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Agenda item 5b
ANNUAL AUDIT AND INSPECTION LETTER AND PERFORMANCE INDICATOR PROFILE – 2007-2008


	Contact Details:
Sara Moutard

Designation:
Head of Corporate Policy

Ext. No:

2361

E Mail Address:
sara.moutard@braintree.gov.uk




	Background Papers:
	None

	Financial Implications:
	None

	Equalities Implications:
	None

	Legal Implications:
	None

	Options
	None

	Risks
	People’s perceptions of the Council may be adversely affected if the necessary amendments are not made to the Audit Commission’s papers as set out in the Report.


	EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The Audit Commission’s draft Annual Audit and Inspection Letter 2007-2008 (AAIL) and an extract from their Performance Information Profile 2007/2008 (PIP) for Braintree District Council are attached to this report. 

The AAIL is extremely positive about the Council’s achievements over the past two years and the improvements that have been put in place. Many areas of good practice, improved efficiency and innovation are highlighted. The letter states that ‘‘The Council understands what it needs to do to improve and how it will do it’.

It cites only three areas for action:

· Communicating the Medium Term Financial Strategy (which was addressed during 2008 and is included as a key project in this year’s Annual Plan)

· Monitoring and reporting the financial performance of partnerships (being addressed through the restructuring of the Local Strategic Partnership and the implementation of a Partnership Performance Framework during 2009 – a key project in this year’s Annual Plan)

· Achievement of targets on affordable housing (which will be challenged as we exceeded all targets on affordable housing during 2007/2008 and are also scheduled to do so during 2008/2009).

The PIP shows that Braintree District Council was the 18th most improving Council out of 388 Councils nationally at the end of March 2008.

73% of our performance indicators improved during 2007/2008. We were ranked equal 1st nationally on our indicators in relation to the categories of ‘Regulation’ and ‘Safer and Stronger Communities’ and equal 2nd nationally on our indicators in relation to ‘Corporate Health’. 

Of the indicators which were in bottom quartile nationally, improvements have been put in place during 2008/2009 in relation to sickness absence and we expect to have improved considerably when compared nationally at the end of this financial year.  

Our waste collection costs will be reviewed through our work with Essex County Council and other Councils in the development of an Essex-wide partnership approach to waste collection and recycling (a key project in this year’s Annual Plan). 

Notwithstanding the extent of our improvement, 33% of our indicators are in top quartile (ie. in the best 25% nationally) which is the same as the national average. The rate of our improvement therefore needs to continue and be sustained if we are to increase that percentage and raise our position nationally.




	DECISION

Members are recommended to: 

1.
Note the Annual Audit and Inspection Letter and the Performance Information Profile for 2007/20008.

2.
Consider whether they wish to challenge the comments in relation to affordable housing in the draft AAIL.

3.
Note the errors by the Audit Commission in the Performance Information Profile in relation to complaints to the ombudsman and crime and crime and disorder reduction and consider whether they wish to approach the Audit Commission to formally request that the Profile be changed to accurately reflect the true situation.




ANNUAL AUDIT AND INSPECTION LETTER AND PERFORMANCE INDICATOR PROFILE – 2007-2008

The Annual Audit and Inspection Letter is published annually by the Audit Commission. It provides an overall summary of the Audit Commission’s assessment of the Council drawing on a number of assessments including the Direction of Travel assessment and an analysis of performance indicator information.

The draft Audit and Inspection Letter 2007-2008 was received on the 9th March and is attached to this Report. It also, on this occasion, refers to initiatives and actions put in place during the 2008-2009 financial year.

A summary of the positive comments and those in relation to areas for improvement and those where action should be taken is attached to this report.

The comments in relation to affordable housing should be noted in particular and members are asked to consider challenging the Audit Commission for the following reasons:

· The number of affordable housing completions secured during 2007/2008 was 136 – 36 above the target of 100 (noted in the PIP)

· Although we were (at the end of the 2nd quarter) predicting 94 completions at the year-end for 2008/2009 this has now risen to 110.

Also attached is an extract from the Audit Commissions Performance Information Profile which provides a summary of our overall performance by reference to a selection of the national Best Value Performance Indicators (BVPIs). Further information about our performance against all of the BVPIs can be provided on request or by opening the attached file (79 pages). 
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The summary of our overall improvement and performance is on pages 6 to 11 inclusive and is attached to this report.

It should be noted that the following indicators in relation to complaints received by the Ombudsman (pages 32 and 33) and recorded crime and crime and disorder reduction (pages 59 and 60) have been miscalculated and need to be corrected in the Profile:

· Ombudsman - Total complaints received – the profile states that we are in 3rd quartile when we should be in 2nd 

· BV126 – Domestic burglaries – the profile incorrectly states that we are in bottom quartile when we should be in top

· BV127b – Robberies – the profile incorrectly states that we are in 3rd quartile when we should be in 2nd. 

· CDRP – Theft of a motor vehicle – the profile incorrectly states that we are in 3rd quartile when we should be in 2nd.

· CDRP – Theft from a motor vehicle – the profile incorrectly shows that we are in bottom quartile when we should be in top. 

· CDRP – Violence against the person – ditto

· CDRP – Sexual offences – ditto 

· BV174 – Racial Incidents – the profile incorrectly states that we are in 3rd quartile when we should be in 2nd. 

We have approached the Audit Commission about this but to date they have been unwilling to change the Profile notwithstanding these errors. Members are asked to consider whether they wish to now make formal representations on behalf of the Council to ensure that the necessary changes are made.

Sara Moutard

Head of Corporate Policy

SUMMARY OF COMMENTS IN THE ANNUAL AUDIT AND INSPECTION LETTER 2007/2008

( Positives

· Good progress is being made against published plans and areas of poor performance are being successfully addressed
· Overview and Scrutiny is becoming more effective:

-
Task and Finish Groups have led to clearer methodology and ownership by members


-
Some outcomes already achieved (enforcement, rural isolation etc)


-
Budget scrutiny has improved

· There is good partnership working - several anecdotal examples are mentioned

· The Council has clear longer term ambitions including through partnership activity

· Plans to support improvement are robust - ‘The Council understands what it needs to do to improve and how it will do it’

· There are clear links between plans for developing the area and wider ambitions for the community through the combined Core Strategy for the Local Development Framework and the Sustainable Community Strategy

· Improvements have been put in place on the Local Strategic Partnership which should help it to focus on delivering outcomes for local people

· Performance and programme management arrangements are being developed to better manage the business activities of the Council

-
Performance and Efficiency Board helps members to better challenge performance 


-
Frequent and detailed reporting of performance information

-
Key performance data and achievement of targets are closely linked to personal development plans and annual performance review process

-
Project and performance management arrangements have been reviewed and a Programme Management team is being established

· Capacity has improved as a result of a range of initiatives:

-
Effective action has been taken to reduce sickness absence levels

-
New self-development activities have been introduced

-
A modern apprenticeship programme has been introduced

-
A temporary staffing pool has been set up

-
The First Staff Awards Ceremony was held – successfully!


-
A Jointly funded post has been created with the Primary Care Trust

· Value for money remains good

-
A number of business efficiency reviews have been carried out (eg. Waste management services – £373,000 savings identified)

-
Further efficiencies and cost savings are being sought following the transfer of the housing stock

· Customer access is improving

-
Call waiting times are down


-
A large number of enquiries are being dealt with at first point of contact


-
More use is being made of the website

-
There is better on line access


-
Important council meetings are being webcast


-
It is now easier for people to register to vote by using e-registration


-
New on-line payments system


-
Increasing use is being made of text messages


-
There are better reception arrangements and an increased customer focus by staff

· 73% of performance indicators have improved - placing us 18th out of 388 for improvement in 2007/2008 

· Recycling and composting rates are among the best in the country

-
Increase from 35.5% to 42.76%


-
Plans are in place to increase coverage across the whole District


-
Street cleansing remains good

· Time spent on processing of benefits claims has improved

-
The time taken to process new claims fell from 30.9 to 22.8 days (2nd quartile nationally)

-
The time taken to process change of circumstances fell from 13.2 to 6.3 days (Top quartile nationally)

· Working well with partners to address housing issues

-
Good progress on delivery of affordable housing

-
94 new homes predicted to be completed by the end of the year (although behind on target of 100) (to be challenged?)
· Leisure facilities are improving

-
New Braintree Swimming Pool


-
Improvements at Gt. Notley Country Park and the Discovery Centre


-
Green Flag for Halstead Public Gardens

· Speed of processing planning applications has improved

-
Increase from 77% to 87% for major applications determined within the prescribed time limits (Top quartile nationally)


-
Increase from 74% to 77% for minor applications (3rd quartile nationally)


-
Increase from 83% to 89% of ‘other applications’ (2nd quartile nationally)

· There is good partnership working to deliver the future development needs of the district

-
Growth Area Funding of £4m secured

-
Capital and revenue projects identified to deliver housing and employment growth and supporting infrastructure

-
Development with partners of community facilities (eg joint use sports and leisure facilities in Witham)

· Progress has been made in encouraging business and helping to achieve a prosperous local economy

-
3 designated preparation camps for the London 2012 Olympics


-
£130,000 funding secured through the Local Authority Business Growth Incentive


-
Proposals for town centre improvement schemes in Braintree, Witham and Halstead

· Good progress is being made on promoting healthier lifestyles in partnership

-
The Primary Care Trust funded three months of free swimming


-
Close joint working with the PCT to develop joint facilities and address health inequalities

· There is effective engagement with children and young people:

-
Young people’s magazine published and distributed to 4,000 young people across the District


-
Democratic involvement is promoted

· Practical steps are being taken to help those affected by the recession:

-
Additional funding of £15k allocated to the Citizens Advice Bureau


-
£50k fund established to assist support schemes


-
Business and individuals offered facility to pay council tax over 12 months rather than 10

· There is good partnership working to address crime and anti-social behaviour:

-
Levels of crime are low and reducing


-
Task groups have been established to address problem areas


-
Effective action is being taken to address anti-social behaviour in Sible Hedingham

· Local Committees are delivering outcomes for local people

-
Funds have been allocated to deliver local projects (several cited)

· Projects and funding are in place to deliver the Local Area Agreement with a focus on local projects

· There is a good and improving approach to diversity issues

-
Level 3 of the Local Government Equality Standard achieved in 2008 – only a third of councils nationally are at this level or above


-
New corporate equality plan and race equality scheme in place


-
Numerous examples of diversity being integrated into service delivery

· The Council is reinvesting into developing the community

-
Community Housing Investment Partnership and fund with Greenfields Community Housing

-
Funding of sheltered homes, community improvements and affordable housing

(  Room for improvement

· The volume of waste collected only reduced slightly

· Clear outcomes from the Local Area Agreement are not yet apparent

· The number of affordable housing completions is slightly below target (to be challenged?)

· Notwithstanding the extent of improvement in our PIs, the proportion of them in top quartile is only at the national average (33%)

· Revised customer service standards are not yet in place (NB  – proposed standards have been developed over the past two months and are being reported to Cabinet at this meeting)

· Some members of staff still have concerns about capacity and workload pressures

   Actions Needed:

· Continue to undertake a proactive approach to communicating the Medium Term Financial Strategy to key stakeholders

· Further embed arrangements surrounding monitoring and reporting the financial performance of partnerships

· The Council needs to work with partners to improve performance against the target for completion of affordable housing (to be challenged?)
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Braintree District Council


Performance information profile


Introduction and overview


This performance information profile draws together information that is relevant to assessing improvement 
across shared priority and service areas. It has been designed to provide evidence in the Audit 
Commission's direction of travel assessment (DoT) and corporate assessment (CA). It may also assist local
authorities in reviewing their own performance and improvement and completing their own self-assessment 
for DoT or CA. Those carrying out value for money assessments may also find it useful.


The status of data that has been supplied to the Audit Commission


The data status for this (December 2008) version of the profile is as follows: 


Best value performance indicators (BVPIs) 


This profile contains final BVPI 2007/08 data collected by the Audit Commission. The status "final" 
means that the data has been through the complete audit cycle which ends in October 2008. It is the 
latest data available at the time of this profile's release.


Housing benefits best value data


For two housing benefits PM1 and PM5 (BV 78a and 78b) data quality work has been carried out by 
auditors on behalf of the Audit Commission. The data for these two indicators, and any qualifications 
that have resulted from the data quality work, are included in this (December 2008) version of the 
profile.


However, this data should still be treated as draft as it is subject to final consistency checking by the 
Audit Commission. Should there be any change to this data, or the application of qualifications, we 
will let you know as soon as possible and will provide any updates through the CPA data verification 
site (for single tier and county councils).


For most other indicators


Where possible, this profile has been updated with draft 2007/08 data.  Where this has not been 
possible the data will be based on the most recent year of data available. 


Use of the summary information in the December release


Due to the availability and status of the data in the previous release of this profile we recommended 
that the summary information (extent of improvement and percentage of indicators in the best 
quartile) provided was used with caution.


This is the final release of the profile and now includes final BVPI data (including qualifications 
resulting from the data quality audit) and more recent non-BVPI data. Therefore, the summary 
information is likely to have changed significantly since the first release on 17th September 2008.


More information can be found in the latest news, which can be accessed from this page by clicking on the 
"home" link on the top right of your browser, and in frequently asked questions or "FAQ" pages, which is a 
link at the top of this page.
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Use of indicators in shared priority or service area


The indicators in this profile have been identified as relevant evidence to assess improvement and 
performance across a number of shared priority and service areas:


 Corporate health
 Regulation
 Local environment
 Housing (if relevant)
 Culture
 Sustainable communities and transport (if relevant)
 Safer and stronger communities
 Older people and healthier communities
 Children and young people 


The indicators provided cover a range of different services and shared priorities and they could be grouped 
in a number of different ways. They have been brought together in this way to provide an outline picture of 
how a council is performing and improving in one particular area and should be considered together as sets 
rather than in isolation from one another.


Use of indicators in more than one shared priority or service area


Indicators in each service/shared priority area should not be considered to be relevant only to that area. 
Some indicators are considered to be relevant to more than one area and are therefore included in this 
profile more than once. Where this is the case indicators will only be used once in the overall 
improvement and current performance analysis that is based on the basket of indicators as a whole. 


When using this profile we recommend that you look at all of the indicators within the profile that are 
relevant as evidence to looking at a particular area of improvement or issue. 


This profile also contains information about the area, such as employment rates and housing markets.


It is important to remember that the profile is only one source of evidence for DoT and 
CA and should not be considered in isolation.


Improvement


When assessing improvement the Commission will give attention to: 


 The extent of improvement i.e. what proportion of the PIs are improving;
 The strength of improvement i.e. whether improvement in each performance indicator is substantial, 


or better than expected
 The areas of improvement – whether improvement is seen in areas of previously weak performance 


or local priorities. 


Extent and strength of improvement is set out in this profile. The areas of improvement can be considered 
using information in this profile alongside information provided by the council, for example about its 
priorities for improvement.


Information on the extent of improvement is provided at an overall level, i.e. based on all the indicators in 
this profile, and at a service/shared priority level. The extent of improvement for each council is also 
provided against the average extent of improvement for all councils.


This profile is designed to be used as evidence for both DoT and CA. As these two assessments are looking 
at improvement over different time-frames information on extent of improvement and strength of 
improvement is provided over the last year and over the last three years.


Current performance


This profile also contains current (based on the latest available data) and historical quartile information to 
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provide context about performance.


Information on the proportion of performance indicators in the top quartile is provided at an overall level, 
i.e. based on all of the indicators in this profile, and at a service/shared priority level. 


Using this profile


This profile is set out in the following sections:


 Overall improvement and current performance - provides information on the direction of travel and 
current quartile for all of the indicators used in this profile and extent of improvement and proportion 
of indicators in the top quartile based on the basket of indicators as a whole.


 Improvement and current performance at the shared priority/service level - provides information on 
the direction of travel and current quartile for each indicator in the relevant shared priority/service 
area and extent of improvement and proportion of indicators in the top quartile based on the basket 
of indicators within that area.


 Detailed performance information - provides the detailed data for each year for each indicator used 
in this profile, broken down into shared priority/service area sections.


In order to navigate around the profile, use the links at the bottom of each page to move between pages.


There are further explanatory notes throughout the profile which can be viewed by clicking on the 
numbered "Note" links or by going to the detailed notes section of this profile. 


At the top of the web page are also links to System Help and frequently asked questions.


It is important to note:


For reasons of consistency, the content of this profile is largely the same as the profile produced in 
December 2007, although more recent BVPI data has been included and other minor changes have been 
made.


This profile does not contain data from the national indicator set as data is not yet available.
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Introduction to improvement and current performance


The improvement and current performance sections (both the overall and shared priority/service areas) 
provide information on the direction of travel and current quartile for each indicator and the extent of 
improvement and proportion of indicators in the top quartile.


Note 1


Extent of improvement (proportion of indicators that have improved) is based on a basket of indicators. 
It measures the degree to which there is a consistent direction of travel across the basket. Extent of
improvement is calculated by taking the number of indicators in the basket that have improved since the 
base year and dividing that by the number of indicators in the basket for which it is possible to make a 
time series comparison. The results for a council are not affected by the results for other councils.


