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	EXECUTIVE SUMMARY:
	The purpose of this report is to give an overview of the current performance of 2010 Rotherham Ltd against monthly Key Performance Indicators (KPIs) and Local Performance Indicators (LPIs) for the month of April 2009.  

A number of these indicators have been adopted as a result of a consultation process carried by HouseMark to produce a balanced scorecard of performance indicators.


	IMPLICATIONS:
	

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

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

	EQUALITIES/DIVERSITY:
	These performance results are compared with the targets previously agreed by 2010 Board taking into account the diversity of the customer profile of the borough.

	FINANCE AND VFM:
	Several of the key performance indicators relate directly to the financial health of the company (e.g. Housing Income and empty homes management). There are no direct financial implications from this report.

	HEALTH & SAFETY:
	There is an indicator regarding gas servicing which has H&S implications for tenants if safety checks are not undertaken at the required intervals.

	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 Plans and these contain individual targets that contribute to the overall performance of the company.

	RISK:
	KPIs are closely monitored and action plans are discussed with lead managers who are responsible for minimising risk.


	Introduction

The purpose of this report is to provide an overview of performance against key performance indicators to the Board.

Background

As part of the HouseMark ALMO benchmarking club, of which 2010 Rotherham Ltd is a member, a balanced scorecard of indicators was produced by a working party of members.  Following a consultation period a Performance Indicator Summary Scorecard (available to this Board on request) was produced which looked at definitions, frequency of reporting and whether an indicator was considered as being core or optional to the performance of the business.  The final outcome of this consultation has been the production of a suite of 60 indicators, of which 22 are core and 38 are optional.  A brief summary of the 22 core indicators is attached at Appendix A.

2010 Rotherham Ltd is looking to replicate this balanced scorecard of indicators, a number of which are already reported within the company, as either Key Performance Indicators (KPIs) or Local Performance Indicators (LPIs).

In order to benchmark our performance with other ALMOs, 2010 Rotherham Limited has committed to monitoring the 22 core indicators.

Those indicators give an overall, high level view of an ALMO’s performance.  The indicators will be reported to HouseMark at various intervals e.g. annually, quarterly or whenever there is a change.  This will provide 2010 Rotherham with invaluable benchmarking data that can be used to further improve the business.  However, it is proposed that the scorecard of 22 core indicators be presented to this Board at each of its meetings.
April 2009 is the first month of reporting these indicators.  Also, as part of a new approach to performance reporting, an electronic performance report is now being produced that will see figures automatically put into a report enabling figures to be readily available to Directors and Service Managers within days of the month end. A sample report is attached at Appendix B.

Performance against Indicators

The table below is a summary of performance across 2010’s Key Performance Indicators (KPIs) to the end of April 2009.  The table gives the comparison with April 2008 where available.

HouseMark Ref.

Description

April 08

April 09

Monthly

Target

2009/10

Target

Better or worse than April 08

1

Satisfaction of tenants with landlord services.

74%

76%

79%

Better

(
2

Satisfaction of ethnic minority tenants with overall service. 

Not Available

Not Available

No data
12

% of customers on whom the landlord has diversity information.

37.15%

85.52%

95%

Better

(
13

% of total repairs completed within target

Not Available

91.01%

98.00%

No data
18

% of responsive repairs where an appointment was made and kept

Not Available

79.75%

99.50%

No data
19

Tenants satisfaction with the repairs service

99.25%

96.15%

99.50%

Worse

(
21

% of repairs completed right first time

Not Available

99.59%

98.00%

Worse

(
23

Gas safety certificates outstanding

0.55%

0.45%

0.00%

Better

(
26

% of non decent homes

48.20%

17.86%

18.02%

6.31%

Better

(
28

Average SAP rating

66

69

70

Better

(
32

% satisfied with the out come of their ASB complaint

Not Available

86.67%

75.00%

No data
33

% of ASB cases resolved

Not Available

83.55%

70.00%

No data
34

Average re let times ( days)

65.12

21.92

26

23

Better

(
KEY

On target

Off target by <5%
Off target by

 >5%
HouseMark Ref.

