


NATIONAL BENCHMARKING SERVICE FOR SPORTS AND
LEISURE CENTRES

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY FOR HALLAM LEISURE CENTRE

This report uses survey data from 315 visitors to the Centre, financial/management
data provided by the Centre’s management, and estimated catchment population
data from the National Census. It identifies performance across four sets of
indicators: access (usage by specific market segments); efficiency; utilisation; and
customer satisfaction with services at the Centre.

The main strengths, weaknesses and factors to watch out for at the Centre are
shown in the table below.

Ethnic minorities; people aged 65+; disabled 65+; females; visits per user;
Strengths . - i
unique visitors per month; efficiency
Weaknesses Dlsadvgntaged card holders; energy efficiency ratings; central establishment
charges; casual use

Access performance is strong, with nine of the 14 indicators performing above the
median (50%) benchmark level. The Centre's strengths are: visits by ethnic
minorities; people aged 65+; disabled people aged 65+; female users; the frequency
of visits per user, and the number of unique visitors monthly. The Centre's
weaknesses are: visits by disadvantaged card holders, and people who are
unemployed. The visits by people aged 24 to 64, although in the bottom quartile is
representative of their incidence in the catchment population, with a score of 1.03.

Efficiency performance is very strong relative to the benchmarks, with eight of the
19 indicators achieving performance at, or above, the 75" percentile; and a cost
recovery score of 152%, which is top quartile or 'better' performance by industry
standards.

The main utilisation indicator, market penetration, performs in the second quartile,
which is below average performance.

The scores for overall customer satisfaction with visit (4.56) and swimming
experience (4.47) are both better than the relevant industry averages (4.46 and 4.36
respectively). Satisfaction and importance scores reported by customers show the
following relative strengths and weaknesses.

Relatively strong attributes Relatively weak attributes
Primary Stan(_iard of qoaching/instrqction Primary o _ .
Service provided by reception staff Availability of car parking on site
strengths . . . . weaknesses
Activity available at convenient times
Cleanliness of changing areas
Secondary | Service provided by other staff Secondary Value for money of food/drink
strengths Ease of booking weaknesses | Value for money of activities
Quality of equipment
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NBS FULL REPORT FOR HALLAM LEISURE CENTRE
INTRODUCTION

This report has been produced by Sport England’s National Benchmarking Service
for Sports and Leisure Centres (hereafter referred to as ‘NBS”) for Hallam Leisure
Centre which is run by Legacy Leisure on behalf of Sheffield City Council. The
report has been compiled by staff from the Sport Industry Research Centre (SIRC)
at Sheffield Hallam University.

The data used in this report are derived from a survey of 315 users of the Centre
interviewed between 25" June and 8" July 2016, conducted by in-house staff; and a
financial / management return based on the year 1% January to 31° December 2015.
The user survey and financial return are supplemented by estimated catchment area
data provided by SIRC. A catchment area map is provided in Section 3 of this
report.

Hallam Leisure Centre is classified as being a 'mixed without outdoor' facility
which means it has a swimming pool of at least 20 metres in length and an indoor
sports hall which could accommodate at least 4 badminton courts but no outdoor
provision. It also has other facilities such as a gym, two squash courts and two
studios. Hallam Leisure Centre is a joint provision centre. The benchmarking
‘families' used for Hallam Leisure Centre are shown below.

Number of centres in family categories for different
Family performance indicators

Access Finance Utilisation | Satisfaction
Ml)_«_ao_l site without outdoor 28 o5 28 28
facilities
20%+ of catchment
population in NS-SEC 6 & 7 60 60 60 60
3000 to < 5000 sq.m. floor 45 44 45 45
space
External contractor/partner 88 83 88 88

Please note that these family categories are identified by their main characteristic
only, e.g. for facility type, the centres in the 'mixed without outdoor' family group
are identified solely on the basis that they have met the minimum requirements
specified by Sport England to be classified as a mixed site, with no outdoor
provision. Hence the 'facility type' family category will consist of centres with a
variety of catchment area types, a variety of facility sizes, and a variety of
management types.




2. DETAILED SUMMARY OF PERFORMANCE FOR HALLAM LEISURE
CENTRE

2.1  The Centre's performance is reported in four main parts. The first three compare
the Centre’s performance with the 2016 National Benchmarks for access indicators;
efficiency indicators; and utilisation indicators. The fourth part examines
satisfaction and importance scores given by customers using a variety of methods.

2.2  The reference points for the performance for each access, efficiency and utilisation
indicator are the four quartiles and three benchmarks identified in the diagram
below. This positioning has been judged by the NBS analysts by examining
‘average' performance across the four family comparisons. These comparisons are
shown in the detailed performance results in Section 4 of this report.

Lowest 25% 50% 75% Highest
scoring benchmark benchmark benchmark scoring
facility score score score facility
\: ! { ! {
_ Second quartile Third quartile Top quartile
Access

2.3 It is worth noting that not all access groups are likely to be of equal importance to
the social inclusion agenda. We suggest that the groups most relevant to social
inclusion are people aged 14-25, people aged 65+, NS-SEC 6&7, ethnic minorities,
disabled people under 65, disabled people 65+, the unemployed, and disadvantaged
card holders.

2.4  For access indicators, the overall picture is of strong performance across the
majority of the indicators but with relative weaknesses in two groups which are
important to social inclusion (disadvantaged card holders, and people who are
unemployed). A simple explanation for the weak performance on the unemployed
indicator may be that there is a low level of unemployment in the catchment
population. The indicator is based on the percentage of visits made by unemployed
people during the survey period and does not take into account the unemployment
rate in the catchment population, unlike scores for the other access indicators. One
other group (people aged 26 - 64) also performs in the bottom quartile, suggesting
relatively low visits from this main stream market, compared with other similar
centres nationally.  However, visits by people aged 26 - 64 are actually
representative of their incidence in the local catchment population with a score of



1.03 (a score of 1 is representative). It follows that if visits by people aged 26-64
are relatively low, then visits by other age groups must be relatively high. This
point is shown to be the case in the table below with the 14-25 age group in the
third quartile and the 65+ age group in the top quartile. Measures to improve the
identified weak access scores might include pricing tactics, particularly the use and
terms of discount card schemes, and targeted promotion.

