
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Satisfaction with repairs and maintenance is improving and seems high at 
over 3 out of 4 people.  In figure 4.5 which details the ratings, it is shown that 
five out of the six categories all rated higher than 80%.  All ratings improved 
on the 2003 scores when the lead-time for jobs also scored lowest, and 
attitude of workers rated highest with an impressive 90.6% considering it to 
be good. 
 


Figure 4.5 Thinking about your last completed repair, how would it rate in 
terms of…? 
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The vast majority of tenants who contacted their landlord in the last 12 months did 
so about repairs 76.6% (see figure 4.6), and after contact with New Prospect an 
improving two thirds (66.6%) of respondents were satisfied compared to just over 
half (53.9%) three years ago (see figure 4.7). 


 
Figure 4.6: What did you last have contact (with New Prospect) about? 
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Figure 4.7: Satisfaction with the final outcome of contacting NPHL 
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5. Accommodation 
 
Satisfaction with accommodation is generally judged on the tangible aspects 
of the customers’ homes such as; kitchen, bathroom, decoration, ability to 
withstand the elements, noise and dampness, insulation, fixtures and fittings, 
general state of repair, number of rooms/bedrooms, aids and adaptations, 
appearance of outside walls and windows, length of time since fitted items 
replaced and garden/yard facilities provided. 
 
Figure 5.1: Overall how satisfied or dissatisfied are you with your 
accommodation? 
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39.8%
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Base: 1,374 respondents 
 
There are slight changes to satisfaction levels with accommodation. In 
contrast to most questions there has been a slight decrease in the amount of 
respondents who were totally satisfied but this was counteracted by a drop in 
the number of people very dissatisfied and a rise in tenants who were fairly 
satisfied.  With the above taken into account there is no significant difference 
in accommodation satisfaction from 3 years ago.   
 
The proportion of respondents who thought that the number of rooms in their 
property was too few has seen a slight increase from 16.1% in 2003 to 18.5% 
in 2006.  This is likely to be due in some part to the rise in the household size 
of the survey from 1.82 people in 2003 to 1.85 people currently. 
 
Figure 5.2 Do you think the number of homes in your room is…? 
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As can be seen from figure 5.3 the perception of the stock condition has 
decreased in the highest category from a significant 30.6% to 24.8% in the 
last three years.   There is a rise is the number of tenants who considered 
their property to be in fairly good condition but this was only around half the 
decrease in very good, and there was also a slight increase stock perceived 
as fairly poor.  Overall there is a small but concerning decrease in the 
perception of stock condition from 2003 to 2006, but this may be the result of 
customers being better informed through the stock options consultation 
process which focuses on stock condition and the achievement of Decent 
Homes for all council owned property 
 
Figure 5.3: How would you describe the general condition of your 
property? 
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6. Neighbourhood 
 
Neighbourhood satisfaction is generally determined by social, aesthetic and 
practical elements of where the customers live e.g. crime levels, anti-social 
behaviour, amenities, infrastructure and cleanliness.  These factors will be 
influenced by the all the agencies in Salford who make up the Local Strategic 
Partnership and contribute towards the Community Plan.  The results of 
satisfaction with neighbourhood are displayed below.  
 
Figure 6.1: How satisfied or dissatisfied are you with this 
neighbourhood as a place to live? 
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 Base: 1,378 respondents 
 
There is little significant change in satisfaction with neighbourhood as can be 
seen in figure 6.1.  The slight growth in tenants very satisfied and decline in 
very dissatisfied is encouraging, with almost a third of respondents (32.9%) 
indicating the top satisfaction level, and the bottom satisfaction level declining 
to 7.1%.  These small changes however are countered by the decline in fairly 
satisfied and rise in fairly dissatisfied, and overall there is a modest 
improvement in the perception of neighbourhood. 
 
All neighbourhood problems have decreased in the opinion of tenants since 
2003 and this can be seen in figures 6.2 & 6.3.  Figure 6.2 shows the 
percentage of tenants who thought an issue was a serious problem and 6.3 
shows the combined percentages who considered an issue to be a serious or 
slight problem.     
 
According to respondents the most frequent problem remains to be litter and 
rubbish in the street, but only 28.4% of people rated it as serious compared to 
37.9% in 2003, which is a considerable reduction, and overall the problem fell 
from 75.3% to 70.8. Vandalism remained the second highest rated problem 
and also saw a significant decrease as a serious problem from 34.9% in 2003 
to 23.6% in 2006, with the overall problem percentage falling from 73.3 to 
64.8% over the same period. 
 
