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1. Executive Summary 

1.1 Introduction 

The operating environment for social housing is one of the most challenging and fast moving 
for many years. The biggest reform of welfare for a generation, public sector cuts, a flat 
lining economy and Housing Revenue Account reform create significant pressures on social 
landlords and their tenants. At the same time a sustained period of focus on placing the 
customer at the centre of social housing delivery has created a legacy of high expectations. 
Continuing to meet these aspirations with reduced funding requires new thinking and ways 
of working.  
 
Regulation has changed: more light touch and less prescriptive. Tenants and providers 
working constructively together at a local level is key to ensuring the effective delivery of 
consumer standards. However, resources will need to be used efficiently and value for 
money maximised if the benefits of housing finance reform are to be realised and housing is 
to make its contribution to the wider policy agenda. 
 
This new environment provides both an opportunity and an imperative for social housing 
organisations to think about their purpose and how they best maximise social value in the 
future. The need to ensure that available resources are used as efficiently and effectively as 
possible is more crucial than ever, given resource constraints. HouseMark’s core cost and 
performance benchmarking remains a key tool in helping you assess the effectiveness of 
your housing management and maintenance activities; however, we can guarantee that we 
are committed to ensuring it evolves to meet the changing needs and requirements of the 
sector. To this end, we will be consulting with members over the coming months about the 
following: 
 

 The use value of HouseMark benchmarking data, and how this can be improved 
 What other data services (aside from benchmarking) you would be interested in 

HouseMark developing and providing 
 What other data you would like us to collect, and suggestions as to how it could be 

used to further the sector’s improvement and efficiency 
  
Please look out for further communications from us about this, or alternatively speak to your 
Regional Manager. 
 

1.2 Background 

We have introduced a new approach to reporting this year. This short executive summary 
includes a high level summary of your results alongside some key business measures. The 
remainder of the report is divided into a series of individual sections which drill down in more 
detail into key activity areas and which are aimed at heads of service and operational 
managers as well as those charged with carrying out more detailed service reviews. 
 
Many of our customers have told us that they want earlier reports. They want their 
benchmarking data early enough to drive change, inform their annual planning round and to 
use as part of their annual self-assessment and report. Our new approach has enabled us to 
provide earlier comparisons to a sector specific peer group. This report also contains, your 
data for 2011/12 where this is available, to provide a year on year trend.   
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Your peer group has been sourced from organisations that have submitted performance 
data for the current year. Cost data has been drawn from 2012/13 and 2011/12 uplifted for 
inflation where appropriate. As in previous years your data in this draft report has been 
compared with the Metropolitan peer group. The traditional ALMO report will be produced in 
October as in previous years. 
 
At a meeting earlier this year with the National Federation of ALMOs and regional CEO’s we 
agreed that we would look to provide additional contextual information.  This information can 
be useful when deciding on a more bespoke peer group.   
 
Below is a table which shows stock managed for general needs, housing for older persons 
and leasehold. 
 

Organisation 
Units managed  

GN 
Units managed 

HfOP 
Units managed  

GN & HfOP 
Units managed 

Leasehold 
Gateshead Housing Company (The) (2012/2013) 18,659 1,541 20,200 814 

Gateshead Housing Company (The) (2011/2012) 18,984 1,578 20,562 810 

Aire Valley Homes Leeds 13,191 1,876 15,067 280 

Berneslai Homes 18,256 710 18,966 321 

Derby Homes 11,873 1,688 13,561 490 

Golden Gates Housing Trust 7,215 1,284 8,499 242 

Northwards Housing 11,718 815 12,533 263 

Nottingham City Homes 26,019 2,138 28,157 1,056 

Salix Homes 10,559 0 10,559 317 

Sheffield Homes 39,766 1,168 40,934 2,170 

Solihull Community Housing 10,183 0 10,183 1,122 

South Tyneside Homes 16,786 1,247 18,033 706 

St Leger Homes of Doncaster 13,578 7,164 20,742 246 

Wigan & Leigh Housing 21,395 1,259 22,654 284 

Wolverhampton Homes 21,048 0 21,048 1,975 

 
Other contextual information included in the rest of the report is as follows: 
 

 Customer Service Excellence Standard achievement 
 Year of DHS completion or expected year of completion 
 Whether an organisation has a DLO 
 Whether Choice Based Lettings is used 
 Housing management system IT provider 
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1.3 Methodology 

Our benchmarking data provides an analysis of your costs and resourcing at an activity level 
alongside detailed performance and satisfaction data. Our data is subject to a rigorous 
validation and quality assurance process to ensure data integrity which is summarised in the 
diagram below. 

 

 

 
HouseMark Data Validation and Quality Assurance Process 
 
We have introduced a number of tools to minimise the effort involved in data collection. In 
2011 we introduced an E-Form for data entry which speeds up the data collection process 
by: 
 

 Identifying significant year on year variances at data input stage 
 Allowing performance data to be input once and used across multiple products 
 Carrying forward employee data from the previous year – allowing you to amend as 

necessary and make more complex changes offline via a downloadable employee 
spreadsheet 

 
Our new non-pay mapping tool removes the annual chore of mapping your non-pay costs 
to HouseMark categories. This new spreadsheet acts as an interface between your accounts 
data and HouseMark’s categories. Once you’ve completed the mapping you can upload your 
data direct to the E-Form without the need for manual input. You can keep the mapping 
spreadsheet so that your data can be mapped quickly and easily in future years – saving you 
valuable time. 
 

Data submitted via E-Form 

Data checked to external data 
(e.g. accounts) 

Detailed checks of data inputs 

Variance analysis and peer 
group comparisons 

Data triangulation 

Validation queries raised and resolved 

Quality assurance checks undertaken 

Data uploaded to live website 
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1.4 Insight for improvement 

Your HouseMark benchmarking data is designed to provide essential business insight to 
help provide assurance and drive improvement.  Acting primarily as a self-assessment tool, 
our data helps you to understand, assess and challenge your cost and performance in order 
to improve the quality and value for money of your services. 
 
Your benchmarking data can support your annual planning processes by helping you assess 
how your resourcing levels compare with others, and whether you have achieved the 
optimum balance between inputs, outputs and outcomes. This will help inform your priorities 
for investment, improvement and efficiency savings and contribute to the effective allocation 
of resources and intelligent target setting.  
 
Your data provides valuable intelligence to help inform your priorities for service review by 
improving your understanding of the comparative costs, key cost drivers and relative 
performance of individual service areas. 
 
It also provides essential context to help board members and tenant scrutineers better 
understand your relative performance and costs, and to play their part in effectively holding 
you to account to help drive improvement.  
 
Remember all the data in this report can be accessed on-line via our website which gives 
you the opportunity to drill down in more detail and to compare with a variety of different peer 
groups. We would also be pleased to present and discuss the key results in this report to 
your executive team or a wider group of managers. Furthermore, we can provide expert 
support to help you drill down into your results, undertake data analysis, and ensure you 
make the maximum use of your benchmarking data. Please contact your Regional Manager 
for more information. 
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1.5 Your Value for Money Summary 

The following summary table provides a high level overview of the relationship between cost 
and performance across the main business activities for which we hold data. Each of these 
business activities is explored in more detail in subsequent sections of the report. Please 
note that the cost information shown on the left of the table is based on the total cost of each 
service, including allocated overheads.  

