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 This report is produced 

 in partnership with: 

www.littlefish.co.uk   |  Twitter:	@littlefishuk

littlefish 
managed IT services

A valued Socitm community partner, Littlefish is delighted 
to sponsor and support this year’s Improve benchmark 

publication for the 2nd year running.
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many incidents and requests are not resolved at the 
first point of contact, and user frustration grows as 
productivity falls. We know from experience that first 
time fix rates are a key component of user satisfaction. 
The IT Service Desk is notoriously difficult to staff 
and operate due to typically high attrition rates, and 
therefore we would encourage your organisation 
to allow us to take the burden to allow your teams 
to focus on continuing to improve the IT service to 
your organisation, partners and your citizens.

Equally, we would encourage your participation in the 
other modules for digital transformation, estate, cost 
and performance. One of the great advantages of the 
service is that the historical data available stretches back 
over many years, and in a few years’ time, we would want 
to be able to say the same. Streamlining the service to be 
constantly updated with data and information can only 
help drive exponential improvements, for everyone.

At Littlefish, being an SME, we are particularly keen 
to understand the relationship between cost and the 
quality of service, much of which is driven from the 
estate, cost and performance modules. We deliver 
high levels of service quality as evidenced from our 
performance results with over 90% first contact 
resolution and 95% user satisfaction and with a 
Net Promotor Score of 75, at a price public sector 
organisations can afford. We would wish to test that 
further within local government or adjust if the councils 
struggle to determine the best value from our offer and 
with your support through the benchmarking process, 
we can collectively improve IT service performance 
without impacting on your budgetary constraints.

I hope you will engage further with the Improve 
programme and take the time to thank the 
Socitm team behind this invaluable report - 
they have again done an excellent job!

And if you want to reach out to Littlefish, 
we would be delighted to talk.

After many years of work from Socitm encouraging 
public sector organisations to share their 
performance and benchmark information, the 
value that those organisations receive is excellent. 
By participating you can quickly review whether 
your own IT service operations are operating 
effectively or are unbalanced, so that you can further 
investigate the reasons why your organisation is 
not performing as well as your counterparts.

The data is the key and therefore, through 
our sponsorship we hope to encourage ever 
more participants in this valuable service, to 
encourage further community cohesion and 
knowledge sharing because it is so important 
in today's under-pressure, IT environment.

In all walks of life #peoplematter and as we write 
this in the midst of the largest pandemic in recent 
history, sharing best practice and new ways of 
working amongst your community of IT professionals 
is of paramount importance to enable your 
organisations to provide support to your citizens.

There is no doubt that public sector IT must deliver for 
its consumers – whether they are citizens, organisations 
or employees – all at a time of increasing pressure 
on budgets. And yet, there are exciting times ahead 
through the digital and knowledge economies, with 
an upsurge in the capability of intelligent automation 
and robotic process engineering. But ever-changing 
leadership capabilities and digital skillsets are 
required within IT service delivery organisations, to 
keep pace with new opportunities and technologies, 
whilst simultaneously being expected to ‘keep 
the lights on’ as transformation gathers pace.

As a leading provider to the central government IT 
market for many years, Littlefish is now working within 
local government to improve collaboration; redesign and 
deliver services; drive health and wellbeing initiatives 
for their employees and all in a secure and ethical way. 
The cornerstone of all our services is User Satisfaction 
and Experience - one of the key modules of the Improve 
benchmarking service. We notice there has been a 
recent fall in the results here, with further evidence 
sadly pointing towards falling technical capability at 
the first point of contact for users. This means that 
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Introduction

and process

2019 marked the 20th anniversary of Socitm assisting public 
sector organisations by providing peer-to-peer comparisons. In 
that time, we have assisted over 300 organisations, and each 
year refined the questions that we ask for comparison.

As in previous years we gave organisations the option 
to compare themselves using our 1. Estate, 2. Cost, 3. 
Performance and 4. User Satisfaction modules.

To allow participants access to their results as soon as possible we 
followed the same process we began in 2017. Each organisation 
was given access to their specified modules via our internet portal. 
They then completed the questions in their own time. Upon 
submission their data was reviewed by our Improve team, and they 
were then given access to our report dashboards in Tableau.