2.5 By contrast, the Centre's strengths include high visits by people from ethnic
minority backgrounds; people aged 65+; disabled people aged 65+; and female
users. The first three groups are particularly relevant to social inclusion. The
frequency of visits per user and the number of unique visitors are also relatively
high at this Centre. These are positive findings which suggest that the Centre
already has a wide range of customers who are making frequent visits or use of the
Centre. Process benchmarking with the managers of top quartile centres (see the
Quest/NBS website) may provide some useful advice about the tactics which can
improve access performance for specific groups.

Access indicators (?S;trc;:?e 25% c21nudartile 50% iartile 5% ;qrggrtile
14-25 years
NS-SEC 6&7
ethnic minorities
65+ years
disabled <65 years
disabled 65+ years
26-64 years -
first visits
discount card holders
disadvantaged card holders
females
unemployed
visits per user per month
unique visitors per month
Efficiency
2.6 All of the subsidy and expenditure scores in the summary table (below) are

calculated with estimated central establishment costs included in total costs, if the
centre does not report actual central establishment charges.
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Bottom 2" 3" Top

. - 0 0 o
Efficiency indicators quartile 25% quartile 50% quartile 5% guartile

subsidy per visit

% cost recovery

subsidy per catchment area
person

total operating cost per visit

maintenance and repair costs
per m?

energy costs per m?

energy efficiency rating

staff costs as % of total income

total income per visit

central establishment charges as
% of total expenditure

income per m? (usable space)

direct income per visit

secondary income per visit

fitness income per station

swim income per m* (water
space)

swim lesson income per m?
(water space)

main hall income per
badminton court (£)

annual visits per m* (usable
space)

members per fitness station

Efficiency performance is very strong relative to the benchmarks, with eight of the
19 indicators achieving performance at, or above, the 75" percentile benchmark,
which is regarded as 'better' performance. Amongst the top scoring indicators are
the two subsidy indicators and cost recovery, which all relate to net expenditure by
the Centre. The cost recovery score shows that externally generated income covers
152% of the Centre's operating costs. The principal factors which drive this
efficiency performance are tight cost control, coupled with an above average
overall income, driven by a high level of throughput. Three specific cost indicators
are at or above the 75" percentile levels (i.e. low costs): staff cost indicator, the
maintenance and repair costs indicator, and the energy costs indicator. What is
perhaps surprising is that the Centre's energy costs are relatively low compared
with other similar centres, despite having a weak energy efficiency rating. Whilst
efficiency appears to be very strong, it is always important with joint provision (and
dual use) facilities to ensure that costs and income have been allocated accurately.

The seemingly weak performances are for the central establishment charges
indicator and several income related indicators, which perform at or below the 25
percentile level. These relative performances may not necessarily be causes for
concern so long as the Centre is able to maintain its high cost recovery rate.



However, it may be worthwhile to considering measures which can optimise the
use of the Centre's assets, in this case most notably fitness stations and water space.

Utilisation

2.9

2.10

The main utilisation indicator, the weekly number of people visiting the facility, is
measured against its catchment population aged 14 years and above.

nd rd
Utilisation indicators 50“0!“ 25% 2 50% 3 75% Top .
quartile guartile

quartile quartile
% of casual visits, not
organised

Weekly number of people

visiting

Utilisation performance is below average, with the indicators for casual use and
market penetration both performing below the median (50%) benchmark. Whether
or not the level of casual use (53%) merits action to alter it depends on the Centre's
targeting and programming policies. Although the Centre has a relatively high
number of unique visitors per month (Section 2.5 above), it appears that the number
of unique visitors relative to the catchment area population during the NBS survey
period, when compared with other NBS centres, is below average. As throughput
at this Centre is already high (see 2.8), it is likely that the weekly number of people
visiting the Centre has a below average score simply because it serves a relatively
large catchment population (50,837 - see 3.1 below). The score for this indicator is
only marginally short of the median score and is not a cause for concern.

Customers’ Satisfaction with Service Attributes

2.11

2.12

In this section we use a variety of techniques to demonstrate customer satisfaction
with different service attributes at the Centre. Two summary scores used are the
overall satisfaction score and the Net Promoter Score, which are examined first.
Other measures identify specific strengths and weaknesses.

Overall satisfaction

Comparison of the Centre's satisfaction scores with industry averages provided by
the final satisfaction table on page 33 in Section 4, shows that the Centre's overall
score of 4.56 out of 5 is better than the industry average score for mixed site centres
(4.46). Similarly, the Centre's overall satisfaction score for the quality of the
swimming experience (4.47) is also better than the industry average score of 4.36.




2.13

2.14

2.15

Net Promoter Score®

The Net Promoter Score (NPS) for the Centre is 35%. This is the percentage of
customers scoring 9 or 10 out of 10 (promoters) when asked if they would
recommend the Centre to a colleague or friend, minus the percentage that score 0 to
6 out of 10 (detractors). A Net Promoter Score of 35% is better than the industry
average for 'mixed’ site centres (29%). This finding is consistent with the high
overall satisfaction achieved by the Centre (see Section 2.12 above).

Gap analysis

The tables below identify up to five attributes (out of 12) with the largest gaps
between importance and satisfaction, measured by mean scores or by ranks. These
gaps signal the attributes with the most potential to represent problems, although it
should be emphasised that no attribute has a satisfaction score of less than three, the
neutral score (neither satisfied nor dissatisfied). Thus there are no absolute
problems among the attributes scored in the user survey, although some of the
scores do highlight issues that appear to be relative problems. Only four attributes
feature in the table for rank gaps because these are the only attributes with a
negative gap.

Mean score gaps

Attribute Importance Satisfaction Gap
Availability of car parking on site 4.46 3.68 0.78
Cleanliness of changing areas 4.66 4.34 0.32
Cleanliness of activity spaces 4,71 4.45 0.26
Value for money of food/drink 4.36 412 0.24
Value for money of activities 4.63 4.42 0.21
Rank gaps
Attribute Importance Satisfaction Gap
Cleanliness of changing areas 2 10 -8
Cleanliness of activity spaces 1 7 -6
Value for money of activities 4 9 -5
Availability of car parking on site 11 12 -1

Four attributes feature in both of the tables above and are shown in bold type. The
second table demonstrates that three of the attributes with the largest gaps are
among the top four most important aspects of the Centre's offer to customers.
However, the levels of dissatisfaction with these attributes are low by industry
standards, ranging from 2% to 8%; except for the availability of car park on site.
Availability of car parking on site shows the largest gap measured by mean scores,
whilst the cleanliness of changing areas shows the largest gap measured by ranks.