Efficiency Summary for Gateshead Housing Company (The) 

Business 
Activity 

Cost KPI 

Cost KPI Quartile 

Quality KPI 

Quality KPI Quartile 

Gateshead 
Housing 

Company 
(The) 

(2012/2013) 

Gateshead 
Housing 

Company 
(The) 

(2011/2012) 

Gateshead 
Housing 

Company 
(The) 

(2012/2013) 

Gateshead 
Housing 

Company 
(The) 

(2011/2012) 

Overheads 
Overhead costs as % 
adjusted turnover   

Overhead costs as % direct revenue 
costs   

Major Works 
& Cyclical 
Maintenance 

Total CPP of Major 
Works & Cyclical 
Maintenance 

  

Percentage of tenants satisfied with 
the overall quality of their home (GN 
& HfOP) 

  

Percentage of dwellings that are 
non-decent   

Responsive 
Repairs & 
Void Works 

Total CPP of 
Responsive Repairs & 
Void Works 

  

Percentage of tenants satisfied with 
repairs and maintenance (GN & 
HfOP) 

  

Average number of calendar days 
taken to complete repairs   

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

Housing 
Management 

Total CPP of Housing 
Management   

Percentage of tenants satisfied with 
the service provided (GN & HfOP)   

Percentage of anti-social behaviour 
cases resolved successfully   

Current tenant rent arrears as % of 
rent due (excluding voids)   

Estate 
Services 

Total CPP of Estate 
Services   

Percentage of tenants satisfied with 
their neighbourhood as a place to 
live (GN &HfOP) 

  

 
Quartile Key 

 Upper Quartile Middle Upper Median Middle Lower Lower Quartile N/A No Data 

Valid dataset        
Small dataset        

 
The traffic light indicators use the convention that high performance and low cost are green 
(upper quartile). However, it is acknowledged that average or higher than average costs 
might be perfectly acceptable, or even desirable, where this is consistent with furthering your 
business objectives and/or can be justified in terms of performance and/or user satisfaction. 

 
Note: For all satisfaction measures taken from the latest STAR survey, the charts show the 
combined findings for tenants living in general needs and housing for older people 
accommodation. Separate results for general needs and housing for older people STAR 
results are available online. 
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1.6 Business-wide measures 

HouseMark core benchmarking provides you with the opportunity to compare key 
organisation-wide performance indicators relating to corporate health and customer service.  
 
1.6.1 Corporate health 
 
The summary table below allows you to compare your staff turnover, sickness absence and 
staff satisfaction with other landlords. High staff turnover can impact significantly on costs 
and performance and tackling absenteeism can help produce productivity gains. Staff 
turnover is also now broken down between voluntary and involuntary turnover.  
 

Corporate Health Summary 

KPI Sample 
Size Upper Median Lower 

Gateshead Housing Company 
(The) (2012/2013) 

Gateshead Housing Company 
(The) (2011/2012) 

Result Rank Quartile Result Rank Quartile 

Voluntary staff turnover in the year 9 2.9 3.8 8.5 8.6 8 
 

16.0 10 
 

Involuntary staff turnover in the 
year 

9 1.2 1.6 3.4 1.2 3 
 

0.3 1 
 

Percentage of staff turnover in the 
year 

12 6.0 8.5 10.6 9.9 8 
 

16.3 13 
 

Average number of working 
days/shifts lost to sickness 
absence per employee 

12 7.3 7.7 9.7 7.8 7 
 

8.5 9 
 

 

The Customer Service Excellence Standard tests those areas that are a priority for 

customers, with particular focus on delivery, timeliness, information, professionalism and 

staff attitude. There is also emphasis placed on developing customer insight, 

understanding the user’s experience and robust measurement of service satisfaction.  

Many ALMOs choose to seek accreditation against this standard and the table below 

identifies whether the whole or part of the organisation has achieved it. 

 
Organisation CSES achieved Organisation CSES achieved 

Gateshead Housing Company (The) (2012/2013) 
Whole 

organisation Gateshead Housing Company (The) (2011/2012) Whole organisation 

Aire Valley Homes Leeds No Berneslai Homes No 

Derby Homes 
Whole 

organisation Golden Gates Housing Trust Whole organisation 

Northwards Housing 
Whole 

organisation Nottingham City Homes No 

Salix Homes 
Whole 

organisation Sheffield Homes Whole organisation 

Solihull Community Housing 
Whole 

organisation South Tyneside Homes Partial organisation 

St Leger Homes of Doncaster 
Whole 

organisation Wigan & Leigh Housing No 

Wolverhampton Homes No   
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2. Major Works and Cyclical Maintenance 

2.1 Major works and cyclical maintenance total cost per property 

The following chart shows how much per property each member of your peer group spent on 
the total costs of major works and cyclical maintenance (including direct works costs, direct 
employee costs, direct non-pay costs and allocated overhead costs). This measure includes 
both the ‘client side’ management and administration costs and the ‘contractor side’ direct 
spend.  

 
 

Organisations: 

1 Northwards Housing 6 Derby Homes 11 St Leger Homes of Doncaster 

2 Solihull Community Housing 7 Berneslai Homes 12 Wolverhampton Homes 

3 Gateshead Housing Company (The) (2012/2013) 8 Wigan & Leigh Housing 13 South Tyneside Homes 

4 Sheffield Homes 9 Golden Gates Housing Trust 14 Nottingham City Homes 

5 Aire Valley Homes Leeds 10 Gateshead Housing Company (The) (2011/2012) 15 Salix Homes 
 
 

Total cost per property of Major Works & Cyclical Maintenance 

Comparator Group Quartiles 
Upper Median Lower 
1,025.36 1,339.47 2,203.08 

Id Results for Gateshead Housing Company (The) Result Rank Quartile 
3 Gateshead Housing Company (The) (2012/2013) 990.48 3 

10 Gateshead Housing Company (The) (2011/2012) 1,721.90 10 
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2.2 Analysis of service provision and management costs for 
major works and cyclical maintenance 

Total costs for major works and cyclical maintenance can be analysed between service 
provision (contractor costs) and management (client side) as detailed in the summary table 
below. 
 

Major Works & Cyclical Maintenance - Cost Summary 

KPI Sample 
Size Upper Median Lower 

Gateshead Housing Company 
(The) (2012/2013) 

Gateshead Housing Company 
(The) (2011/2012) 

Result Rank Quartile Result Rank Quartile 

Total CPP of Major Works & 
Cyclical Maintenance 

14 1,025 1,339 2,203 990 3 
 

1,722 10 
 

Total CPP of Major Works 
(Service Provision) 

14 705 976 1,862 676 3 
 

1,410 10 
 

Total CPP of Major Works 
(Management) 

14 66 106 125 60 3 
 

74 7 
 

Total CPP of Cyclical 
Maintenance (Service Provision) 

14 156 194 260 237 9 
 

220 9 
 

Total CPP of Cyclical 
Maintenance (Management) 

14 20 32 46 18 4 
 

18 4 
 

 
The above cost measures include overheads, enabling a more relevant comparison between 
organisations that outsource to a contractor and those that have an internal DLO.  
 
