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PERFORMANCE MANAGEMENT – ANALYSIS AT END OF YEAR 2008/09 

REPORT OF HEAD OF POLICY, PERFORMANCE & PARTNERSHIP


1. PURPOSE


1.1. This report aims to analyse the end of year performance against the Council’s Priorities and the statutory NIS indicators in 2008/09.


1.2. It also sets out the arrangements for the proposed “high risk” indicators that will be a focus for monitoring and management in 2009/10.

2. RECOMMENDATIONS


2.1. That Portfolios consider the position of the Priority Plan and NIS indicators at end of year, and ensure this information is used for informing target setting as part of the business planning and Priority Plan refresh process that is currently being finalised.


2.2. That Portfolios finalise, in discussion with PP&P, the indicators that are in the Council’s basket of “high risk” indicators for 2009/10 now that we have the end of year position.


2.3. Where there are still gaps in performance data portfolios are asked to look at the indicators to ensure that satisfactory progress is being made to understand the Council’s (or Partner’s) position.

3. BACKGROUND

3.1. The government introduced a new national Performance framework in 2008/09, with a National Indicator Set (NIS) of approximately 200 indicators.  Many are based on work the Council does with key partners such as the Police and the PCT.  This is the first year that we have reported on outturns against these indicators.  The Council’s new performance management framework for 2008/09 includes our new LAA2 targets, key targets set out in the new Priority Plans and the National Indicator Set.  As many indicators are new, it was not always possible to set targets against the indicators and some have been set during the year when data became available.


3.2. Because of changes to arrangements in collecting data nationally, some information (particularly Partner indicators), is not currently available.


3.3. Current comparative data is for the old set of Best Value and PAF indicators from 2007/08; this was analysed in the Performance Management Report at 8 months.  It is these quartile positions that can be seen against all continuing indicators in the “Scorecard” Report in Appendices 1. A more detailed breakdown – ‘Performance Health Check Report’  is available on the Council’s website (www.telford.gov.uk/Council+democracy/Council+performance).  Quartile positions against the new set of indicators in 2008/09, which are the subject of this report, will not be available until later in 2009. 
4. SUMMARY OF KEY MESSAGES






























5. THE PERFORMANCE PROCESS AT END OF YEAR

5.1. During the year we have worked hard corporately and in Portfolios to ensure that the majority of data is available for end of year.  At end of year 24% (94/399) of Priority Plans and NIS indicators have no targets and 17% (ie 67/399) have no data.  Some of the gaps are unavoidable, for example:

· Some indicators are waiting for the next Citizens’ Survey (later in 2009)
· We are still seeking clarity about how to calculate some NIS indicators from the Audit Commission;
· Some indicators (including a number that depend on information from partners), are waiting for data to be inputted onto The Hub, the Government’s new national performance database.

5.2. Because the Priority Plan for “efficient, effective Council” will not begin to be monitored until April 2009 we have used the indicators that were agreed at the beginning of the year for corporate monitoring for internal support services.

6. SUMMARY OF 2008/09 PERFORMANCE.

6.1. Performance against targets.  

Report Cards by Priority of performance against the corporate PM framework can be seen at Appendix 1.  A full breakdown of performance against all the indicators in Priority Plans and all NIS indicators can be seen in our Performance Health Check Report which has been circulated to all Portfolios.  

Analysis of the proportion of performance indicators that have achieved target in 2008/09 shows that:
	
	Council Wide
	Healthy Comms /Vulnerable / Older People
	Children & Young People
	Safe, Strong & Cohesive Community
	High quality, Attractive & Sustainable Environment
	Local Economy & Skills
	Efficient, Effective Council 

	ALL
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Our target hit rate is 59%, in 2007/08 it was 60%.  However the current figure for 2008/09 is based on only just over half of the total number of indicators.

6.2. Direction of Travel.

The latest Performance Health Check Report also analyses improvement from the previous year and in the longer term (over 3 years).  However many indicators in Priority Plans and the National Indicator Set are new and have no previous performance information.  Analysis of indicators in the Priority Plans and NIS set where previous performance information is available shows that:

· 56% (75/133) of indicators have improved since last year (where previous information is available ie 33% of potential PIs).  This compares to 60% in 2007/08;

· 68% (72/106) of indicators have improved since 2005/06 (where previous information is available ie 26% of potential PIs).  This compares to 68% in 2007/08.

This is not a very high rate of improvement, and has worsened since 2007/08 for improvement since the previous year.

6.3. Specific observations on performance against the Council’s key priorities and NIS set are:


Priority 2 – Giving children & young people the best possible start in their lives 

77 out of 149 potential indicators in this priority have both targets and data (52%).  32 indicators have no end of year data and 40 have no targets (but have data).  A lot of work has been undertaken in C&YP to understand and address the gaps.  As a result some of the non-statutory indicators are being reviewed as part of the C&YP Plan refresh and 9 have been deleted.  Many new NIS indicators are partner-led, and efforts have been made to get end of year data from partners, some of which is still coming in..

Of those with data, 46/77 indicators are on target (60%) and 31/76 are projected not to meet target at year end (40%).  

NB  It must be noted that C&YP are only just submitting their statutory returns so data may change.