! Net Promoter, Net Promoter Score, and NPS are trademarks of Satmetrix Systems, Inc., Bain & Company,
Inc., and Fred Reichheld
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Overall, 22% of the 198 respondents who gave the car park attribute a score were
dissatisfied. This interpretation is reasonable when we consider that 71% of the
Centre's customers travelled to the Centre by car/motorcycle and there was an
estimate of 1,732 visitors visiting the Centre per day during the NBS survey period.
Meanwhile the level of dissatisfaction with cleanliness of the changing areas (4%)
is well below the industry norm for mixed site centres (13%). Consequently most
‘problems’ are not absolute, but relative as a result of the satisfaction scores falling
short of the importance scores and with minorities of customers dissatisfied.

Dissatisfaction
The service attributes with the largest proportions of customers expressing

dissatisfaction are shown below. Please note that some of these attributes may also
rank low in customers' importance scores - see tables in Section 4.

Service Attributes % of respondents dissatisfied

2
2
(3]

Availability of car parking on site

Value for money of food/drink 8.3
Cleanliness of changing areas 4.1
Quality of equipment 3’5
Overall swimming experience 2.6
Grid analysis

The grid analysis is divided into four quadrants based on the Centre's average
importance and satisfaction scores for all service attributes included on the user
survey. The two upper quadrants of the grid analysis identify the Centre's strengths,
whereas the bottom two quadrants identify the Centre's weaknesses.

The grid analysis reveals five attributes (e.g. standard of coaching/instruction)
which are in the quadrant for high satisfaction and high importance. By contrast,
three other attributes are in the bottom, right-hand quadrant for high importance
and relatively low satisfaction: the cleanliness of changing areas, the value for
money of activities, and the quality of equipment. These are the attributes most in
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2.19

need of managerial attention although the gap analysis (in Section 2.14 and 2.15
above) does not suggest the presence of any major problems. Relatively low
satisfaction is also evident for the food and drink attribute and the car park attribute,
although they are also ranked relatively low in importance.

5.0

4.8 -

4.6 -

4.4 -

4.2

4.0

3.8

3.6

Activity booking Coaching/instruction
| Activity range Reception staff
Vfm food/drink Other staff
Car Parking 0 Activity availability
[ Cleanliness activity
el | Equipment quality
_______________ = - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ Vimactivities
2§ B
o Cleanliness changing
|
]
4.2 44 46 438 5.0
Importance

Note: the quadrants are separated by the centre's average importance and satisfaction scores
across all attributes.

Comparison of the Centre's satisfaction scores with industry averages

The Centre scores above the industry averages for 11 of the 12 individual service
attributes. The only exception is for the car park attribute, where the Centre's
satisfaction score (3.68) is below the industry average (4.23). It should be noted
that different satisfaction scores in different locations will be caused not only by
real differences in satisfaction, but also by differences between locations in their
generosity of scoring.



3.1

3.2

CATCHMENT AREA POPULATION DATA AND MAP

The estimated catchment area for the Centre is derived from a national model
which distributes population to all known indoor sports facilities, after taking into
account the typical pattern of user travel modes, travel distances and travel times,
as well as major barriers (e.g. rivers, main roads) and competition from similar
facilities. The data below summarises this estimated catchment area's population.

Catchment data used for Hallam Leisure Centre

% population 14 -25 |16.74

% population 26 - 64  |65.20

% population 65+ [18.06

% population < 65 disabled ]8.29

% population 65 + disabled ]9.50

% population non-white  |7.10

'% population groups NS-SEC 6 & 7  |28.57

% population female |51.53

number of people (taking account of competing facilities) |50837

Total residents 14+ years  |41947

number of people (original) |75946

For eight indicators, catchment data for the total number of people aged 14+ is used
(14-25, 26-64, 65+, ethnic minorities, females, disabled under 65 years, disabled
65+ years, and weekly number of people visiting the facility). For one indicator,
NS-SEC 6&7, catchment data for adults aged 16 to 74 years is used. For one other
indicator (subsidy per head of catchment population), the figure used is the number
of people in the dominant catchment population, after adjusting for the effects of
nearby competing facilities. If there are significant nearby competing facilities, the
catchment population figure used will be reduced. By contrast, if there is no or
only limited competition nearby, the catchment population will be adjusted
upwards accordingly.  For Hallam Leisure Centre, the original catchment
population (75,946) has been decreased by 33% to 50,837 after adjusting for nearby
competing facilities.
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3.3

The catchment area in the map below is defined as the area within which Hallam
Leisure Centre attracts more visitors than any other centre, i.e. the area within
which the Centre is the dominant supplier. The map defines the area from which a
large majority of visits are estimated to come from.

< CATCHMENT AREA MAP FOR MEGATOWN LEISURE CENTRE HERE >

10
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4.1

4.2

4.3

4.4

4.5

RESULTS: CURRENT PERFORMANCE SCORES FOR HALLAM
LEISURE CENTRE

The results in this section are structured in the following order:

e first, summary figures for the access, efficiency and utilisation indicators;
e second, tables with satisfaction and importance scores for the relevant service
attributes.

In each of the figures for the access, efficiency and utilisation indicators, the
Centre's score is compared with the national benchmarks and lowest and highest
scores for each of the four family categories to which the Centre belongs. The
scores and benchmarks are presented to the most appropriate number of decimal
places.

For all the performance indicators compared with national benchmarks, it is the 75%
national benchmarks which represent 'better' performance. For performance
indicators involving visits and income, these will be higher scores. For
performance indicators involving subsidy and costs, they will be the lower scores.

For the satisfaction and importance service attributes, four tables are presented:

o first with all the mean scores and ranks for both satisfaction and importance;

e second in rank order according to the gaps between the importance and
satisfaction mean scores;

e third, in rank order according to the gaps between the importance and
satisfaction ranks; and,

e fourth, a comparison of the Centre's satisfaction scores with industry averages.

