
Summary: 

This report details how the City Council’s performance over a range of Best Value and 
Audit Commission national indicators for 2000/01 compared with a group of other 
similar authorities and the national upper and lower quartiles.  

Recommendation:-  

Members are asked to review Carlisle’s performance for the range of indicators 
provided against the: 

a. Group of other similar authorities and;  
b. National upper and lower quartiles. 

It is also recommended that Overview and Scrutiny Committees are asked to examine 
performance areas within the lower quartile and for appropriate officers to attend the 
meetings and explain both the position and relevant action plans for improvement.  

1. BACKGROUND INFORMATION AND OPTIONS 

1.1 The Audit Commission has recently published a document detailing the 
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performance of each authority in the country, against the Best Value and 
Audit Commission Performance Indicators for 2000/01.  

1.2 This report compares Carlisle’s performance over a range of the 
indicators with that of similar authorities and national quartiles for district 
councils. 

3. In the comparative tables (see Appendix B) Carlisle is compared with other 
authorities that have been selected from the CIPFA Family and Historic 
Cities Groups. Authorities were selected that were considered to be the most 
similar to Carlisle in terms of a combination of population, facilities, 
resources, finance and economy.  

4. Indicators where the authority is performing within the upper or lower 
quartiles are highlighted in the report. Explanations are provided for lower 
quartile performance with the charts in Appendix A. A summary of 
comparative performance within Leisure & Community Development is 
attached in Appendix C. A letter from the Treasury to the Audit Commission 
expressing the authority’s concerns about one of the lower quartile indicators 
is included in Appendix D. 

2. Performance Indicators 
1. Selecting indicators for comparison  

In 2000/01 there were over one hundred indicators or meaningful sub sets 
but not all were suitable for inter-authority comparison. For example, the 
fixed number of public buildings and conveniences and PIs that are not 
relevant to the authority, e.g. number of homeless people staying in bed and 
breakfast accommodation. Consequently only a selection of indicators are 
analysed here. The full list of the authority’s performance against the 2000-
01 indicators, including comparative figures over the previous year and 2001-
02 targets, has been submitted previously (TC111/01 refers). 

2. Analysing the indicators 

The charts in Appendix A concentrate upon indicators (listed below) where 
the authority has been categorised within the national upper or lower 
quartiles. The lower quartile or 25th percentile figure refers to the cut off point 
for the performance level of the bottom 25 per cent. For example, within an 
analysis of 200 authorities the lower quartile would be the level of 
performance that the 50th worst (or 150th best) authority achieved. The upper 
quartile or 75th percentile is the level of the top 25 per cent, which in the 
above example would be from the 50th best (or 150th worst) performance out 
of 200. Carlisle’s performance can be measured most meaningfully against 
other authorities that operate in similar conditions and these are also 
included for comparison. These authorities and the quartiles are listed across 
the charts’ horizontal axis. Where appropriate comments about the 
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authority’s performance are included below the charts.  

3. It is important to note that the financial quartiles can be interpreted 
differently. For example, the Audit Commission has identified that the upper 
quartile for cost per service consists of the top 25 per cent of the highest 
spenders. This report focuses upon the highest quartile as being the least 
expensive. Neither method is entirely satisfactory because there is no 
indication of the quality, quantity or usage of the service provided for the 
amount.  

4. The Audit Commission has tended to rank the highest amounts per indicator 
within the upper quartile. This is however inappropriate for a number of 
indicators, for example, rent arrears and crimes committed. In this instances 
the quartile categories in this report have been revised. 

5. There are gaps for some indicators where authorities have either failed to 
supply the necessary information or do not provide the service specified. No 
figures have been recorded in these cases.  

6. Tables showing all the indicators are in Appendix B. These are listed 
horizontally across the top of each page and are divided by service area. The 
BV & AC numbers at the top of each indicator have been allocated by the 
Audit Commission and DLTR. Similar authorities and quartile figures 
categories are included at the left hand side of the document. Carlisle is at 
the top of the list and is highlighted. The national percentiles are highlighted 
at the bottom of the page. 