The direction of travel and strength of improvement for each indicator and the extent of 
improvement is given over the last year and over the last three years. In both cases improvement is
measured between the base year and the most recent year of data available. The base year will vary 
depending on the most recent year of data available. For example, if the most recent year of data available 
is 2006/07 the base year for assessing improvement over one year will be 2005/06, but if the most recent 
year of data is 2005/06 then the base year will be 2004/05. The base year will be updated when more up-
to-date data becomes available for each indicator. The extent of improvement charts have only been 
included in the shared priority / service areas of this profile if there is sufficient data to ensure the analysis
is relevant.


Strength of improvement is based on results for each indicator. It measures the extent to which a result 
for a council has changed by more than would be expected. The amount of change that is expected is 
determined by a) the average change across all councils; b) the confidence limit selected; and c) whether 
the council is starting from a position that is close to, or far from, the best possible result.


Strength of improvement is a relative measure and is included in this profile to provide some additional 
comparative information on improvement. Councils which make the biggest changes relative to what is
expected are categorised as improving, or deteriorating, 'substantially'.Note 3
Comparison groups


For most performance indicators the comparator group is all-England. This means that the result for the 
council is compared to the widest range of councils that is relevant to the indicator. Any records of 
evidence about comparative performance should be based on the groups set out in this profile.


Note 21


 


Symbols


The symbols below are used to show strength of improvement at the individual indicator level:


In some cases it is not appropriate to show whether a PI has improved. The following symbols are used to 
in those cases where it is not appropriate to show an improvement.


Improving substantially


Improving


No change


Deteriorating


Deteriorating substantially


Q One or more of the data in the calculation is qualified


M One or more of the data in the calculation is missing


Page 4 of 79Performance information profile


12/03/2009 16:21:25BraintreeDistrictCouncil







NC


Not comparable appears when the improvement calculation cannot be
made. This could be for various reasons, for example either the PI was not 
collected in one or both of the years under comparison, or the council was 
not required to provide the PI in one or both years, one or more data items 
used for the calculation was qualified.


NA It is not appropriate to show an improvement for this PI
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Overall improvement and current performance


The charts below compare the extent of improvement for this council, i.e. what proportion of PIs selected 
for analysis are improving, compared to what has been achieved by all other all district authorities in 
England. The horizontal lines on the chart indicate the average extent of improvement across all district 
authorities. The average is shown as a range to make allowance for differences between councils in the 
services they provide and the PIs for which improvement assessments can be made.


Note 4
Proportion of performance indicators that have improved in the last three years


Chart Summary


 Braintree District Council is ranked 86th out of 388 (All authorities for which data is available) for % 
PIs improved in the last 3 years.


 Braintree District Council has 68 % PIs improved in the last 3 years which is above the average 
range for all district authorities (57.1-58.9)%.


Proportion of performance indicators that have improved in the last year


Chart Summary


 Braintree District Council is ranked 18th out of 388 (All authorities for which data is available) for % 
PIs improved since last year.
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 Braintree District Council has 73 % PIs improved since last year which is above the average range 
for all district authorities (56.9-59.1)%.


The extent of improvement analysis only uses data available for both relevant years, i.e. the base year and 
the most recent year of data. If data is not available for either year, it is labelled as Not Comparable, and 
excluded from the analysis. There are several reasons why data might not be comparable: the latest data 
may not be available, or the council may not provide certain services (such as housing management, or 
waste disposal).


If the council has a high number of indicators which have been qualified, or if the council has not supplied 
all the indicators it is required to, the number of non-comparable indicators will be above the average. 
Therefore, the more the number of indicators the council provides differs from that which is expected, the 
more the analysis can be skewed. Users should be aware of this.


Users also need to be aware that this analysis is based only on the performance indicators used in this 
profile. Different evidence sources may give a different picture of extent of improvement. Any conclusions 
drawn from this pack must be effectively triangulated with other evidence sources.


Percentage of indicators that are in the "best" quartile


Chart Summary


 Braintree District Council has 33 % PIs above the best quartile breakpoint.
 On average, all district authorities have 33% of PI results that are in the best quartile.


The chart shows the proportion of PIs for which this council is performing in the 'best' quartile. The chart 
compares the result for this council with the average for all district authorities'. The proportion of PIs where 
this council is performing in the best quartile is 33 per cent.


 


Improvement


Corporate health improvement and current performance


Indicator 
Improvement in Quartile Position 


1 Year 3 Years Best 2nd 3rd Worst


BV 3 Overall satisfaction with the council NC *
BV 2b Duty to promote race equality *
Ombudsman: average number of days to respond 
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Regulation improvement and current performance


to complaints *
BV 4 Percentage of user satisfaction with 
complaints handling


NC *
BV 8 Percentage of invoices paid by agreed date or 
within 30 days *
BV 9 Percentage of Council Tax collected: Adjusted 
for deprivation *
BV 10 Percentage of NNDR collected *
BV 78a Housing benefit claims: Average time to 
process new claims (days) *
BV 78b Housing benefit claims: Average time to 
process changes of circumstances (days) Q NC *
BV 79a Housing benefit claims: Cases processed 
correctly NC *
BV 79b(i) The amount of Housing Benefit 
overpayments recovered as a percentage of all HB 
overpayments


NC *
BV 79b(ii) Housing Benefit overpayments 
recovered as a percentage of the total amount of 
HB overpayment debt.


NC *
BV 12 Average number of days lost to sickness 
absence *
BV 14 Percentage of employees retiring early 
(excluding ill health retirements) *
BV 15 Percentage of employees retiring on 
grounds of ill health *
Percentage of top 5% of earners with disabilities 
(BV 11c) expressed as a ratio of the percentage of 
working age population with a disability (BV 16b)


NC *
Percentage of top 5% earners that are women (BV 
11a) expressed as a ratio of the % of population 
who are women


*
Percentage of top 5% of earners from BME 
communities (BV 11b) expressed as a ratio of the 
percentage of working age population from BME
communities (BV 17b)


*


Percentage of staff from BME communities (BV 
17a) expressed as a ratio of the percentage of 
working age population from BME communities (BV
17b)


*


Percentage of staff with disabilities (BV 16a) 
expressed as a ratio of the percentage of working 
age in the population with a disability (BV 16b)


*


Indicator 
Improvement in Quartile Position 


1 Year 3 Years Best 2nd 3rd Worst


BV 166a Environmental health best practice 
checklist (CPA indicator E27) *
BV 109a Percentage of MAJOR planning 
applications determined within 13 weeks (CPA 
indicator E2)


NC *
BV 109b Percentage of MINOR applications 
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Local environment improvement and current performance


Housing improvement and current performance


determined within 8 weeks (CPA indicator E2)
NC *


BV 109c Percentage of OTHER applications 
determined within 8 weeks (CPA indicator E2)


NC *
BV 111 Satisfaction of applicants with planning 
service (CPA indicator E3)


NC Q *
BV 204 Planning appeals: percentage allowed (CPA 
indicator E42 ) *
BV 205 Planning: Quality of service checklist (CPA 
indicator E43) *


Indicator 
Improvement in Quartile Position 


1 Year 3 Years Best 2nd 3rd Worst


BV 82a & 82b Actual recycling & composting rate 
(CPA indicator E6) *
BV 84a Kg of household waste collected per head 
(CPA indicator E26) *
BV 86 Cost of waste collection per household *
BV 91a Percentage of population served by a 
kerbside collection of recyclables (one recyclable) *
BV 91b Percentage of population served by 
kerbside collection of recyclables (two recyclables) 
(CPA indicator E45)


NC *
BV 90a Satisfaction with waste collection (CPA 
indicator E8A)


NC *
BV 90b Satisfaction with recycling - adjusted for 
deprivation (CPA indicator E8B) NC *
BV 199a Percentage of land littered to a significant 
or heavy extent (CPA indicator E4) *
BV 199b Percentage of relevant land and highways 
from which unacceptable levels of graffiti are 
visible.


NC *
BV 199c Percentage of land from which 
unacceptable levels of fly-posting are visible NC *
BV 89 Satisfaction with cleanliness of public space 
- adjusted for deprivation (CPA indicator E38)


NC *
Percentage of residents that felt that abandoned or 
burnt out cars in their local area was a very big or 
fairly big problem. (BVPI user survey)


NC *
BV 106 Percentage of new homes built on 
previously developed land. (CPA indicator E23) *
Percentage of Brownfield land that is derelict 
(NLUD) *


Indicator 
Improvement in Quartile Position 


1 Year 3 Years Best 2nd 3rd Worst


HSSA Percentage of private sector homes vacant 
for six months or more - adjusted for deprivation 
(CPA indicator H18)


*


BV 64 Number of non-LA-owned vacant dwellings 
returned to occupation or demolished during the 
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Culture improvement and current performance


year as a direct result of action by the authority 
(CPA indicator H23) *
BPSA e3 (Formerly BV68) Average re-let time in 
days (CPA indicator H8)


M M


BV 184a Percentage of LA homes which were non 
decent (CPA indicator H1) *
BV 184b Percentage change in the proportion of 
non decent homes (CPA indicator H2) *
BV 63 Average SAP rating of LA dwellings (CPA 
indicator H11 / E24) *
BV 66a Percentage of rent collected (CPA indicator 
H6) *
BPSA e5 (Formerly BV72) Percentage of urgent 
repairs completed in time (CPA indicator H4) M M


BPSA e6 (Formerly BV 73) Average time (days) 
taken to complete non-urgent repairs (CPA 
indicator H5)


M M


BV 74a Tenant satisfaction - overall service -
adjusted for deprivation (CPA H12) NC NC *
BV 75a Tenant satisfaction - opportunities for 
participation - adjusted for deprivation (CPA 
indicator H13)


NC NC *
BV 183a Average length of stay in B&B 
accommodation (in weeks) (CPA indicator H14) *
BV 183b Average length of stay in hostel 
accommodation (in weeks) (CPA indicator H15) *
BV 203 Percentage change in the number of 
households in temporary accommodation at 31 
March (CPA indicator H22)


NC *
HSSA Hse1ba Percentage of homelessness 
acceptances that are repeat applications (CPA 
indicator H16)


*


Indicator 
Improvement in Quartile Position 


1 Year 3 Years Best 2nd 3rd Worst


BV 119a Satisfaction with sports and leisure 
facilities (CPA indicator C5)


NC *
BV 119e Satisfaction with parks and open spaces 
(CPA indicator C9) NC *
Participation in sport and active recreation – from 
the Sport England active people survey (CPA 
indicator C17)


M M


Volunteering in sport and active recreation – from 
the Sport England active people survey (CPA 
indicator C18)


NC NC *
Leisure facilities - choice and opportunity the 
percentage of the population that are within 20 
minutes travel time (urban - walking; rural -
driving) of a range of 3 different sports facility 
types(taken from the Sport England active places 
database) (CPA indicator C19)


M M


BV 119c Satisfaction with museums and galleries 
(CPA indicator C7) NC *
BV 119d Satisfaction with theatre & concert halls 
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Sustainable communities and transport improvement and current performance


Safer and stronger communities improvement and current performance


Older people and healthier communities improvement and current performance
Children and young people improvement and current performance


(CPA indicator C8)
NC NC *


BV 219b Preserving the special character of 
conservation areas: character appraisals


NC *


Indicator 
Improvement in Quartile Position 


1 Year 3 Years Best 2nd 3rd Worst


BV 219b Preserving the special character of 
conservation areas: character appraisals NC *
BV 175 Percentage of racial incidents reported to 
the council that resulted in further action (CPA 
indicator H19)


NC *
BV 184a Percentage of LA homes which were non 
decent (CPA indicator H1) *
BV 64 Number of non-LA-owned vacant dwellings 
returned to occupation or demolished during the 
year as a direct result of action by the authority 
(CPA indicator H23)


*


HSSA Percentage of private sector homes vacant 
for six months or more - adjusted for deprivation 
(CPA indicator H18)


*
BV 205 Planning: Quality of service checklist (CPA 
indicator E43) *
BV 204 Planning appeals: percentage allowed (CPA 
indicator E42 ) *
BV 106 Percentage of new homes built on 
previously developed land. (CPA indicator E23) *
Percentage of Brownfield land that is derelict 
(NLUD) *
BV 109a Percentage of MAJOR planning 
applications determined within 13 weeks (CPA 
indicator E2)


NC *
BV 109b Percentage of MINOR applications 
determined within 8 weeks (CPA indicator E2)


NC *
BV 109c Percentage of OTHER applications 
determined within 8 weeks (CPA indicator E2)


NC *


Indicator 
Improvement in Quartile Position 


1 Year 3 Years Best 2nd 3rd Worst


BV 175 Percentage of racial incidents reported to 
the council that resulted in further action (CPA 
indicator H19)


NC *
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Corporate health improvement and current performance


Indicators included in this section are considered to be relevant as evidence in reviewing improvement and 
current performance in relation to overall satisfaction with the council, equality standards, complaints 
handling, transactional services, people and managing transport assets.


The charts below compare the extent of improvement for this council, i.e. what proportion of PIs selected 
for analysis are improving, compared to what has been achieved by all other all district authorities in 
England. The horizontal lines on the chart indicate the average extent of improvement across all district 
authorities. The average is shown as a range to make allowance for differences between councils in the 
services they provide and the PIs for which improvement assessments can be made.


Proportion of performance indicators that have improved in the last three years


Chart Summary


 Braintree District Council is ranked 169th out of 388 (All authorities for which data is available) for % 
PIs improved in the last 3 years.


 Braintree District Council has 60 % PIs improved in the last 3 years which is above the average 
range for all district authorities (55.3-58.7)%.


Proportion of performance indicators that have improved in the last year


Chart Summary
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 Braintree District Council is ranked 2nd out of 388 (All authorities for which data is available) for % 
PIs improved since last year.


 Braintree District Council has 88 % PIs improved since last year which is above the average range 
for all district authorities (51.3-54.7)%.


Percentage of Indicators in the "Best" quartile


Chart Summary


 Braintree District Council has 50 % PIs above the best quartile breakpoint.
 On average, all district authorities have 33% of PI results that are in the best quartile.


This section contains data about the activities the council takes to deliver key transactions and as an 
employer. This data does not measure the achievement of outcomes for the shared priorities. It can 
provide a context for assessing achievement by illustrating how the council performs in relation to activities
that are common to all councils.


Equality standards


Complaints


Transactional services


Indicator 
Improvement in Quartile Position 


1 Year 3 Years Best 2nd 3rd Worst


BV 3 Overall satisfaction with the council NC *


Indicator 
Improvement in Quartile Position 


1 Year 3 Years Best 2nd 3rd Worst


BV 2b Duty to promote race equality *


Indicator 
Improvement in Quartile Position 


1 Year 3 Years Best 2nd 3rd Worst


Ombudsman: average number of days to respond 
to complaints *
BV 4 Percentage of user satisfaction with 
complaints handling


NC *


Indicator 
Improvement in Quartile Position 


1 Year 3 Years Best 2nd 3rd Worst
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People


BV 8 Percentage of invoices paid by agreed date or 
within 30 days *
BV 9 Percentage of Council Tax collected: Adjusted 
for deprivation *
BV 10 Percentage of NNDR collected *
BV 78a Housing benefit claims: Average time to 
process new claims (days) *
BV 78b Housing benefit claims: Average time to 
process changes of circumstances (days)


Q NC *
BV 79a Housing benefit claims: Cases processed 
correctly


NC *
BV 79b(i) The amount of Housing Benefit 
overpayments recovered as a percentage of all HB 
overpayments


NC *
BV 79b(ii) Housing Benefit overpayments 
recovered as a percentage of the total amount of 
HB overpayment debt.


NC *


Indicator 
Improvement in Quartile Position 


1 Year 3 Years Best 2nd 3rd Worst


BV 12 Average number of days lost to sickness 
absence *
BV 14 Percentage of employees retiring early 
(excluding ill health retirements) *
BV 15 Percentage of employees retiring on 
grounds of ill health *
Percentage of top 5% of earners with disabilities 
(BV 11c) expressed as a ratio of the percentage of 
working age population with a disability (BV 16b)


NC *
Percentage of top 5% earners that are women (BV 
11a) expressed as a ratio of the % of population 
who are women


*
Percentage of top 5% of earners from BME 
communities (BV 11b) expressed as a ratio of the 
percentage of working age population from BME
communities (BV 17b)


*


Percentage of staff from BME communities (BV 
17a) expressed as a ratio of the percentage of 
working age population from BME communities (BV
17b)


*


Percentage of staff with disabilities (BV 16a) 
expressed as a ratio of the percentage of working 
age in the population with a disability (BV 16b)


*
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Regulation improvement and current performance


Indicators included in this section are considered to be relevant as evidence in reviewing improvement and 
current performance in relation to environmental health, trading standards and planning and development 
control. A number of these indicators may also be relevant to looking at the shared priority area of
sustainable communities. 


The charts below compare the extent of improvement for this council, i.e. what proportion of PIs selected 
for analysis are improving, compared to what has been achieved by all other all district authorities in 
England. The horizontal lines on the chart indicate the average extent of improvement across all district 
authorities. The average is shown as a range to make allowance for differences between councils in the 
services they provide and the PIs for which improvement assessments can be made.


