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TURNING HOUSES INTO HOMES
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	Public


	RECOMMENDATION(S):
	That the Board note the improvement in performance of Void Property indicators and the actions proposed to improve performance towards year end targets.


	REPORT AUTHOR AND 

CONTACT DETAILS:


	Name: Richard Walker
Job Title: Interim Director of Neighbourhood Management
Tel: (33) 4348
Email address: richard.david-walker@2010rotherham.org


	EXECUTIVE SUMMARY:
	The 2008/9 target for empty property turnround is 18 days, which measures from the date keys are received from the outgoing tenant to the date the keys are passed to the new incoming tenant. Current performance (14 Sept) is 46.21 days, compared to 67 days as at 15th June 2008, demonstrating an improvement of 20.7 days over 13 consecutive weeks.
Performance recovery action has been undertaken since July 2008, which has culminated in a full analysis of the empty property process and a subsequent performance recovery action plan being implemented.
Issues affecting performance can be summarised as flaws in the following areas of operations:

· Communications & Ownership

· Process

· Resources

· Analysis

· Partnership working

The Voids Performance Recovery Action Plan details how 2010 intends to address each of the broad problems affecting performance.



	IMPLICATIONS:
	

	CONSULTATION:
	A Voids Service Improvement Group is the established route for consulting residents on improvements and standards to the empty property process. Consultation with non-executive Directors of 2010 has been undertaken via a Voids Workshop on 29th July 2008. Staff from the Consolidated Voids Team and the Neighbourhood Teams have been fully involved in the production of this performance recovery plan.
Undertaking this process has clearly demonstrated a shortfall in communication between the Voids Team and the Neighbourhood Teams, resulting in accountability and ownership issues. The Voids Performance Recovery Plan includes a number of actions aimed at improving this position.

	FINANCE AND VFM:
	Prior to consolidation, in 2006/7 £4.3 million was spent on voids. The budget for void repairs was decreased in 2007/08 to £3.7million and remained static in 2008/9. 
In 2007/8 the Voids budget inherited work in progress from 2006/7 to the value of £225k split between revenue and capital. A further £145k carried over from 2006/07 was charged to the capital account, reducing the actual available budget for 2007/08 by £370k. This restricted increasing operational resources in 2007/8 to address performance issues.

£2.2m of HRA has been allocated for void property repairs, with a further £1.5m of the Capital Budget allocated for major repairs. Within this budget, all eligible empty properties must be brought up to the minimum lettable standard by the Voids Repairs Team, whilst also ensuring a surplus is made to impact favourably on the IHSP trading account. The Voids Team is currently aiming to make a surplus of £50K, to positively contribute to the trading account of the IHSP. This means that the Voids Repairs Team has £3.65 million to deliver the required improvements in quality and performance highlighted within this report.
Activity Based Costing identified the levels of responsibility for each task within the voids process. There is now the opportunity to review task responsibilities against current resources, which could result in further efficiencies.



	RISK:
	The Audit Commission have stated that the Voids Repairs and Allocations & Lettings services are areas of strength during the recent inspection. However, whilst the 2007/8 year end performance of 37 days was deemed acceptable to the Audit Commission, and maintains 2010’s position in the top quartile, the deterioration in performance to 60+ days at the start of 2008/9 is not acceptable and is deemed a high risk area in terms of performance management and any subsequent action to be implemented after the audit commission inspection result. In the past performance has been high, but to the detriment of quality and cost, therefore the performance recovery plan seeks to ensure an acceptable balance is maintained between delivering a VFM service, ensuring both the performance and the quality of the service is high. Failure to improve the performance of empty property management has knock on effects to other parts of the organisation and RMBC:
· Properties stood empty attract vandalism, reduce the attractiveness of estates and increase void repairs costs

· Grilling properties for substantial amounts of time can be expensive

· Loss of rent through empty properties
· Estate management resources wasted on maintaining the gardens of empty properties
· Impact on accommodation available to support homelessness cases

	LEGAL:
	There are no direct legal implications arising from this report.

	PERSONNEL:
	There are a number of implications to personnel arising from this report. Due to the freeze on recruitment during 2008/9, vacancies in the Neighbourhood Teams have not been filled until September, resulting in members of the Voids Team undertaking additional works to support the void process.

Sickness within the Voids Team has also impacted upon performance.

Analysis demonstrates that the majority of empty properties are currently at the repairs stage of the process. The current voids repairs workforce is not sufficient to deal with the current volumes of empty properties. 