The second and third of these tables have the highest gap between importance and
satisfaction first, because these are the attributes which may require management
consideration and action. For two attributes there is only a satisfaction score and no
importance score (‘overall swimming experience' and 'overall satisfaction with the
visit'). Such attributes are not included in the rankings and therefore they are not in
the 'gap’ tables.

Please remember to read the accompanying Guidance document to accompany
facility reports to help you understand your results fully. As you become more
familiar with the data you should find it increasingly valuable as a tool in your
management decision making.

11



ACCESS

% visits 14 - 25 years + % catchment population 14-25 years

1.73 1.73 1.73
1.52
1.50 —
1.23
1.15 1.12 ] 1.11
1004 0.89 0.88 085
T T 062 = T 0.65] - T -

0.50—

0.41 0.36 0.41
0.00

Mixed without outdoor High NS-SEC 6 & 7 5000+ sq.m. External

contractor/partner

— — — — Centrescore= 0.76

[ lowest score

[ 25%

B 50%

O

75% [] highest score

% visits from social classes 6 & 7 + % catchment population in social classes 6 & 7

2.14 2.14

2.00 1.90
1.64
1.50—
1.17
1.00—
W 0.76
0.50 - -
0.00
Mixed without outdoor High NS-SEC 6 & 7 5000+ sq.m. External
contractor/partner

— — — — Centrescore = 0.51

[ lowest score

12

[ 25%

B 50%

O

75% [] highest score
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% visits from black, Asian & other ethnic groups + % catchment population in same
ethnic groups

11.01 11.01 11.01
10.00—
5.00
2.30 2.24
0.00
Mixed without outdoor High NS-SEC 6 & 7 5000+ sq.m. External
contractor/partner
— — — — Centrescore = 1.06
[] lowestscore [ ] 25% [] 50% [ | 75% [ | highestscore
% visits 65+ years + % catchment population 65+ years
2.02 2.02 2.02
2.00— — — e
1.50—
1.31
1.00—
_____ 0-82- — - — = — Q.85 ____07_8Q88. - — = = — 82 = o
0.73
0.6 0.66
0.50 0.51 0.47
0.50
0.42 e
0.20
0.07 0.07
0.00
Mixed without outdoor High NS-SEC 6 & 7 5000+ sq.m. External
contractor/partner

— — — — Centrescore=0.91

[] lowestscore [ ] 25% [] 50% [ | 75% [ | highestscore
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% visits <65 years disabled + % catchment population <65 years disabled

151 151 151

Mixed without outdoor High NS-SEC 6 & 7 5000+ sq.m. External
contractor/partner

— — — — Centrescore = 1.09

[] lowestscore [ ] 25% [] 50% [ | 75% [ ] highestscore

% visits 65+ years disabled + % catchment population 65+ years disabled

Mixed without outdoor High NS-SEC 6 & 7 5000+ sq.m. External
contractor/partner

— — — — Centre score = 0.65

[] lowestscore [ 25% [] 50% [ | 75% [ highestscore
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% visits 26 - 64 years + % catchment population 26 - 64 years

1.39

Mixed without outdoor High NS-SEC 6 & 7 5000+ sq.m.

— — — — Centrescore = 1.09

[] lowestscore [| 25% [] 50% [ | 75% [ | highest score

% visits which were first visits

22.7

Mixed without outdoor High NS-SEC 6 & 7 5000+ sq.m.

— — — — Centrescore= 2.7

[] lowestscore [] 25% [ 50% [ | 75% [] highest score

External
contractor/partner

22.7

External
contractor/partner
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% visits with discount card

Mixed without outdoor High NS-SEC 6 & 7

— — — — Centre score =57

5000+ sq.m.

[] lowestscore [| 25% [] 50% [ | 75% [ | highest score

% visits with discount card for 'disadvantage'

48.6

Mixed without outdoor High NS-SEC 6 & 7

— — — — Centrescore=11.9

5000+ sq.m.

48.6

[] lowestscore [] 25% [ 50% [ | 75% [] highest score

External
contractor/partner

48.6

External
contractor/partner
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% visits female + % catchment population female

1.42

1.40 1.40

Mixed without outdoor High NS-SEC 6 & 7 5000+ sq.m. External
contractor/partner

— — — — Centrescore= 1.12

[] lowestscore [| 25% [] 50% [ | 75% [ | highest score

% visits unemployed

6.57 6.57 6.57 6.58

Mixed without outdoor High NS-SEC 6 & 7 5000+ sq.m. External
contractor/partner

— — — — Centre score = 3.32

[] lowestscore [] 25% [ 50% [ | 75% [] highest score
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Average monthly frequency of visits per user

Mixed without outdoor High NS-SEC 6 & 7 5000+ sq.m.

— — — — Centrescore=9

[] lowestscore [| 25% [] 50% [ | 75% [ | highest score

Estimated number of unique visitors per month

Mixed without outdoor High NS-SEC 6 & 7 5000+ sq.m.

— — — — Centre score = 4010

23661

[] lowestscore [] 25% [ 50% [ | 75% [] highest score

External
contractor/partner

23661

External
contractor/partner
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EFFICIENCY

Subsidy per visit (£)

-2.51

-2.51 -2.51"

Mixed without outdoor High NS-SEC 6 & 7 5000+ sq.m. External

contractor/partner

— — — — Centre score = -0.36

[] lowestscore [ ] 25% [] 50% [ | 75% [ ] highestscore

To be consistent with the other diagrams, the worst score (= highest subsidy) is on the left of each cluster, and the best

score (= lowest subsidy) is on the right of each cluster. Also, note that the best scores/lowest subsidy and some of the
75% benchmarks are 'negative subsidies' - i.e. surpluses.

