&\ gcl)'r%ission

Local government

National report

September 2005

Comprehensive
Performance Assessment

Scores and analysis of performance for district councils in England, 2003/04



The Audit Commission is an independent body responsible for ensuring that public money is spent economically,
efficiently and effectively, to achieve high quality local and national services for the public. Our remit covers around
11,000 bodies in England, which between them spend more than £180 billion of public money each year. Our work
covers local government, health, housing, community safety and fire and rescue services.

As an independent watchdog, we provide important information on the quality of public services. As a driving force
for improvement in those services, we provide practical recommendations and spread best practice. As an
independent auditor, we monitor spending to ensure that public services are good value for money.

For further information about the Audit Commission, visit our website at www.audit-commission.gov.uk

Contents

Summary 3
1 The background to CPA 5
2 Overall performance of district councils in CPA 7
3 How district councils perform in service assessments 14

4 Factors that influence district councils’ performance in CPA 23

5 The impact of CPA on district councils 25
6 Conclusions 28
Appendix 1: what CPA of district councils involved 30
Appendix 2: district council CPA scores 32
References 43
© Audit Commission 2005

First published in September 2005 by the Audit Commission for local authorities and the National Health Service in England,
1st Floor, Millbank Tower, Millbank, London SW1P 4HQ



Summary

Overall performance of district councils in CPA

Overall, Comprehensive Performance Assessment (CPA) has found
that district councils are providing some good services to local people
and a significant proportion is well placed to improve. There are three
times as many Good and Excellent councils than Poor and Weak.
However, few district councils provide universally good services and
some have much still to do to achieve further improvements for the
people they serve. Good and Excellent councils are found in all
regions, but the South East and East of England have the highest
proportions of councils achieving these scores.

Corporate assessments found most councils to be performing well
in the areas of investment, learning and the achievement of
improvement. But performance management and future planning —
both important to ensure continuous improvement — were found to
be weak in the majority of councils.

Better-performing councils are distinguished by their enhanced
capacity to deliver improvement and their ability to look beyond their
boundaries and consider how they contribute to wider sub-regional
and regional agendas. While some weaker councils are currently
found to perform well in the delivery of services, unless they increase
their corporate capacity to deliver improvement the gap in the quality
of services provided by the best and worst councils is likely to widen.

CPA recognises different ways that councils can be Excellent or
Good, as well as Fair, Weak or Poor, and within each CPA category
there are councils with different strengths and weaknesses. There
are, however, common areas for improvement among councils in
each category:

¢ Poor and Weak councils must arrest decline and secure the
foundations to build from — leadership, relationships, management
systems and engaging the community and partners.

e Fair councils also need to address leadership and relationship
issues, tackle complacency and insularity, clarify medium- and
long-term direction, priorities and targets, strengthen systems
and make partnerships more productive.

¢ Good councils need to ensure that direction and priorities
are crystal clear, embed systems, engage all sections of the
community and be sure that partnerships are giving maximum
benefit.

e Excellent councils, though strong in most areas, can do more
to embed performance management, clarify long-term vision
and non-priorities, refine scrutiny and risk management and
develop a learning culture.

We have identified eight breakthrough areas that will help district
councils further develop their capacity to deliver improvements for
local people. We explore these further in our report Learning from
Comprehensive Performance Assessment of District Councils:
Improvement Breakthroughs (Ref. 1).
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How district councils perform in service

assessments

District councils that performed better in CPA overall were more
likely to score well on service assessments. Across the three main
areas of service assessment:

e Most district councils were found to be delivering good public
space services although improvements are needed in many
councils; especially in the way they contribute to activities to
engage children and young people.

¢ While two-thirds of councils have a low need for improvement in
housing-related activities, regional variations in performance
present a challenge to councils to work across regions to share
good practice.

e Significant improvement is needed in benefits services if
councils are to maximise their contribution to the alleviation of
poverty in their communities.

Factors that influence district councils’

performance in CPA

Many local factors influence the demands made on district councils,
but overall we have found no strong evidence that these adversely
affect how councils perform in terms of CPA. There is a small
correlation between overall CPA scores and both population size and
level of deprivation. These factors are also correlated with particular
elements of the assessment framework. However, small and deprived
districts are present among the best performing councils and there is

a much stronger correlation between overall performance in CPA and
how effectively councils manage their finances.

The impact of CPA on district councils

CPA has presented a challenge to district councils, encouraging
them to reflect on how they are addressing the needs of local
people. Earlier research and the findings of CPA confirm that many
councils had begun to improve prior to being assessed. Councils
report that CPA has helped to clarify areas for improvement and
provided a renewed focus for improvement activity. While it is too
early to judge the extent to which district councils have changed
what they do and how they do it as a result of individual CPA
assessments, there are early indications of progress being made
by councils. Further research will be needed to explore this in
more detail.

There is a clear appetite for improvement among district councils
and a desire for this to be recognised in future assessments. The
Commission will consult councils on future proposals for district
council CPA in autumn 2005, building on the findings of
assessments detailed in this report.



1 The background to CPA

1. CPAis a tool for improvement in councils. It forms part of the
wider improvement agenda for local government set out in the
government’s 2001 White Paper Strong Local Leadership — Quality
Public Services (Ref. 2). It examines both how well councils are
delivering services to meet the needs of local people and the
capacity of councils to improve, leading to an overall assessment of
each council as Excellent, Good, Fair, Weak or Poor. (See Appendix
1 for more detail on the CPA framework for district councils.)

2. CPA assessments help local people to understand how well their
council is performing and help councils to focus on areas for
improvement. They also enable the Audit Commission and other
inspectorates to develop appropriate and coordinated programmes
of audit and inspection. CPA provides government with information
that is used to target packages of support and engagement for
councils where these are needed most and allow additional

freedoms and flexibilities to councils that are already performing well.

3. Between June 2003 and December 2004, the Audit Commission
completed assessments of all 238 district councils in England.! The
findings of those assessments form the basis of this report.!!

4. Undertaking CPA of district councils has cost the Audit
Commission £20 million, funded through a combination of fees
charged to councils and a grant paid by the Office of the Deputy

Prime Minister (ODPM). Members and officers in councils have also

committed their time to supporting the CPA process.

What district councils do

5. The 238 district councils in England serve nearly half the total
population. Collectively they spent around £6.6 billion!!! in 2004/05
providing services such as housing, planning, leisure and recreation,
waste collection, environmental health, revenue collection and
housing and council tax benefits.!V Like other councils they have a
duty to enhance the economic, social and environmental well-being of
the communities they serve and contribute with partners to work
such as economic development and community safety.

6. Despite the common functions of district councils, there is much
variation between the localities and the communities they serve. As a
consequence, the challenges faced by district councils, and the
actions required of them to meet the needs of their local communities,
can vary considerably. The aim of CPA is to assess how successful
each council is in meeting the needs of its local community.

I Bromsgrove District Council was awarded a Poor rating following a corporate
governance inspection.

Il Other councils have been assessed annually since 2002. The most recent
results were published by the Audit Commission in December 2004 (Ref. 3).

Il Source: The Chartered Institute of Public Finance and Accountancy (CIPFA)
(Ref. 4).

IV Services such as education, social care and libraries are provided to district
council residents by county councils.
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The purpose of this report

7. Individual assessments have already been shared with councils
and published on the Audit Commission website.! This report:

e outlines the overall performance of district councils in CPA;

e identifies what district councils do well and areas for
improvement; and

e considers what impact CPA has had in driving improvement
in district councils.

8. A separate report, Learning from Comprehensive Performance
Assessment of District Councils: Improvement Breakthroughs,
aimed at councillors, managers and staff in district councils,
identifies areas for action to secure future improvement (Ref. 1).

What this report is based on

9. To produce this report we analysed district council CPA scores to
identify relationships between overall performance and individual
elements of the assessment framework. We also tested relationships
between assessment scores and aspects of the localities served by
district councils — such as deprivation, population size and ethnic
fractionalisation. In addition, we looked in detail at a sample of

assessments ranging across all CPA categories and all English regions.