Proportion of performance indicators that have improved in the last three years


Chart Summary


 Braintree District Council is ranked 1st out of 388 (All authorities for which data is available) for % 
PIs improved in the last 3 years.


 Braintree District Council has 100 % PIs improved in the last 3 years which is above the average 
range for all district authorities (62.6-67.4)%.


Proportion of performance indicators that have improved in the last year
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Chart Summary


 Braintree District Council is ranked 1st out of 388 (All authorities for which data is available) for % 
PIs improved since last year.


 Braintree District Council has 100 % PIs improved since last year which is above the average range 
for all district authorities (49.9-56.1)%.


Percentage of Indicators in the "Best" quartile


Chart Summary


 Braintree District Council has 43 % PIs above the best quartile breakpoint.
 On average, all district authorities have 38% of PI results that are in the best quartile.


Environmental health and trading standards


Planning and development control


Indicator 
Improvement in Quartile Position 


1 Year 3 Years Best 2nd 3rd Worst


BV 166a Environmental health best practice 
checklist (CPA indicator E27) *


Indicator 
Improvement in Quartile Position 


1 Year 3 Years Best 2nd 3rd Worst


BV 109a Percentage of MAJOR planning 
applications determined within 13 weeks (CPA 
indicator E2)


NC *
BV 109b Percentage of MINOR applications 
determined within 8 weeks (CPA indicator E2)


NC *
BV 109c Percentage of OTHER applications 
determined within 8 weeks (CPA indicator E2) NC *
BV 111 Satisfaction of applicants with planning 
service (CPA indicator E3)


NC Q *
BV 204 Planning appeals: percentage allowed (CPA 
indicator E42 ) *
BV 205 Planning: Quality of service checklist (CPA 
indicator E43) *
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Local environment improvement and current performance


Indicators included in this section are considered to be relevant as evidence in reviewing improvement and 
current performance in relation to waste, cleanliness and land use. A number of these indicators may also 
be relevant to looking at the shared priority area of sustainable communities. Recycling / composting rates 
should be considered alongside the trends in the amount of waste.


The charts below compare the extent of improvement for this council, i.e. what proportion of PIs selected 
for analysis are improving, compared to what has been achieved by all other all district authorities in 
England. The horizontal lines on the chart indicate the average extent of improvement across all district 
authorities. The average is shown as a range to make allowance for differences between councils in the 
services they provide and the PIs for which improvement assessments can be made.


Proportion of performance indicators that have improved in the last three years


Chart Summary


 Braintree District Council is ranked 49th out of 388 (All authorities for which data is available) for % 
PIs improved in the last 3 years.


 Braintree District Council has 73 % PIs improved in the last 3 years which is above the average 
range for all district authorities (59.5-62.5)%.


Proportion of performance indicators that have improved in the last year
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Chart Summary


 Braintree District Council is ranked 244th out of 388 (All authorities for which data is available) for % 
PIs improved since last year.


 Braintree District Council has 60 % PIs improved since last year which is below the average range for 
all district authorities (65.9-70.1)%.


Percentage of Indicators in the "Best" quartile


Chart Summary


 Braintree District Council has 29 % PIs above the best quartile breakpoint.
 On average, all district authorities have 35% of PI results that are in the best quartile.


Waste minimisation and recycling


Waste collection and disposal


Public spaces - standards of cleanliness


Indicator 
Improvement in Quartile Position 


1 Year 3 Years Best 2nd 3rd Worst


BV 82a & 82b Actual recycling & composting rate 
(CPA indicator E6) *
BV 84a Kg of household waste collected per head 
(CPA indicator E26) *
BV 86 Cost of waste collection per household *
BV 91a Percentage of population served by a 
kerbside collection of recyclables (one recyclable) *
BV 91b Percentage of population served by 
kerbside collection of recyclables (two recyclables) 
(CPA indicator E45)


NC *


Indicator 
Improvement in Quartile Position 


1 Year 3 Years Best 2nd 3rd Worst


BV 90a Satisfaction with waste collection (CPA 
indicator E8A)


NC *
BV 90b Satisfaction with recycling - adjusted for 
deprivation (CPA indicator E8B)


NC *


Improvement in Quartile Position 
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Land use


Indicator 1 Year 3 Years Best 2nd 3rd Worst


BV 199a Percentage of land littered to a significant 
or heavy extent (CPA indicator E4) *
BV 199b Percentage of relevant land and highways 
from which unacceptable levels of graffiti are 
visible.


NC *
BV 199c Percentage of land from which 
unacceptable levels of fly-posting are visible


NC *
BV 89 Satisfaction with cleanliness of public space 
- adjusted for deprivation (CPA indicator E38)


NC *
Percentage of residents that felt that abandoned or 
burnt out cars in their local area was a very big or 
fairly big problem. (BVPI user survey)


NC *


Indicator 
Improvement in Quartile Position 


1 Year 3 Years Best 2nd 3rd Worst


BV 106 Percentage of new homes built on 
previously developed land. (CPA indicator E23) *
Percentage of Brownfield land that is derelict 
(NLUD) *
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Housing improvement and current performance


Indicators included in this section are considered to be relevant as evidence in reviewing improvement and 
current performance in relation to balancing housing markets, housing management and homelessness. A 
number of these indicators may also be relevant to looking at the shared priority area of sustainable 
communities.


The charts below compare the extent of improvement for this council, i.e. what proportion of PIs selected 
for analysis are improving, compared to what has been achieved by all other all district authorities in 
England. The horizontal lines on the chart indicate the average extent of improvement across all district 
authorities. The average is shown as a range to make allowance for differences between councils in the 
services they provide and the PIs for which improvement assessments can be made.


Proportion of performance indicators that have improved in the last three years


Chart Summary


 Braintree District Council is ranked 162nd out of 354 (All authorities for which data is available) for 
% PIs improved in the last 3 years.


 Braintree District Council has 67 % PIs improved in the last 3 years which is above the average 
range for all district authorities (61.6-66.5)%.


Proportion of performance indicators that have improved in the last year
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Chart Summary


 Braintree District Council is ranked 309th out of 354 (All authorities for which data is available) for % 
PIs improved since last year.


 Braintree District Council has 40 % PIs improved since last year which is below the average range for 
all district authorities (57.9-62.1)%.


Percentage of Indicators in the "Best" quartile


Chart Summary


 Braintree District Council has 17 % PIs above the best quartile breakpoint.
 On average, all district authorities have 33% of PI results that are in the best quartile.


Housing markets


Housing management 


Indicator 
Improvement in Quartile Position 


1 Year 3 Years Best 2nd 3rd Worst


HSSA Percentage of private sector homes vacant 
for six months or more - adjusted for deprivation 
(CPA indicator H18)


*
BV 64 Number of non-LA-owned vacant dwellings 
returned to occupation or demolished during the 
year as a direct result of action by the authority 
(CPA indicator H23)


*


BPSA e3 (Formerly BV68) Average re-let time in 
days (CPA indicator H8) M M


Indicator 
Improvement in Quartile Position 


1 Year 3 Years Best 2nd 3rd Worst


BV 184a Percentage of LA homes which were non 
decent (CPA indicator H1) *
BV 184b Percentage change in the proportion of 
non decent homes (CPA indicator H2) *
BV 63 Average SAP rating of LA dwellings (CPA 
indicator H11 / E24) *
BV 66a Percentage of rent collected (CPA indicator 
H6) *
BPSA e5 (Formerly BV72) Percentage of urgent 
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Tenant satisfaction


Homelessness


repairs completed in time (CPA indicator H4) M M


BPSA e6 (Formerly BV 73) Average time (days) 
taken to complete non-urgent repairs (CPA 
indicator H5)


M M


Indicator 
Improvement in Quartile Position 


1 Year 3 Years Best 2nd 3rd Worst


BV 74a Tenant satisfaction - overall service -
adjusted for deprivation (CPA H12)


NC NC *
BV 75a Tenant satisfaction - opportunities for 
participation - adjusted for deprivation (CPA 
indicator H13)


NC NC *


Indicator 
Improvement in Quartile Position 


1 Year 3 Years Best 2nd 3rd Worst


BV 183a Average length of stay in B&B 
accommodation (in weeks) (CPA indicator H14) *
BV 183b Average length of stay in hostel 
accommodation (in weeks) (CPA indicator H15) *
BV 203 Percentage change in the number of 
households in temporary accommodation at 31 
March (CPA indicator H22)


NC *
HSSA Hse1ba Percentage of homelessness 
acceptances that are repeat applications (CPA 
indicator H16)


*
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Culture improvement and current performance


Indicators included in this section are considered to be relevant as evidence in reviewing improvement and 
current performance in relation to cultural facilities and satisfaction, choice and opportunity in sport and 
leisure facilities and participation and volunteering in sport. A number of these indicators may also be 
relevant to looking at the shared priority areas of sustainable communities and healthier communities. 
Further information on achievement of the public library service standards is available in the ‘in-detail’ 
section of this profile.


Percentage of Indicators in the "Best" quartile


The data is not available for this authority to display this chart


Sport & Recreation


Museums, libraries and culture


Conservation areas


Indicator 
Improvement in Quartile Position 


1 Year 3 Years Best 2nd 3rd Worst


BV 119a Satisfaction with sports and leisure 
facilities (CPA indicator C5) NC *
BV 119e Satisfaction with parks and open spaces 
(CPA indicator C9)


NC *
Participation in sport and active recreation – from 
the Sport England active people survey (CPA 
indicator C17)


M M


Volunteering in sport and active recreation – from 
the Sport England active people survey (CPA 
indicator C18)


NC NC *
Leisure facilities - choice and opportunity the 
percentage of the population that are within 20 
minutes travel time (urban - walking; rural -
driving) of a range of 3 different sports facility 
types(taken from the Sport England active places 
database) (CPA indicator C19)


M M


Indicator 
Improvement in Quartile Position 


1 Year 3 Years Best 2nd 3rd Worst


BV 119c Satisfaction with museums and galleries 
(CPA indicator C7)


NC *
BV 119d Satisfaction with theatre & concert halls 
(CPA indicator C8)


NC NC *


Indicator 
Improvement in Quartile Position 


1 Year 3 Years Best 2nd 3rd Worst


BV 219b Preserving the special character of 
conservation areas: character appraisals


NC *
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Sustainable communities and transport improvement and current performance


Indicators included in this section are considered to be relevant as evidence in reviewing improvement and 
current performance in relation to transport, housing, planning, local environment and educational 
attainment.


The charts below compare the extent of improvement for this council, i.e. what proportion of PIs selected 
for analysis are improving, compared to what has been achieved by all other all district authorities in 
England. The horizontal lines on the chart indicate the average extent of improvement across all district 
authorities. The average is shown as a range to make allowance for differences between councils in the 
services they provide and the PIs for which improvement assessments can be made.


Proportion of performance indicators that have improved in the last three years


Chart Summary


 Braintree District Council is ranked 1st out of 388 (All authorities for which data is available) for % 
PIs improved in the last 3 years.


 Braintree District Council has 100 % PIs improved in the last 3 years which is above the average 
range for all district authorities (69-73)%.


Proportion of performance indicators that have improved in the last year


Chart Summary
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 Braintree District Council is ranked 56th out of 388 (All authorities for which data is available) for % 
PIs improved since last year.


 Braintree District Council has 75 % PIs improved since last year which is above the average range 
for all district authorities (54-58)%.


Percentage of Indicators in the "Best" quartile


Chart Summary


 Braintree District Council has 25 % PIs above the best quartile breakpoint.
 On average, all district authorities have 31% of PI results that are in the best quartile.


Satisfaction with transport services
Conservation areas


Racial incidents


Housing management services


Indicator 
Improvement in Quartile Position 


1 Year 3 Years Best 2nd 3rd Worst


BV 219b Preserving the special character of 
conservation areas: character appraisals


NC *


Indicator 
Improvement in Quartile Position 


1 Year 3 Years Best 2nd 3rd Worst


BV 175 Percentage of racial incidents reported to 
the council that resulted in further action (CPA 
indicator H19)


NC *


Indicator 
Improvement in Quartile Position 


1 Year 3 Years Best 2nd 3rd Worst


BV 184a Percentage of LA homes which were non 
decent (CPA indicator H1) *
BV 64 Number of non-LA-owned vacant dwellings 
returned to occupation or demolished during the 
year as a direct result of action by the authority 
(CPA indicator H23)


*


HSSA Percentage of private sector homes vacant 
for six months or more - adjusted for deprivation 
(CPA indicator H18)


*
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Planning


Indicator 
Improvement in Quartile Position 


1 Year 3 Years Best 2nd 3rd Worst


BV 205 Planning: Quality of service checklist (CPA 
indicator E43) *
BV 204 Planning appeals: percentage allowed (CPA 
indicator E42 ) *
BV 106 Percentage of new homes built on 
previously developed land. (CPA indicator E23) *
Percentage of Brownfield land that is derelict 
(NLUD) *
BV 109a Percentage of MAJOR planning 
applications determined within 13 weeks (CPA 
indicator E2)


NC *
BV 109b Percentage of MINOR applications 
determined within 8 weeks (CPA indicator E2)


NC *
BV 109c Percentage of OTHER applications 
determined within 8 weeks (CPA indicator E2) NC *
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Safer and stronger communities improvement and current performance


Indicators included in this section are considered to be relevant as evidence in reviewing improvement and 
current performance in relation to young people, road safety and stronger communities. Further 
information, particularly in relation to crime, can be in the ‘in-detail’ section of this profile.


The charts below compare the extent of improvement for this council, i.e. what proportion of PIs selected 
for analysis are improving, compared to what has been achieved by all other all district authorities in 
England. The horizontal lines on the chart indicate the average extent of improvement across all district 
authorities. The average is shown as a range to make allowance for differences between councils in the 
services they provide and the PIs for which improvement assessments can be made.


Proportion of performance indicators that have improved in the last year


Chart Summary


 Braintree District Council is ranked 1st out of 259 (All authorities for which data is available) for % 
PIs improved since last year.


 Braintree District Council has 100 % PIs improved since last year which is above the average range 
for all district authorities (90.7-99.3)%.


Percentage of Indicators in the "Best" quartile


Chart Summary
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 Braintree District Council has 100 % PIs above the best quartile breakpoint.
 On average, all district authorities have 100% of PI results that are in the best quartile.


Stronger communities


Indicator 
Improvement in Quartile Position 


1 Year 3 Years Best 2nd 3rd Worst


BV 175 Percentage of racial incidents reported to 
the council that resulted in further action (CPA 
indicator H19)


NC *
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Introduction to in detail performance indicators 


This section presents the detailed performance information that is summarised in the improvement and 
current performance sections within this profile.


Key to Symbols and Tables


Key indicators 


These indicators are used to measure current performance and improvement in this tool. They tend to 
measure things that can be directly attributable to the authority. Key indicators can be distinguished by the 
following:


 The column showing the direction of travel each year is labelled 'Improving' / 'Deteriorating'.
 The column labelled 'Quartile Position' shows which quartile the result appears in. Quartiles range 


from 'best' to 'worst'.
 The columns showing the quartile thresholds are labelled 'Best', 'Median' and 'Worst'. 'Best' always 


appears last, irrespective of whether a high value or a low value is best.
 This table has a border style of black continuous lines. 


An example of a key indicator is below:


Example key indicator table (where good performance is considered a low figure)


Comparison group: All Authorities


The result improved during 2005/06. An up arrow is therefore displayed. The result did not improve during 
06/07. A down arrow is therefore displayed.


Context indicators 


These indicators are provided so that a council's performance can be set against contextual information.


Context indicators are not included in the improvement or current performance sections within this profile 
therefore are not used in the extent of improvement calculation. The movement shows the data based on 
whether the value displayed is increasing or decreasing.


They can be distinguished by the following:


 The column showing the direction of travel each year is labelled 'Increasing' / 'Decreasing'.
 The column labelled 'Quartile Position' shows which quartile the result appears within. Quartiles 


range from 'lowest' to 'highest'.
 The columns showing the quartile thresholds are labelled 'Lowest 25%', 'Median' and 'Highest 25%'. 


'Lowest 25%' always appears first.
 The borders of this table are broken black lines.
 Context indicators have no polarity set; the movement flags show the movement of the data in 


terms of whether the figure is a high figure or a low figure, the flag will simply show the direction of 
the change in data.


An example of a Context indicator is below:  


Context : Example context data


Year
This 


Authority Improving / Deteriorating
Quartile 
Position Worst Median Best


2004/2005 92   2 100 97 80


2005/2006 90 1 100 100 94


2006/2007 96 1 100 100 97


2007/2008 84 1 100 98 90
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Comparison group: All Authorities


The indicator increased in 05/06 and then decreased in 06/07. The arrows show the direction of any 
movement.


The following symbols are used in tables:


The Audit Commission qualifies data where there are grounds to query an indicator with an authority and 
the matter has not been resolved satisfactorily. The symbol is also used for indicators that total other 
indicators, where one or more of the parts of the indicator are missing. Qualified data must not be taken as 
a robust measure of the council’s performance. It may be used as information about the council’s view of 
its performance and the robustness of its data systems.