% cost recovery

206

Mixed without outdoor High NS-SEC 6 & 7

5000+ sq.m. External

contractor/partner

— — — — Centrescore =110

[ ] lowestscore [ 25% [] 50% [ | 75% [ highestscore
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Subsidy per head of catchment population (£)

-164.92
-150.00|

-100.00
-50.00
0.00

50.00

100.00
Mixed without outdoor High NS-SEC 6 & 7 5000+ sq.m. External
contractor/partner
— — — — Centrescore = -6.23
[] lowestscore [ ] 25% [] 50% [ | 75% [ | highestscore
To be consistent with the other diagrams, the worst score (= highest subsidy) is on the left of each cluster, and the best
score (= lowest subsidy) is on the right of each cluster. Also, note that the best scores/lowest subsidy and some of the
75% benchmarks are 'negative subsidies' - i.e. surpluses.
Total operating cost per visit (£)
1.45
1.69 1.89 196 o
2.00 e e —
3.19 3.13 bt 3.07
_ o oaeall T _ass = L T
4.00+ 4.74 Al 47
5.65
6.00- 6.43
8.00 8.38
10.00| 10.24
12.00
Mixed without outdoor High NS-SEC 6 & 7 5000+ sq.m. External
contractor/partner

— — — — Centre score = 3.47

[] lowestscore [] 25% [] 50% [ | 75% [ | highestscore

To be consistent with the other diagrams, the worst score (= highest cost) is on the left of each cluster, and the best
score (= lowest cost) is on the right.
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Maintenance and repair costs per sq. m. (£)

Mixed without outdoor High NS-SEC 6 & 7 5000+ sq.m. External

contractor/partner

— — — — Centrescore=7

[] lowestscore [| 25% [] 50% [ | 75% [ | highest score

To be consistent with the other diagrams, the worst score (= highest cost) is on the left of each cluster, and the best
score (= lowest cost) is on the right.

Energy costs per sq. m. (£)

Mixed without outdoor High NS-SEC 6 & 7 5000+ sq.m.

External
contractor/partner

— — — — Centrescore = 22

[ ] lowestscore [| 25% [] 50% | | 75% [ | highest score

To be consistent with the other diagrams, the worst score (= highest cost) is on the left of each cluster, and the best
score (= lowest cost) is on the right.
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Energy efficiency rating

Mixed without outdoor High NS-SEC 6 & 7 5000+ sq.m. External
contractor/partner

— — — — Centrescore= 61

[] lowestscore [| 25% [] 50% [ | 75% [ | highest score

Lower energy efficiency rating (EER) indicates higher energy efficiency. The worst score (= highest EER) is on the left

of each cluster, and the best score (= lowest EER) is on the right.

Staff expenditure as % of total income

Mixed without outdoor High NS-SEC 6 & 7 5000+ sq.m. External
contractor/partner

— — — — Centrescore = 45

[ ] lowestscore [| 25% [] 50% | | 75% [ | highest score

To be consistent with the other diagrams, the worst score (= highest %) is on the left of each cluster, and the best
score (=lowest %) is on the right.

22

22



Total income per visit (£)

Mixed without outdoor High NS-SEC 6 & 7 5000+ sq.m. External
contractor/partner

— — — — Centre score = 3.83

[] lowestscore [| 25% [] 50% [ | 75% [ | highest score

Central establishment charges as a % of total expenditure

0.52 0.61 0.17

Mixed without outdoor High NS-SEC 6 & 7 5000+ sq.m. External
contractor/partner

— — — — Centre score = 4.80

[] lowestscore [] 25% [ 50% [ | 75% [] highest score

To be consistent with the other diagrams, the worst score (= highest %) is on the left of each cluster, and the best
score (=lowest %) is on the right.
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Income per sg. m. - usable space (£)

966

Mixed without outdoor High NS-SEC 6 & 7 5000+ sq.m. External
contractor/partner

— — — — Centrescore = 331

[] lowestscore [ ] 25% [] 50% [ | 75% [ ] highestscore

For this indicator, square metres of indoor space excludes offices, corridors and storage space.

Direct income per visit (£)

8.84

Mixed without outdoor High NS-SEC 6 & 7 5000+ sq.m. External
contractor/partner

— — — — Centrescore = 3.33

[] lowestscore [ 25% [] 50% [ | 75% [ highestscore
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Secondary income per visit (£)

3.69

3.00

2.00

1.00

0.00|

Mixed without outdoor High NS-SEC 6 & 7 5000+ sq.m. External
contractor/partner

— — — — Centre score = 0.49

[] lowestscore [] 25% [] 50% [ | 75% [ ] highestscore

Fitness income per station (£)

31707

Mixed without outdoor High NS-SEC 6 & 7 5000+ sq.m. External
contractor/partner

— — — — Centre score = 12758

[] lowestscore [ 25% [] 50% [ | 75% [ highestscore

25 25



Swim income per sg. m - water space (£)

2847 2847

Mixed without outdoor High NS-SEC 6 & 7 5000+ sq.m. External
contractor/partner

— — — — Centrescore = 1153

[ ] lowestscore [ | 25% [] 50% [ | 75% [ | highest score

Swim lesson income per sq. m - water space (£)

1640 1640 1640

Mixed without outdoor High NS-SEC 6 & 7 5000+ sq.m. External
contractor/partner

— — — — Centre score = 552

[ ] lowestscore [| 25% [] 50% | | 75% [ | highest score
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Main Hall income per badminton court (£)

51107 51107
50000 | 47447 T e 48563 48563
40000 —
30000 — 28736 28736
21500 22868
20000 — 17594
go8ss 14688
11664 9700

10000 —

~5536 ~5625 - = -

2713
0
Mixed without outdoor High NS-SEC 6 & 7 5000+ sq.m. External
contractor/partner

=

lowest score [ 25% [

Centre score = 8695

50%

O

75% [] highest score

AGP income per sq. m - AGP Area (£)

This performance indicator is not applicable for this centre
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Annual visits per sq. m - usable space

312 312

Mixed without outdoor High NS-SEC 6 & 7 5000+ sq.m. External
contractor/partner

— — — — Centrescore = 87

[ ] lowestscore [ | 25% [] 50% | | 75% [ | highest score

For this indicator, square metres of indoor space excludes offices, corridors and storage space.