The overall level of expenditure will be heavily influenced by a number of key factors 
including the age and condition of the housing stock, the current approach to stock 
investment, the overall asset management strategy, availability of finance as well as 
customer choice and preference and programme delivery. Comparative spend should be 
assessed in this context.  
 
Typically, you would expect to see management costs which reflect the size of the 
programme. For example, an organisation with high service provision costs might expect to 
see high management costs. However, this is not always the case. Low management costs 
may be an indication of an efficient and effective ‘client side’ functions. Conversely, it may 
indicate it is insufficiently resourced to manage/administer the service. High management 
costs per property may indicate inefficiency in management/administration or may be 
justified in terms of controlling contractor costs.  
 
You can use the online in-depth benchmarking schedules (suite E) to identify your total 
spend on each of the major works and cyclical maintenance service provision, and 
management activities as a percentage of your total spend on repairs and maintenance 
(including responsive repairs and void works). 
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2.3 Key performance indicators for major works and cyclical 
maintenance 

We collect a number of key performance indicators for major works and cyclical 
maintenance. Your results compared with your peer group are shown in the table below. 
 

Major Works & Cyclical Maintenance - Performance Summary 

KPI Sample 
Size Upper Median Lower 

Gateshead Housing Company 
(The) (2012/2013) 

Gateshead Housing Company 
(The) (2011/2012) 

Result Rank Quartile Result Rank Quartile 

% of respondents very or fairly 
satisfied with the overall quality 
of their home (GN & HfOP) 

10 87.35 84.20 82.28 87.60 3 
 

87.10 4 
 

Percentage of dwellings that are 
non-decent 

9 0.0 8.1 8.9 0.0 1 
 

0.0 1 
 

Average SAP rating of self-
contained dwellings 

9 71.0 70.1 70.0 71.6 2 
 

69.1 8 
 

Percentage of dwellings with a 
valid gas safety certificate 

10 100.00 99.98 99.70 99.97 6 
 

100.00 1 
 

 
Tenant satisfaction with overall quality of the home captures tenants’ feelings about the 
building fabric, fixtures and fittings provided by the landlord.  

 
The Decent Homes Standard is a key indicator for all social landlords. It is current 
government policy that all social rented homes (with some limited and specific exceptions) 
should meet the decent homes standard and should continue to be maintained to at least 
that standard.  
 
The table below shows the calendar year that the organisations included in your peer group 
achieved (or expect to achieve) the Decent Homes Standard for all their stock. 
 

Organisation Year of 
DHS Organisation Year of 

DHS 

Gateshead Housing Company (The) (2012/2013) 2011 Gateshead Housing Company (The) (2011/2012) 2011 

Aire Valley Homes Leeds 2011 Berneslai Homes 2010 

Derby Homes 2006 Golden Gates Housing Trust 2008 

Northwards Housing 2011 Nottingham City Homes 2015 

Salix Homes 2016 Sheffield Homes 2014 

Solihull Community Housing 2012 South Tyneside Homes 2017 

St Leger Homes of Doncaster 2015 Wigan & Leigh Housing NoData 

Wolverhampton Homes 2014   

 
The best measure currently available to compare environmental performance is to use the 
Government’s Standard Assessment Procedure for Energy Rating of Dwellings (SAP). 
SAP uses a scale of 1 to 100: the higher the rating, the more energy-efficient the dwelling. 
The average SAP rating is calculated on all self-contained, general needs dwellings in 
ownership1. Whilst SAP rating will be heavily influenced by the type of stock, relative 
performance may influence future investment decisions.  
 
The landlord gas safety record reflects landlord obligations under the Gas Safety 
(Installations and Use) Regulations 1998. Failure to meet these obligations may result in 
serious consequences. Further information on major works and cyclical maintenance is 
available online in schedules E1-E6. 

                                            
1 Note SAP 2009 data is also accepted for this indicator as the methodologies are comparable.  
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3. Responsive Repairs and Void Works 

All the services you provide as a social landlord are important, but tenants put particular 
emphasis on receiving a cost-effective, high-quality repairs and maintenance service. 
 

3.1 Responsive repairs and voids re-servicing total cost per 
property 
 
The chart below shows the total costs per property (including direct works costs, direct non-
pay costs, direct employee costs and allocated overhead costs) of responsive repairs and 
voids re-servicing compared with your peers. It includes both the ‘client side’ management 
and administration functions and the ‘contractor side’ direct spend.  

 
 

Organisations: 

1 Aire Valley Homes Leeds 6 St Leger Homes of Doncaster 11 Nottingham City Homes 

2 Sheffield Homes 7 South Tyneside Homes 12 Salix Homes 

3 Northwards Housing 8 Berneslai Homes 13 Solihull Community Housing 

4 Wolverhampton Homes 9 Derby Homes 14 Gateshead Housing Company (The) 

5 Wigan & Leigh Housing 10 Gateshead Housing Company (The) 15 Golden Gates Housing Trust 
 
 

Total cost per property of Responsive Repairs & Void Works 

Comparator Group Quartiles 
Upper Median Lower 
634.44 692.07 732.83 

Id Results for Gateshead Housing Company (The) Result Rank Quartile 
10 Gateshead Housing Company (The) (2012/2013) 721.71 10 

14 Gateshead Housing Company (The) (2011/2012) 781.42 14 
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3.2 Summary of service provision and management costs for 
responsive repairs and void works costs 

In the following table we have distinguished between the ‘client-side’ costs and the 
‘contractor-side’ spend of responsive repairs and void works costs. However, it is not always 
easy to separate these costs, especially where partnering arrangements are in place or 
where client-side functions are outsourced, so these indicators should be treated with 
caution. These measures also include allocated overhead costs, enabling a more useful 
comparison to be made between organisations that outsource to a contractor and those that 
have an internal direct labour organisation (DLO).  
 

Responsive Repairs & Void Works - Cost Summary 

KPI Sample 
Size Upper Median Lower 

Gateshead Housing Company 
(The) (2012/2013) 

Gateshead Housing Company 
(The) (2011/2012) 

Result Rank Quartile Result Rank Quartile 

Total CPP of Responsive Repairs 
& Void Works 

14 634 692 733 722 10 
 

781 14 
 

Total CPP of Responsive Repairs 
(Service Provision) 

14 352 385 428 376 5 
 

483 13 
 

Total CPP of Responsive Repairs 
(Management) 

14 62 78 111 97 9 
 

89 9 
 

Total CPP of Void Works (Service 
Provision) 

14 179 195 214 224 13 
 

180 5 
 

Total CPP of Void Works 
(Management) 

14 22 25 32 25 7 
 

29 10 
 

 
To assist in identifying which organisations have a DLO HouseMark ask for this information 
as a profile question.  The table below shows whether or not the members in the peer group 
have a DLO or not. 
 