Description

April 08

April 09

Monthly

Target

2009/10

Target

Better or worse than April 08

35

% tenants satisfied with estate services

Not Available

Currently not available

75.00%

No Data
36

Rent collected as a percentage of rent owed

87.19%

82.87%

77.02%

98.60%

Worse

(
38

Rent arrears of current social housing tenants as a percentage of rent debit 

Not Available

1.98%

2.40%

2.00%

No Data
44

Former tenant arrears as a percentage of the rent roll

Not Available

Currently not available

2.40%

No Data
45

% of tenants satisfied their views are taken into account by their landlord

Not Available

56.00%

60.00%

No Data
46 

% of new tenants satisfied with the allocation & lettings process

Not Available

Currently not available

97.00%

No Data
50

% of leaseholders satisfied with landlord services

Not Available

Currently not available

To be agreed

No Data
55

% of empty property rent loss

1.61%

2.06%

2.00%

1.20%

Worse

(
59

Number of working days lost due to sickness absence.

14.55

(March 08)

9.42

.00

Better

(
(Mar 08)
KEY

On target

Off target by <5%
Off target by

 >5%
The paragraphs below report performance by exception, that is for those indicators that are currently off target. 
(  HouseMark Ref 1: Satisfaction of tenants with landlord services
This figure is taken from the STATUS survey carried out every two years.  The figure of 76% was taken from the survey carried out in November 2008 and will be reported to HouseMark on an annual basis.  Comparative data for April 2008 was taken from the STATUS survey carried out in 2006 which included tenant in sheltered accommodation who are known to have higher satisfaction levels than general needs tenants.  76% is an improvement on the April 2008 figure of 74% but falls short of the target set for 2009/10 (79%).

( HouseMark Ref 12: % of customers on whom the landlord has diversity     information

Overall at the end of April there were 21,708 returned forms out of a total of 25,384 current tenants, giving an overall percentage return of 85.52% against a target of 95.00% at march 2010.  This indicator reports against six strands of diversity information and individual targets have been set against each strand with the results for April 2009 as follows:

Strand

Target 2009/10

April 09 Out turn

Gender

100.00%

99.48%

Ethnicity

95.00%

92.40%

Disability

70.00%

33.83%

Age

100.00%

94.90%

Sexuality

30.00%

27.34%

Faith

25.00%

18.59%

The temporary team appointed to carry out the customer profiling visits has been disbanded and the lead responsibility for the collection of the remaining forms now lies with the Operations Director.  The neighbourhood teams, along with other visiting teams such as decent homes and gas surveyors, will work together to collect the data to achieve the year end overall target set of 95%.

(  HouseMark Ref 13: % of total repairs completed within target

April saw a total of 5,907 jobs completed of which 5,376 were completed within time giving an out turn of 91.01% against a target of 98.00%. 

In 2008/09 this indicator was calculated differently from the definition of the HouseMark indicator; applying the “old” method would show performance for April at 98.37%.  For benchmarking to be accurate, we need to conform to the agree methodology for the HouseMark definition which will produce apparently poorer performance when compared with 2008/09.

Also a PDA system failure over a 2 week period in April had a negative effect with jobs not being closed correctly; this has since been resolved.  There are also genuine failures to meet the target which the Repairs Team Leader is currently investigating.

Discussions are already underway with the IT team with regard to the HouseMark criteria and parameters used, in order to understand and manage out any problems encountered. 

Failures are being checked on a regular basis and appropriate action taken to minimise the impact on the indicator.  Impact assessments are to be undertaken.  

It is expected that a full audit of the processes and systems will be completed within three months any changes required will be completed within four months.  This is a new indicator with no April 2008 comparative data.

(  HouseMark Ref 18: % of responsive repairs where an appointment was made and kept
This indicator is the old LPI 185 but with a change to the reporting definition.   Performance for April 2009 was 79.76% against a target of 99.50%.  A total of 2,021 appointments were made with 1,612 being kept.

Applying the old methodology would produce an outturn for April of 97.71%.  

A major impact on performance is the ‘new’ indicator omits all day appointments from the report with the emphasis placed on AM and PM appointments. 

A number of the other issues for the under performance are as highlighted under HouseMark ref. 13 above.

Due to the introduction of ‘new’ ROCC in April 2008 no figures were available against this indicator until later in the financial year. 

( HouseMark Ref 19 : Tenants’ satisfaction with the repairs service
HouseMark report this figure on an annual basis and take it from the STATUS survey.  The return from the survey for November 2008 was 74%.  However, 2010 will report its performance to the Board based on the ‘How did we do survey’ returns which for the month of April saw 130 forms returned with 125 showing satisfaction with the repairs service, giving an outturn of 96.15% against a target of 99.50%.

