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1. Introduction

1.1. Operational context

Housing continues to feature highly on the political agenda. The government is focused on
increasing new housing supply and promoting home ownership. Limited funding is
available for new affordable rented housing with the majority of government funding for
affordable homes being directed at home ownership schemes. Achieving government
housing targets alongside its home ownership aspirations may prove increasingly
challenging in the event of a post-‘Brexit’ downturn.

The Housing and Planning Act 2016 brings in a number of significant challenges for local
authority housing. Each of these policies has its own set of cost implications.

Local Authorities now have a duty to consider selling higher value stock that becomes
vacant, so the proceeds can offset a levy set up to fund the voluntary right to buy for
housing associations. The proposals to implement this scheme are still being finalised, but
the Act allows the government to estimate the amount of money it would expect each
authority to receive from higher value vacant property sales and to pay this to the
Treasury.

The Act also brings to an end the principle of lifetime tenancies, with most new local
authority tenancies being for fixed terms of between 2 and 10 years. Where households
contain a child under the age of 9, the authority will be able to grant a tenancy that lasts
until the child is 19.

Alongside these measures, social landlords are being required to reduce their rents by 1%
per year over the next four years as the government seeks to reduce housing benefit
costs.

The uncertainty created by the current operational context means that local authorities
have cut back plans to develop properties by as much as 90%" and focused on keeping a
tight control on operating costs in order to maintain a viable service while balancing the
housing revenue account.

In this new environment, HouseMark's benchmarking exercise with its granular analysis of
costs aligned to a wealth of information on performance and satisfaction and robust
validation is an invaluable tool.

1 http://www.cih.org/resources/PDF/Investing%20in%20council%20housing%20CIH-
CIPFA%20July%202016.pdf
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1.2. Benchmarking

Benchmarking is important to any business. It provides key comparisons with similar
organisations, enabling understanding of strengths and weaknesses and underpinning an
evidence based approach to resource allocation, cost reduction and target setting.

Commercially, this information would be used to maintain competitive advantage. In social
housing, particularly around the landlord function, competition is less of an issue; but
understanding differences and identifying areas for improvement are essential business
intelligence.

HouseMark benchmarking provides essential insight into your detailed service costs and
how they compare with others. Our methodology ensures all costs are allocated in the
same way to clearly defined categories. Our systems also allow flexible peer group
selection, ensuring comparisons are made with organisations of a similar profile facing
similar challenges.

At HouseMark, we continue to review our benchmarking offer to ensure it remains relevant
and insightful. We are currently in the midst of a member-driven ‘'systems thinking' review
of our benchmarking service. This is a two-year improvement project incorporating the re-
platforming of our data entry and reporting systems.

The objectives are to:

e Make data collection easier for you
e Deliver outputs more quickly and flexibly
e Ensure you gain value from participation

For 2016, we continue to offer the full range of benchmarking outputs, enhanced in line
with customer feedback. Full details of enhancements, new performance indicators and
new products (including our exciting new maps tool) can be found in the HouseMark
Benchmarking Offer 2016 document.

This benchmarking report is one output among many drawn from HouseMark's core
benchmarking service, aimed at all levels of staff and management within our member
organisations, as well as residents. The report has been enhanced to include powerful
information on trend, and includes additional information on: development; maintenance
management to service provision ratios; and new information on transactional satisfaction
(StarT). It is just part of our evolving offer, which enables a changing, diversifying sector to
drive efficiency and value for money, understand customers and manage risk.

(©) HouseMark 2016
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Other key benchmarking outputs include:

e Flexible VFM Scorecard —the VFM Scorecard featured in this report is flexible and
can be edited online. Members can choose from a basket of available indicators to
bespoke the VFM Scorecard to their organisation. The VFM Scorecard is designed
to provide you and your stakeholders with a high-level value-for-money summary
of your business activities.

Process

value Pravicus Trand Median KFI

Value Previous Trend Median KPI
Rent collected from current and 99.3% 100.0% . 99.3% Staff turnover in the year % 17.0% 7.2% . 15.9%
former tenants as % rent due
excl. arrears bi) -
SICKNEess SDSence average -
Average re-let time (stancard re- 2465 4035 2480 T o 104 * 83
lets)
= = : : St satisfied vith oroanisation s I
Repairs compleied at the firstvisit ~ 95.7% 953% ¢ 922% gﬁagrﬁafé“g‘i;‘m InErssiries, N NoData @ 840% @
an employer %
%
Service charges collected as % NoData  NoData @@ 100.9% @

service charges due (excl. amears
bit)

Value

Business & Financial

Value Pravious Trand Median KP1 Value Previous Trend Medlan
Satisfaction with quality of new NoData NoData . 95 0% . Total CPP of Housing Management  £573.41 £463.49 £444 59
home %
Satisfaction with service orovided 90.0% 93.3% . 870% W Total CPP of Responsive Repairs & £1,069.71  £580.60 £804.62
% Void Works
Satisfaction with repairs & 54.0% 80.7% . 81.9% Total CPP of Major Works & £1,80085 £223295 £1,552.14
maintenance % Cvelical Maintenance
Satisfaction with neighbourhood % 87.0% 387% @ 86.4% tT4013| overnead costs as % adjusted  17.4% 12.8% 11.0%
urnover
Salisfaction rent provides value for ~ 88.0% 875% W 840% W Current tenant arrears as % rent 1.30% 1.15% 262%
money % due (excluding voids
Satisfaction service charges 50.0% NoData () 73.4% Rent loss due to voids as % rent 1.10% 2.04% 0.83%
provide value for money % due
Gross arrears written off as % rent 0.40% 1.04% * 040%
due
Trend Indicators Trend

This represents your improvemeant in comgarizion to your peer groups's improvement This represents your improvement in comparision to your peer groups’s improvement

Performance Indicators KPI
These represent your performance in comparison to your peer group's performance. This shows how your actual performance or cost compares with your peer group

e Social Housing Dashboard — developed with boards and residents in mind, this
quadrant-based chart provides at-a-glance understanding of an organisation’s
costs and performance across key social housing service areas. It can also be
embedded directly into your own website or intranet. The dashboard has been
refreshed in 2016 in line with customer feedback. More granularity is now provided
on housing maintenance, and performance indicators have been refreshed to
ensure the suite of measures used to calculate the ‘performance score’ remains
appropriate. The original version has been retained for those who prefer it.
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e Spreadsheet schedules - supplied with this report, these contain in-depth figures for
each organisation in the peer group and are broken down into operational service

areas.
P P2 PR3
A let ti tandard re-
verage re-let time (standard re Void loss % Tenancy Turnover
lets)
Days Rank | Quartile % Rank | Quartile % Rank | Quartile
33 3 31 33 30 30 33 25 25
2288 100 E.29
23.00 140 7.3
3414 182 2.4y
2091 22 oz .54 a0 o4 .54 3 G
2770 12 oz 124 12 oz 10.86 24 4
21.50 ] | 044 1 | E.9E ] oz
2361 q oz 0.95 a (my] a.7a 17 o3
28.70 15 oz 1E8 19 [E K] 10.26 21 4
7
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e Online reporting — this provides full flexibility to analyse different peer groups over
various timescales, look at service areas in detail, and extract charts and data. Our
scenario facility also allows you to model changes in staffing and non-pay costs to
assess the impact of potential changes on your relative position.

E-Benchmarking
[+].-Admin m Miain 1
=}-Benchmark []overtay i | -~Select Pi- ~| [ exclude Aca
i...Setup Benchmark

[ Employees - avarsge pay cost per irect Housing Mansgament employee v| [ Exclude Aca

Saved Benchmarks
Housing Management

Self Azsessment 45,000
EI Core Benchmark reporis
[+]-Business overview 40,000
[ Business wide 5 000
[#.Overheads
[=]-Housing management 30,000
...Cost summary
..Performance summary 25,000
...Selected charis “ 20,000
..Indepth analysis
[#--Rent armears & collection 15,000
[#-Resident involvement
[#--Anti-social behaviour 10.000
[H-Lettings 5000
[#--Tenancy management
[+ -Major works & cycl. maint. 8
[#-Resp. repairs & void works A R
Dataset
[+ Development Employees - average pay cost per direct Housing Management employee
[=-Estate services

e Sector analysis — using aggregated benchmarking data alongside other publicly
available relevant data, HouseMark's in-house team of analysts produce several
reports throughout the year to identify emerging patterns and understand the effect of
external issues on the housing sector. For example, our voids and lettings storyboard
which can be viewed on-line
https://www.housemark.co.uk/subscriber-tools/data-and-analysis/voids-and-lettings-
analysis-2010-15

Flexible dashboard - change the measure displayed

Select measure M B. Landlords in Scotland, Wales and Morthern Ireland are included for overall figures. Morthern Ireand is H M k@
. . excluded from any location i due to low b Scofland and Wales are included in latest year ouse™ar
Average cost of a void repair 7 | location compansons but excluded from trend companisons as the number of landlords in those areas who

submitted data consistently over the 5 year period is too low for analysis.