 
A low service provision cost per property for responsive repairs may be the result of effective 
planned work programmes. It may also indicate that the organisation has negotiated efficient 
procurement arrangements, bringing down the cost of labour and materials. However, it may 
equally reflect a lack of investment in the service, and it is important to view this indicator in 
conjunction with the performance and satisfaction indicators provided below and in the 
detailed appendices.  
 
A high cost per property for responsive repairs management may indicate inefficiency in the 
management/administration of that service. However, it may also be cost effective if able to 
drive efficiencies in contractor costs. A low cost may reflect an efficiently run service. 
Equally, it might be an indication that more resources are required in this area.  
 
Void works service provision costs only include the routine void costs when a property is re-
let. Major works undertaken to void properties are included within the major and cyclical 
repairs function. Your void cost per property figures shown above will be driven by a 

Organisation DLO (Y/N) Organisation DLO (Y/N) 

Gateshead Housing Company (The) (2012/2013) N Gateshead Housing Company (The) (2011/2012) N 

Aire Valley Homes Leeds N Berneslai Homes Y 

Derby Homes Y Golden Gates Housing Trust Y 

Northwards Housing N Nottingham City Homes Y 

Salix Homes N Sheffield Homes N 

Solihull Community Housing Y South Tyneside Homes Y 

St Leger Homes of Doncaster Y Wigan & Leigh Housing N 

Wolverhampton Homes Y   
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combination of the average cost of a void repair and the volume of voids during the year. 
These are shown in the performance tables below. 
 
You can use the online in-depth benchmarking schedules (suite F) to identify your total 
spend on each of the responsive repairs and void works service provision and management 
activities as a percentage of your total spend on repairs and maintenance (including major 
works and cyclical maintenance). 
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3.3 Key performance indicators for responsive repairs and void 
works 

We collect a number of key performance indicators for responsive repairs and void works 
and your results compared with your peer group are shown in the table below. 
 

Responsive Repairs - Performance Summary 

KPI Sample 
Size Upper Median Lower 

Gateshead Housing Company 
(The) (2012/2013) 

Gateshead Housing Company 
(The) (2011/2012) 

Result Rank Quartile Result Rank Quartile 

% or respondents very or 
fairly satisfied with repairs 
and maintenance (GN & 
HfOP) 

8 89.08 86.45 82.50 NoData N/A 
 

NoData N/A 
 

Average number of calendar 
days taken to complete 
repairs 

8 6.50 7.87 10.36 6.21 2 
 

8.47 5 
 

P1 & P2 as a % of total 
repairs 

9 33.0 41.3 54.6 58.6 8 
 

NoData N/A 
 

Average time in days to re-
let empty properties (GN & 
HfOP) 

9 19.68 22.00 29.00 13.26 1 
 

30.12 8 
 

 
Tenant satisfaction with the repairs and maintenance service (general needs and 
housing for older people) is a key measure of whether a good service is being delivered from 
the tenants’ perspective. This information is sourced from the most recent STAR/STATUS 
satisfaction survey data (or similar) submitted and relates to tenants living in general needs 
accommodation.  
 
The average repair completion time reflects the actual time tenants have waited. Some 
argue this is more tenant-focused than reporting the landlord’s performance in achieving its 
own target response times (as in the traditional measure ‘percentage of 
emergency/urgent/routine repairs completed within target’). It can be useful to look at the two 
measures together alongside tenant satisfaction.  
 
Depending on the contracting arrangements, responding to a repair as a priority can be 
more expensive than treating the same repair as routine. Reducing the number of 
emergency and urgent repairs can bring important financial savings. The proportion of 
priority work undertaken will be influenced by several factors, including the nature of the 
stock and tenant profile. However, a high percentage of emergency and urgent repairs may 
indicate that work is being over-prioritised and highlight training needs around the accurate 
diagnosis and prioritisation of repairs.  
  
Social landlords should aim to minimise the time that properties are empty between each 
letting. A low figure may indicate an efficient voids and lettings process. However, a number 
of factors will affect performance against this measure, including demand, stock condition 
and the type of stock.  
 
The average cost of a void repair will be influenced by a range of factors including your 
lettings standard, the age and type of your stock and tenant profile. The proportion of units 
re-let will be heavily influenced by your tenancy turnover as well as the demand for your 
vacant stock. Low turnover is generally associated with more stable, cohesive areas, in 
which tenants are likely to feel safer and more secure. 
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DID YOU KNOW? 
 
HouseMark’s responsive repairs value for money toolkit is an annual exercise combining 
workshops with benchmarking and analysis against more than 50 key performance 
indicators. It provides organisations with a bespoke report that identifies the value for money 
rating of their repairs services and highlights areas of significant opportunity for 
improvement. For more information visit our website at http://tinyurl.com/HMResprepVFM 
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4. Housing Management 

4.1 Housing management total cost per property 

The chart below shows the total costs (including direct employee costs, direct non-pay costs 
and allocated overheads) for the housing management function, expressed as a cost per 
property. The housing management function includes rent arrears and collection, resident 
involvement and consultation, anti-social behaviour, tenancy management and lettings. The 
core benchmarking methodology allocates overheads to direct activities, such as housing 
management, following simple and consistent apportionment rules.  

 
 

Organisations: 

1 Berneslai Homes 6 Nottingham City Homes 11 Gateshead Housing Company (The) 

2 Wigan & Leigh Housing 7 Solihull Community Housing 12 Derby Homes 

3 St Leger Homes of Doncaster 8 Sheffield Homes 13 Golden Gates Housing Trust 

4 Aire Valley Homes Leeds 9 South Tyneside Homes 14 Northwards Housing 

5 Wolverhampton Homes 10 Gateshead Housing Company (The) (2012/2013) 15 Salix Homes 
 
 

Total cost per property of Housing Management 

Comparator Group Quartiles 
Upper Median Lower 
284.36 305.47 384.61 

Id Results for Gateshead Housing Company (The) Result Rank Quartile 
10 Gateshead Housing Company (The) (2012/2013) 340.39 10 

11 Gateshead Housing Company (The) (2011/2012) 359.22 11 
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4.2 Direct housing management cost 

The following chart shows your direct housing management costs (including direct employee 
costs and direct non-pay costs). Your direct costs will be less than your total costs, shown 
above, because they exclude allocated overheads.  