Summary of performance:

There is positive performance in the “being healthy” sub-priority.  The proportion of children engaged in PE and Sport has improved from 91% to 94%, the indicators measuring the mode of travelling to school are all on ‘projected’ target, the proportion of mothers breast feeding at 6 weeks has improved from 27% to 30%, and obesity levels in Reception and Year 6 children have fallen.  However although the number of schools participating in the National Healthy Schools standard has reached 100%, the proportion of schools achieving accreditation has not achieved target.  100% of children in care have received assessment within 5 days.  However waiting time targets for children accessing CAHMS services have not been achieved.  The teenage conception rate has fallen (from -14.9% in 2007/08 to -23.9% in 2008/09 compared to the 1998 baseline), although it has not achieved target (-35%).
In the “staying safe” sub-priority all NIS indicators have improved apart from ‘length of placements for looked after children’ which has worsened by 1%.  

There is a mixed picture in the “enjoying and achieving” sub-priority.  At the early years foundation stage there has been a good increase in pupils achieving 78 points from 37% to 45.8%, however the target to narrow the gap at this stage has not been achieved (dropped from 41.7% to 36.6%).   Achievement at KS2 English worsened in Summer 2008, while KS2 Maths improved but did not achieve target.  Progression by 2 levels between KS1 and KS2 worsened for both English and Maths.  GCSE A*-C results with English and Maths improved but did not achieve target, absences and fixed term exclusions improved, but did not achieve target.  Achievement for looked after children improved at KS2 and KS4 in summer 2008.  However the achievement gap between pupils receiving free school meals at KS2 improved, while it worsened at KS4, the SEN/non SEN gap also worsened at KS4.
In the “making a positive contribution” sub priority indicators monitoring take up of the young carers’ service are on target and all racist incidents in schools are being followed up.  ‘Final warnings and convictions’ of looked after children have fallen.
In the “economic wellbeing” sub-priority achievement of Level 2 and Level 3 qualifications at age 19 have improved, but not achieved target, the inequality gap at level 2 has improved, but worsened at level 3.  The uptake of school lunches has fallen again, for the 4th year running.  The proportion of young people not in education training or employment (NEET) has worsened, similarly the number of care leavers and young offenders who are NEET has worsened.  The proportion of care leavers in suitable accommodation has also fallen.
Priority 3 – Maintaining a high quality, attractive and sustainable environment;


58 out of 68 indicators in this priority have both targets and data (85%), 7 have no data and 3 no targets (but have data).  
Of these 41/58 indicators are on target (71%) and 17/58 (29%) are projected not to meet target at year end. 

Summary of performance:

Four out of our five environmental promises are performing well (between 99% and 100%), however Promise 1 (dangerous potholes) did not meet its 100% target (outturn 87%).  


Under the ’improving access, mobility and public transport’ sub-priority we are meeting all our targets, except for one - the number of bus journeys originating in the borough, which has worsened again this year.  

Performance is mixed in the “maintaining a clean, quality environment” sub-priority:


Satisfaction results are mixed – satisfaction with the Town Park and Borough Parks has improved in 2008/09.  Satisfaction with parks and open spaces and cleanliness has apparently deteriorated, although these are taken from the Place Survey which has a different methodology from the previous BVPI Survey.  Cleanliness indicators are mixed,  targets for litter, graffiti and fly-posting have been met or exceeded.  However our target for levels of detritus has not been achieved and we have fallen to a ‘3’ ie “not effective” for ‘enforcement actions taken to deal with fly tipping’ this year.

 
The condition of roads and footways has improved, although our target has not been achieved for footways.

The speed of dealing with planning applications has worsened for minor and other applications, and improved for major applications.


Targets for dealing with CO2 emissions and adapting to climate change have not been met. Natural England’s guidance on managing SSIs at Newport Canal and Muxton have not been achieved, but guidance at The Ercall has been met.

For the “reducing waste and pollution sub-priority, all our targets for reducing household waste have been met.  Visits to “prescribed premises”, for pollution control, have improved.


All targets in the “promoting and protecting the Ironbridge Gorge” sub-priority have been met.
In the “securing sustainable housing development “ sub-priority we have exceeded our targets for the number of private sector homes made decent, returned to occupation or demolished.  However we have not achieved targets for the number of additional and affordable homes or for the supply of ready to develop housing sites.  These are a consequence of the economic downturn and current housing market.

Priority 4 - Creating a safe, strong and cohesive community;

24 out of 59 indicators in this priority have both targets and data (41%).  5 have no data and 30 indicators have no targets (but have data).

Of these 17/24 indicators are on target (71%) and 7/24 are projected not to meet target at year end (29%).  

Summary of performance:

In the “cultural and lifelong learning” sub-priority satisfaction with sports and leisure facilities and with libraries has apparently fallen – again this could be due to the different methodology for the Place Survey.  Visits to leisure centres have exceeded target and Flex card usage by children and young people has risen.  Projects supporting vulnerable and hard to reach groups are on target.  Engagement in the Arts has achieved target, but T&W are in worst quartile position compared with other authorities.
For the “reassuring the community and building involvement” sub-priority, overall satisfaction with the local area is on target and has improved since 2006.  The proportion of people who feel that they can influence decisions in their area has fallen from 31% in 2006 to 28% in the 2008 Place Survey.  A new NIS indicator “environment for a thriving third sector” which comes from a survey of third sector organisations, put T&W in the top quartile compared with other Councils.  The number of children killed or seriously injured on the road, whilst not exceeding target, has doubled from 3 to 6, while the number of people slightly injured has increased from 468 to 482 in 2008/09.
Performance in the “reducing crime” sub-priority is largely positive.  Adult re-offending has risen, although this only reflects performance to September 2008, progress is being made that exceeds the national and regional average .  The proportion of PPOs who re-offend has fallen slightly.  Serious acquisitive crime and assault with injury have both met target.  Offenders under probation supervision ‘in suitable accommodation’ and ‘in employment’ have both achieved target.  Perceptions of anti-social behaviour have improved since 2006 (down from 26% to 21%).