Average number of members per fithess station

1100 1100

Mixed without outdoor High NS-SEC 6 & 7 5000+ sq.m. External
contractor/partner

— — — — Centrescore= 31

[ ] lowestscore [ | 25% [] 50% | | 75% [ | highestscore

28



UTILISATION

u2 % visits casual, instead of organised

Mixed without outdoor High NS-SEC 6 & 7 5000+ sq.m. External
contractor/partner

— — — — Centrescore= 76

[] lowestscore [ 25% [] 50% [ | 75% [ highestscore

Weekly number of people visiting the facility, as % of catchment population 14+

40.0

30.0—

20.0-

10.0

0.0

Mixed without outdoor High NS-SEC 6 & 7 5000+ sq.m. External
contractor/partner

— — — — Centrescore = 20.8

[] lowestscore [|] 25% [ 50% [ | 75% [ highestscore
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Satisfaction and importance scores: by attribute

GAPS

( Importance minus

IMPORTANCE SATISFACTION Satisfaction )

Rank Mean no Rank Mean no Rank Mean
Accessibility
a. Activity available at convenient times 5 473 362 6 4.49 360 -1 0.24
b. Ease of booking 9 4.69 337 4 455 288 5 0.14
C. The range of activities available 12 4.62 353 8 4.43 334 4 0.19
Quality of facilities/services
d. Quality of equipment 7 472 361 10 4.20 355 -3 0.52
e. Availability of car parking on site 10 4.67 363 5 452 322 5 0.15
Cleanliness
f. Cleanliness of changing areas 1 4.79 363 12 4.06 358 -11 0.73
g. Cleanliness of activity spaces 2 479 365 9 4.26 367 -7 0.53
Staff
h. Service provided by reception staff 6 4.73 368 3 4.62 365 3 0.11
i. Service provided by other staff 8 4.71 367 2 464 358 6 0.07
j- Standard of coaching/instruction 3 4.78 300 1 474 144 2 0.04
Value for money
k. Value for money of activities 4 475 367 7 4.47 368 -3 0.28
l. Value for money of food/drink 11 4.62 346 11 4.07 322 0 0.55
Other attributes *
m.  Overall Swimming Experience NA 4.49 220
n. Overall satisfaction with visit NA 4.54 365

* The other attribute(s) listed at the end of the table have either the satisfaction or importance scores but not both. This
is for logical reasons - e.g. Overall satisfaction with visit does not have an importance score; no satisfaction score for
pool attributes if there is no pool at the centre. Therefore such attributes do not appear in the subsequent tables of

'gaps'.

Net Promoter Score (%) 48 (369 respondents )
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Satisfaction and importance scores: by mean gaps

GAPS

( Importance minus

IMPORTANCE SATISFACTION Satisfaction )

Rank Mean no Rank Mean no Rank Mean
f. Cleanliness of changing areas 1 4.79 363 12 4.06 358 -11 0.73
l. Value for money of food/drink 11 4.62 346 11 4.07 322 0 055
g. Cleanliness of activity spaces 2 4.79 365 9 4.26 367 -7 053
d. Quality of equipment 7 4.72 361 10 4.20 355 -3 052
k. Value for money of activities 4 475 367 7 4.47 368 -3 0.28
a. Activity available at convenient times 5 473 362 6 4.49 360 -1 024
C. The range of activities available 12 4.62 353 8 4.43 334 4 0.19
e. Availability of car parking on site 10 4.67 363 5 452 322 5 0.15
b. Ease of booking 9 4.69 337 4 455 288 5 0.14
h. Service provided by reception staff 6 4.73 368 3 4.62 365 3 011
i Service provided by other staff 8 4.71 367 2 4.64 358 6 0.07
j- Standard of coaching/instruction 3 4.78 300 1 474 144 2 0.04
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Satisfaction and importance scores: by rank gaps

GAPS

( Importance minus

IMPORTANCE SATISFACTION Satisfaction )

Rank Mean no Rank Mean no Rank Mean
f. Cleanliness of changing areas 1 4.79 363 12 4.06 358 -11 0.73
g. Cleanliness of activity spaces 2 479 365 9 4.26 367 -7 053
k. Value for money of activities 4 475 367 7 4.47 368 -3 0.28
d. Quality of equipment 7 472 361 10 4.20 355 -3 052
a. Activity available at convenient times 5 473 362 6 4.49 360 -1 024
l. Value for money of food/drink 11 4.62 346 11 4.07 322 0 055
B Standard of coaching/instruction 3 4.78 300 1 474 144 2 0.04
h. Service provided by reception staff 6 4.73 368 3 4.62 365 3 01
C. The range of activities available 12 4.62 353 8 4.43 334 4 0.19
e. Availability of car parking on site 10 4.67 363 5 452 322 5 0.15
b. Ease of booking 9 4.69 337 4 455 288 5 014
i Service provided by other staff 8 4.71 367 2 4.64 358 6 0.07
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Centre satisfaction scores compared with industry average scores

Activity available at convenient times

Ease of booking

The range of activities available
Quality of equipment

Availability of car parking on site
Cleanliness of changing areas
Cleanliness of activity spaces
Service provided by reception staff
Service provided by other staff
Standard of coaching/instruction
Value for money of activities
Value for money of food/drink
Overall Swimming Experience

Overall satisfaction with visit

Net Promoter Score (%)

33

centre
score

4.37
4.10
4.18
4.13
4.44
3.87
4.08
4.12
4.28
4.54
4.19
3.60
4.17
4.24

18.05

centre
rank

N N OO © W

12

industry

mean

4.53
4.36
4.42
4.34
4.23
3.99
4.22
4.52
4.50
4.66
4.37
3.81
4.36
4.46

28.90

industry
rank

© 00 U1 NN

< KK EE R ol © ofo
NEIRENNEREREN ~ AR N NN
NJFORRJOINMEN N Bl - [ Ke)

11
10

12

difference
(centre
minus

industry)

-0.24

-0.14
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APPENDIX 1:

USER SURVEY FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTIONS
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|Q1 Main activity today?

Badminton

Keep fit/aerobics/etc
Martial arts

Five-a-side football
Gymnastics

Basketball or volleyball
Other physical activity
Swimming or aqua fit
A spectator

Another type of activity

Fitness equipment/machines etc

47 (13.4%)
20 (5.7%)
0(0.0%)
0(0.0%)
0(0.0%)
0(0.0%)
9(2.6%)
53 (15.1% )
2(0.6%)
1(0.3%)

219 (62.4% )

|Q2 For how long did you participate in the activity today (hours)

1 to 29 minutes (<0.5 hour)

30 to 59 minutes (0.5 to < 1 hour)
60 to 89 minutes (1 to < 1.5 hours)
90 to 119 minutes (1.5 to < 2 hours)
120+ minutes (2+hours)

Missing/Not applicable

35

0(0.0%)

J

70 (19.9% )

165 (47.0% )

66 ( 18.8% )
50 (14.2% )

35



|Q3 Where did you do your main activity today?