 
 

Organisations: 

1 Berneslai Homes 6 Aire Valley Homes Leeds 11 South Tyneside Homes 

2 Wigan & Leigh Housing 7 Solihull Community Housing 12 Derby Homes 

3 St Leger Homes of Doncaster 8 Gateshead Housing Company (The) 13 Golden Gates Housing Trust 

4 Nottingham City Homes 9 Gateshead Housing Company (The) 14 Salix Homes 

5 Wolverhampton Homes 10 Sheffield Homes 15 Northwards Housing 
 
 

Direct cost per property of Housing Management 

Comparator Group Quartiles 
Upper Median Lower 
202.10 213.57 238.39 

Id Results for Gateshead Housing Company (The) Result Rank Quartile 
8 Gateshead Housing Company (The) (2012/2013) 216.70 8 

9 Gateshead Housing Company (The) (2011/2012) 226.18 9 

 
Housing management direct cost per property can be further analysed between non-pay 
costs and employee costs to help you assess the impact each type of cost has on your 
overall costs. 
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4.3 Housing management direct non-pay costs 

 

 
 

Organisations: 

1 Derby Homes 6 St Leger Homes of Doncaster 11 Berneslai Homes 

2 Gateshead Housing Company (The) (2012/2013) 7 Solihull Community Housing 12 Golden Gates Housing Trust 

3 Gateshead Housing Company (The) (2011/2012) 8 Wigan & Leigh Housing 13 South Tyneside Homes 

4 Nottingham City Homes 9 Sheffield Homes 14 Salix Homes 

5 Wolverhampton Homes 10 Aire Valley Homes Leeds 15 Northwards Housing 
 
 

Cost per property of direct Housing Management non-pay costs 

Comparator Group Quartiles 
Upper Median Lower 
29.01 33.98 46.30 

Id Results for Gateshead Housing Company (The) Result Rank Quartile 
2 Gateshead Housing Company (The) (2012/2013) 22.15 2 

3 Gateshead Housing Company (The) (2011/2012) 23.52 3 

 
Housing management non-pay costs include such items as legal fees, court costs, resident 
involvement expenses, grants to resident organisations, professional witnesses and 
assistance to tenants to help them move. You can drill down further online to see how these 
non-pay costs relate to the individual housing management activity areas.  
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4.4 Housing management direct employee costs 

 
 

Organisations: 

1 Berneslai Homes 6 Wolverhampton Homes 11 Gateshead Housing Company (The) 

2 Wigan & Leigh Housing 7 Solihull Community Housing 12 Northwards Housing 

3 St Leger Homes of Doncaster 8 South Tyneside Homes 13 Gateshead Housing Company (The) 

4 Aire Valley Homes Leeds 9 Sheffield Homes 14 Golden Gates Housing Trust 

5 Nottingham City Homes 10 Salix Homes 15 Derby Homes 
 
 

Cost per property of direct Housing Management employees 

Comparator Group Quartiles 
Upper Median Lower 
169.76 181.81 194.18 

Id Results for Gateshead Housing Company (The) Result Rank Quartile 
11 Gateshead Housing Company (The) (2012/2013) 194.56 11 

13 Gateshead Housing Company (The) (2011/2012) 202.66 13 

 
Your direct housing management employee costs will be driven by a combination of staff 
numbers and the average pay costs of the staff employed. In the next two charts you can 
compare the number of employees working in housing management per 1,000 properties 
and their average pay costs.  

 
These charts are useful for assessing how your housing management delivery model 
compares with others. For example, if your results show high average pay costs but low staff 
numbers, this may indicate a structure with fewer junior staff than the norm. Conversely, low 
average pay costs but high staff numbers may indicate a higher than average ratio of junior 
staff to managers. These outputs should be considered alongside your direct cost per 
property and performance outputs when assessing cost effectiveness.  
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4.5 Housing management employees per 1,000 properties 

This chart enables you to compare your resourcing levels for the housing management 
function with organisations of varying size. 

 
 
 

Organisations: 

1 Berneslai Homes 6 Nottingham City Homes 11 Golden Gates Housing Trust 

2 Wigan & Leigh Housing 7 Solihull Community Housing 12 Gateshead Housing Company (The) 

3 Aire Valley Homes Leeds 8 South Tyneside Homes 13 Gateshead Housing Company (The) 

4 Salix Homes 9 Northwards Housing 14 Sheffield Homes 

5 St Leger Homes of Doncaster 10 Wolverhampton Homes 15 Derby Homes 
 
 

Direct Housing Management employees per 1,000 properties 

Comparator Group Quartiles 
Upper Median Lower 

5.51 6.05 6.58 

Id Results for Gateshead Housing Company (The) Result Rank Quartile 
12 Gateshead Housing Company (The) (2012/2013) 6.98 12 

13 Gateshead Housing Company (The) (2011/2012) 7.02 13 

 
A high ratio of staff to properties may indicate you have chosen to invest resources into your 
housing management service in response to tenant priorities or to address poor 
performance. Resourcing levels should be considered alongside the overall cost of the 
housing management service and the level of performance achieved to help you assess 
whether you have the optimum structure to deliver a value for money service. 
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4.6 Housing management average pay costs 

This chart enables you to compare your average pay costs for the housing management 
function. 

 
 
 

Organisations: 

1 Sheffield Homes 6 Gateshead Housing Company (The) 11 South Tyneside Homes 

2 Derby Homes 7 Wigan & Leigh Housing 12 Aire Valley Homes Leeds 

3 Gateshead Housing Company (The) (2012/2013) 8 Berneslai Homes 13 Northwards Housing 

4 Wolverhampton Homes 9 Solihull Community Housing 14 Golden Gates Housing Trust 

5 St Leger Homes of Doncaster 10 Nottingham City Homes 15 Salix Homes 
 
 

Average pay cost per direct Housing Management employee 

Comparator Group Quartiles 
Upper Median Lower 

28,127.14 29,661.53 30,748.41 

Id Results for Gateshead Housing Company (The) Result Rank Quartile 
3 Gateshead Housing Company (The) (2012/2013) 27,859.41 3 

6 Gateshead Housing Company (The) (2011/2012) 28,879.16 6 

 
Your staff structure and in particular the ratio of senior to junior staff will impact on your 
average pay costs.  
 
Used together the housing management output charts together will help you to understand 
your overall housing management costs and the extent to which they are driven by 
employee costs and by non-pay costs. Used alongside your performance and satisfaction 
data they will help you evaluate your housing management delivery model.  
 
The next section looks at the cost and performance of the individual housing management 
activities.  
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4.7 Housing management direct cost per property by activity area 

The previous section looked at your housing management costs and how they were 
impacted by your staffing structure and other costs.  
 
The summary table below identifies how your direct housing management costs are driven 
by the five housing management activities of rent arrears and collection, resident 
involvement and consultation, anti-social behaviour, tenancy management and lettings. You 
can also identify whether these individual activities are high or low cost compared to peers 
and how costs have changed compared to the previous year.  
 

Housing Management - Cost Summary 

KPI Sample 
Size Upper Median Lower 

Gateshead Housing Company 
(The) (2012/2013) 

Gateshead Housing Company 
(The) (2011/2012) 

Result Rank Quartile Result Rank Quartile 

Total CPP of Housing 
Management 

14 284.36 305.47 384.61 340.39 10 
 

359.22 11 
 

Direct CPP of Housing 
Management 

14 202.10 213.57 238.39 216.70 8 
 

226.18 9 
 

Direct CPP of Rent Arrears & 
Collection 

14 51.69 59.48 66.42 68.80 13 
 

72.23 15 
 

Direct CPP of Resident 
Involvement 

14 25.59 27.12 32.28 25.33 4 
 

23.50 2 
 

Direct CPP of Anti-Social 
Behaviour 

14 34.83 43.01 50.84 43.07 8 
 

45.20 9 
 

Direct CPP of Lettings 14 30.67 32.81 36.86 33.87 8 
 

37.52 13 
 

Direct CPP of Tenancy 
Management 

14 41.84 57.27 60.80 45.63 5 
 

47.74 7 
 

 
Further analysis of each activity is available online, using the core benchmarking website, 
and in schedules D1-D18. 
 