10. The findings of a survey of district council leaders and chief

executives (CEs) undertaken by the Local Government Association
(LGA) have informed this report and selected data are reproduced

here with its kind permission.!!

11. During the course of our work we shared our findings with
members of the Audit Commission’s District Councils Reference
Group and with other local government stakeholders with an
interest in supporting and securing improvement in district councils.

The LGA survey found that 80 per cent of CEs thought the
CPA framework was helpful to determine an overall snapshot
of their council’s performance, although fewer (just over half of
leaders and CEs) thought it an effective means of comparing
performance.

Self-assessment was the most highly favoured element of
CPA; found to be useful by nine out of ten CEs. Corporate
assessment and peer challenge were thought useful by eight
in ten CEs and service assessments by about six in ten.

12. A table of district councils’ CPA scores is included in Appendix 2
of this report.

I www.audit-commission.gov.uk/cpa
Il Aninterim report of findings was published in November 2004 (Ref. 5).



2 Overall performance of district
councils in CPA

13. Overall, CPA has found that district councils are providing
some good services to local people and that a significant
proportion is well placed to deliver further improvements. Three
times as many district councils are rated Good or Excellent than
Poor or Weak! (Figure 1). However, only a small proportion of
district councils are delivering universally good services and some
have a long way to go if they are to deliver improvements for the
communities they serve.

The LGA survey found that, overall, 63 per cent of leaders and
73 per cent of CEs agreed that the CPA judgement was an
accurate reflection of their council’s performance - although
there was less agreement among lower-rated councils.

14. There are regional variations in district council performance,
but Good and Excellent councils are to be found in all regions
(Figure 2, overleaf). The South East and East of England have the
highest proportions of Good and Excellent councils and together
account for more than half of all district councils in these
categories. The North East has the highest proportion of Poor and
Weak councils, although a fifth of all district councils in these
categories are in the South West. The South East and Yorkshire
and The Humber contain no Poor district councils.

Figure 1
Overall performance of district councils in CPA

Three times as many district councils are rated Good or Excellent
than Poor or Weak.

Number of councils
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Source: Audit Commission

I This compares favourably with the first round of CPA for single tier and county
councils, which found just over twice as many councils to be Good or Excellent
than Poor or Weak.
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Figure 2

District council performance by region

The South East and East of England have the highest proportions
of Good and Excellent district councils.
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15. Overall, there appears to be no relationship between the
performance of district councils and that of the county councils
within which they are located (Figure 3). Neither does it seem that
district councils perform similarly to their neighbours located within
county council groups. In only 5 of the 34 county council areas are
the district councils found to have similar CPA categorisations (the
27 district councils in these areas being rated either Fair or Good).
All other county areas contain district councils with three or more
CPA categorisations, with two counties containing district councils
that range from Poor through to Excellent.
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Figure 3
District/county council performance relationship

There appears to be no performance relationship between district
councils and county councils.
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District councils’ performance on corporate

assessment themes

16. CPA found that many district councils have been improving
services for local people. Assessment scores suggest that this

has been achieved through a combination of investment and
applying learning about what works (Figure 4, overleaf). However,
in many district councils the potential for continuing to improve
services is limited by weaknesses in key areas that drive
improvement, such as performance management and future
planning.

The LGA survey found that 82 per cent of CEs thought the
corporate assessment useful as a snapshot of the authority’s
performance. Around three-quarters of leaders and CEs
thought it accurately reflected the council’s ability to improve.

17. In the majority of councils there are some good services and
some Poor and Weak district councils score as well on
Achievement in quality of service as those that are Good or
Excellent. However, CPA reports have highlighted that in weaker
district councils there is often inconsistency in service quality
across the council and little or no joining up of services to support
wider organisational objectives.
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Figure 4
How district councils scored on corporate
assessment themes

Key weaknesses are performance management and future
planning.
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18. The greatest variations between Poor and Excellent district
councils (Figure 5) are found in the themes that underlie questions
1 and 2 of the corporate assessment:

1. What is the council trying to achieve? (Ambition, Prioritisation,
Focus); and

2. How has the council set about delivering its priorities for
improvement? (Capacity, Performance management)

This shows that while even Excellent district councils still have
some way to go on delivering excellent services, they do at least
have clarity about what they are aiming to achieve and the
corporate capacity and systems in place to drive the necessary
improvement. Poor and Weak district councils, however, are
unlikely to achieve more unless they can clarify their ambitions and
priorities and enhance their corporate capacity to deliver
improvement.

19. CPA has confirmed that where corporate capacity is weak it
constrains achievement. Strengthening corporate capacity has an
uplifting effect on what councils can achieve.
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Figure 5

Average scores for corporate assessment key
questions by CPA category

Poor and weak district councils need to clarify their ambitions and
priorities and enhance their corporate capacity to deliver
improvements.

Average score for key questions
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@ How has the council set about delivering its priorities for improvement?
¢ What improvements has the council achieved/not achieved to date?
a In light of what the council has learnt to date, what does it plan to do next?

Note: Excludes Bromsgrove (unscored on corporate assessment themes).

Source: Audit Commission

Characteristics of district councils within CPA
categories

20. Our analysis has shown us that there are aspects of every
council that are working well and areas that are still a problem and
require further attention to improve. This is true for Excellent district
councils as well as weaker councils — the balance is just different.

21. We have also seen that very different councils can achieve the
same overall categorisation. For example, some Good district
councils have clear medium- to long-term ambitions and priorities,
but need to tighten up on management, whereas others are
well-managed, with attention to costs, but don’t have the clear
long-term ambition and plans that they need. Similarly, some Fair
councils are getting better at leading and managing, with the right
culture and community engagement evolving, but they are still
weak in terms of achieving good-quality services. Still others are
achieving well in long-standing priority areas, but don’t have the
corporate capacity to improve or extend this success to other
service areas.

22. There are, however, common strengths and weaknesses
among councils in each category that impact on what district
councils are able to achieve (Table 1, overleaf).
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Table 1
Characteristics of district councils in different CPA categories

What are the problems that constrain achievement? CPA category | What’s working well to support achievement?

Excellent e Effective community, political and managerial leadership
e Clear priorities and outcome targets
e [Effective systems that people use
e Partnerships that help to deliver priorities
e Systems, including performance management, not fully Good e Positive relationships and good-quality people
embedded e Self-aware and outward-looking culture
¢ Ambitions and priorities for the future are unclear Fair ¢ | eading and managing on well-established priorities
e Systems have flaws and are not always used
e Complacency and some reluctance to change Weak e Recently agreed direction and renewed relationships
e | ack of skilled staff and members
e Systems and finances fragile
¢ Weak community, political and managerial leadership Poor

e Poor and distrustful relationships and partnerships
¢ No plans for change

Source: Audit Commission
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23. While CPA reports have helped individual councils to focus their
attention on areas for improvement, we identify below some
common areas for action for district councils at different stages of
their improvement journey:

¢ To move on from Poor and Weak: councils need to work at
arresting decline and securing the foundations to build from —
leadership, positive relationships, financial, performance and
people management, community engagement and making the
most of partnership opportunities.

¢ To move on from Fair: councils need to work at addressing
any leadership and relationship issues, including tackling any
remaining complacency and insularity, clarifying medium- and
long-term direction, priorities and targets, strengthening
systems and making partnerships more productive.

¢ To move on from Good: councils need to work at making sure
that the direction and priorities are crystal clear, ensuring that all
communities are engaged, embedding systems and satisfying
themselves that partnerships are giving the full benefit.

¢ To move on from Excellent: though performing strongly in most
areas, councils can still do more work on embedding their
performance management, making clear the long-term vision and
the areas that are not priorities, refining and bolstering scrutiny
and risk management and building learning into the way things
are done.

