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Internal Audit Report: Contract Managed Buildings Audit
Item 3D
October 19, 2016
Building Investment, Finance and Audit Committee
Report:

BIFAC:2016-137

To:

Building Investment, Finance and Audit Committee (BIFAC)

From:

Chief Internal Auditor

Date:

October 11, 2016

Strategic Plan Quality Homes:
Priority:
ñ Improve Building Conditions
Maintain the Condition and Quality of New and Repaired
Buildings
Service Excellence:
ñ

ñ

Provide Excellent Customer Service

ñ

Demonstrate Value for Money and Public Accountability

PURPOSE:
To provide the Building Investment, Finance and Audit Committee (the Committee) with
the Internal Audit report Contract Managed Buildings Audit.
RECOMMENDATIONS:
That the Committee receive the Internal Audit report Contract Managed Buildings Audit.
REASONS FOR RECOMMENDATIONS:
Background
Subsequent to a public Request for Proposal (RFP) process, in 2012 TCHC entered
into contracts with third party property managers to subcontract property management
of 12,017 units in 58 communities, including 2 seniors’ buildings1. This was the
continuation of a property management subcontract program from prior years. These
1 In 2012, via a RFP, 427 additional units were added to the CM building portfolio to bring the number of
units in the CM building portfolio to 12,444.
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buildings are known throughout TCHC as the ‘contract managed buildings’ (CM
buildings).
Prior to TCHC issuing the next RFP for contract managed buildings, management
asked Internal Audit to do a review of the contract managed buildings.
The signed contract (CM contract) for each of the four vendors (the CM vendors)
selected includes a right-of-audit as well as full access to the premises. This is the first
time TCHC exercised the right-of-audit.
Findings
Vendor Performance
We found that the CM vendors:
ñ
ñ

Were not in compliance with the Key Performance Indicators (KPIs) that we
reviewed; and
Consistently exceeded annual operating budgets.

Key Performance Indicators
With respect to the KPIs we reviewed we found that:
ñ
ñ
ñ
ñ

Some of the KPI targets for the CM vendors were unrealistic and generally
unachievable;
We also found that some KPI targets for direct managed buildings were not met
by TCHC;
There were KPIs not included in the CM contract that should possibly be included
in the next RFP process for CM buildings; and
The KPIs set out for the CM buildings were not necessarily in alignment with the
KPIs used for direct managed buildings.

Some of these observations are in alignment with the findings contained in the final report from
the Mayor’s Task Force on Toronto Community Housing2, in particular Recommendation 26:
That (TCHC) review current private sector management contracts adopting clear
performance standards to ensure equity in tenant services, adequate small capital repairs
and fair wages for staff...

Vendor Operating Budgets
CM vendor budgets did not include a budget for capital expenditures as TCHC is
responsible for capital expenditures.
More importantly, there was no clear direction from TCHC to the CM vendors on the
delineation between operating expenses and capital expenses. As such, there is an

2 Transformative Change for TCHC, A Report From the Mayor’s Task Force on Toronto Community
Housing January 26, 2016
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incentive for CM vendors to delay making operating repairs so that operating repairs
turn into a capital expenditure.
TCHC Administration, Monitoring, and Performance Assessment of the CM Contracts
We found that there was insufficient monitoring and review by TCHC over the course of
the CM contracts of:
ñ
ñ

CM vendors not achieving KPI targets; and
CM vendor budget over spending.

