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Forward
Introduction

Ipsos MORI was commissioned by Leicestershire County Council to carry out a comprehensive analysis of the authority’s Best Value Performance Indicator (BVPI) General User Survey data.
The principle goal of this piece of work is to explore in more detail than is possible through traditional cross-analysis of data (i.e. straightforward analysis of results by the major socio-economic variables) how Leicestershire County Council is performing - in short, to gain a better understanding of satisfaction.  The most prominent indicator used to measure overall performance is BV3 (overall satisfaction with the authority), and unless otherwise stated, we shall be using this measure as the target variable – or the thing we are trying to better understand.
Over the course of the following chapters, we use three main statistical analyses.  These are:
· Key Driver Analysis

· CHAID (Chi-squared Automatic Interaction Detector) Analysis

· Ipsos MORI Frontiers Analysis

In the appendices, a full explanation of each of the analytical approaches used is given.  

The report includes a summary of conclusions and implications.
Other Data used in this Report

Throughout the course of the report we have, where appropriate, compared results with other relevant studies Ipsos MORI have recently been involved with. This includes a national survey on local government, commissioned by the Local Government Association. Completed in February 2007, the survey is based on 1,105 respondents aged 18 and above. 
Reference is also made to a number of other reports published by Ipsos MORI using data available from the 2006/7 wave of BVPI surveys. This includes Frontiers of Performance in Local Government IV: Place Shapers or Shaped by Place which looks at actual and predicted levels of satisfaction with the Council and Anti-Social Behaviour: People, Place & Perceptions which examines actual and predicted levels of anti-social behaviour perceptions.
Reference is also made to research recently completed for the Highways, Transportation and Waste Management department of Leicestershire County Council, based on 1,102 Leicestershire residents aged 16+ completed in February 2007.  We also look at the Leicestershire dataset for the Sport England survey, run for the Department of Culture, Media and Sport, as well as the BVPI Libraries survey, recently carried out in Leicestershire.
Survey Methodology for the BVPI General Survey
Before we move into the main section of the report, it is wise to set out the approach used to collect the data which forms the basis of much of the analysis you will see.  All the extra analysis contained in this document is based on the County Council’s BVPI General User Survey.    
A postal self-completion methodology was prescribed for 2006/07 BVPI General User Survey.  The sampling frame prescribed by the Audit Commission and Communities and Local Government (CLG) is the small-user Postcode Address File (PAF).  As the Government wishes to be able to compare results across local authorities, it specified that data on all of the indicators must be collected using the principle of random selection. 

A random sample of 6,000 addresses from the PAF covering the Council’s area was downloaded from the Audit Commission’s website www.survey.bvpi.gov.uk.  Leicestershire County Council mailed out to 5,000 addresses, randomly selected from the PAF file using a random start point and then a ‘1 in 6’ approach to selection.  

The Audit Commission and CLG prescribed that the General Survey questionnaire template be used in full to collect the data.  The questions set in the questionnaire are those which the Government requires each authority to ask in order to measure performance indicators.  Altering the wording of questions or omitting questions is prohibited since it reduces the ability to make comparisons with other authorities using the same questionnaire.

The guidance specifies that authorities should “take all reasonable steps possible to maximise their response rates and should in no circumstances stop making efforts to boost them”.  For a postal survey, the guidance states that authorities should aim to maximise the response rate by sending out at least two reminder questionnaires.  All correspondence (including envelopes) had to include the authority logo.

Across the entire fieldwork period – from first mailout to the final ‘cut off’ date for the second reminder mailout – the overall adjusted response rate
 achieved is 49%.  

Weighting and Calculating Results

Once submitted to the Audit Commission, weighting was applied by CLG’s data processing supplier, Cobalt Sky, to a specification designed by the Office for National Statistics.  The appropriate weight for each individual respondent contained in the dataset was applied after submission of the raw unweighted data to the Audit Commission.  

In accordance with guidance, the base for questions is “valid responses” or all those providing an answer. Those stating don’t know or who do not complete the question are excluded from the calculations.  The base size may, therefore, vary from question to question, and from the total sample size, depending on the extent of non response.

