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	EXECUTIVE SUMMARY:
	The purpose of this report is to give an overview of 2010 Rotherham Ltd’s performance on key performance indicators for June 2008 (1st Quarter).


	IMPLICATIONS:
	

	CONSULTATION:
	Any changes to policies and practices need to demonstrate that there has been an appropriate level of customer participation.



	FINANCE AND VFM:
	Whilst there are no direct financial implications arising from this report, several of the key performance indicators relate directly to the financial health of the company (e.g. Housing Income and void management).



	RISK:
	Any indicators that are off target will have a negative impact on the use of resources.  KPIs are closely monitored and actions plans are discussed with lead managers who are responsible for minimising risk.



	LEGAL:
	The Memorandum & Articles of Association govern the conduct of the Company.  The management agreement with RMBC sets out our responsibilities regarding monitoring and reporting of performance.



	PERSONNEL:
	All officers within the company have Personal Development Reviews and these contain individual targets that contribute to the overall performance of the company.



	ENVIRONMENTAL:
	Effective void and repairs management can lead to sustainable communities and can prevent crime and disorder.



	EQUALITIES/DIVERSITY:
	It is essential that the company is able to measure and demonstrate that all sections of our customer base have equal levels of customer satisfaction, consultation, take up and access to services.  These issues are monitored.


	1. Introduction

The purpose of this report is to present a brief summary of performance against key indicators to the Board. 

2. Background
Performance is reviewed monthly by the Performance Committee using the suite of key performance indicators (KPIs) in the table below, plus the recently agreed suite of Local Performance Indicators (LPIs).  Each PI is assigned a manager who is responsible for ensuring the targets are met and, where necessary, remedial action taken to improve performance.  PI managers meet monthly with the Performance and Service Improvement Team and senior management at the Corporate Performance Monitoring Group to examine performance and agree remedial action.

2010 Rotherham Ltd participates in a number of benchmarking clubs to compare performance with similar sized ALMOs across the country.  The HouseMark report, published in October 2007, listed us as the second least expensive ALMO in terms of overall costs per property managed, and the least expensive regarding back-office costs.

3. Recent Developments

At its meeting on 24th June 2008, the Performance Committee decided to receive reports on all LPIs (local performance indicators) and IPIs (internal performance indicators) during the year on a rolling programme.  It is proposed that the same indicators will be reported to this Board.  Fairness and accessibility is monitored by equalities monitoring wherever that is relevant and possible.  Each meeting of the Board will receive a summary report. 

Due to the repairs and maintenance function upgrading its IT system to the ROCC Uniclass Enterprise system it has not been possible to provide reports on performance of the repairs indicators.  This has now been rectified and reports will be available to present next month.
4. Performance against Indicators

Performance for the month of June 2008 is summarised in the table below.  The table includes the first group of LPIs and IPIs in the rolling programme referred to above, which for this month is voids.  The table includes arrows in the final column to indicate the direction of travel (DoT), i.e. whether performance is improving, deteriorating or remaining constant.

KPI Performance Summary – June 2008
PI Ref.

