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INTRODUCTION

1.

This paper is about the outcome of a Complainant Expectations Survey, carried out with
independent assistance from Barclays. Its objective was to measure complainant satisfaction with
the Dispute Resolution Standards (DRS) and inform ongoing performance improvement measures.

The intention of the survey was to elicit from complainants:

¢ what was important to them in contacting us, and
¢ how we did against the relevant service standards.

Barclays sent 224 survey questionnaires to a random sample of complainants who had approached
HOS in the previous six months, regardless of the nature of their problems or what we did to help
them. There were 78 returns — a good response rate of 35%.

The survey was in two parts. Table A consisted of the six key DRS plus three added items to which
we knew complainants often refer when asked about their expectations of HOS — for example, they
were prominent discussion issues at the tenant focus group we run last summer. We asked
respondents to tell us in which order, from 1 to 9, they ranked them in order of importance. The A
list was:

| can speak to someone about my case on the phone

| can use e-mail to communicate with you

| get a quick response to my enquiry

You listen to what | want

You can help me make a case against my landlord

You explain what you can (and cannot do) to help me

You keep me informed about what is happening with my case
Your decisions are clearly explained

You are professional and treat me with respect

Table B were the six DRS. We asked respondents to tell us, based on their actual experience of
HOS, whether we met the standards better than expected, as expected, or worse than expected.
The B list was:

| got a quick response to my enquiry

You listened to what | wanted

You explained what you can (and cannot do) to help me

You kept me informed about what was happening with my case
Your decisions were clearly explained

You were professional and treated me with respect

Each indicator was tallied with a consistent numerical value to allow for a quantitative as well as a
gualitative assessment, identifying the clusters of preferences according to the high and low
priority the respondents had given to each item.

This is work in progress. No definitive conclusions can therefore be made on the basis of a service
satisfaction snapshot alone. Nevertheless, the survey has already provided important insights
which we are taking on board to continue to shape HOS according to our users’ needs, ensure that
we deliver on the DRS and other standards, and manage user expectations more effectively. The
survey is part of a set of indicators of preferences and perception and, whilst yielding no surprises
in itself, helps us to decide how to refine our activities. We plan to carry out more surveys with
these or similar rankings to see how the results from this first and partial sampling of complaints
compares with further data.
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TABLE A
What is important to you?

HIGH PRIORITY — LOW PRIORITY
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OUTCOME - PRIORITY RANKING

1. Listen to what | want 251

2. Professional, respectful 242

3. Explain what HOS can/t do__ 241

4. Keep me informed 231

5. Help make case 223

6. Speak on phone 214

7. Quick response 210

8. Clear decision 180

9. | can use email 135
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TABLE B
How did we do?

KEY: BETTER THAN EXPECTED / / WORSE THAN EXPECTED

J L

Quick response 44 12 /
™ |43 14| 6
bv.;etn to what | 41 7 12
SO % [ 36 | 10 | 13
Clear decision 31 | 13 | 13
Keep me informed | 29 16 15
TOTAL 224 66

ANALYSIS

1. The results from Table A (measuring service expectations) indicate that the respondents
considered ‘listening to what | want’, HOS being ‘professional and respectful’, and
‘explaining what HOS can and cannot do’ as the most important factors affecting their
perception before contact. Together with the results from Table B, issues such as helping
complainants to take their case through their landlords’ procedures and obtaining a quick
response from HOS did not feature as prominently as we could have expected, given the
evidence from previous feedback. Nor did access to HOS seemed to be an issue.