Other symbols used within the in detail sections


If data is not stored, the following abbreviations will appear in the:


Comparison groups


Year This 
Authority


Increasing / Decreasing Quartile 
Position


Lowest 
25%


Median Highest 
25%


2004/2005 0.5   4 1.1 1.1 1.8


2005/2006 1.5 2 1.1 1.1 1.8


2006/2007 0.3 4 1.0 1.0 1.8


2007/2008 0.6 4 1.2 1.2 2.0


Improving 
Deteriorating Description


Indicator 
Type


An upward arrow indicates the result improved in comparison 
to the previous year.


Key


A downward arrow indicates the result deteriorated in 
comparison to the previous year.


Key


A pair of arrows indicates the result was the same as the 
previous year. Key


A white upward arrow in a table with broken lines/border
shows the indicator increased compared to the previous year.


Context


A white downward arrow in a table with broken lines/border
indicates that the PI decreased.


Context


Two white arrows in a table with broken lines/border indicate 
that the PI remained the same as the previous year. Context


M
'M' indicates that the council did not provide data for that 
year.


Both


Blank or 'N/A' A blank entry with no qualifier indicates that the council was 
not required to submit a result.


Both


Q
'Q' indicates that the PI was qualified by auditors. 
Improvements and quartiles cannot be shown if the PI has 
been qualified.


Both


This authority Description


DNR Data not reported


DNA Data not available


  A blank value is stored for this council


Value 
suppressed


The data was supplied with the code "value suppressed" by the data
source
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For most performance indicators the comparator group is all-England. This means that the result for the 
council is compared to the widest range of councils that is relevant to the indicator. Any records of 
evidence about comparative performance should be based on the groups set out in this profile.


Note 21
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Corporate health in detail


Indicators included in this section are considered to be relevant as evidence in reviewing improvement and 
current performance in relation to overall satisfaction with the council, equality standards, complaints 
handling, transactional services, people and managing transport assets.


The following indicator(s) is/are based on the results of surveys of service users carried out in 2003/04 and 
2006/07. Comparison of changes over time for results based on surveys takes account of the confidence 
interval - or margins of error - for each of the results in the comparison.


BV 3 Overall satisfaction with the council


Comparison group: All Authorities


Note 2
Equality standards


BV 2a Equality standard for local government


Braintree District Council has achieved level 2 of the equality standard for local government.


The table below shows the percentage of councils achieving each level of the equality standard for local 
government:


BV 2b Duty to promote race equality


Comparison group: All Authorities


Complaints


Complaints to the local government ombudsman


During 2007/08, the Local Government Ombudsman received 20 complaints relating to the council, 
compared to 27 in the previous year and of those complaints received in 2007/08 4 were dealt with by 
local settlement.


Context : Ombudsman: Total complaints received


Year This 
Authority


Improving / Deteriorating Quartile 
Position


Worst Median Best


2003/04 54.0   3 49.0 55.0 60.0


2006/07 55.0 2 48.5 53.0 58.0


Level achieved % of Councils 


Level 0 1


Level 1 13


Level 2 54


Level 3 25


Level 4 6


Level 5 1


Year
This 


Authority Improving / Deteriorating
Quartile 
Position Worst Median Best


2004/05 84   1 42 58 74


2005/06 84 1 53 63 79


2006/07 84 1 58 74 84


2007/08 84 1 63 79 84
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Comparison group: All Authorities


Context : Ombudsman: Decisions with maladministration


Ombudsman: average number of days to respond to complaints


Comparison group: All Authorities


When first enquiries are made, the ombudsman asks for a response within 28 calendar days. This target 
was set on 1st July 2005, prior to this date the target was 21 days.


BV 4 Percentage of user satisfaction with complaints handling


Comparison group: All Authorities


Note 2
Transactional services


BV 8 Percentage of invoices paid by agreed date or within 30 days


Comparison group: All Authorities


Context : BV 9 Percentage of Council Tax collected


Year This 
Authority


Increasing / Decreasing Quartile 
Position


Lowest 
25%


Median Highest 
25%


2004/05 30   2 18 28 51


2005/06 25 3 16 28 52


2006/07 27 2 16 27 51


2007/08 20 3 15 25 49


Year
This 


Authority Increasing / Decreasing
Regional 
Average


National 
Average


2004/05 0   0 0


2005/06 0 0 0


2006/07 0 0 0


2007/08 0 0 0


Year This 
Authority


Improving / Deteriorating Quartile 
Position


Worst Median Best


2004/05 22.0   1 33.3 27.5 22.9


2005/06 30.3 3 33.9 28.4 23.8


2006/07 29.3 2 35.8 29.7 25.3


2007/08 21.8 1 33.1 27.9 23.7


Year This 
Authority


Improving / Deteriorating Quartile 
Position


Worst Median Best


2003/04 28   4 29 33 36


2006/07 38 1 30 33 37


Year
This 


Authority
Improving / Deteriorating


Quartile 
Position


Worst Median Best


2004/05 93.00   2 88.92 92.93 95.94


2005/06 94.00 2 89.67 93.44 96.75


2006/07 96.44 2 91.00 94.52 96.95


2007/08 97.00 1 91.53 94.99 97.00
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BV 9 Percentage of Council Tax collected: Adjusted for deprivation


Comparison group: Single Tier and District Councils


Note 5


BV 10 Percentage of NNDR collected


Comparison group: Single Tier and District Councils


Context : BV 157 Percentage of interactions with public which are capable of electronic service delivery


Comparison group: Single Tier and District Councils


This indicator was deleted from the best value indicator collection in 2006/07, therefore the last year of 
data available is 2005/06 as shown above. Please note that this indicator is not used in the extent of 
improvement or indicators in the best quartile and is shown for context only. 


BV 78a Housing benefit claims: Average time to process new claims (days)


Comparison group: Single Tier and District Councils


BV 78b Housing benefit claims: Average time to process changes of circumstances (days)


Year This Authority


2004/05 97.60


2005/06 98.00


2006/07 98.47


2007/08 98.55


Year This 
Authority


Improving / Deteriorating Quartile 
Position


Worst Median Best


2004/05 99.51   3 99.19 99.82 100.00


2005/06 99.91 3 99.33 99.96 100.00


2006/07 100.00 1 99.46 100.00 100.00


2007/08 100.00 1 99.57 100.00 100.00


Year
This 


Authority
Improving / Deteriorating


Quartile 
Position


Worst Median Best


2004/05 97.70   4 98.00 98.60 99.14


2005/06 97.20 4 98.10 98.80 99.26


2006/07 99.07 2 98.44 98.97 99.30


2007/08 99.28 2 98.50 99.02 99.36


Year
This 


Authority Increasing / Decreasing
Quartile 
Position


Lowest 
25% Median


Highest 
25%


2002/03 59   1 39 47 58


2003/04 30 4 52 65 73


2004/05 55 4 66 77 86


2005/06 100 1 97 99 100


Year
This 


Authority Improving / Deteriorating
Quartile 
Position Worst Median Best


2004/05 47.3   4 44.6 35.4 29.4


2005/06 46.5 4 39.1 32.0 26.4


2006/07 30.9 3 33.8 28.7 24.5


2007/08 22.8 2 28.0 24.6 21.3
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Comparison group: Single Tier and District Councils


BV 79a Housing benefit claims: Cases processed correctly


Comparison group: Single Tier and District Councils


BV 79b(i) The amount of Housing Benefit overpayments recovered as a percentage of all HB overpayments


Comparison group: Single Tier and District Councils


BV 79b(ii) Housing Benefit overpayments recovered as a percentage of the total amount of HB 
overpayment debt.


Comparison group: Single Tier and District Councils


To report recovery of all overpayments deemed recoverable, non recoverable and those subsequently 
written off 


Context : BV 79b(iii) Housing Benefit overpayments written off as a percentage of the total amount of HB 
overpayment debt outstanding at the start of the year, plus amount of HB overpayments identified during 
the year


Comparison group: Single Tier and District Councils


Context : BV 76d Housing Benefit Security - Number of housing benefit and council tax prosecutions per 
year per 1,000 caseload


Year This 
Authority


Improving / Deteriorating Quartile 
Position


Worst Median Best


2004/05 11.0   3 14.9 9.9 7.4


2005/06 10.6 2 18.8 13.5 9.1


2006/07 13.2 3 15.6 11.0 7.8


2007/08 6.3 Q 1 12.6 9.2 7.4


Year
This 


Authority
Improving / Deteriorating


Quartile 
Position


Worst Median Best


2004/05 94.80   4 96.20 97.95 99.00


2005/06 97.40 NC 3 96.60 98.20 99.00


2006/07 98.00 3 97.00 98.40 99.20


2007/08 99.20 1 97.60 98.60 99.20


Year
This 


Authority Improving / Deteriorating
Quartile 
Position Worst Median Best


2005/06 30.81   4 58.86 69.88 79.27


2006/07 58.23 4 63.04 71.36 80.46


2007/08 76.10 2 63.62 72.49 82.31


Year
This 


Authority
Improving / Deteriorating


Quartile 
Position


Worst Median Best


2005/06 14.54   4 27.17 32.70 39.53


2006/07 31.49 3 26.87 32.07 38.29


2007/08 35.44 2 25.70 30.61 36.79


Year This 
Authority


Increasing / Decreasing Quartile 
Position


Lowest 
25%


Median Highest 
25%


2005/06 3.04   3 2.58 4.39 7.10


2006/07 7.30 1 2.90 4.85 7.05


2007/08 15.28 1 2.78 4.31 6.12
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Comparison group: Single Tier and District Councils


People


BV 12 Average number of days lost to sickness absence


Comparison group: All Authorities


BV 14 Percentage of employees retiring early (excluding ill health retirements)


Comparison group: All Authorities


BV 15 Percentage of employees retiring on grounds of ill health


Comparison group: All Authorities


Percentage of top 5% of earners with disabilities (BV 11c) expressed as a ratio of the percentage of 
working age population with a disability (BV 16b)


Comparison group: All Authorities


Note 20


Percentage of top 5% earners that are women (BV 11a) expressed as a ratio of the % of population who 


Year This 
Authority


Increasing / Decreasing Quartile 
Position


Lowest 
25%


Median Highest 
25%


2004/05 5.98   1 2.06 3.53 5.31


2005/06 9.52 1 3.13 4.46 7.26


2006/07 4.39 3 3.43 4.58 6.30


2007/08 5.99 2 4.41 5.57 7.44


Year
This 


Authority Improving / Deteriorating
Quartile 
Position Worst Median Best


2004/05 10.25   3 11.09 9.57 8.44


2005/06 11.33 4 10.91 9.53 8.41


2006/07 9.89 3 10.66 9.32 8.20


2007/08 11.13 4 10.58 9.35 8.43


Year This 
Authority


Improving / Deteriorating Quartile 
Position


Worst Median Best


2004/05 0.30   2 0.85 0.42 0.19


2005/06 0.15 1 0.79 0.46 0.19


2006/07 1.68 4 0.97 0.55 0.20


2007/08 0.78 3 0.90 0.39 0.13


Year This 
Authority


Improving / Deteriorating Quartile 
Position


Worst Median Best


2004/05 0.30   3 0.44 0.28 0.15


2005/06 0.00 1 0.37 0.23 0.12


2006/07 1.38 4 0.32 0.19 0.00


2007/08 0.48 4 0.32 0.19 0.04


Year
This 


Authority Improving / Deteriorating
Quartile 
Position Worst Median Best


2005/06 0.00   3 0.00 15.90 37.36


2006/07 0.00 3 0.00 18.77 42.32


2007/08 76.60 1 0.00 20.50 44.02
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are women


Comparison group: All Authorities


Note 20


Percentage of top 5% of earners from BME communities (BV 11b) expressed as a ratio of the percentage 
of working age population from BME communities (BV 17b)


Comparison group: All Authorities


Note 20


The best value indicator 17b the percentage of economically active population from ethnic minority 
communities was deleted from the 2007/08 collection of best value indicators, therefore data for this 
indicator is displayed for the years which data is available, 2006/07.


In a letter to local authorities in May 2007, Communities and Local Government confirmed that nine best 
value indicators were to be deleted from the collection of 2007/08 returns, either partially or in full, with 
effect from 1 April 2007. This letter stated that the indicators were being deleted because they no longer 
provide useful information, or in response to the recent reports from the Lifting the Burdens Task Force. 
Details of the BVPIs that were deleted are set out 2007/08 Best Value performance indicators guidance.


Percentage of staff from BME communities (BV 17a) expressed as a ratio of the percentage of working age 
population from BME communities (BV 17b)


Comparison group: All Authorities


Note 20The indicator table above contains data up to 2006/07 as the BVPI 17b was not collected in 
2007/08, therefore this ratio could not be calculated for 2007/08.


 


Percentage of staff with disabilities (BV 16a) expressed as a ratio of the percentage of working age in the 
population with a disability (BV 16b)


Comparison group: All Authorities


Year This 
Authority


Improving / Deteriorating Quartile 
Position


Worst Median Best


2004/05 35.30   4 40.00 59.82 80.56


2005/06 44.44 3 44.44 64.00 85.22


2006/07 57.00 3 48.71 67.74 87.68


2007/08 64.86 3 49.39 72.72 89.69


Year This 
Authority


Improving / Deteriorating Quartile 
Position


Worst Median Best


2003/04 100.00   1 0.00 17.80 64.90


2004/05 100.00 1 0.00 15.33 69.50


2005/06 100.00 1 0.00 31.91 83.32


2006/07 100.00 1 0.00 33.75 85.04


Year This 
Authority


Improving / Deteriorating Quartile 
Position


Worst Median Best


2003/04 56   3 45 63 85


2004/05 78 2 50 71 100


2005/06 61 3 54 74 100


2006/07 89 2 57 79 100


Year
This 


Authority Improving / Deteriorating
Quartile 
Position Worst Median Best


2004/05 23.93   2 11.62 18.29 31.28
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Note 20


2005/06 29.08 2 13.40 20.66 32.14


2006/07 47.94 1 14.11 22.63 35.39


2007/08 52.62 1 15.72 24.72 37.62
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Regulation in detail


Indicators included in this section are considered to be relevant as evidence in reviewing improvement and 
current performance in relation to environmental health, trading standards and planning and development 
control. A number of these indicators may also be relevant to looking at the shared priority area of
sustainable communities. 


BV 166a Environmental health best practice checklist (CPA indicator E27)


Comparison group: Single Tier and District Councils


Planning and development control


According to Government development control targets, 60% of major applications should be dealt with in 
13 weeks, 65% of minor applications should be dealt with in 8 weeks and 80% of other applications should 
be dealt with in 8 weeks. Further planning standards may be set for councils that consistently fail to 
achieve one or more of these targets.


Note 10
BV 109 Percentage of all planning applications dealt within in timescale (CPA indicator E2)


Indicators about the speed of processing planning applications are included in the CPA service assessment 
framework for environment. The processing times for different types of application are set out as follows:


BV 109a Percentage of MAJOR planning applications determined within 13 weeks (CPA indicator E2)


Comparison group: Single Tier and District Councils


BV 109b Percentage of MINOR applications determined within 8 weeks (CPA indicator E2)


Comparison group: Single Tier and District Councils


BV 109c Percentage of OTHER applications determined within 8 weeks (CPA indicator E2)


Comparison group: Single Tier and District Councils


Year
This 


Authority
Improving / Deteriorating


Quartile 
Position


Worst Median Best


2004/05 93.3   2 79.1 90.0 97.0


2005/06 96.6 2 85.0 93.3 100.0


2006/07 100.0 1 90.0 100.0 100.0


2007/08 100.0 1 95.0 100.0 100.0


Year
This 


Authority
Improving / Deteriorating


Quartile 
Position


Worst Median Best


2004/05 45.00 Q 4 47.00 58.00 68.55


2005/06 42.67 NC 4 57.96 66.67 74.70


2006/07 75.00 2 66.07 73.81 80.77


2007/08 87.30 1 63.33 71.19 79.07


Year
This 


Authority Improving / Deteriorating
Quartile 
Position Worst Median Best


2004/05 59.00 Q 4 61.30 69.29 75.40


2005/06 59.23 NC 4 69.08 75.05 81.09


2006/07 74.43 3 71.60 77.32 83.49


2007/08 77.07 3 71.66 77.62 83.67


Year This 
Authority


Improving / Deteriorating Quartile 
Position


Worst Median Best
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BV 111 Satisfaction of applicants with planning service (CPA indicator E3)


Comparison group: All councils


BV 111 is based on the results of surveys of service users carried out in 2003/04 and 2006/07. Comparison 
of changes over time for results based on surveys takes account of the confidence interval - or margins of 
error - for each of the results in the comparison.Note 2


BV 204 Planning appeals: percentage allowed (CPA indicator E42 )


Comparison group: Single Tier and District Councils


BV 205 Planning: Quality of service checklist (CPA indicator E43)


Comparison group: Single Tier and District Councils


Context : BV 200a - Plan Making - Do you have a development Plan?


