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Board Chair

AGENDA
LONDON & MIDDLESEX COMMUNITY
HOUSING (LMCH)

Marci Allen-Easton,
Vice Chair

Board of Directors Meeting
Anna-Marie Evans,
Director

Larry Ducharme,
Director

Deb Peckham,
Director
Arielle Kayabaga,
Director & City of
London Councilor

Corporate Boardroom
1299 Oxford Street East, Unit 5C5
London, Ontario
Wednesday, September 4, 2019

Stephanie
Marentette Di
Battista,
Director

4:00 P.M. – 5:00 P.M.

John Morgan,
Director

Special Meeting of the Board of Directors at
the Request of the Service Manager

Adrian Cornelissen,
Director & Councilor
of North Middlesex

Guests:
Sandra Datars-Bere, Managing Director, Housing, Social
Services & Dearness Home
Anna Lisa Barbon, Managing Director, Corporate Services and
City Treasurer, CFO

Item

Lead

Time

1. Board Executive Session (if required)

M. AllenEaston

4:00

2. Call to Order

M. AllenEaston

4:00

3. Recognition of Indigenous Peoples and Lands

M. AllenEaston

4:00

4. Completion and Acceptance of Agenda

M. AllenEaston

4:05

5. Disclosures of Interest

M. AllenEaston

4:10

6. Communications

M. AllenEaston

a. 2019-08-26 Resolet 2.2-17-SPPC (City of London)
b. KPMG Housing Service Delivery Review Letter
7. Reports and Business
a. Staff Report 2019-41: Vacancy Update
b. KPMG Review of Service Delivery for Housing, Strategic
Priorities and Policy Committee Resolution, and Discussion with
Service Manager

M. AllenEaston

4:15

N. Turner
S.DatarsBere (COL)

8. New Business / Enquires

M. AllenEaston

4:30

9. In Camera Matters

M. AllenEaston

4:30

M. AllenEaston

5:00

a. A matter relating to an identifiable individual or group with
respect to Board-related matters
10. Meeting Adjourn

11. Date of Next Meeting - The next Board Meeting is scheduled for September 26, 2019
12. Board Executive Session (if required)
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P.O. Box 5035
300 Dufferin Avenue
London, ON
N6A 4L9

August 28, 2019
A. L. Barbon
Managing Director, Corporate Services and City Treasurer, Chief Financial Officer
S. Datars Bere
Managing Director, Housing, Social Services and Dearness Home
I hereby certify that the Municipal Council, at its meeting held on August 27, 2019
resolved:
That, on the recommendation of the Managing Director, Corporate Services and City
Treasurer, Chief Financial Officer and the Managing Director, Housing, Social Services
and Dearness Home, the following actions be taken:
a)
Appendix “A”, as appended to the staff report dated August 26, 2019, City of
London Service Review: Review of Service Delivery for Housing, BE RECEIVED for
information;
b)
the Civic Administration BE DIRECTED to determine next steps and actions
based on the analysis and potential courses of action identified in the KPMG report
dated August 12, 2019 with respect to a review of service delivery for housing;
c)
the Civic Administration BE DIRECTED to work with London & Middlesex
Community Housing (LMCH) to investigate, address and reduce the vacancy rate
within their housing portfolio; and,
d)
the Civic Administration BE DIRECTED to examine the development of
affordable housing, consistent with the City’s Service Manager legislated responsibility
and report back on a recommended course of action;
it being noted that the Strategic Priorities and Policy Committee received a
communication dated August 21, 2019 from C. Butler, a communication dated August
22, 2019 from A. Oudshoorn, and received a verbal delegation and submission from
London & Middlesex Community Housing. (2.2/17/SPPC) (2019-S11)

C. Saunders
City Clerk
/hw
cc:

C. Butler
A. Oudshoorn
B. Card, Managing Director, Corporate Services and City Solicitor
M. Johnson, Business Planning Process Manager
J. Browne, CEO, London Middlesex Community Housing
S. Giustizia, CEO, Housing Development Corporation, London
Strategic Priorities and Policy Committee Deferred

The Corporation of the City of London
Office 519.661.2489 ext. 4599
Fax 519.661.4892
hwoolsey@london.ca
www.london.ca

September 3, 2019
To:

Martin Hayward, City Manager
Sandra Datars-Bere, Managing Director, Housing, Social Services & Dearness Home
Anna Lisa Barbon, Managing Director, Corporate Services and City Treasurer, CFO