Tree map 2014/15 Regions trend (consistent cohort)
N.B. latest median will not match the median for trend as we use a consistent cohort for trend
-
Yorkshire &
e
North East o
Yorkshire & Humberside o
Scotland o London
Wales o
East Midlands o South East
West Midlands o
Eastern
==
London o
South East o Overall
Overall median o
2011 2012 2013 2014 2015
000 50000 1,00000 150000 2,000.00 2,500.00 3,000.00 Financial Year Ending

Median selected measure
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1.3. Key operational issues

Changes in the operating environment may impact on your costs and performance in a
number of ways. Your benchmarking data will help you assess how you have managed

these changes compared to your peers.

The table below sets out a number of current issues and how the relative impact on your

organisation can be analysed using benchmarking data:

Operational issue

Response

In spite of delays to the full adoption of
Universal Credit, our survey of Welfare
Reform Impact Club members found that
its continued incremental roll-out was a
risk, as arrears levels were around three
times higher for UC claimants than HB
claimants.

Benchmarking data provides a
comprehensive overview of rental income
and arrears performance measures
alongside the costs of collection. Peer
group comparison helps you assess the
effectiveness of your strategies to cope
with change.

Changes to welfare benefits impact on the
relative affordability of social housing for
many actual and prospective tenants. This
may make it more difficult to attract and
retain tenants.

The impact may be seen on performance
in areas such as re-let times, vacancy
rates and tenancy turnover. Comparisons
of resourcing and costs in these areas can
be utilised to assess the value for money
of services such as choice-based lettings,
and provide an evidence base for
strategies such as change of use.

Extension of right-to-buy discounts and
the sale of higher value voids are likely to
increase diminishing stock numbers. While
time-frames for higher value void sales
have yet to be confirmed, the effects are
likely to be significant.

Losing rented stock through disposal of
higher value voids and right-to-buy sales
may impact on cost per property and the
ratio of staff to properties. A reductionin
stock without a reduction in expenditure
would show as arise in these measures,
suggesting less value for money. Loss of
stock in this way also impacts on rental
income streams.

Planned reductions in rent by 1% per year
for the next four years and levies relating
to higher value voids regulations will have
a significant impact on local housing
authority revenue streams.

Organisations are likely to seek efficiency
savings to compensate for reduced
revenue. But will savings be across the
board or focused on areas of lower
priority, will they be sufficient to maintain
service levels —and how will this impact on
performance? Benchmarking enables you
to understand the impact of these
changes on your own organisation
compared to your peers.
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The Housing and Planning Act introduced
a number of provisions that impact on
local authorities including sales of higher
value voids and lifetime tenancies.

Effective assessment of the impact of
these changes on your organisation (and
the ability of your structures to effectively
manage them) is facilitated by
comparisons with your peers, backed up
by shared learning.

Reductions in stock and shrinking HRA
income may impact on local authority
landlord performance and satisfaction
levels.

The benchmarking tool allows
organisations to link performance, cost
and satisfaction and measure the impact
of dwindling resources on service levels.

(©) HouseMark 2016
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1.4. Making use of your data

HouseMark benchmarking has a key role in supporting local authorities to ensure that
core landlord activities are being managed in an efficient and effective manner.

The table below sets out examples of how benchmarking can help this process:

Challenge

Solution

Understanding of the costs and outcomes
of delivering specific services and which
underlying factors influence these costs
and how they do so.

Our benchmarking identifies the costs and
key cost drivers for specific services
alongside key performance metrics.

Ensuring performance management and
scrutiny functions are effective at driving
and delivering improved value for money.

The presentation of comparable cost and
performance data in a single report, with
the ability to look at trends over time
allows you to use HouseMark data to flow
between performance management and
scrutiny functions.

LA business plans should be built on
robust and prudent assumptions about
income and fees based on past
performance as well as future projections.

You can access performance and cost
trends over time.

Managing and addressing risk should
involve developing plausible scenarios
that test the business plan against adverse
movements in the operating environment.

The scenario function within core
benchmarking enables you to model
changes in operational expenditure and
assess the impact on outputs.

The data collated for this report is an asset that can be sweated like any other - the more
the data is used, the better value it provides. Our data is comprehensive and robust, it
balances with statutory accounts, it is validated against statutory returns as well as
previous submissions and sector norms. It is the richest source of data that housing
organisations have access to on a daily basis.

(©) HouseMark 2016
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1.5. About this report

HouseMark now offers a range of formats for your annual core benchmarking report. This
report uses boxplots, stacked bar charts and scatter charts to display your benchmarking
results. For 2016 we have also added waterfall charts. These charts show in detail your
peer group trend for four headline housing management KPlIs.

Following communication with your organisation, you have opted in to this report either by
requesting it specifically, or because you have not requested an alternative format.
Alternative templates that use bar charts (as per 2013 report) or histograms (as per 2014
report) are available on request. A separate document providing more detail on the
available reporting options is available on request.

If you think your peer group isn't quite right, HouseMark will be happy to liaise with you to
agree an alternative peer group. HouseMark can use a wide range of profile data sourced
from both benchmarking returns and publicly available data to recommend a peer group

suitable to your needs.

If you'd like to edit the indicators included in your VFM Scorecard, you can do so online.

To discuss any or all of the above options, we would be happy to hear from you. You can
contact our data services helpline on 024 7647 2707 or email data@housemark.co.uk

The data used in this report is the most recent data available. Performance measures for
you and your peers are therefore all based on 2015/16 performance.

Cost measures for your peers are either based on 2015/16 costs or 2014/15 costs
uplifted in line with inflation? where 2015/16 cost data has not yet been submitted. Where
this report shows historical figures for your organisation, these costs have not been
uplifted in line with inflation, and reflect the actual cost for that year.

For organisations in London and the South East we apply an area cost adjustment to
reflect the generally higher costs experienced in these regions.

Comparisons can be made with or without inflation and / or area cost adjustment by using
our online reporting tool.

All references to the 'average' in this report refer to the median average, rather than the
mean.

2 Based on September 2015 RPI of 0.8%
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1.6. Your peer group

If you are going to use benchmarking data as part of your business planning and
improvement process, you will want to be sure that your peer group is appropriate for your
needs. We are able to create peer groups based on a variety of factors such as stock size,

region or organisation type or service provided. We can also advise on organisations
which operate in local authority areas with similar socio-demographic characteristics.

We have therefore, discussed and agreed with you that the peer group to be used for

producing this report is based on the following parameters:

Club Name:

LA Club

The table below provides the names of the organisations within your peer group alongside
some key contextual information.