Options being considered include:
· Temporary increase in operational resources (agreed via Business Case to EMT)

· Recruitment to vacancies within Neighbourhood Management Directorate (agreed via Business Case to EMT)

· Temporary transfer of existing resources from the IHSP (rejected due to no resources being available at the time)

· Sub contract major voids via the IHSP Construction Team

· Establish a Decent Homes Voids contract for all empty properties falling within the programme boundaries

· Review operational structure of Voids Team to establish VFM and efficiency

· Review process maps to ensure task management and productivity is appropriate and undertaken at appropriate level

	ENVIRONMENTAL:
	Failing to turn empty properties around quickly can result in estates appearing untidy as well as increased responsibility for 2010 to maintain empty property gardens via our Estate Officers and BETS teams, this diverts resources from our priority of Cleaner, Greener and Safer estates.
Delays in re-letting empty properties can result in vandalism and theft of materials such as copper piping, which increases the resources required to bring properties up to the relatable standard, impacting negatively upon the environment.
Failing to manage empty property repairs efficiently can result in multiple and additional visits to properties, increasing greenhouse gas emissions through our vehicle usage.

	EQUALITIES/DIVERSITY:
	All allocations and lettings are carried out in line with E&D polices and procedures. Failure to re-let empty properties quickly can impact negatively on vulnerable customers awaiting housing allocation via the Homelessness process.
In 2008/9 equalities monitoring of the voids allocation process has commenced, helping ensure accessibility for all customers.


	Introduction

In July 2008, The Interim Director of Neighbourhood Management undertook an urgent Performance Review Meeting individually with the Voids Manager and the three Neighbourhood Managers. This led to a series of tasks relating to the analysis of the voids situation and the production of the Voids Performance Recovery Plan. This report updates Non-Executive Directors on the analysis and action planned to resolve these performance issues.

A detailed analysis of all empty properties let within 2008/9 to date has been undertaken to establish the reasons for poor performance. This analysis has highlighted the following issues:

· Agreed process not being followed

· Some processes require reviewing

· Existing repairs resources insufficient to meet current workloads

· Existing allocation and lettings resources insufficient to cope with additional pre-Audit Commission Inspection work

· Detailed monitoring and analysis not being undertaken due to unavailability of reports

· Communication problems between Voids Team and Neighbourhood Teams

· Lack of ownership between Voids Team and Neighbourhood Teams

· Slow turn round of IHSP tasks (Fixed wire and gas cap offs)

· Key Choices (RMBC) process takes 24 days

· Some properties incorrectly categorised leading to increased void turnaround times

· Sickness and unfilled vacancies have detrimentally affected performance

· Mis-match of applicants to sheltered properties increase workflow and re-let times

· New destructive (asbestos) testing process not budgeted for and increases repair timescales

· No analysis of termination reasons undertaken

Voids Performance Analysis (LPI 212 - Average relet time)

The analysis undertaken is based on all the void properties that have been let and those still void from April 2008 to mid July 2008.  The information has been extracted from information supplied retrospectively by the Consolidated Voids Team and the seven Neighbourhood Teams.  Some of the desired information has not been previously recorded and so was unavailable.  

The year end target is 18 days (possibly subject to amendment due to destructive asbestos testing) and performance in April was 57.33 days and to the end of July was 53.72 days, current performance is 46.41 days.  The chart overleaf shows an improving trend from April that would give a projected year end performance of 20.6 days.  
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To achieve the year end target of 18 days, understanding the elements of underperformance is imperative to allow remedial action to be taken. Detailed analysis has been used to unpick specific elements within the voids process to allow targeting of underperforming areas. 

Whilst the analysis will indicate issues related to underperformance retrospectively, the current 410 vacant properties are to be analysed to ensure resources are targeted to give optimum performance until the year end.

Analysis

The analysis below is based on the information that has been supplied for the current voids and those already let.  Action Points in bold are addressed in the Directorate Recovery Action Plan, point 18.