Description

07/08

May
08

June 

08
Control 
Target

2008/9 Target

Target & DoT
LPI 66a 
% Rent collected 

98.47%
93.62%
95.30%
92.30%

98.49%
((
LPI 66b 
% of tenants with more than 36 days rent arrears  

2.89%
2.78%
2.80%
3.78%

2.87%
((
LPI 66c

% of tenants in arrears who have had NSP served 

11.25%
2.08%
3.10%
5.47%

11.23%
((3
LPI 66d  
% of tenants evicted as a result of rent arrears 

0.27%
0.05%
0.06%
0.09%

0.26%
((3
NI 158b
% change in non-decency 

29.69%
9.00%

14.11%
17.67% 

64.25%
((
IPI 81

Respond to all complaints within prescribed timescales
100%

81.00%

65.00%

N/A

100%

((
LPI 72
Urgent repairs completed in time 

98.48%
N/A

N/A
99.00%

99.00%
N/A
LPI 185  
Repairs appointments made and kept  

98.92%
N/A
N/A
98.50%

99.00%
N/A
LPI 73

Average time to complete non-urgent repairs 

9.42
N/A
N/A
9.0

9.0
N/A
LPI 211a

% Programmed / Responsive expenditure on repairs
39%
N/A
N/A
45.00%
53.66%

N/A

LPI 211b  
% emergency and urgent repairs / non-urgent repairs 

14.72%
N/A
N/A
14.00%

14.00%
N/A
LPI 63

Energy Efficiency SAP rating 

66
66
67
66

68
((
LPI 212  
Average relet time from termination to start 

37.27
59.54

56.92
34.00

18
((
LPI 69

Rent Loss through voids
1.18%

1.67%
1.69%
N/A
 1.15%
((
LPI 5

% of tenancies not lasting 12 months
6.86%

7.00%
6.52%
N/A
5.00%
((
IPI 36
Time keys are with voids repair team ( days)
New

Indicator
N/A

17.15
N/A

18.00
(
IPI 40
Access to the Allocation system by minority groups
New

Indicator
  N/AN/
7.30%
N/A

8.47%
(
IPI 41
The % of council housing that is void
New

Indicator
N/A
1.80%
N/A
1.50%
(
KEY

(
On target
(
Off target

by <5%
(
Off target by >5%
(
Improving trend
(
Performance constant & meeting control target
(
Performance constant & not meeting control target
(
Deteriorating trend but meeting control target
(
Deteriorating trend

Figures not available due to an update of the ROCC system which has meant no reporting is available on repairs indicators at this time
2 Historical information not available for new indicators
3 Direction of travel for 66c & d due to the nature of the indicator can only  worsen month on month. Therefore so long as the indicators are ahead of target and have not increased considerably from month to month, the direction of travel will be reported as favourable
Rents

Ref

Indicator

June Target

Performance

66a

% rent Collected

92.30%

95.30%

66b

% >36 days in arrears

3.78%

2.80%

66c

% of tenants in arrears who have been served with a NSP

5.47%

3.10%

66d

% of tenants evicted as a result of arrears

0.09%

0.06%

( All on target
The 4 rents indicators 66a, b, c and d have all met the June control targets.  
Decent Homes

( NI 158 (BV184b) - % change in non decency

Off Target (>5%) but improving since May 2008

Due to retrospective changes handovers and refused works, the percentage of non decent properties made decent in May 2008 has improved from 9.00% to 11.07%; 0.1% above the target of 10.97%.
The June outturn of 14.11% fell short of the monthly control target of 17.67%.  This shows a variance of 3.56% which equates to 312 properties.  The under performance against the target, for June, is due to two main factors:

1)the time taken for the handover process to be completed 

2) initial targets for this NI were forecasted against the initial Decent Homes Budget agreed at the beginning of the year.  
In the HIP Outturn 2007/08 final report presented to the Cabinet Member for Neighbourhoods on 16th June, a recommendation was made to reduce the 2008/09 Decent Homes programme by an amount equivalent to the 2007/08 overspend (£1,881,000) in order to use ALMO borrowing approval to repay the prudential borrowing utilised this year. 

The budget to be spent on Decent Homes refurbishment works and windows and doors replacement during 2008/09 was reduced from £58,940,176 to £57,059,176.

This budget is also covering for the following extra costs:

· Asbestos survey

· Loft Insulation costs

· Other allowances associated other expenses (e.g. respite provisions, planning applications) with Decent Homes Costs

These extra costs will reduce the budget to be spent on actual works on site to £54,700,483.
The reduction in budget will reduce the number of properties to work on and therefore the number of properties which could be made decent.

Actions have been undertaken to remedy this problem, and a report outlining the new proposed targets for this NI will be presented to the Performance Committee meeting in August.
Below is a summary report on key performance issues for Decent Homes:
WHAT’S GOING WELL

· 364 properties have been reported by partners as completed for refurbishment in June. This will differ to the figure reported under the indicator NI158b due to the timing of the handover process.  258 properties have had security works completed.