Priority 5 – promoting healthy communities and improving the quality of life for vulnerable and older people;

NB Of the indicators and targets in  this Priority Plan, the majority are owned by the PCT and Mental Health Trust, of which reporting and target setting timescales are predominantly dictated by national processes that do not align to our reporting timescales.  As a consequence discussions are underway with the PCT and the Mental Health Trust to provide data and targets at the earliest possible date.  In 2009/10 the PCT will be directly input data and commentary onto the Council’s system so where possible performance data and comments will be available in line with the PCT performance reporting timescales, which for some indicators will be on a more frequent basis.
Adult Social Care Information is being finalised at the beginning of June, therefore the majority of data in this priority is not currently available.  It will be updated in time for the Cabinet Report.  

Only 7 out of 36 indicators in this priority have both targets and data (19%).  14 have no data and 15 have no targets (but have data).
Of these 4 out of 7 indicators are on target (57%) and 3 have not met target at year end (43%).  

Summary of performance:

In the “encouraging participation in leisure activities” sub-priority, adult participation in sport and physical activity has not met target in 2008, and has worsened (from 20.6% to 17%), although there are some issues with the survey sample and the result shows no statistically significant change.  The number of visits to leisure centres is increasing and exceeded target, however satisfaction with sport and leisure facilities has apparently fallen, again this could be due to the different methodology for the Place Survey

In the “health and well-being of children” sub-priority, the proportion of children & young people engaged in PE and school sport has improved to 94%.  However the proportion of schools accredited to the National Healthy schools standard has not achieved target.

In the “reduce health and social inequalities” sub-priority, the number of households living in temporary accommodation has fallen and exceeded target. 

There is very little data that has been finalised and currently available in the “supporting older and vulnerable people to live independently” and “providing personalised care” sub-priorities.  However indications are that overall performance indicators have dropped slightly overall in 2008/09.  While the numbers of clients supported is largely being maintained, performance has fallen because of the on-going increase in population (numbers of clients helped to live at home has remained largely the same as in 2007/08).  The time taken to assess clients has increased.  However services provided for carers have improved and admissions to care homes remain low.  The proportion of clients receiving social care packages within acceptable waiting times has fallen from 92% to 90.9%.  

Priority 6 – Strengthening the local economy and skills:

There are 28 measurable indicators in this priority, others relate to milestones that are not suitable for monitoring regularly in this way.  As part of the Priority Plan refresh process more measurable indicators have been established (such as satisfaction levels in the Borough Towns).

16 out of 28 indicators in this priority have both targets and data (57%).  6 have no data and 6 have no target (but have data).

Many of the indicators in this Priority Plan are the responsibility of our partners - robust performance management procedures are in place with Transforming Telford.  Some data is dependent upon information being uploaded by government onto The Hub.
Although the majority (56%) of indicators are showing good performance against target, they nearly all relate to data that is from 2007 and 2008 (such as overall employment rate, median earnings and proportion of workforce in manufacturing etc).  Therefore meaningful analysis cannot be made, due to the economic recession.

As described in the overview report, the performance in this sub-priority is being affected by the economic recession, although these are not necessarily showing up in the figures as yet.  However Transforming Telford have provided support to 60 companies who announced a total of 1241 redundancies during 2008/09.

Long term (over 12 months) unemployment in the Borough, at 3.9% of those claiming job Seekers Allowance, is low compared to regionally(9.6%) and nationally (7.7%) suggesting that measures to move people back into employment in the Borough are relatively successful.  The rise in unemployment in the Borough between February and March 2009 was also less than expected.

The recession will also have a lasting effect on investment which is likely to remain cautious, making efforts to attract new investment and grow and diversify the economic base more difficult.  In this context, Priority Plan economy targets for 09/10 have been set at 08/09 levels which will be challenging to achieve.
Priority 7 – Delivering an efficient, effective and customer focused Council that delivers value for money for the community.  

As the Priority Plan for this area will be effective from April 2009, we have used the indicators agreed with Community Services and Resources Portfolios earlier in the year to monitor performance.

59 out of 66 indicators in this priority have both data and targets in place (89%).  3 have no data and 4 have no target (but have data).
26 out of 59 indicators are on target (44%), 33 out of 59 indicators have not achieved target (56%).

For this priority there is sufficient previous data to be able to analyse direction of travel.  39/66 indicators have previous performance data, of these 49% are projected to improve, and 41% to worsen.

Summary of performance:

Under the “financial and performance management” sub-priority the Value for Money indicator is currently not projected to achieve target at year end.  Work will continue with portfolios during closedown to identify whether any further efficiencies can be identified before final submission to CLG on 24 July.  Invoices paid on time have improved again (to 96.7%) but have not quite achieved target.
Performance is mixed in the “revenues and benefits” sub-priority.  The proportion of Council Tax collected has fallen slightly this year (from 97.9% to 97.7%), although an extra £2.2million has been collected, in the current economic climate this still appears fairly strong performance as we were in best quartile position in 2007/08.  The proportion of business rates collected has also fallen (from 99% to 98.3%) although an extra £4.5million has been collected, we were in ‘above median’ position in 2007/08.  Both these indicators are likely to have been affected by the recession, and reflect the trend in collection figures nationally.

