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Report of: Strategic Director of Finance and Corporate g CITY
Services S COUNCIL
To Executive Board
Date: 16 July 2007
Title of Report: Comprehensive Performance Assessment (CPA) re-
categorisation

Summary and Recommendations

Purpose of report: To advise on the process for achieving CPA re-
categorisation and a proposed timetable to achieve this.

Key Decision: No

Portfolio Holder: Councillor John Goddard - Governance
Scrutiny Responsibilty: Finance

Wards affected: All

Report Approved by

Legal: Jeremy Thomas
Finance: Mark Luntley

Policy Framework: None
Recommendations: That the Board authorise the Strategic Director, Finance

and Corporate Services, to apply to the Audit Commission
for re-categorisation of the Council’s CPA rating.

Background

1. The Audit Commission assessed Oxford City as a “weak” council in 2004
under the district council CPA regime. This label has hung over us, and our
staff, even though performance has improved significantly since that time.

2. However we can apply to the Commission for “recategorisation”, and if
successful we would receive a new and higher rating.



The re-categorisation process

3.

In July 2006 the Audit Commission introduced a two-stage process for
district councils seeking CPA re-categorisation. Local authorities first apply
to a panel’, and only if that panel agrees, does a re-inspection
subsequently take place.

Councils submit a short statement to the Commission panel (no longer
than three sides of A4), which highlights significant changes in
performance since their last CPA categorisation.

Panels meet roughly every three months and their decisions take around
six weeks. We have a right of appeal if we do not agree their decision.

If we are successful in this first stage we then move forward to re-
inspection, this will take place some months after the panel decision (and
we can influence that date). The re-inspection would be similar to the
original CPA audit, we would make a 20 page submission, backed by
supporting evidence. A team of three auditors would then spend a week at
the authority working though the our submission.

The last panel meets in October 2008, because the CPA process is being
replaced by a new regime of “Comprehensive Area Assessments” (CAA) in
20009.

Submission date Audited PI data set Annual audit and
to be used inspection letter

2 October 2006 2004/05 2005/06

1 February 2007 2005/06 2005/06

1 June 2007 2005/06 2006/07

1 October 2007 2005/06 2006/07

1 February 2008 2006/07 2006/07

1 June 2008 2006/07 2007/08

1 October 2008 2006/07 2007/08

Panels look for “significant evidence to indicate a potential change in CPA
category”. The Audit Commission relationship manager also advises the
panel. The table above shows the data used by the panel in reaching their
decision about whether to support an authority being inspected for

We have been told that the slots for the panels are being filled up.
However we would receive priority because we are one of the relatively
few weak authorities in the country.

! Panels comprise; a member of the Audit Commission’s regional management team (Chair), an
Audit Commission member of staff from outside the region and a council peer.



10.However we will only realistically have one opportunity to be re-
categorised. This means we could not apply for recategorisation from weak
to fair this year, and expect to apply again (aiming for good) in 2008.

Our current performance

11.A key question is; would we be successful in achieving a new rating if we
applied for re-inspection. It is not sufficient to improve, we need to improve
by more than other authorities.

12.Whilst we cannot be certain, there is clear evidence that our performance
is at a different level. The Audit Commission publish a “reclassification
tool”, the most recent report has just been published in May 2007
(Appendix 1). This tool looks at a small subset of performance indicators.
It shows:

a) We have broadly the same number of these indicators in the top
guartile as do excellent authorities.

b) Our rate of improvement is (measured by the same indicators) is
around the average for all district councils.

13.Since our original CPA audit we also have the positive evidence from:
a) The BFI inspection of the benefits service.
b) The Audit Commission inspection of our housing function.

14.We have just had our second annual review of “Use of Resources” which
would form part of a CPA assessment. Whilst we improved on last year,
our Value for Money score remains at the lowest level (level 1).

15.1 have spoken with our Audit Commission Relationship Manager; Maria
Grindley. She notes that Unitary and County Councils cannot achieve a
“good” CPA score with a VM score of 1. However Maria has checked
within Audit Commission and there is no explicit guidance on this issue for
district councils.

16. Taking everything into account, we could expect a “fair” CPA rating.
Capacity

17.The CPA regime is coming to an end, to be replaced by a system of
Comprehensive Area Assessment (CAA) in 2009.

18.The CAA system was originally promoted as a lighter touch inspection
regime. My reading of the guidance? suggests this is incorrect, and that it
will be a more demanding process. I've included an overview of the CAA
structure as Appendix 2.

Z “The transition from CPA to CAA” - Audit Commission April 2007



19.The Commission may seek pilot authorities (or groups of authorities) as
part of their CAA preparation. We may wish to consider putting our names
forward as a pilot authority in the new regime.

20.1f the option is available to seek CAA pilot status | think we should consider
it. Applying for pilot CAA status and seeking reclassification under CPA are
not mutually exclusive. The Audit Commission advice is that the CAA will
take account of our final CPA score.

When to apply

21.1f we conclude we should apply for CPA reclassification we need to decide
when to make our submission to a panel. The current Annual Audit and
Inspection letter is a positive one, and the 2005-6 data supports our case.

22.1f we wish to present 2006-7 performance data to the initial panel we will
have to wait until February 2008.

23.1f we were to aim for the October 2007 panel we would need to start
planning work with our Audit Commission Relationship Manager now, and
we would need to establish a detailed timetable for work.

24.The actual CPA re-inspection would probably take place in early 2008, and
we have a say on the inspection date. The benefit of that timescale is that
we would then have the opportunity to bring 2006-7 performance data into
the inspection.

Views of the Audit and Governance Committee

25.The Audit and Governance Committee considered this report at its meeting
on 28 June 2007 and were supportive of an application to the Panel in
October 2007 for re-categorisation.