In the following sections we look at the cost and performance of the housing management 
activities in more detail.  
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5. Rent Arrears and Collection 

Rent Arrears & Collection Performance Measures 

KPI Sample 
Size Upper Median Lower 

Gateshead Housing Company 
(The) (2012/2013) 

Gateshead Housing Company 
(The) (2011/2012) 

Result Rank Quartile Result Rank Quartile 

Total CPP of Rent Arrears & 
Collection 

14 76.24 84.55 96.02 108.92 14 
 

115.05 15 
 

Direct CPP of Rent Arrears & 
Collection 

14 51.69 59.48 66.42 68.80 13 
 

72.23 15 
 

Percentage of rent collected 
(excluding current arrears brought 
forward) 

7 99.9 99.5 99.2 99.6 3 
 

99.9 3 
 

Current tenant rent arrears as % of 
rent due (excluding voids) 

8 1.53 1.92 2.08 2.19 7 
 

2.21 8 
 

Former tenant rent arrears as % of 
rent due (excluding voids) 

8 1.68 1.94 2.16 2.06 6 
 

2.21 7 
 

Gross arrears written off as % of 
rent due 

8 0.30 0.38 0.74 0.33 3 
 

0.42 6 
 

Percentage of tenants evicted as a 
result of rent arrears during the 
year 

8 0.16 0.41 0.47 0.40 4 
 

0.34 4 
 

 
Effective income management has never been more important. The Welfare Reform Act 
brings with it significant changes to welfare benefits which are impacting on the incomes of 
many social tenants and the business plans of social landlords. Early indications are that the 
changes are having an adverse impact on arrears levels and associated management costs. 
You may expect to see this reflected in your 2013/14 benchmarking results. Social landlords 
need to ensure they have robust systems and processes for collecting rent and minimising 
arrears levels if income is to be maximised and tenancies sustained. We have used a 
rounded basket of measures to enable you to assess performance. Your 2012/13 results will 
provide a baseline against which you can measure the impact of welfare reform.  
 
DID YOU KNOW? 
 
We have created a bespoke welfare reform impact club aimed at providing advice and 
practical support across a variety of aspects of welfare reform policy, practice and 
performance. More details are available at  
http://www.housemark.co.uk/hm.nsf/all/Welfare+reform+impact+club?opendocument 
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6. Resident Involvement 

Resident Involvement Performance Measures 

KPI Sample 
Size Upper Median Lower 

Gateshead Housing Company 
(The) (2012/2013) 

Gateshead Housing Company 
(The) (2011/2012) 

Result Rank Quartile Result Rank Quartile 

Total CPP of Resident Involvement 14 34.34 39.00 43.74 35.05 5 
 

34.71 5 
 

Direct CPP of Resident 
Involvement 

14 25.59 27.12 32.28 25.33 4 
 

23.50 2 
 

Percentage of tenants who are 
satisfied that views are listened to 
and acted upon (GN & HfOP) 

9 77.00 73.60 68.10 73.60 5 
 

70.00 7 
 

Percentage of tenants on whom 
the organisation has diversity 
information 

10 88.4 81.8 78.0 77.8 9 
 

74.0 10 
 

 
It is a requirement of the Tenant Involvement and Empowerment Standard that tenants are 
given a wide range of opportunities to influence and be involved in the management and 
maintenance of their homes. Tenant satisfaction that views are taken into account and 
listened to is an important measure for assessing tenants’ perceptions of this. To what extent 
do levels of satisfaction reflect the level of resource you are you putting into Resident 
Involvement. 
 
A key principle of co-regulation is that providers can demonstrate that they understand the 
particular needs of their tenants including those within the equality strands. Good equality 
and diversity profile data is an essential building block which underpins this understanding. It 
is important that this data is utilised once it has been collected.  
 
DID YOU KNOW? 
 
HouseMark offers a practical Tenant Insight service for organisations looking for support with 
this. For further information visit the website using the following link HouseMark Tenant 
Insight 
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7. Anti-social behaviour 

Anti-Social Behaviour Performance Measures 

KPI Sample 
Size Upper Median Lower 

Gateshead Housing Company 
(The) (2012/2013) 

Gateshead Housing Company 
(The) (2011/2012) 

Result Rank Quartile Result Rank Quartile 

Total CPP of Anti-Social Behaviour 14 45.75 66.33 72.73 67.18 8 
 

71.79 11 
 

Direct CPP of Anti-Social 
Behaviour 

14 34.83 43.01 50.84 43.07 8 
 

45.20 9 
 

Percentage of anti-social behaviour 
cases resolved successfully 

7 94.35 92.68 88.02 84.76 6 
 

83.48 7 
 

Percentage of respondents 
satisfied with anti-social behaviour 
case handling 

8 96.25 92.05 84.24 93.00 4 
 

95.00 4 
 

Percentage of respondents 
satisfied with anti-social behaviour 
case outcomes 

8 90.25 88.90 80.41 91.00 2 
 

95.00 2 
 

 
‘Respect – ASB Charter for Housing’ was launched by HouseMark, CIH and SLCNG in June 
2011 as a replacement for the previous Government’s Respect Standard. The new Charter 
seeks to improve landlords’ ASB services and is a key part of the co-regulatory approach to 
housing. The table shows how much you are spending in ASB, expressed as a cost per 
property, alongside three measures of performance. The first shows the number of ASB 
cases closed during the year which, in the professional opinion of the landlord, were 
successfully resolved as a percentage of all cases closed in the year. The other two 
indicators measure satisfaction with case handling and with case outcomes.  
 

8. Tenancy management 

Tenancy Management Performance Measures 

KPI Sample 
Size Upper Median Lower 

Gateshead Housing Company 
(The) (2012/2013) 

Gateshead Housing Company 
(The) (2011/2012) 

Result Rank Quartile Result Rank Quartile 

Total CPP of Tenancy 
Management 

14 62.94 80.60 90.05 74.79 6 
 

78.61 7 
 

Direct CPP of Tenancy 
Management 

14 41.84 57.27 60.80 45.63 5 
 

47.74 7 
 

Percentage of tenants evicted as a 
result of rent arrears during the 
year 

8 0.16 0.41 0.47 0.40 4 
 

0.34 4 
 

Percentage of tenants very or fairly 
satisfied with the overall service 
provided 

11 91.24 89.10 84.30 89.10 6 
 

88.00 8 
 

 
The table above shows the cost of Tenancy Management. There is an expectation in the 
Tenancy Standard that landlords will support tenants to maintain their tenancies and prevent 
unnecessary evictions. We have included measures on tenancy turnover and on evictions 
arising from rent arrears. There are many factors affecting tenancy turnover, including size 
and nature of the landlord’s stock, the tenant profile, the landlord’s policies and practices, 
and wider social and economic factors. Hence it is important not to view this measure in 
isolation. We have included evictions due to rent arrears as a low figure may be indicative of 
effective support and intervention to help sustain tenancies. As with tenancy turnover a 
range of other factors may impact on performance, and it should be viewed alongside other 
measures. Satisfaction with the overall service provides a good general measure of tenant 
satisfaction with the services provided by their landlord. 
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9. Lettings management 