For the Benefits service the average time for new benefit claims has improved from 27 days to 23.9 days this year.  The changes in circumstances indicator has also improved from 8.86 days to 8.1 days.  The proportion of new claims determined within 14 days has improved from 88.7% to 91.9% in 2008/09.  These indicators were in ‘worse than median’ position in 2007/08.  These improvements in performance have been achieved despite a dramatic increase in workloads during the last 4 months of the year as a result of the economic downturn and increased unemployment levels.  The 2 new NIS indicators for the Benefits service have not been reported on as DWP have been unable to calculate the outturns from Councils. 

Targets for debit arrears outstanding on the sales ledger have not achieved target for 2-6 months and 6-12 months – again these are likely to have been affected by the economic recession.
In the Customer strategy sub-priority indicators are mixed.  Complaint response times have improved from 87% within 20 days to 93%.  Further, we have responded to 83.5% of complaints within 10 days, since this new target was introduced in September 2008. This has resulted in an increase in customer satisfaction with complaint handling from 24% in the 2008 Citizens Survey to 57%.  Whilst abandoned calls in the call centres has increased from 9% to 13% it should be noted that all of the call centres, with the exception of the Revenues & Benefits call centre, have achieved their target and the performance of the Revenues & Benefits call centre is a direct result of the increase in telephone calls from 113,000 to 126,000.  This equates to an increase of 11.5% in call volumes.  In addition to impacting on the abandonment rate in the Call Centres, this has also had a negative impact on Call Centre calls that are answered within one minute where performance has worsened slightly to 72%.  Phone calls to extensions answered within 10 seconds have improved slightly but has not achieved target.  Response times for requests for information under FOI and Data Protection have worsened this year. However it should be noted that there has been an increase of over 50% in the number of information requests received by the authority.  

The “listening and engaging” sub-priority the response rate for Community Panel Surveys has improved and more members felt that the panel is effective.


The majority of Workforce indicators have not met target at end of year (10/11 indicators), and 8/10 have worsened this year.  The top 5% staff and the proportion of all staff that are from ethnic minorities and who are disabled have fallen below last year’s figures.  Early retirements have improved, but have not met target, while the number of sickness retirements has increased and sickness absence has increased slightly.  However looking at direction of travel over a three year period, the majority of Workforce indicators have improved.

A new set of indicators to measure performance in ICT was introduced this year.  5 out of 9 targets have been met.  Indicators measuring the delivery and installation of new computers have not met target, while the schools ICT service availability and training courses delivered have not achieved target.


6.4. Performance against LAA2 targets

26/35 indicators in the LAA2 (74%) have both targets and data, 3 have no data and 6 have data but no target for 2008/09.  A large proportion of indicators belong to partner organisations (as would be expected).  There are a number of indicators where targets have now been negotiated or re-negotiated for 2010/11.

12 out of 26 indicators have achieved target (46%), 14 are projected to miss their target (54%).  

This LAA2 basket is monitored as a separate entity by GOWM on behalf of the Government.  A more in-depth report focusing on performance at end of year against our LAA2 targets will be brought to CAPS (6/7) and Cabinet (21/7) and will be discussed at the LSP Agenda Group Meeting on 10 July.  We are proposing that the Member Performance Champion looks into the indicators that are not projected to meet target.

6.5. Performance against NIS Indicators

96 out of a potential 222 indicators in the NIS set have both targets and data (43%).  49 out of 126 have no data (39%) and 77 out of 126 have data but no target (61%).

62 out of 96 indicators are projected to meet target (65%).

Performance against all NIS indicators can be seen in the Performance Health Check report and are analysed under the Priority headings above (at 6.3).

The NIS indicators are the set of indicators that will be used to judge the performance of the Council in the new CAA assessment, by the Audit Commission.  Comparative data will not be available until later in the year.
6.6. High Risk Indicators

Having looked at performance broadly across our corporate priorities it is important to focus on progress against High Risk indicators.  This is the basket of indicators that were identified at the beginning of the year with Portfolios as being areas of poorer performance and/or a priority for the Council.  

There are 19 indicators in the basket for 2008/09.  Data and targets are in place for 18/19 indicators, ie 95%, and 1 has no target.

11/18 indicators are on target (61%).

Summary of performance:

The 7 indicators that are not projected to meet target are:

· NI 179 Value for Money (target of £4.5 million not met)
· NI 112 under-18 conception rate (improved from -14.9% to -23.9% but not met target)
· NI 117 young people not in education, training or employment (worsened)
· NI 75 5+ GCSEs at A-C including English & Maths (summer 2008 exams, improved from 40.8% to 44.6%, but not met target)
· NI 177 bus journeys (figures are worse than last year)
· NI 187 condition of surface footways (improved from 56% in need of repair to 43%, but not met target)
· NI 154 additional homes provided (unlikely to be met due to the effect of the economic climate on house building)

Suggested arrangements for improving the way we manage and monitor high risk indicators are set out at Section 8 of this report.

7. UPDATE ON DATA QUALITY

7.1. The annual audit of data quality as part of the Use of Resources assessment for CAA is about to begin.  The external auditors are looking in depth at three indicators as well as assessing our management arrangements.  


7.2. As part of our preparations, Internal Audit are currently undertaking a review of new indicators that have been identified as high risk for audit purposes.  The results of this internal audit will be fed back to Portfolios and through the IG Board as soon as they are available.
8. HIGH RISK INDICATORS IN 2009/10.

8.1. Every year we agree a set of ‘High Risk’ indicators that are monitored and managed as a key focus of the corporate performance management process.  These are indicators which are priorities for improvement and are:

· In national Worst Quartile position in 2007/08 and have not improved substantially in 2008/09 
· Indicators that are below average compared with other authorities and deteriorating or static;
· LAA indicators that are not achieving target;
· Service areas that have been identified by Inspectors or Portfolios as a focus for improvement.
· Service areas that are particularly high profile and important for the Council, even if current performance is good (ie safeguarding indicators).

