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	EXECUTIVE SUMMARY:
	This report summarises the contents of the 2008/09 HouseMark Benchmarking Report (published October 2009) previously circulated to this board in February 2010. It highlights significant areas to note and explore further.


	IMPLICATIONS:
	

	CONSULTATION:
	A summary of the benchmarking data in the report will be published and shared with customers via newsletters, posters and at service improvement groups.

	ENVIRONMENTAL:
	There are no direct environmental implications arising from this report.

	EQUALITIES/DIVERSITY:
	There are no direct equalities/diversity implications arising from this report.

	FINANCE AND VFM:
	The benchmarking information will be used to inform service plans and to reinforce value for money assessments with other providers.
It is recommended that the data in the HouseMark report is utilised by the Director of Finance when examining Value for Money with the newly formed working groups for that subject.

	HEALTH & SAFETY:
	There are no direct health & safety implications arising from this report.

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

	PERSONNEL:
	There are no direct personnel implications arising from this report.

	RISK:
	There are no direct risks implications arising from this report.


	Introduction

The HouseMark ALMO Benchmarking Club Report (on 2008/09 data) provides a breakdown of costs and resources involved in managing 2010 Rotherham Ltd’s operations and sets this alongside performance information. This enables 2010 Rotherham Ltd to inform our customers’ opinion whether our services are of good quality and offer value for money.

The Benchmarking report is accompanied by in-depth benchmarking schedules. These are in the form of spreadsheets which give figures for some of the indicators covered by the report.

Background Information
The report focuses on performance for the period April 2008 to March 2009. This is the third year that 2010 Rotherham Ltd has collated information albeit that the report was produced in a somewhat different format this year, with the three major changes being:

· Data has been presented in a format that is aligned to the emerging Tenant Services Authority (TSA) National standards for social housing

· Whilst the data available within the report compares with 24 Metropolitan ALMOs, there is now provision to compare across the whole housing sector. This reflects the likely TSA expectation that, in future, landlords will be expected to benchmark on a cross sectoral basis

· The data has been taken from HouseMark’s new improved benchmarking system. The new system has seen Core Landlord Services cover a broader range of areas (e.g. ASB and resident involvement) and the range of services has been broadened to benchmark separately 
· Major works

· Cyclical maintenance

· Management costs for all repairs activities

· Service provision costs for all repairs activities

The introduction of the new system has meant that previous years comparisons are not available for all parts of the business. Where possible this report will attempt to highlight areas of concern and the ‘direction of travel’ of that performance. 
It should also be noted that where employee costs are concerned, this year has seen a more robust method of apportionment of these costs employed across all areas of the business.
The report provides a strategic overview of the organisation showing the relationship between costs, resources and performance across all our major business areas. The report then looks at the Core landlord Services which enables us as a company to drill deeper into specific service areas and then

· See how 2010 compares with other organisations

· Make an informed assessment of our strengths and weaknesses and identify possible areas for improvement
· See who are the top performing organisations across a range of activities and make contact to learn from them

The comprehensive report produced for each member organisation (not included here due to its significant size, is available to board members electronically from the Performance Manager, andy.williams@2010rotherham.org. 

In line with last year Maria Oliver, a Benchmarking Manager at HouseMark, agreed to analyse 2010’s data and give a presentation to Andy Williams the Performance Manager. This presentation took place in December 2009 and the following is a summary of Maria’s findings.
Findings
Efficiency Comparisons
Rotherham was placed in a comparator group of 24 other ALMOs organisations in the peer group Metropolitan ALMOs. Comparisons were made at both national and peer group level.
The following table shows national efficiency comparisons for the top level cost and quality indicators for the main areas of 2010 Rotherham.
TSA Standard Summary for 2010 Rotherham
TSA Standard

Cost KPI

Cost KPI Quartile

Quality KPI

Quality KPI  Quartile

2010 Rotherham (2008/2009)
2010 Rotherham (2008/2009)
Quality of Accommodation
Direct cost per property of Major Works & Cyclical Maintenance
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Percentage of tenants satisfied with overall quality of home (GN)
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Percentage of dwellings failing to meet the Decent Homes Standard
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Repairs and Maintenance