Context : BV 200b Plan Making Milestone - Has the LA met the milestones which the LDS sets out? (CPA 
indicator E44)


2004/05 77 Q 4 80 84 88


2005/06 76 NC 4 84 88 92


2006/07 83 4 85 89 92


2007/08 89 2 84 88 92


Year This 
Authority


Improving / Deteriorating Quartile 
Position


Worst Median Best


2003/04 69.0   3 69.0 74.0 81.0


2006/07 75.0 Q 2 66.0 73.0 80.0


Year
This 


Authority Improving / Deteriorating
Quartile 
Position Worst Median Best


2004/05 24.5   1 37.5 30.0 25.0


2005/06 19.7 1 36.1 30.5 25.0


2006/07 40.0 4 37.5 31.3 25.6


2007/08 21.7 1 39.0 32.0 26.7


Year This 
Authority


Improving / Deteriorating Quartile 
Position


Worst Median Best


2004/05 88.0   2 72.2 83.2 88.9


2005/06 94.4 2 83.3 94.0 100.0


2006/07 90.0 3 88.9 94.4 100.0


2007/08 94.4 3 94.0 97.5 100.0


Year This Authority


2004/05 No


2005/06 Yes


2006/07 Yes


2007/08 Yes


Year This Authority


2004/05 Yes


2005/06 Yes


2006/07 Yes
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BV 200c Plan Making – Did the Local Planning Authority publish an annual report by 31 
December?


This authority's response to this BVPI question in 2006/07 was Yes.


The above best value indicator was deleted from the collection for 2007/08, therefore data is displayed 
showing the years of data that exist.


In a letter to local authorities in May 2007, Communities and Local Government confirmed that nine best 
value indicators were to be deleted from the collection of 2007/08 returns, either partially or in full, with 
effect from 1 April 2007. This letter stated that the indicators were being deleted because they no longer 
provide useful information, or in response to the recent reports from the Lifting the Burdens Task Force. 
Details of the BVPIs that were deleted are set out 2007/08 Best Value performance indicators guidance.


2007/08 No
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Local environment in detail


Indicators included in this section are considered to be relevant as evidence in reviewing improvement and 
current performance in relation to waste, cleanliness and land use. A number of these indicators may also 
be relevant to looking at the shared priority area of sustainable communities. Recycling / composting rates 
should be considered alongside the trends in the amount of waste.


Waste minimisation and recycling
Council's result for BVPI 82a and b as a percentage of its target set by DEFRA for 2005/06 (CPA 
indicator E6)


Defra has announced further local authority recycling and composting targets in 2007/08. The statutory 
performance standards for recycling and composting in 2007/08 for all local authorities will be equal to the 
level of their targets in 2005/06. The exceptions are those councils with a target of 18 per cent in 2005/06. 
These councils are required to raise their performance to 20 per cent. The Government has decided to 
maintain the cap on those authorities with a 30 per cent target in 2005/06. The source of this information 
can be found here: DEFRA waste targets for 2007/08 announcement.


DEFRA set a statutory performance standard for this authority to recycle or compost 21 per cent of its 
household waste by 2007/08. The performance standard for 2005/06 was 21 per cent (There were no new 
targets set in 2006/07).


The table below shows the relative performance of this indicator and sets out the quartile position of this 
council against other authorities in the same waste group. When considering absolute performance on this
indicator performance against the CPA thresholds should be considered. The CPA thresholds have been set 
in consultation with DEFRA and are derived from statutory performance standards. The CPA thresholds are 
as follows: 


Note 11


BV 82a & 82b Actual recycling & composting rate (CPA indicator E6)


Comparison group: Waste group


Note 17


BV 84a Kg of household waste collected per head (CPA indicator E26)


Comparison group: Waste group


Upper threshold Lower threshold


(Met 2007/08 statutory recycling target) AND 
(2007/08 performance is 27% or better (based on 
the national targets of 25% in 2005 and 30% in
2010) 


(Not met 2007/08 statutory recycling target) 
AND (2007/08 performance 20% or worse (the 
lowest statutory target applied to any authority)


Year
This 


Authority
Improving / Deteriorating


Quartile 
Position


Worst Median Best


2004/05 28.45   1 15.93 20.72 25.60


2005/06 30.47 2 21.08 25.84 31.63


2006/07 35.50 2 24.43 29.86 36.96


2007/08 42.76 1 27.06 34.14 40.60


Year
This 


Authority Improving / Deteriorating
Quartile 
Position Worst Median Best


2004/05 415.5   3 444.0 414.5 382.6


2005/06 415.6 3 442.1 411.0 381.0


2006/07 409.6 2 445.0 411.3 381.9


2007/08 409.5 3 435.1 403.4 374.2
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The table below shows the relative performance of this indicator and sets out the quartile position of this 
council against other authorities in the same waste group. When considering absolute performance on this 
indicator performance against the CPA thresholds should be considered. The CPA thresholds have been set 
in consultation with DEFRA to reflect expectations of performance. The CPA thresholds are as follows: 


BV 86 Cost of waste collection per household


Comparison group: Single Tier and District Councils


BV 91a Percentage of population served by a kerbside collection of recyclables (one recyclable)


Comparison group: Single Tier and District Councils


BV 91b Percentage of population served by kerbside collection of recyclables (two recyclables) (CPA 
indicator E45)


Comparison group: Single Tier and District Councils


Waste collection and disposal


The following indicator(s) is/are based on the results of surveys of service users carried out in 2003/04 and 
2006/07. Comparison of changes over time for results based on surveys takes account of the confidence 
interval - or margins of error - for each of the results in the comparison.


BV 90a Satisfaction with waste collection (CPA indicator E8A)


Comparison group: Single Tier and District Councils


  Upper threshold Lower threshold


Disposal authorities 485 kg per head 575 kg per head


Collection authorities 355 kg per head 455 kg per head


Joint disposal / collection authorities 455 kg per head 555 kg per head


Year
This 


Authority Improving / Deteriorating
Quartile 
Position Worst Median Best


2004/05 65.40   4 48.13 40.96 35.31


2005/06 69.73 4 52.43 45.63 39.48


2006/07 63.24 4 55.79 48.80 42.08


2007/08 65.34 4 58.15 51.29 44.52


Year
This 


Authority Improving / Deteriorating
Quartile 
Position Worst Median Best


2004/05 100.0   1 88.7 97.0 100.0


2005/06 100.0 1 93.8 98.9 100.0


2006/07 98.8 3 95.4 98.9 100.0


2007/08 100.0 1 96.9 99.2 100.0


Year
This 


Authority
Improving / Deteriorating


Quartile 
Position


Worst Median Best


2005/06 100.0   1 90.1 97.6 100.0


2006/07 98.8 2 93.5 98.6 100.0


2007/08 100.0 1 96.0 98.8 100.0


Year
This 


Authority
Improving / Deteriorating


Quartile 
Position


Worst Median Best


2003/04 81   3 81 86 89


2006/07 77 3 74 80 85
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Note 2


BV 90b Satisfaction with recycling - adjusted for deprivation (CPA indicator E8B)


Comparison group: Single Tier and District Councils


Note 2Note 5


Context : BV 90b Satisfaction with recycling


Note 2Note 2
Public spaces - standards of cleanliness


BV 199a Percentage of land littered to a significant or heavy extent (CPA indicator E4)


Comparison group: Single Tier and District Councils


The CPA service assessment for environment includes an assessment of the cleanliness of different type of 
land within the area of the authority. The indicator above summarises these detailed results into a single
figure.


BV 199b Percentage of relevant land and highways from which unacceptable levels of graffiti are visible.


Comparison group: Single Tier and District Councils


BV 199c Percentage of land from which unacceptable levels of fly-posting are visible


Comparison group: Single Tier and District Councils


The following indicator(s) is/are based on the results of surveys of service users carried out in 2003/04 and 
2006/07. Comparison of changes over time for results based on surveys takes account of the confidence 


Year
This 


Authority Improving / Deteriorating
Quartile 
Position Worst Median Best


2003/04 74   2 68 74 79


2006/07 76 2 71 76 80


Year This Authority


2003/04 70


2006/07 72


Year This 
Authority


Improving / Deteriorating Quartile 
Position


Worst Median Best


2004/05 7.0   1 24.0 17.2 11.0


2005/06 11.9 2 21.0 14.0 8.8


2006/07 7.0 1 17.0 12.0 7.0


2007/08 7.0 2 14.0 10.0 6.6


Year
This 


Authority Improving / Deteriorating
Quartile 
Position Worst Median Best


2005/06 1   1 6 2 1


2006/07 2 2 5 2 1


2007/08 2 2 5 2 1


Year This 
Authority


Improving / Deteriorating Quartile 
Position


Worst Median Best


2005/06 0   1 2 1 0


2006/07 0 1 1 0 0


2007/08 0 1 1 0 0
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interval - or margins of error - for each of the results in the comparison.


BV 89 Satisfaction with cleanliness of public space - adjusted for deprivation (CPA indicator E38)


Comparison group: Single Tier and District Councils


Note 2Note 5


Context : BVPI 89 Satisfaction with cleanliness of public space


Percentage of residents that felt rubbish and litter lying around in their local area was a very or fairly big 
problem (BVPI user survey)


Comparison group: Single Tier and District Councils


Note 2


Percentage of residents that felt that abandoned or burnt out cars in their local area was a very big or 
fairly big problem. (BVPI user survey)


Comparison group: Single Tier and District Councils


Note 2
Land use


BV 106 Percentage of new homes built on previously developed land. (CPA indicator E23)


Comparison group: Single Tier and District Councils


Percentage of Brownfield land that is derelict (NLUD)


Comparison group: Single Tier and District Councils


Year
This 


Authority Improving / Deteriorating
Quartile 
Position Worst Median Best


2003/04 67   3 64 68 73


2006/07 74 3 72 77 81


Year This Authority


2003/04 61


2006/07 68


Year
This 


Authority
Improving / Deteriorating


Quartile 
Position


Worst Median Best


2006/07 42.0   3 50.0 41.0 36.0


Year
This 


Authority
Improving / Deteriorating


Quartile 
Position


Worst Median Best


2003/04 51.8   4 46.3 35.6 26.4


2006/07 11.0 3 13.0 9.0 6.0


Year
This 


Authority Improving / Deteriorating
Quartile 
Position Worst Median Best


2004/05 57.14   4 57.40 79.80 94.00


2005/06 44.23 4 63.00 82.13 96.81


2006/07 49.60 4 65.97 84.87 96.96


2007/08 62.06 4 68.15 84.42 96.55


Year This 
Authority


Improving / Deteriorating Quartile 
Position


Worst Median Best


2004 0.3   2 1.3 0.3 0.0
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2005 0.2 2 1.4 0.3 0.0


2006 0.2 2 1.4 0.3 0.0


2007 0.2 3 0.3 0.1 0.0
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Housing in detail


Indicators included in this section are considered to be relevant as evidence in reviewing improvement and 
current performance in relation to balancing housing markets, housing management and homelessness. A 
number of these indicators may also be relevant to looking at the shared priority area of sustainable 
communities.


Note 15
Housing markets


Context : HSSA Affordable dwellings completed/acquired 


Comparison group: All Authorities


Context : HSSA Affordable housing completions or acquisitions per thousand dwellings 


Comparison group: Single Tier and District Councils


Context : HSSA Number of low demand homes per thousand dwellings 


Comparison group: Single Tier and District Councils


Context : HSSA Percentage of private sector homes vacant for six months or more (HIP) Hsa7ae & Hsa1ae


HSSA Percentage of private sector homes vacant for six months or more - adjusted for deprivation (CPA 
indicator H18)


Comparison group: Single Tier and District Councils


Year
This 


Authority
Increasing / Decreasing


Quartile 
Position


Lowest 
25%


Median
Highest 


25%


2004/05 69   2 23 58 113


2005/06 96 2 34 75 132


2006/07 204 1 32 70 135


2007/08 136 2 44 87 166


Year
This 


Authority Increasing / Decreasing
Quartile 
Position


Lowest 
25% Median


Highest 
25%


2004/05 1   2 0 1 2


2005/06 2 1 1 1 2


2006/07 3 1 1 1 2


2007/08 2 2 1 2 3


Year This 
Authority


Increasing / Decreasing Quartile 
Position


Lowest 
25%


Median Highest 
25%


2004/05 0.0   3 0.0 0.8 6.2


2005/06 0.0 3 0.0 1.0 5.6


2006/07 0.0 3 0.0 0.7 4.7


2007/08 0.0 3 0.0 0.5 4.0


Year This Authority


2005 1.76


2006 1.62


2007 0.00


2008 1.75


Year This Improving / Deteriorating Quartile Worst Median Best
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Note 5


BV 64 Number of non-LA-owned vacant dwellings returned to occupation or demolished during the year as 
a direct result of action by the authority (CPA indicator H23)


Comparison group: Single Tier and District Councils


BPSA e3 (Formerly BV68) Average re-let time in days (CPA indicator H8)


Comparison group:


Housing management 


The indicators in this section are only applicable to those authorities that own at least 200 dwellings and 
tables in this section may appear blank as a result. 


BV 184a Percentage of LA homes which were non decent (CPA indicator H1)


Comparison group: Single Tier and District Councils


BV 184b Percentage change in the proportion of non decent homes (CPA indicator H2)


Comparison group: Single Tier and District Councils


BV 63 Average SAP rating of LA dwellings (CPA indicator H11 / E24)


Comparison group: Single Tier and District Councils


Authority Position


2004/05 1.22   4 1.15 0.64 0.24


2005/06 1.08 4 1.02 0.60 0.22


2006/07 0.00 1 1.09 0.57 0.20


2007/08 1.21 4 1.14 0.67 0.29


Year
This 


Authority Improving / Deteriorating
Quartile 
Position Worst Median Best


2004/05 41   2 4 17 56


2005/06 57 2 7 27 77


2006/07 67 2 8 36 95


2007/08 56 2 12 44 112


Year This 
Authority


Improving / Deteriorating Quartile 
Position


Worst Median Best


Year This 
Authority


Improving / Deteriorating Quartile 
Position


Worst Median Best


2004/05 61.0   4 48.0 33.0 20.8


2005/06 66.0 4 46.3 29.5 15.0


2006/07 64.0 4 41.3 26.5 13.0


2007/08 58.0 4 39.0 22.0 9.0


Year
This 


Authority
Improving / Deteriorating


Quartile 
Position


Worst Median Best


2004/05 0.0   4 5.0 12.6 24.0


2005/06 -2.1 4 4.2 14.0 28.1


2006/07 9.8 3 5.2 15.4 31.3


2007/08 -31.0 4 2.5 18.3 32.2


Year This Improving / Deteriorating Quartile Worst Median Best
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BV 66a Percentage of rent collected (CPA indicator H6)


Comparison group: Single Tier and District Councils


Context : BPSA e1 Average weekly management cost


Context : BPSA d27 Percentage of expenditure on minor and routine repairs that is planned, rather than 
responsive


Comparison group: Single Tier and District Councils


BPSA e5 (Formerly BV72) Percentage of urgent repairs completed in time (CPA indicator H4)


Comparison group:


BPSA e6 (Formerly BV 73) Average time (days) taken to complete non-urgent repairs (CPA indicator H5)


Comparison group:


Tenant satisfaction


The following indicator(s) is/are based on the results of surveys of service users carried out in 2003/04 and 
2006/07. Comparison of changes over time for results based on surveys takes account of the confidence 
interval - or margins of error - for each of the results in the comparison.


BV 74a Tenant satisfaction - overall service - adjusted for deprivation (CPA H12)


Comparison group: Single Tier and District Councils


Authority Position


2004/05 59   4 60 65 68


2005/06 67 2 63 67 69


2006/07 71 2 65 68 72


2007/08 71 2 66 70 73


Year This 
Authority


Improving / Deteriorating Quartile 
Position


Worst Median Best


2004/05 98.25   2 96.43 97.43 98.33


2005/06 98.16 2 97.08 97.79 98.60


2006/07 98.01 2 97.08 97.85 98.57


2007/08 95.29 4 97.34 98.08 98.63


Year This Authority


Year
This 


Authority Increasing / Decreasing
Quartile 
Position


Lowest 
25% Median


Highest 
25%


2004/05 52   1 26 36 52


2005/06 56 1 26 35 49


2006/07 54 1 28 39 53


Year
This 


Authority Improving / Deteriorating
Quartile 
Position Worst Median Best


Year This 
Authority


Improving / Deteriorating Quartile 
Position


Worst Median Best


Year
This 


Authority Improving / Deteriorating
Quartile 
Position Worst Median Best


2006/07 88.85   2 82.77 86.62 90.75
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Note 2Note 8 Note 5


Context : BV 74a Tenant satisfaction - overall service


BV 75a Tenant satisfaction - opportunities for participation - adjusted for deprivation (CPA indicator H13)


Comparison group: Single Tier and District Councils


Note 2Note 8 Note 5


Context : BV 75a Tenant satisfaction - opportunities for participation


Homelessness


Context : HSSA Hse1aa Number of Households accepted as priority homeless in year - total


Comparison group: Single Tier and District Councils


Context : HSSA Number of Households in temporary accommodation at 31 March Hse2aa


Comparison group: Single Tier and District Councils


BV 183a Average length of stay in B&B accommodation (in weeks) (CPA indicator H14)


Comparison group: Single Tier and District Councils


Year This Authority


2003/04


2006/07 83.00


Year
This 


Authority
Improving / Deteriorating


Quartile 
Position


Worst Median Best


2006/07 64.67   4 65.53 70.29 74.83


Year This Authority


2003/04


2006/07 61.00


Year This 
Authority


Increasing / Decreasing Quartile 
Position


Lowest 
25%


Median Highest 
25%


2005/06 363   2 111 200 378


2006/07 269 2 85 161 274


2007/08 274 1 62 119 243


2008/09 283 1 51 102 196


Year
This 


Authority
Increasing / Decreasing


Quartile 
Position


Lowest 
25%


Median
Highest 


25%


2004/05 159   2 41 102 221


2005/06 84 2 22 67 165


2006/07 61 2 22 55 137


2007/08 81 2 19 44 105


Year
This 


Authority Improving / Deteriorating
Quartile 
Position Worst Median Best


2003/04 1.00   1 9.11 5.00 1.21


2004/05 0.00 1 5.00 3.00 1.00


2005/06 0.00 1 4.24 2.96 1.00


2006/07 0.00 1 4.00 2.40 1.00
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The above best value indicator was deleted from the collection for 2007/08, therefore data is displayed 
showing the years of data that exist.