Recommendation

26.That the Board authorise the Strategic Director, Finance and Corporate
Services, to apply to the Audit Commission for re-categorisation of the
Council’'s CPA rating

Name and contact details of author:

Mark Luntley, 01865 252394, mluntley@oxford.gov.uk
Background papers:

None


mailto:mluntley@oxford.gov.uk

Appendix 1 — CPA District Council Re-Categorisation Tool

Re-Categorisation Too 5 aUdit :
' Y & Mission

May 2007

District CPA

Oxford City Council

Analysis of service performance information
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Contents
About this tool 6
How this tool analyses improvement in Pls B
For more information 7
Content 7
Introduction 9
Extent of improvemen: g
Froportion of Pls that have improved g
Curren: service performance g
Froportion of indicators in the 'best’ quarile based on lates: data 10
Improvement Report 11
Environment 11
Culture 12
Housging (Community) 12
Housing iManagement) 13
Housing Benefit & Council Tax Benefit 13
Detailed Performance Information 14
Key to Symbols and Tahles 14
Envircnment 15

BYVPIl 1093 Percentage of MAJOR planning applications determined within

132 weeks 16

BVPI 10%2b Perceniage of MINOR applications determined within & weeks 16
BVPI 10%¢ Percentage of OTHER applications determined within 8 weeks 16
BYPIl 111 Percentage of applicanis satisfied with the planning service

received 17
BYVPIl 1993 Percentage of relevant land that is littered to a significant or
neavy extent 17
BYPI 28 Fercentage of respondents exprassing satisfaction with standards

of cleanliness - acjusted for deprivation See note £ 17
BVP| 29 Fercentage of respondents expressing satistaclion with standards

of cleanliness 17
BYPIl 223&h Household wasia - percentage recycled or compaosiad 18
BYPI 243 Kg of househeld waste collected per head 13

Residents satisfaction with waste collection and disposal 149
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BVFI! 90a Percentage of respondents expressing satisfaction with waste

collection 19
BVPI 90b Percentage of respondents expressing satisfaction with recycling
facilities - adjusted for deprivation See note 6 19
BVPI 90b Percentage of respondents expressing satisfaction with recycling
facilities 19
BWFI 179 Perceniage of standard searches done in 10 working days 20
BYFI 63 Average SAP rating of local authority owned dwellings 20
BYF! 1663 Score against a checklist of Znvironmental Health best practice
(%) 20
Culture 20
BWFI 11%a Percentage of residents satisfied with the council's sport and
leizure facilities 21
BYF! 1152 Percentage of rasidents satisfied with the council's parks and
open spaces 21
BYFI 119¢c Perceniage of residents satisfied with the council's museums
and galleries 21
BWF! 1159d Percentage of residents satisfied with the councils art’s
activities and venues 21
Housing - Community Housing Services 21
Ferceniage of private secior homeas vacant for six months or more (HIP) -
adjusted for deprivation See noe & 21

Ferceniage of private sector homes vacant for six months or more (HIP) 22
BYFI 1833 Average weeks spent by homeless houssholds in B&B

accommodation 22
BYF! 183h Average weeks spent iy homeless households in hostel
accommodation 23
Ferceniage of homelessness accepiances that are repeat apolications
(HIF) 23
BYF! 1732 Percentage of racial incidents reporied to the council. resulting in
further action 23
Housing - Management Senvices 24
B'F| 1843 Percentage of LA homes which were non decent 24
BWFI 12840 Percentage change in the proportion of non decent homes 24
BYVPI Td4a Tenant satisfaction - averall service (%) - adjusted for deprivation
Seenoed 24
BYFI 743 Tenant satisfaction - overall service (%) 24
BWF| 75a Tenant satisfaction - opporiunities for paricipation (%) - adjusted
for deprivation See note 6 25
BYFI 753 Tenant satisfaction - opporiunities for participation (%) 25

Percentage of urgent repairs completed in Government tme limits (Former
BY 721 (HIF) 25
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Average time (days) taken to complete non-urgent repairs (Former BY 73)
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BWVPI 66a Percentage of rent collected 26
Average re-let ime (days) (Former BVG8) (BPSA E3) 26
Average weekly management cost (HIP) 26
Bv164 - Commission for racial equality's code of practice in rented housing
(Yes or Mo) See note 9 27
Housing Benefit & Council Tax Benefit 27
BvW78a - Average fime (in days) for processing new Housing Benefit or
Council Tax Benefit claims 27
Appendix 1 — Notes and technical guidance 28
Mote 1 |dentifying improvement and deterioration 28
Mote 2 User satisfaction measures and change over time 28
Mote 3 ldentifying substantial improvement and deterioration 29
Mote 4 Extent of improvement 29
Mote 5 Current service performance 30
Mote 6 Deprivation adjustments 30
Mote 7 Surveys of tenants camed out in 2005/06 M
Mote 8 Average weekly management cost of housing Ky
Mote 9 BVFPI 164 CRE code of practice in rented housing 32
Mote 10 Flanning standards authorities 32

Mote 11 Recycling standards 32
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About this tool

Re-categorisation activity will only he carried out in district councils where there is
evidence of a potential change from the ariginal CPA category. Evidence will be
considered from a number of different sources, e g. direction of travel statements
and use of resources assessments, 0 decide whether sufficient improvement or
deterioration has taken place to warrant a new corporate assessment. One of the
sources of evidence that will be considered is the analysis of service performance
information. This ool sets out improvement and current performance on a set of
performance indicators {Pls) determined following consultation and is designed 0
support the Commission in deciding whether to undertake a corporate
assessment for this authority. Councils may also use this ool to assist with their
internal discussions ahout whether to apply for a new corporate assessment. The
ool should be read alongside CPA - District Council Framework from 2006,
service performance information and regional panel guidance available from
htto/hwww audit-commission.qgov.uk/cpaldistricts

The significance given 1o the analysis of service performance information in
determining whether sufficient improvement or deterioration has taken place to
warrant 2 new corporate assessment will depend on the circumstances of the
council.

