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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 May 2008.


	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 PIs.  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 (see Appendix A).  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 on performance. 

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 is currently being rectified and reports should be available for the June out turn.

4. Performance against Indicators

Performance for the month of May 2008 is summarised in the table below.  For the first time, this 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 – May 2008
PI Ref.

Description

07/08

Apr 08

 May 08

Control Target

 2008/9 Target

Target & DoT
LPI 66a 
% Rent collected 

98.47%
87.19%
93.62%
89.80%

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

2.89%
2.79%
2.78%
3.88%

2.87%
((
LPI 66c

% of tenants in arrears who have had NSP served 

11.25%
0.97%
2.08%
4.72%

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

0.27%
0.03%
0.05%
0.083%

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

29.69%
4.29%
9.00%

10.97% 

64.25%
((
IPI 92
Overall Customer Satisfaction with Decent Homes

94.69%

93.71%

93.98%
95.00%

95.00%
((
IPI 107
Predictability of Time within Dwellings (20 days)

N/A1
58.44%

74.57%
95.00%

95.00%
((
IPI 81

Respond to all complaints within prescribed timescales
100%

N/A

81.00%

N/A

100%

(
IPI 109A
Percentage of Properties Passing First Inspection

N/A1
42.15%

89.4%
90.00%

90.00%
((
LPI 72
Urgent repairs completed in time 

98.48%
N/A2
N/A2
99.00%

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

98.92%
N/A2
N/A2
98.50%

99.00%
N/A
LPI 73

Average time to complete non-urgent repairs 

9.42
N/A2
N/A2
9.0

9.0
N/A
IPI 10

CP 12s outstanding

N/A1
0.55%
0.61%
0.50%

0.50%

((
LPI 211a

% Programmed / Responsive expenditure on repairs
39%
N/A2
N/A2
56.00%

53.66%

N/A

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

14.72%
N/A2
N/A2
14.00%

14.00%
N/A
LPI 63

Energy Efficiency SAP rating 

66
66
66
66

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

37.27
65.12
59.54

34.00

18
((
IPI 26

% of customers for whom the landlord has diversity information
N/A1
37.15%
53.3
50.00%

70.00%
((
IPI 43

% of post void repairs carried out in 28 days

N/A1
N/A2
N/A2
N/A
N/A
N/A
LPI 69

Rent Loss through voids
1.18%

1.61%
1.67%
N/A
 1.10%
((
LPI 5

% of tenancies not lasting 12 months
6.86%

8.36%
7.00%
N/A
5%
((
IPI 48

Remove drug litter within 2 hours of report being received

N/A1
 N/A
100%

100%

100%

((
IPI 49

Remove non offensive graffiti within 5 working days of receiving report
N/A1
 N/A
96.6%
100%

100%
(
IPI 50

Remove racist, obscene or offensive graffiti  
N/A1
 N/A
100%
100%

100%
(
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
1Historical information not available for new indicators

2Figures not available due to an update of the ROCC system which has meant no reporting is available on repairs indicators at this time
Rents

Ref

Indicator

May Target

Performance

66a

% rent Collected

89.80%

93.62%

66b

% >36 days in arrears

3.88%

2.78%

66c

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

4.72%

2.08%

66d

% of tenants evicted as a result of arrears

0.083%

0.05%

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

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

Off Target (>5%) but improving since April 2008
The May outturn of 9% fell short of the monthly control target of 10.97%.  This shows a variance of 1.97% which equates to 173 properties.  A factor contributing to this under performance was the delay from the point of when the handover pack is received to the point where the handover completion date is provided to the Stock and Planning Team.  This is a feature of the start of the year when works are more concentrated on preparatory works rather than completions.  The performance will improve throughout the year.