The exception to this process was our user satisfaction module 
where every service user was sent a short survey to collect 
their opinion of the ICT service. The results of which were 
collated and made available via a Tableau dashboard.

While our dashboards provided the core information 
to participants, Socitm provided additional insight 
via our consultant site visits and workshops.

Improve report  |  May ‘20
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Participation 
and data

Confidentiality

All Improve participants have agreed that the 
information contained in this report is confidential. 
For that reason, the information is labelled 
using letter + number codes (eg. S2065), so that 
participants may not be identified directly.

These codes follow the format TYYxx(z), where 
T denotes organisation type as follows:

 › English unitary (E)

 › Scottish unitary (S)

 › Welsh unitary (W)

 › English county (C)

 › English district (D)

 › London borough (L)

 › Metropolitan borough (M)

 › Other (O)

YY shows the year the data relates to – as Cost, 
Estate and Performance data is collected for the 
previous financial year most data in this report is 
begins T19xx. User satisfaction data relates to the 
current financial year, so will usually begin T20xx.

xx is a unique identifier for each organisation.

(p) is an optional identifier to signify a partnership. 
This shows both fully outsourced services and those 
that are a partnership between one or more public 
authorities. Therefore L (P) will signify a London borough 
that has its ICT Services supplied via a partnership, with 
a private sector provider or other local authorities. 

During workshop discussions this anonymity 
is waived to facilitate greater insights but 
is not divulged at other times.

	44	organisations	 from 
across Britain have	worked	
with	us	over	the	past	year, 
ranging from small districts 
to large unitary councils.

In total over the last five 
years 	71	organisations	 
have	used	our	Cost,	Estate	
and	Performance	modules 
including over 29% of 
local authorities (excluding 
district councils).

Over the same period,  
	48	organisations		have	
benefited	from	the	user	
satisfaction	survey.

All of this data is made 
available to participants 
for comparison through 
our dashboards.
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Dashboards

Rather than provide each organisation with a 
report which is fixed in time, each participant 
is given access to their results via an online 
dashboard delivered by Tableau.

While each dashboard is designed to quickly show how 
each in participant compares to a ‘typical’ organisation 
(as defined by the median quartile responses), the 
dynamic nature of the dashboards allow participants 
to drill-down to reveal the details of their benchmark 
and alter the group of peers they are compared 
against. Additionally, if they have provided data in 
previous years this is also available for comparison.

Organisations retain access to these dashboards 
for 12 months, allowing them to gain further 
insight as other participants submit their data.

Workshops

Over the last year we have conducted three results 
workshops with more planned for later this year.  
Workshops held in Powys and Edinburgh were arranged 
to assist groups of organisations with similar geographic 
and organisational composition to analyse their user 
satisfaction results in detail. A further workshop was 
held in Birmingham to allow organisations from across 
Britain to discuss their results.

These workshops allowed organisations to not only quiz 
Improve consultants on how to understand and present 
their results to others, but also to discuss with one 
another how improvements could be made to their ICT 
service and learn from each other.

New services

This year we were 
excited to release 
two new modules

1. User skills 

Conducted in a similar fashion to User 
Satisfaction, these questions allow organisations 
to assess the extent of IT literacy within 
their organisation, and recognise if users 
comprehend the IT polices they are asked to 
comply with. It can be run concurrently with 
User Satisfaction or as a separate survey.

2. Service Design Maturity 
Assessment (SDMA)

Created in partnership with Socitm Advisory, 
the SDMA helps organisations assess progress 
in putting their customers at the heart of 
their IT delivery. Looking at 9 distinct areas, 
organisations can poll multiple users to ascertain 
where future efforts are most required.

We are excited to see what insights it may 
contain. By gaining the perspective of end 
users, it will reveal the consensus on whether 
new services are truly being designed 
with the customer in mind. In addition 
to giving an overview of the organisation 
as a whole, it also shows the progress 
felt within individual service areas.

For the moment, the assessment does not 
feature facilities to compare with peers, 
instead focusing on the current status of 
the ICT service. Returning participants will 
however be able to chart their progress, 
and we hope to share some of the general 
trends with you in next year’s report.
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Understanding the data

Throughout this report references are made to 
‘benchmarks’. These are always defined as the 
median response to a given metric (ie. the point 
where 50% of participants report a higher value, 
and 50% report a lower value).