Lettings Performance Measures 

KPI Sample 
Size Upper Median Lower 

Gateshead Housing Company 
(The) (2012/2013) 

Gateshead Housing Company 
(The) (2011/2012) 

Result Rank Quartile Result Rank Quartile 

Total CPP of Lettings 14 44.30 49.25 55.53 54.45 10 
 

59.06 13 
 

Direct CPP of Lettings 14 30.67 32.81 36.86 33.87 8 
 

37.52 13 
 

Percentage of units that were 
vacant and available for letting at 
the end of the year 

9 0.32 0.32 0.78 0.32 5 
 

0.14 2 
 

Percentage of units that were 
vacant but unavailable for letting at 
the end of the year 

9 0.35 0.54 0.84 0.84 7 
 

0.74 7 
 

Average time in days to re-let 
empty properties 

9 19.68 22.00 29.00 13.26 1 
 

30.12 8 
 

Rent loss due to empty properties 
(voids) as a percentage of rent due 

8 1.11 1.34 1.63 1.13 3 
 

1.13 3 
 

 
The Tenancy Standard requires that providers make the best use of available housing, in 
particular minimising the time that properties are empty between each letting. We have 
focused on four measures. The first two look at the proportion of housing stock vacant at the 
year-end split between those which are available and unavailable for letting. We also look at 
average re-let time and rent loss due to voids.  
 
Good performance against these measures may indicate an effective and efficient voids and 
lettings process. However, a number of factors will affect performance, including demand, 
stock condition and the type of stock. Providers will also want to look at these measures 
alongside tenancy turnover to assess the sustainability of new tenancies. Rent loss due to 
voids performance compared to business plan assumptions will be a key of focus as 
organisations seek to maximise revenue. 
 
Often our members wish to compare with those organisations that operate their lettings on 
the same basis. The table below shows whether members of your peer group operate choice 
based lettings schemes. 
 

 

Organisation CBL (Y/N) Organisation CBL (Y/N) 

Gateshead Housing Company (The) (2012/2013) Y Gateshead Housing Company (The) (2011/2012) Y 

Aire Valley Homes Leeds Y Berneslai Homes Y 

Derby Homes Y Golden Gates Housing Trust Y 

Northwards Housing Y Nottingham City Homes Y 

Salix Homes Y Sheffield Homes Y 

Solihull Community Housing Y South Tyneside Homes Y 

St Leger Homes of Doncaster Y Wigan & Leigh Housing Y 

Wolverhampton Homes Y   
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10. Estate Services 

The Neighbourhood and Community standard requires that ‘Registered providers shall keep 
the neighbourhood and communal areas associated with the homes that they own clean and 
safe’. Providers need to ensure that they manage their estates and communal areas to 
standards agreed with tenants at a local level.  
 

10.1 Estate services total cost per property and satisfaction with 
the neighbourhood 
 
The chart below shows the total cost per property of estate services (direct non-pay costs, 
direct employee costs and allocated overheads) alongside satisfaction with the 
neighbourhood. The costs included in estate services are caretaking, grounds maintenance, 
concierge services, estate cleaning, estate lighting, CCTV monitoring and communal 
cleaning.  

 
Organisations: 

1 Berneslai Homes 6 Derby Homes 11 Wolverhampton Homes 

2 Gateshead Housing Company (The) (2012/2013) 7 St Leger Homes of Doncaster 12 Solihull Community Housing 

3 Gateshead Housing Company (The) (2011/2012) 8 Golden Gates Housing Trust 13 Sheffield Homes 

4 Northwards Housing 9 Wigan & Leigh Housing 14 Nottingham City Homes 

5 Aire Valley Homes Leeds 10 South Tyneside Homes 15 Salix Homes 
 

Total cost per property of Estate Services 

Comparator Group Quartiles 
Upper Median Lower 
121.79 130.30 224.54 

Id Results for Gateshead Housing Company (The) Result Rank Quartile 
2 Gateshead Housing Company (The) (2012/2013) 104.17 2 

3 Gateshead Housing Company (The) (2011/2012) 105.56 3 
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% residents satisfied with their neighbourhood as a place to live (GN & HfOP) 

Comparator Group Quartiles 
Upper Median Lower 
87.90 84.00 80.15 

Id Results for Gateshead Housing Company (The) Result Rank Quartile 
2 Gateshead Housing Company (The) (2012/2013) 86.60 5 

3 Gateshead Housing Company (The) (2011/2012) NoData N/A 

 
This measure includes all property types provided with estate services. However, 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. 
 
Note: The chart included above for estate services demonstrates the flexibility of the website 
in being able to compare both cost and performance on one single chart. We choose this as 
the example as we only collect one performance indicator for estate services. You can 
access this facility online by using the in-depth analysis section. 
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11. Overheads 

Overheads can be a key area for efficiencies. ‘Back office’ spending is generally the most 
controllable of an organisation’s costs, and there is usually less risk in reducing overhead 
costs than cutting front-line service costs. Equally organisations will want to ensure they 
achieve the right balance between the frontline and the back office, ensuring appropriate 
support and direction for the frontline within available resources.  
 
HouseMark’s overhead measures provide valuable business intelligence about back office 
functions by providing: 
 

• internal comparisons year on year 
• comparisons with other organisations and sector norms 

 

11.1 Overhead costs as a percentage of direct costs 

This chart shows the same overheads as in the above indicator, but uses direct costs as the 
benchmarking measure. This indicator can be reported consistently across all business 
areas and at summary level. 

 
Organisations: 

1 Berneslai Homes 6 Wolverhampton Homes 11 Northwards Housing 

2 Wigan & Leigh Housing 7 Gateshead Housing Company (The) 12 St Leger Homes of Doncaster 

3 Aire Valley Homes Leeds 8 Salix Homes 13 South Tyneside Homes 

4 Sheffield Homes 9 Nottingham City Homes 14 Golden Gates Housing Trust 

5 Gateshead Housing Company (The) (2012/2013) 10 Solihull Community Housing 15 Derby Homes 
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Overheads costs as a % of direct revenue costs 

Comparator Group Quartiles 
Upper Median Lower 
15.26 17.42 23.38 

Id Results for Gateshead Housing Company (The) Result Rank Quartile 
5 Gateshead Housing Company (The) (2012/2013) 16.26 5 

7 Gateshead Housing Company (The) (2011/2012) 17.23 7 

 
This indicator is a ratio which shows your expenditure on overheads as a percentage of your 
direct expenditure. You can use this to see how the balance of your spend compares to 
others. This is a particularly useful measure when looked at alongside other comparative 
measures – for example how your direct costs compare with others.  
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11.2 Breakdown of overheads by cost category 

The HouseMark system analyses overheads under four functions: office premises, IT and 
communications, finance and central overheads.  
 
The following summary table takes your overhead costs as a percentage of direct costs 
which are shown in the table above, and shows a breakdown for each of the overhead 
functions compared with the other organisations in your peer group. It also enables you to 
compare your costs with the previous year. You can use this to prioritise areas for review.  
 