How this tool analyses improvement in Pls

YWhen considering service performance information the Commission will give
attention to:

« the extent of improvement — what proportion of the Pls are improving;

« the strength of improvement — whether improvement is substantial. or better
than expected; and

+ the areals) of imorovemeant — whether imgrovement is seen in areas of
praviously weak perfiormance or local priorities.

YWhat we mean by exient of improvameant and strength of improvement are set
out in this tool. The areas of improvement can he considered using information n
thig ol alengside information provided by the council, for examole about its
priorities for service improvement. The change in Fl performance is only one
indication of Improvement / deterioration. For the purposas of this too! referencas
woimpravement / deterioration apply to P performance only. This ool usas
quariles to make comoarisons of current service performance.

Zxient of improvement is hased on a haske: of 2ls. It measures the degree 10
which there is a consistent direction of rravel across the council's hasket of Pls
=xient of imorovement is calculated by taking the number of Fls in the baske: that
have improvad since the hase year and dividing that by the number of Fls in the
basket for which it is possible to make a time series comparison. The resulis for a
council are not affected by the results for other councils. See note 1.
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Strength of improvement is based on resu'ts for each PIL It measuras the extent
to which a result for a council has changed by more than would he expactad. See
note 2. The amoun: of change that is expactad s determined by a) the average
change across all councils, k) the confidence limit selected and ¢ 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 incluged in this tool 0
provide some additional comparative information on improvement. This measure
has been devised to highlight exceptional changes in performance in relation to
individual Pls. The significance of this relative measure will depend on the
circumstances of the council in relation to. for example, how near it was to
achieving the higher or lower CPA category the last time it was assessed.

For more information

If you have any queries ahout this tool please email cpa@audit-
commission gov.uk. You should contact your relationship manager if you wish o
discuss the process for applying for a corporate assessment.

Content

The tool has four sections:

* [ntroduction - summarises evidence of extent of improvement and current
performance in the context of other councils;

e |mprovement section - sets out the direction of travel and strength of
improvement / deterioration for each PI;

+« Detailed performance information - presenis detailed performance information
for reference; and

« MNotes and technical guidance.

The indicators. hoth best value Pls and other perfaormance measures, used in the
analysis of service performance information for district councils are hasad on

those used in the service assesement of 3ingle tier and county councis. They
have been selected as rchust and reliable measures of service perfiormance,

covering a broad range of the seryices that district councils provide.

The analysis uses data for the following tme panods:

* |mprovement - For mos: Fls this is based on changes hetween 2002/03 and
200508 For user satisfaciion measures changes are assessad hetwasn
2003/04 and 2C05/07. unless otherwise siatad.

« Current periormance - For most Pls this is hasad on results for 2005/06. For
user satisfaction measures the 'atest results are 2006/07, unless otherwise
stated.
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The following symbols are used to show different categories of improvement at
the individua! Pl level

A Improving substantially

f Improving

.:,-:| [m.‘_. No Change
v Deteriorating
v Deteriorating substantially

In some cases it i not aporoprate o show whether a Pl has improved. The
following symbals are used 1o in those cases where it 12 not appropriate to show
an imorovement.

Q Cne or more of the daa in the
calculaton is qualifed

M Ona ar mare ofthe daiz in the
calculaion is missing

NC Either the Pl was not collected in
one or both of the years under
comoarison, or the council was nos
requirad w0 orovide the =lin ane or
lhoth years.

NA I7is not approoriate to show 2
imorovaement far this Fl
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Introduction

Extent of improvement

The chart compares the extent of improvement for this council, i.e. what
proportion of Pls are improving, 1o what has heen achieved by all other districts
councils. The horizontal lines on the chart indicate the average extent of
improvement across all district councils. The average is shown as a range to
make allowance for differences between councils in the services they provide and
the Pls for which improvement assessments can be made.

Based on the basket of Pls used in this tool, 55% of the Pls for this council
improved over the period. The extent of improvement for this council is helow the
average range for all district councils. See note 4.

Proportion of Pls that have improved
100+
30

GO

rmproang snce AT

o o ndicslors

All DistnctVolves [ Oxford City Council [35%) I Sverage (35 4-36 5%

Current service performance

The chart shows the proportion of Pls for which this council is performing in the
‘hest’ quartile. The chart compares the result for this council with the average for
councils in each CPA cateqory.

The proportion of Pls where this council is performing in the best quartile is 37%.
This is above the average range for councils with a CPA rating of Weak. See note
&

The current CFA rating for this council is Weax.
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Proportion of indicators in the 'best' quartile
based on latest data
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Improvement Report

Environment
Improvement Current Quartile
since
2002/03 Best 2nd 3rd Worst

BVFI 108a Farcartags of MAJOR al
olanming applicat ans determined

witnin 12 wesks

{Plarning Starndards Authority)

B2l 103k Perceniage of MINOR Fal
apolizations determined withn 2

weeks

VPI10E8z Percentage of OTHER Jay
apolications determined with n 2
waeks

" BYW11 - Satizfaction of appicants
witn panning sarvice S2e note 2
BYV128z - % of and [tdered 1o 2 7
signifizant or heavy =xent
* BWED - Satisfaction with cleanliness
aof ouolic space - adjustec for
dearvation S2e not2 2 & nete £
BVaZailk - Houszehod wasts - al
Fzcyeling and composting
oerfarmance
(Recyclng target met)
gvad - lumber of ki cgrams of
fnousenc d waste collestec oer head
BVE" - W of ocoulstior served by a al
kerbsice colection of recyc ables
* BWEDa - Satsfaction with waste v
collecton See note 2
* BVEDL - Satsfacsion with recysing-
ad usted for deorivation S2e nct2 2 &
note 3
V178 - % of stangard planning Fal
s=arches carried cut within 10
work ng days
BVEZ - Average SAF rating of LA &
dwellings
V158 - Enwironmental health oest Fa¥
oractce chacklst