In addition, to our knowledge, over the course of the CM contracts there has been no
effective reporting about the savings that have been achieved by using CM vendors.
There is a cost in staff resources to effectively administer, monitor, and assess the
performance of the CM vendors. We are not convinced that this function has been
adequately resourced.
The Value Proposition in Having Contract Managed Buildings
The value proposition with respect to having CM buildings must take into consideration
not only the financial aspects of the contracts (including the cost of administering the
contracts), but also other things such as the quality of customer service provided, and
the level of customer satisfaction upon receiving those services.
We have recommended that a thorough review of the ‘CM building value proposition’ be
made prior to issuing the next RFP for CM buildings.
Recommendations
We have made six Recommendations in this report to address the matters noted above.
More importantly, the Recommendations in this report address issues relating to
(i) The development, structure and oversight of the current CM contract for the
purpose of strengthening the accountability of a future contract, as well as
(ii) Addressing the value for money and strategic implications of the CM building
initiative.
Management’s Action Plan with respect to our Recommendations is attached to this
report as Appendix A.
IMPLICATIONS AND RISKS:
In the contract managed buildings program there is a risk that public funds are not being
used economically or effectively, resulting in a negative impact on the public’s
perception of the contract vendors, TCHC, and their reputations.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
Background
Subsequent to a public Request for Proposal (RFP) process, in 2012 TCHC entered into
contracts with third party property managers to subcontract property management of
12,017 units in 58 communities, including 2 seniors’ buildings1. This was the
continuation of a property management subcontract program from prior years. These
buildings are known throughout TCHC as the ‘contract managed buildings’ (CM
buildings).
Prior to TCHC issuing the next RFP for contract managed buildings, management asked
Internal Audit to do a review of the contract managed buildings.
The signed contract (CM contract) for each of the four vendors (the CM vendors)
selected includes a right-of-audit as well as full access to the premises. This is the first
time TCHC exercised the right-of-audit. All agreements are for three years, plus two oneyear renewals. As at the date of this report, the agreements with the CM vendors are in
the last one-year renewal period.
The CM buildings contracts are administered and monitored by the TCHC Contract,
Compliance & Delivery Unit (CM Unit) of the Asset Management Department.
Audit Objectives
The objectives of this assignment were to provide CM vendors and TCHC management
with an objective and independent assessment of the vendor’s compliance with the
terms of the contract in the following areas:
•
•
•
•

Rent Geared to Income (RGI) calculations;
Finance;
Work orders; and
Daily operations of the buildings.

In addition, we looked at the content and effectiveness of the following during the course
of our review:
•
•

The Corporation’s RFP and CM contracts; and
Key Performance Indicators.

Resources did not permit us to review arrears, vacancy management, and annual unit
inspections of the CM buildings.
Methodology and Scope
Our methodology included, but was not limited to:
•
•
•
•

1

Reviewing policies, procedures and forms relevant to the process;
Interviewing staff;
Examining documents; and
Performing analytical work.

In 2012, via a RFP, 427 additional units were added to the CM building portfolio to bring the
number of units in the CM building portfolio to 12,444.
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Sample sizes for work order and RGI calculations assessment were identical for each
vendor. Samples were chosen randomly.
Sample sizes were chosen to provide an indication of a vendor's (i) compliance or noncompliance with certain terms of the contract and (ii) ability to meet certain performance
measurements. As such, we caution the reader that there are inherent limitations in the
results set out in this document.
Findings
Vendor Performance
We found that the CM vendors:
•
•

Were not in compliance with the Key Performance Indicators (KPIs) that we
reviewed; and
Consistently exceeded annual operating budgets.

Key Performance Indicators
With respect to the KPIs we reviewed we found that:
•
•
•
•

Some of the KPI targets for the CM vendors were unrealistic and generally
unachievable;
We also found that some KPI targets for direct managed buildings were not met
by TCHC;
There were KPIs not included in the CM contract that should possibly be included
in the next RFP process for CM buildings; and
The KPIs set out for the CM buildings were not necessarily in alignment with the
KPIs used for direct managed buildings.

Some of these observations are in alignment with the findings contained in the final
report from the Mayor’s Task Force on Toronto Community Housing2, in particular
Recommendation 26:
That (TCHC) review current private sector management contracts adopting clear
performance standards to ensure equity in tenant services, adequate small capital
repairs and fair wages for staff...
Vendor Operating Budgets
CM vendor budgets did not include a budget for capital expenditures as TCHC is
responsible for capital expenditures.
More importantly, there was no clear direction from TCHC to the CM vendors on the
delineation between operating expenses and capital expenses. As such, there is an
incentive for CM vendors to delay making operating repairs so that operating repairs turn
into a capital expenditure.
TCHC Administration, Monitoring, and Performance Assessment of the CM Contracts
We found that there was insufficient monitoring and review by TCHC over the course of
the CM contracts of:

2

Transformative Change for TCHC, A Report From the Mayor’s Task Force on Toronto
Community Housing January 26, 2016
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•
•

CM vendors not achieving KPI targets; and
CM vendor budget over spending.