May saw a total of 278 properties being handed over with 213 of these being reported as non decent as at 1st April 2008 - which can therefore be counted as part of NI 158.  The remaining 65 properties were of a potentially non decent status as at 1st April 2008 and therefore cannot be counted as part of NI 158.  Work to potentially non decent properties is preventative to stop properties falling in to non decency.
( IPI 92-Overall customer satisfaction with decent homes 
Off Target (<5%) but improving since April 2008

The May out turn of 93.98% fell short of the target set of 95.00%.  Meetings have taken place to rectify this matter.  Actions have been put in place to address the issues, e.g. progress is discussed at site meetings and one to ones with contractors, and actions have been taken to share quality assurance resources.
Although this indicator hasn’t reached its cumulative target, a breakdown of decent homes partners gives a clearer picture of their respective outturns.  Against the target of 95%, the monthly and cumulative figures for each of them were:

· Anglian 


Information not supplied

· Yorkshire Windows

100% monthly, 
99.03% cumulative (( on target)
· Keepmoat


96.71% monthly, 
96.61% cumulative (( on target)
· Henry Boot 


88.17% monthly, 
84.48% cumulative (( off target)
· ROK 



92.31% monthly, 
88.14% cumulative (( off target)
· Connaught 


92.31% monthly, 
85.00% cumulative (( off target)
( IPI 107 - Predictability of time within dwellings (20 days)

Off target (>5%) but improving since April 2008

The cumulative out turn for May of 74.57% has improved significantly from 58.44% in April (previously reported as 57.53%); however it still does not reach the target of 95.00%.  The performance in May alone was 82.10%.  The overall improvement is accounted for by improvements reported by ROK and Keepmoat; who performed at 26.70% and 96.76% respectively; ROK increasing by 20.87% and Keepmoat by 24.76%.  While both these contractors reported an improvement in performance, Henry Boot’s performance has slightly deteriorated from 46.88% to 45.46%.

For May, Anglian Windows has submitted their performance and are reported at 100% but still no submission has been made for April.

( IPI 109A - % of properties passing first inspection

Off Target (<5%) but improving since April 2008

Again May’s out turn of 89.4% is a significant improvement from April’s figure of 42.15%, and almost reached the target of 90.00%.  This indicator is linked to IPI 107 and been affected by the reasons given above.
Tables showing activity by contractor are shown below: 

Partnership Summary-Refurbishment Works-Year 3

Contractor

Number of estates

Number of work streams on site

Number of props in possession

Number of props completed

Number returned since last report

Last report returned figures

Keepmoat

6

13

303

252

191

61

Connaught

2

2

9

22

13

9

ROK

4

6

113

27

21

6

Henry Boot

2

3

129

121

91

30

Totals

14

24

554

422

316

106

Partnership Summary-Security Works-Year 3

Contractor

Number of estates

Number of work streams on site

Number of props in possession

Number of props completed

Number returned since last report

Last report returned figures

Anglian Windows

1

1

6

183

75

108

Yorkshire Windows

2

1

4

263

114

149

Totals

3

2

10

446

189

257

Below is a summary report on key performance issues for Decent Homes:
WHAT’S GOING WELL

· 406 properties have been completed this reporting period.  This is down on previous months due to delay with handovers.

· The first Partnering Board meeting was held and the Partnering Framework is to be circulated.  The Partnering Framework includes a schedule of all partnership meetings up to April 2008.
· The Partnering Framework is to include a Sub Group for Equality and Diversity.
· A process has been agreed with all Construction Partners to ensure call outs are discussed and payments are paid promptly.
· A successful operational joint site meeting was held where construction partners visited each others site.  The lessons learned from the visits are to be shared across the partnerships:
· Protection of white goods
· Envelope sticker for daily diary sheet
· Daily site meeting to improve communication to customers
· 2010 Board has agreed to replace all bathrooms where one element fails.  This will have an impact on the number of appeals that are received.
WHAT’S NOT GOING WELL

· Concerns over Barbot Hall capacity to deliver programme following decision to close Barbot Hall at the end of the financial year.

· Continued concerns over Panagraph data.

· Delays are still being experienced with final accounts across the partnership.

· 12 month defect process is still to be agreed with properties across the partnership falling outside the defects period.