* Improvement from 2222001 10 2003002

! \rorovernent fror 2005024 to 2006007
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Culture

Improvement Current QGuartile
since 2002103 ' gest  2nd ard  Worst

* B\118a - Residents satisfied with
sports anc leisurs facilitiss Ses note
¥ 5v1718e - Residerts satisfied with
parks and cpen spaces Zes note 2
W17 8e - Residents =atistied with
museurs and galleries See note 2
® B'/118d - Residents satisfizd with
715 activities and venuas Ize nots

-

=

Housing (Community)

Improvement Current Quartile
since 2002103 Best 2nd 3rd Worst

HIF - % of private sector homes A
vacant for six months or more -

adjusted for deprivaton See noe §

BV7123a - Average number of weeks NC
spent by homeless households in

priority need in 348

BW123b - Average number of weaeks NC
spent by homeless househo'ds in

prionty need in Hostels

HIF - % of home essness M
aocaptancas that are repeat

aoplicatons

BWITS - % of racal incidents M

rapored o the counc | that resulted
in furthar acton

¥’ - - -
Improvement from 2003/04 10 2002007
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Housing (Management)

Improvement Current Quartile
since 2002/02

Best 2nd ard Worst
BY1243 - The % of LA homes that NC
wera non decent at the start of the
year
‘BW74a - Tenant satisfaction with NC

service provided by landlord -

adjusted for deprivation See notes

2.8&7

‘BW75a - Tenant satisfaction with NC
opportunities for paricipation -

acjusted for depnvation See notes

2.6&7

HIP{Formerly BV72) - % of urgent NC
repairs completed in tima

FI=(Formerly BV73) - Average time Fa)
taken to complete non-urgant

repairs in days

BVE6a - % of rent collected A
HIP (Formerly BVES) - Average re- N

2t time in days -

Housing Benefit & Council Tax Benefit

Improvement Current Quartile
since 2002/02

)

Best 2nd 3rd Worst
BV73a - Average time (in days) for A
orozessing new Housing Benefit or
Counci Tax Barefit clams

* Improvement snce 2000001
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Detailed Performance Information

This section presents the detailed performance information that is summarised in
the improvement report.

Key to Symbols and Tables

Key indicators are the indicators 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:

e The column showing the direction of travel each year is labelled 'Improving 4
Deteriorating ¥. The background of this column is white. and the arrows are
black.

e The column labelled 'Quartile Position' shows which quariile the result
appears in. Quartiles range from "best' to ‘worst’. The "2nd' quartile is always
the second best quarile - irrespective of whether a high value or a low valus
is hest.

« The columns shawing the quarti'e thresholds are [ahelled 'Bast, 'Meadian' and
"Worst' ‘Best' always appears first, irrespective of whether a high valus or 3
low value is hest.

« 'Not Comp'indicatas the data required to calculate a ‘Cluartile Position' is naot
availahle.

Anexamole of 3 key indicator is helow:

BVPI 179 Percentage of standard searches done in 10 working days

Comparator Year This LA  Improving A  Quartile Best Median Worst
Group Deteriorating ~ Position
Single Trer 2002/02 &4 3" Quartile 100 e7 80
and District —
Councils 2003/04 @e al 3" Quartile 100 100 ot
200402 4 Wors: 100 100 a7
Quartile
2005/0¢ 3" Quartile 100 es a0
The resut mprovea
during 2204, An Uz The result 2id net imorove
arow is therefore during 405 & down arrow iz
disz ayed. therefore displayed.
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Other Fls shown in thig section, i.e. those given without 2 direction of travel or
guartile position are given as contextual information rather than measures of
current performance or improvemsnt.

The following symbols are used in tables:

Improving 4
Deterioratingw¥
) Anupward arrow ind cates the resu't improved in
comparnson to the previous year.
- A downwarg arrow ind cates the rasult
deteriorated in comparison to the previous year.
2> € A pair of arrows ndicates the result was the same
as the praevious y=ar.
M ‘M' indicates that the council a'd not provide data
for that yaar.
Blank or 'N/A" A blank entry with no qualifier indicates that the
coundi! was not required 10 submit a rasu't.
Q 'Q indicates that the Pl was qualified by auditors.
Improvements and quariles cannot be shown if
the Pl has besn qual fad,

Environment

According 1o Government development control targets, 60% of major applications
should be dealt with in 12 weeks, 65% of minor applications should be dealt with
in 8 weeks and 30% of other applications should be dealt with in 8 weeks. Further
planning standards may be set for counci'e that consistently fail to achigve one ar
maore of these 1argets.
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BVPI 109a Percentage of MAJOR planning applications
determined within 13 weeks

Comparator | Year This LA Improving 4 Giuartile Best Median | Worst
Group Deteriorating ¥ | Fosition
Single Tier 200203 | 26 Worst o4 43 3z
and Disirict Cuartile
Councils 200304 | 28 4 Worst B3 52 40
Cuarile
200405 | 81 " Jrd 2H 54 47
Cuartile
200506 | 74 L Znd 76 &7 i
Cuartile

(Planning Standards Authority)

BVFI 109b Percentage of MINOR applications determined within
8 weeks

Comparator | Year This LA Improving 4« Guartile Best Median | Worst
Group Deteriorating & Fosition
Single Tier 200203 | &8 Sest a3 55 47
and District Cluartile
Councils 200304 | 68 €« Znd 70 8 53
Cluartile
200405 | 73 o Znd 75 ga @1
Cuartile
2005/08 | 77 L 2nd 21 75 st
Cuartile

BVFI 109¢c Percentage of OTHER applications determined within
8 weeks

Comparator | Year This LA Improving 4« Guartile Best Median | Worst
Group Deteriorating & Fosition
Single Tier 200203 | 73 Ard 21 74 G
and District Cluartile
Councils 200204 &1 T Znd &5 a0 73
Cluartile
2004/05 | &0 + Ard &8 B4 &0
Cuartile
2005/08 | 7B & Worst 22 BE 24

Suartile
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BVPI 111 Percentage of applicants satisfied with the planning
service received

BVFI 111 is based on the results of surveys of service users carried out in
2000/01 and 2003/04. Companson 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. See note 2.