In addition, to our knowledge, over the course of the CM contracts there has been no
effective reporting about the savings that have been achieved by using CM vendors.
There is a cost in staff resources to effectively administer, monitor, and assess the
performance of the CM vendors. We are not convinced that this function has been
adequately resourced.
The Value Proposition in Having Contract Managed Buildings
The value proposition with respect to having CM buildings must take into consideration
not only the financial aspects of the contracts (including the cost of administering the
contracts), but also other things such as the quality of customer service provided, and
the level of customer satisfaction upon receiving those services.
We have recommended that a thorough review of the ‘CM building value proposition’ be
made prior to issuing the next RFP for CM buildings.
Recommendations

We have made six Recommendations in this report to address the matters noted above.
More importantly, the Recommendations in this report address issues relating to
(i) The development, structure and oversight of the current CM contract for the
purpose of strengthening the accountability of a future contract, as well as
(ii) Addressing the value for money and strategic implications of the CM building
initiative.
Management’s Action Plan with respect to our Recommendations is attached to this
report as Appendix A.
As well, the CM vendors have acknowledged our detailed findings, and the CM Unit has
indicated that improvements have been ongoing.
We would like to take this opportunity to thank the staff and management of the TCHC
Asset Management Department, particularly the CM unit, and the Finance Department
for their cooperation and assistance during this audit.
The same appreciation is extended to the CM vendors’ site staff and Head Office staff.
Prepared by:
Genevieve Segu, CPA, CMA CIA CRMA CISA
Manager, Internal Audit
Approved by:
Michael Vear, CPA, CA, CPA (Illinois)
Chief Internal Auditor, Internal Audit Department
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1.0

OPERATIONAL KEY PERFORMANCE INDICATORS

1.1

Vendors’ compliance with Key Performance Indicators

We reviewed three KPIs for all CM vendors:
•
•
•

Work Order Completion;
Building Condition; and
RGI Calculation.

The Work Order and Building Condition KPIs are important because they mitigate the
risk that the building could further deteriorate, causing potential injury or damage to
occupants, staff or visitors.
The RGI calculation KPI is important to mitigate the reputational risk that tenants are not
treated in a fair and consistent manner. There is also a financial risk that the RGI
revenue is not properly calculated.
As summarized in Table 1 below, the CM vendors, for the most part, have difficulties
achieving the KPIs as set out in the contract, although their performance varies across
the KPIs examined. Notably, we found one company standing out as being the best
performer across all 3 KPIs, and one, at the other end of the spectrum, standing out as
being the weakest performer across the 3 KPIs reviewed.
We identified significant weaknesses in two areas: Work Order Completion and RGI
Calculations and we have provided our detailed findings to each vendor for their
resolution.

Table1: CM Vendors compliance with KPIs
Definition
Work
Orders

% of the 50 work orders
sampled for each vendor that
were compliant with the
timelines for resolution of the
work orders:

KPI
80%

Result
Only one vendor was
compliant.
The others ranged
between 64% and 72%.

• 24 hours for essential repairs;
and
• 5 days for other categories of
repairs.
Building
Condition

% of the 158 items on the
TCHC CM Unit building
assessment checklist that are
completed (observed by IAD
and a Community Housing
Supervisor for two buildings for
each vendor). The items
related to the buildings’
exterior and interior (though
not the tenant units).

100%

None of the vendors met
the required KPI for
building conditions
(100%).
The compliance rates
ranged from 81% to 95%.
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RGI
calculations

% of 15 files for each vendor
that were in compliance with
the requirements for RGI
calculations and
documentation.

100%

Only one vendor was
compliant.
The others ranged
between 73% and 93%.

At the time of this report, the TCHC CM Unit is actively following up with the CM vendors
on the resolution of our detailed findings for Building Operations and RGI Calculations.
1.2

Key Performance Indicators (KPI)

As part of the scope of the review, and in order to understand the vendors’ noncompliance, we then looked at some of the KPIs contained in the RFP.
Developing realistic and achievable KPIs
As noted in Table1 above, with respect to the three KPIs we reviewed:
•
•

Only one CM vendor was compliant with the Work Order completion KPI of 80%
work orders completed within the requisite timelines; and
Only one CM vendor was compliant with the RGI calculation KPI of 100%
accuracy.

For buildings that are directly managed by TCHC, there were also difficulties in meeting
the following KPI targets:
•

•

Work Order completion: in August 2015 none of the direct managed operating
units met the KPI of 80% work orders being completed within 5 business days;
and
RGI Calculations: for the year ending December 31, 2015, none of the direct
managed operating units reached the KPI of 100% RGI calculation accuracy3.