Overhead costs as a % of direct revenue costs 

KPI Sample 
Size Upper Median Lower 

Gateshead Housing Company 
(The) (2012/2013) 

Gateshead Housing Company 
(The) (2011/2012) 

Result Rank Quartile Result Rank Quartile 

IT & Communications as 
% direct revenue costs 

14 3.68 5.17 5.80 5.29 10 
 

5.46 11 
 

Office Premises as % 
direct revenue costs 

14 2.48 2.81 3.07 3.46 12 
 

3.50 13 
 

Finance as % direct 
revenue costs 

14 1.63 1.97 2.47 1.57 3 
 

1.74 5 
 

Central & Other overhead 
as % direct revenue costs 

14 5.68 7.88 9.46 5.93 5 
 

6.53 7 
 

Total Overhead as % 
direct revenue costs 

14 15.26 17.42 23.38 16.26 5 
 

17.23 7 
 

 
HouseMark also enables you to analyse your overheads in relation to direct employees and 
all employees. Further analysis of your overhead costs can be found online in schedules C1 
to C6. 
 
HouseMark also provides an optional detailed benchmarking module for overheads, which 
further analyses each of the four functions in more detailed cost categories. It also 
benchmarks a small number of additional indicators, such as the cost of financial transaction 
processing and IT user satisfaction. All the outputs of the detailed module are available via 
the online system in schedules Q1 to Q16. 
 
When reviewing IT costs it may be useful to identify which Housing Management provider 
your peers use and the table below provides this information. 
 

 

Organisation 
HM IT System 

Provider 
Organisation 

HM IT System 
Provider 

Gateshead Housing Company (The) (2012/2013) Northgate Gateshead Housing Company (The) 
(2011/2012) Northgate 

Aire Valley Homes Leeds Orchard Berneslai Homes Northgate 

Derby Homes Capita Housing Golden Gates Housing Trust Civica 

Northwards Housing Civica Nottingham City Homes Northgate 

Salix Homes Northgate Sheffield Homes Capita 

Solihull Community Housing Capita South Tyneside Homes Open Housing 

St Leger Homes of Doncaster Civica Wigan & Leigh Housing Northgate 

Wolverhampton Homes Northgate   
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12 Other services available from HouseMark 

12.1 Knowledge base 

HouseMark’s knowledge base at www.housemark.co.uk contains a wealth of searchable 
information and good practice.  
 
All staff, board members and tenant representatives of HouseMark subscribers can use the 
HouseMark website and good practice service, provided they have been issued with a user 
name and password. 
 
You can browse material on the knowledge base by using the topic directory, which covers 
all areas of social landlords’ work and is now aligned with the benchmarking activity areas. If 
you are looking for specific information, use the search facility, which you will find at the top 
of the screen.  
 
Our online forum allows you to network with other housing professionals with similar 
interests, seek advice on tricky problems or hot topics and look for benchmarking partners. 
 
Ask for help 
 
Advice and assistance is just a phone call or email away with our good practice help line. 
Our knowledge managers can help you find your way around our website, but they are also 
skilled at searching other information resources, and can draw on the expert assistance of 
the Chartered Institute of Housing’s practice team and policy advisers. 
Call us on (024) 7647 2704 or email good.practice@housemark.co.uk 
 

12.2 Learning from the best 

HouseMark is starting to develop a programme of new opportunities for our members to 
learn from the best performers within and outside the housing sector, building on the unique 
intelligence provided by our data and knowledge services. 
 

12.3 Consultancy 
 
Consultancy support 
 
HouseMark provides additional consultancy support to help landlords achieve business 
insight, performance improvement and efficiencies through a range of performance 
improvement and VFM services.  These include fixed price products, such as accreditations 
and MOTs as well as bespoke support, helping organisations get the most out of 
HouseMark’s data services. 
 
There is more information on our website (www.housemark.co.uk), but the following provides 
a summary what we offer: 
 
Bespoke benchmarking and value for money  
 
In addition to helping you with benchmarking data collection, using external data, your own 
business intelligence and benchmarking data we can interpret and analyse the information to 
assist you to identify cost and performance drivers, recommending and, where necessary, 
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co-delivering organisational change. Where a more drilled down approach is required, our 
VFM Repairs Toolkit provides greater detail to identify costs and performance drivers. We 
can also help you to maximise your service charges income with Service charge business 
support that we offer jointly with our partners the CIH to assist with De-pooling of service 
charges and a Service Charge MOT. 
 
Business Assurance and VFM 
 
As businesses become more diverse and commercially focused, we can support your 
executive management team and board to meet the expectations of the HCA Regulator and 
to be more effective businesses... We have recently launched a Business Assurance Club 
to support organisations with this. 
Achieving VFM and maximising the return on all your assets is central to the assurance 
agenda, a regulatory requirement for housing associations and good business sense for all 
organisations. Our VFM experts will support you in developing your approach by ensuring 
you ‘do the right things’ and ‘do things right.’   
 
Performance management  
 
To ensure you are ‘doings things right’, HouseMark can provide you with support through our 
range of performance measurement, validation and data assurance services. We offer both 
bespoke and fixed price products such as Performance Management MOT. The MOT 
offers organisations a chance to subject organisation-wide or service based performance 
management frameworks to critical challenge against an assessment criterion using a robust 
methodology, resulting in clear recommendations for improvement.  
 
Recognising the co-regulation agenda, HouseMark’s suite of new Reassurance Visits being 
launched in September provides reassurance to governing bodies, tenants and other 
stakeholders about performance across a range of service areas. The visits are carried out 
by sector experts and offer a ‘light touch’ but robust external challenge against sector best 
practice.  
 
Accreditation 
 
Our two accreditation services for complaints and anti-social behaviour provide robust 
external validation of services. We involve tenants in the assessment process to ensure that 
there is a customer focus. Both accreditation schemes are independently assessed, valid for 
three years and stimulate continuous improvement, as well as providing you with an 
evidence base of reaching the standards set useful for your stakeholders. A repairs and 
maintenance accreditation will be launched later in the year. Finally, in partnership with 
TPAS and CIH we offer Quality Assured Scrutiny Accreditation, making sure 
organisations are adopting best practice in the design and implementation of tenant scrutiny. 
 
For more information, or to arrange a more detailed discussion with one of our consultants, 
please contact Jenny Rayner on (024) 7646 0500 or email jenny.rayner@housemark.co.uk 
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Appendices 

Appendix 1: 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’.2 
 
The Subscriber shall use best endeavours 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) except in accordance with 
the express terms and conditions of this Agreement 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
                                            
2 Please note that if you want to make this report available on a public website you should request an 
anonymised version which is available on request. 
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Further information 
For further information visit our website  

www.housemark.co.uk or call 024 7646 0500.  

 

HouseMark, 4 Riley Court, Millburn Hill Road,  

University of Warwick Science Park, Coventry CV4 7HP 

 

About HouseMark 
HouseMark is the leading provider of performance improvement and value for money 
solutions to the social housing sector and is jointly owned by the Chartered Institute 
of Housing and the National Housing Federation, not-for-profit organisations that 
reinvest their surpluses in the social housing sector. 
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