24. It is clear from the findings of CPA that developing the capacity
to deliver improvement requires councils to take action on a
number of fronts, both internally and externally. Councils that
perform well in CPA have already made breakthroughs in tackling
these areas. We explore these breakthroughs, and the impact that
they have on helping councils to perform better, in our publication
Learning from Comprehensive Performance Assessment of District
Councils: Improvement Breakthroughs (Ref. 1). The breakthrough
areas are: lead and manage effectively; pull together; make time to
listen and learn; look outwards; take a long-term view; embed
performance management and other systems; stick with change
and improvement and, for Excellent councils, prepare for the future
and reach for new heights.



3 How district councils perform in
service assessments

25. Assessments of service performance cover core areas of district
council responsibility:

* public space;

¢ housing — either balancing housing markets (BHM) or Decent
Homes Standard (DHS); and

e benefits.

The assessments provide a means of testing how councils deliver
their priorities and what they are achieving for local people. They
provide an indication of the need for service improvement rather
than an in-depth assessment of the service itself. Performance in
other priority areas was considered as part of the achievement
section of the corporate assessment.

The LGA survey asked CEs whether the service assessments
were appropriate in their council. The public space
assessment had most support (80 per cent thought it was
right for their council). There was less support for BHM

(69 per cent) and the DHS assessment (50 per cent were in
favour). Overall, 57 per cent of CEs agreed that these
assessments provided an accurate reflection of overall
performance (although this was higher in councils judged
Good or Excellent).

Public space

26. The public space assessment looked at the risk of service failure
and poor outcomes in four key areas of interest for local people:

1. How well does the council contribute to the management of the
physical environment?

2. Does the council help to keep the locality clean?
3. Does the council work with partners to improve community safety?

4. Does the council contribute to activities to positively engage
children and young people?

These risk assessments were brought together in an overall
assessment of the need for improvement in public space services.!

27. Overall, most district councils were found to be delivering good
public space services, with 85 per cent having a low or very low
need for improvement. This reflects the positive findings, in each of
the four key areas, that most district councils were found to have a
low or very low risk of service failure (Figure 6). Councils rated
Poor or Weak overall in CPA had the greatest need for
improvement in public space services.

I The risk of service failure and the overall need for improvement were assessed
as either very low, low, high or very high.

m Comprehensive Performance Assessment | Scores and analysis of performance for district councils in England, 2003/04
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Figure 6
How district councils scored on public space key areas

Most councils were found to deliver good public space services.
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28. However, 60 per cent of district councils had a high or very
high risk of service failure in at least one of the key areas and

25 per cent had a high or very high risk in two or more. Across all
district councils the contribution made to activities to positively
engage children and young people was the area of highest risk.

29. There are some variations on public space services within
government office regions, with no district councils in Yorkshire and
The Humber and only 11 per cent of district councils in the South
East and East Midlands having a high or very high need for
improvement. District councils in the North West and North East
have the greatest need for improvement (with 21 and 31 per cent
respectively having either a high or very high need).

Key differences between best and worst performers

30. We have analysed strengths and weaknesses reported in a
two-thirds sample of public space assessments and found certain
factors strongly associated with poorer performance. Three of
these related to key area 4 — the council’s contribution to activities
to positively engage children and young people. While inspectors
gave recognition for a wide range of constructive activities in this
area, councils typically received lower scores if:

e they were not training all front-line staff and managers in child
protection — one-third of district councils had weaknesses in
this area;

e they did not have a child protection policy agreed and
implemented — about one-third of district councils did not; or
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e Criminal Records Bureau' checks were not satisfactorily
undertaken on staff likely to be in contact with children and
young people. Although fewer than 10 per cent of councils had
failings in this area, it was the largest single differentiating factor
in the assessment ratings.

31. There were two other key differences between better and
worse performing councils:

e whether the council was likely to meet its 2005/06 statutory
performance standard for recycling and composting!! —
one-third of councils were considered unlikely to do so
(key area 2); and

e whether the council had carried out an audit of how its activities
contribute to the reduction of crime and disorder!!l — about
40 per cent of district councils had not completed such a
‘mainstreaming’ audit (key area 3).

Housing

32. In each council, the Audit Commission undertook a diagnostic
assessment in one of two areas that relate to the government’s
main national priorities and public service agreement (PSA) targets
for housing.!V Either:

e BHM - relevant to the PSA 5 target to ‘achieve a better
balance between housing availability and the demand for
housing’; or

e DHS - exploring progress towards meeting the PSA 7 target for
all council homes to meet the DHS by 2010.

33. Each provided an assessment of the need for improvement in
relation to three sub-questions, which combined to provide an
overall rating.V Scoring was based on judgements about whether
the council was taking all the necessary steps that could
reasonably be expected within its local context.

34. Housing assessments found almost two-thirds of district councils
to have either a low or very low need for improvement. However,
there is still room for more to be done by the majority of district
councils and especially by the 85 district councils that were judged to
have a high or very high need for improvement. Councils with higher
overall CPA ratings performed better in their housing assessments.

35. We found district councils in some regions performing better
than others (Table 2). Three regions — the South East, West
Midlands and Yorkshire and The Humber — had no district councils
with a very high need for improvement. Two regions, North East and
Yorkshire and The Humber had no district councils with a very low
need for improvement.

I The Criminal Records Bureau helps employers identify candidates who may be
unsuitable for work involving contact with children or other vulnerable members
of society by providing access to criminal record information.

Il Set by the government for each council
Il Inresponse to Section 17 of the Crime and Disorder Act 1998 (Ref. 6).

IV Full details of the housing diagnostic assessments can be found on the Audit
Commission website: www.audit-commission.gov.uk/cpa

V' Assessed as either very low, low, high or very high.
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Table 2
Regional variations in performance on housing assessments

Percentage of councils (BHM and DHS combined) with...

Government office  Number of district  A. very low need for B. low need for C. high need for D. very high need for
region councils improvement focus improvement focus improvement focus improvement focus
South East 55 27% 44% 29% 0%

South West 35 17% 46% 31% 6%

East of England 44 18% 46% 34% 2%

East Midlands 36 3% 58% 25% 14%

West Midlands 23 13% 52% 35% 0%

North East 13 0% 46% 31% 23%

North West 24 8% 54% 33% 4%
Yorkshire and The 7 0% 71% 29% 0%
Humber

All district councils 237 15% 49% 31% 5%

Note: Excludes Bromsgrove (unscored for housing services).
Source: Audit Commission
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36. Regional variation was also present within each assessment. In
the BHM assessments, nine of the 13 district councils with a very low
need for improvement are in the South East. For the DHS
assessments, only one of the 22 district councils with a very low need
for improvement is to be found in the Northern regions. This presents
a challenge to district councils seeking to learn from good practice,
which for many will lie beyond their regional boundaries and may
therefore require adaptation to become suitable for application locally.

Balancing Housing Markets

37. We analysed the findings from a one-fifth sample of BHM
assessment reports to explore common themes among councils
with a very low need for improvement and those with a high or very
high need (Table 3).

38. Among the better-performing councils, we identified the following
areas where further progress could be made:

e working much more collaboratively with other councils and
partners on understanding and balancing the sub-regional
housing market; and

* Dbetter development of targets and proposals for black and
minority ethnic housing needs.

Decent Homes Standard

39. We also identified commonalities between the best and worst
performing councils in a sample of DHS assessments
(Table 4, overleaf).

40. Among better-performing councils on the DHS assessment we
identified the following areas where further progress could be made:

e development of a single report on, or storage system for, DHS
performance to make it easier to monitor and manage work
towards meeting the DHS;

e maximising use of modern procurement methods; and

e further development or completion of risk assessment work.

Benefits

41. The administration of housing and council tax benefits is one of
the key ways in which district councils contribute to the alleviation
of poverty within their communities. The Benefits Fraud
Inspectorate (BFIl) undertook an assessment of benefits services in
each district council, examining both current performance and
proven capacity to improve.! The BFI report, which was provided to
each district council, informed the overall CPA assessment.!!

I Both aspects were given a rating of either Excellent, Good, Fair to Good, Fair
or Poor.

Il Further details of the benefits assessment can be found on the BFI website:
www.bfi.gov.uk/about/products/cpa/
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Table 3
Common characteristics of best- and worst-performing district councils in BHM assessments!