Comparator | Year This LA | Improving 4 Cluartile Best Median Worst

Group Deteriorating s | Fosition

Single Tier 2000401 | a7 Worst 53 78 T2

and District Cuartile

Councils 2003/04 | 61 €3 Worst 50 74 52
Cuartile

BVPI 199a Percentage of relevant land that is littered to a
significant or heavy extent

Comparator | Year This LA | Improving 4 Cluartile Best Median Worst
Group Deteriorating s | Fosition
Single Tier 200304 | 25 ard 14 21 25
and District Cruartile
Councils 00405 | 22 P 3rd 11 i 24
Cruartile
2005/08 | 29 & Worst ] 14 21
Cruartile

BVPI 89 Percentage of respondents expressing satisfaction with
standards of cleanliness - adjusted for deprivation See note 6

BVFI 29 is based on the results of surveys of service users camied 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. See note 2.

Comparator | Year This LA | Improving 4 Cluartile Best Median Worst

Group Deteriorating s | Fosition

Single Tier 200304 | g2 2nd FiE al G4

and District Cuartile

Councils 2006/07 | 72 €« 3rd 31 77 72
Cuartile

BVPI 89 Percentage of respondents expressing satisfaction with
standards of cleanliness

Comparator | Year This LA
Group
District 2003704 | GO
Coungcils

2008707 | 63
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BVPI 82a&b Household waste - percentage recycled or

composted

JEFRA have set a targe: for thie authority to recycle or compost 18 percen: of its

household waste by 200506 The target for 2003/04 was 14 percent.

Actual recycling & composting rate

Comparator Year
Group

Waste group  2002/03
Councils
2002704

2004/08

2005/08

In 2005/06 the council recycled 19.35 percent of its waste. This achieved the

This LA

Improving 4
Deteriorating W

0
*
+

target set by DEFRA for 2005/06.

Quartile
Position

2nd
Quartie
2rd
Quarti'e
Worst
Quart'e
Worst
Quartie

BVPI 84a Kg of household waste collected per head

Comparator Year
Group

Wasie group 2C02/03
Councils
2C02/0<

2C04/08

2005/08

This LA

326

i
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ra
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Deteriorating W
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Quartile
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Sest
Quarti'e
Sest
Quartile
Sest
Quartile

Sest
Quarti'e
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Median

A e e

et

Median

408

Aul:1
408

Worst

Worst

423

435

4=




District CPA | Detailed Performance Information 19

BVPI 91a Percentage of population served by kerbside collection of recyclables

Comparator  Year This LA  Improving A Quartile Best Median Worst
Group Deteriorating ¥  Position
Single Tier 2002/03 85 2nd a9 &8 54
and Distnict Cuartile
Councils 2003/04 &7 + 2nd 1C0 j=l1s 3C
Cuartile
2004/05 g2 1t 2nd 1C0 o7 88
Cuartile
2005/06 100 N Best 1C0 =je] ae
Cuartile

Residents satisfaction with waste collection and
disposal

The following two indicators are hased on the results of surveys of service users
carried out in 2003/04 and 2006/07. Comparison of changes over time for results
hased on surveys takes account of the confidence interval - or margins of error -
for each of the results in the comparison. See note 2

BVPI 90a Percentage of respondents expressing satisfaction
with waste collection

Comparator  Year This LA Improving 4 Quartile Best Median Worst

Group Deteriorating ¥  Fosition

Single Tier 2003/04 82 3rd 89 &8 81

and District CQuartile

Councils 2006/07 74 + Worst 87 82 75
CQuartile

BVPI 90b Percentage of respondents expressing satisfaction
with recycling facilities - adjusted for deprivation See note 6

Comparator Year This LA  Improving A Quartile Best Median Worst

Group Deteriorating ¥  Position

Single Tier 200304 7O 3rd 5C 75 59

and District Quartile

Councils 2006/07 &4 €3 Worst 82 78 72
CQuartile

BVPI 90b Percentage of respondents expressing satisfaction
with recycling facilities

Comparator Year This LA
Group

Sngle Tar 2002/04 e
ang Zistrict —
Councils 2Coe0y 28
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BVPI 179 Percentage of standard searches done in 10 working

days
Comparator Year
Group

Single Tier 2002/03
and District
Councils 2002/04

2004/05

2005/08

Improving A
Deteriorating W

(]

Quartile
Position

Worst
Quartile
Worst
Quartie
Worst
Quartle
Worst
Quartile

Worst

BVPI 63 Average SAP rating of local authority owned dwellings

Comparator Year
Group

Single Trer 2002/03
and District
Councils 200204

2004/05

2005/08

BVPI| 166a Score
best practice (%)

Comparator Year
Group

Sngle Ter 2002/03
and District

Councils 2002/04
200408
2005408

Culture

The following indicators are based on the resulis of surveys of service users

Improving A4
Deteriorating W

h
o

h

(a1
w

Improving
Deteriorating ¥

Quartile
Position

Sest
Quartile
Sest
Quarti'e
2nd
Quartie

Sest
Quartie

against a checklist of Environmental Health

Quartile
Position

2rd
Quartie
Worst
Quartie
Worst
Quarti'e
Worst
Quartile

(ul]
ra

o
(=]
N

a )

o

(a1

O

[
w

w0
o

Worst

Worst

70

~J
(e

(11
o

carmed out in 2003/04 and 20060/07. Comparnison of changes over time for results
zased on surveys takes account of the confidence interval - or margins of error -
for each of the resu’ss in the comparson. See noe 2
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BVPI 119a Percentage of residents satisfied with the council's
sport and leisure facilities