Comparative data for April 2008 showed satisfaction levels at 99.25%.  Actions are in place to increase the response levels, by looking at posting out the surveys following repairs visits and offering a prize draw for returned surveys.

(  HouseMark Ref 23: Gas safety certificates outstanding

This indicator is the old IPI 10 indicator.  The original target set for this indicator was 0.40%.  However, Performance Committee decided to amend this figure to 0.00% with a 0.40% tolerance.  This means the target set is for there to be no properties with an outstanding gas safety certificate (CP12) at any time.

April’s performance of 0.45% shows that 87 properties out of a total of 19,130 were without CP12s.  Access to these 87 properties is being sought through legal channels by RMBC’s Legal Services through the SLA.  They range from cases that have had the first legal letter sent, to cases that have a court order with a suspended prison sentence for a tenant who has refused access after a court injunction order. 

Comparative data for April 2008 was 0.55% which equated to 105 properties out of a total of 18,945 without CP12s.

(  HouseMark Ref 28: Average SAP rating

This indicator is the old LPI 63.  Performance for the month of April was 69 against a year end target of 70.  Monthly control targets are still to be received from RMBC for this indicator which will probably see the indicator back on target as there is not a considerable increase in SAP rating forecast in 2009/10.

Comparative data for April 2008 saw performance at 66 against the current out turn of 69.  

(  HouseMark Ref 45: % of tenants satisfied their views are taken into account by their landlord

This is another of the annual indicators taken from the STATUS survey.   Performance of 56.% for April is not achieving the target set of 60%.  A greater involvement with our customers via Service Improvement Groups and an already increased focus on customer consultation should see an improvement in this figure. 

(  HouseMark Ref 55: % of empty property rent loss

This is the old LPI 69 indicator.  With an April outturn of 2.06%, this indicator is outside the monthly control target of 2%.  There are 18 properties (14 on Dawson Croft, 2 on Calladine Way, 2 on Becknoll Road) that 2010 Rotherham Ltd has been instructed not to let.  These properties equate to approximately £5,000 which if removed would show an empty property loss of 1.98% and within target.

Comparative data for this indicator for April 2008 showed empty homes rent loss at 1.61%.

  (  HouseMark Ref 59:   Number of working days lost due to sickness absence

Performance for April has seen 483 days lost to sickness giving an average number of working days lost per whole time equivalent of 9.42 days. This is outside the year end target of 8.0 days, however monthly control targets are still to be set for this indicator. 
Conclusion

At the end of April 2009, of the 22 core indicators that 2010 proposes to report, 17 (77%) currently have data available. Of those 17:

· 7 (41%) are on target

· 10 (59%) are off target

· 4 (24%) are off target by less  than 5%

· 6 (35%) are off target by more than 5%

Due to a number of the indicators being new, there was only comparable information on 10 of the indicators for April 2008 and of those 10, 6 (60%) showed a better performance with 4 (40%) showing a worse performance.

A number of these indicators will be reported quarterly to HouseMark which, once reported at the end of June for the first time, will provide 2010 Rotherham with some invaluable benchmarking performance information.

Appendices

Appendix A -  Core Indicator Definitions

Appendix B -  Sample of ‘new’ automated performance report




Core Indicator Definitions 2009/10

	HouseMark Ref
	Description
	Definition
	New or Existing Indicator
	Frequency

	1
	Tenants’ satisfaction with landlord services
	This indicator is to measure the percentage of social tenants who say they are: “Very satisfied” or “Fairly satisfied” with the overall service provided by their landlord. 
	Existing
	Annually

	2
	Satisfaction of ethnic minority tenants (excluding white minority tenants) with the overall service provided by their landlord
	This indicator is to measure the percentage of ethnic minority social tenants who say they are: “Very satisfied” or “Fairly satisfied” with the overall service provided by their landlord.
	Existing
	Annually

	12
	Percentage of tenants on whom the landlord has diversity information
	What percentage of tenants has supplied equality information to their landlord broken down by diversity category?
	Existing
	Quarterly

	13
	Percentage of repairs completed within target
	The percentage of all repairs completed within the landlord's target for all emergency, urgent and routine repairs
	Existing
	Quarterly

