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Introduction 
 
The co-regulation requirements, and in particular the ‘tenant involvement and empowerment 
standard’ (under the overall Consumer Standard) requires landlords to focus on effective involvement 
of tenants in service shaping. Curo’s resident involvement strategy, called ‘Resident Voices’ was 
adopted in 2012, with one of the key purpose being ‘alignment of resident involvement to our 
business strategy so that it helps us [Curo] to deliver our purpose’. 
 
The Scrutiny Panel have looked at the strategy, and with the resident involvement structures 
established and running, the Panel feel that it is an appropriate time to carry out a review on what 
impact is resident involvement within Curo.  It should be noted that the intention of the review is not 
to look at current structures for resident involvement, nor the internal arrangements within Curo to 
support resident involvement – the Panel do not wish to ‘look back’ in order to compare what is 
currently in place.  The focus of the review is the qualitative aspect of involvement only against the 
stipulated objectives of the strategy. 
 

Reasons for the review 

• Tenant involvement forms an integral part of tailoring services, measuring outcomes, standard 
setting and meeting the needs and expectations of tenants overall. 
 
• The ‘Resident Voices’ strategy has been in place since 2012, and the Panel recognise that it has 
created a shift in the way residents are involved within Curo, from the previous arrangements prior to 
governance restructure.   
 
• The Panel are seeking to assess to what extent resident involvement within Curo is having an impact 
- are the objectives of the strategy being achieved so far? Are services being improved as a result of 
involvement? What difference is resident involvement actually making?  
 
• The review will also provide an opportunity to look indirectly at the Panel’s relationship with SIPs 
and the CRC, and how all parties could work together. 
 



Scope of the scrutiny 

The Panel agreed that focus will be given to the objectives of the Resident Involvement strategy as 

follows: 

 

Objective 1: We [Curo] provide more and 

better ways for customers to influence 

the services we provide.  

The Panel agreed NOT to look back at 

previous arrangements but to focus on 

the present. 

Objective 2: We [Curo] understand our 

customers better, what they need and 

what they think, so that we improve our 

services and keep their loyalty. 

The Panel agreed to look at residents’ 

needs and ask the question ‘how are 

Curo understanding its customers’ 

needs and is this improving 

services?’ 

Objective 3: Residents influence the 

choices we [Curo] make in investing in 

our homes and estates and in the 

standards that we set. 

The Panel agreed to look at this 

objective and ask the question ‘are 

residents actually influencing the 

choices about investing in homes, 

estates and standard setting?’ 

Objective 4: Residents are involved in 

the decisions that we [Curo] and others 

make about the neighbourhoods they live 

in.  

The Panel agreed to look at this 

objective and ask the question ‘if 

residents are involved in decisions 

that are made in their 

neighbourhoods, to what extent has 

this been seen as an improvement?’ 

Objective 5: We [Curo] enable residents 

to get the best that they can for their 

neighbourhoods. 

The Panel agreed to look at this 

objective and ask the question ‘how 

are Neighbourhood managers 

involving residents at local level 

and is this making a difference?’ 

 

 

Exclusion from review 

 

The Panel agreed that the following was excluded from the scope of this scrutiny: 

 

 The structure of involvement (as this is would mean comparing previous structures to the 

current structures which the Panel are not looking at) 

 Involved residents as Board members (as this would from part of any future Governance review) 

 Resident Involvement via social media – there was not enough time to include this aspect of 

resident interaction with Curo in this Scrutiny. 

 



Information gathering and evidence 

We assessed: 

 Relevant policies, procedures, guidance documents etc. 

 Resident Involvement Annual Report (2014) 

 Terms of reference of relevant Panels and Committees. 

 Outcomes of the Local Voices survey carried out by the Resident Involvement Team (2014) 
 

 Whether Curo are getting value for money through involving residents. 

 
 
We spoke to and gathered information from: 
 

 Head of Neighbourhoods 

 Resident Involvement Manager / Team 

 Neighbourhood Managers / other Curo staff 

 Involved residents (e.g. local voices, SIP’s, CRC) 

 Questionnaires (staff and residents) 

 
We conducted a survey with Neighbourhood Managers, senior Curo staff involved in supporting SIP’s, 
involved residents within SIP’s and CRC.   The response to surveys was patchy; we received good 
responses from Curo staff (20 responses from NHM and senior staff supporting SIP’s) but responses 
from residents involved in SIPs and CRC were poor (8 responses received – we anticipated circa 30). 
 