Direct cost per property of Responsive Repairs & Void Works
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Percentage of tenants satisfied with the repairs and maintenance service (GN)
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Repairs completed ‘right first time’
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Average time in days to re-let empty properties
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Tenant choice and customer service

Direct cost per property of Housing Management

[image: image8.jpg]



Percentage of tenants satisfied with overall services provided (GN)
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Percentage of respondents who felt staff were able to deal with their problem (GN)
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Current tenant rent arrears as % of rent due
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Percentage of tenants satisfied with complaints handling 
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Neighbourhood and estate management

Direct cost per property of Estate Services
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Percentage of tenants satisfied with their neighbourhood as a place to live (GN)
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Anti Social Behaviour and security

Direct costs per case of Anti social behaviour
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Percentage of respondents satisfied with anti-social behaviour case handling
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Tenant Empowerment 

Direct cost per property of Resident Involvement
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Percentage of tenants satisfied that views are being taken into account (GN)
[image: image18.jpg]



Care and Support Needs

Direct SH & SP costs as % adjusted operating costs
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Percentage of supported housing tenants satisfied with the services provided by their landlord
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Quartile Key
Upper Quartile

Middle Upper

Median

Middle Lower

Lower Quartile

N/A

No Data

Valid dataset
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Overheads
The HouseMark system analyses overheads into four functions: Office Premises, IT & Communications, Finance and Central Overheads.
Overhead costs as a % of direct revenue costs
KPI

Upper

Median

Lower

2010 Rotherham (2008/2009)
Result

Rank

Quartile
IT & Communications as % direct revenue costs
2.93
3.91
5.09
3.65
9
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Office Premises as % direct revenue costs
2.22
2.63
3.62
2.85
14
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Finance as % direct revenue costs
1.55
2.03
2.57
2.21
14
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Central & Other overhead as % direct revenue costs
7.15
7.99
9.33
9.19
18
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Total Overhead as % direct revenue costs
14.69
16.73
20.94
17.90
15
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Quartile Key
Upper Quartile

Middle Upper

Median

Middle Lower

Lower Quartile

N/A

No Data

Valid dataset
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The table above shows overheads as a percentage of direct costs and 2008/09 saw a total overhead cost of £5,799,504 against total costs of £32,405,553 giving a percentage of 17.90% which placed 2010 in the lower middle quartile and ranked 15 in its peer group. The bulk of the total overhead cost, £2,566,000 (44%), was apportioned to major works and cyclical maintenance with £1,437,000 (25%) and £1,104,000 (19%) going to housing management and responsive repairs and void works respectively.
Overhead costs per user
KPI

Upper

Median

Lower

2010 Rotherham (2008/2009)
Result

Rank

Quartile
IT & Communications per IT user
2,963.45
3,601.68
4,188.04
4,036.19
17
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Office Premises per Office user
2,412.65
2,876.42
3,182.56
3,153.73
16
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Finance per employee
1,095.61
1,366.67
1,585.82
1,085.25
7
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Central & Other per employee
4,618.22
5,683.50
6,185.82
4,520.24
5
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When you look at overhead cost per user IT and office come out at £4,036.19 and £3, 153.73 per user respectively and are in the lower middle quartile with finance and central overheads in the upper quartile. Both employee costs and non pay costs are included in the overhead figures. With regards to IT costs this may be attributed to running several systems rather than maintaining only one.
2008/09

2007/08

Office premises

£923,853

£911,855

IT

£1,182,361

£696,149
Finance
£715,038
£879,692
Central
£2,978,252
£2,023,269
The above table shows a considerable increase in IT overheads as a result of investment in hardware and systems and there has also been an increase in central overheads, however these still remain low. The introduction of ROCC II to be paid for over three years on a ‘spend to save’ project will have impacted on the IT costs.
There are higher than average total overheads generally when compared with direct costs. Finance and central overheads are low and in the upper quartile. A review of the make up of these costs is required and to identify within the group organisations those with low costs and carry out benchmarking to establish how they keep their costs down.