On charts this benchmark is displayed as a 
black line accompanied by two additional grey 
lines marking the 1st & 3rd quartiles – the point 
where 25% of participants are respectively below 
or above the quartile. Where these quartiles are 
close to the benchmark, we infer a high level of 
similarity between participants.

Discernment should be shown in deciding if 
a given value is good or bad relative to the 
benchmark. Always consider the precise wording 
of the measure in question and be open to the 
possibility that a value close to the benchmark 
may represent an ideal response.

Estate module

The estate module gave participants an insight into 
the relative size and shape of the ICT service. While the 
figures submitted show little more than the relative 
size of the organisation, when they are normalised 
against the size of the organisation it becomes clear 
if an ICT service is relatively large or small. Neither 
of these positions should be considered wrong, 
but this knowledge provides vital context when 
considering cost and performance measures.

ICT FTE

Although our benchmark sits at 44.5, values range 
from 32 users per ICT FTE to 100. This highlights 
not only the different service models employed, 
but also the changing nature of what constitutes 
‘a user’, with more individuals being provided a 
service by ICT within certain organisations.

This year’s benchmark is the lowest we have 
recorded in the past decade. For many years 
our benchmark was around 47 users, but had 
risen above 53 for the past two years.
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Change projects

Since 2016, participants have been asked what 
proportion of their staff are working on change projects. 
For the past three years, the annual benchmark was 
around 16%, and remains consistent at 15.6%.

Devices

As smartphones and tablets have gained popularity, 
the number of devices that ICT services must support 
has grown. In the last 5 years the benchmark for the 
number of devices per user has hovered around 2.5, 
as it became not unheard of for a single user to have a 
laptop, tablet, smartphone and deskphone. However, 
this year we have seen the benchmark drop to 2.04.

As the number of workstations per user remains 
fairly constant at a 0.96 – down from 0.99 – this 
points to better consolidation of voice hardware.

Percentage of staff working 
on ‘change projects’
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Reflecting a change in the way users work, using 
a second monitor is becoming more common, 
with the benchmark reaching a peak of 1.8. 70% 
of our respondents would have found themselves 
above the benchmark in previous years.
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Flexible working

After taking a break for two years, this year saw 
the return of our questions on flexible working. 
Participants shared the number of users who have 
been equipped to work flexibly along with the number 
who were making use of this provision. In that time 
the benchmark for ‘Percentage of users equipped to 
work flexibly’ has risen from 39.7% to 75.1%. This is 
influenced strongly by three participants who have 
enabled this facility for almost their entire user base.

There has also been a sizable increase in the adoption of 
flexible working by users, as shown by the benchmark for 
‘Daily percentage of users equipped to work flexibly who 
do so’. This has risen from 10% to 13.5%. However, it is 
noteworthy that the annual benchmark for use of flexible 
working has dropped a little from 80% to 73%.
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In previous years we have seen scores as high as 85 
with organisations keen to adopt most standards, 
although not choosing to become certified. 
But this is far from common, so our participant 
who scored 90 has excelled themselves.

Service desk

As with the benchmark for number of users per ICT 
FTE, when we look at the number of users for each 
service desk FTE we see the number lowering.

Once again, we see a wide range of responses but 
the median now sits at 366.1. This is the third year 
in succession we have seen this figure drop, down 
from a highpoint of 677.4 in 2015/16. We can clearly 
see ongoing growth in the size of service desks.

This year’s groups of participants appear to be using a 
considerably different approach to their service desk 
than past groups. While in 2017/18 the benchmark 
was 100%, which reflected a decision to upskill the 
entire service desk, this year shows a median of 
only 58.3% of 1st line support staff being technical 
as opposed to non-technical. This decision may well 
have had a bearing on the metrics that follow. 

Performance module

In contrast to our user satisfaction module which 
considers the perception of the ICT service, organisations 
who took part in the performance module were able 
to compare clearly defined and measurable aspects of 
their service to note areas of excellence and weakness.