· Some properties are still failing handover due to missing information in the handover packs.

IMPROVEMENT ACTIONS

· Continue close liaison with Barbot Hall regards to number of Installation Teams.  Regular liaison regarding spend forecast with regards impact on programme.

· We are currently liaising with all partners to discuss changes on how we report Tenant Satisfaction in the progress report.

· Final accounts are being discussed with all partners and at a one to one level.

· A 12 month defect process is to be shared at Partnering Board with a view to implement in the New Year.

· Joint Handovers are now taking place to improve the handover process.  We are also looking at the resource position with regards Mechanical and Electrical.

HEALTH AND SAFETY

Gas RIDDOR Reports

One report of a dangerous gas fitting was made.  This arose because it was not noted that a core vent would be required when the window was replaced, thus the supply of combustion air was reduced. This will be taken up with the window replacement partners.

Asbestos management
A process for the identification of asbestos containing materials and their removal or treatment within the scope of work on individual properties has been agreed with the partners.

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
( IPI 10- CP12s outstanding
Off target (>5%) and deteriorating since April 2008
This indicator measures the percentage of properties that have got a CP12 certificate as a result of not receiving a gas service within the last 12 months.  The May outturn was 0.61% against the target of 0.50% due to the current problems within the ICT reporting system and there are still some delays of properties being issued to the RMBC legal team to commence injunction procedures.

Voids
( LPI 212 (BV212) - Average relet time from termination to start (KPI)
Off target (>5%) but improving since April 2008
May saw a reduction in number of days from April (from 65.12 to 59.54 days) but is still far from the target of 34 days.  Certain reasons have contributed to LPI 212 not reaching target.  These include more emphasis on customer choice and work on long term voids.

A remedial action plan is in place which will address these issues. It includes: 

· Action Plan to pilot quick turnarounds with less than a day’s work required
· Removing excessive delays due to matching of sheltered properties by working closely with RMBC medical priority team

· All Void Champions and Housing Officers working consistently – viewings arranged earlier

· Promoting sustainable tenancies by accessing support services

( LPI 69 (BV69) - Rent loss through voids 
Off target (>5%) and deteriorating since April 2008
The May outturn is 1.67% against the yearly target of 1.10%.  See narrative above (LPI 212).
( LPI 5 (HES 5) - % Tenancies not lasting longer than 12 months
Off target (>5%) and improving since April 2008
The May outturn for this indicator (which looks at the failure rate of tenancies over the previous 12 months) is 7% - which is 85 tenancies out of a total of 1,441 let between 01/06/2007 and 31/05/2008.  The yearly target for this indicator is 5%.  An action plan is being developed to address failings.
Energy

( LPI 63 (BV63) - Energy Efficiency SAP rating
On target and constant since April 2008

The May out turn for this indicator is 66 which is on target.

Diversity

( IPI 26 - % of customers for whom the landlord has diversity information
On target and improving since April 2008

The May outturn is 53.3% against a target of 50% by June.  This PI has seen considerable improvement from last month (the April figure was 37.15%).  The figure has improved as a result of a number of initiatives put in place by 2010.
Anti Social Behaviour

IPI 56 – number of ASB incidents reported in the month

During May 164 incidents of Anti social behaviour were reported.  The two most common were nuisance behaviour 53 (32%) and noise 35 (21%).  This compares to April when 164 incidents were reported.  The two most common were nuisance behaviour 43 (26%) and intimidation and harassment 34 (21%).  There is no target in place for this indicator.

Tenancy and Estate Management

( IPI 49 – Remove non offensive graffiti within 5 working days of receiving report

Off target (<5%) but improving since April 2008

The target has underperformed as a cumulative outturn figure (96.6%), but has reached the target of 100% for the month of May.

( IPI 50 – Remove racist, obscene and offensive graffiti within 1 working day of receiving report

On target

The indicator met the target of 100%.