Front Line Services
Major and Cyclical - Repairs
The total client/contractor direct costs for major works and cyclical repairs were £83,969,481 (including capitalised major works costs of £66,989,607). Included in this cost are both management and administration costs, but excluding overheads.  The direct cost per property for 2008/09 was £3,992 compared to a figure of £4,091 for 2007/08.
Major Works & Cyclical Maintenance
Cost per property - direct Major Works & Cyclical Maintenance

Comparator Group Quartiles

Upper

Median

Lower

1,215.76

2,056.79

2,999.46

Results for 2010 Rotherham

Result

Rank

Quartile

2010 Rotherham (2008/09)

3,992.08

23
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Major and Cyclical – Non Decent Homes

This is a key indicator for all social landlords. Ensuring homes are up to date and in a decent condition was a key priority for tenants emerging from the TSA’s National Conversation. As the decent homes programme progressed through 2008/09 the percentage of properties that were non decent at the end of the year was 18.60% which was an improvement on the 2007/08 figure of 45.60%. This has seen performance improve from the lower quartile to the lower middle quartile.
Major And Cyclical - Service provision and Management costs

2010 Rotherham

2008/09
Rank

Quartile position

Upper Quartile

Median

Lower Quartile

Major Works Service Prov. (TCPP)
£3545
22
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£923
£1,818
£2,716
Major Works Management 
(TCPP)
£198
23
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£68
£94
£116
Cyclical Works Service Prov. (TCPP)
£346
22
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£159
£219
£259
Cyclical Works Management (TCPP)
£25
7
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£25
£35
£50
The above table shows major works and cyclical works broken down between service provision and management against the total cost per property (TCPP). Three of the four costs are in the lower quartile with cyclical works management in the upper middle quartile.
When looking at major works spend this is high when compared to other ALMOs in the peer group. However this will be due in part to the Decent Homes programme.
Responsive Repairs and Void works

The direct costs of responsive and voids works was £8,076,006 (£4m was employee costs and £4m was service provision costs) giving a cost per property of £385 and placing 2010 Rotherham in the upper quartile and ranked 1st in the peer group.  When satisfaction with responsive repairs of 74% is compared with other ALMOs in the peer group 2010 Rotherham is ranked 15th.
2010 Rotherham 2008/09
Rank

Quartile position

Upper Quartile

Median

Lower Quartile

Responsive Repairs Service Prov. 
(TCPP)
£200
2
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£325
£395
£463
Responsive Repairs Mgt (TCPP)
£18
1
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£59
£97
£118
Void Wks Service Prov. (TCPP)
£195
15
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£115
£161
£253
Void Wks Mgt (TCPP)
£23
7
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£23
£32
£47
The table above looks at the service provision and management costs for responsive repairs and void works. Service provision and management costs per property for responsive repairs are in the upper quartile with costs of £200 and £18 per property respectively.
2010 Rotherham

2008/09
Rank

Quartile position

Upper Quartile

Median

Lower 
Quartile

Number of Repairs / Property

4.4
19
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3.3
3.7
4.3
Average time to complete a repair (in days)

4.5
1
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7.2
8.1
10.0
P1 & P2 as a % of Total

61.0%
19
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31.2%
38.0%
51.8%
Average re-let time

(in days)
39.4
19
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27.9
34.9
40.5
The above table gives some additional performance indicators relating to responsive repairs and void works. The number of repairs per property still remains high at 4.4 per property compared to the upper quartile figure of 3.3. There has been a slight improvement when compared to 2007/08 data where there were in excess of 7 repair visits made annually to each 2010 home. However the average time to complete a repair of 4.5 days is well ahead of the upper quartile figure of 7.2 days, however this may be explained by the high percentage of urgent and emergency repairs (P1 and P2s) which was 61% and almost double the upper quartile figure of 31.20%.
An overview of responsive and void repairs highlights a generally low cost service and areas of poor performance. Areas to be looked at are the average number of repairs per property, the void works service provision costs, low customer satisfaction for the repairs service and the high number of urgent and emergency repairs. How we categorise repairs has been examined recently resulting in amendments to ‘scripting at Connect’ which should see more work correctly assigned to the non urgent and planned categories. 
Housing Management

The Housing management function includes rent arrears, resident involvement and consultation, anti social behaviour, tenancy management and lettings.