8.2. Using these criteria, PP&P have drawn up a draft list of indicators and are consulting with all Portfolios.  

8.3. High Risk indicators will be monitored as a separate basket of indicators as part of the corporate performance management process four times a year, at 3, 5 and 8 months and at end of year.  

8.4. As part of the refresh of Priority Plans and Business planning process this year services were asked to set targets that would bring such indicators out of “worst quartile” or below median position within 2 years.  However with the new National Indicator Set, national comparisons are not always available for some of the new indicators.

8.5. The key to ensuring that improvement takes place on these indicators is effective improvement planning.  It is expected that all High Risk indicators will have an Action Plan which will be closely monitored in Portfolios and as part of the corporate Performance Management process.  Where progress against target is not being made it is expected that special measures will be taken by Portfolios to identify barriers and take remedial action.  Such indicators are also likely to be the subject of review by Corporate Directors and the Member Performance Champion.  It is proposed to check the quality of all Action Plans for High Risk indicators corporately this year and feedback any concerns to Portfolios.

9. NEXT STEPS IN PERFORMANCE MANAGEMENT

9.1. While the Council improved on some 60% of statutory indicators in 2007/08, improvement in other single tier authorities was at an even faster rate.  This figure has worsened in 2008/09.  This is an important consideration for the new CAA regime which includes an assessment of our performance.  More importantly we need to drive performance improvement at a faster rate for the benefit of our community.  We are currently reviewing corporate monitoring and management arrangements to assess how we can improve them.  We need to ensure that we set robust and challenging targets in our Priority Plans for 2009/10 and against the NIS indicators, in order to drive improvement

9.2. We know that in 2008/09 we have again achieved about 60% of our targets (where we have data).  However we don’t know how we are performing in relation to other Councils and it is concerning that we cannot compare our performance with that of other authorities until late 2009, (because of the new national framework).  This was one of the reasons for renewing the Family Benchmarking Group which will be collating performance information on a quarterly basis.  We are expecting results for 2008/09 from the Family Group to be available very shortly.  These should be used to help us to set challenging targets for 2009/10.

9.3. Following the PM Report at half year the Council’s Member “Performance Champion”, Cllr Sean Kelly, identified a number of performance issues.  These were:

· Projected overspend in Adult Social Care around care packages;
· Projected overspend on street lighting and the issue of energy efficiency;
· Under-spend in waste management and the use of the money saved;
· Condition of roads and footways – priorities for the £6 million invested;
· Road accidents and the effectiveness of road safety schemes.

A report was taken to CAPS and a timetable of actions for the issues in E&R Portfolio has been agreed.  

Further discussions will now take place with Cllr Kelly to identify the key issues that he would like to take forward following end of year.


10. Equal Opportunities.  Some of the performance indicators measure our performance regarding equal opportunities issues.


11. Environmental Impact.  Some of the financial outturns and performance indicators monitor environmental issues.


12. Legal Comment.  The Council has a legal duty under the Local Government Act 1999 to secure continuous improvement in the delivery of services.  Under Comprehensive Area Assessment, the Council’s arrangements for performance management and financial management are assessed.  The CAA Use of Resources assesses how well the Council secures value-for-money for its community and the processes it has put in place for improving vfm.


13. Links with corporate priorities.  The performance indicators monitor how the Council performs against all of its corporate priorities.  These are set out in the Council Plan 2008/09.


14. Financial Implications.  This report needs to be read with the latest Financial Monitoring Report which is attached.


15. Ward Implications.  This report relates to the performance of Council services across the Borough.


16. Opportunities and Risks.  In monitoring our service performance, we are identifying and managing risks to service delivery and the achievement of our priorities. 


Report prepared by: 

Hilary Knight, Corporate Performance Manager 

Policy, Performance & Partnership 380134.

Appendix 1

Explanatory Note for Scorecards (May 2009)

The Scorecards represent the latest position at the end of 2008/09 with the indicators and targets in the Priority Plans, and the National Indicator Set (statutory indicators for the Council and partners).  
In the box at the head of each page there is an analysis of progress during the year against targets set in our corporate performance management framework ie LAA2 targets, Priority Plan targets and statutory NIS indicators.  The final figure (“target hit rate”) shows what proportion of indicators (where we have both data and target) have achieved target at the end of the year.  The first 3 rows set out how many of the indicators in each Priority have data at this stage, and how many do not have a target set against them for 2008/09.  If an indicator has no data or has no target, we are unable to analyse whether the target has been met.  

The green and red boxes in the top row set out:

Which national indicators were in Best Quartile (in the top 25% compared with other single tier Councils) and Bottom Quartile position in 2007/08.  This is the most recent year for which we have national comparisons.  In 2007/08 we had a different set of national statutory indicators.

The paler green and red boxes in the bottom row set out:

Which indicators in our Priority Plans and from the National Indicator Set have improved in 2008/09 and which are static or deteriorating in 2008/09.
Context for the analysis:

The new National Indicator Set was introduced in 2008/09, this is a completely new set of statutory indicators for the Council and partners.  For the majority of these indicators there is no previous data that is comparable, therefore in many cases we have been unable to set a target for 2008/09, and also we have no information on ‘direction of travel’ for these indicators.  

Additionally the Council, with partners, developed Priority Plans at the end of 2007/08, which have been monitored for the first time in 2008/09.  As well as using the new statutory indicators in the Priority Plans, a number of new local indicators were developed, again it was difficult to set targets for the new local indicators in 2008/09 and in many cases we have no information on ‘direction of travel’ for these indicators.