Comparator  Year This LA  Improving A Quartile Best Median Worst
Group Deteriorating ¥  Position
All Councils 2003/04 86 2nd 5C 54 4c
CQuartile
2008/07 @59 € 2nd 52 58 54
Cuartile

BVPI 119e Percentage of residents satisfied with the council's
parks and open spaces

Comparator  Year This LA  Improving A Quartile Best Median Worst
Group Deteriorating¥  Position
All Councils  2003/04 89 Best 77 72 &e
Cuartile
2008/07 @ 86 €3> Best 78 74 82
Cuartile

BVPI 119¢ Percentage of residents satisfied with the council's
museums and galleries

Comparator  Year This LA  Improving A Quartile Best Median Worst
Group Deteriorating¥  Position
All Councils 2003/04 77 Best 50 42 31
Cuartile
2008/07 75 €« Best 52 41 3C
Cuartile

BVPI 119d Percentage of residents satisfied with the councils
art's activities and venues

Comparator Year This LA  Improving A Quartile Best Median Worst
Group Deteriorating ¥  Position
All Councils  2003/04 73 Best 5€ 48 3E
Cuartile
2008/07 @88 € Best 58 42 3C
Cuartile

Housing - Community Housing Services

Percentage of private sector homes vacant for six months or
more (HIP) - adjusted for deprivation See note 6

Comparator  Year This LA Improving A Quartile Best Median Worst
Group Deteriorating ¥  Position

Zingle Tier 2002/03 0.CO Bast 0.21 0.5C 1.27
ard Distnct Cuartile

Counciz 200304 0.CO T Bast 214 0.58 1.23
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Cuartile

20047085 | 000 T Sest 0.24 0.88 1.18
Cuartile

2005/08 | 0.00 T Sest 0.24 0.80 1.02
Cuartile

Percentage of private sector homes vacant for six months or

more (HIP)

Comparator  Year This LA

Group

Single Tier 200203 | 014

and District

Councils 200204 | D13
2004005 @ 033
2005/08 028

BVPI 183a Average weeks spent by homeless households in
B&B accommodation

Comparator | Year This LA  Improving #s Cuartile Best Median Worst

Group Deteriorating s  Fosition

Single Tier 200203 | 17 ] Mot Comp | 1 4 o

and Chstrict

Councils 200304 | 14 o Mot Comp ] =
2004/08 | 14 & Mot Comp | 1 3 5
200508 & o Mot Comp | 1 3 4
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BVPI 183b Average weeks spent by homeless households in
hostel accommodation

Comparator Year This LA  Improving A Quartile Best Median Worst

Group Deteriorating ¥  Position

Single Tier 2002/03 15 c NotComp O =) 21

and District — -

Councils 2003/0¢ 15 c NotComp O = 21
2004/08 12 Q Not Comp 0 5 18
2005/06 13 3rd J 7 17

Cuartile

Percentage of homelessness acceptances that are repeat
applications (HIP)

Comparator  Year This LA  Improving A Quartile Best Median Worst
Group Deteriorating ¥  Position
Single Tier 2002/03  10.0C 3rd 1.C0 4.0C 1C.0C
and District Cuartile
Councils 2003/04 200 T 2nd 1.C0 3.0C 5.CO
Quartile
2004/05 200 €« 2nd J2.C0 2.0C 5.C0
Cuartile
2005/06 M Not Comp  0.47 22 422

BVPI 175 Percentage of racial incidents reported to the council,
resulting in further action

Comparator  Year This LA Improving # Quartile Best Median Worst
Group Deteriorating ¥  Fosition
All Councils | 2002/02 89 c Not Comp  1CO 100 daC
2003/04 100 Best 1C0 100 57
Cuartile
2004/05 100 G o Bast 1C0 100 1C0
Guartile
200506 100 + Bast 1C0 100 1C0

Cuartile
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Housing - Management Services

BVPI| 184a Percentage of LA homes which were non decent

Comparator Year This LA  Improving A4 Quartile Best Median Worst
Group Deteriorating ¥  Position
Single Tier 2002/03 A1 Q Not Comp | 25 <0 se
ang District = = =
Councils 20 3 e 21 3 =2
Cwarti e
ZC2408 42 T g 21 33 49
Qwarti e
2002008 38 T g 5 30 45
Qwarti e

BVPI 184b Percentage change in the proportion of non decent
homes

Comparator  Year Thi= LA

Group

Single Tier 200203 | O

anc Costrict =

Councils <Lozi= 8
200408 | 13

200808 24

The following two indicators are hased on the resulis of surveys of service Users
carried out in 20C0/01 and 20C3/04. Comparison of changes ovar time for resuis
based on surveys takes accoun: of the confidence interval — or margins of errar -
for each of the resulis in the comparnson. See note 2

BVPI 74a Tenant satisfaction - overall service (%) - adjusted for
deprivation See note 6

Comparator Year This LA Improving 4 Quartile Best Median Worst
Group Deteriorating ¥  Position

Single Trer 200001 | &7 2rd 23 83 53
and District Quartile

Councils 200204 23 Q Not Comp = 92 3z =%

BVPI| 74a Tenant satisfaction - overall service (%)

Comparator  Year This LA
Group

Single Tier 2000/01 | 77

and Disirict

- ) 200204 73
Councils 200304 73
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BVPI 75a Tenant satisfaction - opportunities for participation (%)
- adjusted for deprivation See note 6

Comparator | Year This LA Improving # Cluartile Best Median | Worst
Group Detericrating W | Position

Single Tier 200001 | 83 3rd T2 il 54
and District Cruartile

Councils 200304 | B4 Q Mot Comp | 77 72 a7

BVPI 75a Tenant satisfaction - opportunities for participation (%)