These findings are an indication that the evaluation of the performance of both direct
managed buildings and CM buildings might not be based on realistic and/or achievable
targets.
Establishing all relevant KPIs
We found that TCHC did not establish performance indicators, reporting frequencies and
targets to measure some other CM Contract items, such as:
•

3

Measuring vendor’s performance e.g.
o number and type of tenant complaints;
o length of time to respond to tenant complaints (monthly);
o tenant satisfaction;
o % of repairs completed on time; and average # of days to complete
repairs; and

During the external audit of TCHC’s 2015 financial statements, the external auditors found
that there was inaccuracy in the RGI calculation process (though within an acceptable level
with respect to materiality on TCHC’s financial statements).
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•

Meeting TCHC’s Green Plan goals for energy and water conservation, waste
reduction and diversion as set out in the 2012 RFP.

Periodic monitoring of KPIs
Out of the three KPIs that we reviewed, we found that TCHC does not monitor them
equally, as follows:
•
•
•

Work Orders are monitored and their completion status are discussed monthly
with each CM vendor;
The building inspections are performed once a year; and
RGI calculations are not reviewed.
Recommendation #1
TCHC Asset Management:
a) Review currently used operating unit KPIs to ensure that they are adequate
and relevant for performance monitoring purposes, and achievable.
Develop new KPIs as required;
b) Align KPIs for CM vendors with those of direct managed buildings;
c) Review the KPIs periodically to ensure they are remain adequate and
relevant; and
d) Periodically monitor performance results of KPIs for CM vendors.

2.0

RECORDS RETENTION

In order to establish that the proposed cost saving targets for the 2012 CM contract
awards were reasonable, we sought to review the supporting documentation of the
information that was presented to, and approved by, the TCHC Board of Directors (the
Board) when they approved the 2012 CM contract awards to the four vendors.
Other than the documents that were presented to the Board, TCHC Management was
not able to provide us with:
•
•

A business case or other information that outlined the objectives, background,
and rationale for the decision to continue to contract out the management of
some of TCHC’s properties; and
Information to support the basis on which the net savings identified in the report
to the Board were developed.

As such, we were unable to ascertain the reasonableness of the net cost savings that
were estimated to be achievable by using CM vendors.
We have no reason to believe that the aforementioned documents, information, and
analysis do not exist. Simply, management could not find it.
We were able to establish that this stems from a lack of succession planning with
respect to institutional knowledge and records retention, as follows:
•

The staff who performed the requisite analysis, developed the 2012 RFP,
analysed and recommended the CM contract awards, and implemented the CM
vendor contracts are no longer with the organization; and
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•

The individuals who have administered, or who are now currently administering,
the CM Vendor contracts were/are not in possession of the information
necessary to support the 2012 business case(s) related to the contract.
Recommendation # 2
For future CM contract awards TCHC Management establish a central repository
ensure that, at a minimum, the following information and documentation is properly
stored and/or archived:
a) The rationale and justification for the contract, documented in an approved
business case. The documentation should include the assumptions, data
and information used to identify any savings or benefits;
b) Benchmarks and processes to monitor, assess and report on whether the
benefits/savings are being achieved; and
c) Key documents and related supporting documents that must be retained;
their format (paper and/or electronic) and retention periods.
Such repository should have restricted (i) access to its contents and (ii) ability to
delete records from it.

3.0

CONTRACT MANAGED VENDOR BUDGETS

3.1

Annual Budgets

Each CM vendor submits an annual operating budget that is approved by TCHC
management. The budgets include such items as maintenance and repairs, supplies,
and such other operating expenses.
With the exception of one vendor in the first year of the contract, all of the vendors
exceeded their budget in each of the contract years.
3.2

Operating vs. Capital Expenses

TCHC is responsible for capital expenses in CM buildings. The CM vendor budgets
include only operational expenditures.
A difficulty arises because the CM vendor contracts and budgets do not include a clear
policy, guidelines or other criteria to enable the CM vendor to determine when an
expenditure is to be classified as a capital item.
In fact, it was determined from discussions with the CM vendors, some capital expenses
were being charged to the CM vendors’ operating budgets, which resulted in
overspending of the annual budget.
Though since the audit commenced TCHC provided capital expense guidelines to the
CM vendors, throughout most of the contract the CM vendors were using their own
capital policy.
This lack of distinction between operating and capital expenditures leaves TCHC open to
potential budget manipulation, erosion of potential cost savings, and ineffective use of
public funds. In particular, the structure of the CM vendor contracts is such that it
incentivises CM vendors not to complete maintenance repairs, which would come out of
their operating budgets, but rather convert said expenditures into capital expenses,
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Recommendation # 3
For future CM contract awards TCHC Management, in developing the budget
requirements for the CM vendors:
a) Update the Internal Capital Expense framework to include clear policies,
guidelines, and thresholds and provide the updated document to each
vendor; and
b) Ensure that the operating budget and capital plan takes into consideration
the work that will be required to maintain and/or refurbish the aging
buildings in the vendors’ portfolio.
3.3