In a letter to local authorities in May 2007, Communities and Local Government confirmed that nine best 
value indicators were to be deleted from the collection of 2007/08 returns, either partially or in full, with 
effect from 1 April 2007. This letter stated that the indicators were being deleted because they no longer 
provide useful information, or in response to the recent reports from the Lifting the Burdens Task Force. 
Details of the BVPIs that were deleted are set out 2007/08 Best Value performance indicators guidance.


BV 183b Average length of stay in hostel accommodation (in weeks) (CPA indicator H15)


Comparison group: Single Tier and District Councils


BV 203 Percentage change in the number of households in temporary accommodation at 31 March (CPA 
indicator H22)


Comparison group: Single Tier and District Councils


HSSA Hse1ba Percentage of homelessness acceptances that are repeat applications (CPA indicator H16)


Comparison group: Single Tier and District Councils


Year
This 


Authority
Improving / Deteriorating


Quartile 
Position


Worst Median Best


2004/05 22.00   4 18.00 8.00 0.00


2005/06 24.00 4 17.00 6.71 0.00


2006/07 15.00 4 14.06 4.60 0.00


2007/08 12.60 3 13.10 1.79 0.00


Year This 
Authority


Improving / Deteriorating Quartile 
Position


Worst Median Best


2004/05 7.00 Q 2 28.31 9.22 -6.94


2005/06 -9.67 NC 2 18.33 0.00 -16.71


2006/07 -39.93 1 5.13 -10.25 -26.10


Year This 
Authority


Improving / Deteriorating Quartile 
Position


Worst Median Best


2004/05 0.0   1 5.0 2.0 0.0


2005/06 5.6 4 4.5 1.9 0.5


2006/07 0.7 2 3.5 1.2 0.0


2007/08 0.7 2 2.2 0.7 0.0
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Culture in detail


Indicators included in this section are considered to be relevant as evidence in reviewing improvement and 
current performance in relation to cultural facilities and satisfaction, choice and opportunity in sport and 
leisure facilities and participation and volunteering in sport. A number of these indicators may also be 
relevant to looking at the shared priority areas of sustainable communities and healthier communities. 
Further information on achievement of the public library service standards is available in the ‘in-detail’ 
section of this profile.


Please note: In this release (December 2008), the data in this section refers largely to 2007/08 being the 
latest data available. Where the data refers to 2006/07 it is because there was limited data availability at 
the time of this release and only 2006/07 data was available.


Museums, Libraries and Culture


Some councils do not support or operate museums, therefore the data in the tables below will only contain 
information where the council provides these services.


Context : BV 170a Visits to Museums and Galleries (All)


Comparison group: All Authorities


The following indicator(s) is/are based on the results of surveys of service users carried out in 2003/04 and 
2006/07. Comparison of changes over time for results based on surveys takes account of the confidence 
interval - or margins of error - for each of the results in the comparison.


BV 119c Satisfaction with museums and galleries (CPA indicator C7)


Comparison group: All Authorities


Note 2


BV 119d Satisfaction with theatre & concert halls (CPA indicator C8)


Comparison group: All Authorities


Note 2


BV 119b Satisfaction with library facilities (CPA indicator C6)


Comparison group: Single Tier and County Councils


Year
This 


Authority
Increasing / Decreasing


Quartile 
Position


Lowest 
25%


Median
Highest 


25%


2004/05 220   3 150 382 934


2005/06 442 2 133 382 958


2006/07 494 2 181 482 1039


2007/08 312 3 193 499 1114


Year This 
Authority


Improving / Deteriorating Quartile 
Position


Worst Median Best


2003/04 31   3 31 42 50


2006/07 39 3 29 40 51


Year
This 


Authority Improving / Deteriorating
Quartile 
Position Worst Median Best


2006/07 25   4 29 41 53


Year This 
Authority


Improving / Deteriorating Quartile 
Position


Worst Median Best


2006/07 81.0     69.0 72.0 75.0
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Note 2


Sport and recreation


Participation in sport and active recreation – from the Sport England active people survey (CPA indicator 
C17)


Comparison group: All Authorities


Volunteering in sport and active recreation – from the Sport England active people survey (CPA indicator 
C18)


Comparison group: All Authorities


Leisure facilities - choice and opportunity the percentage of the population that are within 20 minutes 
travel time (urban - walking; rural - driving) of a range of 3 different sports facility types(taken from the 
Sport England active places database) (CPA indicator C19)


Comparison group: All Authorities


The following indicator(s) is/are based on the results of surveys of service users carried out in 2003/04 and 
2006/07. Comparison of changes over time for results based on surveys takes account of the confidence 
interval - or margins of error - for each of the results in the comparison.


BV 119a Satisfaction with sports and leisure facilities (CPA indicator C5)


Comparison group: All Authorities


Note 2


BV 119e Satisfaction with parks and open spaces (CPA indicator C9)


Comparison group: All Authorities


Note 2
Conservation areas


Context : BV 219a The total number of conservation areas in the local authority area.


Year
This 


Authority
Improving / Deteriorating


Quartile 
Position


Worst Median Best


2006/07 21   2 19 21 23


Year This 
Authority


Improving / Deteriorating Quartile 
Position


Worst Median Best


2006/07 5   2 4 5 6


Year
This 


Authority
Improving / Deteriorating


Quartile 
Position


Worst Median Best


2004/05 46.4   1 2.6 15.3 35.6


2005/06 53.4 1 11.7 32.0 49.3


Year This 
Authority


Improving / Deteriorating Quartile 
Position


Worst Median Best


2003/04 51   3 49 54 60


2006/07 59 2 54 58 63


Year
This 


Authority Improving / Deteriorating
Quartile 
Position Worst Median Best


2003/04 64   4 66 72 77


2006/07 68 3 68 74 78


Year This Authority
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The above best value indicator was deleted from the collection for 2007/08, therefore data is displayed 
showing the years of data that exist.


In a letter to local authorities in May 2007, Communities and Local Government confirmed that nine best 
value indicators were to be deleted from the collection of 2007/08 returns, either partially or in full, with 
effect from 1 April 2007. This letter stated that the indicators were being deleted because they no longer 
provide useful information, or in response to the recent reports from the Lifting the Burdens Task Force. 
Details of the BVPIs that were deleted are set out 2007/08 Best Value performance indicators guidance.


The following indicator should be viewed in light of the number of conservation areas a local authority has, 
as declared in BV 219a


BV 219b Preserving the special character of conservation areas: character appraisals


Comparison group: All Authorities


2005/06 39


2006/07 39


Year
This 


Authority
Improving / Deteriorating


Quartile 
Position


Worst Median Best


2005/06 0.00   3 0.00 10.00 31.81


2006/07 0.00 4 5.00 20.00 42.86


2007/08 13.00 3 11.00 26.49 56.78
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Sustainable communities and transport in detail


Indicators included in this section are considered to be relevant as evidence in reviewing improvement and 
current performance in relation to transport, housing, planning, local environment and educational 
attainment.


Satisfaction with transport services


The following indicator(s) is/are based on the results of surveys of service users carried out in 2003/04 and 
2006/07. Comparison of changes over time for results based on surveys takes account of the confidence 
interval - or margins of error - for each of the results in the comparison.


Conservation areas


The following indicator should be viewed in light of the number of conservation areas a local authority has, 
as declared in BV 219a


BV 219b Preserving the special character of conservation areas: character appraisals


Comparison group: All Authorities


Context : BV 219a The total number of conservation areas in the local authority area.


The above best value indicator was deleted from the collection for 2007/08, therefore data is displayed 
showing the years of data that exist.


In a letter to local authorities in May 2007, Communities and Local Government confirmed that nine best 
value indicators were to be deleted from the collection of 2007/08 returns, either partially or in full, with 
effect from 1 April 2007. This letter stated that the indicators were being deleted because they no longer 
provide useful information, or in response to the recent reports from the Lifting the Burdens Task Force. 
Details of the BVPIs that were deleted are set out 2007/08 Best Value performance indicators guidance.


Racial incidents


Context : BV 174 Racial incidents recorded by the local authority per 100,000 population


Comparison group: All Authorities


BV 175 Percentage of racial incidents reported to the council that resulted in further action (CPA indicator 
H19)


Comparison group: All Authorities


Year
This 


Authority Improving / Deteriorating
Quartile 
Position Worst Median Best


2005/06 0.00   3 0.00 10.00 31.81


2006/07 0.00 4 5.00 20.00 42.86


2007/08 13.00 3 11.00 26.49 56.78


Year This Authority


2005/06 39


2006/07 39


Year
This 


Authority
Increasing / Decreasing


Quartile 
Position


Lowest 
25%


Median
Highest 


25%


2004/05 0.0   3 0.0 4.3 39.4


2005/06 5.1 NC 2 0.0 4.2 45.4


2006/07 10.0 2 0.0 5.1 47.4


2007/08 0.1 3 0.0 4.5 47.9
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Housing management services


BV 184a Percentage of LA homes which were non decent (CPA indicator H1)


Comparison group: Single Tier and District Councils


BV 64 Number of non-LA-owned vacant dwellings returned to occupation or demolished during the year as 
a direct result of action by the authority (CPA indicator H23)


Comparison group: Single Tier and District Councils


HSSA Percentage of private sector homes vacant for six months or more - adjusted for deprivation (CPA 
indicator H18)


Comparison group: Single Tier and District Councils


Note 5


Context : HSSA Percentage of private sector homes vacant for six months or more (HIP) Hsa7ae & Hsa1ae


Planning


Year
This 


Authority
Improving / Deteriorating


Quartile 
Position


Worst Median Best


2004/05 0.00 Q 4 99.80 100.00 100.00


2005/06 100.00 NC 1 100.00 100.00 100.00


2006/07 100.00 1 100.00 100.00 100.00


2007/08 100.00 1 100.00 100.00 100.00


Year
This 


Authority
Improving / Deteriorating


Quartile 
Position


Worst Median Best


2004/05 61.0   4 48.0 33.0 20.8


2005/06 66.0 4 46.3 29.5 15.0


2006/07 64.0 4 41.3 26.5 13.0


2007/08 58.0 4 39.0 22.0 9.0


Year This 
Authority


Improving / Deteriorating Quartile 
Position


Worst Median Best


2004/05 41   2 4 17 56


2005/06 57 2 7 27 77


2006/07 67 2 8 36 95


2007/08 56 2 12 44 112


Year
This 


Authority Improving / Deteriorating
Quartile 
Position Worst Median Best


2004/05 1.22   4 1.15 0.64 0.24


2005/06 1.08 4 1.02 0.60 0.22


2006/07 0.00 1 1.09 0.57 0.20


2007/08 1.21 4 1.14 0.67 0.29


Year This Authority


2005 1.76


2006 1.62


2007 0.00


2008 1.75
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Context : BV 200b Plan Making Milestone - Has the LA met the milestones which the LDS sets out? (CPA 
indicator E44)


BV 205 Planning: Quality of service checklist (CPA indicator E43)


Comparison group: Single Tier and District Councils


BV 204 Planning appeals: percentage allowed (CPA indicator E42 )


Comparison group: Single Tier and District Councils


BV 106 Percentage of new homes built on previously developed land. (CPA indicator E23)


Comparison group: Single Tier and District Councils


Percentage of Brownfield land that is derelict (NLUD)


Comparison group: Single Tier and District Councils


Planning speed


Year This Authority


2004/05 Yes


2005/06 Yes


2006/07 Yes


2007/08 No


Year This 
Authority


Improving / Deteriorating Quartile 
Position


Worst Median Best


2004/05 88.0   2 72.2 83.2 88.9


2005/06 94.4 2 83.3 94.0 100.0


2006/07 90.0 3 88.9 94.4 100.0


2007/08 94.4 3 94.0 97.5 100.0


Year
This 


Authority
Improving / Deteriorating


Quartile 
Position


Worst Median Best


2004/05 24.5   1 37.5 30.0 25.0


2005/06 19.7 1 36.1 30.5 25.0


2006/07 40.0 4 37.5 31.3 25.6


2007/08 21.7 1 39.0 32.0 26.7


Year
This 


Authority Improving / Deteriorating
Quartile 
Position Worst Median Best


2004/05 57.14   4 57.40 79.80 94.00


2005/06 44.23 4 63.00 82.13 96.81


2006/07 49.60 4 65.97 84.87 96.96


2007/08 62.06 4 68.15 84.42 96.55


Year
This 


Authority Improving / Deteriorating
Quartile 
Position Worst Median Best


2004 0.3   2 1.3 0.3 0.0


2005 0.2 2 1.4 0.3 0.0


2006 0.2 2 1.4 0.3 0.0


2007 0.2 3 0.3 0.1 0.0
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BV 109a Percentage of MAJOR planning applications determined within 13 weeks (CPA indicator E2)


Comparison group: Single Tier and District Councils


BV 109b Percentage of MINOR applications determined within 8 weeks (CPA indicator E2)


Comparison group: Single Tier and District Councils


BV 109c Percentage of OTHER applications determined within 8 weeks (CPA indicator E2)


Comparison group: Single Tier and District Councils


Year
This 


Authority Improving / Deteriorating
Quartile 
Position Worst Median Best


2004/05 45.00 Q 4 47.00 58.00 68.55


2005/06 42.67 NC 4 57.96 66.67 74.70


2006/07 75.00 2 66.07 73.81 80.77


2007/08 87.30 1 63.33 71.19 79.07


Year This 
Authority


Improving / Deteriorating Quartile 
Position


Worst Median Best


2004/05 59.00 Q 4 61.30 69.29 75.40


2005/06 59.23 NC 4 69.08 75.05 81.09


2006/07 74.43 3 71.60 77.32 83.49


2007/08 77.07 3 71.66 77.62 83.67


Year
This 


Authority
Improving / Deteriorating


Quartile 
Position


Worst Median Best


2004/05 77 Q 4 80 84 88


2005/06 76 NC 4 84 88 92


2006/07 83 4 85 89 92


2007/08 89 2 84 88 92
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Safer and stronger communities in detail


Indicators included in this section are considered to be relevant as evidence in reviewing improvement and 
current performance in relation to young people, road safety and stronger communities. Further 
information, particularly in relation to crime, can be in the ‘in-detail’ section of this profile.


Recorded crime


Councils share responsibility for preventing crime and disorder with their partner organisations in local 
Crime and Reduction Partnerships. Some of the information in this section is based on BVPIs that measure 
the activities of the council but most is taken from the crime figures prepared by the Home Office. Crime 
figures are provided to Crime and Disorder Reduction Partnerships to assist them in setting appropriate 
targets and devising effective responses. They do not measure council performance. Results for each CDRP 
are compared to the other partnerships in their Home Office nearest neighbour group


Comparisons of crime over time measure changes in the rate of crime, not in the number of crimes. This 
CDRP is served by Essex Police.


CDRP data and mid year population estimates


The data shown in the tables displaying CDRP data include data that was calculated using the recorded 
crime figures for previous years and the revised ONS mid year population estimates. 


Context : CDRP: Domestic burglaries per 1,000 households


Comparison group: CDRP Family


Context : CDRP: Robberies per 1,000 persons


Comparison group: CDRP Family


Context : CDRP: Theft of a motor vehicle per 1,000 persons


Comparison group: CDRP Family


Context : CDRP: Theft from a motor vehicle crimes per 1,000 persons


Comparison group: CDRP Family


Year
This 


Authority Increasing / Decreasing
Quartile 
Position


Lowest 
25% Median


Highest 
25%


2004/05 5.58   4 6.87 7.95 8.62


2005/06 6.70 3 6.22 7.32 8.20


2006/07 4.85 4 5.48 7.50 8.62


2007/08 4.69 4 5.41 6.72 8.35


Year This 
Authority


Increasing / Decreasing Quartile 
Position


Lowest 
25%


Median Highest 
25%


2004/05 0.23   3 0.19 0.30 0.33


2005/06 0.34 2 0.23 0.33 0.37


2006/07 0.27 4 0.28 0.32 0.49


2007/08 0.28 3 0.23 0.29 0.44


Year This 
Authority


Increasing / Decreasing Quartile 
Position


Lowest 
25%


Median Highest 
25%


2004/05 1.86   4 2.35 2.52 2.91


2005/06 2.66 1 2.12 2.21 2.53


2006/07 2.00 2 1.82 1.99 2.56


2007/08 1.45 3 1.41 1.76 2.25
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Context : CDRP: Violence against the person per 1000 persons


Comparison group: CDRP Family


Context : CDRP: Sexual Offences per 1000 population


Comparison group: CDRP Family


British crime survey


Results from the British Crime Survey provide evidence about levels of victimisation and fear of crime 
across the whole area by the force. These results are not specific to the population serviced by this Council.