2. Some of the survey’s highlights therefore merit further detailed scrutiny, including:

e ‘Helping take my complaint thorough landlord’s procedure’ — this was put in to test what
we think is a common misperception of the Ombudsman’s role. The question implies an
assumption of an advocacy role. It was 5" in the priority ranking, so a significant
number of respondents gave it a high score. This misunderstanding of the
Ombudsman’s role has a significant impact on perception (in a similar way that the
outcome of an investigation causes a bias in the perception of the quality of the
process). Although we have taken significant further steps in the past year to manage
expectations (including fine-tuning what we say in letters, leaflets, website,
presentations, and so on) this indicator shows that we have more work to do in this
area.
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e ‘Speed of response’ — in recent years we have concentrated considerable resources on
improving our timeliness, nevertheless respondents ranked it only 7™ in priority. This
rating may be a consequence of their actual experience of HOS: the standard
concerned received the most favourable ranking in terms of experience of service
received. It yielded the highest number of returns stating that our response rates were
better than expected, with very few scoring it as worse than expected.

o ‘Keep me informed’ — given the relatively high priority ranking given to this (4™),
respondents perception of our actual performance could be better. Experience of actual
service received in this area included the lowest number of ‘better than expected’ and
the highest level of ‘worse than expected’ of any of the standards. This outcome is
clearly valuable to focus on further DRS improvements.

e ‘Clarity of decisions’ — this is ranked 8" in respondents priorities. It suggests that it is
relatively unimportant to complainants. This illustrates an interesting divergence
between the perceived requirements of customers and those of providing a quality
Ombudsman service based on other criteria. Clarity of decision is an important quality
indicator for casework that is central to the role of the Ombudsman and the
management of risk (including, for example, potential judicial reviews).

3. From the Table B totals (measuring actual experience of service received), the ratio of
“‘happy” (224) to “unhappy” (66) is almost 4 for every 1, or approximately 78% to 22%. If
we add the “neutral” (72) to the equation the result is that 18% of respondents were
“‘unhappy” overall (they were asked to tick the neutral box to denote that we did as they
expected, not to say that they didn’t know or to withhold their answer). Therefore, from
this very limited sample and preliminary results, the complainant satisfaction rate with
our meeting of the DRS is 82%.

4. Two of the areas we did best (professional and respectful, listen to what | want) which
came up close second and third in the Table B results, are also the two highest ranked
expectations of the respondents when they approached us (Table A). We have, therefore,
done very well with them too.

5. The results of the survey, in conclusion, show that the resources invested in developing
the DRS are making an impact. The focus on striking the right balance between the
guality of our casework decision-making process on the one hand and improved customer
care on the other, puts us in a good position to achieve further improvements. We will
gather more evidence from similar feedback exercises, so that we can step up our efforts
to address user expectations effectively and refine our service delivery.
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SAMPLE SURVEY FORM

Tell us how
we’re doing...

You can help us improve how we
work by answering the questions
below. Our records show that you
have recently contacted our office.
Did we treat you as you would
expect?

If you'd like to be entered into a draw
for a £50 Marks & Spencer voucher,
tick the box at the bottom. If you
don’t tick the box you will not be
entered in the draw, but we still
welcome your views about the
Service.This survey is anonymous; we
won’t match its reference number to
your personal details unless you win
the draw.

The closing date for the survey and entry
for the draw is 14 April 2010.
Thank you for responding.

@\ Yes, please enter my reply into the draw.
If I win I authorise the Housing Ombudsman
Service to use the information it has about me to

~ send me the prize.

The Service can’t correspond with me about this
survey or the draw.

001323

What is important to you?

Below are nine examples of service delivery.
Please put them in order, where 1 is the most
important and 9 is the least important:

| can speak to someone about my
case on the phone

| can use e-mail to communicate with you .

You listen to what | want

You can help me make a case against
my landlord

6]

[a]

| get a quick response to my enquiry .
e ]

[¢]

5]

You explain what you can (and cannot do)
to help me

You keep me informed about what is
happening with my case

Your decisions are clearly explained

You are professional and treat me
with respect

How did we do?

When you had contact with us were we:
better than expected, as expected, or worse
than expected? Please tick one of the three
options:

| got a quick response to my enquiry @\ @ 0
POB

You explained what you can o (e

(and cannot do) to help me @ O @

You kept me informed about what is @ @ @

happening with my case

Your decisions were clearly explained @ @ @ i
3

TG

You listened to what | wanted

You were professional and treated
me with respect
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