Please note:  NIS Only – indicators that are statutory but are not in the Priority Plans

Missing data:

At this stage of the year there are still a number of national indicators where data is outstanding.  Some of these indicators will be finalised at the beginning of June, for others we have to wait for information to be provided nationally later in the year.
POSITION AT END OF YEAR 2008/09

Promoting Healthy Communities and Improving the Quality of Life of Vulnerable and Older People

NB a lot of data in this Priority Plan comes from partners, particularly the PCT, and a large proportion is unavailable until later in the year.
	Summary of Performance: (LAA, Priority Plan and NIS)

	Proportion of indicators with data and target available
	7 out of 36 PIs (19%)

	Proportion with no data
	14 PIs (39%)

	Proportion with data but no target 
	15 PIs (42%)

	Target hit rate 2008/09
	4 out of 7 PIs (57%)


N.B. Quartile information relates to all statutory BVPIs and PAF indicators in 2007/08, compared with All England and Single Tier authorities.


Performance in 2008/09 is based on a new performance framework based on indicators in our Priority Plans and includes the new National Indicator Set (NIS).  A lot of these indicators are new in 2008/09 and for many there is no baseline data so it is difficult to determine how good/bad performance is at this stage. The following information is based on PIs that have historical data for ‘direction of travel’.  A lot of data in adult social care is not available until early June.


POSITION AT END OF YEAR 2008/09

 Giving Children & Young People the Best Possible Start in their Lives
	Summary of performance: (LAA, Priority Plan and NIS)

	Proportion of indicators with data and target available
	77 out of 149 PIs (52%)

	Proportion with no data
	32 PIs (21%)

	Proportion with data but no target 
	40 PIs (27%)

	Target hit rate 2008/09
	46 out of 77 PIs (60%)


N.B. Quartile information relates to all BVPIs and PAF indicators in 2007/08, compared with All England and Single Tier authorities.


Performance in 2008/09 is based on a new performance framework based on indicators in our Priority Plans and includes the new National Indicator Set (NIS).  A lot of these indicators are new in 2008/09 and for many there is no baseline data so it is difficult to determine how good/bad performance is at this stage. The following information is based on PIs that have historical data for ‘direction of travel’.

Please note:

CIC = children in care

NIS Only – indicators that are statutory but are not in the C&YP Plan



POSITION AT END OF YEAR 2008/09

Creating a Safe, Strong and Cohesive Community
	Summary of Performance: (LAA, Priority Plan and NIS)

	Proportion of indicators with data and target available
	24 out of 59 PIs (41%)

	Proportion with no data
	5 PIs (8%)

	Proportion with data but no target 
	30 PIs (51%)

	Target hit rate 2008/09
	17 out of 24 PIs (70%)


N.B. Quartile information relates to all BVPIs and PAF indicators in 2007/08, compared with All England and Single Tier authorities.


Performance in 2008/09 is based on a new performance framework based on indicators in our Priority Plans and includes the new National Indicator Set (NIS).  A lot of these indicators are new in 2008/09 and for many there is no baseline data so it is difficult to determine how good/bad performance is at this stage. The following information is based on PIs that have historical data for ‘direction of travel’.


POSITION AT END OF YEAR 2008/09

Maintaining a High Quality, Attractive and Sustainable Environment
	Summary of Performance: (LAA, Priority Plan and NIS)

	Proportion of indicators with data and target available
	58 out of 68 PIs (85%) 

	Proportion with no data
	7 PIs (10%) 

	Proportion with data but no target 
	3 PIs (4%)

	Target hit rate 2008/09
	41 out of 58 PIs (71%)


N.B. Quartile information relates to all BVPIs and PAF indicators in 2007/08, compared with All England and Single Tier authorities.


Performance in 2008/09 is based on a new performance framework based on indicators in our Priority Plans and includes the new National Indicator Set (NIS).  A lot of these indicators are new in 2008/09 and for many there is no baseline data so it is difficult to determine how good/bad performance is at this stage. The following information is based on PIs that have historical data for ‘direction of travel’.



POSITION AT END OF YEAR 2008/09 – 

Strengthening the Local Economy and Skills of Local People

	Summary of Performance: (LAA, Priority Plan and NIS)

	Proportion of indicators with data and target available
	16 out of 28 PIs (57%) 

	Proportion with no data
	6 PI (21%) 

	Proportion with data but no target 
	6 PIs (21%)

	Target hit rate 2008/09
	9 out of 16 PIs (56%)


BEST QUARTILEPERFORMANCE: (2007/08)
N.B. Quartile information relates to all BVPIs and PAF indicators in 2007/08, compared with All England and Single Tier authorities Household waste sent for composting 

· Abandoned vehicles abandoned that are investigated/removed

· Pedestrian crossings with disabled facilities

· Minor planning applications

· Conservation areas – character appraisals (All England)

· Local street cleanliness (litter/graffiti/ fly posting)

· Rectification of street lighting faults

· Condition of principal roads

Performance in 2008/09 is based on a new performance framework based on indicators in our Priority Plans and includes the new National Indicator Set (NIS).  A lot of these indicators are new in 2008/09 and for many there is no baseline data so it is difficult to determine how good/bad performance is at this stage. The following information is based on PIs that have historical data for ‘direction of travel’.