This data relates to Essex Police.


Context : Victimisation - Household crime (Percentage victim at least once)


Context : Victimisation - Personal crime (Percentage victim at least once)


Context : Fear of crime - Percentage High level of worry about car crime


Year
This 


Authority
Increasing / Decreasing


Quartile 
Position


Lowest 
25%


Median
Highest 


25%


2004/05 4.06   4 5.72 6.77 7.40


2005/06 4.85 3 4.77 5.59 6.20


2006/07 5.13 3 5.09 5.80 6.74


2007/08 4.54 4 4.68 5.25 5.82


Year
This 


Authority Increasing / Decreasing
Quartile 
Position


Lowest 
25% Median


Highest 
25%


2004/05 11.99   4 12.37 15.52 18.25


2005/06 11.48 4 11.96 13.86 15.03


2006/07 10.73 4 13.27 14.54 15.03


2007/08 10.62 4 12.03 12.94 14.23


Year This 
Authority


Increasing / Decreasing Quartile 
Position


Lowest 
25%


Median Highest 
25%


2004/05 0.52   4 0.69 0.87 1.11


2005/06 0.75 3 0.74 0.81 0.89


2006/07 0.49 4 0.66 0.78 0.92


2007/08 0.53 4 0.63 0.82 0.85


Year This 
Authority


Increasing / Decreasing Regional 
Average


National 
Average


2006/07 15.20   16.90 18.42


2007/08 11.92 15.02 16.71


Year
This 


Authority Increasing / Decreasing
Regional 
Average


National 
Average


2006/07 4   5 6


2007/08 4 5 6


Year
This 


Authority
Increasing / Decreasing


Regional 
Average


National 
Average
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Context : Fear of crime - Percentage High level of worry about violent crime


Context : Fear of crime - Percentage Very worried about burglary


Context : Fear of crime - Percentage High level of perceived anti-social behaviour


Context : Percentage of residents survey that feel 'fairly safe' or 'very safe' outside b: After dark


Context : Percentage of residents survey that feel 'fairly safe' or 'very safe' outside a: During the day


Stronger communities


Context : BV 174 Racial incidents recorded by the local authority per 100,000 population


Comparison group: All Authorities


2006/07 10.18   9.76 12.38


2007/08 9.16 8.80 11.33


Year This 
Authority


Increasing / Decreasing Regional 
Average


National 
Average


2006/07 15.09   14.95 15.88


2007/08 10.46 12.30 13.83


Year
This 


Authority Increasing / Decreasing
Regional 
Average


National 
Average


2006/07 10.82   9.93 11.58


2007/08 7.68 8.60 10.54


Year
This 


Authority
Increasing / Decreasing


Regional 
Average


National 
Average


2006/07 11.92   13.52 16.28


2007/08 10.34 11.98 15.21


Year This 
Authority


Increasing / Decreasing Regional 
Average


National 
Average


2004/05 74.70   72.62 71.49


2005/06 73.60 71.25 69.47


2006/07 68.93 71.80 70.56


2007/08 71.84 71.61 70.70


Year
This 


Authority
Increasing / Decreasing


Regional 
Average


National 
Average


2004/05 98.00   97.83 97.40


2005/06 97.70 97.81 97.09


2006/07 96.65 97.37 97.19


2007/08 97.96 98.01 97.24


Year
This 


Authority Increasing / Decreasing
Quartile 
Position


Lowest 
25% Median


Highest 
25%


2004/05 0.0   3 0.0 4.3 39.4


2005/06 5.1 NC 2 0.0 4.2 45.4


2006/07 10.0 2 0.0 5.1 47.4
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BV 175 Percentage of racial incidents reported to the council that resulted in further action (CPA indicator 
H19)


Comparison group: All Authorities


The data shown in the in detail tables relating to the percentage change since the 1994 to 1998 baseline 
for killed or seriously injured and slightly injured is the latest available data for the periods shown at the 
time of this release. Data for 2007 is due to be released in November 2007.


It is expected that the data for the three year period 2005 to 2007 will be available in this profile in 
the December 2008 release.


2007/08 0.1 3 0.0 4.5 47.9


Year
This 


Authority
Improving / Deteriorating


Quartile 
Position


Worst Median Best


2004/05 0.00 Q 4 99.80 100.00 100.00


2005/06 100.00 NC 1 100.00 100.00 100.00


2006/07 100.00 1 100.00 100.00 100.00


2007/08 100.00 1 100.00 100.00 100.00
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Detailed notes


Glossary


Note 1 Identifying improvement and deterioration


An indicator is classified as improving when either:


 there is a change in the result between two time periods in a direction of the polarity of the indicator; 
or


 the result is the same in both time periods and both results equal the best possible result for the 
indicator (e.g. 100 per cent). 


An indicator will be classified as deteriorating when either:


 there is a change in the result between two time periods in the opposite direction of the polarity of 
the indicator; or


 the result is the same in both time periods and both results equal the worst possible result for the 
indicator (e.g. 0 per cent). 


Calculations of improvement are based on rounded data.


If one or both of the data items for the calculation are missing or qualified, no result will be calculated.


For example, BVPI 179 (% of standard planning searches carried out within 10 working days) as a polarity 
of high, a maximum result of 100 per cent, a minimum result of 0 per cent and results are rounded to 0 
decimal places.


Acronym Description


ASHE Annual Survey of Hours and Earnings


BCS British Crime Survey


CDRP Crime Disorder Reduction Partnership


Census Decennial Census of Population


DFES Department of Education and Skills


DTI Department of Trade and Industry


DWP Department of Work and Pensions


GDP Gross Domestic Product


HIP Housing Investment Programme Return


IPF Institute of Public Finance


LFS Labour Force Survey


LDS Local Development Scheme


NLUD National Land Use Database


NOMIS Nomis is run by the University of Durham on behalf of ONS


CLG Communities and Local Government


ONS Office for National Statistics


PAF Performance Assessment Framework


PLSS Public Library Service Standards                                                               


YJB Youth Justice Board          


Example 2002/03 2004/05 Calculation Result


A 97.6 99.1 99 – 98 = +1 Improvement


B 99.1 97.6 98 – 99 = -1 Deterioration
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Note 2 User satisfaction measures and change over time


User satisfaction indicators are based on sample survey techniques, and as such have confidence intervals 
whereby the performance of an authority can only be expressed with sufficient certainty as lying within a 
range (for example, 76 per cent plus or minus 3 per cent). The Commission wishes to be secure in
identifying when changes in performance have taken place. Therefore, we take the confidence interval into 
account when determining whether a result has changed over time.


In order to identify that a result has improved, the latest result minus its confidence interval must be 
greater than the previous result plus its confidence interval. In order to identify that a result has 
deteriorated, the latest result plus its confidence interval must be less than the previous result minus its
confidence interval. All other results are classified as no change.


If one or more of the items of information required for this calculation are missing or qualified, no 
indication of change is shown.


Some of the indicators in the tool are based on the general surveys of residents undertaken in 2003/04 and 
2006/07. If the result is classified as improving or deteriorating a further calculation is applied to test 
whether that change is substantial.


Note 3 Identifying substantial improvement and deterioration


Strength of change is a relative measure. Instead of looking at whether a result has simply got better or 
worse, strength of change considers whether the size of the change is big enough to be considered 
substantial relative to other councils.


A council that performs well on most indicators will find it harder than other councils to make substantial 
changes. Only a minority of results for a PI can be classed as substantial.


The amount of change that is expected is determined by:


a) The average change across all councils 


b) The confidence limit selected 


c) Whether the starting position for a council is close to the best possible result.


We have used standard statistical methods appropriate to each PI to determine what is classed as 
substantial. A technical document, setting out the approach to flagging substantial improvement, is 
available by emailing The CPA Helpline with the title Substantial improvement technical paper.


Note 4 Extent of improvement


The average extent of improvement for all councils is based on the basket of indicators included in the 
improvement report.


Note 5 Deprivation adjustments


The Commission's approach to the environment, housing and culture service assessments that inform CPA 
for single tier and county councils from 2005 include taking account of the relationship between some 
aspects of performance and local conditions. In line with this approach reported performance on a number 
of indicators in this profile have been adjusted to take account of deprivation.


Deprivation adjustments are used so that data can be compared against other authorities. This allows the 
data to be viewed in context with the index of multiple deprivation score in 2007 for individual authorities. 
Where these adjustments are applied the same indicators are also shown as unadjusted. This allows users 


C 99.6 99.9 100 – 100 = 0 Improvement


D 0.00 0.00 0.00 – 0.00 = 0 Deterioration


E 97.6 98.2 98 – 98 = 0 No change
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to see data as collected by the authority but the unadjusted indicator cannot be used to show quartile 
information as unadjusted data would not be comparable.


It is important to note that the adjusted indicator is used as a key indicator as the data can be fairly 
compared to other authorities after the adjustment has been applied. However, the improvement table will 
use the movement for the unadjusted indicator to display extent of improvement as the improvement table 
is based on the authority's own performance in this area.


The adjustment is based on the relationship between reported performance and local deprivation. 
Adjustments are made where the correlation coefficient between performance and the level of deprivation 
is considered to be significant. Performance is uplifted using the gradient of the linear regression
calculation between deprivation and the PI value for the relevant year of data. This gradient represents the 
change we would expect to see in the result of the PI, for each unit change in the level of deprivation. For 
example if the level of deprivation in a council increased by 1, we would expect the level of satisfaction of 
housing tenant participation to go down by -0.25% The gradient values used for each indicator, based on 
the most recent year of data, are as follows:


This calculation can be expressed as: A - (B X C). Where: 


 A - the base data (the indicator to which the adjustment is being applied to) (38%)
 B - the regression slope factor (see gradient calculations) (-0.25)
 C - the index of deprivation (IMD score 2004) (36) 


For display purposes in the profile the value is restricted:


 it is between 0 and 100, otherwise
 If the adjusted value is less than 0 the table will display 0
 If the value is more than 100 the output to the detailed table is restricted to show 100 


So, for example: the calculation for making a deprivation adjustment is as follows: 


Adjusted PI = 38% - (-0.25 x 36)
= 38% - (-9)
= 47%


The adjustment is based on the relationship between each PI and index of multiple deprivation (2004). The 
gradient represents the change we would expect to see in the result of the PI, for each unit change in the 
level of deprivation.


For example if the level of deprivation in a council increased by 1, we would expect the level of satisfaction 
of housing tenants to go down by -0.44%


When the adjustment results in a value exceeding the maximum, or minimum, allowable, the adjusted 
figure is capped at the maximum - or minimum - value (for example, 100 per cent).


Note 8 Tenant's Surveys


All councils with housing stock are required to undertake surveys of their tenants every three years. The 
mandatory surveys used in this report were carried out in 2003/04 and 2006/07.


Performance indicator Gradient value


Percentage of private dwellings vacant for six months or more .04


BVPI 74a Tenant Satisfaction with Landlord (All)  -.43


BVPI 9 Percentage of Council Tax collected -.14


BVPI 75a Tenant Satisfaction with Participation - All -.27


BVPI 90b Satisfaction with waste recycling -.27


BVPI 89 Satisfaction with cleanliness -.46
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Note 9 BVPI 164 CRE code of practice in rented housing


This indicator is measured on a Yes or No scale. 


A council will be identified as improving if its result was No in 2003/04 and Yes in 2006/07. A council will be 
identified as deteriorating if its result was Yes in 2003/04 and No in 2006/07. All other results will be 
identified as no change.


Councils with a result of Yes in 2006/07 will be assigned to the 2nd quartile. 


Councils with a result of No in 2006/07 will be assigned to the worst quartile.


Note 10 Planning standards authorities


Communities and Local Government are no longer designating planning standard authorities.


Note 11 Recycling standards


Statutory targets for recycling and composting were set by DEFRA for local authorities in England for 
2003/04 and 2005/06. For 2006/07 the targets originally set for 2005/06 remained in place. Performance 
against these targets is measured by adding together the results for Best Value Indicators 82(a) (recycling) 
and 82(b) (composting).


Defra has announced further local authority recycling and composting targets in 2007/08. The statutory 
performance standards for recycling and composting in 2007/08 for all local authorities will be equal to the 
level of their targets in 2005/06. The exception is those local authorities with a target of 18 per cent in 
2005/06. These are required to raise their performance to 20 per cent. The Government has decided to 
maintain the cap on those authorities with a 30 per cent target in 2005/06. The targets used in this tool 
have been taken from Statutory Instrument 2007 No. 598
Note 12 Indicators counted in the third quartile


This row includes PAF indicators that fall into bands 2 and 3 of the PAF system. Indicators that fall into PAF 
band 4 are counted under the second quartile.


Note 13 Census


When comparing data from the 1991 and 2001 census, you should consider the extent to which any 
difference could be explained by changes to the definitions used and council boundaries over the period. 
Any differences between the two censuses should be treated as indicative rather than definitive.


Note 14 CPA Indicators 


The presentation of performance information in this pack reflects the service assessment framework set 
out in the Commission's document the service assessment framework technical guide.


Note 15 Housing investment programme data


Single tier and district councils make HIP submissions annually to CLG. The submission provides detailed 
information about the local housing market and the activities of the council to support the market and, 
where appropriate, as a landlord.


Note 16 Average SAP rating of LA dwellings


BVPI 63 Average SAP rating of LA dwellings appears twice in the CPA service assessment framework, once 
in the housing score and once in the environment score. 


Note 17 Waste targets


Only councils that recycle at least 17% of their household waste are eligible to be counted in either of the 
top two quartiles.
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Note 18 Progress towards reduction targets


There is a target for this indicator to achieve reductions in incidence, measured against a baseline level of 
incidence. Any changes in performance that represent reductions relative to the baseline are counted as an 
improvement - for key indicators - or as a decrease - for context indicators.


Note 19 Life expectancy


Estimates of life expectancy are based on sample data and as a result they are accurate within a margin of 
error. Any analysis of improvement over time should take this margin of error - or confidence limits into 
account. The changes presented here do not take confidence limits into account.


Note 20 Council employees


BVPI 11a, 11b and 11c show the percentage of senior employees (top 5% earners) who are a) women, b) 
from minority ethnic communities and c) have a disability.


In each case, the results for the indicator are expressed as a ratio of the percentage of the council 
population that are a) women b) from minority ethnic communities (BV 17b) and c) that have a disability 
(BV 16b). 


BVPI 17a and BVPI 16a show the percentage of staff who are a) from minority ethnic communities and b) 
have a disability.  


In each case, the results for the indicator are expressed as a ratio of the percentage of the council 
population that are a) from minority ethnic communities (17b) from have a disability (BV 16b). 


Note 21 Comparison Groups


Where detailed information is displayed the comparison group is shown above the table. Some 
performance indicators are shown with comparator groups that reflect the type of authority that delivers 
the services being measured. For example housing services are not provided by county councils, so the 
comparator group for performance indicators that measure housing services will contain single tier and 
district data only. 


Waste groups - the 388 English councils belong to one of four different waste groups, reflecting their 
responsibilities for the collection and disposal of waste. The council you have selected will be compared
with all other councils  with the same combination of responsibilities for the collection and disposal of 
waste.


Crime & Disorder Reduction Partnership (CDRP) Family - The home office groups each CDRP with the 
14 most similar other CDRPs using a methodology based on economic and social characteristics. The family 
groups for some CDRPs include CDRPs located in Wales. Welsh CDRPs are not shown by this tool and the 
total number CDRPS shown may be less than 15.


Note 22 Implementation of FRS 17


The full implementation of Financial Reporting Standard FRS17 was introduced to the Code of Practice on 
Local Authority Accounting in the United Kingdom, A Statement of Recommended Practice (SORP) and thus 
CIPFA's Best Value Accounting Code of Practice (BVACOP) from 1 April 2003. This resulted in a significant
change in the way of accounting for retirement benefits. 


Under the previous arrangements the amount of retirement benefit expenditure recognised was the 
employer's contribution to the pension fund or in the case of unfunded scheme payments to pensioners for 
whom the employer had direct responsibility. This meant that the revenue account did not reflect the true
economic cost of pension benefits earned by employees in the year. The new FRS17 approach seeks to 
measure the true economic cost of the pension benefit earned by employees in the year and recognises 
this as the expenditure for the year.


