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Purpose of the audit

Partners are required to administer assignments, mutual exchanges, successions, and unauthorised occupation in the contract area. The aim of the audit is to establish for these tenancies, the percentage which meet Council policies and agreed standards for the year 1 April 2005 - 31 March 2006, as defined by KPI 13 in schedule 6 of the Payment Mechanism of the PFI1 Contract Project Agreement..

Scope of the audit

The audit will include assignments, mutual exchanges and successions. It will not include unauthorised occupation. (see background below)

Background

HFI has worked with Partners to agree standards for measurement of the KPI. Two advisory audits have been carried out in April 04 and March 05. Unauthorised occupation was taken out of the calculation of the KPI in 04/05 as most of the casework on these cases was being carried out by HFI’s investigations section. In March 05 a second advisory audit was carried out to test the workability of the standards. Further changes were made and these are the standards that were used for assessment of cases. Due to the low number of cases involved and the percentage significance of only one or two cases failing it was agreed that deductions would not come into effect until after more than two cases failed the audit. The standards are split into major or minor failures. One major failure or two minor failures constitutes a case failure. 

Methodology

The audit was carried out by looking at the logging and monitoring systems, computer records and individual files. The checklists (of agreed standards) attached at appendix 1 were used to assess cases. It was agreed that Partners – housing management team would audit 100% cases. The SPV then carried out a sample check of audited cases to ensure compliance with the agreed standards. HFI carried out this audit on 10/3/06 and 31/3/06 to verify the reported figures to calculate the KPI. 

Findings

See tables attached at appendix 2 for detailed results of HFI audit.

Summary 


Total number of cases
Housing Management checked
SPV checked
HFI checked 

(* denotes same case(s) also checked by SPV)

Assignments
2
2
1
1 (*1)

Mutual Exchanges 
18
18
4
4 (*2)

Successions
12
12
2
5 (*2)

Total 
32
32
7
10

% satisfactory

100%
100%
90%

General issues


· Housing management reported all cases satisfactory. Some failures were found by the SPV and HFI which housing management said they could justify as satisfactory. However potential failures were not clearly indicated.

· HFI’s cross checks of the SPV checks found that these were being carried out satisfactorily for the cases sampled (there were some minor failures that were not picked up but nothing that would fail a case). An agreed sample amount for the SPV was not agreed in advance and HFI think that the sample size was too low.

Mutual exchanges

· Two cases had minor failures where the succession paragraph on the Deed (which indicates if the incoming tenant is an existing successor or not) was not completed correctly. 

· There was evidence of good chasing of other landlord(s) to ensure that  decisions were made in time.

Assignments

· Only one case was checked as the other case was refused and the file is now with former tenants.

· The audited assignment case created two tenancies, which is against Council policy. However HFI is satisfied that Partners took the correct course of action in the circumstances.

Successions

· There was one case that HFI identified as unsatisfactory. This case did not establish the relationship of the potential successor to the deceased tenant and therefore whether there was a right to succeed. The successor was the apparent grand daughter of the tenant. The birth certificates of the tenants daughter (grand daughters mother) and the grand daughter should have been obtained to show this relationship.There was no evidence that this had been done. (this requirement was only clarified to Partners after the date of this succession)There were also some other suspicions about this case. Do we know that the grand daughter and tenant actually resided together in the flat for any time? It was a one bedroom flat. The tenant died in a hospital in Essex, near to where her daughter lived. Is it possible that the tenant moved out to live with her daughter in Essex possibly as she needed more support and the grand daughter moved into the Islington flat? HFI would have liked to see more investigation of these issues 

· There was some very good casework involving getting an Indian marriage certificate translated, and passport validated.

· In one case the residency requirement evidence was provided from the time of application rather than from the date of death (there was a long delay in applying for the succession). This was not correct (evidence from time of application)but the balance of other information made it reasonable to assume that the spouse had been resident. (see recommendations below)

· Good advice was sought from legal before consent was given in a complex case.

· The tenancy changes log did not include all cases of tenancy change for example all inherited tenancies. These are to be included from April 06.

Figures for KPI and payment mechanism

From the sample audit HFI is satisfied with the standard of work on changes of tenancy and does not require all cases to be audited. The one case identified as failing falls within the agreed number that would be accepted without deductions being levied under the payment mechanism. 

Recommendations (Partners response to the recommendations are included in italics)

1. For future audits the SPV should sample 25% or 10 cases whichever is the highest number. If cases fail the standards then the sample should be increased to ensure reliability of the figures. ie. If there is a case failure, two more cases above the agreed sample size should be checked, with more than 3 case failures leading to a full audit. (SPV reviewing audit procedures and will accommodate in review)

2. The housing management audit should clearly show and report upfront any possible failure of standards.

3. Mutual exchanges - staff should be trained to fully understand the paragraph on the Deed, about if the incoming tenant is a successor or not, so that this is correctly indicated. The reference request to other authorities should ask if the incoming tenant is an existing successor or has assisgned the property previously. References given to other authorities should indicate if the outgoing tenant is a successor or has previously been assigned the property. (staff briefed on requirement)
4. Successions – if there is a long delay between death and application for succession, the residency requirement is from the date of death. If this is several years and normal documents are not readily available try getting information from doctors or schools, or provide a file note to explain why it is reasonable to accept they were resident at death on the balance of other factors. 

5. The relationship to the tenant must always be established in cases of succession. Suspicious cases must always be investigated. (suspicion may be a matter of judgement)

6. Ensure NTQ for unauthorised occupation is served six months after the death of the tenant, where they have been resident and consent has been refused for other reasons. 

7. KPI 13 should include unauthorised occupation and all inherited tenancies (a form of succession) for 06/07.

8. The standards should be revised to include in succession and assignments major failures, suspicious cases not investigated or referred to investigations (in line with mutual exchanges)

9. The standards should be revised to include in assignments major failures – right to buy in progress or transfer or nomination agreed (as per new procedure).

Conclusion

Since the first advisory audit in April 04 performance has improved considerably. Across all tenancy changes with the exception of the one succession case performance is good with effective control systems and case management. The case that failed was carried out in April 05 and from more recent cases of succession the relationships to the deceased have been established and this does not seem a systematic problem. The majority of the recommendations from this early advisory audit have been implemented. The housing management team are to be congratulated for this turnaround in performance. 
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