] ) Units Number of
Units Units . standard
Landlord name managed | managed mac?aged Adjusted DLO units
GN HfOP N& turnover developed
HfOP X
in the year
South Derbyshire DC (2015/2016) 2,005 968 2,973 13,745,978 Y 80
Aberdeenshire Council 11,385 1,494 12,879 58,974,345 Y 165
Adur DC 2,308 288 2,596 12,761,905 N 0
Barrow-in-Furness BC 2,660 0 2,660 12,084,035 N NoData
Brighton and Hove City Council 10,699 852 11,551 57,189,503 N 11
Broxtowe BC 3,137 1,393 4,530 18,160,978 Y 6
Cannock Chase DC 5,010 124 5,134 20,357,376 Y 18
Castle Point BC 1,236 288 1,524 7,514,829 N NoData
Central Bedfordshire Council 4,400 655 5,055 29,139,720 N 4
Charnwood BC 5,231 455 5,686 25,417,469 Y NoData
City of Lincoln Council 7,428 412 7,840 28,311,388 Y 20
City of London 1,777 143 1,920 12,934,706 N 44
City of York Council 7,398 367 7,765 35,922,529 Y 40
Dudley MBC 21,195 1,164 22,359 117,514,025 Y 22
East Devon DC 2,886 1,336 4,222 18,533,440 N NoData
Exeter City Council 4,423 552 4,975 20,968,840 N 20
Gosport BC 2,887 182 3,069 13,918,538 N 16
Gravesham BC 5,092 602 5,694 27,769,635 Y NoData
Guildford BC 4,695 266 4,961 29,423,892 Y 43
Hull City Council 24,203 657 24,860 99,374,969 N NoData
Isle of Anglesey County Council 3,307 479 3,786 14,599,082 Y NoData
LB of Croydon 12,567 1,299 13,866 84,813,210 N NoData
LB of Ealing 11,350 1,169 12,519 62,426,890 N NoData
LB of Hackney 22,137 0 22,137 131,303,261 Y 0
LB of Harrow 4,300 556 4,856 30,159,608 N NoData
LB of Havering 8,345 814 9,159 53,532,351 NoData 21
LB of Southwark 36,283 1,261 37,544 247,040,076 N 24
Lewes DC 2,829 372 3,201 16,068,689 Y NoData
Mansfield DC 4,417 2,100 6,517 31,519,918 Y NoData
Medway Council 2,726 285 3,011 13,965,339 N 15
Mid Devon DC 2,410 650 3,060 15,522,095 Y 14
North Kesteven DC 3,862 0 3,862 16,164,646 N 22
North Lanarkshire Council 35,024 1,173 36,197 116,831,108 N 64
North Tyneside Council 13,734 1,294 15,028 61,661,569 N NoData
North Warwickshire BC 2,691 0 2,691 13,918,144 Y 2
Norwich City Council 14,236 920 15,156 72,657,000 N 9
Oxford City Council 7,467 307 7,774 43,423,290 Y 107
Reading BC 5,279 330 5,609 36,043,811 Y 0
Rotherham MBC 15,055 5,606 20,661 85,374,706 N 0
Royal Borough of Kingston upon Thames 3,951 839 4,790 28,766,868 N 8
Rugby BC 2,470 1,343 3,813 20,846,075 Y NoData
13
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Runnymede BC 2,647 210 2,857 16,772,478 N 0
South Cambridgeshire DC 4,182 1,065 5,247 30,594,730 N 4
South Kesteven DC 5,055 1,097 6,152 28,612,577 Y 495
South Lanarkshire Council 23,868 1,218 25,086 91,932,595 Y NoData
Southampton City Council 13,341 3,146 16,487 82,135,422 N NoData
Swindon BC 9,195 1,484 10,679 56,056,207 Y 19
Uttlesford DC 1,731 677 2,408 15,574,086 Y 14
Warwick DC 4,083 1,368 5,451 27,735,099 N 15
Wealden DC 2,535 480 3,015 14,527,274 N 0
Wiltshire Council 4,784 512 5,296 26,095,188 Y NoData
Winchester City Council 4,318 633 4,951 27,932,382 N 23
Wokingham BC 2,306 310 2,616 14,917,940 N 0
14
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1.7. Further information

HouseMark would be delighted to receive feedback on this report format, or any other
aspect of our services. We would also be happy to provide you with further information on
other services available from HouseMark.

Contact us on:
02476 472 707 or email data@housemark.co.uk

15
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2. Costand performance summary

The below table is a summary of your headline cost, performance and satisfaction
measures for 2015/16. The quartile represents where you sit on this measure compared
to your peer group.

Note that we have provided quartile symbols for costs measures in this summary table for
ease of interpretation. However, please note that high costs / investment (particularly
around major works) is not necessarily a bad thing. The VFM Scorecard in section 3 uses
different quartile symbols for cost measures, which are colour neutral and simply show
high or low. More detail on all of these measures and more is provided in the main body of
the report from section 4 onwards.

Headline measures Your value Quartile
Costs headlines

Overheads as a % of direct revenue costs 35.6 .
Total CPP of Housing Management 216.66 *
Total CPP of Responsive Repairs & Void Works 718.72

Total CPP of Major Works & Cyclical Maintenance 3,045.25 .

Operational performance headlines

Current tenant arrears as a percentage of rent due 1.55

Rent arrears of former tenants as % rent due (excluding voids) 0.66

Average re-let time in days (standard re-lets) 19.00

Rent loss due to empty properties (voids) as % rent due 0.66

Average number of calendar days taken to complete repairs 6.58
Percentage of repairs completed at the first visit 99.50
Percentage of dwellings that are non-decent at the end of the year 0.00
Percentage of properties with a valid gas safety certificate 99.96

Staff turnover in the year % 13.8

Sickness absence average working days/shifts lost per employee NoData

Satisfaction headlines

2 Db (@@ oo

Satisfaction with the service provided (%) 92.5

Satisfaction that views being listened to (%) 79.1

Satisfaction with the repairs & maintenance service (%) 90.8

Satisfaction with rent VFM (%) 90.3

Satisfaction with quality of home (%) 91.3

Satisfaction with neighbourhood (%) 91.5
16
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3. Value for money scorecard

In line with member feedback, we have improved the VFM scorecard’s functionality to
enable you to choose the measures you want it to show. You can select the KPIs you wish
to include from a comprehensive basket of indicators available online.

The scorecard overleaf displays our list of default measures unless you have customised
your scorecard online and advised us to include it in your report. You can modify the Pls
contained within your scorecard online at any time. Further guidance is included in the
VEM Scorecard User Guide.

The VFM Scorecard is designed as a business effectiveness tool that can be used by
boards, executives, tenants and other stakeholders to help them understand and
challenge organisational performance in the round.

Borrowing from accepted scorecard practice, the data is set out across four domains:

e business and financial — operating efficiency, profitability and maximising income
e people — getting the most out of your most important resource

e process - effectiveness of key business processes

e value - effectiveness of service outcomes

Each domain contains a basket of indicators. For each indicator the scorecard shows:

e Value: your performance or cost value for 2015/16

e Previous: the corresponding value for 2014/15 (where available). Note this has not
been uplifted in line with inflation.

e Trend: how your rate of improvement between 2014/15 and 2015/16 compares with
the rate of improvement of your peer group (where previous year data is available)

e Median: the peer group median

e KPI: how your actual performance in 2015/16 compares with your peer group

17
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@ Value for money scorecard

Lt s L Lt B valus Pravious Trend  Medizn Wl
Rent collected from current and 1003%  992% W 99.6% * Staffturnover in the year % 13.8% NoData @ 103% @
former tenants as % rent due
excl. arrears
¢ bﬂ) Sickness absence average MoData MoData ‘ 10.3 T
Average re-let time (standard re- 19.00 17.00 # 3035 * days/shifts lost per employee
lets) . T
- — Staff satisfied with organisation MoData MoData 68.0%
;Rﬁepalrs completed atthe firstvisit  99.5% 99.7% * 941% * as an employer %
Service charges collected as % MoData MoData . 100.2% t
senvice charges due (excl. arrears
bif)
Value Business & Financial
Value Pravious Trend  Madian KP1
Salisfaclion with quality ofnew  NoData  NoData @ 975% @ - e T v =
hglme o < : Total CPF of Housing Management  £216.66 £189.75 £346.38
;ﬂllsf&dloﬂ with service provided  92.5% 92.5% W 85.0% * Total CPP of Responsive Repairs &  £71872 £755 08 £745 18
Void Waorks
RIS R L T P 2D hooTes% K Total CPP of Major Works & Cyclical  £3.04525 £230557 £174561
maintenance % ;
Maintenance
;a"mm'”” CINMEEIEEE R S wosa0% K Total overhead costs as % adjusted  11.2% 11.2% 7.0%
turnover
r?frn:iganc;l;;rem (I BES LG 228 20288 Hos20% * Currenttenant arrears as % rent 1.55% 1.58% W 205%
due (excluding voids)
SETEFIE SR SRR R e 8s3% W 722% W Lo vdsas%rent | 066%  047% K 109% &
provide value for money % o
Gross arrears written off as % rent 1.01% 0.60% ' 0.41% T
due
Growth in turnover MoData NoData . MoData T
Operating margin NoData  NoData @ NoData @
Trend Indicators Trend

Performance Indicators

This represents your improvement in comparigion to your peer groups’s improvement.

These reprezent your performance in comparizon to your peer group's performance.

This represents your improvement in comparision to your peer groups's improvement.