1. Notice received to actual Termination date = 15 days (only includes properties where less than 28 days has elapsed)

*(1days impact per void)

1.1. This identifies that within the Neighbourhood Offices staff are still recording the termination date incorrectly, when a tenant terminates a property four weeks notice must be taken even if the keys are handed in early.  The figure of 15 days does include transfers where only 2 weeks notice is required. Action Point 1
Areas off target: RVS, WV, RN, RS, WS

AREA ASSEMBLY

Actual Performance 

Target

 

ROTHER VALLEY SOUTH

19 Days

0/14 Days

ROTHER VALLEY WEST

 14 Days

0/14 Days
WENTWORTH VALLEY

 21 Days

0/14 Days
ROTHERHAM NORTH

 16 Days

0/14 Days
ROTHERHAM SOUTH

 16 Days

0/14 Days
WENTWORTH NORTH

 13 Days

0/14 Days
WENTWORTH SOUTH

 21 Days

0/14 Days
Note: The target is 0 days for voids and 14 days for transfers

2. Keys with contractor = 62 days including VUNs, 50 days excluding VUNs 

2.1. Additional resources (operatives) agreed at EMT will have a major positive impact on improving the performance of the IHSP in reducing the time the keys are with the Voids Repairs Team. It should be noted that this figure includes the time spent completing post void repairs. Action Point 2
AREA ASSEMBLY

Actual Performance 

Target

 

ROTHER VALLEY SOUTH

63 Days

15 Days

ROTHER VALLEY WEST

47 Days

15 Days
WENTWORTH VALLEY

44 Days

15 Days
ROTHERHAM NORTH

52 Days

15 Days
ROTHERHAM SOUTH

42 Days

15 Days
WENTWORTH NORTH

62 Days

15 Days
WENTWORTH SOUTH

55 Days

15 Days
Areas off target: Voids Team - RVS, RVW, WV, RN, RS, WN, WS
3. Fixed wire test = 18 days (Service delivered by IHSP) 

*(16 days impact per void)
3.1. The target time for completing the fixed wire test is part of the 48 hours previously agreed for the utility safety checks.  Action has already been taken to address the underperformance. The fixed wire test is now to be completed during the pre termination visit.  Commitment from the IHSP to achieve the 48 hours target is required and to be monitored via the Corporate Performance Meeting.  Action Point 3 

AREA ASSEMBLY

Actual Performance 

Target

 

ROTHER VALLEY SOUTH

17 Days

2 Days

ROTHER VALLEY WEST

17 Days

2 Days
WENTWORTH VALLEY

19 Days

2 Days
ROTHERHAM NORTH

23 Days

2 Days
ROTHERHAM SOUTH

16 Days

2 Days
WENTWORTH NORTH

13 Days

2 Days
WENTWORTH SOUTH

18 Days

2 Days
Areas off target: IHSP Mechanical and Electrical - RVS, RVW, WV, RN, RS, WN, WS
4. Gas cap off = 8 days (Service delivered by IHSP)

*(6 days impact per void)
4.1.  The target time for completing the gas cap off is part of the 48 hours previously agreed for the utility safety checks. Commitment from the IHSP to achieve the 48 hours target is required and to be monitored via the Corporate Performance Meeting.  Action Point 4
AREA ASSEMBLY

Actual Performance 

Target

 

ROTHER VALLEY SOUTH

7 Days

2 Days
ROTHER VALLEY WEST

8 Days

2 Days
WENTWORTH VALLEY

11 Days

2 Days
ROTHERHAM NORTH

10 Days

2 Days
ROTHERHAM SOUTH

9 Days

2 Days
WENTWORTH NORTH

7 Days

2 Days
WENTWORTH SOUTH

6 Days

2 Days
Areas off target: IHSP Mechanical and Electrical - RVS, RVW, WV, RN, RS, WN, WS
5. Average term date to keys received by Area Office = 4 days 

*(4 days impact per void)
5.1.  This again links to point 1, as keys received after the agreed termination date should result in the termination date being extended to the following Monday and an additional weeks rent charged, resulting in the indicator start date being triggered by the keys being received at the correct termination date. Action Point 5  
AREA ASSEMBLY

Actual Performance 

Target

 

ROTHER VALLEY SOUTH

6 Days

0 Days

ROTHER VALLEY WEST

2 Days

0 Days
WENTWORTH VALLEY

1 Day

0 Days
ROTHERHAM NORTH

3 Days

0 Days
ROTHERHAM SOUTH

7 Days

0 Days
WENTWORTH NORTH

2 Days

0 Days
WENTWORTH SOUTH

5 Days

0 Days
Areas off target: RVS, RVW, WV, RN, RS, WN, WS
6. Actual pre-term date to date to Key Choices receiving the advert = 2 days