POSITION AT END OF YEAR 2008/09

An Efficient, Effective and Customer Focused Council that delivers Value for Money 
	Summary of Performance: (LAA, Priority Plan and NIS)

	Proportion of indicators with data and target available
	59 out of 66 PIs (89%)

	Proportion with no data
	3 PIs (5%)

	Proportion with data but no target 
	4 PIs (6%)

	Target hit rate 2008/09
	26 out of 59 PIs (44%)


N.B. Quartile information relates to all BVPIs and PAF indicators in 2007/08, compared with All England and Single Tier authorities.


Performance in 2008/09 is based on a new performance framework based on indicators in our Priority Plans and includes the new National Indicator Set (NIS).  A lot of these indicators are new in 2008/09 and for many there is no baseline data so it is difficult to determine how good/bad performance is at this stage. The following information is based on PIs that have historical data for ‘direction of travel’.


BEST QUARTILE PERFORMANCE: (2007/08)�


Adults with physical disabilities helped to live at home


Older people admitted to residential or nursing care (Single Tier)


Adults and older clients receiving a review


Items of equipment and adaptations delivered within 7 working days


Acceptable waiting time for assessment





WORST QUARTILE PERFORMANCE: (2007/08)�


Carers’ services


Adults going into residential care allocated a single room (Single Tier)


Length of stay in hostel accommodation





In April 2008 the Council’s performance management framework changed with the introduction of a new national model and also new indicators and targets in our Priority Plans. Because many of the indicators in this framework are new we have had no previous performance on which to judge “direction of travel” and comparative data for benchmarking. As a result targets were not generally able to be set for the large proportion of new indicators. As a result we do not have targets or end of year data for 40% (161) of indicators in the corporate PM framework: ie 24% (94/399) of Priority Plans and NIS indicators have no targets and 17% (i.e. 67/399) have no data.  Therefore much of the data (nearly half) is just “information” with no context – either for achievement of target, direction of travel or benchmarking with other authorities.





At end of year 2008/09 we have achieved 59% (141/238) of targets in our corporate PM framework (LAA, Priority Plans and NIS).  Breaking this set down shows that we have achieved:


46% of targets in LAA2. 


58% of targets set out in the Priority Plans for 2008/09, 


65% of targets for all NIS indicators


61% of targets for our High Risk indicators in 2008/09�


Performance against LAA targets is of concern, as this set of indicators has a low target hit rate (46%). However, these targets are particularly challenging as they are ‘stretch’ targets set in agreement with Government. A more detailed report on performance against the LAA set of indicators will be brought to Cabinet on 16 July, going to the LSP Agenda Group for discussion on 10 July.�


Achievement of target for our High Risk indicators in 2008/09 is also of concern with 61% achieving target and 76% improving. This is a set of indicators where we have focussed action, and we need to continue to do so to improve our ‘target hit rate’. Proposals for the way we manage high risk indicators in 2009/10 are included in this report.  Now that we have our end of year position, we need to review the “high risk” basket of indicators which have been agreed for 2009/10.�


Every effort has been made to fill gaps in data where this is possible.  Where data is still not available at end of year we need to ensure that we are still on top of the Council’s (or in many cases Partner’s) position.�


In summary, it is difficult to comment with any certainty about our performance in 2008/09, due to lack of target data and incomplete outturn data.  Although this is inevitable due to the new performance management framework, it is a worrying position with which to go into the CAA process.  The Council’s target hit rate is not high, and our performance will ultimately depend on the robustness of our target-setting for 2008/09 as to whether we have improved performance against our previous position (where this was known) and how we compare with other Councils’ performance in 2008/09.�


The effects of the economic recession can be seen in some of the performance outturns, particularly in the “strengthening the local economy and skills” priority.�


The external audit by KPMG of our approach to data quality for performance information in 2008/09 is just kicking off.  This will feed into the new Use of Resources assessment for CAA in 2009.





IMPROVING PERFORMANCE 2008/09:





Number of visits to leisure facilities


Carer’s services


Admissions to residential care





DETERIORATING/STATIC /PROBLEM PERFORMANCE 2008/09:





Adult participation in sport and physical activities


Timeliness of social care packages following assessment (NIS only)








BEST QUARTILE PERFORMANCE: (2007/08)





Statements of special educational needs in 18 weeks (excluding exceptions)


Effectiveness of child and adolescent mental health services


Core assessments - children’s social care


Child protection cases reviewed


Stability of placements


Looked after children in employment/ education and training


Integrated early years and childcare settings (All England )





WORST QUARTILE PERFORMANCE: (2007/08))





5 + GCSEs A* - C (All England)


Level 5 or above in KS3:  IT (All England)


Number of children involved in youth work


Young people gaining accredited outcome


Childcare settings that have staff input


Re-registrations on CPR


Fostering/adoptions


LAC absence from school


LAC – distance from home (Single Tier)


Final warnings/convictions


% spend on family support


Absence in secondary school (All England)





DETERIORATING /STATIC /PROBLEM PERFORMANCE 2008/09:





Pupils achieving Level 4+ in KS2 English


Pupils achieving Level 5 in KS3 English and Maths


Progression by 2 levels in English and Maths between KS1 and KS2 (NIS Only)


Achievement gap between pupils on free school meals and peers at KS4 (NIS only)


Special educational needs (SEN) gap 5+ GCSEs at A*-C (NIS only)


Rate of permanent exclusions 


16-18 year olds not in education, training or employment


Care Leavers not in education, training or employment (NIS only)


Young offenders engaged in education, training and employment


Care Leavers living in suitable accommodation (NIS only)�


Inequality gap in level 3 qualifications at 19 (NIS only)�


Uptake of school meals (NIS only)