KP1
This shows how your actual performance or cost compares with your peer group

(©) HouseMark 2016
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Key to KPl symbols

Performance

Cost

W =Your performance result is in the upper
quartile of the peer group (top 25%)

= Your costs are lower than three-
quarters of your peer group (lowest 25%)

= Your performance resultis in the
middle upper quartile of the peer group
(between 25% & 50%)

= Your costs are less than the average
for your peer group

O = Your performance result is equal to
the median of the peer group

= Your costs are equal to the median of
your peer group

= Your performance resultis in the
middle lower quartile of the peer group
(between 50% & 75%

= Your costs are higher than the
average for your peer group

®-vou performance resultis in the
lower quartile of the peer group (between
75% & 100%)

= Your costs are higher than three-
quarters of your peer group (highest 25%)

Key to trend symbols

Performance

Cost

™= Your performance trend (the actual change
in your year-on-year performance) is upper
quartile when compared to the trend for your
peer group

= Your performance trend (the actual
change in your year-on-year performance) is in
the middle upper quartile when compared to
the trend for your peer group

O: Your performance trend (the actual change
in your year-on-year performance) is equal to
the median when compared to the trend for
your peer group

= Your performance trend (the actual
change in your year-on-year performance) is in
the middle lower quartile when compared to
the trend for your peer group

. = Your performance trend (the actual
change in your year-on-year performance) is
lower quartile when compared to the trend for
your peer group.

= The actual change in your year on year
costs shows that your costs are decreasing
more quickly (or increasing more slowly) than
three quarters of your peer group

= The actual change in your year on year
costs shows that your costs are decreasing
more quickly (or increasing more slowly) than
half of your peer group

= The actual change in your year on year
costs shows that your costs are increasing (or
decreasing) at the median rate for your peer

group

= The actual change in your year on year
costs shows that your costs are increasing
more quickly (or decreasing more slowly) than
half of your peer group

= The actual change in your year on year
costs shows that your costs are increasing
more quickly (or decreasing more slowly) than
three quarters of your peer group

Polarity

Trend and performance arrows for the cost measures in the scorecard are grey. This is

because we have not applied a valuative polarity (i.e. high or low is neither good nor bad).

Whilst low cost is generally considered to be good, in many cases an organisation may
choose to invest more to achieve certain outcomes. As such, the direction of arrows
reflects simply the direction of costi.e. an upwards arrow in the ‘KPI' column reflects
higher than median costs. An upwards arrow in the trend column indicates costs
increasing faster than average for the peer group.

(©) HouseMark 2016
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4. Overheads

This section looks at some key overheads ratios. Overheads refers to what is generally
considered 'back-office’ functions, and includes premises, IT, finance and central
overhead costs. Overheads are usually a mix of employee costs and non-pay costs. Whilst
it is generally preferable to have low overheads, the right level of investment in this area is
key to effectively supporting front line activities.

Generally we use '‘overheads as a percentage of direct revenue costs’' for benchmarking
purposes, as it provides a common measure of activity across the whole business and
between different types of organisations.

Even so, 'overheads as a percentage of direct revenue costs' is not a perfect measure and
will vary with the types of activities undertaken. Some activities are more revenue-
generating than others. An organisation with a significant market rent portfolio may
generate more revenue relative to overhead costs than an organisation with substantial
supported housing stock. In view of such differences, we believe that while it is a good
broad indication of overhead cost efficiency, it is most useful when comparing
organisations with a similar mix of business activities or when considering business
diversification plans.

For arounded view of overheads, other ratios should also be examined. To this end we
have also included a scatter chart plotting overheads as a percentage of direct revenue
costs against another ratio: overheads as a percentage of adjusted turnover which shows
your expenditure on overheads in relation to your adjusted turnover.

20
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Overhead costs as a percentage of direct revenue costs

Position
Position in peer group Q1 14.49 Your Overheads as a % of direct revenue costs is 35.65%
Median 1 9'02 for 2015/16. This places you in the fourth quartile when
Q3 21 .76 compared to your peer group.
33.63 '
Ovwerheads as a % ofdirectrevenue costs
3563
40.00 38.40
92 83 3565
i
w
8 20863 30,00 -
o
£
L 7863
ol
T #= 20000 -
£ 2383
=
b=
# 2083
m 10.00
8
m 17.63
=
o
]
T 1483 0,00 -
5 201415 201816
1163 fear
Trend
8.83 Your Overheads as a % of direct revenue costs has decreased from 38.40% in
2014/15 to 35.65% in 2015/16. This decrease of 2.75% compares to no average
5 &3 change for your peer group between 2014/15 and 2015/16.
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Overhead costs relativeto peers

36.0
4.2
3244

28.8
270+
2582+
2344
216+
18.8 1

16.2
14.4
12,8+
10.8
9.0
7.2
5.4+

1.8+
0.0

South Derbyshire DC Others
(2015/2016)

W Central overhead % of direct revenue costs
I Finance % of direct revenue costs

Il T % of direct revenue costs

Il Cffice premises % of direct revenue costs

Note that for the others in your peer group, medians have been used for each of the
overhead components. The sum of the component medians may not necessarily equal the
median of the aggregate measure.
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Overheads proportional to direct revenue costs and adjusted turnover compared

The below scatter plot shows overheads as a percentage of adjusted turnover plotted
against overheads as a percentage is direct revenue costs. As both are a measure of
overheads, we expect arelatively strong correlation between the two measures, but
differences in service delivery profile can have an effect on your relative position against

the two measures.

Your organisation is highlighted yellow whilst the horizontal and vertical yellow lines

represent the medians for the peer group.

Owverheads position

356
¢ ®
326+
_.I.E
S 205
o
2
; 26.6 L™
; g
£ 238 @ @
: 0 y
w206 ® l’. ‘
b < & =
8 176+
= @ @
0 °
r LX)
° o ® e
116+ ® ®
887 @
56 I I I I I T I I T
0 13 286 38 B2 &5 78 91 17 13

Overhead costs as % of adjusted turnaover
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5. Housing Management

Housing management is a core landlord function and represents collecting rent and
managing arrears, carrying out lettings, managing tenancies and anti-social behavior
cases, as well as enabling resident involvement.

Some organisations have specialist teams delivering some or all of these housing
management services, whilst others have generic housing officers.

Generally housing management costs are largely made up of staff costs, although include
some non-pay costs such as legal fees and choice-based lettings fees.

The total cost per property of housing management also contains an overhead allocation.

This section compares your total housing management cost per property with your peer
group. A breakdown of your housing management costs is also provided unless you have
opted to provide your housing management costs only at a high level. This section also
covers some headline housing management performance measures.

Finally, we have also included a scatter chart plotting your total housing management cost
per property against satisfaction with the landlord's services overall. Scatter charts are a
useful way of showing two different measures on one chart. Additionally, if there is any
correlation between the two measures, scatter charts make this possible to see at a
glance.
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Housing management total cost per property

Position in peer group

751.73

G98.75

546572

50260

£39.68

456.63

433.680

380.57

327.54

274581

Total cost per property of housing management

221.43

Position
Q1 305.39 Your Total cost per prop_erty of housin_g manggement_is
Median 346.38 £216.66 for 2015/16. This places you in the first quartile
Q3 405:45 when compared to your peer group.

Total cost per property of housing management
250.00 -

216.66
200.001 189.75
150.001

100.00

&0.00 -

.00 -

201415 2015M6
“fear

185.45

Trend

Your Total cost per property of housing management has increased from £189.75 in
2014/15 to £216.66 in 2015/16. This increase of £26.91 compares to an average
increase of £2.67 for your peer group between 2014/15 and 2015/16.

(©) HouseMark 2016
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Housing management costs relative to pesrs

South Derbyshire DG Others
(2015/2018)

Resident involvement
Tenancy management
I :nti-Social behavior
I | cttings
I Rentarrears &collection

The above chart shows the breakdown of your housing management costs compared to
your peers, but will not display if you have opted only to provide your cost data at a high
level.