6.1.  This is a positive as 2 days is the lowest realistic number of days achievable and is an element of the process that should be completed within the 28 day termination period (i.e. outside the indicator calculation period).  Action Point 6
AREA ASSEMBLY

Actual Performance 

Target

 

ROTHER VALLEY SOUTH

1 Day

2 Days

ROTHER VALLEY WEST

0 Days

2 Days
WENTWORTH VALLEY

2 Days

2 Days
ROTHERHAM NORTH

3 Days

2 Days
ROTHERHAM SOUTH

5 Days

2 Days
WENTWORTH NORTH

3 Days

2 Days
WENTWORTH SOUTH

1  Day

2 Days
Areas off target: Voids Team - RN, RS, WN
7. Time taken from Key Choices receiving advert to the date advertised = 12 days 

7.1. This is positive as 12 days is the lowest realistic number of days achievable and is an element of the process that should be completed within the 28 day termination period. (i.e. outside the indicator calculation period).  Action Point 6
8. Date advertised to 1st shortlist received = 10 days


8.1. This is positive as 10 days is the lowest realistic number of days achievable and is an element of the process that should be completed within the 28 day termination period (i.e. outside the indicator calculation period).  Action Point 6
9. Properties that have had no pre-term arranged = 190 voids (22%)

 *(24 days impact per void)
9.1.  When a Void property has no pre-termination visit, then points 6, 7, & 8 all have to be completed after the property has terminated.  This adds a minimum of 24 days to the turnaround time of each property. For the 190 properties with no pre termination, the average performance was 86.87 days.  With no pre-termination visit undertaken, tenants responsibilities are not made clear resulting in a lower standard of property being returned.  Action Point 7
AREA ASSEMBLY

Actual Performance 

Target

 

ROTHER VALLEY SOUTH

7 Days

0 Days

ROTHER VALLEY WEST

25 Days

0 Days
WENTWORTH VALLEY

18 Days

0 Days
ROTHERHAM NORTH

33 Days

0 Days
ROTHERHAM SOUTH

27 Days

0 Days
WENTWORTH NORTH

17 Days

0 Days
WENTWORTH SOUTH

64 Days

0 Days
Areas off target: RVS, RVW, WV, RN, RS, WN, WS
The table below shows the retrospective impact on performance if the Action Points identified above had been addressed and in place prior to April 2008.

Action Point

Number of Voids

Number of days saved

Total

1

290

1 Day

290 Days

2

390
No calculable impact due to parallel process

0 Days

3

401
16 Days

6416 Days

4

442
6 Days 

*2652  Days

5

342
4 Days

1368 Days

6

390
No calculable impact due to parallel process

0 Days

7

190
24 Days

4560 Days

15286 Days
*Note the gas element is to be removed as it will be included within the Fixed Wire Test time (15,286 – 2,652 = 12,634 days).

If the 12634 days were removed from the recorded number of days taken to let properties from April 08 –July 08 (22219 -12634) then performance would be 23.90 days.  This clearly identifies that performance will be dramatically improved by targeting resources to address the above Action Points.

The analysis of the 410 current Voids shows that there are 118 VUNs and 292 VAVs.  

The table below identifies the number of VUNs and VAVs and the time void.

No

Weeks

VUNs

VAVs

0

0

0

1

0

17

2

1

17

3

0

25

4

0

25

5

0

18

6

0

19

7

1

18

8

3

18

9

3

8

10

5

7

11

2

12

12

6

6

13

2

8

14

4

5

15-20

24

33

21-30

16

34

31-40

8

9

41-50

4

5

50+

39

8

118
292
Analysis of the current VAVs if they were all let immediately, shows that voids less than 7 weeks (49 days current performance) would give an average of 23.1 days and VAVs over 7 weeks would give an average of 151.6 days. If both these figures were to be added to July’s performance, it would give 67 days and if you include the VUNs performance, would be 56 Days.  
Of the 79 VAVs that are over 15 weeks, 30 of these are expected to be made VUN once the works have been completed or agreed, 18 are due to being low demand Sheltered properties and 31 are awaiting repairs to be completed.  

What is clearly identified is that if all the voids were immediately let, performance would rise to 56 days but would then continue to improve to the end of the year.  As the voids identified above are not ready for letting immediately the negative impact will be spread out each month as they are completed and let.   This is to be reflected in the monthly control targets, as the back log of voids is addressed through additional resources.