These measures provide a foil to the cost module 
in showing if the service is potentially inadequately 
funded, or if investment is delivering intended results.

Governance standards

Over the last decade we have asked participants 
the extent to which they have adopted certain 
industry standards (eg. ITIL, ISO 22031, ISO 14001). 
Responses range extensively from those who are 
not committed to the standards, to those who 
have fully adopted and become certified.

To gain an overview on the rate of overall adoption 
of standards, we created an index which awards 
points for each standard either certified, adopted 
or partially adopted. This metric reflects the 
mixed attitude toward adopting standards.

Adoption of governance standards
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Service desk incidents and requests per user has risen 
steeply to 9.3. While the spread of the quartile lines in 
our chart shows this is somewhat influenced by the high 
numbers given by three participants, it is still of note that 
every participant gave a figure higher than last year’s 
median of 6.5.

Despite the lower technical ability of the 1st line 
support, the group’s ability to resolve incidence ‘at 
the point of contact’ has produced a benchmark 
of 70%. This continues a trend of improvement 
in this area, up from 53% just two years ago.

A consideration of the number of service desk 
incidents and requests per service desk FTE per 
year, shows the effect on having a larger service 
desk staff with the benchmark dropping to 2691. 
Although several participants are well above this 
figure, we do appear to be witnessing a shift as last 
year’s was 4031 in contrast to four of the last five 
years where benchmarks were above 5000.
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The benchmark for ‘Percentage of incidents resolved 
within 15 minutes’ compares favourably with last year 
when the benchmark was 39%. This year’s group reach 
45%. However, the metrics are not so complementary as 
incidents become more complex and take greater time.

In past years the ‘Percentage of incidents resolved 
within 4 hours’ was as high as 72%, but this 
year the benchmark has dropped to 67%.

Perhaps of greater impact on users is the benchmark 
for incidents that take more than 16 hours to 
resolve. This was 16.5% which was marginally 
higher than the 15% benchmark in last year’s 
report, but still much lower than some recent 
years when the benchmark was as high as 23%.

In addition to the resolution rate of the service 
desk, for many years we have asked participants 
to give us general figures on the availability of their 
network and key applications. We have used these 
to create a composite metric on service availability. 
(Note: Due to the construction of this metric it is 
rare for any organisation to score 100). Historically 
this metric has had benchmarks in the low to mid 
70s, so this year’s benchmark of 81 is high.

Organisations scoring low on this metric typically 
suffered from a number of minor availability issues over 
multiple applications, rather than a single major issue.
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2019 participants Past responsesKey:

By calculating an index measure for quality and 
best practice, we can see the measurable benefit in 
adhering to best practice. It would seem that some 
small projects can be lucky and succeed – gaining 
a high quality score despite a low best practice 
score. But in contrast only one organisation in the 
last three years has received a high best practice 
score and not seen the benefits in project quality.

Given this clear correlation, it is surprising 
that some organisations still appear to 
not follow best practice processes.

10 20 30 600 40 50 70 80 10090

While our user satisfaction module polls every ICT 
service user, we also asked participants for the results 
from satisfaction surveys carried out after interactions 
with the service desk. Historically these values are 
higher than a full user satisfaction survey due to 
the ‘feel good factor’ of having an issue resolved. 

Since we began collecting this data in 2010/11 the 
benchmark has ranged from 6.07 to 6.58 (out of 7), 
so it was disappointing to note this year’s median 
at 5.5 – with two thirds of participants receiving 
an average rating below 6. This is another metric 
that shows that the service desks of participating 
organisations may be struggling to cope.

Project management and quality

Another longstanding feature of our benchmarking has 
been the collecting of data regarding projects, both 
with regard to best practice (eg. use of business cases, 
measurement of benefits, post implementation reviews) 
and quality (eg. on time, on budget, benefits realised).

Due to the difficulty in standardising what is defined 
as a project, together with the varying control each 
ICT service has over the projects it is involved in, we 
do not encourage participants to directly compare 
results with one another. Instead, the annual changes 
to their own service reveal the greatest insight. 
That being said, the combined data of participants 
confirms a clear benefit in aiming for best practice 
for all projects. (Note: Participants from the previous 
two years have been added to the following charts.)
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Site visits

While the Improve modules have been 
developed to be used in a self-service manner, 
participants who chose the cost module also 
received a visit from one of our consultants – 
either on-site or via video conference.