RE: KPMG Housing Service Delivery Review

As expressed at the August 26, 2019 SPPC meeting, the Board of LMCH has significant
concerns with regards to the KPMG Housing Services Review Report. Recognizing that we
have seen only the public summary of the full service review and implementation
recommendations, our issues include but are not limited to the following:
•
•
•

•

Communication and Process – from initiation through the full process to public release
of a summary report to SPPC;
Scope and Completeness of the review (target vs. comprehensive) – which appears
inconsistent with the objective of the review;
Absence of identified basis or rationale related to various findings – such as referenced
data points, clarity regarding where ‘best and common’ practice was derived from and
why; and
Where assessment was demonstrated within the report, there is some question as to
the appropriateness and/or accuracy of the inputs used to draw the conclusions and
mischaracterizations presented.

The Board’s concerns were referenced in the report/presentation to SPPC on August 26, 2019
and are further detailed in Appendix A as attached.
The Board requests that the respective Administration jointly review the identified
questions/points for consideration. LMCH Senior Leadership Team will engage with Civic
Administration to provide additional information or conversation to provide clarity and ensure
concerns are addressed. It is the Board’s hope that this type of discussion will both alleviate the
concerns of the Board, provide support to Civic Administration in determining next steps and
actions to be taken respecting the findings and potential courses of action set out in the KMPG
report.
LMCH remains committed to working with the City as our Shareholder and Service Manager to
collaboratively implement improvements that serve our community.
Respectfully,

Sean Quigley
Board Chair

Appendix A – Comments- Issues – Questions KPMG Report
1. LMCH was given no opportunity to comment on the report and provide feedback before
it became public. Both Civic Administration and KPMG staff specifically stated that
LMCH would have the opportunity to review and comment on the “current state
assessment” as part of the process. The Board and staff had no such opportunity, and
further, only became aware of the public report hours prior to the public release of this
report via the SPPC agenda.
2. Was Civic Administration given the opportunity to comment on the report in advance of it
being released to the public? If yes, did the original draft or recommendations change?
3. How can a single operational issue (vacancies) constitute a deep dive on overall
efficiency and effectiveness of how housing service are delivered … its but one of a
number of critical issues e.g. need for tenant support service and programs servicing a
dynamic tenant basis, issues/ challenges around the overall state of repair of LMCH
infrastructure portfolio?
4. Do recommendations respecting governance oversight and vacancy management etc.
give consideration to the positive steps and actions in respect of these issues (note the
recommendations appear dated/retrospective in nature).
5. Provided that there is a confidential report including implementation plan, what is the
process for sharing those observations/findings? At what point would or to what extent
will LMCH become party to opportunities covered through that assessment? What
issues specifically have been identified and what solutions proposed?
6. Our understanding was that this report was to indicate system wide efficiencies for
improved housing service delivery. What reasonable indicators of improvement can the
recommendations offer? The public report was micro level in terms of opportunity
(mainly the approx. 160K recovery from vacancy reduction) our housing service needs
are significant including investment to address capacity issues, what more did KPMG
offer in regards to solutions?
7. Comparative Data was relied upon heavily in the report to indicate LMCH’s
mismanagement of vacancy levels. Were any LHC’s contacted directly for this data?
Was there clarity on how vacancy levels are measured differently across jurisdictions?
The report certainly did not demonstrate this understanding and therefore greatly
skewed the comparisons making our organization look significantly worse than is the
reality. For example, no public information is reported by Windsor or Ottawa, while the
operations report posted on TCHC and Hamilton indicate that their vacancy rate for all
units was 6.70% (as at May 31, 2019) and 9.9% (as at March 31, 2019) respectively.
Windsor confirmed directly that their highest rate in 2019 for the public housing portfolio
was 5.99%
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8. Why were other municipalities/LHCs that do not have the same structure of LMCH
and/or operate various social and affordable housing programs used as comparators?
Unlike LMCH who do not manage these programs, other municipalities/LHCs would offer
market rentals that are quicker to rent given their age, state of repair, affordability
compared to private market and no requirement to use coordinated access. This would
directly impact the relevance of the data used.
9. How was the staffing numbers calculated as the report states two different numbers of
full time staff of LMCH? 74 vs 57 staff (LMCH current complement totals 64)
10. Were the housing markets, policy and legal framework, priorities, funding and approach
of each municipalities/LHCs considered in terms of their local environment and need?
11. Was the context of how LMHC’s repair time standards considered? The standards were
drafted as part of our internal collaboration with staff starting in 2018 and into 2019 to
determine our CARE quality standards. These were initial goals as something to work
towards recognizing that the unit turnover and vacancies were areas of continuous
improvement for the organization.
12. Were the shared service opportunities for LMCH costed and identified with specific
capacity within the city to support such an effort? Were previous LMCH requests seeking
shared services recognized with the corresponding ability to offer such by the city?
Were previous city offers for shared services reviewed? Was limited effectiveness of
any such shared service provisions with LMCH or other boards/ commissions or service
providers reviewed to demonstrate cost saving value?
13. LMCH would not knowingly decline funding to improve service delivery at any time. The
report’s statement that “When the Service Manager suggested additional funding in
order to address the vacancy rate, LMCH declined the funding, indicating that it was
unable to effectively manage the process for the use of the additional funding” goes
against the fact that LMCH has continued to state the need for additional resources
directly to the Service Manager and City Council. Furthermore, staff did evaluate the
vacancy issue and provided detail regarding such in the Vacancy Management report
which was attached to the submission to Council and shared with Civic Administration.
Moving on the vacancy issue is expected to cost upwards of $500,000 in 2019, money
which is not in the budget but is understood will be covered by the City of London
14. What information or process used to make the conclusion that “We also believe that the
absence of data is a symptom of an overall absence of management of the work order
process” given that the work order process was not reviewed? Every piece of
information requested was provided to KPMG, the auditor only held one meeting with the
Board another with the CEO. No other management or staff were interviewed or
questioned.
15. What additional work was completed or information used to conclude that “the current
board of LMCH is more representative of an advocacy board, with only limited
representation of what we consider to be requisite skills”? One meeting with the Board
was held in confidence with the understanding that it was an open dialogue to express
opinions and concerns. No other meeting was held with individual board members or
any request for information was received to review their experience and expertise.
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16. In respect of the Governance Issue identified, how or what was the basis of assessment
supporting their conclusion? Given the significance and severity of the governance and
oversight issues raised why were no recommendations provided to remedy this issue?
Given the significance importance and severe opinion expressed by KPMG?
17. In general the recommendations as reported to SPPC from the public summary report
demonstrate only limited improvements (address backlog of vacancy is a one-time
improvement with an expected turnaround of only 33 units once addressed) a $166K
cost savings, and ‘looking into’ numerous other business efficiencies which have been
considered and tried such as back office integrations. The Board of LMCH is concerned
that the ultimate effect of the recommendations seen by the public is maintaining the
status quo within housing services in our city – which is how the governance and
operational challenges emerged and brought us – this seems counter-productive. LMCH
is committed to improving housing services and being part of the solution. We expect
the implementation of the KPMG report to offer more solutions than what has been
articulated at this time.
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STAFF REPORT 2019 - 41
TO:

Board of Directors

FROM:

Norman Turner, Director of Asset Management & Andrea Mackenzie Director of
Tenant Services

SUBJECT:

Unit Vacancy and Turnaround Strategy Update

DATE:

September 4, 2019

RECOMMENDATION:
That, on the recommendation of the Director of Asset Management with the concurrence of the
Chief Executive Officer, the Board receive the report for information purposes.

PREVIOUS REPORTS PERTINENT TO THIS MATTER:
Staff Report 2019 – 33 Vacancy Report

STRATEGIC ALIGNMENT:
This report is consistent with LMHC’s new Strategic Plan with particular linkage to our strategic
goal of “Improve, Renew and Maintain the Homes we offer”.

BACKGROUND:
On the 21st of August KPMG issued their findings following the review of Housing Services
within the City. The report although relying on historic data and failing to mention that an action
plan had already been approved to address the issue received significant internal and external
scrutiny.
The CEO of LMCH has directed that a further plan be advanced to outline short and long term
measures to build on the work already done to address the vacancy issue and achieve the
targets of 3% vacancy by the end of September and 2% by year end.
The report compared vacancy rates with a number of other LHC’s but failed to recognize that
the vacancy rate is calculated somewhat differently in those LHC’s and that many of them have
the ability to “shutter” units in both the short term and long term, which LMCH typically only does
to accommodate strategic initiatives. This disparity of reporting is addressed in the
recommendations.
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ANALYSIS and OPTIONS:
The vacancy statistics as at the time of drafting the report (31st August 2019 are as
follows:

Classification

Units

Percentage (based on 3282)

Vacant (Includes Not Pest Cleared)