BHM sub-question = Common strengths of district councils with very low need for | Common weaknesses of district councils
improvement with high or very high need for improvement

1. Does the council e Housing a corporate priority of the council. ¢ No up-to-date private stock condition data.
understand its e Good understanding of the housing market, stock condition e Strategic housing programmes not
housing marketand  and housing needs. prioritised in order of importance and
:'ha: t!:g(:\?;)erlc?r?::als o Good housing-related strategies ar]d a strong local developmept impact. | |

: plan that has clear expectations with regard to affordable housing e An absence of SMART targets in action

delivery, where necessary. plans.
e Strategies and plans link well to other council and partner
strategies and plans; and backed up by SMART!! action plans.

2. What actions e (Good partnership working and relationships with all the ¢ |nsufficient or unsecured resources to deliver
have been taken necessary partners and stakeholders, with regular meetings proposals within strategies and plans.
and what has been and liaison. e |nsufficient staff Capacity.
achieved? * Joint working with other councils. e No, or ineffective, working with neighbouring
e A positive approach and track record of funding and resourcing councils.
activity in relevant areas, such as new affordable housing or e A predominantly reactive approach to tackling
private sector renewal activity. issues linked to private sector renewal.
3. How does e (Good monitoring and strong performance management ¢ Limited learning from own performance or
progress frameworks for assessing progress and impact of the work, with that of others, from consultation exercises
monitoring inform ongoing reviews of strategies and plans leading to revised with partners and stakeholders and
future plans? proposals and actions. accessing and implementing good practice.

Source: Audit Commission

I InTables 3 and 4 the highlighted strengths of better performing district councils are typically weaknesses in those that perform less well, and vice versa.
Il Specific, Measurable, Achievable, Realistic and Time-bound.
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Table 4

Common characteristics of best- and worst-performing district councils in DHS assessments

DHS sub-question | Common strengths of district councils with very low = Common weaknesses of district councils with high
need for improvement or very high need for improvement

1. Does the council e
know what is

needed and what it e
is trying to

achieve?

2. What is the
council doing to
meet the DHS?

3. How does o
progress monitoring
inform future plans?

Good stock condition knowledge (with mechanisms
for updating) and understanding of action required.

Business plan and housing strategy with SMART
targets and plans for preventing homes already
decent from becoming non-decent.

Stock option appraisal completed or well advanced,
(although this was not as common a strength as all
the other items, showing room for improvement).

On target or good progress towards meeting the DHS.

Current and future financial resources maximised to
meet the DHS with plans clear on achieving this,
often with the right level of additional investment
sourced or being sought through option appraisal
work already secured.

Good work with other council departments, partners
and other agencies.

Egan! and partnering arrangements in place through
modern procurement and contract management.

Effective learning from other councils and partners
through networks, benchmarking and sharing good
practice.

Source: Audit Commission

No local DHS targets or lack of clear ambitions in
relation to meeting the DHS.

Weak or old housing revenue account business plan,
which fails to show how the DHS will be achieved, or
plans that are not realistically resourced.

Weak tenant participation and resident involvement
with little or no involvement in decisions about decent
homes, including option appraisals work, contractor
selection and monitoring.

Little assessment of the council’s financial capacity to
meet the DHS.

Resources not properly targeted and capital
programme not managed effectively.

Poor policy and practices for repairs and
maintenance working against meeting the DHS.

Poor or no performance management systems in
place to monitor progress and performance.

No risk analysis undertaken.

I Rethinking Construction (or ‘Egan’) is the banner under which the construction industry, its clients and the government, are working together to change the culture of the
construction industry, to improve its efficiency and performance.
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42. The assessments highlight benefits services as an area where
significant improvement is needed. In more than half of all district
councils the current performance on benefits was found to be Poor or
Fair. Only two district councils were found to provide Good or
Excellent benefits services. Councils that perform better in CPA overall
tended to score more highly in the benefits assessment (Figure 7).

43. Assessments of proven capacity to improve were more
promising, with almost one in five district councils being rated
Good or Excellent. However, a similar proportion were rated
Poor or Fair on capacity to improve, including 41 district councils
that are currently providing only Poor or Fair benefits services
(Figure 8, overleaf).

44. The BFI will undertake a further round of assessments of the
benefits services provided by district councils in summer 2005.

These will explore improvement since the initial CPA assessment.
Analysis of the actions that have contributed to improvement will
be undertaken by the BFI. It will report separately on this subject.

Figure 7
How district councils scored on current benefits
performance by CPA category

Councils that perform better in CPA overall tended to score more
highly in the benefits assessment.

Percentage of councils in category
100%

80% -

60% -

40% -

20% -

0%

Excellent All district
councils

Poor Weak Fair Good

CPA category

Current performance on benefits

B Excellent ] Good [ Fairto good [ ] Fair [ ] Poor

Note: Excludes Bromsgrove (unscored for benefits service).
Source: Audit Commission
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Figure 8
How district councils scored on capacity to improve
benefits by current performance

District councils that currently perform least well on benefits also
have the lowest capacity to improve.

Percentage of councils in category

100% -
80% -
60% -
40% -
20% -

0%

Poor Fair  Fair to good Good

Excellent All district

_ councils
Current performance on benefits

Proven capacity to improve

. Excellent - Good - Fair to good D Fair D Poor

Note: Excludes Bromsgrove (unscored for benefits service).
Source: Audit Commission

Financial management

45. How councils manage their finances impacts on their ability to
deliver good services and achieve improvement. Appointed
auditors completed scored assessments of performance in five key
areas related to district councils’ financial management.!

46. Overall, district councils were found to manage their finances
well, with only two councils being found Inadequate on any aspect
and almost three-quarters scoring Adequate or Good on all five
aspects (Figure 9).

47. While many district councils manage finances well, three in ten
have weaknesses that need to be addressed. One in ten district
councils (including some Fair and Good councils) need to address
weaknesses in two or more areas.

48. Councils that have better financial management are more
likely to perform well in CPA overall. Financial standing, Standards
of financial conduct and Legality of financial transactions are key
differentiators between the best- and worst-performing district
councils (Figure 10).

I Each element was scored on a scale of 1 (Inadequate) to 4 (Good). Any district
council receiving a score of 1 on any element of the auditor’s judgement could
not be considered Excellent overall in CPA.
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Figure 9 Figure 10
How district councils scored on aspects of financial How financial management scores relate to overall
management CPA category
Almost three-quarters scored Adequate or Good on all aspects of Councils that have better financial management are more likely to
financial management. perform well in CPA overall.
Percentage of councils Average score Average score
100% — 4 4
75% - §
-3 3 o
50% —
-2 2
25% —
0% 1 1
Financial Systems  Standards  Financial  Legality of Poor Weak Fair Good  Excellent Al d'StriCt
standing  ofinternal of financial ~ statements  financial o e . counciis
financial conduct transactions Financial standing
control B Systems of internal financial control
. Good . Adequate ¢ Standards of financial conduct
a Financial statements
D Adequate overall with some weaknesses % Legality of financial transactions
D Inadequate < Average score
Note: Excludes Bromsgrove (unscored for financial management). Note: Excludes Bromsgrove (unscored for financial management).

Source: Audit Commission Source: Audit Commission




4 Factors that influence district
councils’ performance in CPA

49. As the geography of districts varies, so do the characteristics of
the local communities within them; for example, in terms of their
ethnic diversity or level and extent of deprivation. Proximity to major
conurbations or rural isolation also play a part in determining the
opportunities and challenges that communities face. The different
demands created by these wide-ranging contexts require district
councils to respond differently in the way that they plan for and
deliver services — either directly or with local partners. The CPA
methodology aims to take these differing local contexts into account
when assessing district councils' performance by exploring how well
councils' ambitions, priorities and plans have been informed by, and
respond to, the needs of their local communities.

The LGA survey found that, overall, only 44 per cent of leaders
and 43 per cent of chief executives felt that CPA took local
circumstances into account (although there was considerably
more agreement in district councils that were rated highly).