These visits performed a dual role. Firstly, they 
ensured that definitions were understood 
correctly, thereby giving all participants 
confidence in the results. Secondly, it allowed 
our consultant to absorb additional information 
not collected in the survey. This information was 
then used to shape our workshops and refine 
our question sets.

Cost module

It is regularly stated that public sector organisations 
are continually required to deliver more while being 
funded less. However, over the years we have seen 
that not all organisations feel this effect equally.

As in previous years the cost module allowed 
participants to see if they truly were operating 
on the low budgets they believed they had. 
It also highlighted areas where organisations 
were successfully making efficiencies.

ICT

Over the years this benchmark has ranged from 
1.8% to 2.36%, so this year’s benchmark of 2.29% is 
exactly where we would anticipate it to be. Considering 
the changes we have seen in ICT over the last two 
decades, this consistency is fairly remarkable.

Of note within this year’s group, L1931 recorded the 
2nd lowest value of recent years whereas M1934 
was among the highest for a typical local authority. 
While L1935 are considerably higher, this is explained 
by local factors. This metric is a key identifier of the 
level of investment in ICT. Historically it has been 
around £2,250 with little sign of being affected by 
inflation. This year the benchmark has risen to £2,612, 
however it is noteworthy that some participants were 
working only with levels of funding much lower.
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Workstations

The cost of providing workstations – including 
acquisition, support and network costs – remains 
constant. Our benchmark has increased to £186 
from £171. This is slightly lower than the typical 
benchmark from a few years ago and reflects the 
lowering costs in providing most equipment.

The exception to this trend is tablets where our 
benchmark appears to vary from year to year based 
upon the specification participants are choosing.

Support

Our primary benchmark for support costs has risen 
a little to £94 per user. This is £10 more than last 
year, but is still 5% lower than historical levels.

Note: A high outlying value has been 
concealed in this chart.

Network

After hitting an all-time low of £124 per user in last 
year’s report, our benchmark has risen to £173 
per user. This is still low in comparison to previous 
years where it regularly exceeded £250.

The comparative metric 'Network spend per device'* 
does not show such an extreme change, suggesting 
that the change is more influenced by an increase 
in users than a large lowering of network costs.

* Available to participants via dashboards
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S2018

S2017

5.6

5.5

Overall user satisfaction

S2022

M2011

P2015

O2013

S2019

L2021

D2012

O2014

E2016

5.3
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5.2

5.1

4.9
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5.83.6 4.43.8
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4.0

3.8

S2017 5.5

4.0 4.2 4.8 5.0 5.2 5.4 5.64.6

User satisfaction module

One of the first benchmarking products Socitm offered 
was assessing user satisfaction across an organisation. 
Participating organisations give every service user 
the opportunity to respond to a detailed survey 
exploring which areas of service are important to 
them, and how well the service is being delivered. The 
responses to each question are converted on a scale 
of 1 to 7 and averaged to allow for easy comparison.

Responses

Participants are often interested in how many users 
have responded to their survey, with a higher response 
rate resulting in more confidence in the data.

Surveys are typically conducted over four weeks to allow 
as many users as possible the opportunity to respond. 
In addition to the reminders issued by Socitm, some 
participating organisations make a concerted effort 
to publicise the survey and its benefits internally.

Over the last three years the benchmark 
for responses has been 23.8%, so it is 
remarkable that some organisations have 
motivated over 35% of users to respond.

Organisations with responses nearer 10% still 
receive a benefit from the survey overall, but may 
be unable to delve deeper into certain metrics.

Overall satisfaction

When asked to simply give their overall opinion of 
the service, the benchmark for this year’s group 
was 5.1. This is a little lower than the last few 
years, but notably better than the early years of 
benchmarking when it was typically around 4.5.

While it can be disappointing to have the lowest 
score among a group, these are often the 
participants that gain most from the survey as 
they identify areas they can easily improve.