Complaints

( IPI 81 – Respond to all complaints within prescribed timescales

Off target (>5%)
In May, 26 complaints were closed out of which 17 complaints were resolved within target time and 4 out of time.  The actual performance for May was 81% against the target of 100%.
A remedial action plan was presented to the Performance Committee in May 2008 and further action plans are under review.
Compliments

7 compliments were received by 2010 Ltd in May.
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/ Dec 07

NSPs served/ Jan 08

NSPs served/ Feb 08

NSPs served/ Mar 08

NSPs served/ Apr 08

NSPs served/ May 08

Customer profile

6 months averages

White British

71.05%

68.00%

69.93%

76.00%

70.00%
67.23%
95.91%

70.37%
Pakistani

0.80%

1.00%

0.65%

2.00%

3.00%
0.3%

1.24%

White other

0.5%

0.13%

0.08%
Other Asian

0.80%

NF

Dual heritage Black African/white

0.01%

Black African

1.00%

1.68%
0.23%

0.44%

Black other

0.84%
0.01%

0.14%

Other

1.60%

1.00%
0.84%
0.21%

0.57%

Unknown

25.44%

30.50%

29.41%

21.00%

26.00%
29.41%
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.  Some caution is needed in the reading of these figures because our customer profile information is based on a 37.15% return and, though statistically valid, may not be entirely accurate when extrapolated.  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 May is as follows:
Not known

0.84%

Mental health disability

1.68%

Physical/Mobility Disability

0.84%

None

96.64%

Six evictions were carried out during May involving 6 customers: 2 males and 4 females of whom 5 were White British (83%) and 1 unknown (16%).  

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 will be taking this to a customer focus group in May. Our aim is to identify key elements that should be included in training that all staff across the partnership will receive.  This training will underpin 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 May 243 responses were received.  These break down as follows:  

Breakdown of responses:
147 

identified as 

Women 

  76   

as 


Men
    1 

Identified as 

Buddhist

    2 

as 


Muslim

154  

as 


Christian
  93

identified as 

Heterosexual

    1 

as 


Bisexual
  96

Identified as 

Not Disabled

101 

as 


Disabled (93 physical disability; 5 sensory disability, 3 other)
(Of those with ‘Other disabilities’ all answered yes to all questions and scored excellent for ‘satisfaction with repair’.)

217

identified as 

White British
Are you satisfied with the service you have received from 2010 Rotherham Ltd?

97.54% said Yes 

% of F

% of M

% of ND

% of Phys’ D

% of Sens’ D

% of WB

% of C

% of Mu’

% of B

% of O

98.64%

94.74%

97.94%

94.62%

100%

97.54%

96.75%                 

100%

100%

100%

% of H

% of BS

 18-24

25-34

35-55

45-54

55-64

65-74

75+

97.85%

100%

Age break down available for June figures.

F= Female, M = Male. ND= Non Disabled,  Phys’ D = Physical Disability, Sens’ D = Sensory Disability. WB= White British, C=Christian, Mu=Muslim, B= Buddhist, O = Other Faith, H= Heterosexual, BS= Bisexual, 

       
1.23% said No 


% of F

% of M

% of ND

% of Phys’ D

% of Sens’ D

% of WB

% of C

% of Mu’

% of B

% of O

1.36%%

1.32%

0%

3.26%

0%

1.23%

1.3%                 

0%

0%

0%

% of H

% of BS

 18-24

25-34

35-55

45-54

55-64

65-74

75+

1.08%

0%

Age break down available for June figures.

F= Female, M = Male. ND= Non Disabled,  Phys’ D = Physical Disability, Sens’ D = Sensory Disability. WB= White British, C=Christian, Mu=Muslim, B= Buddhist, O = Other Faith, H= Heterosexual, BS= Bisexual,

       
1.23% declined to answer 

% of F

% of M

% of ND

% of Phys’ D

% of Sens’ D

% of WB

% of C

% of Mu’

% of B

% of O

0%

3.95%

2.06%

1.08%

0%

1.23%

1.95%                 

0%

0%

0%

% of H

% of BS

 18-24

25-34

35-55

45-54

55-64

65-74

75+

1.08%

0%

Age break down available for June figures.