50. Our analysis of results from CPA has explored whether
relationships occur between district councils' performance and
local factors. We have concluded that local factors! provide very
little indication of how well a council performs overall within CPA or
within individual elements of assessment.

51. Two factors, deprivation!! and size of population!!!, show weak
relationships with overall performance and with some individual
elements of the assessment framework. For example, we have
seen that councils with higher levels of deprivation have a slight
tendency to be assessed as Poor or Weak overall rather than
Good or Excellent.!V And these councils tend to score less well on
the corporate assessment themes of Prioritisation, Capacity and
Achievement in quality of service.

I When considering correlations between assessment scores and local factors
we have explored:

e the strength of the correlation - a common statistical measure is the
correlation coefficient, r, which can range from -1 for a perfect negative
correlation through to +1 for a perfect positive correlation. Wherer =0
there is no correlation between the variables.

e the statistical significance of the correlation - in other words, the level of
confidence we can have that an observed correlation is unlikely to have
occurred through statistical chance. For example, where a correlation is
significant at the 1 per cent level, the probability that the result has occurred
by chance is only 1 in 100.

Il Acorrelation of the average score for each council in the ODPM Index of
Deprivation 2004 and the overall CPA points score; where r = -0.225,
significant at the 1 per cent level.

I A correlation of the total population for each council in 2001 and the overall CPA
points score; where r = 0.231, significant at the 1 per cent level.

IV 57 per cent of the 100 least-deprived district councils are rated Good or Excellent,
compared to only 39 per cent of the 100 most-deprived district councils.

Comprehensive Performance Assessment | Scores and analysis of performance for district councils in England, 2003/04
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52. Similarly, councils serving larger populations have a slight
tendency to achieve higher overall assessments! and are likely to
score better on the themes of Ambition, Prioritisation, Capacity,
Investment and Future plans. Larger councils also tend to score
better in the public space and BHM assessments. /!

53. However, the ability of local factors to act as predictors of
assessment scores is very limited indeed. In practice, we have
seen that within each CPA category there are district councils with
widely ranging levels of deprivation and population. There are many
positive examples of district councils serving deprived
communities, such as Easington and Blyth Valley, and also smaller
councils, such as Derbyshire Dales and Wellingborough, which
perform well in CPA. While we recognise that deprivation poses
challenges to district councils, and that potential benefits from
economies of scale flow from serving larger populations, many
councils have demonstrated through CPA that it is possible to
perform well in spite of limited resources and challenging
circumstances (Case study 1).

I 58 per cent of the 100 largest district councils are rated Good or Excellent,
compared to only 41 per cent of the 100 smallest district councils.

Il For the purpose of comparison, auditors' assessments of financial management
show a considerably stronger correlation with overall CPA points scores than do
local factors, although this relationship is still only moderately strong; r = 0.539,
significant at the 1 per cent level.

Case study 1
Easington District Council — excellence in the face of
adversity

Easington District Council, in north-east England, was ranked the
fourth most-deprived district in England in 2000. However, the
Council is ambitious to regenerate the district. It provides strong
leadership, works effectively in partnership and councillors and staff
are well motivated. Its aims are realistic and robust and are being
aligned with those of the Local Strategic Partnership. The Council
has worked out its priorities and non-priorities, taking account of
consultation and survey results and national and regional priorities,
and has aligned resources accordingly. It has a strong financial
position and makes effective use of external resources and of
procurement. Easington District Council is investing heavily in its
own internal capacity, corporate planning processes and in the
physical and social infrastructure of the district. It is self-aware,
open to challenge and has learnt from its experiences and
difficulties and from other councils and organisations. There are
comprehensive future plans, which are reviewed regularly.

Easington District Council provides high-quality services in key
priority areas. The services are producing substantial improvements
to people’s quality of life, including reduced unemployment,
reduced crime, a cleaner and more attractive environment and
higher self-esteem.

Source: Easington District Council corporate assessment report,
March 2004




5 The impact of CPA on district

councils

CPA as a stimulus for improvement in district

councils

54. While district councils have previously been subject to audit
and inspection, CPA — by publicly reporting a whole council
assessment — has represented a significant increase in the level of
external scrutiny to which district councils have been exposed.

55. Research undertaken early on in the CPA programme for
district councils suggests that it has provided an additional spur to
improvement activity (Ref. 7). The research found that councils
began their improvement journeys prior to assessment and that the
findings of CPA had helped clarify what councils were trying to
achieve. This is reflected in the results of CPA, where service
improvements are evident in many councils.

The LGA survey found that 71 per cent of leaders and

81 per cent of CEs believed that attitudes and performance in
the council had been challenged by CPA. Around seven in ten
agreed that CPA supported the management of change within
their councils. Nearly nine in ten believed that, at least ‘to a
fair extent’, they would have implemented the improvements
highlighted by CPA anyway.

56. Through our research, councils have reported that CPA has
helped to:

¢ build confidence in organisational self-awareness through
confirmation and challenge of self-assessments;

e provide a structure for existing improvement activity —
consolidating effort on key priorities and translating the desire
for improvement into a clear sense of direction;

e encourage leaders, managers and staff to come together with
renewed focus on what they are trying to achieve and how they
are going about delivering their objectives; and

e engage partners and the public by communicating both what
has been achieved and what remains to be done.

Case study 2
Penwith District Council — using CPA as an
improvement tool

Penwith is a small District Council in a deprived area in the far
south-west of Cornwall, rated Good in CPA in October 2004.

We regarded CPA as a welcome opportunity to raise our profile
and expose ourselves to external scrutiny — in both our current
services and plans for improvement. We saw CPA as a much more
coherent, integrated form of inspection, and, as one of the last
councils to be assessed, we took the opportunity to prepare
thoroughly and learn from others’ earlier assessments.
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Our members and officers worked together with partners and the
public to critically assess all aspects of the Council’s work. This led
to a significant realignment of resources before the corporate
assessment itself. Senior management was reduced and the
resultant savings used to address community priorities and
enhance areas of service weakness — including benefits and
housing. We also worked hard to improve both internal and
external communication. As a result we became a more confident,
outward-looking organisation that excels in many service areas and
has a strong relationship with the community it serves.

Without CPA to focus and drive those improvements, this would
have been much more difficult. Subsequently, we have used the
inspection report and our knowledge of the government’s regional
and local area agreement modernisation agenda to make further
changes and improvements, and have recently achieved our first
Beacon Council award.

Source: Jim McKenna, Chief Executive, Penwith District Council

Improvement in councils since CPA

57. It is too early to judge the level of improvement that councils
have achieved since CPA began, but there are early indications of
progress being made, particularly among Fair and Good councils.

Progress assessments of Poor and Weak councils

58. The Audit Commission has undertaken progress assessments of
24 district councils categorised as Poor or Weak under CPA.! Most
have made some progress in key areas, although the rate of change
and the extent to which changes have so far impacted on local
people varies.

59. Leadership remains fragile and lacks a strategic approach in
some councils, which is inhibiting progress in embedding the
systems and structures to drive improvement. Strengthening
community leadership and engagement with local people remains
an area for improvement. While many have made progress in
developing priorities for improvement few have yet to identify what
is not a priority. In most councils, priorities have yet to be translated
into clear action plans and outcome measures that can be used to
monitor achievement.

I These examined progress since the original CPAs prior to July 2004.
Assessments for other Poor and Weak councils will be undertaken in
autumn 2005.
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60. Developing the capacity for improvement has been a focus for all
Poor and Weak councils. This has lead to changes in staffing
structures and policies and greater partnership working to facilitate
learning, maximise resources and improve service delivery. Many
have developed their approaches to procurement, financial and risk
management, but those making better progress have begun to
embed these approaches as tools for improvement. Performance
management remains a cause for concern in most of these councils.

Direction of travel statements

61. A number of Fair and Good district councils assessed early in
CPA requested assessments of progress against their post-CPA
improvement plans to inform future audit and inspection planning.
A sample of these,! show Fair and Good councils making better
progress overall in key areas, although the impact on services is
not consistently evident.