According to estimates by the Institute of Public Finance, the overall difference between figures reported on 
a FRS17 basis and on a pre FRS17 basis is very small, differing by only 0.09%.
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Note 23 Employment data 


This data based on surveys are based on sample data and as a result they are accurate within a margin of 
error. Any analysis of improvement over time should take this margin of error - or confidence limits into 
account. The changes presented here do not take confidence limits into account.
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About the area


This section contains contextual information about the area. Click on the links below to view this 
information.
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Employment


Context : % of people of working age who are economically active (LFS)


Comparison group: All Authorities


Note 23


Context : Gross weekly pay of workers living in the area - Median £ per week (Annual Survey of Hours and 
Earnings (ASHE))


Comparison group: All Authorities


Note 23


Context : Number of VAT registered businesses at the end of the year


Context : QoL 19 the proportion of young people (aged 16-24) in full time education or employment (LFS)


Year
This 


Authority
Increasing / Decreasing


Quartile 
Position


Lowest 
25%


Median
Highest 


25%


2004 80.2   3 77.3 80.4 82.6


2005 85.1 1 77.8 80.6 82.9


2006 83.8 1 76.7 80.3 83.1


2007 81.8 2 77.5 80.4 83.0


Year This 
Authority


Increasing / Decreasing Quartile 
Position


Lowest 
25%


Median Highest 
25%


2004 380.0   2 312.9 342.4 389.7


2005 429.2 1 316.2 344.8 392.0


2006 385.2 2 329.8 358.5 399.0


Year
This Authority Regional Average National Average


Number % Change Number % Change Number % Change


2003 5040 3 3877 2 4440 2


2004 5200 3 3937 2 4519 2


2005 5385 4 4021 2 4614 2


2006 5500 2 4094 2 4711 2


Year
This 


Authority Increasing / Decreasing
Regional 
Average


National 
Average


2002/03 79.0   86.4 85.4


2003/04 78.9 87.2 84.8
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Unemployment and deprivation


Context : The Percentage of people of working age who are unemployed


Context : Qualifications of the labour force: Percentage of economically active with no qualifications -
working age (LFS/APS)


Note 23


Context : Qualifications of the labour force: Percentage of the economically active working age population 
qualified to NVQ4 and above (LFS/APS)


Note 23


Context : Percentage of population living in low income households (CLG IMD 2007)


Context : Percentage of Population living in low income households - Children (CLG IMD 2007) 


Context : Percentage of Population living in low income households - older people (CLG IMD 2007) 


Year
This 


Authority Increasing / Decreasing
Regional 
Average


National 
Average


2004 3.2   4.0 4.3


2005 2.8 4.0 4.4


2006 3.8 5.0 5.2


2007 3.0 5.0 5.3


Year
This 


Authority
Increasing / Decreasing


Regional 
Average


National 
Average


2004 20.8   12.0 10.4


2005 13.4 10.0 9.6


2006 16.6 11.0 9.2


2007 10.2 10.0 8.6


Year
This 


Authority Increasing / Decreasing
Regional 
Average


National 
Average


2004 16.8   25.0 27.9


2005 26.7 27.0 29.3


2006 19.9 27.0 30.0


2007 24.7 28.0 31.4


Year
This 


Authority
Increasing / Decreasing


Regional 
Average


National 
Average


2004 9.1   10.0 12.0


2007 10.7 12.0 13.6


Year
This 


Authority Increasing / Decreasing
Regional 
Average


National 
Average


2004 13.1   15.0 18.3


2007 13.6 16.3 19.2


Year
This 


Authority
Increasing / Decreasing


Regional 
Average


National 
Average


2004 14.1   12.2 13.9
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Context : Claimant count rate


Context : Receipt of benefits by working age population - Job seeker's allowance, incapacity benefit, 
severe disablement allowance, disability living allowance and income support rate per head aged 16 to 64 
(DWP)


2007 16.6 15.2 17.1


Year This 
Authority


Increasing / Decreasing Regional 
Average


National 
Average


March 
2004


1.5   2.0 2.1


March 
2005 1.5 2.0 2.0


March 
2006


1.8 2.0 2.2


March 
2007


1.6 2.0 1.9


Year
This 


Authority
Increasing / Decreasing


Regional 
Average


National 
Average


Feb 04 9.90   11.00 13.22


Feb 05 9.80 11.00 13.00


Feb 06 10.30 11.00 13.21


Feb 07 10.20 11.00 13.01
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Local housing markets


Context : HSSA 1b. Local authority (incl. owned by others) - hsa1b


Context : HSSA 1c. Registered Social Landlord - hsa1c


Context : HSSA 1d. Other public sector - hsa1d


Context : HSSA 1e. Private sector (non RSL) - hsa1e


Context : Total Dwellings


Context : Average House price - overall


Year
This Authority Regional Average National Average


Number % Change Number % Change Number % Change


2004/05 8358 -1 4284 -9 6117 -7


2005/06 8298 -1 4076 -5 5897 -4


2006/07 8238 -1 3908 -4 5614 -5


2007/08 57 -99 3423 -12 5284 -6


Year
This Authority Regional Average National Average


Number % Change Number % Change Number % Change


2004/05 1797 7 3757 15 5293 6


2005/06 1754 -2 3903 4 5439 3


2006/07 1922 10 4134 6 5720 5


2007/08 10100 425 4652 13 6052 6


Year
This Authority Regional Average National Average


Number % Change Number % Change Number % Change


2004/05 31 -24 294 -2 232 -1


2005/06 26 -16 293 0 233 0


2006/07 25 -4 289 -1 211 -9


2007/08 25 0 271 -6 213 1


Year
This Authority Regional Average National Average


Number % Change Number % Change Number % Change


2004/05 48551 1 41650 1 50239 1


2005/06 49385 2 43301 4 51312 2


2006/07 50028 1 42519 -2 51391 0


2007/08 50769 1 42997 1 51994 1


Year
This Authority Regional Average National Average


Number % Change Number % Change Number % Change


2004/05 58737 1 49984 1 61882 1


2005/06 59463 1 50485 1 62436 1


2006/07 60213 1 50849 1 62936 1


2007/08 60951 1 51343 1 63542 1
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Context : No of sales - overall


Context : HSSA Affordable dwellings completed/acquired 


Context : HSSA Affordable housing completions or acquisitions per thousand dwellings 


Comparison group: Single Tier and District Councils


Context : HSSA Number of low demand homes per thousand dwellings 


Comparison group: Single Tier and District Councils


Context : HSSA Percentage of private sector homes vacant for six months or more (HIP) Hsa7ae & Hsa1ae


Year
This Authority Regional Average National Average


Number % Change Number % Change Number % Change


2004 191801 10 194687 10 185663 12


2005 196180 2 204753 5 195577 5


2006 205499 5 216003 5 208291 7


2007 222633 8 232152 7 225922 8


Year
This Authority Regional Average National Average


Number % Change Number % Change Number % Change


2004 3970 11 2981 4 3499 2


2005 3030 -24 2407 -19 2802 -20


2006 3705 22 3001 25 3471 24


2007 3606 -3 2979 -1 3443 -1


Year
This Authority Regional Average National Average


Number % Change Number % Change Number % Change


2004/05 69   79   91  


2005/06 96 39 96 22 105 15


2006/07 204 113 114 19 113 8


2007/08 136 -33 135 18 136 20


Year
This 


Authority
Increasing / Decreasing


Quartile 
Position


Lowest 
25%


Median
Highest 


25%


2004/05 1   2 0 1 2


2005/06 2 1 1 1 2


2006/07 3 1 1 1 2


2007/08 2 2 1 2 3


Year
This 


Authority Increasing / Decreasing
Quartile 
Position


Lowest 
25% Median


Highest 
25%


2004/05 0.0   3 0.0 0.8 6.2


2005/06 0.0 3 0.0 1.0 5.6


2006/07 0.0 3 0.0 0.7 4.7


2007/08 0.0 3 0.0 0.5 4.0


Year This Authority


2005 1.76


2006 1.62
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Context : HSSA and Housing that is unfit per thousand dwellings (hsa4bf & hsa1f)


Comparison group: Single Tier and District Councils


2007 0.00


2008 1.75


Year This 
Authority


Increasing / Decreasing Quartile 
Position


Lowest 
25%


Median Highest 
25%


2005/06 0   4 25 38 52


2006/07 30 3 23 35 49


2007/08 30 2 7 25 43


2008/09 29 2 0 20 37
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Notes used within printed sections


The following notes have been added automatically to your printout as they are referred to in the sections 
you have printed.


Note 1 Identifying improvement and deterioration


An indicator is classified as improving when either:


 there is a change in the result between two time periods in a direction of the polarity of the indicator; 
or


 the result is the same in both time periods and both results equal the best possible result for the 
indicator (e.g. 100 per cent). 


An indicator will be classified as deteriorating when either:


 there is a change in the result between two time periods in the opposite direction of the polarity of 
the indicator; or


 the result is the same in both time periods and both results equal the worst possible result for the 
indicator (e.g. 0 per cent). 


Calculations of improvement are based on rounded data.


If one or both of the data items for the calculation are missing or qualified, no result will be calculated.


For example, BVPI 179 (% of standard planning searches carried out within 10 working days) as a polarity 
of high, a maximum result of 100 per cent, a minimum result of 0 per cent and results are rounded to 0 
decimal places.


Note 2 User satisfaction measures and change over time


User satisfaction indicators are based on sample survey techniques, and as such have confidence intervals 
whereby the performance of an authority can only be expressed with sufficient certainty as lying within a 
range (for example, 76 per cent plus or minus 3 per cent). The Commission wishes to be secure in
identifying when changes in performance have taken place. Therefore, we take the confidence interval into 
account when determining whether a result has changed over time.


In order to identify that a result has improved, the latest result minus its confidence interval must be 
greater than the previous result plus its confidence interval. In order to identify that a result has 
deteriorated, the latest result plus its confidence interval must be less than the previous result minus its
confidence interval. All other results are classified as no change.


If one or more of the items of information required for this calculation are missing or qualified, no 
indication of change is shown.


Some of the indicators in the tool are based on the general surveys of residents undertaken in 2003/04 and 
2006/07. If the result is classified as improving or deteriorating a further calculation is applied to test 
whether that change is substantial.


Note 3 Identifying substantial improvement and deterioration


Example 2002/03 2004/05 Calculation Result


A 97.6 99.1 99 – 98 = +1 Improvement


B 99.1 97.6 98 – 99 = -1 Deterioration


C 99.6 99.9 100 – 100 = 0 Improvement


D 0.00 0.00 0.00 – 0.00 = 0 Deterioration


E 97.6 98.2 98 – 98 = 0 No change
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Strength of change is a relative measure. Instead of looking at whether a result has simply got better or 
worse, strength of change considers whether the size of the change is big enough to be considered 
substantial relative to other councils.


A council that performs well on most indicators will find it harder than other councils to make substantial 
changes. Only a minority of results for a PI can be classed as substantial.


The amount of change that is expected is determined by:


a) The average change across all councils 


b) The confidence limit selected 


c) Whether the starting position for a council is close to the best possible result.


We have used standard statistical methods appropriate to each PI to determine what is classed as 
substantial. A technical document, setting out the approach to flagging substantial improvement, is 
available by emailing The CPA Helpline with the title Substantial improvement technical paper.


Note 4 Extent of improvement


The average extent of improvement for all councils is based on the basket of indicators included in the 
improvement report.


Note 5 Deprivation adjustments


The Commission's approach to the environment, housing and culture service assessments that inform CPA 
for single tier and county councils from 2005 include taking account of the relationship between some 
aspects of performance and local conditions. In line with this approach reported performance on a number 
of indicators in this profile have been adjusted to take account of deprivation.


Deprivation adjustments are used so that data can be compared against other authorities. This allows the 
data to be viewed in context with the index of multiple deprivation score in 2007 for individual authorities. 
Where these adjustments are applied the same indicators are also shown as unadjusted. This allows users 
to see data as collected by the authority but the unadjusted indicator cannot be used to show quartile 
information as unadjusted data would not be comparable.


It is important to note that the adjusted indicator is used as a key indicator as the data can be fairly 
compared to other authorities after the adjustment has been applied. However, the improvement table will 
use the movement for the unadjusted indicator to display extent of improvement as the improvement table 
is based on the authority's own performance in this area.


The adjustment is based on the relationship between reported performance and local deprivation. 
Adjustments are made where the correlation coefficient between performance and the level of deprivation 
is considered to be significant. Performance is uplifted using the gradient of the linear regression
calculation between deprivation and the PI value for the relevant year of data. This gradient represents the 
change we would expect to see in the result of the PI, for each unit change in the level of deprivation. For 
example if the level of deprivation in a council increased by 1, we would expect the level of satisfaction of 
housing tenant participation to go down by -0.25% The gradient values used for each indicator, based on 
the most recent year of data, are as follows:


Performance indicator Gradient value


Percentage of private dwellings vacant for six months or more .04


BVPI 74a Tenant Satisfaction with Landlord (All)  -.43


BVPI 9 Percentage of Council Tax collected -.14


BVPI 75a Tenant Satisfaction with Participation - All -.27


BVPI 90b Satisfaction with waste recycling -.27


BVPI 89 Satisfaction with cleanliness -.46
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This calculation can be expressed as: A - (B X C). Where: 


 A - the base data (the indicator to which the adjustment is being applied to) (38%)
 B - the regression slope factor (see gradient calculations) (-0.25)
 C - the index of deprivation (IMD score 2004) (36) 


For display purposes in the profile the value is restricted:


 it is between 0 and 100, otherwise
 If the adjusted value is less than 0 the table will display 0
 If the value is more than 100 the output to the detailed table is restricted to show 100 


So, for example: the calculation for making a deprivation adjustment is as follows: 


Adjusted PI = 38% - (-0.25 x 36)
= 38% - (-9)
= 47%


The adjustment is based on the relationship between each PI and index of multiple deprivation (2004). The 
gradient represents the change we would expect to see in the result of the PI, for each unit change in the 
level of deprivation.


For example if the level of deprivation in a council increased by 1, we would expect the level of satisfaction 
of housing tenants to go down by -0.44%


When the adjustment results in a value exceeding the maximum, or minimum, allowable, the adjusted 
figure is capped at the maximum - or minimum - value (for example, 100 per cent).


Note 8 Tenant's Surveys


All councils with housing stock are required to undertake surveys of their tenants every three years. The 
mandatory surveys used in this report were carried out in 2003/04 and 2006/07.


Note 10 Planning standards authorities


Communities and Local Government are no longer designating planning standard authorities.


Note 11 Recycling standards


Statutory targets for recycling and composting were set by DEFRA for local authorities in England for 
2003/04 and 2005/06. For 2006/07 the targets originally set for 2005/06 remained in place. Performance 
against these targets is measured by adding together the results for Best Value Indicators 82(a) (recycling) 
and 82(b) (composting).


Defra has announced further local authority recycling and composting targets in 2007/08. The statutory 
performance standards for recycling and composting in 2007/08 for all local authorities will be equal to the 
level of their targets in 2005/06. The exception is those local authorities with a target of 18 per cent in 
2005/06. These are required to raise their performance to 20 per cent. The Government has decided to 
maintain the cap on those authorities with a 30 per cent target in 2005/06. The targets used in this tool 
have been taken from Statutory Instrument 2007 No. 598


Note 15 Housing investment programme data


Single tier and district councils make HIP submissions annually to CLG. The submission provides detailed 
information about the local housing market and the activities of the council to support the market and, 
where appropriate, as a landlord.


Note 17 Waste targets


Only councils that recycle at least 17% of their household waste are eligible to be counted in either of the 
top two quartiles.
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Note 20 Council employees


BVPI 11a, 11b and 11c show the percentage of senior employees (top 5% earners) who are a) women, b) 
from minority ethnic communities and c) have a disability.


In each case, the results for the indicator are expressed as a ratio of the percentage of the council 
population that are a) women b) from minority ethnic communities (BV 17b) and c) that have a disability 
(BV 16b). 


BVPI 17a and BVPI 16a show the percentage of staff who are a) from minority ethnic communities and b) 
have a disability.  


In each case, the results for the indicator are expressed as a ratio of the percentage of the council 
population that are a) from minority ethnic communities (17b) from have a disability (BV 16b). 


Note 21 Comparison Groups


Where detailed information is displayed the comparison group is shown above the table. Some 
performance indicators are shown with comparator groups that reflect the type of authority that delivers 
the services being measured. For example housing services are not provided by county councils, so the 
comparator group for performance indicators that measure housing services will contain single tier and 
district data only. 


Waste groups - the 388 English councils belong to one of four different waste groups, reflecting their 
responsibilities for the collection and disposal of waste. The council you have selected will be compared
with all other councils  with the same combination of responsibilities for the collection and disposal of 
waste.


Crime & Disorder Reduction Partnership (CDRP) Family - The home office groups each CDRP with the 
14 most similar other CDRPs using a methodology based on economic and social characteristics. The family 
groups for some CDRPs include CDRPs located in Wales. Welsh CDRPs are not shown by this tool and the 
total number CDRPS shown may be less than 15.


Note 23 Employment data 


This data based on surveys are based on sample data and as a result they are accurate within a margin of 
error. Any analysis of improvement over time should take this margin of error - or confidence limits into 
account. The changes presented here do not take confidence limits into account.
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