PFI 1 contract
Harassment and Anti-Social Behaviour audit

Auditors:

Eileen Abbott & Helen McNeill

Date of Audit
27&28 April 2006

Purpose of the audit

· To assess whether Partners are following Council policy and procedures;

· To assess whether the procedures used meet best practice standards;

· To advise on how improvements could be made to improve service to customers;

· To assess whether data is recorded correctly and timely;

· To assess whether files and records are kept properly and are comprehensive;

· To assess whether performance information reports are accurate.

· To assess correct categorisation of complaints

· To make a judgement on the contractual KPI 12 (see below)

Background

1. Under the contract Partners have full responsibility for responding to and resolving harassment and anti-social behaviour cases within their area. Clause 11 of the Output Specification covers nuisance and harassment and gives two required outcomes:

a) Tenants and Leaseholder have quiet enjoyment of their homes.

b) Appropriate, prompt and effective enforcement action is taken against nuisance, anti-social behaviour, racial, homophobic, religious, sexual and other harassment.

2. The table below shows the performance indicators relevant to this audit.

Performance Indicators

PI Number
Description
Comments
Reported Performance

KPI 12
Compliance with requirements on nuisance and harassment 

The number of cases which do not meet Authority requirements in terms of action in accordance with policy and agreed standards to the extent where the outcome for the complainant is significantly affected.*
Contractual PI.

Fee deduction of £2,000 for each case that fails to meet requirements.


100% compliance

BVPI 174
The number of racial incidents recorded for Partners 05/06
Audit Commission best value indicator
0

BVPI 175
The percentage of racial harassment incidents resulting in further action
Audit Commission best value indicator
No cases

LKPI 20a
The cumulative number of sexuality harassment incidents recorded for Partners 05/06
LBI performance indicator
0

LKPI 20b
The percentage of sexuality harassment incidents resulting in further action
LBI performance indicator
No cases

LKPI 21a
The cumulative number of other harassment incidents recorded for Partners 05/06
LBI performance indicator
4

LKPI 21b
The percentage of other harassment incidents resulting in further action
LBI performance indicator
No cases

LKPI 1
The percentage of racial incidents resulting in further action against perpetrator
LBI performance indicator
No cases

LKPI 2
The percentage of sexuality incidents resulting in further action against perpetrator
LBI performance indicator
No cases

LKPI 3
The percentage of other harassment incidents resulting in further action against perpetrator
LBI performance indicator
75%

3 out of 4 cases

LKPI 101b
NTQs/NSP’s issued 

5 cases

LKPI 101c
Number of evictions obtained

1 case

LKPI 101d
Number of injunctions obtained 

1 case

LKPI101e
Number of anti-social behaviour orders

No cases

LI01a
The number of live ABCs and number signed in 05/06
LBI performance indicator
No live cases

5 cases

3. *Annex A of the Output Specification (pages 143-4) gives additional definitions of non-compliance with KPI 12 including:

· Where the Contractor has negligently failed to keep to agreed timescales

· Where the records of complaints and investigations are maintained inadequately

· Where the action plan to address the complaint omits to inform or involve another party or agency

· Where the totality of the action plan in terms of interventions and positive actions to be taken does not reasonably reflect the seriousness of the experiences of the complainant.

Methodology

4. In April 2004 Anthony Jonas carried out an advisory audit and recommendations were made. At a meeting with Partners on 24th March 2006 it was agreed that a similar spreadsheet for identifying actions would be used at the audit. See appendix 1 - Summary findings. HFI also carried out a satisfaction survey of the residents who made a complaint of ASB or harassment that were included in the audit (not all cases). See appendix 2 - for ASB and Harassment survey. This information was then used to enable judgements to be made in relation to how cases satisfied the criteria at annex A of the Output Specification, and informs any best practise recommendations. 

5. Total number of ASB and harassment cases 05/06 and sample taken (the audited cases appear in brackets) 15 cases in total were audited.