Monitoring Budget Variances

The CM vendors’ property accountant prepares monthly financial reports on the
significant budget variances and forwards them to TCHC CM Unit Manager. During the
course of the contract, however:
•

•

TCHC did not enforce the CM vendors’ compliance with their respective budgets.
That is, any over-budget spending was not actively resolved by management;
and
TCHC did not exactly know the source of the overspending. It was represented
to us that during the term of the contract, the CM unit’s corrective actions were to
identify and report to the CM Vendors their concerns with their overspending and
attempt to resolve financial issues relating to capital as they came up. We could
not obtain supporting documents for such analysis or whether the vendors were
asked for an explanation of their variance.

Senior Management acknowledges that the cross functional nature of contract
management and finance, along with the lack of proper and/or adequate staffing
complement, are contributing factors of the break down in the accountability for the
financial aspects of the contract.
3.4

Periodic Assessment of Savings Realized

Throughout the term of the current CM vendor contracts, we are not aware of any
meaningful assessment by management of the savings realised, or not, by using CM
vendors to operate the CM buildings.
Recommendation # 4
With respect to the CM vendor contracts, TCHC Management develop a process to,
periodically throughout the year, report on:
a) The CM vendors’ financial performance (e.g. budget to actual expenses,
capital vs. operating expenditures, etc.); and
b) The savings realised by TCHC through using CM vendors to operate the
CM buildings.
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4.0

TCHC RESOURCES REQUIRED TO ADMINISTER CM CONTRACTS

In this report we have noted that:
•
•
•
•
•

All KPIs necessary to assess the performance of the CM vendors are not
necessarily being monitored;
There is no internal review of RGI calculations made by the CM vendors;
Budget overspending is not being reviewed nor resolved in a meaningful way to
determine root-cause reasons behind the overspending;
There has been no determination of any savings realised through the use of CM
vendors to manage the CM buildings; and
There does not appear to be a true cross functional relationship between the CM
Unit and Finance staff, which would provide for more meaningful and effective
administration, monitoring, and assessment of the CM contracts.

We do recognize that at the time of this audit, the CM unit did not have its full
complement of staff in place.
We do, however, question whether the complement of staff assigned to properly
administer, monitor, and assess performance of the CM contracts (as noted above) is
sufficient.
There is a risk that public funds are not being used economically or effectively, resulting
in a negative impact on the public’s perception of the vendors, TCHC and their
reputations.
Recommendation # 5
With respect to CM vendor contracts, TCHC Management
a) Formally align responsibility for all aspects of the CM vendor contracts
(administration, monitoring, performance assessment, RGI calculation
reviews, financial performance, etc.) under one unit; and
b) Assess the staffing complement required to properly and adequately
administer, monitor, and assess performance of the CM vendor contracts,
and staff accordingly.
5.0

CONTRACT MANAGED BUILDINGS – THE VALUE PROPOSITION

A key purpose of entering into contracts with third party vendors to operate a portfolio of
TCHC buildings was to realise cost savings, which could then be used towards
operational and capital repairs on its buildings.
We have noted in this report the challenges experienced by TCHC with respect to this
program.
What has not been addressed is the value proposition of entering into these third party
contracts.
There are two parts of this value proposition:
Financial
Has money actually been saved? To our knowledge there has been no meaningful
reporting on what has been saved by using the CM vendors.
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Does the required internal cost of monitoring CM contract performance take away
from any savings realised?
Customer Service and Satisfaction
The value of the CM initiative must be assessed in tandem with the quality of
customer service provided, and the customer satisfaction with the services
provided. Simply – what was the value of the initiative compared to the money
spent?
Though we have not reviewed these items in this engagement, we note that TCHC
Client Satisfaction surveys conducted in both 2012 and in 2015 indicated an
inequitable service delivery between CM buildings and direct managed buildings,
where CM clients rated their satisfaction as lower than direct managed clients.
TCHC management has indicated that they are currently reviewing both financial
information over the life of the contract as well as more detailed customer satisfaction
ratios.
Lastly, from a purely strategic standpoint, TCHC, over the years, has built its operations
to increase its competency to directly service its tenants. This competency was
subcontracted to CM vendors who were globally not compliant and over budget. This
might pose an operational and reputational risk to TCHC.
TCHC should strive to use leading practices in order to reduce operational, financial and
reputational risk with respect to utilizing CM vendors to operate and maintain the CM
units.
Recommendation # 6
TCHC Management consider the value for money proposition and strategic
implications of the CM buildings initiative prior to issuing the next RFP for CM
vendors.
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APPENDIX A: MANAGEMENT’S ACTION PLAN
#