· A timetable has been agreed with the Decent Homes refurbishment Partners for the evaluation process that will see the number of partners reduced in years 4 and 5. All  Partners will go through an interview process with an announcement scheduled for the end of Oct 08

· All year 1 final accounts have been agreed and signed off by partners and 2010

· The Joint visit by the operational group to look at the front end of the delivery process was a useful event and helped share good practice. E.g. customers informed immediately of any delays and protective covers being used on customers’ appliances
· Richmond Kitchens are now being used within the partnership, this is following a successful auction for supplying kitchen units.

· The partnership is investigating supporting the Maltby Sports Academy Project. This is being discussed at Partnering Board and the Sustainability Group.

· The partnership is supporting the Multi Skills Board and looking at training initiatives. This is being discussed at Partnering Board and the Sustainability Group.

WHAT’S NOT GOING WELL

· One of the security companies has been stopped from opening any new properties and an action plan has been developed to address the issues with quality. Customers have been informed of delays to their property on the estate where work has been stopped.

· Refusals are currently at 9.11% for full refusals (compared to 6.8% up to the end of May 2008) and 9.40% for part refusals. This is due to the difficult to access properties carried over from year 2 into the year 3 work packages.

IMPROVEMENT ACTIONS

· 2010 is to carry out 100% inspections, as per the action plan to properties following concerns over quality standards.
· The action plan is to be monitored to ensure the security company are on target against their action plan.

· No new properties will be opened unless 2010 are in full agreement. A controlled release of work will be required until 2010 is satisfied with quality to ensure standards are being met on all new properties.

· All partners are to check refusals to ensure there is no double counting in the data. All refusals are to follow the refusals process which includes a final visit from 2010 Decent Homes Champion. 

· 2010 to explore internal training for Decent Homes Champions and Customer Liaison Officers to support the refusals process.

HEALTH AND SAFETY

· Gas RIDDOR reports

There were 3 reports concerning Decent Homes work. All faults were rectified while the gas QA inspector was on site.

· Accidents involving tenants

There were no reports concerning Decent Homes work.

· Asbestos information – HSE Improvement Notice

Type 3 surveys have been completed in void properties. 

Repairs
Due to the change of IT systems, at the time of writing, no figures were available for the following indicators:

· LPI 72 (NM 72) – urgent repairs completed in time
· LPI 73 (NM 73)- Average Time to Complete non urgent repairs
· LPI 185 (NM 185) – Repairs appointments made and kept
· LPI 211a (AM 211a)- % Programmed/ Responsive expenditure on repairs
· LPI 211b (AM 211b) – Proportion of expenditure on emergency/urgent repairs compared to non urgent
However reporting programmes are being tested at the time of writing and figures should be  available to report on July performance
Voids
For June performance reporting, the voids indicators that sit below the Key Performance Indicator of LPI 212 have been selected to be examined in depth.
( LPI 212 (BV212) - Average relet time from termination to start (KPI)
Off target (>5%) but improving since May 2008
June saw a reduction in number of days from May (from 59.54 days to 56.92 days) but is still far from the control target of 34 days. A remedial action plan is currently in place and the Assistant Director of Neighbourhood Management is holding formal meetings with the Voids Manager, Neighbourhood Managers and Assistant Neighbourhood and Involvement Managers to address areas of under performance and the remedial action required. 
( LPI 69 (BV69) - Rent loss through voids 
Off target (>5%) and deteriorating since May 2008
The June outturn is 1.69% against the yearly target of 1.15%.  Performance Action Plans have been produced which will focus on the following points:

· Piloting a new approach to turning round properties with 1 day’s work required

· Analysis of void processes

· Improving amount of pre-terminations carried out before property terminates to identify issues i.e. recharges or whether the property is in a good condition to let quickly

( LPI 5 (HES 5) - % Tenancies not lasting longer than 12 months
Off target (>5%) and improving since May 2008
The June outturn for this indicator (which looks at the percentage of tenancies that have not lasted longer than 12 months) is 6.52% - which equates to 95 tenancies out of a total of 1,458 let between 01/07/2007 and 31/06/2008, The yearly target for this indicator is 5%.  Future actions to improve performance include:

· Identifying and providing support for vulnerable tenants

· Working in partnerships with Safer Neighbourhood Teams and neighbourhoods to tackle anti-social behaviour

· Employing tenancy support officers

· Furnished tenancies offers for vulnerable people.
( IPI 36- Time keys are with voids repair team (days)
On target

This is a new indicator and has achieved the cumulative target set of 18 days with an out turn of 17.15 days. The out turn for the month of June alone was 16.30 days
( IPI 40 - Access to the Allocation system by minority groups
Off target (>5%)
The June out turn of 7.30% is off target, with a year end target of 8.47%; however profiling is yet to be completed for the monthly targets.  

Performance is still 1.49% higher than Rotherham’s demographic profile of 5.81% for BME; this would indicate there are no barriers to accessing the service but challenging targets have been set to promote improvements in access to the Allocations service.

( IPI 41 - % of council housing that is void
Off target (>5%)
Currently this indicator is off target with a cumulative out turn for June of 1.80% against a year end target of 1.50%. Monthly profiling of targets has still to be completed.

The following indicators will also be used to monitor voids performance once reports are available

· LPI 5a – Profile of tenancies not lasting 12 months broken down against equalities strands

· IPI 37 - Time from shortlist completion to tenancy sign up

· IPI 38 - Average cost of non capital repairs to void repairs

· IPI 42 - Time from void repairs to shortlist

· IPI 43 - % of post void repairs carried out within 28 days

The agenda for the Committee meeting on the 29th July included a workshop on voids which explained the processes involved and the inter-relationships of the performance indicators.
Energy

( LPI 63 (BV63) - Energy Efficiency SAP rating
On target and improving since May 2008

The June outturn for this indicator is 67, which is ahead of the monthly control target set of 66
Complaints

( IPI 81 – Respond to all complaints within prescribed timescales

Off target (>5%) and deteriorating since May
In June 23 complaints were received, out of which 11 complaints were resolved within target time and 6 out of time. The actual performance for June was 65% against the target of 100%.
A remedial action plan was presented to the Performance Committee in April 2008 and an update was presented to the committee in June.  The Executive Management Team will receive a weekly list of live complaints from August, and will ensure targets for dealing with complaints on time are met.
Compliments

4 compliments were received by 2010 Ltd in June making a total of 22 received so far this financial year.
5. Equalities & Diversity
Wherever possible, performance against the key indicators is disaggregated to show the take-up or impact of our services on different sectors of the communities we serve, for example:
Rents

Ethnicity

NSPs served/ Jan 08

NSPs served/ Feb 08

NSPs served/ Mar 08

NSPs served/ Apr 08

NSPs served/ May 08

NSPs

Served

June 08
Customer profile

6 months averages

White British

68.00%

69.93%

76.00%

70.00%
67.23%
75.23%
95.91%

71.07%
Pakistani

1.00%

0.65%

2.00%

3.00%
2.75%
0.3%

1.57%

White other

0.5%

0.13%

0.08%
Other Asian

NF

Dual heritage Black African/white

0.01%

Black African

1.00%

1.68%
0.23%

0.45%

Black other

0.84%
0.01%

0.17%

Other

1.00%
0.84%
0.21%

0.31%

Unknown

30.50%

29.41%

21.00%

26.00%
29.41%
22.02%
The table above shows six months’ data for the serving of NSPs broken down against ethnicity and compared against our customer profile.  Figures in bold in the table show where an over representation of a particular group has occurred in the serving of NSPs.  However in 2008/09 the income team is committed to profiling customers at sign up – carrying out a basic financial assessment and then offering bespoke services to meet individual needs.  This should identify any problems at an early stage and reduce the disproportionate amount of NSPs served on BME tenants.  Careful monitoring of these figures will enable us to see if this approach works.  Also, any BME tenants who receive an NSP will be visited by a Housing Income Controller to identify any problems.
The disability statistics breakdown of NSPs served in June is as follows:
Not known

95.41%

Mental health disability

1.83%

Physical/Mobility Disability

1.83%

Hearing Disability
0.92%

Only one eviction was carried out during June, a White British male. 