Response rate

S2023

S2017

L2021

E2016

O2014

L2024

S2018
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P2015

S2022

M2011

O2013
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6.4% (20  out of 313)
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36.0% (1,446 out of 4,014)
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Confidentiality – user satisfaction

The email addresses of end users were used during the data collection phase 
of User Satisfaction to avoid accidental duplication of responses and assist 
in providing reminders to increase the overall response rate. However, these 
addresses are not used in any results dashboards.

On occasion end users provided their contact information in their survey 
comments, in order to receive a response from the ICT service. However, user 
satisfaction comments are not shared outside a given organisation.

When participants reviewed their responses, they 
had the option of breaking down responses by 
location, device type, mode or working and role. 
This often can give an insight into users who may 
not be receiving the full benefit of the ICT service.

The accompanying chart gives an example of this 
analysis. It shows overall user satisfaction across 
the entire group, broken down by device type.

It is interesting that laptop users appear to have a 
lower opinion of ICT than desktop users, and the 
relatively few tablet users have even lower opinion. 
If a participant saw this form of pattern, it would 
highlight a need to investigate the ways in which 
desktop users are receiving a better service.

Improvement of service

Among the survey questions, users are asked if they 
believe the service has improved over the last year. An 
average score across the organisation below 4 would 
imply the service has got worse over the same period.  
This can be a useful foil to the overall satisfaction 
score, as it may show a poor service is on the road to 
recovery or in contrast a good service is beginning to 
wane. The benchmark of 4.55 is similar to past years.
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S3.  Downtime

S2.  Political and senior management commitment

S1.  Working relationships

S4.  Technical competence of ICT support staff

S5.  Customer service skills of ICT support staff

S6.  Responsiveness of ICT staff to changing needs

S7.  Ease of contacting ICT support staff

S8.  Speed of response to requests for assistance

S9.  Accuracy of problem diagnosis by ICT support staff

S10.  Ability of ICT support staff to fix problems

S11.  ICT staff understanding the users’ business

S12.   Communication channels

S13.  Resource plans for new systems and developments

S14.  Promptness of ICT support staff

S15.  Lead times

S16.  Effectiveness of monitoring the ICT unit’s performance

S17.  Fitness for purpose of the hardware provided

S18.  Fitness for purpose of office systems provided

S19. Fitness for purpose of the business systems provided

S20. The quality of training provided
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4.57

4.88

4.57
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Reasons for satisfaction

Delving deeper into what users are satisfied 
with allows participants to understand 
where they need to focus their efforts.

Comparing the responses to these questions for 
2019/20 with those given in the first five years of 
this century it is reassuring to see that substantial 
improvements have been made in almost every area.

Assisting participants further in identifying areas 
for improvement, we also poll users on how 
important each of these 20 factors are. Subjecting 
these to the same analysis against responses 
from 1999–2004 we see very little change.

5

2019/20 First 5Reasons for satisfaction
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2019/20

WG3. Downtime

WG2. Political and senior management commitment

WG1. Working relationships

WG4. Technical competence of ICT support staff

WG5.  Customer service skills of ICT support staff

WG6.  Responsiveness of ICT staff to changing needs

WG7.  Ease of contacting ICT support staff

WG8.  Speed of response to requests for assistance

WG9.  Accuracy of problem diagnosis by ICT support staff

WG10.  Ability of ICT support staff to fix problems

WG11.  ICT staff understanding the users’ business

WG12.   Communication channels

WG13.  Resource plans for new systems and developments

WG14.  Promptness of ICT support staff

WG15.  Lead times

WG16.  Effectiveness of monitoring the ICT unit’s performance

WG17.  Fitness for purpose of the hardware provided

WG18.  Fitness for purpose of office systems provided

WG19.  Fitness for  purpose of the business systems provided

WG20. The quality of training provided
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Weight gap

By combining satisfaction and importance data, 
we can create a metric that identifies areas 
where user expectations are not being met.

Again, it is interesting to note the changes we have 
seen since we began to ask these questions.

Several measures are showing a substantially 
higher value (nb. this metric produced a negative 
value) than at the turn of the century, indicating 
that expectations are being met more often.

If you note the profile of the chart, we see 
that particularly strong improvements 
have been made in several areas.

First 5Weight gap analysis
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