Comparator | Year This L&
Group

Single Tier 2000v01 | 58
and District
Councils 200304 | 58

F'ETC:Eﬁtﬂ.QE of I.lngI'It repairs Gﬂl’l"‘IF|EtEﬂ in Government time
limits (Former BV 72) (HIP)

Comparator | Year This LA Improving # Cluartile Best Median | Worst
Group Deteriorating ¥  Fosition
Single Tier 200203 Mot Comp
and District
Councils 200304 @ &2 ard o = B3
Cruartile
200405 @ 85 A 2nd 2a =1 Bt
Cruartile
200508 @ @9 A Best 2a =i Bt

Chuartile
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Average time (days) taken to complete non-urgent repairs
(Former BV 73) (HIP)

Comparator | Year
Group

Single Tier 200203
and District
Councils SO00L

200405
200508

BVPI| 66a Percentage of rent collected

Comparator | Year
Group

Single Tier 2002503
and District
Councils SO0A0L

200405

2005408

This L&

20

This L&

24 50

Improving 4«
Deteriorating ¥

(i
M

Improving 4«
Deteriorating ¥

+

Guartile
Fosition
Worst
Quartile

Mot Comp
Mot Comp

Worst
Quartile

Guartile
Fosition

Worst
Quartile
Mot Comp
Ard
Quartile

Sect
Quartile

Best

Best

2880

Average re-let time (days) (Former BV68) (BPSA E3)

Comparator | Year
Group

Single Tier 2002403
and District
Councils 200304

200405

200508

This LA

21

102

Improvimg 4
Dieteriorating ¥

Guartile
Fosition

Mot Comp
Sest
Quartile
Worst
Quartile

Ard
Quartile

Average weekly management cost (HIP)

Comparator | Year
Group

Single Tier 200203
and Disirict
Councils 200304

200405
200506

This LA

15.00
15.00
15.24

Best

28

30

28

Median

17

16
15
12

Median

Median

38

A

Worst

24

|
20

|

Worst

25.00

2816
2643

ov.08

Worst

48

50

a1
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BV164 - Commission for racial equality's code of practice in
rented housing (Yes or No) See note 9

The council does not follow the CRE code of practice for rented housing and the
Good Practice Standards for social landlords on tackling harassment.

Housing Benefit & Council Tax Benefit

BV78a - Average time (in days) for processing new Housing
Benefit or Council Tax Benefit claims

Comparator  Year This LA Improving A Quartile Best Median Worst
Group Deteriorating ¥  Position
Single Tier 2002/03 | 77 Waorst 33 43 54
and District Cuartile
Councils 2003/04 | 56 » Worst 32 40 50
CQuartile
2004/05 34 ™ 2nd 28 35 4z
CQuartile
200508 39 + 3rd 26 32 Eie

Suartile
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Appendix 1 — Notes and technical
guidance

Note 1 Identifying improvement and deterioration
An indicator is classified as improving when either

« fhereis achangs in the result beiween two time oeriods in a direction of the
polarity of the indicator; or

o the resultis the same in both time periods and Both results equal the best
poassible result for the indicator (e.g. 1C0 per cent).

An indicator will be classified as detenorating when either:

« therzis achangs n the resu’t beiween two time periods in the ocoposite
direction of the polarity of the indicator; or

o the resultis the same in both time periods and both results equal the worst
passible result for the ndicator (e .g. O per cent).

Calculztions of improvement are based on rounded data.

If one or both of the ¢ata items for the calculation are missing or gualified. no

result will be calculated.

Forexample, BVPL 179 (% of standard planning searchas carried out within 10

working days) as a polarity of high, @ mazimum result of 100 per cant, a minimum

result of 0 per cent and resuits are rounded o C decimal places

Example 2002/02 2004105 Calculation Result

A ET 8 =l 49— Go = +1 Improvemant
B £31 275 g -G =-1 Cietar oration
[ £ag Pl 100 -C2=0 Improvenant
o C4 0= 0-0=0 Cietaroration
E £T g 222 ga-8z=10 Mo cnange

Note 2 User satisfaction measures and change over time

Jdser satisfaction indicators are bhased on sample survey techniques. and as such
have confidence intervals wherehy the cerformance of an authority can only he
expressed with sufficient certainty as Iying within a range ifor example, 7@ per
cent plus or minus 3 per cent). The Commission wishes 0 he securz in
Identifying when changes in perfiormance have taken place. Therefore, we take
the confidence interval info account when determining whether a result has
changed over ime.
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In arder 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 detenorated, the latest result plus its
confidence interval must be less than the previous result minus its confidence
interval. All other resulis 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.

CLG (formerly ODPM) have calculated results for 2000001, 2003/04 and 2006/07
hased on commaon weightings. These commaon weighted results are used in place
of the published results for identifying changes in indicators based on the general
survey of residents.

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 minarity of results for a Pl can be
classed as substantial.

The amount of change that is expected is determined by

a) the average change across all councils,
I} the confidence limit selected and
c) whether the starting position for a council is close to the best possible result.

We have used standard statistical methods appropriate to each Pl to determine
what is classed as substantial.

We have used statistical methods fo determine what is classed as substantial. A
technical document, setting out the approach to flagging substantial

improvement, is available by emailing cpa@audit-commission.gov uk with the fitle
Substantial improvement technical paper.

Note 4 Extent of improvement

The average extent of improvement for all districts councils, based on the basket
of indicators included in the improvement report was 56 per cent with a
confidence interval of =/- 0.6 (at the 0.05 level).

Councils with an extent of improvement of more than 56.6 are classified as above
average. Councils with an extent of improvement less than 55.4 are classified as
helow average. Other councils are classified as within the average range.