We conducted 1 to 1 interviews with a number of staff at all levels across the company.  The results of 
these 1 to 1 interviews contain statements that could be traced back to individuals, and therefore are 
not appended to the report as supporting evidence.  They are however, stored securely by the 
Strategy and Planning Team until after the Panel have conducted a 6 month review. 
 
We received very honest answers from staff and residents which has been invaluable for our scrutiny. 
However, many of the responses are traceable to individuals so the survey responses will not be 
published as an appendix to this scrutiny document; they will be securely held by the Business 
Development Manager until the 6 month review is complete. 

Findings 

Review of Resident Involvement strategy 
 
The overall strategy document is fit for purpose, but Panel members had to read the document 
several times before a common understanding was reached, and even then, our understanding of 
the strategy might not be shared by Curo. This is unlikely to be important to most residents, but it 
may be important for operational purposes within Curo, so we suggest that some clarification is 
provided. 
 
In particular we found the use of ‘Local voice’ as a collective term in the strategy document, and 
‘Local Voices’ as an operational program name is confusing. 
 



Aims of the strategy 
One of the aims of the Resident Voices strategy is to align resident involvement with Curo’s business 
strategy. A theme in the evidence we reviewed is a lack of familiarity with the strategy’s aims and 
objectives.  
 

 40% Neighbourhood Managers, 3 out of 5 senior managers, and most residents who were 
surveyed are not properly familiar with the strategy’s objectives (see appendix1 and 2) 

 
This is in part due to a lack of definition in the scope of resident involvement as defined in the 
Resident Voices strategy, in particular: 

 What aspects of Curo’s business are not covered by resident involvement?  

 Whether residents can influence business strategy as well as operational decisions. 
 
There is one aim of the strategy that does not seem to be addressed at all, namely 

“Increased transparency in resident involvement: understanding the impact and the value of 
the investment that we and residents have made” 

There appears to be no attempt to measure the impact that resident involvement has made to local 
communities or of the influence residents have on Curo’s business; neither is there any meaningful 
measure of the costs to Curo. 
 

Objectives of the strategy 
 
The strategy states that: 

“We will develop key indicators of satisfaction and loyalty to measure outcomes of each of 
the strategic objectives” 

We have found little evidence that outcomes of resident involvement are measured, monitored or 
reviewed in any meaningful way. 
 
The strategy also states that: 

“We will also set targets to measure two areas of performance that reflect specific Resident 
Voice priorities, the number of Local Voices, and the performance of strategic voices …” 

Reporting of Local Voice numbers is being done, but there is no meaningful measurement of the 
performance of strategic voices. 
 

Objective1: We provide more and better ways for customers to influence the services we provide 
 
The three existing SIPs are showing promise as a model for successful resident involvement that 
actually influences Curo services (albeit with some work required), and with two additional SIPs in 
the pipeline the SIPs program is delivering on objective 1. 
 
We note that various social media programs exist which also provide alternative mechanisms for 
resident involvement and therefore also deliver on objective 1, although their effectiveness as a 
means of influencing services has not been examined as part of this scrutiny. 
 
One aspect of resident involvement that is missing and needs to be improved is some way of 
allowing residents in disparate geographic areas to be involved in strategic voices. All the SIPs, the 
CRC, and the Scrutiny Panel seem very Bath centric (because The Maltings is in Bath), but Bristol and 
outlying villages have fewer opportunities to influence services.  



 

Objective2: We understand our customers better, what they need and what they think, so that we 
improve our services and keep their loyalty 
 
The concept of loyalty needs clarification – if it isn’t defined it can’t be measured effectively. There 
seems to be a discrepancy between what Curo understands by loyalty and what residents might 
understand by loyalty. Most residents have little choice over who their landlord is – they can’t 
transfer their home to another housing association in the same way that a customer can change 
bank or energy supplier. The Net Promoter Score that Curo uses is of little value to residents because 
it is not measuring loyalty per se, but experience of a service. 
 