Month

Current Targets

Proposed Targets 

July

54 Days

54

August

48 Days

49

September

41 Days

45

October

34 Days

42

November

28 Days

39

December

25 Days

35

January

22 Days

31

February

20 Days

27

March

18 Days

23*

 *23 days would ensure 2010 remain in the top quartile
The above targets would leave 2010 Rotherham Ltd in a strong position to achieve the 2009/10 target of 17 days.

There are 330 voids that are currently with the Voids Repairs Team and require the outstanding repairs completing prior to letting. The additional resources agreed by EMT will go some way to addressing the backlog of voids awaiting repairs.  The table below breaks the numbers down by the seven areas

RN

WS

WN

WV

RVS/W

RS

54

116

43

13

48

56

This identifies that resources are to be targeted at addressing the number of voids within Wentworth South. 

Of the 118 VUNs, 46 are with the Neighbourhood Investment Team (NIT) with only 10 approved for investment to date. The remaining 36 properties were due to go to Cabinet Member on 15th September 2008, but were withdrawn from the agenda.
Appendix 1 is the Directorate Recovery Action Plan for LPI 212.  This identifies the actions required to address the areas of underperformance identified through the analysis undertaken and actions identified by the Voids Performance SIG to improve performance.

Void Refusals

Refusal rates in 2007/08 were 28.1%. This is in line with the national average, but leaves a large area for improvement.  When a prospective tenant is offered a property and subsequently refuses to accept it, the reasons for the refusal can be used to improve the service to minimise future refusals, improving performance by reducing the time taken to re-let void properties.  The chart below shows the analysis of refusals over a one month period.
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Reasons 

Elderley

Single

Family


Key

ARRA

Arrears

NWTM

No wish to move

CROC

Fear of Crime

PAPA

Other offer property

DECO

Poor Standard of decoration

PIPR

Property in poor repair

FAPA

Firm offer other property

PNDL

Not desired location

FOPA

Firm offer accepted

PKLI

kitchen layout inadequate

GOPS

Garden poor standard

PNPA

No pets allowed 

HRNT

High Rent 

POPA

Provisional offer accepted 

LAPA

Lapse

PPSC

Poor Performing school 

LOLA

Location Hilly/Poor

PROA

Poor reputation of area

MIS

Offer miss input

PRTS

Property too small 

NCHS

Not choice of heating 

RTVI

Refused to view

NCPF

No parking facility

STEP

Poor access 

The key above highlights the top four refusal reasons (in grey), these account for over 77% of refusals.  The four refusal reasons can be linked, and identify that when a prospective tenant has placed a bid for a property, then they later feel it does not meet their criteria for accepting a property.  This clearly identifies that the information provided to the prospective tenant was not adequate to allow an informed decision at the bidding stage of the process.  This is addressed in Action Point 8 of the Directorate Recovery Action Plan, point 18, the current processes to be reviewed to improve the quality and accessibility of the void property adverts.

Difficult To Let Properties

The process for managing difficult to let properties is part of the Allocations Policy.  The Direct Homes procedures are for letting properties where nobody has placed a bid for a particular property.  In the main, this has addressed the problem of hard to let properties.  The current problem is properties that are designated as “Sheltered” yet fail to meet the Rotherham Sheltered Standard for a number of reasons.  Currently there are 37 properties that are sheltered and awaiting further matches from the Medical Priority Team. This is impacting negatively on LPI 212 (average void re let time), LPI 69 (rent loss through voids) and  IPI 41(percentage of Council stock void).  This is addressed in the Directorate Recovery Action Plan, point 9, h. This was previously raised via the Liaison meeting with Neighbourhoods and Adult Services but no action was forthcoming.  At present the rent loss through voids attributed to sheltered properties is £46,600.60
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Budgets

Whilst performance is a key driver within the voids process, budget management could be classed as a counter balance.  All actions taken to improve the average re-let time for void properties have to be carried out within budget.  In 2006/7 4.3 million was spent on voids, the budget for 2007/08 and 2008/09 is £3.7 million made up of £1.5million Capital and £2.2million Revenue.  Within this the IHSP requires that the Void Repairs Team make a trading surplus, so the actual cost of void repairs is limited to £3.65 million.  

Risk

There is risk attached to all of the points raised within this report, if no action is taken then the reputation of the Neighbourhood Management Directorate and 2010 Rotherham Ltd as a high performing service is at stake.  In the Directorate Recovery Action Plan, risk is individually apportioned to each task.
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