62. These district councils have been reviewing the effectiveness of
partnerships and working with partners to develop new community
strategies and increase capacity in areas such as housing and
planning. But in some councils, capacity shortages remain and
workforce planning requires further attention. Councils also need to
engage more with partners on (sub-)regional issues and achieve
greater coherence between local strategic partnership and
corporate objectives.

63. Systems to drive improvement are developing and becoming
embedded, though further work to enhance performance
management, especially of externalised services, is needed.
Reporting and monitoring of projects and finances at a senior level
has improved and some district councils have enhanced
approaches to procurement and risk management. Service
improvements for local people have been seen in waste
management, recycling, benefits, parks and open spaces and
planning, although these are not consistent across all councils.

64. The future shape of CPA for district councils is yet to be
determined, but the Audit Commission will continue to examine
and report on progress being made by councils.

I Twelve district councils in Norfolk and Cumbria.



6 Conclusions

65. Within central government, and more widely, there is much
debate around what future structures of local governance might be
best suited to deliver improved public services. The government
has consulted on the long-term vision for local government and
recently published its five-year plan, which suggests a move to
develop greater accountability to communities and stronger
leadership at the local level (Refs. 8 and 9). At the same time, local
government is required to work towards securing the efficiency
savings identified in the Gershon review (Ref. 10). CPA aims to
help councils focus their improvement energy in order to be better
equipped to meet these future challenges.

66. Through CPA we have seen that district councils are providing
some good services and many have already made progress to
improve the lives of their local communities. Councils making the
most headway are those that have:

® a clear sense of purpose about what needs to be achieved for
local people;

¢ the necessary resources (both human and financial); and

e cffective systems to channel these resources to where they are
needed most.

These councils also look beyond their boundaries and consider
how they contribute to wider sub-regional and regional agendas.
District councils cannot tackle issues such as balancing housing
markets or sustainability in isolation from their neighbours and

other partners. While some councils already operate well within
their wider contexts, balancing local and regional or national
priorities, for others there is much still to do.

67. CPA has clearly challenged councils to reflect on how they
address the needs of their communities and the actions they are
taking to secure improvements. While for most councils it is too
early to judge the impact of individual assessments in supporting
improvement, there is evidence that some district councils have
responded positively to the findings of CPA. Councils have already
begun, or have continued, to make changes that will lead to
improvements for local people. There is clearly an appetite for
improvement among councils; and for that improvement to be
recognised in the next stages of CPA.

68. The challenge now for district councils, the Audit Commission
and other local government stakeholders is to maintain the
momentum for change where it is needed and to work together to
secure improvements in the future.

Overall, the LGA survey found that 61 per cent of leaders and
72 per cent of CEs would go through the CPA process again if
it were not compulsory.
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Next steps

69. This report highlights key areas where district councils need to
focus attention in order to secure improvement. We have also
identified eight important breakthroughs that will help councils on their
improvement journey. You can read more about these in Learning
from Comprehensive Performance Assessment of District Councils:
Improvement Breakthroughs (Ref. 1).

70. During autumn 2005, the Commission will consult on the
development of a future CPA framework for district councils,
informed by the findings from the first round of district council
assessments presented in this paper. The consultation proposals
have been published in The Framework for Comprehensive
Performance Assessment of District Councils from 2006 (Ref. 11),
which is available from the Audit Commission website.

71. The future framework for district council CPA will not come into
effect until 2006. To ensure a continued focus on improvement
within district councils in the intervening period the Commission
has already determined that it will:

e undertake an annual use of resources assessment, including an
explicit judgement on value for money, for all district councils
from March 2006; and

e make an annual statement on the direction of travel of each
district council commencing in March 2006.

Further detail on these points can be found at
www.audit-commission.gov.uk/cpa

72. We will also undertake further research by December 2006 to
explore in more detail the progress being made by district councils.



Appendix 1: what CPA of district
councils involved

As part of CPA, each district council received:

a corporate assessment that was used to form a judgement
about the council’s corporate capacity to improve. The
corporate assessment is structured around four key questions
(with underlying themes):
1. What is the council trying to achieve?

Ambition, Prioritisation, Focus

2. How has the council set about delivering its priorities for
improvement?

Capacity, Performance management

3. What improvements has the council achieved/not achieved
to date?

Achievement in quality of service, Achievement of
improvement, Investment

4. In light of what the council has learnt to date, what does it
plan to do next?

Learning, Future plans

Each theme was given a score between 1 and 4 based on the
following scale:

4. Strong
3. Strengths outweigh weaknesses

2. Weaknesses outweigh strengths
1. Weak

diagnostic assessments of service performance in areas

related to:

— public space

and either:

— how well the council contributes to balancing housing
markets — for councils that no longer directly managed
council housing, were about to transfer their homes to a
housing association or had qualified for additional arms
length management organisation (ALMO) funding from
central government; or

— achievement toward meeting the Decent Homes Standard
— for councils that continued to own and manage housing
stock.

An overall assessment for each diagnostic was made on the
scale:

A — very low need for improvement focus

B — low need for improvement focus

C - high need for improvement focus

D — very high need for improvement focus

e an assessment of benefits services, undertaken by the
Benefits Fraud Inspectorate, which examined current
performance and proven capacity to improve and resulted in
a rating of either Excellent, Good, Fair to Good, Fair or Poor.

Comprehensive Performance Assessment | Scores and analysis of performance for district councils in England, 2003/04



Comprehensive Performance Assessment | Scores and analysis of performance for district councils in England, 2003/04

Scored judgements by the council’s appointed auditor concerning
financial management and performance against a basket of
performance indicators also contributed to the overall assessment.

CPA in each council was informed by a self-assessment that was
completed by the council and subjected to initial challenge by a
team of accredited peers drawn from local government.
Assessments were undertaken by a team comprising Audit
Commission staff and others who reviewed council documents and
spent a week ‘on site’, interviewing council members and staff and
observing meetings.

Full details of the CPA framework for district councils can be found
in the Audit Commission publication Comprehensive Performance
Assessment: Guidance for District Councils. This is available via the
Audit Commission website: www.audit-commission.gov.uk/cpa,
along with the questions and areas of focus underpinning the
individual assessments.



Appendix 2: District council CPA scores

Corporate assessment themes

Achievement
Performance  in quality Achievement of Future
Council CPA category Ambition Prioritisation Focus Capacity management  of service improvement Investment Learning plans
Basingstoke & Deane Excellent 4 3 3 4 3 3 3 4 3 3
Blyth Valley Excellent 4 4 3 3 3 3 3 3 4 3
Cambridge City Excellent 4 4 4 3 3 3 3 4 3 4
Canterbury Excellent 4 4 3 4 4 3 3 4 4 3
Chester Excellent 3 3 4 3 3 3 3 4 4 3
Chichester Excellent 3 4 4 4 3 4 3 4 4 4
Chiltern Excellent 2 3 3 4 3 4 3 3 3 4
Colchester Excellent 4 4 4 3 3 3 3 4 4 4
Derbyshire Dales Excellent 4 3 4 3 4 3 3 4 3 3
Easington Excellent 3 4 3 3 3 3 3 4 4 3
Elmbridge Excellent 4 4 4 4 4 3 3 4 3 3
Exeter Excellent 4 4 3 3 3 3 3 3 4 4
Guildford Excellent 4 4 4 3 3 3 4 4 3 3
Hambleton Excellent 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 4 4 3
High Peak Excellent 3 4 4 3 3 3 3 4 4 3
Horsham Excellent 4 3 4 4 3 4 4 4 3 4
Huntingdonshire Excellent 4 3 3 4 3 3 3 4 3 3
Maidstone Excellent 3 2 4 3 3 3 3 4 4 3
New Forrest Excellent 4 3 4 3 3 4 3 4 3 3
North Cornwall Excellent 2 3 4 4 3 3 3 4 4 2
Runnymede Excellent 2 2 4 3 3 4 4 4 3 3
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Corporate assessment themes