Customer segmentation is mentioned as a means of ensuring diversity in resident involvement, and 
there are some metrics presented in the Resident Involvement Annual Report, but there is no 
mention of how closely the metrics reflect the general resident population. There is a note that 
Bristol residents are underrepresented (but no figures), and this lack of geographic diversity needs to 
be addressed.  
 

Objective3: Residents influence the choices we make in investing in our homes and estates and in the 
standards we set. 
 
The key aspect of this objective should be influence. In practice there is no way of measuring the 
influence that residents have over investments or standards, and there is a frequent 
misapprehension that reviewing a report or a policy document (often after the fact) is synonymous 
with influencing the policies or standards being reviewed. Somehow there needs to be an empirical 
measure of actual changes to policies and standards as a result of resident involvement, as well as 
affirmation of proposals (before the fact) if influence is to be quantified. 
 
Again, the SIPs seem to be a prime means of delivering on this objective, along with other Panels 
such as the Procurement Panel, but their influence remains unquantified. 
 
Looking to the future we note that the Mulberry Park development seems to be implementing public 
and resident consultation on a scale that meets this objective. However, the effort being invested in 
this local scheme is not reflected in similar effort in other geographic areas, which highlights how 
Bath-centric Curo is. 
 

Objective4: Residents are involved in the decisions that we and others make about the neighbourhoods 
they live in 
 
Local Voices and Neighbourhoodies are both very successful programs that deliver on this objective, 
and at a local level the Foxhill Resident Regeneration Panel appears to meet this objective as well. 
 

Objective5: We enable residents to get the best that they can for their neighbourhoods  
 
Again, Local Voices and Neighbourhoodies are both programs that deliver on this objective, along 
with Resident Led Servicing, Curo Community Grants, and the Neighbourhood Impact Budget.  
 
All these local initiatives that address this objective depend on the support of Neighbourhood 
Managers. Our survey responses indicate that there is some variability in satisfaction levels with 
these programs which can be attributed to the level of support given by the Neighbourhood 
Manager.  
 



43% of 70 responses from Local Voices felt they did not have enough support from their 
Neighbourhood Manager 
 
The survey responses also indicate that workload is a primary cause of lack of support for these 
programs by Neighbourhood Managers, and if Local Voices and Neighbourhoodies are going to 
continue to be successful as more residents are recruited, then the workload of Neighbourhood 
Managers needs to be addressed. 
 

Strategic voice 
The evidence shows that the strategic voice works best when clear objectives and purpose are 
defined, and a work plan put in place – both called for in the Resident Voices strategy. This has not 
been implemented consistently across all the Strategic voice panels, and as a result some of the 
Panels are underperforming. 
 
In part this is about setting expectations so that residents and staff know what ‘resident 
involvement’ means. At a group level this means clear and concise terms of reference for 
committees and panels. At an individual level it means a 2 way conversation between involved 
residents and Curo staff about commitments and likely influence, backed up by effective mentoring.  
 

Curo Residents Committee 
From our interviews with involved residents and survey feedback, the CRC seems dysfunctional and 
does not appear to deliver any meaningful value to Curo; there seems to be a degree of 
dissatisfaction, which is epitomised by the quote below: 
 
“CRC is not giving value at the moment.  Most committee time has been taken up with personal 
issues, which have been addressed by staff.  I think that this has caused residents to lose interest and 
so numbers have dwindled.  The cost of running this committee outweighs it vale to Curo…” 
 
In the Resident Involvement Annual Report the key achievements of the CRC are cited as reviewing 
reports and other documents, but from our observations and from evidence it is clear that any 
committee that merely review reports is inevitably set up to fail, and ultimately does not deliver any 
significant benefit to residents or to Curo. 
 
“Residents committed to resident involvement do not want to be spectators.  There is a great deal of 
frustration.” 
 
We believe that the CRC has no purpose that is not already covered by other strategic voice panels, 
especially now that the SIPs are in place.  Perhaps this is why the CRC has not delivered any tangible 
outcomes to Curo or residents. 
 