IMPROVING PERFORMANCE 2008/09





Breastfeeding at 6-8 weeks


Under 18 conception rate


Obesity in primary children in Reception/Year 6


5-16 year olds engaged in 2+ hrs a week PE and school sport





CIC reaching Level 4 in KS2 Maths & English 


CIC absent from school 


Final warnings and convictions of CIC


Initial and core assessments for children’s social care (NIS only)


Timeliness of placement for adoption (NIS only)


Child protection plans lasting 2 years or more (NIS only)


Children subject to a child protection plan for 2nd or subsequent time (NIS only) 


Looked after children and child protection cases reviewed within timescales (NIS only)





Fixed term exclusions in secondary schools


Early Years Foundation Stage


Narrowing the gap – early yrs foundation stage


Total absence in primary/secondary schools


Achievement level 4+ in KS2 Maths 


Achievement gap at KS2 (NIS Only)


5+ GCSEs at A*-C including English and Maths


2 + A*-C grades in Science GCSEs


No of schools where <55% pupils achieve level 4 at KS2 English and Maths (NIS only)


No of schools where <30% pupils achieve 5+ GCSEs inc English & Maths (NIS only)�


Level2 qualifications at age 19 (NIS only)


Level 3 qualifications at age 19 


Inequality gap in level 2 qualifications at 19 (NIS only)





WORST QUARTILE PERFORMANCE: (2007/08):�





Pollution control improvements


Road casualties:  % change on previous year (slight injuries)











BEST QUARTILE PERFORMANCE: (2007/08):�





Racial incidents resulting in further action


Score against a checklist of best practice  - for Trading Standards &Environmental Health


Road casualties – all KSI and slight injuries











DETERIORATING /STATIC /PROBLEM PERFORMANCE 2008/09:





Number of children Killed or seriously injured in road traffic collisions


Number of people slightly injured in road traffic collisions


Adult offenders who re-offend (NIS only, to September 08)











IMPROVING PERFORMANCE 2008/09:





“Next Steps” – number of male and female clients receiving advice on learning, training and work opportunities


Number of visits to leisure centres


Flex card usage from C&YP


Number of people Killed or seriously injured in road traffic collisions


Prolific and Priority offenders who re-offend








WORST QUARTILE PERFORMANCE: (2007/08)


Households served by a kerbside collection service


Number of bus passenger journeys (All England)


% of new homes built on previously developed land (Single Tier)


Quality of Planning Svs Checklist (Single Tier)


Kgms of household waste collection


Cost of household waste collection


Condition of surface footways


Condition of non-principal roads





BEST QUARTILEPERFORMANCE: (2007/08)


Household waste sent for composting


Abandoned vehicles abandoned that are investigated/removed


Pedestrian crossings with disabled facilities


Minor planning applications


Conservation areas – character appraisals (All England)


Local street cleanliness (litter/graffiti/ fly posting)


Rectification of street lighting faults


Condition of principal roads





IMPROVING PERFORMANCE 2008/09:


Achievement against Council promises 3, 4 and 5


No. of days to repair a street lighting fault


Condition of non-principal roads (13% down to 11%)


Condition of footways (56% down to 43%)


Processing major planning applications


Vacant private sector dwellings returned to occupation or demolished


Non-decent private sector dwelling made decent


Inspection rates for pollution prevention control premises


User satisfaction for Town Park and Borough Parks





DETERIORATING /STATIC /PROBLEM PERFORMANCE 2008/09:





Promise 1 – dangerous potholes made safe by the end of next working day


Enforcement actions to deal with fly tipping (NIS only)


Local bus and light rail passenger journeys


Processing ‘minor’ and ‘other’ planning applications





WORST QUARTILE PERFORMANCE: (2007/08)





No statutory indicators in this area





BEST QUARTILEPERFORMANCE: (2007/08)�


No statutory indicators in this area





DETERIORATING /STATIC /PROBLEM PERFORMANCE 2008/09:














None – baseline year for data








IMPROVING PERFORMANCE 2008/09:














Overall employment rate (up to March 2008)


Median earnings of employees in this area (in 2008)








BEST QUARTILE PERFORMANCE: (2007/08)





Equality Standard for local government


Council Tax collected (Single Tier)


Housing Benefit – no. of investigators per 1000 caseload (Single Tier)


Housing Benefit – no. of investigations per 1000 caseload (Single Tier)


Housing Benefit – no. of prosecutions per 1000 caseload (Single Tier)


Invoices paid on time (Single Tier)


Ill health retirements (Single Tier)





WORST QUARTILE PERFORMANCE: (2007/08)�





The number of early retirements








DETERIORATING / STATIC / PROBLEM PERFORMANCE 2008/09:


% of FOI, DPA and EIR requests responded to within 20 working days


Abandoned calls in our contact centres


Average answer delay in contact centres 


Unique users of the Council’s website


Council Tax collected


Non domestic rates collected


Response rate to Corporate Services Survey


Top paid 5% earners ethnic minorities/


Top paid 5% of earners with a disability


All employees from ethnic minorities


All employees with a disability


Sickness absence


Employees retiring due to ill health





IMPROVING PERFORMANCE 2008/09:


Score against a race equality checklist


Internal audit work completed for the external auditor


All Scrutiny indicators have improved


Benefits service:


Average time for new benefit claims


New claims within 14 days of receipt


Time taken to process changes of circs


Invoices paid on time


Stage 1 complaints dealt with in 20 days


User satisfaction with corporate website


Council buildings accessible to disabled


Response rate-Community Panel surveys


Top paid 5% earners that are women


Employees retiring due to early retirements
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