Achievement
Performance  in quality Achievement of Future
Council CPA category Ambition Prioritisation Focus Capacity management  of service improvement Investment Learning plans
Shrewsbury & Atcham Excellent 4 3 3 3 3 3 3 4 3 3
South Hams Excellent 4 4 4 3 4 3 3 4 4 3
Spelthorne Excellent 3 4 3 3 3 3 3 4 3 3
Taunton Deane Excellent 4 3 3 3 3 3 4 3 2 3
Tonbridge & Malling Excellent 4 3 4 3 4 4 4 4 4 4
Warwick Excellent 4 3 4 3 3 3 3 4 3 4
Wellingborough Excellent 4 3 4 3 4 3 3 4 4 4
Alnwick Good 3 3 3 3 2 3 3 3 3 2
Arun Good 3 3 4 3 3 3 3 4 3 2
Ashford Good 2 2 3 3 2 3 3 4 3 2
Aylesbury Vale Good 3 3 3 3 2 3 3 3 3 3
Babergh Good 3 3 3 3 2 3 3 3 3 2
Bedford Good 2 3 3 3 3 2 4 3 2 3
Bolsover Good 4 3 3 2 2 3 3 3 2 2
Braintree Good 4 3 3 3 2 3 2 3 3 3
Breckland Good 3 3 3 3 2 2 3 4 3 3
Brentwood Good 3 3 3 3 2 3 3 3 2 2
Broxbourne Good 2 3 3 3 3 3 3 4 3 3
Burnley Good 3 3 3 3 3 2 3 3 3 3
Carlisle Good 3 2 3 2 3 3 3 3 3 2
Carrick Good 2 3 3 3 3 3 3 4 3 3
Chelmsford Good 3 2 3 3 3 3 3 4 3 3
Cheltenham Good 2 3 2 2 2 3 4 3 3 2
Cherwell Good 4 3 3 3 2 2 3 3 3 3
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Corporate assessment themes

Achievement
Performance  in quality Achievement of Future
Council CPA category Ambition Prioritisation Focus Capacity management  of service improvement Investment Learning plans
Chesterfield Good 3 3 3 3 2 3 3 3 3 4
Cotswold Good 2 3 3 3 2 3 3 3 3 2
Crewe & Nantwich Good 3 3 3 2 2 2 4 4 3 3
Dacorum Good 3 3 3 3 2 3 2 4 3 3
Dartford Good 4 4 3 2 3 2 3 4 3 3
Derwentside Good 3 3 3 3 2 3 3 3 3 3
East Cambridgeshire Good 3 3 3 3 3 3 2 3 3 3
East Devon Good 3 2 3 3 2 3 3 3 3 3
East Dorset Good 2 2 3 4 2 3 3 3 3 3
East Hampshire Good 2 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3
East Hertfordshire Good 3 3 2 2 2 3 3 4 2 3
Eastbourne Good 3 3 3 2 3 3 3 3 3 3
Eastleigh Good 3 2 3 3 2 4 3 3 3 3
Ellesmere Port & Neston Good 4 3 2 2 2 3 3 3 3 2
Epping Forest Good 3 2 3 3 2 3 3 3 3 2
Epsom and Ewell Good 2 2 3 3 2 3 3 3 4 3
Fareham Good 3 3 4 3 2 3 3 4 3 2
Gedling Good 2 2 3 2 3 3 3 3 3 3
Gosport Good 2 2 3 2 2 4 3 2 3 3
Great Yarmouth Good 3 3 3 3 2 2 3 4 3 3
Harborough Good 3 2 3 4 2 3 3 4 3 2
Hastings Good 3 3 3 2 3 3 3 2 3 3
Havant Good 3 3 3 3 2 3 3 3 3 3
Ipswich Good 3 3 3 3 2 3 3 3 3 3
Kennet Good 2 2 3 3 3 3 3 3 2 3
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Corporate assessment themes