The direct cost per property of housing management for 2008/09 came out at £127 which ranked 2010 2nd in its peer group (2007/08 figure was £110 which ranked 2010 1st in its peer group). 
However it has been revealed that some costs, mainly those relating to legal fees, may have not been allocated against a particular service e.g rents and ASB and may have been included in a total non pay costs figure. Although the amounts are not significant, this will have an impact on individual service figures. For the 2009/10 return 2010 Rotherham will seek to allocate these costs to the individual services. Customer satisfaction across the housing management function shows a return of 76% and ranks 18th in its peer group.

2010 Rotherham

2008/09
Rank

Quartile position

Upper Quartile

Median

Lower 
Quartile

Rent arrears & collection

£23

1
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£53

£58

£70

Resident Involvement

£25

10
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£19

£30

£41

ASB

£29

5
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£30

£38

£44

Lettings

£22

6
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£25

£35

£44

Tenancy Mgt

£29

3
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£38

£48

£63

The above table shows the direct cost per property by activity area for the different functions within housing management. Even though legal costs may not have been apportioned across the functions the figures place 2010 in the upper quartile for performance across most functions.
2010 Rotherham

2008/09
Rank

Quartile position

Upper Quartile

Median

Lower 
Quartile

% of current tenant arrears
1.76%

9
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1.66%

2.62%

3.04%

% of service delivery boards who are residents
33.0%

18
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41.5%

33.3%

33.3%

% of successfully resolved ASB cases/1,000 properties
87.25%

5
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87.37%

80.72%

65.95%

% of rent debit lost through voids
2.05%

18
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1.35%

1.64%

2.19%

Tenancy turnover %
6.90%

1
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8.96%

9.34%

10.97%

The above table shows further performance indicators within housing management covering other activities.
An overview of housing management shows a service that is generally low cost and providing a good performance. The void rent loss was lower quartile with all other indicators either middle quartile or above. As stated some costs against certain activities will change slightly but even then it should still see them remain within the quartiles quoted. The Director of Finance is aware of this and procedures are in place to breakdown legal costs across the respective services for the 2009/10 return, which will provide 2010 with more accurate data.
Estate Services

This service includes caretaking, grounds maintenance, concierge, estate cleaning, estate lighting, CCTV monitoring and communal cleaning. The level of estate service is dependant on the make up of the properties within the portfolio and therefore indicators within this service should be treated with caution when making comparisons with other ALMOs. 
A number of services listed under this indicator are not performed by 2010 Rotherham. 
The direct cost per property for estate services for 2008/09 was £23.72, an increase on the 2007/08 figure of £11.64. This may be attributable to more accurate cost apportionment and the cost increases in some services under Service Level Agreements (SLAs) with RMBC.
Summary

Low Cost

Good Performance
Low Cost

Poor Performance

High Cost

Good Performance

· Estate Services

· ASB

· Tenancy Management

· Resident Involvement

· Rent arrears

· Lettings

· Responsive repairs and void works

· Major & Cyclical Repairs

Overhead costs are coming out as high and somewhere between poor and good regarding performance.

Responsive repairs and void works are showing low costs but that is tempered by the fact that performance is low, reflected in the customer satisfaction level of 74%. This year 2009/10 responses from the ‘How did we do?’ survey are returning satisfaction levels in the 90% range, however the number of returns are not as high as they could be to give an accurate reflection.
Major and cyclical repairs showed a high cost but that is to be expected with the amount of decent homes work being carried out, however performance remains high.

The housing management function shows the combination of low cost and good performance. It has been noted certain costs e.g legal were not allocated to certain services that will have impacted slightly on the figures however, next year will see even more in depth reporting on certain activities but it is predicted that this will not have a detrimental effect on quartile performance.  
Recommendations

It is recommended that this Board note the content of this report and that the results of further investigations are reported back to this Board.

Additional Reading Material

HouseMark report circulated with the 10th February 2010 Board Papers.
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