F= Female, M = Male. ND= Non Disabled,  Phys’ D = Physical Disability, Sens’ D = Sensory Disability. WB= White British, C=Christian, Mu=Muslim, B= Buddhist, O = Other Faith, H= Heterosexual, BS= Bisexual, 

The overall figure for May (97.54%) shows an increase in satisfaction from the April figure of 96.81% (the March figure was 94.44%).
· Equal Opportunities Analysis

Gender

Although overall men appear to be less satisfied with our service actually the figures are distorted by a higher % of men declining to answer our 2 final questions (“How would you rate your overall satisfaction with the repair service you have received?” and “Are you satisfied with the service you have received from 2010 Rotherham Ltd?”).  In fact of the 3 people who answered ‘no’ to the last question, only 1 was male.

Ethnicity

This month’s figures were all from white British respondents.  In other months we have had responses from ethnic minorities but only a few.  This pattern is reflected in the Anti social Behaviour satisfaction returns and 2010 will need to rethink how it will receive feedback from our BME customers if the problem persists

Disability

Once again the least satisfied group are people who manage a disability.  This month’s figures show us that this is people who manage a physical disability as opposed to a sensory disability (although there were only 5 returns from people with a sensory disability).  This month however the causes appear to be different from previously which have centred around tidiness.  This month the issue has been timing of appointments and length of time of the repair.  There is low satisfaction generally with whether the repair was completed within the time promised.  This may be due to the teething problems of introducing Opti-time and Handhelds or not managing expectations properly.  We will need to keep an eye on it.  Frustration with un-kept promises can only be exacerbated if one is also managing a disability.

Sexuality

Of the 243 respondents only 1 identified as being non heterosexual which matches the getting to know you survey results and analyses completed in the recent OUR customer profile document.  We are unhappy that either we do not have gay and bi-sexual people amongst our tenants or that they are unwilling to share it with us.  We will continue to work with LGBT Rotherham to challenge Heterosexism in Rotherham.  Pleasingly the one individual concerned reported an excellent service all round

Faith

Although we would like to think that we have 10 members of an ‘Other‘ faith amongst our customers – the likelihood is that these are people that are unwilling to identify as Christian, seeing themselves as specifically Catholic or C of E.  We cannot fairly list different denominations for Christianity without doing so for Islam, Judaism etc.  All religions bar Christianity reported excellent service, although the numbers are very small to be statistically valid.  Those who identified themselves as Christians (63.37% of those returning the survey) were slightly less satisfied than the overall figure but by less than 1 %.

Age

We have not been able to collate the figures for different age groups.  This is because we need to implement a change at the data input stage.  This will be in place for June’s figures.

Transgender people – we currently do not ask for this information on our survey.

· Future Actions

· Monitor the issue regarding timing of appointments and take action if figures do not improve in future reports
· Repair teams should be praised for their improvements on leaving properties clean and tidy
· The interesting breakdown in how different parts of our community report repairs will be fed into the new communications strategy
· To encourage the customers to return more completed surveys to help improve our services to suit needs.

6. Conclusion

At the end of May 2008, 5 out of the 12 reported Key Performance Indicators (42%) have achieved the monthly control target.  This compares to 5 on target at the end of April 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 (however, the service is confident that this PI will achieve it’s year-end target)
( LPI 212 – Average re let time from termination to start

Both of these KPIs are off target by >5%.

Of the total of 24 PIs reported this month, 8 (33%) are on target; 10 (42%) are off target; and there is no available data for 6 PIs (25%).
As we are in the second month 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.  Therefore remedial action plans have been, or are being, developed for void repairs & allocations – including LPI 212 and complaints.  A workshop on the voids processes and issues is being held at the next Performance Committee meeting on 29th July (4.30pm), to which all Board directors are invited.
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