2. Performance indicators within upper and lower quartiles 
1. The authority’s performance that has been categorised nationally within 

upper and lower quartiles is included below. The indicators have been sub 
divided by portfolio and then service area. The appropriate Overview and 
Scrutiny Committee is shown in brackets. A graphical comparison with 
similar authorities and appropriate explanations are included in Appendix A 
for indicators where the authority is ranked in the lower quartile.  

2. 3.2 Upper Quartile (top 25%) 

Infrastructure, Environment & Transport Portfolio (Infrastructure O&S) 

Environmental Services 

Composting  

Household waste collected  

Cost of cleaning land  

Highways of high or acceptable standard  

Cost for waste collection  
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Missed bins 

Average time taken to remove fly tips 

Satisfaction levels for street cleanliness 

Satisfaction levels for waste collection  

Planning 

Planning cost per head of population 

Departures from statutory plan 

Planning applications dealt with in 8 weeks  

Average time to deal with planning applications  

Satisfaction levels with processing of planning applications 

Cultural and recreational facilities 

Residents satisfied with parks/open spaces 

Health and Well-Being Portfolio (Community O & S) 

Housing 

Tenant satisfaction with opportunities for participation arrangements in 
management and decision-making  

Repair jobs where appointments made 

Cultural and recreational facilities 

Residents satisfied with sports & leisure facilities  

  

Community Activities Portfolio (Community O & S) 

Cultural and recreational facilities 

Residents satisfied with museums/galleries  

Visits/usage to museum 

Playgrounds and play areas provided  
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3.3 Lower Quartile (bottom 25%) 

Strategy & Performance Portfolio (Corporate Resources O & S) 

Corporate health 

Satisfaction with the local authority  

Finance & Resources Portfolio (Corporate Resources O & S) 

Corporate health 

Total net spending 

Corporate Resources Portfolio (Corporate Resources O & S) 

Corporate health 

Days sick per staff member  

% staff with disabilities 

% staff from ethnic minorities 

% turnout at local elections 

Finance & Resources Portfolio (Corporate Resources O & S) 

Treasury 

Council tax collected 

Non domestic rates collected 

Cost per benefit claim 

Satisfaction with benefit office: access facilities; service; telephone service; clarity 
of forms & leaflets and; time taken for a decision  

  

  

Health & Well-Being Portfolio (Community O&S) 

Housing 

Tenant satisfaction with overall service provided by landlord 
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Rent collection 

Arrears 

Write offs 

Average relet times 

Rent loss from vacant dwellings 

Environmental Services 

Private unfit dwellings made fit/demolished 

Food premises inspections that should have been carried out for high risk 
premises 

Infrastructure, Environment & Transport (Infrastructure O & S) 

Environmental Services 

Population within 1 km of recycling facility or kerbside collection 

Community Activities and Health & Well Being Portfolios (Community O & 
S) 

Cultural and recreational facilities 

Spend per head of population on cultural & recreational facilities and activities 

Community Activities (Community O & S) 

Community Safety 

Burglaries 

Violent crimes 

3. Improving performance 
1. The Audit Commission has stressed in a summary of national performance 

that ‘where performance is below the best or deteriorating, authorities need 
to look carefully at the way they provide services and at what lessons they 
can learn from similar, more successful authorities’. Under Best Value it is 
important that the authority takes this approach in the different service areas. 

2. Chief Officers have been asked to provide information for the Corporate Plan 
2002/05 about performance. In the Plan the authority will need to address 
why the level of performance is lower than forecast or compares poorly 
against national trends and what will be done to improve.  
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8. RECOMMENDATIONS  

Members are asked to review Carlisle’s performance for the range of indicators 
provided against the: 

a. Group of other similar authorities and;  
b. National upper and lower quartiles. 

It is also recommended that Overview and Scrutiny Committees are asked to examine 
performance areas within the lower quartile and for appropriate officers to attend the 
meetings and explain both the position and relevant action plans for improvement. 
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