Note that for the others in your peer group, medians have been used. The sum of the
component medians may not necessarily equal the median of the aggregate measure.
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5.1 Housing management performance

Tenant arrears

A full analysis of arrears requires comparisons of a range of different measures in the
round. For example relatively low current tenant arrears may result from a robust
approach to evictions. This in turn may impact adversely on former tenant arrears. Former
tenant arrears can be reduced where the organisation makes the decision to write them

off. An overview of these measures allows you to as
income recovery and income maximisation.

sess how effective your approachis to

The below stacked bar chart shows the full tenant debt position and write-offs when
compared to your peer group. If you have not provided data for one or more of the
measures, the stacked bar chart will only show the measures for which you have provided

data.
Rent arrears relative to peers Position
] Q1 251 Your Total tenant arrears as % rent due
Rentarrears relativeto peers . : (excluding voids) is 2.21% for 2015/16.
Median 3.34 - : ] .
This places you in the first quartile when
Q3 4.92
3.0 1 compared to your peer group.
3.61 4
ggi T Total tenantarrears as % rent due (excluding voids)
3044 3.00 283
2854
2,66
2.47 4 ]
595 250
2091
# a0 |
1714 2.00
1.52 4
1.334
1.144 = 1.504
0.95 4
0.76 4
057 4 1.00 4
.38 4
0194
0.00 1 0.50 1
South Others
Derbyshire DC
(2015/2016) 0.00 -
201415 2015186
) Year
B Gross arrears written-off as a % ofrent due
I Formertenant rent arrears as a % of rent due Trend
B Currenttenant rentarrears as a % of rent due Your Total tenant arrears as % rent due (excluding voids) has
decreased from 2.83% in 2014/15 t0 2.21% in 2015/16. This
decrease of 0.62% compares to an average increase of 0.04% for
your peer group between 2014/15 and 2015/16.
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Change in total tenant arrears

The below waterfall chart shows the trend on arrears for your organisation alongside the
trend for your peers. Trend is calculated by taking total arrears as at the beginning of year
from total arrears as at the end of the year. Hence a negative figure means that your total
arrears reduced over the course of the year. Note that total arrears includes both current
tenant arrears (prior to any adjustments for late HB payments) and former tenant arrears.

The chart scale reflects the difference between the two years as a percentage of the

annual rent due.

Changeintotal rentarrears

Change intotal rert amears

0.0 -
IIII.IIII-

0.5 |II

1.0

S o o g gy L 15 e R A S o
— o e e T s = == T L AT 2P RS SR RS [T =
a--'
%
Organisation Total arrears | Total arrears Difference Median
difference for
2015/16 2014/15 peer group
South Derbyshire DC 2.21% 2.83% -0.62% 0.04%
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Average re-let time in days (standard re-lets)

This is the average time taken (in days) to re-let standard voids. It excludes voids that
underwent major works, and is generally considered to be an indication of your voids and
lettings performance. We also collect the average re-let time for major works units which
can be found in our detailed schedules.

Position
Position in peer group Q1 21.20 Your Average re-let time in days (standard re-lets) is
. ’ 19.00 for 2015/16. This places you in the first quartile
el Sl when compared to your peer grou
Q3 37.00 P your peer group.
45.00 —.— Average re-lettimein days (standard re-lets)
80.10 20.00 1 19.00
-
T
@ 71.20
5
E 52.30 [ ] 15.00 4
i)
o B340
]
=
= 4450 ®
E i 10000 4
= O
T 3560
e
&
& 2670
o
= 5.00 4
17.80
3.90
000 4
0.00 2014115 201516
Year
Trend
Your Average re-let time in days (standard re-lets) has increased from 17.00 in
2014/15 to 19.00 in 2015/16. This increase of 2.00 compares to an average decrease
of 1.84 for your peer group between 2014/15 and 2015/16.
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Change in average re-let time

The below waterfall chart is an alternative way of showing the trend on average re-let time
for your organisation alongside the trend for your peers. We are particularly interested in
your feedback on this new chart type. Trend is calculated by taking your average re-let
time for the previous year from your average re-let time for the current year. Hence a
negative figure means that your average re-let time reduced.

The scale on the chart is the difference between previous and current year's average re-

let time, in days.

Changein average re-lettime

40.0 1
20.0
o
E
k]
g
1]
=]
I _ IIIIIII
5 007 ““nnn---—— -
E
1]
=]
cC
E
0
-20.0 7
'4:'-:' II_I_II.I_,_I.I_,_III Eor T T T T T T T T T T T T T T ]
TR e R e R E R TR R R LR R R L AR R TR R R R
]
'.’?_'
%,
Organisation Re-let time Re-let time Difference Median
difference for
2015/16 2014/15 peer group
South Derbyshire DC 19.00 17.00 2.00 -1.84
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Rent loss due to voids

This is the rent lost due to dwellings being vacant as a percentage of the annual rent roll.
Void rent loss drivers include high tenancy turnover, high void numbers and/or high re-let
times. Void rent loss has a direct impact on revenue and low void rent loss is desirable.

Position
Position in peer group Q1 0.76 Your Rent loss due to voids is 0.66% for 2015/16. This
Median 1 '09 places you in the first quartile when compared to your
Q3 1:54 peer group.
3.744
Rentloss dustovoids
340  —tp—
0.80 -

306 0,66

2.724 0.60 4
E 2.38
g
o = D40
p 2.041
o
& 1.70- -
o .
5}
o 1.351

102 0.00 -

201415 201516
085 ear
Trend
0.344 Your Rent loss due to voids has increased from 0.47% in 2014/15 to 0.66% in 2015/16.
This increase of 0.19% compares to an average increase of 0.02% for your peer group
0.00 between 2014/15 and 2015/16.
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Change in void loss as a percentage of rent due

The below waterfall chart is an alternative way of showing the trend on void loss for your
organisation alongside the trend for your peers. We are particularly interested in your
feedback on this new chart type. Trend is calculated by taking your void loss for the
previous year from your void loss for the current year. Hence a negative figure means that
your void loss reduced.

Change in void loss as a % of rent due

Changeinvoidloss as a % ofrent due

(©) HouseMark 2016

T T T 1 T T T T T T_1 T_T_T_T_T_T_T_T_ T T T T T T, T i
BT R AR TR LR R E R R RS S LRSS
-?"'-u-
5,

Organisation Void loss as Void loss as Difference Median

% or rent due | % or rent due difference for

peer group
2015/16 2014/15
South Derbyshire DC 0.66% 0.47% 0.19% 0.02%
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Tenancy turnover rate

Tenancy turnover is the number of tenancy terminations divided by the total number of
units in management. The level of tenancy turnover is likely to impact on void costs per
property, rent loss due to voids as well as being an indicator of tenancy sustainment.

Position in peer group

11.80

10,62

9.44

8.28

7.08

580

Tenancy tumower rate

4.72

354

2.38

0.00

Q1
Median
Q3

5.96
7.25
8.17

Position

Your Tenancy turnover rate is 8.44% for 2015/16. This
places you in the fourth quartile when compared to your

peer group.

10,00 -

.00 -

6.00

4.00

2.00 7

0.00 -

Tenancy turnover rate

201415

Year

g.44

20158M6

Trend

Your Tenancy turnover rate has increased from 7.76% in 2014/15 to 8.44% in 2015/16.
This increase of 0.68% compares to an average decrease of 0.26% for your peer
group between 2014/15 and 2015/16.

(©) HouseMark 2016
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Change in tenancy turnover

The below waterfall chart is an alternative way of showing the trend on tenancy turnover
for your organisation alongside the trend for your peers. We are particularly interested in
your feedback on this new chart type. Trend is calculated by taking your tenancy turnover
for the previous year from your tenancy turnover for the current year. Hence a negative
figure means that your tenancy turnover reduced.

The scale represents the difference in tenancy turnover between previous year and
current year, as a percentage of units in management.

Changeintenancy turnover rate

Change in tenancy tumowver rate
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E
%

Organisation Tenancy Tenancy Difference Median

turnover turnover difference for

eer grou

2015/16 2014/15 P group

South Derbyshire DC 8.44% 7.76% 0.68% -0.26%
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Vacant dwellings at the end of the period

This stacked bar chart shows the percentage of units vacant at the end of the period, split
between available and unavailable to let. This is then compared to the average for your
peer group.

Vacant dwellings

1.88
1.80
1.52
1.44
1.36 1
1.28
1.20 4
1.12 4
1.04 4
0.96 1
0.88
= 0.80
0.72 1
084+
0.56
0.48
0.40 1
0.32 1
024
018
0.08
0.00

South Derbyshire DC Others
(2015/2018)

I °; properties vacant and availableto 1
I % properties vacant but unavailableto gt
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ASB resolution rate

This is the percentage of closed ASB cases that were resolved. An ASB case counts as
resolved if the landlord has evidence that the ASB is no longer a cause for concern. This
figure can be affected by differing practices in ASB case management. For example, some
landlords will not close a case until they know it has been resolved.

o Position
Position in peer group Q1 98.92 You did not submit 2015/16 data for this indicator.
Median 92.25
o Q3 82.91
ASBresolution rate
80.63 o
81.30
50.00 -
71.97
% . £0.00
= ®
o
+= e
= 5331 40.00 1
7]
z
© 4398 20.00 1
L
34,65
® ' 2014/15 2015116 '
26.32 ear
o Trend
F oDy
15591 il You did not submit 2015/16 data for this indicator.
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5.2 Housing management cost and satisfaction

This scatter chart plots total housing management cost per property against tenant
satisfaction with the landlord'’s services overall. The chart is divided into quadrants by the
median lines. As well as showing how your cost and satisfaction compares to the peer
group, presenting two indicators in this way enables an at-a-glance view of any potential
correlation between the two measures.