The other prominent problems such as graffiti, dogs, drug dealing and other 
crime also fell but at varying rates, with graffiti almost falling in half from 
21.7% to 11.4% as a serious problem, drug dealing also so a fall from 22.7% 
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to 13.5%. The least frequent problem continued to be racial harassment 
which fell from 4.4% to 3% as a serious problem (although it may be a bigger 
problem than first perceived due Salford’s small BME population and will be 
looked at further in the BME and Faith Housing Strategy).  In spite of the 
proportion of tenants who perceive these issues as problems falling, they still 
remain as problems, and the good work by all partners working towards the 
priorities of the Community Action Plans must continue to reduce these 
problems in order to further improve the neighbourhoods. 
 
Figure 6.2: Serious neighbourhood problems 
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Figure 6.3: Problems at both levels (slight and serious combined) 
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7. Communication and Participation 
 
Tenant participation in how housing services are managed and provided is 
important for two main reasons.  Firstly it is an important extension of 
democracy beyond the ballot box, allowing people who will be affected by 
particular decisions to have a say when they are made. Secondly, all 
organisations function better if they are able to provide their customers with 
what they want, and housing services is no different.  Therefore tenant 
participation and consultation when managing their homes is imperative to 
improving both the housing services provided and the community as a whole.   
 
Figure 7.1: Generally, how good or poor do you feel your landlord is at 
keeping you informed about things that may affect you as a tenant?  
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Base: 1,378 respondents 
 
There was a rise of around a third from 31.5% to 40.9% (see figure 7.1) of 
tenants who thought that New Prospect was very good at keeping them 
informed about things that might affect them.  Around 4 out of 5 (81.8) 
thought New Prospect was good at keeping them informed which improved 
on less than 3 out of four (73.8%) who considered the same in 2003.   
 
There was an increase of around a fifth of the proportion of tenants who 
believed New Prospect listened a lot to the views when making a decision, 
from 20.6% in 2003 to 28.2% in 2006 (see figure 7.2). There was also a 40% 
reduction in the number of respondents who thought New Prospect did not 
listen to them when making decisions from 20.7% to the current 12.5%. 
 
Satisfaction in opportunities for participation in management decision making 
is used to calculate BVPI 75 as mentioned earlier in this report, and a broken 
down chart of the question can be seen in figure 7.3.  Following Audit 
Commission guidance the base for BVPI 75 excluded ‘no opinion’ responses 
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for the 2006 figure, however all responses can be seen in figure 7.3.   The 
largest increase can be seen in the very satisfied category with a increase of 
over 50% from 15% in 2003 to 23.5%.  The amount of respondents quite 
satisfied has risen by over 20% from 30.4% to 36.6%, with all other 
categories falling. 
 
 
Figure 7.2: How much account do you feel your landlord takes of 
tenant’s view when making decisions? 
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Base: 1,364 respondents 
 
 
7.3 Thinking about the housing services that your landlord provides, 
how satisfied or dissatisfied are you with opportunities for participation 
in management and decision-making? 
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There was a dramatic increase in the number of respondents who are aware 
of the tenant participation compact, as seen in figure 7.4, this has risen from 
less than a third (32.4%) to the majority of tenants (54.8%) in 3 years, but 
ideally this figure would be a lot higher.  Of the tenants who knew of the 
Tenant Compact there were reasonable increases in the proportion who were 
satisfied as seen in figure 7.5, taking the total satisfied from 60.2% to 64.4%.  
This is coupled with the fact that more customers are now aware of the 
Tenant Compact  
 
Figure 7.4: Have you heard of Tenant Participation Compacts – 
agreements between local councils and their tenants – which set out 
how tenants will be involved in shaping local decisions about housing? 
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Base: 1322 respondents 
 
Figure 7.5 How satisfied or dissatisfied are your locally-agreed Tenant 
Participation Compact? 
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8 Satisfaction by Area 
 
New Prospect manages the council stock with five different housing groups 
for the different geographical areas; Eccles and Irlam, Swinton, Worsley and 
Little Hulton, Salford North and Salford South.  Salford is also split into two 
main areas when it comes to regeneration, Central Salford, which has been 
the focus of most of the regeneration activity and includes Salford North and 
South Housing Groups, and West Salford which includes the other three 
groups.  The following section examines levels of satisfaction according to the 
housing group and area the tenants live in. 
 