Case type


Opened and closed

April 05 - March 06
Opened since April 05 and still live
Totals

ASB
13 (8)
17 (3)
30 (11)

Harassment
3 (3)
1 (1)
4 (4)

Totals
16 (11)
18 (4)
34 (15)

(cases opened before April 05 and closed in 05/06 were not included)

Partners’ procedures

6. Peter Newbold, Tenancy and Income team leader, provided his monitoring spreadsheet and gave information about cases if needed. A selection of cases were reviewed by looking at their files.

7. Partners follow the council’s procedures on harassment and anti-social behaviour and use the council’s reporting forms. Tenancy officers manage all cases and the team leader reviews each case periodically (the aim is monthly but this is not always kept to). 

8. The tenancy officer interviews the complainant, completes the report forms and devises an action plan. This may include interviewing the perpetrator, asking the complainant to keep a log of further incidents, interviewing neighbours, contacting other agencies and requesting disclosure of information from the police. The tenancy officer is expected to monitor the case and gather further evidence.

9. All cases are logged on a spreadsheet that is updated by tenancy officers and monitored by the team leader.

10. Partners’ policy is that they review cases and if there has been no repeat of the anti-social behaviour or harassment after three months they consider closing them.

Findings

11. See tables attached at appendix 1 for detailed results of HFI’s file audit, and appendix 2 for the results of the satisfaction survey.

12. The Harassment / Anti-Social Behaviour spreadsheet is a good record of cases with names of officers responsible, dates and actions recorded. Since the last advisory audit it has been updated to include other columns including review dates and outcomes as recommended.

13. The number of harassment cases reported by Partners is low in comparison to other area offices even when property numbers are taken into account. This may be due to the differences between street properties and estate and some under reporting. The audit identified one case which should have been dealt with under harassment procedures rather than anti-social behaviour procedures. The action and investigation on this case was reasonably appropriate. However, harassment needs to be identified accurately so that it is dealt with correctly, so that it is not under-reported for the BVPI and incidents can be mapped for trends.

14. The Council’s harassment and anti-social behaviour procedures are generally being followed but there were some instances where it is not fully used. The tenant’s signature was not completed on either the initial report, case report or action plan in five cases. This is an improvement from the last advisory audit but it remains a recommendation which has not been fully implemented. Progress checklists, case reports, action plans and team leader reports were generally used providing good documentation, occasionally they were not fully completed. In some cases handwriting was not easily readable. It is recommended that file notes are typed up to ensure ease of comprehension by other officers where this is an issue. 

15. Most cases reviewed had been progressed within a reasonable timescale. However in an harassment case there was an indication that the case was reported via a telephone conversation 9 days before the victim was interviewed. This is considerably outside the 3 day target time. Also in one serious case a follow up information sharing protocol (needed as not all details provided on the first request) was not completed for two months. In both cases the outcome for the complainant was not significantly affected.

16. Mediation was being used appropriately and was offered but declined in 3 cases and used in a further 2 cases.

17. An NSP had been served in one case and considered for another. There was no other legal action taken against the perpetrators eg ASBO, ABCs, or injunctions, however at the time of the audit this seemed appropriate for the sample audited.

18. Whilst there is an aim to review cases every month this was not usually achieved. Most of the cases were reviewed every 5 to 6 weeks. This was usually documented in the file but in some cases was just on the spreadsheet.

19. Action plans were written up and signed but in three cases not all the actions to be completed by Partners had been carried out. In all three cases this involved neighbours not being interviewed when Partners said they would do this.

20. There was evidence of some good referrals and liaison with third parties, including social services, mental health teams, community workers, SHP – floating support, Housing Advice Centre and Noise Team. However in a serious case there was evidence of delays in involving the Police and very long delays in getting information back from the police through the information sharing protocol. This was identified as an issue in the previous audit and stronger links with the police need to be made to address these problems.

21. All the files reviewed in this audit had chronologically ordered papers relevant to the ASB case kept in a separate ASB case file as recommended by the previous audit. However the ASB/Harassment procedure states that if counter-allegations are made  a separate case file should be set up and investigated. In 6 cases counter-allegations were made, however in only one case was a separate case file set up.