Decent Homes

2010 has also agreed several equalities indicators with partners in the Decent Homes programme.  The Equalities group within the partnership is currently drawing together best practice from all their training packages and this was discussed at a customer focus group in May.  The main aim was to identify key elements which were included in a training package that is available for all staff across the partnership to receive. This training underpins a revised Code of Conduct to be observed by all staff who enter customers’ homes.

Repairs & Maintenance

The Repairs and Maintenance service has used the equalities monitoring of its customer satisfaction to identify areas where we may be unwittingly discriminating against people because of their faith, ethnicity, sexual orientation, gender or disability.  A number of questions are asked within the ‘How did we do?’ survey and these are analysed within the monthly performance report.  In June 328 responses were received.  These break down as follows:  

Breakdown of responses:

203 

identified as 

Women 

  97   

as 


Men
    5

Identified as 

Muslim   

182  

as 


Christian
  240

identified as 

Heterosexual

    2 

as 


Bisexual
  111

Identified as 

Not Disabled

  137 

as 


Disabled (116 physical disability; 11 sensory disability, 10 other)
Are you satisfied with the service you have received from 2010 Rotherham Ltd?

93.29% said Yes 

% of Female respondents that said yes

% of Disabled respondents that said yes

%  of Non - White British people who said yes

% of Non – Christians who said yes

% of Non – Heterosexual people who said yes

95.56%

97.08%

100%

100%

100%

% of Male respondents that said Yes.

% of non-Disabled respondents that said Yes

%  of White British people who said Yes

% of Christians who said Yes

% of

Heterosexual people who said Yes

92.79%

91%

94.70%

93.40%

96.65%

       2.44% said No 


% of Female respondents that said No

% of Disabled respondents that said No

%  of Non - White British people who said No

% of Non – Christians who said No

% of Non – Heterosexual people who said No

1.48%

-

-

-
-

% of Male respondents that said No.

% of non-Disabled respondents that said No

%  of White British people who said No

% of Christians who said No

% of

Heterosexual people who said No

2.06%

4.50%

1.77%

1.64%

1.26%

 4.27% declined to answer 

% Female respondents who declined to answer

% of Disabled respondents who declined to answer

% of Non - White British respondents who declined to answer

% of Non – Christians respondents who declined to answer

% of Non – Heterosexual respondents who declined to answer

2.96%

2.92%

-

-

-

% Male respondents who declined to answer

% of non-Disabled respondents who declined to answer

% of White British respondents who declined to answer

% of Christians respondents who declined to answer

% of Heterosexual respondents who declined to answer

5.15%

4.50%

3.53%

4.95%

2.09%

The overall figure for June (93.29%) appears to show a drop in satisfaction from the May figure of (97.54%).  However, the figures include blank responses as negative responses.  If blank responses are excluded from the calculations, the May figure is 98.85% and the June figure is 97.1%.  This indicates that there were a greater number of blank responses in June.
Summary
At the end of June 2008, 5 (71%) out of the 7 reported Key Performance Indicators have achieved the monthly control target.  This compares to 42% on target at the end of May 2008.

There are 5 Key Performance Indicators (KPIs) which cannot be reported this month as no data is available (due to the ROCC upgrade).
The two KPIs that did not achieve this month’s target were:
( NI 158b – The percentage change in non-decency 

( LPI 212 – Average re let time from termination to start

Both of these KPIs are off target by more than 5%.

Of the total of 62 PIs (12 KPIs + 50 LPIs) monitored at the end of this first quarter, 25 (40%) are on target; 32 (52%) are off target; there is no data for 5 PIs (8%).
Of the 32 PIs that are off target, 4 are <5% off target; 9 are management information (low risk and low priority); 5 have had no monthly control targets set (meaning that Quarter 1 performance is being measured against the year-end target); 5 action plans are being monitored by the Corporate Performance Management (CPM) Group and action plans for the remaining 9 PIs will be considered by the CPM Group in August.
Conclusion
As we are at the end of the first quarter of the new financial year, we now have an opportunity to improve performance in several key areas to maximise the 2008/09 year-end outturns.
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