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1. Purpose 
 
1.1. Reputation is an increasingly high priority for all NHS organisations.  How stakeholders 

view the Trust has a significant impact on how successful we are and influences the 
Trust’s ability to deliver high-quality, safe and responsive patient care.   A positive local 
reputation can make a difference to the Trust’s efficiency with a positive workforce and a 
supportive, engaged community. 

 
1.2. Following major service changes, which have possibly had a negative impact on the 

Trust’s local reputation, the Trust needs to assess public perception and how 
stakeholders think and feel, and, where necessary, employ strategic measures to rebuild 
the Trust’s reputation with the local community. 

 
1.3. The main objective of this report is to review and compare the results of two reputation 

audits.  An initial audit (Survey 1) was undertaken in August and September 2009, the 
results of which were reviewed by the Trust Board in January 2010.  The following 
reputation management and staff motivation programme was subsequently put in place 
from September 2009. 

 
External 

 Talks and presentations to local community groups and societies  

 Using patients feedback from NHS Choice, 48 hr post-discharge phone calls and 
complaints to improve services 

 Building relationships with the local media, including distributing regular positive stories 

 Responding robustly to negative media stories whenever possible and appropriate 

 Publishing positive information in local parish and community magazines 

 Introducing a page of positive patient and stakeholder comments to the Trust website 
 

Internal 

 Improving lines of communication with staff on wards by faxing important 
information 

 Featuring positive patient stories and site-specific information in Trust internal 
publications/newsletters 

 Displaying positive news and letters from patients in high-footfall areas of the 
sites 

 Introducing an ‘Open Door’ meeting programme for staff on each site to air any 
issues and find solutions to problems.  

 Regular visits by the Trust Board to wards and departments 
 
 



 

1.4.  A further audit was undertaken in April 2010 (Survey 2).  In analysing the two results the 
Trust can assess the impact and effectiveness of the reputation management 
programme. 

 
2. Scope 
 
2.1 The Trust has made every effort to use similar methodology in Surveys 1 and 2 to ensure 

comparative, accurate and comprehensive results were achieved.   
 
2.2 Responses to the surveys were collected face-to-face and via a pop-up from the 

homepage of the Trust website.  In Survey 2 Foundation Trust Members were also asked 
for their views.  All completed surveys were anonymous.  

 
2.3 Samples were broadly representative of the population with a cross section of age range 

and ethnic groups.  
 

2.4 In Survey 1 a total of 139 people responded from across all areas of west Hertfordshire 
and 197 people responded in Survey 2. 
 

3.  Overall Results 
 
3.1  Appendix 1 gives a full and detailed comparative report of the results of Surveys 1 
 and 2.   
 
Most significant factors 
 

 The comparative data showed a 6% increase in attendance across the three hospital 
sites: a 9% increase at Watford and St Albans with Hemel Hempstead attendance 
remaining the same.   

 

 There was a clear increase in 4 out of the 5 questions relating to the quality of service.     
Hemel Hempstead showed the most significant increase in quality of service at 9% with 
Watford and St Albans each showing a 5% increase. 

 

 There was also a general increase in the way patients felt they were communicated 
with in relation to their appointment, discharge and/or admission.    Hemel Hempstead 
showed the most noteworthy increase at 9% with St Albans recording a 5% increase 
and Watford 2%. 

 

 The data analysis recorded that patients are also finding accessibility to the hospital 
sites has improved since Survey 1.  Watford recorded the most significant increase 
with 70% of patients finding the Watford site to be accessible compared to 59% in 
2009.   

 

 Elements of the outpatient service showed a slight decrease since Survey 1.   The data 
showed that patients were not entirely satisfied with the information they received prior 
to their appointment (down1%) and with the Outpatient Department booking in process 
(down 3%).   

 

 The most dramatic increase recorded was awareness of the Trust’s Foundation Trust 
application.  In Survey 1, 74% of people surveyed were unaware that the Trust was 
applying for Foundation Trust status.  In comparison, in Survey 2 only 12% were 
unaware of the application.     This major increase is most likely to be attributable to the 
fact that Foundation Trust Members were emailed directly and asked if they wished to 
take part in Survey 2. 

 
 



 

4.  Conclusion 
 
4.1    It is clear from the comparative data analysis that in the eight months between Survey 
 1 and Survey 2 there has been a positive increase in the way stakeholders think and 
 feel about the Trust.   It is difficult to conclude if this increase is due to the impact  of the 
 reputation management programme that was put in place in August 2009 or to a 
 general improvement in services over the same period of time.   

 
4.2   The Trust’s long-term Communications Strategy supports the Trust’s commitment to 
 improving engagement with its stakeholders, including staff, the local community  and 
 GPs and will build on the work that has been highlighted in this positive  reputation 
 management exercise.    
 
4.3  A further audit will be undertaken in April 2011 and thereafter annually to  continually 
 assess the Trust’s public reputation.  In addition, the Communications Team now 
 regularly visit wards on all three hospital sites to discuss directly with patients the 
 CQUIN patient experience questions. 
 
5. Recommendations 

 
5.1   The Board is asked to note the content of this report. 
 
 
David McNeil 
Director of Communications and Corporate Affairs 
July 2010 