Recommendation

Agree/Disagree

Management’s Action Plan

Timeline

1

TCHC Asset Management:

Agree

New realistic KPIs, aligned with TCHC
direct-management operations, will be
included as part of new RFP.

Issuance of RFP
(Prior to December
31, 2016)

a) Review currently used operating unit
KPIs to ensure that they are adequate
and relevant for performance
monitoring purposes, and achievable.
Develop new KPIs as required;
b) Align KPIs for CM vendors with those
of direct managed buildings;
c) Review the KPIs periodically to
ensure they are remain adequate and
relevant;
d) Periodically monitor performance
results of KPIs for CM vendors.
2

For future CM contract awards TCHC
Management establish a central repository
ensure that, at a minimum, the following
information and documentation is properly
stored and/or archived:
a) The rationale and justification for the
contract, documented in an approved
business case. The documentation
should include the assumptions, data
and information used to identify any
savings or benefits;
b) Benchmarks and processes to
monitor, assess and report on
whether the benefits/savings are
being achieved; and

Vendors will be evaluated on their
performance against the KPIs, with
incentives for exceeding the KPI targets
and liquidated damages for not meeting
the targets.

Agree

Business case for contract
management to be provided to the
Business, Investment, Finance, and
Audit Committee on October 19, 2016.

October 19, 2016
for repository and
business case.

Benchmarks and KPIs to monitor CM
vendors to be included a part of new
RFP to be issued in 2016.

December 31,
2016 for
Benchmarks and
KPIs (as part of
new RFP).

Repository for documents, with
restricted access, completed.
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#

Recommendation

Agree/Disagree

Management’s Action Plan

Timeline

Agree

New Capital Repair Guidelines
developed and provided to all CM
vendors.

Completed.

Structure of new RFP will ensure that
future operating and capital budgets
align with operational needs.

December 31,
2016 for
Benchmarks and
KPIs (as part of
new RFP).

New reporting protocols to be
developed to report on contractmanagement performance to the Board
of Directors. The reports will include:

June 30, 2017

c) Key documents and related
supporting documents that must be
retained; their format (paper and/or
electronic) and retention periods.

3

Such repository should have restricted (i)
access to its contents and (ii) ability to
delete records from it.
For future CM contract awards TCHC
Management, in developing the budget
requirements for the CM vendors:
a) Update the Internal Capital Expense
framework to include clear policies,
guidelines, and thresholds and
provide the updated document to
each vendor; and
b) Provide the successful candidates
with a detailed operating budget and
capital plan that takes into
consideration the work that will be
required to maintain and/or refurbish
the aging buildings in the vendors’
portfolio.

4

With respect to the CM vendor contracts, Agree
TCHC Management develop a process to,
periodically throughout the year, report on:
a) The CM vendors’ financial
performance (e.g. budget to actual
expenses, capital vs. operating
expenditures, etc.); and

- Financial performance of CM
vendors relative to budget; and
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#

Recommendation

Agree/Disagree

b) The savings realized to TCHC by
using CM vendors to operate certain
TCHC buildings.

5

6

Timeline

Financial performance of CM
vendors relative to direct-managed
properties.

With respect to CM vendor contracts, TCHC Agree
Management
a) Formally align responsibility for all
aspects of the CM vendor contracts
(administration, monitoring,
performance assessment, RGI
calculation reviews, financial
performance, etc.) under one unit;
b) Assess the staffing complement
required to properly and adequately
administer, monitor, and assess
performance of the CM vendor
contracts, and staff accordingly.
TCHC Management consider the value for
money proposition and strategic
implications of the CM buildings initiative
prior to issuing the next RFP for CM
vendors.

Management’s Action Plan

Agree

Assessment of requirements to monitor
CM vendor contracts is ongoing. The
assessment involves evaluating
resources to monitor the CM vendors
under the framework of the new
contracts.

May 1, 2017

Action is completed and business case
for contract management to be
provided to the Business, Investment,
Finance, and Audit Committee on
October 19, 2016.

October 19, 2016