 
Figure 8.1 Satisfaction with overall landlord services by housing group 
and area 
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Central Salford tenants were slightly more satisfied with their landlord 
services as a whole than West Salford tenants (see figure 8.1).  Both Central 
Salford housing groups were within 1% point of 80% satisfaction, but they 
were still less satisfied respondents as a percentage than Worsley and Little 
Hulton.  The West Salford rating is lower as a result of Swinton and Eccles & 
Irlam groups which rated below the Salford average of 78.1%. 
 
In figure 8.2 it can be seen, when rounded to one decimal place, the 
respondents’ satisfaction with their area as a place to live is level between 
both West and Central Salford at 71.6%.  Salford South residents said they 
were most satisfied with the neighbourhood, with Eccles & Irlam also being 
above average. Worsley and Little Hulton is close to the average with Salford 
North and Swinton falling below.  Overall satisfaction of accommodation by 
area indicates that Central Salford tenants are marginally more satisfied than 
in the West. This is mainly due to Salford South’s rating which at 87.8% is 
significantly above the City average of 83.1% with all other groups falling near 
of below the average (see figure 8.3). 
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Figure 8.2: Satisfaction with neighbourhood by housing group and area 
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Figure 8.3: Satisfaction with accommodation by housing group and area 
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Central Salford residents are far more satisfied than in West Salford when it 
comes to opportunities to participate in the management and decision making 
regarding housing and landlord services.  As illustrated in Figure 8.4 Central 
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Salford has a 75.8% satisfaction rating with West Salford only rating 68.1%. 
Both South and North Salford rate the highest with 76.7% and 75% 
respectively, well above the Salford average of 70.9%.  Only Worsley and 
Little Hulton were just above the average in West Salford with Swinton falling 
considerably below. From the results to this question it appears that 
satisfaction may be higher in areas which have had more regeneration activity 
and therefore more community consultation and involvement, as well as 
areas where Tenant and Residents’ Associations are most established 
historically.  
 
Figure 8.4: Satisfaction with opportunities for involvement with 
management and decision making by housing group and area 
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Overall satisfaction by area is noticeably higher in Central Salford than in 
West Salford, with Salford South being the stand out area for resident 
satisfaction and Swinton rating consistently poorly in relation to the others.  
Following Salford South, are the Worsley & Little Hulton and Swinton North 
locations which were above the Salford average overall, whereas Eccles & 
Irlam were below average.   
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9 Improving Services 
 
The improving services section is new to the 2006 survey. Tenants were 
asked to rate up to three services they considered to be most important to 
them, after all the responses were totalled it is clear to see (figure 9.1) that it 
is the physical and tangible services that they rate as the most important.  
Repairs and maintenance was indicated most frequently as important, with 
almost 3 out of 10 of all ratings (28.5%) and as respondents could indicate 3 
choices each it is likely that a large majority of tenants chose this service.  
Quality of home achieved the second highest response rate with over a fifth of 
total responses (21.7%), and all three of keeping tenants informed, value for 
money and taking tenants views into account also scored quite strongly as 
can be seen on the chart.   
 
Figure 9.1: Of the following services, which do you consider to be the 
three most important? 
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Respondents were also asked how they viewed the services in terms of need 
for improvement.  As illustrated in figure 9.2, all of the services were rated as 
needing at least some improvement by the majority of respondents.  The 
most concerning service is the quality of home as this was the highest with 
78.5% in terms of needed improvement and it was also rated as the second 
most important service by tenants. The most important service, repairs and 
maintenance, was indicated as needing improvement by over two thirds 
(69%) of respondents, although this is concerning it was about the average 
for all services. Keeping tenants informed and value for money were rated in 
the middle in terms of importance but faired the best with 44.2% and 38.7% of 
respondents respectively rating the services as not needing improvement.  
Taking tenants views into account was rated the second least important, and 
also rated second worst needing improvement with only 25.7% of people 
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considering that no improvement was needed.  Even though involving tenants 
in the management of their housing rated the least important by far, around 
two thirds of respondents (66%) still considered that improvement was 
needed. 
 
Therefore when considering importance measured against the perception of 
room for improvement, the priority should be the quality of the home. This is 
being addressed as the authority delivers its Decent Housing Investment 
Strategy, and changes are in process to the way council stock is managed 
(as well as owned) which will generate the extra funding needed to make 
improvements.  The second priority would be repairs and maintenance as it is 
considered as the most important service but there is still reasonable room for 
improvement. From a tenant interaction point of view, the information they 
receive has relatively small room for improvement, but the problem is when it 
comes to being listened to. 
 