From our interview with staff, we were told that the CRC lost 6 newer members who resigned 
because: 
 

 The CRC is a talking shop which achieves nothing 

 There appears to be a cohort of ‘die-hards’, some with personal agendas which they bring 
to the CRC.  

 
The loss of 6 newer members should have been a signal to Curo that there is a problem. A 
confidential exit strategy for retiring members (interview, questionnaire) would have highlighted 
the issue to Curo staff who should then be required to take action when such a systemic failure is 
identified.  



 
There should also be a process whereby involved residents can raise issues in confidence with a 
senior manager before they get to the point of resigning. 
 

Service Improvement Panels 
 
Curo currently have three SIPs (Happy Safe and Popular Neighbourhoods; Renowned Customer 
Service; and Great Property and Places), and two new SIPs are planned for 2015. 
 
The Great Property and Places SIP is working well because it has clear objectives and deliverables 
backed by effective leadership from Curo.  
 
The other two SIPs are used for concept checking by Curo, as evidenced by the responses to the 
following question “What would be your wish list for resident involvement?” to staff. 
 
“Great focus and accountability, not to determine change, but to test concepts and ideas” 
 
We feel that to be successful the SIPs need to adopt the best practices of the Great Property and 
Places SIP, particularly a work plan which details deliverables and timescale (as called for in their 
terms of reference). 
 
Timeliness is an important factor in meeting the objectives 1 and 3 of the Resident Involvement 
Strategy 
The Great Properties and Places SIP has been given the opportunity to influence decisions and 
therefore meets these two strategic objectives: 
 

 Objective 1: We provide more and better ways for customers to influence the services we 
provide 

 Objective 3: Residents influence the choices we make in investing in our homes and estates 
and in the standards that we set. 

 
The other SIPs have not yet been given the same opportunity. Reviewing reports cannot be deemed 
to be meeting the Resident Involvement objectives. 
 
Obviously all SIPs need to be brought up to a common standard, but in general they have a specific 
purpose and potential to Curo and to residents.  This is evidenced by The Resident Involvement 
Annual Report which lists a number of aspects of Curo business that SIPs have directly influenced. 
 
 

Scrutiny Panel 
As part of this review, we felt that it was appropriate to reflect on our own value to Curo and 
residents. We acknowledge that objectivity is a challenge, but we would like to use our own 
experiences to highlight what we believe makes us successful, and to identify areas for 
improvement. 
 

 Clear objectives and deliverables: The Scrutiny Panel has found that short-term goals work best, 
and we aim to undertake a Scrutiny and deliver a report every 6 months. This has had the effect 
of focussing our attention on the matter in hand and limited the scope for off-topic “talking 
shop” behaviour. 

 



 Small, high performing team: The Scrutiny Panel is supposed to have 12 members, but our 
current team of 6 people is far more focussed than when we had more members. This is 
because: 

o We have the right people in place – our members bring complementary skills and 
experiences to the group, and all are committed to meeting the Panel’s schedules.   

o Openness to challenge conflict of interest – members are open to challenging and 
addressing conflicts of interest (personal agendas, potential abuse of position etc.) 
themselves. This is because both the role and the expectations of being member are 
clearly understood and adhered to.  

o Co-operative working and peer support – our members work co-operatively to complete 
set tasks against set timescales to meet intended outcomes, and provide support to 
each other outside of formal meetings. 

 Effective Support from Curo - we have a very effective champion within Curo who provides 
invaluable support which enables us to be successful. He also holds the panel to account for its 
deliverables to Curo (i.e. a Scrutiny report every 6 months). 
 

 Mentoring – we need to put in place appropriate mentoring programmes before new members 
are accepted onto the Panel. We already assess the performance of existing members annually, 
and we need to extend the review process to include mentoring and training where necessary. 

 

 Need for succession planning - we do recognise that we must bring new members onto the 
Scrutiny Panel to replace those who may leave at some point in the future - the Panel would 
suffer if we had fewer than 6 people to share the workload. We equally recognise that any new 
members need to be carefully selected to ensure that: 

o Candidates have appropriates skills or can acquire those skills through training 
o The panel maintains a balance of complementary skills 
o Personal agendas are not the motivation for the involvement of candidates; the panel 

have previously rejected applications for membership as they identified ‘personal 
agenda’ issues. 