Your results will not appear in this chart if you have not provided a figure for the
satisfaction with the overall service provided measure.

Housing management costs and satisfacion
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6. Responsive repairs and void works

Carrying out responsive repairs and void works is a core landlord function.

Responsive repairs and void works costs can be split into management (client side) costs
and service provision (contractor side) costs. Some organisations outsource some or all
of the service provision side to contractors, whereas others may have a DLO (direct labour
organisation). Total costs should be comparable no matter the service delivery vehicle,
but when carrying out more detailed analysis, organisations with a DLO will have a greater
proportion of their costs as employee costs.

In this section we compare your total cost per property of responsive repairs and void
works to your peer group. We also look at some other key cost drivers such as the
average cost per responsive repair and the average cost per void repair.

For 2016 we have included additional charts on management costs (client side) as a
percentage of service provision (contractor side) spend.

Some headline repairs performance measures have also been included, as well as a
scatter chart comparing total cost per property of responsive repairs and void works with
satisfaction with repairs. Scatter charts are a useful way of showing two different
measures on one chart. Additionally, if there is any correlation between the two measures,
scatter charts make this possible to see at a glance.

Responsive repairs and void works total costs per property

Position in peer group Position
Q1 666.88 Your Total CPP of responsive repairs and void works is
143567 Median 745-18 £718.72 for 2015/16. This places you in the second
Q3 870.84 quartile when compared to your peer group.
1,338.70
Total CPP ofresponsive repairs and void works
w 124373 S
= 00.00 - ThB.08
2 718.72
'E 1,147 76
I S00.00.
s 1ot vy 0 B
@
I:'_I'J_‘I GEF 82
E Tl Tl o
] w1 400.00
T 350.85
[=]
o
']
& 76.3.88 e ——
"'5 uuuuu
i
o 667.91
z
T 57184 2014115 2015116
“ear
475.57
Trend
380.00 Your Total CPP of responsive repairs and void works has decreased from £755.08 in
2014/15to £718.72in 2015/16. This decrease of £36.36 compares to an average
increase of £6.49 for your peer group between 2014/15 and 2015/16.
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Responsiverepairs costs relative to peers

South Derbyshire Others
OC (2015/2018)

[ Total CPP ofresponsive repairs (managemeant)
I Total CPP ofresponsive repairs (service provision)
I Total CPP ofvoid works (management)

Il Total CPP ofvoidworks (service provision)

Note that for the others in your peer group, medians have been used. The sum of the
component medians may not necessarily equal the median of the aggregate measure.
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Management costs as a percentage of service provision spend

The below charts show management costs as a percentage of service provision spend for
responsive repairs and void works respectively. Although the charts suggest a low
proportion of management spend is a good thing (i.e. top quartile), in reality these
measures are about achieving the right balance. Investing in staff to manage contractors/
operatives can in theory help keep service provision spend low.
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Q1 15.56 Q1 14.24
Median 21.27 Median 18.66
Q3 30.06 Q3 26.02
Position Position

Your Responsive repairs management spend as a percentage
of responsive repairs service provision spend is 25.56% for
2015/16. This places you in the third quartile when compared
to your peer group.

Your Void works management spend as a percentage of void
works service provision spend is 48.33% for 2015/16. This
places you in the fourth quartile when compared to your peer
group.

Responsiverepairs managementspend as a percentage
ofresponsiverepairs service provision spend

Void works management spend as a percentage of void
works service provision spend

50,00 - 48.33
30.00 q 95 56
25,00 - 40.00 4
20.00 4 30.00 4
# 1500 # 20.00 -
10.00 4
5.00 ] 10.00+
0.00 - 0.00 -
201415 201516 201415 201516
“ear “ear
Trend Trend

Your Responsive repairs management spend as a percentage
of responsive repairs service provision spend has increased
from 19.38% in 2014/15 to 25.56% in 2015/16. This increase of
6.18% compares to no average change for your peer group
between 2014/15 and 2015/16.

Your Void works management spend as a percentage of void
works service provision spend has increased from 32.89% in
2014/15 to 48.33% in 2015/16. This increase of 15.44%
compares to no average change for your peer group between
2014/15and 2015/16.
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Cost per repair

Your Cost per responsive repair is £110.59 for 2015/16. This
places you in the second quartile when compared to your peer
group.

23052
22454 §,257.30 1
208,45 5 560,35
£ 10433 5,081.81
& T 4493771
@ 179,30 g
2 15422 B 390573
2 .
D 14914 5 3,317.69 1
- %
o 134.08] o 272965
5 ]
& 112804 2,141,681
103.80 1,563.57
§3.82 D553
7374 37749
Q1 107.00 Q1 1,954.02
Median 116.37 Median 2,605.96
Q3 153.20 Q3 3,207.70
Position Position

Your Cost per void repair is £1,221.10 for 2015/16. This places
you in the first quartile when compared to your peer group.

Costperresponsive repair

Costpervoid repair

Your Cost per responsive repair has increased from £109.04 in
2014/15to £110.59 in 2015/16. This increase of £1.55
compares to an average increase of £3.91 for your peer group
between 2014/15 and 2015/16.

120.00 109.04 110,58 2,000.00 1,812.32
100.00
50,004 1,500,001 129110
~ B0.00 w1 00000
40.00
500.00
20.00 4
0.00 0.00 -
2014M5 2015M6 201415 2015186
Year Year
Trend Trend

Your Cost per void repair has decreased from £1,812.32 in
2014/15to £1,221.10in 2015/16. This decrease of £591.22
compares to an average increase of £175.15 for your peer
group between 2014/15 and 2015/16.
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Average number of responsive repairs per property

Position in peer group

8.16

580

5044

4.43

3.924

3.36

Awerage number of responsive repairs per property

.56

0.00

Position
Q1 2.94 Your Average number of responsive repairs per property
Median 3.38 is 4.07 for 2015/16. This places you in the fourth quartile
Q3 395 when compared to your peer group.
Awerage number of responsive repairs per property
5.00 -
4.37
4.00 1
L 300
(e
]
E
< 2001
1.00 1
0.00 -
201415 201516
ear
Trend

Your Average number of responsive repairs per property has decreased from 4.37 in
2014/15 to 4.07 in 2015/16. This decrease of 0.30 compares to an average decrease
of 0.10 for your peer group between 2014/15 and 2015/16.
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6.1 Responsive repairs performance

Average number of calendar days taken to complete repairs

Position in peer group

18.80

18.00

=%
=
(=]
=]

14.40

1260

10.80

9.00

7.20

5.40

3.80

Awerage number of calendar days taken to complete repairs

1.80

0.00

Position
al 7.09 Your Average r.1urr.1ber of calendar days tgken to )
Median 8'64 complete repairs is 6.58 for 2015/16. This places you in
Q3 10:88 the first quartile when compared to your peer group.

Averagenumber of calendar days taken to compleie

repairs
.00 -
§.53

6.00
n
m 400
]

2.00 1

0.00 T

201415 201516
Year

Trend
You did not submit 2014/15 data for this indicator.
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Percentage of repairs completed at the first visit

Position in peer group

ar24

94.44

91.54

85.94

48.04

Percentage of repairs completed at first visit

7754

d3.24 O
80.44 .

T484|

T72.04

Position
al 97.05 Your Percentage of repairs completed at first visit is
Median 94'09 99.50% for 2015/16. This places you in the first quartile
Q3 9179 when compared to your peer group.
Percentage of repairs completed atfirst visit
0065 00,60
100.00 -
30.00 -
&0.00 -
40,00 1
20.00 1
0.00
201415 2016M6
“edr
Trend

Your Percentage of repairs completed at first visit has decreased from 99.65% in
2014/15 to 99.50% in 2015/16. This decrease of 0.15% compares to an average
decrease of 0.40% for your peer group between 2014/15 and 2015/16.

(©) HouseMark 2016

44




HouseMark Core Benchmarking Report 2015/16

Appointments kept as a percentage of appointments made

Position in peer group

9995,
896.70
9348
80.20
38.95 s
33.70
40.45
7720

73.95

Appointments kept as a percentage of appointments made

7070 e

g7.45

Position
al 98.93 You did not submit 2015/16 data for this indicator.
Median 96.25
Q3 92.91
Mo
data
Trend

You did not submit 2015/16 data for this indicator.
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6.2 Repairs cost and satisfaction

The chart below shows repairs costs and tenant satisfaction with the repairs service
compared, along with your position relative to your peer group.