Swimming pool 53 (15.5%)
Gym/fitness centre 219 (63.8% )
Outside facility 0(0.0%)
Main hall 52 (15.2%)
Smaller hall 15(4.4%)
Another part of the facility 4(1.2%)
Missing/Not applicable 8

|Q4 Which best describes your main activity today?

An organised class/session T 27(7.9%)
As an individual user N 298 (87.1%)
As a member of a club or team J 17 (5.0%)
Other 0(0.0% )
Missing/Not applicable ] 9
|Q5 Is today your first ever visit to this facility?
Yes T 9(2.6%)
No 342 (97.4% )
Missing/Not applicable 0

36



|Q5ai How many times have you visited (including today) in the last 7 days

1
2

3
4
5
6
7

8 plus

Missing/Not applicable

‘ 46 (13.1%)

‘ 84 (23.9% )

‘ 90 ( 25.6% )

71 (20.2% )

41 (11.7%)
18 (5.1%)
1(0.3%)
0(0.0%)

0

|Q5aii How many times have you visited (including today) in the last 4 weeks

1to5
6to 10
11to 15
16 to 20
21 plus

Missing/Not applicable

50 (14.2% )

 82(23.4%)

‘ 92 (26.2% )

‘ 107 (30.5% )

J 20 (5.7%)

0

|Q5b How many days have you done a total of 30 minutes MIPA in the last week

6
7

Missing/Not applicable

37

47 (13.4% )

‘ 23 (6.6%)

‘ 69 (19.7% )

‘ 79 (22.5% )

‘ 64 (18.2% )

43 (12.3% )

19 (5.4%)
7(2.0%)




|Q6 Do you have a leisure card?

Yes 239 (69.5% )

No 105 (30.5% )

Missing/Not applicable 7

|Q7 Basis of eligibility for card/scheme.

of which disadvantage 42 (17.6% )

Other 196 (82.4% )

Missing/Not applicable 113

|Q8 From where did you come here today?

Straight from home, school or college 287 (81.8% )
Straight from work 64@3.2‘;})
Other (e.g. shopping) 0(0.0%)
Missing/Not applicable 0
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|Q9 Main method of transport.

Car or motorcycle
Public transport
Walked all the way
Other, including cycle

Missing/Not applicable

301 (85.8% )

4(1.1%)
23 (6.6%)
23 (6.6%)

|Q10 Journey time.

0-5 minutes
6-10 minutes
11-15 minutes
16-20 minutes
21-30 minutes
31-45 minutes
Over 45 minutes

Missing/Not applicable

‘ 90 ( 25.6% )

| 115(328%)

‘ 62 (17.7%)

12 (3.4%)
1(0.3%)
0

49 (14.0% )

22 (6.3%)

|Q11a Satisfaction - availability of activities at convenient times.

Very satisfied

Fairly satisfied

Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied
Fairly dissatisfied

Very dissatisfied

Missing/Not applicable

39

223 (63.7%)

18 (5.1%)
2 (0.6%)
1(0.3%)

1

106 (30.3% )

39



|Q11b Satisfaction - ease of booking.

Very satisfied

Fairly satisfied

Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied
Fairly dissatisfied

Very dissatisfied

Missing/Not applicable

53 (47.3% )
25 (22.3%)
23 (20.5% )
6 (5.4%)
5(4.5%)

239

|Q11c Satisfaction - range of acitivities available

Very satisfied

Fairly satisfied

Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied
Fairly dissatisfied

Very dissatisfied

Missing/Not applicable

‘ 124 (38.6% )
] 166 (51.7% )

27 (8.4%)
4(1.2%)
0(0.0%)

:| 30

|Q11d Satisfaction - quality of equipment.

Very satisfied

Fairly satisfied

Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied
Fairly dissatisfied

Very dissatisfied

Missing/Not applicable

40

54 (17.4% )

‘ 111 (35.8% )

88 (28.4% )

49 (15.8% )
8(2.6%)
41

40



|Q11e Satisfaction - quality of car parking on site.

Very satisfied

Fairly satisfied

Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied
Fairly dissatisfied

Very dissatisfied

Missing/Not applicable

149 (49.5% )

94 (31.2%)

42 (14.0% )
13 (4.3%)
3(1.0%)
50

|Q11f Satisfaction - cleanliness of changing area.

Very satisfied

Fairly satisfied

Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied
Fairly dissatisfied

Very dissatisfied

Missing/Not applicable

T 10 (3.2%)

‘ 72 (23.0%)
N

93 (29.7%)

. 84(26.8%)

\ 54 (17.3% )

.

|Qllg Satisfaction - cleanliness of activity spaces.

Very satisfied

Fairly satisfied

Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied
Fairly dissatisfied

Very dissatisfied

Missing/Not applicable

M

‘ 119 (34.0% )

‘ 134 (38.3% )

58 (16.6% )
37 (10.6%)
2(0.6%)
1

M



|Q11h Satisfaction - helpfulness of reception staff.

Very satisfied

Fairly satisfied

Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied
Fairly dissatisfied

Very dissatisfied

Missing/Not applicable

82 (28.1% )

15 (5.1%)
6(2.1%)
2(0.7%)

59

187 (64.0% )

|Q11i Satisfaction - helpfulness of other staff.

Very satisfied

Fairly satisfied

Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied
Fairly dissatisfied

Very dissatisfied

Missing/Not applicable

o

73 (25.6% )

19 (6.7%)
6(2.1%)

1(0.4%)

66

186 (65.3% )

|Q11j Satisfaction - standard of coaching/instruction.

Very satisfied

Fairly satisfied

Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied
Fairly dissatisfied

Very dissatisfied

Missing/Not applicable

42

j 30 (90.9% )

0(0.0%)
2(6.1%)
0(0.0%)
1(3.0%)

318

42



|Q11k Satisfaction - value for money of activities.

Very satisfied

Fairly satisfied

Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied
Fairly dissatisfied

Very dissatisfied

Missing/Not applicable

‘ 127 (36.3% )

‘ 167 (47.7% )

50 (14.3% )
6(1.7%)
0(0.0%)
1

|Q11I Satisfaction - value for money of food/drink.