 
Figure 9.2: How much do you think the following services need improving? 
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10.  Recommendations and Conclusions 
 
Overall the findings of STATUS 2006 indicates that tenants are satisfied with 
the housing services provided by New Prospect, and levels of satisfaction 
have risen since the previous survey in 2003. For some areas of services 
these gains in satisfaction levels have been considerable.  The only service 
that has not risen in terms of satisfaction is the physical accommodation, 
which has seen a very slight decline.  The quality of accommodation is rated 
as the second most important service by tenants, but the service which has 
the most room for improvement.  This must be a, if not the, priority highlighted 
by this survey, and must be addressed.  The Decent Homes standard which 
must be met by 2010 has pre-empted improvements in the condition of 
council owned accommodation, and changes in the management and 
ownership of stock are in the process of being made in order to gain the extra 
funding needed to achieve and surpass the national standard.  With this work 
in process a marked improvement is hoped for the question relating to 
satisfaction with accommodation in 2009.   
 
As well as its quality, the size of property may also influence how tenants felt 
about their home. Although there was a small increase in the number of 
respondents who thought they had too few rooms, this was not fully reflected 
by the very slight increase in household size, and the decline in property 
satisfaction is likely to have been more affected by the decline in the 
perception of property condition. Maintenance and repairs is the most 
important service in the opinion of New Prospect tenants and is the reason 
why the majority of respondents have any contact with their landlord.  
Although satisfaction levels for this service are high and have improved well 
since 2003, there is still considerable room for improvement according to the 
respondents, and due to its importance, must also be of high priority to 
improve standards in this area. 
 
The improvement in both overall BVPIs was very encouraging, especially the 
dramatic increase for BVPI 75 which suggests the housing options 
consultation, the Opening Doors Compact and general tenant involvement 
have been a great success.  As well as satisfaction with landlord services 
rising, so did value for money, and it was also clear to see that tenants in 
receipt of no Housing Benefit were likely to be less satisfied. Litter/rubbish on 
the street and vandalism continued to be the two standout neighbourhood 
problems, but there are drastic decreases in the numbers of people who think 
these are serious problems.  There was a marginal increase in satisfaction 
with neighbourhood, and when various aspects of satisfaction were looked at 
and broken down by area and housing group, it was clear tenants were more 
satisfied in the ‘Central Salford’ area, Salford South in particular, and less 
satisfied in the ‘West Salford’ area, especially Swinton. 
 
Overall satisfaction for most questions is typically 70% plus and improving 
since the previous survey in 2003, and there is no reason this can not 
improve even further whoever may provide the landlord services in the future.  
The two major priorities of accommodation quality and repairs & maintenance 
have the opportunity to be addressed straight away with the pending change 
in stock management/ownership to meet the Decent Homes Standard and 
presents a challenge for the proposed new housing companies.  It may be 
possible that more customer involvement has led to higher satisfaction in 
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certain locations as opposed to others, and this must be looked into to enable 
good practice to be transferred between areas allowing the lowest areas of 
satisfaction to be raised up to the highest.  The improvement in satisfaction by 
area was impossible to be measure after this survey as there was no data 
available at area/group levels from previous surveys, but changes in 
satisfaction by area/group will be measurable in 2009. The whole STATUS 
exercise was consistent with the two previous surveys, and all things being 
equal the changes are mainly positive.  When asked about every service a 
large majority of tenants are satisfied, but when asked about improvements to 
services the majority still indicate that improvements are needed.  Therefore 
improvements are needed on top of the sustained good work, and the affects 
of this will be measurable in 2009.  
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Appendix A 
 
Further Considerations 
 
The project has now been concluded. It was mobilised at pace and it has 
demonstrated that we have the skills, ability and knowledge to complete this 
type of activity, internally. The findings and the data are available for use by 
colleagues and partners. These findings may well generate further thoughts 
on how services, policies and activities need to be enhanced and shaped in 
the future. To start with here are a selection issues that the survey and report 
raise: 
 


• Quality of accommodation was a significant issue with the respondents. 
This could be used /cascaded (within appropriate communication strategies) 
to support (along with many other issues) the need to deliver additional 
resources/improvements via our mixed investment strategy.  
 


• A change in the proportion of one parent families with children needs to be 
considered as part of the Housing Market Needs and Demand Study as well 
as the new organisations that emerge with future development opportunity. 
Equally further analysis could be carried out to understand the reasons and 
rationale for this, by measuring the impact of Right to Buy and any issues 
relating to the current and future allocations policies.    
 


