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Summary of key points: 

The metrics proposed in the technical note are broadly comparable to the 

Sector Scorecard, which was developed by the sector for the sector. As far as 

possible we would seek to emphasise the need for: 

 Consistency of definition 

 Recognition of organisational diversity and varied strategic objectives 

 A broad and holistic understanding of economy, efficiency and effectiveness 
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1. Introduction 

The National Housing Federation is the voice of housing associations in England and our members 

are united by a common purpose – to ensure everyone has access to a quality home that they can 

afford. We will be responding to the formal Value for Money Standard consultation in detail, therefore 

this submission focuses specifically on the metrics proposed in the technical note.  

We are keen to emphasise that we are strong supporters of the Sector Scorecard initiative – a suite of 

15 performance metrics developed by a diverse range of housing associations and adopted by the 

vast majority of the housing association sector. Our submission is therefore informed by the feedback 

and views of the organisations who developed and participated in the Sector Scorecard pilot earlier 

this year. 

2. Summary 

We believe the principles adopted by the regulator in selecting the range of metrics are the right ones. 

Utilising existing regulatory data has the benefit of minimising the reporting burden placed on housing 

associations and provides a high level of assurance regarding the quality and accuracy of the data 

itself.  

We note the current limitations placed on the regulator, particularly regarding consumer regulation, 

and can see that the metrics proposed reflect this. We know that the quality of homes and services 

provided to tenants and customers is a strategic priority for our members and as such is 

communicated to key stakeholders in a way which is appropriate and relevant to individual 

organisations. Over the coming months we will be working with members, tenants and other 

stakeholders to further understand the experience of those who live in social housing, and it may be 

that this work informs future developments in performance reporting.  

Of the proposed value for money metrics, five are consistent with Sector Scorecard measures and 

definitions:  

 Gearing 

 EBITDA MRI interest cover 

 Headline cost per unit 

 Operating margin 

 Return on capital employed 

The new supply metric definition differs from the Sector Scorecard equivalent measure, which is 

consistent with that used by the Federation in our quarterly supply survey, and we have commented 

further on this below.  The reinvestment metric is not included in the Sector Scorecard, although going 

forward it may be that the “Investment in new supply” measure is aligned with this definition. 

3. Feedback on the metrics 

3.1 Metric 1 – Reinvestment % 

This is a relevant and appropriate metric as it captures housing associations’ investment in their 

existing stock as well as new supply. While recent political and public interest has focused on the 

sector’s contribution to new supply, which is undoubtedly a strategic priority for many organisations, a 
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fundamental responsibility of all housing associations is also to invest in and maintain their existing 

stock. 

We are supportive of the proposed definition and understand that the Sector Scorecard Advisory 

Group will consider whether the current “investment in new supply” measure in the Sector Scorecard 

should be adapted to align with this definition. 

3.2 Metric 2 – New supply delivered %  

Given the scale of the housing crisis we face, and the sector’s ambition to increase development 

activity in order to make a significant contribution to resolving it, this metric is crucial. Historically 

supply data collected by the regulator and government has failed to capture the full extent of housing 

association’s contribution to new supply. For this reason the Federation launched its own supply 

survey in 2016, with the aim of capturing total housing association output. Our supply survey reports 

have become an established and trusted source of housing association development data.  

The National Housing Federation supply survey is carried out quarterly and includes all new homes 

developed by housing associations, including new properties completed under section 106 

agreements and acquired and owned by housing associations. Importantly, our survey also 

recognises the increasing use of joint ventures to deliver new homes by including homes developed 

and sold by joint ventures involving housing associations.  

When deciding on a definition for this metric it is important for the regulator to be clear about what it is 

intending to measure. We recognise the important inclusion of non-social housing units as this is a 

growing area of activity for some housing associations and clearly contributes to the nation’s overall 

housing supply. The question of whether to include units acquired or not will depend on whether this 

measure just seeks to understand the sector’s delivery of new homes, or whether it is also valuable to 

include existing homes that have been acquired and brought into the sector.  

The current use of ‘social units under management’ and ‘non-social units under management’ as 

denominators for the two value for money sub-metrics means that these will not align with our supply 

survey nor the overall new supply Sector Scorecard measure, even if the definitions are aligned. If 

‘total units under management’ was used as the denominator for both metrics, these could be 

summed to equal an overall new supply measure. 

As referenced above, our preference is for consistency. Ideally we would hope for the definition used 

to be consistent with our supply survey and the Sector Scorecard. Not only would this reduce the 

reporting burden placed on housing associations, it would also make it easier for the sector to 

communicate a clear and compelling narrative about its contribution to new housing supply.  

To that end we would propose the following changes: 

 Only include units developed, rather than developed and acquired 

 Include units developed by joint ventures involving housing associations 

 Use total units under management as the denominator for both the social and non-social 

metrics 

If the regulator adopted this approach we note that the resources expended on acquiring units would 

still be captured by the suite of metrics through the reinvestment % measure.  
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3.3 Metric 3 – Gearing  

Gearing is an important metric to include as it can provide insight into the extent to which an 

organisation is leveraging its existing assets in order to invest in new and existing stock. However, in 

our experience there are myriad ways of calculating gearing, none of which are objectively ‘right’ or 

‘wrong.’ This is becoming particularly challenging as group structures and treasury vehicles become 

more complex and the risk of a rigid definition generating unexpected or inconsistent results 

increases.  

We understand that feedback received during the Sector Scorecard pilot identified the use of gross 

debt rather than net debt, and only including housing properties in the denominator, as possible 

issues with the existing definition. However, participating organisations were not consistent in 

proposing alternative definitions.  

For this metric to be useful as a tool for comparison, and to be accepted and valued by the sector and 

its stakeholders, we would suggest the regulator undertakes further specific consultation with housing 

associations (particularly those with group structures and standalone treasury vehicles) and relevant 

stakeholders (auditors and treasury advisors for example). The ambition must be to agree a definition 

which is relevant and can be consistently applied. 

3.4 Metric 4 – EBIDTA MRI Interest Cover %    

This is a relevant and appropriate measure and we are supportive of the proposed definition. 

3.5 Metric 5 – Headline social housing cost per unit 

This is an established metric following the regulator’s 2016 cost per unit analysis, and is consistent 

with the approach taken by the Sector Scorecard. We recognise that a robust understanding of cost is 

an important element of an effective value for money strategy.  

The findings of the regulator’s 2016 analysis, particularly the impact that supported and sheltered 

housing can have on cost per unit, is important contextual information for this metric. Housing 

associations with significant supported and sheltered portfolios should not be unfairly disadvantaged 

or criticised for having higher costs linked to higher/different service provision.  

3.6 Metric 6 – Operating Margin % 

This is a relevant and appropriate measure and we are supportive of the proposed definition. 

3.7 Metric 7 – Return on capital employed (ROCE) 

This is a relevant and appropriate measure and we are supportive of the proposed definition. 

4. Conclusion 

We welcome the opportunity to respond to value for money metrics proposed, and in particular, are 

pleased to see that the regulator has chosen to adopt a number of the measures included in the 

Sector Scorecard. We believe overall that the metrics proposed are relevant and appropriate and 
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would reiterate our focus on consistency, organisational diversity and the need for a holistic 

understanding of performance.  

We will be providing a more detailed response to the consultation on the new Value for Money 

Standard. 

 

Nick Yandle 

Policy Leader 

Nick.Yandle@housing.org.uk  
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