 
It is worth noting that it has taken several years, and some false starts, to get to a point where we 
believe we are delivering value to Curo. 
 



Local voice 
 

Local Voices 
 
Local Voices is a success story - the majority of responses from staff and from the LVs themselves are 
positive about the programme. The key to successful implementation of the programme seems to be 
centred on the role of the Neighbourhood Manager, and the evidence suggests that some NMs are 
better than others at supporting the Local Voices initiative in their area.  
 
A recurring theme from staff and LVs alike was the workload and availability of Neighbourhood 
Managers, with the success of the LV programme being directly related to the time a NM can spend 
on the LVs.  
 
31% of LVs who responded to the survey felt that they do not have regular contact with someone at 
Curo. 
 
The LV programme has successfully achieved ⅔ of their recruitment target. Given that the NMs are 
already stretched with existing workload, it seems likely that the programme will suffer if more 
resources are not forthcoming. 
 
“Colleagues are clearly committed to involving residents – where we fall down it’s not due to lack of 
commitment, it’s more practical – e.g. building in sufficient time with busy workloads to do it 
properly” 
 
Some survey responses indicate that the expectations of individual LVs are not being met. Every 
resident that becomes involved should have their expectations set appropriately, and they then 
need to be mentored effectively until they are confident in their new role. 
 
Mentoring could be by other LVs - perhaps an LV network using Facebook, or telephone network to 
support each other. 
 

Neighbourhoodies 
We have no direct evidence, but the impression is that this programme is a very effective way of 
involving young people in their own neighbourhoods. It is run in a similar way to Local Voices, and is 
likely to require similar levels of time and resources if the programme’s success is to continue. 
 

Value for money 
The lack of effective measurement of the impact and costs of resident involvement preclude any 
meaningful assessment of value for money of the resident involvement programmes.  
 
A measure which has been implemented counts the number of hours that various residents 
volunteer, which could be converted to a monetary value, and then compared with the cost to Curo 
of running programmes. However this is a somewhat simplistic approach which does not give any 
meaningful indication of impact and quality of resident involvement. 
  
The Resident Voices strategy states that Curo will carry out an impact assessment of involvement to 
demonstrate the value that it brings to the business. The Resident Involvement Annual Report does 
not provide any measure of the value. 
 



Curo needs to find some way of quantifying the value of outcomes; a focus on outcomes rather than 
effort is of more interest to residents when it comes to demonstrating the value of resident 
involvement. 
 
The strategy also mentions a 4% reduction in operating costs over the lifetime of the current 
business plan and a 20% reduction in Resident Involvement costs. We have seen no evidence that 
these targets are being tracked. 
 
 

Other key findings 
 

Contact with Curo 
 
A recurring theme for involved residents has been the ability to contact the appropriate people in 
Curo in a timely manner – the inability of involved residents to contact appropriate Curo staff in a 
timely manner slows the whole resident involvement process down which is bad for Curo as well as 
the resident. Local Voices report delays contacting their Neighbourhood Manager (normally due to 
the NM’s workload), and residents involved with strategic voices report problems accessing the 
appropriate Resident Involvement Manager.  
 
The Resident Involvement Manager role is a single full time post which is job shared between two 
people, and whilst the Panel have no issues about this arrangement, the two job share 

staff have different objectives in their PDR’s (about 9 each), which means that there is 

no consistency in fulfilling the aim of the role efficiently and effectively. This has an 

impact on residents who phone to discuss involvement initiatives, as one half of the job 

share is not always there to respond, whilst the other half is not up to speed with a 

comprehensive overview of who is doing what and at what stage they are at in their 

respective work areas. 

Note: this is not a criticism of the people involved but rather the way the role has been 

split. 
 

Other resident involvement groups 
We note that there are other resident involvement opportunities, but we only have anecdotal 
evidence to comment on their performance 
  

Communication Panel 
The communication panel is being used as a focus group, but it has no work plan, it does not meet 
regularly or frequently, and the expectation of members is not being met. 
 