30 District CRA | Appendix 1 — Notes and technical guidance

Note 5 Current service performance

The rable below sers out the average proportion of indicators in the ‘best’
guartile, together with the confidence interval for thart average, for councils
according ro their CPA rating.

Poor and Weak Fair Good Excellent
Average J0 30 35 ar
Coenfidence 3.1 2.1 27 4.3

intferval

Councils with a proportion of indicators in the ‘best’ quartile that is greater than
the average for councils with their CPA category, plus the confidence interval are
classified as above average. Councils with a proportion of indicators in the ‘hest’
quartile that is less than the average for councils with their CPA category, minus
the confidence interval are classified as below average. Other councils are
classified as within the average range.

Note & Deprivation adjustments

The Commission's approach to using Pls in the service assessments for CPA for
single tier and county councils includes arangements for taking account of the
relationship between some aspects of performance and local conditions where
there is evidence for doing so. Reported performance on a number of Fls in this
tool has been adjusted for depnvation using the methodology set out in CFPA -
District Council Framework from 2006, service performance information, available
from hitp:/feww.audit-commission.gov.uk/cpaldistricts

The adjustment is based on the relationship between each Pl and deprivation.
The gradient represents the change we would expect to see in the result of the
P, 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% The gradient values used for each
indicator are as follows:

Percentage of privare dwellings vacant for six months or
maore

BVPI 74a Sarisfaction of LA tenants

BVFI 75a Sartisfaction with opportunities for participation
BVFI90b Sartisfaction with waste recycling

BVPIB9 Sarisfaction with cleaniiness

The adjusted FI value is calculated using the following equation:
Adjusted Pl value = original Pl value — linear function of deprivation
For example,

Original Pl value =33%

Gradient = -0.25

Deprivation (IMD 2004 average score) = 36

0.04
-0.28

-0.31
-0.44
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Adjusted Pl = Original =1 value — (Gradient x INMD 2004
Adjusted Pl = 32% - (-0 25 x 26}

Adjusted Pl = 32% - (-9)

Adjusted Pl = 47%

When the adjustment results in a value exceeding the maximum, or minimum,
allowahle, the adjusted figure = capped at the maximum - or minmum - valus (far
gxample. 1C0 per cent).

Note 7 Surveys of tenants carried out in 2005/06

All councils with housing stock are requirad to undertake surveys of thar i2nants
every three years. The las: mandatory surveys were carried out in 2006/07.
Fowever. this data was not availakle for this version of the re-categorisation
performance information profie

The data in this tool is based on the 2000/07 and 2003/04 1enant's survey.

Note 8 Average weekly management cost of housing

This indicator is adjusted twice. First to take account of inflation over time andg
sacondly 10 adjus: for differences in coste bhetween areas. The formula for the
inflation adjustment is as follows

Resul: for year to ke adjusted multipled by GDF deflator for the hase year and

divided by the GOF deflator for the year to be adjustad. In our calculaions the
hase yearis 2002/02 and the GDF deflators are 2et out overleaf.

Financizl Year GOP Deflator
2002/2002 42,745
200202004 2 5035
20042008 42,125
2008/200€6 1C2

year and the result for the council is £21 .50

Forexample, if 2002/C3 is the hase year z
result as follows:

for 20C3/04, we would adjust the
Multiply £21.50 by 92 748 and divide 95 508 gives:
(2120 X 92.742) and dwided 95 506 = £20.58

Deflated results are further adjusted to take account of differences in lzbour costs
and husiness raes paid on local authorty premises hetween local authorities
using the CLG's area cost adjusimeants (ACA).

The average wesekly managemant cost of housing Fl e adjusted uging the
personal social services (PS8) (older people) ACA. Reported performance was
adjusted using the relevant year's ACA, except for 2002/03 data which was
adjusted using 2003/04 ACA.

The factors for 2005/06 are availlable from the link below:
hupAwww.jocal.odpm.gov.uk/finance/ 05064 gfrs/annexh.pdf
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For example if the result for 2 council for 2003/04 is £20.89 and the arsa cost
adjustment factor

for 200204 is 1.0106, the result adjusted for area cost variation is:
£20.8% divided by 1.0108 = £20 26

Nota the agjustment is aopled o the deflated result, not the raw resul:.

Note 9 BVPI 164 CRE code of practice in rented hcusing
This indicator is measured on a Yes or Mo scale

A councl will ke identified as improving 7 its result was No in 2002/03 and Yesin
2002/06. A councll wil be identified as deteriorating if itz result was Yes in
2002/03 and Mo in 20050 All other results will be identified as no change.

Councils with @ result of Yes in 2005/0¢ will be assigned to the 2nd quartile.
Counci's with a resu’s of Mo in 200508 wil ke assignad to the wors: quarile.

Note 10 Planning standards authorities
This authority has been identified a5 2 planning standards authonty in 2008/07 .

Sest Value Performance Standards are set for individual local planning
authoritizs where ther performance falls helow annually specifiec thresholds
These stancards are 321 under the Local Government Act 1959, The standards
arg set by referring 1o results for BY 105 Given the tinung of information, the
detarmination of whether or not 2n authority is designated a standards authority is
based on historic data. The identification of planning standards authorties for
2006/07 was bhased on performance in 200405

Note 11 Recycling standards

i | =

In 2005/06 the council recycled 19 35 percent of ite waste. This achieved the
target set by D=FRA for 2005/06.

Siawtory targets for recycling and compoesting were set by DEFRA for local
authoritizs in England for 2002/C4 and for 2C05/0¢. Performance against these
targets is measured by adding together the results for Best Value Indicators 82(a)
(recycling) and 82(b) {(composting)

The targets used in this tool are taken from Statutory Instrument 2005 No. 598
(See Link) htto/hwww opsi.qov. uk/sifsi2005/20050598 .htm




Appendix 2 - Comprehensive Area Agreement performance framework

Figure 2
The new performance frameawork

Improved: Outcomes for people, places, value for money
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