Your results will not appear in this chart if you have not provided a figure for the STAR
satisfaction with the repairs and maintenance service measure.
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Total cost per property of responsive repairs & void works
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7. Major works and cyclical maintenance

This section compares your cost per property of major works and cyclical maintenance
with your peer group.

Major works spend can more accurately be called investment, and high costs in this area
are not necessarily a bad thing. Similarly, proactive cyclical maintenance can help
minimise reactive work.

Major works and cyclical maintenance costs can be split into management (client side)
costs and service provision (contractor side) costs. Major works spend includes capital
spend on major works, as well as any revenue spend.

New for 2016, we have included additional charts on management spend as a percentage
of service provision spend.

We have also included some headline performance measures, as well as a scatter chart
comparing total cost per property of major works and cyclical maintenance with
satisfaction with the overall quality of home. Scatter charts are a useful way of showing
two different measures on one chart. Additionally, if there is any correlation between the
two measures, scatter charts make this possible to see at a glance.

Major works and cyclical maintenance total cost per property

Position in peer group Position
al 1510.88 Your Total cost per property of major works and cyclical
- : : maintenance is £3,045.25 for 2015/16. This places you in
Median 1,745.61 .
the fourth quartile when compared to your peer group.
Q3 2,095.45
L 433243
C
E . Total costper property of major works and cydical
E 3,910.38 maintenance
E
E 3483828
2
o 3,066.18
C
m
_uE'.l
5 264408
“
w 2.221.898
E
k=
£ 1,795.83
o
3
o 13777
| .
[E]
o
B  oERg
a 955,68 201415 201518
™ v
ear
E 53353
Trend
111.48 Your Total cost per property of major works and cyclical maintenance has increased
from £2,305.57 in 2014/15 to £3,045.25in 2015/16. This increase of £739.68
compares to an average increase of £13.11 for your peer group between 2014/15 and
2015/16.
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Major works total cost per property

17.57 4
3340
49231
15.06 4
30.89
45.72 4
12.55+
78.38
44214
10004 4
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Majorwaorks total costs per property relative to peers

Sauth Others
Derbyshire
DC
(2015/2018)

I Total CPP of majorworks (management)
Il Total CPP of major warks (service provision)

Position

Your Major works total costs per
316 — ] 'ig;'g; property is £2,683.45 for 2015/16. This
Q3 1'839.25 places you in the fourth quartile when

compared to your peer group.

Majorworks total costs per propery

3,000.00 -

2,683.45

2,500.00

1,971.838
2,000.00

e 1,500,004

1,000.00

&00.00

0.00 -

201415 2018ME
“fear

Trend

Your Major works total costs per property has increased from
£1,971.88in2014/15 to £2,683.45in 2015/16. This increase of
£711.57 compares to an average increase of £10.52 for your peer
group between 2014/15 and 2015/16.

Note that for the others in your peer group, medians have been used. The sum of the
component medians may not necessarily equal the median of the aggregate measure.
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Cyclical maintenance total cost per property

Cyclical maintenancefotal costs per propery relaive io
pEErs

379.89

South Others
Derbyshire
oC
(2015/2016)

I Total CPP of cyclical maint (management)
Il Total CPP of cyclical maint (service provision)

Position
Q1 195.05 Your Cycllcal.malntenance total costs
. per property is £361.80 for 2015/16.
Median 278.43 . : -
This places you in the fourth quartile
Q3 353.82
when compared to your peer group.
Cyclical maintenance total costs per property
A00.00
361.80
33369
300.00
w1 20000
100,00
201415 2016ME
Wedr
Trend

Your Cyclical maintenance total costs per property has increased
from £333.69in 2014/15 to £361.80 in 2015/16. This increase of
£28.11 compares to an average increase of £2.24 for your peer

group between 2014/15 and 2015/16.

Note that for the others in your peer group, medians have been used. The sum of the
component medians may not necessarily equal the median of the aggregate measure.
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Management costs as a percentage of service provision spend

The below charts show management costs as a percentage of service provision spend for
major works and cyclical maintenance respectively. Although the charts suggest a low
proportion of management spend is a good thing (i.e. top quartile), in reality these
measures are about achieving the right balance. Investing in staff to manage contractors /
operatives can in theory help keep service provision spend low.

: - T4.80
o ] L
% 2370 8 £5.00/
m
E 21.33 1 B §1.20
=
2 18.981 5 54.40
o 2
g 1659 £ 47.60
2 z
: 2
-:% 9.48 1 § 27 20
cC m
C
AR Z 20401
w =
T 474 E 13501
: 3
& 23T 5 6.801
m -
= o
0.00 0.00
Q1 3.92 Q1 12.27
Median 6.17 Median 18.59
Q3 9.77 Q3 29.19
Position Position
Your Major works management spend as a percentage of major Your Cyclical maintenance management spend as a
works service provision spend is 3.32% for 2015/16. This places percentage of cyclical maintenance service provision spend
you in the first quartile when compared to your peer group. is 34.35% for 2015/16. This places you in the fourth quartile
when compared to your peer group.
Majorworks management spend as a percentage of Cyclical maintenance management spend as a
majorworks service provision spend percentage of cyclical maintenance service provision
£ 00 spend
SV 3435
425 35 00 - 33.18
4.00 30,00 4
3.00 4 2500
&+ 2 20.00
2.00 1 15.00
100+ 10.00 4
5.001
0.00 - 0.00 -
201415 201518 201415 201516
Wedr “edr
Trend Trend
Your Major works management spend as a percentage of major Your Cyclical maintenance management spend as a
works service provision spend has decreased from 4.25% in percentage of cyclical maintenance service provision spend
2014/15 to 3.32% in 2015/16. This decrease of 0.93% compares | has increased from 33.18% in 2014/15 to 34.35% in 2015/16.
to no average change for your peer group between 2014/15 and This increase of 1.17% compares to no average change for
2015/16. your peer group between 2014/15 and 2015/16.
50

(©) HouseMark 2016



HouseMark Core Benchmarking Report 2015/16

7.1 Major works and cyclical maintenance performance

Percentage of dwellings that are non-decent

Position in peer group

31.90

26.10

2320

17.40

1480

8.70

Percentage of dwellings that are non-decent

580

2.80

Q1 0.00
Median 0.25
Q3 2.48

Position

Your Percentage of dwellings that are non-decent is
0.00% for 2015/16. This places you in the first quartile
when compared to your peer group.

2900  e—tf—

20.30 @

11.60 .

Percentage of dwellings that are non-decent

0.00 0.00

2014/15 2016/16
ear

0.00 | — = s

Trend

Your Percentage of dwellings that are non-decent has not changed from 0.00% in
2014/15 to 0.00% in 2015/16. This increase of 0.00% compares to no average change
for your peer group between 2014/15 and 2015/16.
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Average SAP rating

Position in peer group

7455

73.06

71.67

70.08

53.59

87.10

Awerage SAP rating

85.61

g4.12

g2.63

boe

§1.14

B9.65

Position
Q1 7053 Your Average SAP rating is 67.50 for 2015/16. This
Median 68.00 places you in the third quartile when compared to your
Q3 6593 | Peergroup.
Average AP rating
80.00 -
&67.50
60.00 -
| .
E
E 40000
z
20.00
0.00 -
201415 201516
edr
Trend

Your Average SAP rating has increased from 62.00 in 2014/15 to 67.50 in 2015/16.
This increase of 5.50 compares to an average decrease of 0.10 for your peer group
between 2014/15 and 2015/16.
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Dwellings with a gas safety certificate

Position in peer group

99.96
95.85
2974
99.63
95.62

35.41

99,30 o
89,19 .

95.08

Dwellings with a valid gas safety certificate

98.97 —i—

93.96

Position
al 100.00 Your Dwellings with a valid gas safety certificate is
Median 99.98 99.96% for 2015/16. This places you in the third quartile
Q3 09.86 when compared to your peer group.
Dweellings with avalid gas safety certificate
120.00
100.00 00,95
100.00
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20.00 1
0.00
201415 2016M6
“edr
Trend

Your Dwellings with a valid gas safety certificate has decreased from 100.00% in
2014/15 to 99.96% in 2015/16. This decrease of 0.04% compares to no average
change for your peer group between 2014/15 and 2015/16.
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7.2 Major works and cyclical maintenance cost and satisfaction

The chart below shows total costs per property of major works and cyclical maintenance
and tenant satisfaction with the overall quality of the home compared, along with your
position relative to your peer group.