Procurement Panel 
The Procurement Panel is currently suspended pending a review of its effectiveness as a tool for 
resident involvement. The stated aim of the review is to determine whether the correct residents 
are involved (i.e. those impacted by procurement decisions), but there is a question over whether 
this panel should be skills based rather than truly representative.  
 

Sustainability Forum 
Voted itself out of existence – obviously not sustainable! 
 

Sheltered Housing Older People 
SHOP was not mentioned in the Resident Involvement Annual Report; anecdotal evidence suggests 
that it is a well-run and effective resident committee that is actively influencing Curo services. 



 

Foxhill Resident Regeneration Panel 
No evidence, so no comment. 
 

Chandler Rangers 
This is an excellent example of how relatively small grants from Curo can have a large impact on local 
neighbourhoods. It is a small group with tight focus on a local issue. 
 

South Down and Odd Down youth groups. 
Both of these youth groups have been operating successfully for 30+ years. Both have dedicated 
meeting places which is a critical factor in enabling them to have a positive impact on their local 
neighbourhoods.  
 
These are models that work well in delivering effective community outcomes, and should be 
considered for all major developments such as Mulberry Park and (fishponds) 



Recommendations 

1. Instigate meaningful measures of the costs and benefits of Resident Involvement so that the 
success (or failure) of various Resident Involvement programmes can be highlighted, and so 
that value for money can be demonstrated.  

2. Provide adequate resourcing of back office support for strategic voice panels, including 
fulfilling the role of secretary. This person would act as a central point of contact for all panel 
members, and would be able to coordinate activities of committees to ensure no duplication 
or conflicts, look for synergies, and foster best practice. 

3. The role of the CRC should be reviewed because it is not fit for purpose in its current guise. It 
does not meet the objectives of resident involvement and it does not deliver value for 
money to Curo or to residents.  

a. Perhaps consider replacing the current CRC with a number of smaller regional CRCs 
so that residents outside of Bath have a means of influencing services, thereby 
meeting some of the diversity aims of the strategy. 

b. Consider constituting a “Chair’s meeting” which comprises of two members of each 
resident involvement committee or panel (e.g. SIPs, Scrutiny Panel, SHOP). The 
purpose of this group would be to share information about the work of each 
strategic voice committee, coordinate activities of committees to ensure no 
duplication or conflicts, look for synergies, and foster best practice. 

4. Ensure that all strategic voice committees operate to a common standard by reviewing their 
terms of reference. 

a. Ensure that all SIPs are brought up to the standard of the Great Property and Places 
SIP 

b. Each committee needs clear objectives and deliverables backed by a work plan 
(which is called for in the Resident Voices strategy). 

c. All strategic voice panels should provide regular progress report against their 
respective objectives and work plans at Board level. This will help them focus on 
immediate deliverables and encourage development of work plans that need to be 
adhered to. 

d. Review the recruitment policy for each committee. Have a clear idea of the skills 
needed by each committee, and implement training plans and mentoring for new 
members. 

e. Implement an exit strategy for involved residents to determine why they are 
resigning their post, and to recommend changes where necessary. 

f. Ensure that each committee has appropriate support from Curo, and that the 
effectiveness of each committee and its members is reviewed annually by Curo. 

5. Investigate whether there are aspects of Curo business that are not covered by existing 
committees. Determine if resident involvement is appropriate and if so, how best to involve 
residents. For example: 

a. Political lobbying - Curo performs political lobbying to affect social change but there 
is no resident oversight despite the fact that Curo ‘speaks for the benefit of its 
residents’. 

b. Corporate sponsorship – is this covered by a SIP which can ensure that Curo 
sponsorship is beneficial to residents? 

c. Online services – would a SIP be appropriate? 



6. Consider providing additional resources to support Local Voices. It is critically important that 
Local Voices don’t get starved of attention due to the workload of Neighbourhood Managers 
as more LVs are recruited to meet targets.  

7. Align the PDRs of the Resident Involvement Manager job-share so that there is full time 
cover for all aspects of the role. 

8. To help Curo Enterprise meet the ethical objectives of Curo Group, all flagship developments 
should ensure there is a suitable community meeting space included in the plans, and 
provide seed funding for community groups that want to use it. 

 