Satisfaction survey results 

22. See appendix 2 for the questionnaire that was sent out to the complainants and responses received. Five out of fifteen questionnaires were returned. This is a very small sample to draw significant conclusions. However responses were positive about their complaints being taken seriously and being informed about how their complaint would be investigated. Mixed responses fairly evenly spread across positive and negative replies were received for being kept informed about progress on the case, satisfaction with handling the complaint and whether they would report any further complaints in the future. Partners should consider if progress on cases can be better communicated to complainants, for example via letters or phone calls before or after reviews.

Data and performance indicators

23. At the time of the audit there were 18 live cases. One of these cases was a harassment case and 17 were anti-social behaviour cases.

24. Five acceptable behaviour contracts (ABC) were signed in 05/06. There were no anti-social behaviour orders (ASBO) used in 05/06. There has been one injunction used and legal action for possession is being taken in five cases.

Conclusions

25. Is appropriate, prompt and effective enforcement action being taken? 
Generally yes however recommendations for improvement have been identified. 

26. Has Partners negligently failed to keep to agreed timescales? 
All cases except two were being progressed within planned timescales. One case was delayed due to a late referral and by lack of information from the police, and the other was a delayed initial interview. The delays did not significantly affect the complainants.

27. Were records of complaints and investigations maintained adequately?
All files contained information about the complaints and investigations and the majority of records were very good, kept together in a separate ASB file and generally kept in date order.

28. Did the action plan fail to involve a relevant party?

All relevant third parties were involved in cases. 

29. Did the action plan reflect the seriousness of the case?

In the cases reviewed the action plans did reflect the seriousness of the case although some of the actions were not carried through. These did not significantly affect the complainant.

On the basis of the evidence reviewed in the audit Partners are complying with the requirements of the contract and the output specification.

Eileen Abbott

Commissioning Manager

30.06.06

Recommendations

NO.
RISK
AUDIT RECOMMENDATION
PARTNERS COMMENTS
RESPONSIBILITY
ACTION DATE

1. 
High
All actions agreed between the parties in the action plan to be carried out by Partners are to be completed. In particular neighbours should be interviewed to verify incidents or noise levels etc.
Agreed
Peter Newbold
Implemented

2. 
High
Information from the police should be actively chased if not received within reasonable time limits and serious incidents are involved. If the information sharing protocol is not working this should be raised at other police liaison meetings and with the ASB team. Stronger links with the police should be developed to try to overcome these problems.
Agreed to do proactive chasing of Police information requests, if required. Strong links already developed with Safer Neighbourhoods Teams.
Peter Newbold
Ongoing as required

3. 
High
A briefing session is held with staff to ensure harassment cases are correctly identified, appropriate action is taken and cases are reported correctly for the BVPI.
Agreed. Current team made aware of issues. New PFI 2 staff will be briefed.
Peter Newbold
Oct 06

4. 
High
Harassment cases are to be interviewed within 1-3 days from initial report. 
Agreed
Peter Newbold
Implemented

5. 
Medium
Case documents including the initial report, action plan and case report must be fully completed. The team leader should take responsibility for monitoring this during case reviews.




6. 
Medium
The complainant must be asked to sign the case documents wherever required by the documentation. Documents could be completed at the time of meeting the complainant to facilitate this. File notes should be typed where handwriting is not easily readable.
Agreed. Typed file-notes may not always be possible when cases come immediately one after another.
Peter Newbold
Implemented

7. 
Medium
Regular monthly reviews between the team leader and tenancy officer must be held for every case and the outcome recorded in the case documents as well as the spreadsheet. On serious cases there should be multi-agency case conferences at key stages. Complainants should be updated about progress of their case following a review.
Will keep complainants more fully updated, however every month may not be appropriate.
Peter Newbold
Implemented

8. 
Medium
Separate case files must be set up and investigations carried out when counter allegations are made to ensure full investigation and action for both parties. 
Agreed
Peter Newbold
Implemented
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