Note that the satisfaction measure used in this chart is a STAR satisfaction measure
based on arandom sample of all tenants. This differs from the transactional measure
included in the VFM Scorecard (satisfaction with the quality of new home) which is asked
of tenants/leaseholders of new build properties only.

Your results will not appear on this chart if you have not provided a figure for the STAR
satisfaction with the overall quality of home measure.
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8. Estate Services

The chart below shows your cost per property of estate services. Some landlords will have
significant responsibilities for grounds maintenance or cleaning of communal areas
depending on their stock profile and contractual arrangements with local authorities.
Different types of properties require different levels of estate services - for example, flats
compared with houses or street properties compared with estates where the organisation
owns the majority of properties. This indicator should therefore be treated with some

caution.

Additionally, the cost per property does not take into account any income received via

service charges.

Position in peer group

Total cost per property of estate services

Position
Your Total cost per property of estate services is £50.64

Q1 84.68 ) ) h -
ggdian 1;322 ];%rrr?g;r?e/(] ii(.)'l;/f:)llsjrprljzceisgggﬁglr\ the first quartile when
Total cost per property of estate services

50.00 -

40.00 -

20.00 1

o 2014115 201515
ear
Trend

Your Total cost per property of estate services has decreased from £61.75in 2014/15
to £50.64 in 2015/16. This decrease of £11.11 compares to an average increase of
£0.77 for your peer group between 2014/15 and 2015/16.
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9.

Development

Units developed as a percentage of stock

The below charts show your units developed as a percentage of stock and also displays
your units developed by tenure type.

Units developed as a % of stock relative to peers

Units developed as a % of stock relativeto peers
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South Derbyshire Others
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Homes for sale developed as % of current stock
Shared ownership units developed as % of cument stock
Market rentunits developed as % of current stock

I (ntermediate units developed as % of current stock
Il Affordable units developed as % of current stock
Il Social units developed as % of current stock

Position

Your Total units developed as % of current stock is
2.66% for 2015/16. This places you in the first quartile
when compared to your peer group.

Total units developed as % of current stock

3.00 -
2.66
2.501
2.001
# 150

1.00 4

0.50 1

0.00

201418 201816
ear

Trend

Your Total units developed as % of current stock has
increased from 2.07% in 2014/15 to 2.66% in 2015/16.
This increase of 0.59% compares to an average
decrease of 0.10% for your peer group between
2014/15 and 2015/16.
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10. Corporate Health

Staff are a key business asset and this section provides some headline staffing measures
compared to your peer group.

Staff turnover includes voluntary and involuntary turnover. Whilst low staff turnover is
generally considered to be a good thing, some staff churn may be desirable for your
business. Analysis of staff turnover split between voluntary and involuntary is available

online.

Sickness absence includes both long and short term sickness absence.

Staff turnover

Position in peer group

Mo
Wi

Staff tumover
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230]  —t—

Position
Q1 75 Your Staff turnover is 13.8% for 2015/16. This places you
Median 10'3 in the fourth quartile when compared to your peer group.
Q3 13.3
Staff turnowver
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10,04
3.0
&
4.0
2.0
- 2014115
Trend

You did not submit 2014/15 data for this indicator.
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Average number of days lost to sickness

Position in peer group

20.30

1827

16.24

14.21

12.18

1015

6.09

Awerage number of days lost to sickness

4.08

2.03

0.00

Position
Q1 7.29 You did not submit 2015/16 data for this indicator.
Median 10.30
Q3 12.36
No
data
Trend

You did not submit 2015/16 data for this indicator.
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Staff satisfaction with employer

Position in peer group

979

89.04

80.1+

71.24

82.34

53.44
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35.61

Staff satisfaction with employer

26.7 1

17.84
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L ———

Position
al 82.1 You did not submit 2015/16 data for this indicator.
Median 68.0
Q3 53.0
Mo
data
Trend

You did not submit 2015/16 data for this indicator.
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11. Customer contact and complaints

The below boxplots show a selection of contact centre and complaints measures.
The average time taken to answer inbound telephone calls is measured in seconds.
HouseMark recently carried out an in-depth benchmarking exercise of contact centres

and complaints in which over 100 housing providers took part. For more information on
this exercise, please contact data@housemark.co.uk
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Q1 93.1 Q1 34 Q1 94.6
Median 91.1 Median 47 Median 92.2
Q3 89.1 Q3 69 Q3 82.3
Position Position Position
You did not submit 2015/16 data for this You did not submit 2015/16 data for Your Percentage of complaints
indicator. this indicator. resolved at first contact is 86.7% for
2015/16. This places you in the third
quartile when compared to your peer
group.
Trend Trend Trend
You did not submit 2015/16 data for this You did not submit 2015/16 data for Your Percentage of complaints
indicator. this indicator. resolved at first contact has decreased
from 90.5% in 2014/15 to 86.7% in
2015/16. This decrease of 3.8%
compares to an average decrease of
2.2% for your peer group between
2014/15 and 2015/16.
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12. Tenant satisfaction (STAR and transactional)

The next two pages contain satisfaction results for your organisation compared to your
peer group.

The first six boxplot charts are all sourced from STAR surveys that have been carried out.
STAR is a sector wide methodology for measuring satisfaction in a comparable way and is
robustly validated by HouseMark to ensure the criteria are adhered to. Crucially, STAR
surveys are based on arandom sample of all tenants. This is referred to as ‘perceptional’
satisfaction.

The second set of boxplots show transactional satisfaction survey results. Transactional
satisfaction surveys are carried out following an interaction with the landlord (for example
arepair). In 2015, HouseMark has launched StarT, a framework for collecting and
comparing transactional satisfaction surveys. 2015/16 figures shown in this report are
validated by HouseMark as StarT compliant, although any figures for prior years are not.
More information on StarT can be found on our website www.housemark.co.uk
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12.1

Tenant satisfaction (STAR)

Your Satisfaction with overall
service is 92.5% for 2015/16.
This places you in the first
quartile when compared to your
peer group.

Your Satisfaction that views are
listened to is 79.1% for 2015/16.
This places you in the first quartile
when compared to your peer
group.

Your Satisfaction with repairs is
90.8% for 2015/16. This places
you in the first quartile when
compared to your peer group.

Your Satisfaction that rent
provides VFM is 90.3% for
2015/16. This places you in the
first quartile when compared to
your peer group.

Your Satisfaction with quality of
home is 91.3% for 2015/16. This
places you in the first quartile
when compared to your peer
group.
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: Q3 59.7 Q3 74.2 Q3 78.0 Q3 79.0 Q3 79.6
Position Position Position Position Position Position

Your Satisfaction with
neighbourhood is 91.5% for
2015/16. This places you in the
first quartile when compared to
your peer group.
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12.2 Transactional satisfaction (StarT)
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Q3 92.3 Q3 NoData Q3 58.9 Q3 63.0 Q3 30.8 Q3 60.0
Position Position Position Position Position Position
You did not submit 2015/16 data You did not submit 2015/16 data You did not submit 2015/16 data You did not submit 2015/16 data You did not submit 2015/16 data You did not submit 2015/16 data
for this indicator. for this indicator. for this indicator. for this indicator. for this indicator. for this indicator.
Trend Trend Trend Trend Trend Trend
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for this indicator. for this indicator. for this indicator. for this indicator. for this indicator. for this indicator.
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13. Appendix - Disclosure of information

The information and data contained in this report are subject to the following
clauses in HouseMark members' subscription agreements. These refer to future
and further use of the information.

Where any compilations of Benchmarking Data or statistics or Good Practice
Examples produced from data (other than Data submitted by the Subscriber)
stored on the database forming part of the System are made for internal or external
reports by or on behalf of the Subscriber, the Subscriber shall ensure that credit is
given with reasonable prominence in respect of each part of the data used every
time it is used (whether orally or in writing) and such credit shall include the words
‘Source: HouseMark'.

The Subscriber shall use best endeavors to ensure that any and all uses of the
System shall be made with reasonable care and skill and in a way which is not
misleading.

The Subscriber may not sell, lease, license, transfer, give or otherwise dispose of
the whole or any part of the System or any Copy. The provisions of this clause shall
survive termination or expiry of this Agreement, however caused.

The Subscriber shall not make any Copy or reproduce in any way the whole or a
part of the System except that the Subscriber may make such copies (paper based
or electronic) of the data and information displayed on the System as are
reasonably necessary to use the System in the manner specifically and expressly
permitted by this Agreement.

The Subscriber agrees not to use the System (or any part of it) exceptin
accordance with the express terms and conditions of this Agreement.
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