Very satisfied

Fairly satisfied

Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied
Fairly dissatisfied

Very dissatisfied

Missing/Not applicable

10 (8.5% )
51 (43.6% )
39 (33.3%)
11 (9.4%)
6(5.1%)

234

|Q11m Satisfaction - overall swimming experience.

Very satisfied

Fairly satisfied

Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied
Fairly dissatisfied

Very dissatisfied

Missing/Not applicable

43

28 (18.8% )
54 (36.2% )
33(22.1%)
16 (10.7%)
18 (12.1%)

202

43



|Q11n Satisfaction - overall satisfaction of visit.

Very satisfied
Fairly satisfied

Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied

51 (14.6% )

55 (15.7% )

237 (67.7%)

Fairly dissatisfied 7(2.0%)
Very dissatisfied 0(0.0%)
Missing/Not applicable 1
|Q12 Net Promotor Score

Not at all likely O 0(0.0%)
1 0(0.0%)
2 0(0.0% )
3 0(0.0%)
4 2(0.6%)

Neutral 5 14 (4.0% )

6 40 (11.4%)
7 ‘ 114 (32.5% )
8 ‘ 123 (35.0% )
9

Extremely likely 10

Missing/Not applicable

11 (3.1%)

J 47 (13.4%)
u

o

|Q13a Importance - availability of activities at convenient times.

Very important

Fairly important

Neither important nor unimportant
Fairly unimportant

Very unimportant

Missing/Not applicable

44

309 (88.0% )

39 (11.1%)
3(0.9%)
0(0.0%)
0(0.0%)

0




|Q13b Importance - ease of booking.

Very important

Fairly important

Neither important nor unimportant
Fairly unimportant

Very unimportant

Missing/Not applicable

155 (74.2% )

21 (10.0%)
30 (14.4% )

0(0.0%)

3(1.4%)

 E—

142

|Q13c Importance - the range of activities available.

Very important

Fairly important

Neither important nor unimportant
Fairly unimportant

Very unimportant

Missing/Not applicable

| 309(89.8%)

28 (8.1%)
7(2.0%)

0(0.0%)

0(0.0%)

| -

|Q13d Importance - quality of equipment.

Very important

Fairly important

Neither important nor unimportant
Fairly unimportant

Very unimportant

Missing/Not applicable

45

328 (95.1%)

J 14 (4.1%)
1(0.3%)
1(0.3%)
1(0.3%)

s

45



|Q13e Importance - quality of car parking on site.

Very important

Fairly important

Neither important nor unimportant
Fairly unimportant

Very unimportant

Missing/Not applicable

305 (90.8% )

27 (8.0%)
3(0.9%)
0(0.0%)
1(0.3%)

15

|Q13f Importance - cleanliness of changing area.

Very important

Fairly important

Neither important nor unimportant
Fairly unimportant

Very unimportant

Missing/Not applicable

| 330(95.7%)

J 15 (4.3%)
0(0.0%)
0(0.0%)
0(0.0%)

s

|Q13g Importance - cleanliness of activity spaces.

Very important

Fairly important

Neither important nor unimportant
Fairly unimportant

Very unimportant

Missing/Not applicable

46

341 (97.2%)

9(2.6%)
1(0.3%)
0(0.0%)
0(0.0%)
0

46



|Q13h Importance - helpfulness of reception

staff.

Very important

302 (91.8% )

Fairly important 22 (6.7%)
Neither important nor unimportant 4(1.2%)
Fairly unimportant 0(0.0%)
Very unimportant 1(0.3%)
Missing/Not applicable 22
|Q13i Importance - helpfulness of other staff.
Very important < 303 (90.2% )
Fairly important 24 (7.1%)
Neither important nor unimportant 9(2.7%)
Fairly unimportant 0(0.0%)
Very unimportant 0(0.0%)

Missing/Not applicable ] 15

|Q13j Importance - standard of coaching/instruction

Very important

251 (83.1%)

Fairly important
Neither important nor unimportant
Fairly unimportant

Very unimportant

26 (8.6%)
23 (7.6%)

0(0.0%)

2(0.7%)

Missing/Not applicable 49

47

47



|Q13k Importance - value for money of activities.

Very important

Fairly important

Neither important nor unimportant

Fairly unimportant
Very unimportant

Missing/Not applicable

332 (94.6% )

J 19 (5.4%)
0(0.0%)
0(0.0%)
0(0.0%)

0

|Q13I Importance - value for money of food/drink.

Very important

Fairly important

Neither important nor unimportant

‘ 100 (43.1% )

‘ 40 (17.2%)

‘ 89 (38.4% )

Fairly unimportant J 3(1.3%)
Very unimportant 0(0.0%)
Missing/Not applicable ‘ 119
|Q14 Gender.
Male ‘ 211 (60.1% )
Female ‘ 140 (39.9% )
Missing/Not applicable 0

48

48



|Q15 Ethnic origin of respondent.

White

Mixed

Asian or Asian British

Black or Black British
Chinese or other ethnic group

Missing/Not applicable

303 (86.3% )

5(1.4%)
32(9.1%)
5(1.4%)
6(1.7%)
0

|Q16 Long term illness, health problem or disability.

Yes
No

Missing/Not applicable

T 33(9.6%)
6

312 (90.4% )

[Q17 Age.

14 to 25
26 to 64
65 plus

Missing/Not applicable

49

63 (17.9% )
48 (13.7% )

0

240 (68.4% )

49



|Q18 Current employment status.

50

Working full-time (30+ hrs) 192 (54.7% )
Working part-time (less than 30 hrs) 51(14.5%)
On government work training programme 2(0.6%)
Housewife/ husband/ full-time in the home 12 (3.4%)
Retired - company / personal pension 36 (10.3%)
Retired - state pension only 12 (3.4%)
Temporarily unable to work 0(0.0%)
Permanently unable to work W 2(0.6%)
Unemployed - more than 6 months LJ 5(1.4%)
Unemployed - less than 6 months 1(0.3%)
In full-time education (school) 8(2.3%)
Full-time student (college/university) 28 (8.0%)
Never worked 2(0.6%)
None of these 0(0.0%)
Missing/Not applicable 0
|Q23 Postcode.
first part number of cumulative
of postcode guestionnaires percent

50
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