Achievement
Performance  in quality Achievement of Future
Council CPA category Ambition Prioritisation Focus Capacity management  of service improvement Investment Learning plans
Kettering Good 3 3 4 3 3 2 3 3 4 3
Kings Lynn & West Norfolk Good 3 3 3 3 2 3 3 3 3 3
Lewes Good 2 2 3 3 2 3 4 3 2 2
Lichfield Good 3 3 3 3 2 2 4 3 3 3
Macclesfield Good 3 2 3 3 2 3 3 3 3 2
Maldon Good 3 2 3 3 3 3 3 4 3 3
Mole Valley Good 3 3 3 3 2 3 3 3 2 3
North Kesteven Good 3 4 3 3 3 3 3 3 4 3
Oswestry Good 3 3 4 3 3 2 4 3 3 3
Pendle Good 3 3 4 3 3 2 3 3 3 3
Penwith Good 2 2 2 3 3 3 4 3 3 2
Preston Good 3 3 2 3 2 2 3 4 3 3
Reigate and Banstead Good 2 1 3 3 3 3 3 4 3 2
Rushcliffe Good 3 2 3 3 2 3 3 4 3 3
Rushmoor Good 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3
Ryedale Good 3 2 3 3 2 3 3 3 3 2
Salisbury Good 4 3 4 2 3 3 3 3 3 2
Scarborough Good 3 2 3 3 2 3 3 3 4 3
Sedgefield Good 2 3 3 2 2 3 3 3 3 3
Sevenoaks Good 3 2 3 3 2 3 3 3 4 3
South Bedfordshire Good 3 4 3 3 3 2 3 3 3 3
South Norfolk Good 3 3 3 3 3 3 2 3 4 3
South Oxfordshire Good 2 3 3 3 3 2 3 4 3 2
South Ribble Good 3 2 3 3 2 3 3 4 4 2
South Shropshire Good 3 3 3 2 2 3 3 3 3 2
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Achievement
Performance  in quality Achievement of Future
Council CPA category Ambition Prioritisation Focus Capacity management  of service improvement Investment Learning plans
St Edmundsbury Good 3 3 3 3 2 3 3 3 4 3
Staffordshire Moorlands Good 2 2 3 4 3 3 3 4 4 3
Stevenage Good 3 2 3 3 2 3 3 3 3 3
Stroud Good 4 3 2 3 2 3 3 3 2 3
Tandridge Good 2 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 2
Teignbridge Good 2 2 2 3 3 3 3 4 3 3
Tendring Good 3 3 3 3 3 2 3 3 3 3
Test Valley Good 3 2 3 3 2 2 3 4 4 4
Three Rivers Good 2 2 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 2
Tynedale Good 3 3 3 4 3 3 3 3 3 3
Vale Royal Good 3 2 4 4 3 2 3 4 3 3
Waverley Good 2 3 3 3 2 2 3 4 3 3
Wealden Good 3 3 3 4 3 3 3 3 3 3
West Devon Good 2 2 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 2
West Lancashire Good 3 3 3 3 2 3 3 3 3 4
West Oxfordshire Good 2 2 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3
Woking Good 4 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 2
Wychavon Good 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 4 3
Wycombe Good 4 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3
Adur Fair 2 2 2 3 2 3 2 4 3 2
Allerdale Fair 3 2 3 2 2 2 3 3 3 2
Amber Valley Fair 3 2 3 3 2 3 2 3 3 3
Ashfield Fair 3 2 2 2 2 3 3 3 2 2
Barrow in Furness Fair 3 2 3 3 1 2 3 2 2 3
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Basildon Fair 3 3 3 2 2 3 3 3 2 2
Bassetlaw Fair 3 2 3 2 3 2 3 3 3 3
Blaby Fair 3 3 3 3 2 2 3 3 3 3
Boston Fair 2 2 2 2 3 3 3 4 3 1
Bridgnorth Fair 2 2 2 2 2 3 3 2 2 2
Broadland Fair 2 2 2 3 2 2 3 3 3 2
Broxtowe Fair 3 2 2 3 1 3 3 2 2 2
Cannock Chase Fair 2 3 2 3 2 2 3 3 3 3
Caradon Fair 2 3 3 2 2 3 3 3 2 2
Charnwood Fair 3 2 2 2 2 3 2 3 3 3
Chorley Fair 2 1 3 2 2 3 3 3 2 2
Christchurch Fair 2 3 3 2 2 2 3 3 3 3
Copeland Fair 3 2 3 2 2 2 3 3 2 2
Craven Fair 3 2 3 2 2 3 3 3 2 2
Crawley Fair 3 1 2 3 2 3 2 3 2 2
Daventry Fair 3 3 3 3 2 3 3 2 3 2
Dover Fair 2 2 4 3 2 2 3 3 3 2
Durham City Fair 2 1 2 2 2 3 3 3 2 2
East Northamptonshire Fair 2 2 2 4 3 2 3 3 3 2
East Staffordshire Fair 3 3 3 3 2 2 2 3 3 2
Eden Fair 2 3 2 3 2 3 3 3 3 2
Fenland Fair 3 2 2 3 2 2 3 4 3 2
Forest Heath Fair 3 3 2 3 2 2 3 3 3 2
Gloucester Fair 3 3 2 2 2 2 2 3 3 3
Gravesham Fair 4 3 3 2 2 2 3 3 2 3
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Harrogate Fair 2 2 2 2 2 3 3 2 2 2
Hart Fair 2 2 3 2 2 2 3 3 2 2
Hertsmere Fair 3 3 3 3 2 2 2 3 2 3
Hinckley and Bosworth Fair 2 2 2 2 2 3 3 2 2 2
Hyndburn Fair 4 3 3 2 2 2 3 3 3 3
Kerrier Fair 2 2 3 3 2 2 3 4 4 2
Lancaster Fair 2 2 2 2 2 2 3 3 2 3
Lincoln Fair 3 3 3 2 2 2 3 3 3 2
Malvern Hills Fair 2 3 2 2 2 3 3 3 2 2
Melton Fair 2 3 2 3 2 3 2 3 2 2
Mid Bedfordshire Fair 3 3 3 3 2 3 2 3 3 3
Mid Suffolk Fair 3 2 3 2 2 2 3 3 3 3
Mid Sussex Fair 2 3 3 2 2 3 2 3 2 2
Newark and Sherwood Fair 3 2 3 3 2 3 3 3 2 2
Newcastle-under-Lyme Fair 2 2 3 3 2 2 3 3 3 3
North Hertfordshire Fair 2 2 3 3 2 3 3 3 3 2
North Norfolk Fair 2 2 3 3 1 3 2 3 2 2
North Warwickshire Fair 2 3 2 2 3 3 3 3 3 2
North Wiltshire Fair 2 3 3 3 2 2 3 4 3 2
Norwich City Fair 3 3 2 2 2 2 2 4 3 3
Oadby & Wigston Fair 2 3 3 2 2 3 2 3 3 2
Purbeck Fair 2 2 3 3 2 3 2 3 2 2
Redditch Fair 3 2 3 2 2 3 2 3 3 2
Restromel Fair 2 2 2 2 2 2 3 3 3 2
Ribble Valley Fair 3 2 2 2 2 4 3 2 3 2
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Richmondshire Fair 3 2 2 2 2 3 2 3 3 2
Rother Fair 2 3 3 3 2 2 3 4 3 2
Rugby Fair 2 2 2 2 2 3 2 3 3 2
Sedgemoor Fair 2 1 2 3 2 2 3 3 3 2
South Bucks Fair 2 3 3 2 3 2 2 3 3 2
South Cambridgeshire Fair 3 2 3 3 2 3 2 3 3 2
South Derbyshire Fair 2 2 2 2 2 3 3 3 3 2
South Holland Fair 3 2 3 3 2 3 2 3 3 2
South Kesteven Fair 2 1 2 2 2 3 3 3 3 3
South Northampton Fair 3 2 2 3 2 2 3 4 2 2
South Somerset Fair 2 3 2 2 2 3 3 3 2 3
South Staffordshire Fair 3 3 2 3 2 2 3 3 3 3
St Albans Fair 3 2 2 3 2 3 3 3 3 2
Stafford Fair 2 3 2 2 2 3 2 3 2 3
Suffolk Coastal Fair 3 2 3 3 2 3 2 3 3 2
Surrey Heath Fair 2 2 3 3 2 3 3 3 3 2
Swale Fair 2 2 3 2 2 2 2 4 3 3
Tamworth Fair 3 3 3 3 2 2 3 3 2 2
Tewkesbury Fair 3 1 2 2 2 3 3 3 3 2
Uttlesford Fair 2 3 3 3 2 3 3 3 2 2
Vale of White Horse Fair 2 3 3 2 2 2 3 3 2 2
Wansbeck Fair 2 2 2 2 2 2 3 3 3 2
Wear Valley Fair 2 2 2 2 3 2 3 3 3 2
Welwyn Hatfield Fair 2 1 2 3 2 3 2 4 3 2
West Dorset Fair 3 3 2 2 3 3 2 4 3 2
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West Lindsey Fair 2 3 3 2 1 2 3 3 2 2
West Wiltshire Fair 1 2 3 3 2 2 3 3 4 3
Winchester Fair 2 2 2 3 2 3 2 3 3 2
Worcester City Fair 3 2 3 2 2 3 2 3 3 2
Worthing Fair 2 3 2 2 2 3 3 3 2 2
Wyre Forest Fair 3 2 3 2 2 2 3 3 3 3
Berwick-upon-Tweed Weak 2 2 2 2 1 3 2 2 2 1
Castle Morpeth Weak 1 2 3 2 2 2 2 3 2 1
Congleton Weak 2 2 3 2 1 3 3 2 2 1
Corby Weak 3 3 2 2 1 1 2 4 3 2
East Lindsey Weak 1 1 2 2 1 3 2 3 2 2
Erewash Weak 1 2 2 1 1 2 3 3 2 1
Forest of Dean Weak 2 3 2 2 1 2 2 3 2 2
Fylde Weak 2 2 1 2 1 2 3 3 2 1
Mansfield Weak 2 2 3 3 2 2 2 3 2 2
Mendip Weak 2 2 3 1 2 2 3 2 2 2
Mid Devon Weak 2 2 2 2 1 3 2 3 2 1
North Devon Weak 2 1 2 1 2 3 3 2 2 2
North Dorset Weak 2 1 2 2 1 2 2 3 3 2
North East Derbyshire Weak 2 1 2 2 2 3 2 2 2 2
North West Leicestershire Weak 2 2 2 2 1 3 2 3 2 2
Nuneaton & Bedworth Weak 2 2 2 2 1 2 3 3 2 2
Oxford Weak 2 3 3 1 2 2 2 3 2 1
Rochford Weak 2 2 2 2 2 3 2 3 2 2
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Selby Weak 2 2 2 2 2 2 3 3 2 1
Shepway Weak 1 2 2 1 1 2 3 2 2 2
South Lakeland Weak 1 2 2 3 1 3 3 3 1 1
Stratford on Avon Weak 1 2 1 2 2 3 2 2 2 2
Thanet Weak 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Tunbridge Wells Weak 2 1 1 3 2 3 2 2 2 2
Watford Weak 3 3 2 2 2 2 2 3 3 2
Waveney Weak 2 2 2 2 1 2 2 3 3 2
West Somerset Weak 3 1 2 2 1 2 2 2 2 3
Weymouth & Portland Weak 3 3 2 2 1 2 2 3 3 3
Wyre Weak 1 2 2 2 2 3 2 2 2 2
Bromsgrove Poor - - - - - - - - - -
Castle Point Poor 2 2 1 2 1 2 2 2 2 2
Chester-le-Street Poor 2 1 1 1 1 2 2 2 2 2
Harlow Poor 2 1 2 1 1 2 2 2 2 2
North Shropshire Poor 1 1 1 1 1 2 2 1 1 2
Northampton Poor 2 1 2 1 1 2 2 2 1 2
Rossendale Poor 1 1 1 1 1 1 2 2 1 1
Teesdale Poor 1 1 1 2 1 3 2 2 2 1
Torridge Poor 1 1 1 1 1 3 1 2 1 2
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