144

4.38%

Unavailable For Restoration (Awaiting
Pest Clearance)

27

0.82%

Restored (Excluding agreed Leases)

57

N/A

Restored Available & On Offer

41

N/A

Units In Progress

60

1.8%

Total Available & In Process

128

3.9%

True Vacancy (Excludes Pest Held and
Future Leased)

101

3.07%

The following table demonstrates the improvements made since the issue and action
plan were reported at the end of May 2019
2019

J

F

M

A

M

J

J

A

Move Outs

-59

-19

-27

-23

-36

-30

-31

-29

Restored Units

35

12

25

41

46

45

49

35

Move Ins

28

21

23

26

40

30

31

50

Staff have the following recommendations to address the issues raised and already identified.
Data and information
In conjunction with Finance provide a portion of 1 FTE to concentrate on providing solid data
and metrics (Identified as a core business need for all departments). Staff continue to improve
in-house reporting (tracking sheet) and as an interim measure provide specific additional data
out of this report, pending the implementation of the InSite solution to automate the make ready
process.
Harmonize reporting basis with other LHC’s particularly differentiating between “rentable” and
“non-rentable vacant units”. Non rentable units would include total losses or units requiring
“back to the studs” levels of renovations or those which have not been pest cleared. Currently
this “non–rentable” class of units represents more than half of both Toronto and Hamilton’s total
vacancy figure.
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Non-rentable units would also technically include those units which have been offered and
accepted but where the lease is not actually signed. This is usually a function of timing around
tenants giving notice and being able to provide last month’s rent.
Note that the plan contained in SR 2019 – 33 called for a 60 day turnaround after being cleared.
InSite
Housing Services Corporation in conjunction with LMCH are developing a “Make Ready
Process” based on the operational process of LMCH and leveraging the InSite software to
better track work orders and processes and automate various Maintenance and Repair
processes which impact the restoration process. The latest report from HSC is appended to this
report.
Process
The unit turnover process has two distinct component parts firstly restoration and secondly
tenant placement.
Going forward regular cross team meetings are being put in place specifically to tactically
address the needs of TP in terms of sites that are lacking stock, over stocking in locations and
also feedback from tenants and deficiencies.
If appropriate human resources are granted as outlined below then a more comprehensive
turnover plan will be engaged which will increase front and back end quality control and provide
earlier notification of problem units so mitigation strategies can be called up in advance (debris,
intense pest control, remediation, sharps removal, etc). A clearer expectation can be set ahead
of time with the departing tenants to help them avoid chargebacks as well.
Included in the recent KPMG report were suggested process related elements:
(i)
(ii)
(iii)

(iv)

identify the root cause of LMCH’s challenges with respect to unit turn-around and
overall vacancy;
identify potential opportunities for enhancements to customer experience;
identify potential opportunities for synergies and operational efficiencies through the
integration of common functions with the City (e.g. income verification, administrative
and back office functions); and
Quantify the resource requirements necessary to support streamlined processes.