	18
	Percentage of response repairs where appointment was made and kept
	'Appointment' is an arrangement to carry out a response repair on a specific date (e.g. 'AM on March 15th' not 'only Mondays') for which access to the property was needed
	Existing
	Quarterly

	19
	Satisfaction of tenants with the repairs and maintenance service
	Satisfaction of tenants with the repairs and maintenance service provided by their landlord is defined as the percentage of all council tenants, or a representative random sample of social housing tenants, stating that they are satisfied (that includes “very satisfied” or “fairly satisfied”) with the way their landlord deals with repairs and maintenance
	Existing
	Annually

	21
	Percentage of repairs completed right first time
	The percentage of repairs which are completed right first time.  This is defined as the total number of responsive repairs being completed right first time divided by the total number of responsive repairs being completed, multiplied by 100.
	Existing
	Quarterly

	23
	Percentage of  Gas Safety Certificates outstanding at end of period
	The proportion of landlord gas safety record (CP12s) outstanding (i.e. those that are older than 12 months) on the last day of the reporting period expressed as a percentage of the total number of properties in the landlord’s stock that require a gas safety record certificate
	Existing
	Quarterly

	26
	Percentage of non-decent homes
	This indicator measures the number of non decent homes and the proportion this represents of the social landlord’s total housing stock
	Existing
	Quarterly

	28
	Average SAP rating (2001 or 2005)
	SAP is a measure of a dwelling's overall energy efficiency; it is dependent on both the heat loss from the dwelling and the performance of the heating system
	Existing
	Annually

	32
	Percentage of tenants satisfied with the outcome of their ASB case
	This measure identified levels of satisfaction with the outcome of ASB cases as opposed to the way the landlord handles ASB cases.  This measure refers to all closed cases whether they were recorded as closed resolved or closed unresolved
	Existing
	Annually

	33
	Percentage of closed cases that have been resolved
	Closed resolved cases refer to those cases closed in the current reporting period where, in the professional opinion of the landlord, the ASB reported by the complainant(s) has ended or is no longer a cause for concern.  Cases that have been investigated but no breach of tenancy or evidence of ASB is found, should also be recorded as a closed resolved case
	Existing
	Quarterly

	34
	Average time taken to re-let local authority housing
	The void period is the number of calendar days including the day after the old tenancy ends right through to and including the day before the new tenancy starts
	Existing
	Quarterly

	35
	Percentage of tenants satisfied with estate services
	This indicator is to measure the percentage of tenants who say they are: “Very satisfied” or “Fairly satisfied” with the overall estate services provided by their landlord.

Estate services is defined as covering grounds maintenance, communal cleaning and caretaking and where applicable concierge services
	New
	Annually

	36
	Rent collected as a percentage of rent owed
	The indicator measures the total amount of (gross) rent collected over the whole financial year as a proportion of the total amount of (gross) rent due that financial year
	Existing
	Quarterly

	38
	Rent arrears of current social housing tenants as a percentage of rent debit
	This indicator calculates the rent arrears of all tenants at the end of the quarter as a percentage of the annual rent debit (for the current financial year).  This figure should include Housing Benefit arrears and service charges.  This covers all rented stock including garages but excluding commercial stock


	Existing
	Quarterly

	44
	Former tenant arrears as a percentage of the rent roll
	Former tenant arrears outstanding at the end of the period as a percentage of the total rent debit.

This is former tenant arrears from all stock including garages but excluding commercial stock


	Existing
	Quarterly

	45
	Percentage of tenants satisfied that their views are taken into account
	This indicator is to measure the percentage of social tenants who say they are: “Very satisfied” or “Fairly satisfied” that their views are taken into account by their landlord
	Existing
	Annually

	46
	Percentage of new tenants satisfied with the allocation and letting process
	This indicator is to measure the percentage of social tenants who say they are: “Very satisfied” or “Fairly satisfied” with the allocation and letting service provided by their landlord.  The definition of social housing tenants includes all tenants, but not leaseholders and tenants of other landlords.
	New
	Quarterly

	50
	Percentage of leaseholders satisfied with the service provided by their landlord
	This indicator is to measure the percentage of leaseholders who say they are: “Very satisfied” or “Fairly satisfied” with the services provided by their landlord.  For those social landlords that are required to report the indicator, the definition of leaseholder excludes general needs tenants, sheltered and supported housing tenants, and leaseholders and tenants of other landlords
	Existing
	Annually