• The report must be used to help develop the new organisations and to 
plan and deliver service improvements by New Prospect and the new 
providers. Equally the findings could be used to target service evaluation, i.e. 
evaluate the reasons behind the services that appear to have most improved. 
This would help providers and policy developers to generate examples of 
good practice.   
 


• There is a need to be mindful that the new organisations need to build in 
capacity and ability to complete or commission these types of surveys, and 
the methodology and analysis should be compatible. The Housing 
Connections Partnership or the current Strategic Housing function are in the 
best position to coordinate this, and it is a possibility that all RSL and licensed 
landlords could be included in a future survey if they are willing to cooperate. 
 


• With the organisational changes likely to occur in Spring 2007, there is 
need to agree the arrangements for owning, reporting and monitoring the 
findings of the next tenant satisfaction survey due in 2009. 
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Reminder Letter 


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 







 


 30


 
Appendix D –  


Translation Panel (on reverse of appendices C & D) 
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Appendix E – 
Questionnaire Template (8 pages) 
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Appendix F 
 
Glossary 
 
Anti-social behavior - Any activity that causes alarm, harassment or distress 
to an individual, a community or group of households. 
 
Arms Length Management Organisation (ALMO) - A company set up by a 
local authority to manage and improve all or part of its housing stock. 
 
Audit Commission - The independent public body responsible for ensuring 
that public money is spent economically, efficiently, and effectively in the 
areas of local government, housing, health, criminal justice and fire and 
rescue services. 
 
BME - Black and minority ethnic. 
 
Confidence Interval - A confidence interval gives an estimated range of 
values which is likely to include an unknown population parameter, the 
estimated range being calculated from a given set of sample data. 
 
Decent Homes Standard - A Government standard that all social housing 
(both housing association and local authority) has to reach by 2010. A decent 
home will pass four tests: 
1. It must meet the current statutory minimum standard for housing (it must 
not be unfit); 
2. it must be in a reasonable state of repair; 
3. it must have reasonably modern facilities and services; and 
4. it must provide a reasonable degree of thermal comfort. 
This target was widened in 2002 to include – improving the housing 
conditions of vulnerable people living in private accommodation 
 
Department of Communities and Local Government (DCLG) - the 
government department with responsibility for local government including 
housing, homelessness, planning and sustainable communities, formally 
known as the  Office of the Deputy Prime Minister (ODPM 
 
Household - One person living alone or a group of people who share 
common housekeeping or a living room. 
 
Housing Associations - Also known as RSLs. A not for profit organisation to 
provide social housing for people in need. 
 
Housing Connections Partnership – The new Common Service Provider 
that is proposed to begin operations in April 2007 taking on many of the 
services provided by New Prospect (so economies of scale can be achieved 
with the proposed new housing organisations) as well as annexing related 
services now provided by the Housing and Planning directorate of Salford 
City Council. 
 
Housing Corporation - The Non Departmental Public Body, which funds and 
regulates housing associations in England. 
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Local Strategic Partnership (LSP) - a single non-statutory, multi-agency 
body, which matches local authority boundaries, and aims to bring together at 
a local level the different parts of the public, private, community and voluntary 
sectors. 
 
New Prospect Housing Limited (NPHL) - NPHL manages homes on behalf 
of Salford City Council. It is a non-profit making company that is a partnership 
between the tenants and the Council. 
 
Office of the Deputy Prime Minister (ODPM) - the government department 
with responsibility for local government including housing, homelessness, 
planning and sustainable communities, now changed to the Department of 
Communities and Local Government (DCLG). 
 
Partners IN Salford (Previously known as Local Strategic Partnership or 
LSP) - Involves all the main agencies in the area to develop and deliver a 
vision for Salford. Partners IN Salford is a multi-agency, multi sector, strategic 
partnership. It co-ordinates local services, agencies and bodies to ensure 
coherence and effective working at the local level. 
 
Public Sector Stock Condition Survey - A survey of Local Authority stock in 
order to ascertain factors such as decency, fitness and energy efficiency 
 
Social housing - A general term for rented and shared ownership housing 
not provided for profit, e.g. local authorities, housing associations etc. 
 
STATUS – Standardised Tenant Satisfaction Survey developed by the 
National Housing Federation, designed to be utilised by social landlords to 
survey their tenants and determine satisfaction with the services delivered. 
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