Item (i) is the subject of detailed consideration in 2019 – 33 but resource shortage financial and
personnel remains an issue.
Customer experience (ii) is obviously enhanced by having units refurbished to a much higher
standard and indeed it could be argued that a comprehensive restoration though more costly in
dollars could be effected more quickly as there would be no need to patch up floors or
cupboards and to try and coax one last flip out of 40 year old elements.
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LMCH will continue to provide Rent Smart education for both future and current tenants and will
also continue to engage with new tenants through our System Navigators to provide an initial
welcome to their new site and the distribution of welcome packages for each new household.
LMCH is open to support from the City, closer cooperation with the Housing Access Centre for
example might provide for speedier turnover or appropriate rentals. As one example there is no
simple way to match an applicant and a heavily modified unit resulting in delays in our ability to
identify applicants. Currently for example there are 5 fully modified units that are vacant and we
have not been able to identify any individuals on the waitlist that are approved for these specific
sites.
Resources are discussed more fully hereunder (iv) however most of the issues revolve around
resourced based shortages or units turned back in very poor condition. Process improvements
are planned but are no substitution for adequate resourcing.
Resources
There are immediate and longer term resource needs.
In the short term, more difficult restorations have been passed to contractors which will have a
financial implication. Existing management staff are also devoting time to the process even
though restoration is outside of their area of responsibility.
Tenant Services is supporting the Tenant Placement team with a seconded coordinator who
facilitates sourcing and booking potential tenants, this role has become very important and has
been a major factor in our ability to increase the number of units we have been able to rent in
August. This coupled with a need for a better interface between the departments would support
this role as an FTE.
Tenant Services has reached out to staff at the Housing Access Center (HAC) with a goal of
restarting regular meetings between our two organizations to identify areas where we can find
efficiencies, improve communication and identify areas that can provide more fulsome support
to the coordinators with the regular maintenance and “cleaning up” of the current waitlists, and
additionally through better identification of individuals in need of modified units. The first
meeting is scheduled for later this month.
Two temporary M/R staff have been hired to improve capacity however it should be noted that in
addition to retaining these two staff an additional resources will be sought as part of the
resource plan and MYB.
The rationale is that in the first instance these staff will assist in reducing vacancy levels and
maintaining our target level.
In the longer term the asset management strategy sets out a more comprehensive restoration
specification and requirements of government funding programs would require 20% of units to
be accessible going forward this coupled with an average increase of 2000 work orders a year
would make a compelling case for making those roles permanent.
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The restoration process is currently managed by the Construction Manager with the assistance
of a coordinator. Even if the needs of the asset management plan are ignored the manager
currently oversees 60 capital projects, recurring contracts such as fire protection, asbestos
management, etc., and numerous small projects such as unit modifications, asphalt repair or
replacement, technical contingency work and so on.
There is a clear need for an additional supervisor strictly focused on the restoration turnover
function especially if a more stringent quality control regime and cost recovery model is to be
incorporated within an already stressed system. Additional resources to support this need will
be sought as part of the MYB.
Minor restorations are also handled by the individual site M/R staff as a partial adjunct to their
core function of work orders and building operations. These staff are managed by the
operational managers.
The operational managers FTE count is two with an acknowledgement that a third is essential to
ensure an adequate field coverage is maintained. These resources will form part of the MYB
staffing ask which will include filling the existing vacancy (currently serviced by rotating acting
assignments)
In terms of outside resources approximately one third of all units are returned in a condition
beyond “level one” with a cost implication from $5000 to over $100,000 in a fire loss.
In unit numbers this equates to 120 -150 units annually and as such 100 units a year may
reasonably be beyond the scope of the in house team resulting in an operational cost of
$500,000 as a minimum.
Notwithstanding the cost of servicing these badly damaged units some of this cost may be
absorbed through the asset management and regeneration strategy and this financial burden
will potentially be partially shared through those initiatives.

Implementation
Current efforts have focused with some success on implementing the action plan already
advanced in June through 2019 – 33. Additionally Asset Management departmental staff have
been used to further advance the plan.
Additional M/R resources have been re-focused to further assist. Administrative support for the
Tenant Placement team has been re-tasked from other duties with significant success.
Throughout the remainder of the year the implementation of the make ready process will be
undertaken although significant benefits are not expected until F2020.
Additional staffing resources will be sought as part of the MYB request and it should be noted
that reduction of vacancies to the target level is achievable (assuming current trends in
vacation) however 2% as a vacancy rate is going to require additional resources to maintain at a
level which is below industry norms.
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FINANCIAL IMPACT:
Simple restoration (contracted out) will continue to be in excess of $500k per annum although
the funding envelope may shift from restoration to regeneration as comprehensive portfolio wide
restorations are carried out (subject to approval of the MYB capital plan)
For the remainder of F2019 Only the Restoration Supervisor and additional PSM would be
additional costs the other HR requirements are covered through temporary staffing currently in
place.
CONCLUSION:
It is unfortunate that the KPMG report did not give credit for reductions in vacancy and process
improvements already actioned between their data extraction and the time of the report. SLT or
operational staff were not interviewed and no actual assessment was carried out into the actual
process that was so roundly criticized.
It is however opportune that the report now provides the opportunity to measure our vacancy
rates against other LHC’s on an “apples to apples” basis which will no doubt show LMCH in a
significantly better light.

REVIEWED & SUBMITTED BY:

REVIEWED & SUBMITTED BY:

NORMAN TURNER, DIRECTOR OF
ASSETS AND PROPERTY
REVIEWED AND RECOMMENDED BY:

ANDREA MACKENZIE, DIRECTOR OF
TENANT SERVICES

JOSH BROWNE, CEO

Attachments:
2019 – 33 Staff Report on Vacancy
HSC – Report On Make Ready Process
Restoration Record (To be updated under new process)
Current restoration process (being reviewed)
Tenant charge back working sheet
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