	55
	Percentage of void rent loss
	This is calculated from data on the total rent roll and the amount of rent lost through voids (properties being vacant).  Rent roll is the total amount of potential rent collectable for the period for all dwellings owned by the landlord.  Rent lost through voids is the total amount of rent which was not collectable during the period because dwellings were vacant (i.e. with no tenant liable for the rent)
	Existing
	Quarterly

	59
	Average number of working days lost due to sickness per employee
	The number of working days/shifts lost to the landlord due to sickness absence
	Existing
	Quarterly


	26
	Percentage non-decent homes
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	Target
	#Stock
	#NDH
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Cumulative
	

	Apr-09
	18.02%
	21034
	3756
	17.86%
	G ▲
	
	
	
	
	17.86%
	G ▲

	May-09
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	#Stock
	#NDH
	Q1
	
	17.86%
	R ▼

	Jun-09
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	21034
	3756
	17.86%
	R ▼
	17.86%
	R ▼

	Jul-09
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	 
	17.86%
	R ▼

	Aug-09
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	#Stock
	#NDH
	Q2
	 
	17.86%
	R ▼

	Sep-09
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	21034
	#DIV/0!
	#DIV/0!
	
	17.86%
	R ▼

	Oct-09
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	 
	17.86%
	R ▼

	Nov-09
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	#Stock
	#NDH
	Q3
	 
	17.86%
	R ▼

	Dec-09
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	21034
	#DIV/0!
	#DIV/0!
	
	17.86%
	R ▼

	Jan-10
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	 
	17.86%
	R ▼

	Feb-10
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	#Stock
	#NDH
	Q4
	 
	17.86%
	R ▼

	Mar-10
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	21034
	#DIV/0!
	#DIV/0!
	
	17.86%
	R ▼

	
	
	
	
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	

	Annual
	6.31%
	21034
	3756
	17.86%
	R ▼
	Previous Year
	18.60%
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	 
	
	
	

	Comments
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	During April a total of 142 properties were made decent, giving a total of 3,756 non decent properties at the end of April; this produced an outturn for April of 17.86% and was ahead of the monthly control target of 18.02%.



	

	


	34
	Average re-let time
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	Target
	# Voids
	Tot.Days
	Avg.Days
	
	
	
	
	
	Cumulative
	

	Apr-09
	26.00
	87
	1907
	21.92
	G ▲
	
	
	
	
	21.92
	G ▲

	 
	 
	0
	0
	#DIV/0!
	
	# Voids
	Tot.Days
	Q1
	
	21.92
	R ▼

	 
	 
	0
	0
	#DIV/0!
	 
	87
	1907
	21.92
	R ▼
	21.92
	R ▼

	 
	 
	0
	0
	#DIV/0!
	
	 
	 
	
	 
	21.92
	R ▼

	 
	 
	0
	0
	#DIV/0!
	
	# Voids
	Tot.Days
	Q2
	 
	21.92
	R ▼

	 
	 
	0
	0
	#DIV/0!
	 
	0
	0
	#DIV/0!
	 
	21.92
	R ▼

	 
	 
	0
	0
	#DIV/0!
	
	 
	 
	
	 
	21.92
	R ▼

	 
	 
	0
	0
	#DIV/0!
	
	# Voids
	Tot.Days
	Q3
	 
	21.92
	R ▼

	 
	 
	0
	0
	#DIV/0!
	 
	0
	0
	#DIV/0!
	 
	21.92
	R ▼

	 
	 
	0
	0
	#DIV/0!
	
	 
	 
	
	 
	21.92
	R ▼

	 
	 
	0
	0
	#DIV/0!
	
	# Voids
	Tot.Days
	Q4
	 
	21.92
	R ▼

	 
	 
	0
	0
	#DIV/0!
	 
	0
	0
	#DIV/0!
	 
	21.92
	R ▼

	
	
	
	
	 
	 
	
	 
	 
	
	
	

	Annual
	23.00
	87
	1907
	21.92
	G ▲
	Previous Year
	39.45
	 
	 
	 

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	 
	
	
	

	Comments
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Average re-let times for the month of April saw 87 properties let totalling 1,907 days producing an outturn of 21.92 days against a monthly control target of 26 days.
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