Summary and Implications of this Analysis
This report looks primarily at the results of the 2006 Local Government Residents Survey as they relate to Leicestershire, but also draws on a range of other survey work carried out by MORI and pre-existing County Council service satisfaction data including MORI highways satisfaction surveys, the national Active People Survey and various surveys of service users including libraries and country parks.  

National Context

The report highlights the decline in satisfaction with Councils nationally, although the decline now seems to be slowing. Satisfaction with local authorities has been in decline since the last adjustment to the way local government is funded in 2003-4 (the year in which a rise of 12.9% to the average council tax bill was recorded). Average satisfaction with Councils is now at 54%. County Council satisfaction has fallen by 4% since 2003 (though some of this can be explained by Councils moving away from face to face survey methodologies). The average County satisfaction score is now 50%. 

Leicestershire Context

Leicestershire County Council satisfaction (BV3) is down 6%, slightly more than the trend and places the County 4 percentage points below average (though there is a 2% margin of error on the data). However our Frontiers of Performance analysis, which seeks to take account of the socio-economic circumstances in which local authorities operate, shows Leicestershire to be performing at or around where we would expect it to be (taking account of the confidence intervals attached to the data), with the authority recording 46% for BV3 and our own predicted level of satisfaction for the authority standing at 49%. 

However Leicestershire satisfaction results place the County someway behind the top performing areas for resident satisfaction.  The report attempts to uncover the factors behind this.  

County Council Image   

The County Council scores comparatively well on key image perceptions relating to value for money (just 2% below the highest County score) and above average on efficiency and trustworthiness.  The public do appear to recognise more than they do in other parts of the country that the authority is efficient and trustworthy and that it provides good value for money.

Most other perceptions of the Council including that it is making areas better, safer, greener, promoting the interests of residents, acting on their concerns and treating all people fairly are positive and match the average for other counties. 

However the report shows that what the best counties (here defined as those which emerge from our Frontiers of Performance analysis most favourably) seem to be able to do is really make residents notice that they are contributing to making areas cleaner, greener and safer. 

These are exactly the factors, along with good performance on visible services, to emerge from our national analysis which shows the key drivers behind overall satisfaction with local authorities.

Drivers of Satisfaction

Analysis of the correlations between the answers Leicestershire residents gave to the survey show that the positive perceptions of efficiency, trustworthiness and people getting on well have been a positive influence on overall satisfaction. The only aspects having a negative influence are perceptions of teenagers hanging around on the streets and rubbish and litter lying around.     

Our national research shows that waste collection and environmental services are key contributing factors to how the public view councils generally – this will also have an impact on perceptions of the County Council because of confusion amongst the public between County and Districts responsibilities in two tier areas. 

Analysis of the written comments to the survey show confusion amongst the public about which Council provides which services. Indeed the biggest area of negative comment in the County survey relates to changes to a two weekly bin collection service. This change seems to have had a negative impact on both County Council satisfaction and individual District Council satisfaction.   

Service Satisfaction  

One of the patterns we have seen in the national BVPI results is the continued existence and even widening of the gap between overall image and service satisfaction.  While overall image is static or in decline, service scores – and especially for cleaning and greening services – have been rising.  This is certainly what we have seen played out in Leicestershire County Council’s results.  The overall satisfaction score falls some way short of the average satisfaction score for all services covered in the survey.  

The report also highlights the many positive service user satisfaction scores in Leicestershire including Libraries (95%), Parks and Open Spaces (95%), Household Waste Sites (95%), Sports and Leisure (72%), and Bus Service (65%). Ipsos MORI surveys also show an improving trend of satisfaction with Leicestershire highways services.   

Whilst these need to be considered carefully, because of modal differences, they do suggest that service users are satisfied with the core services provided by the County Council.  It must be remembered that resident satisfaction in an exercise such as the BVPI survey is diluted by the indifference or lower levels of reported satisfaction of non-users in the reporting of Best Value performance indicators based on all respondents.  This approach is applied everywhere and so is not just a problem in Leicestershire.  

However whilst the service satisfaction data points to a number of areas of positive satisfaction there is also scope to improve service satisfaction scores further.  This points to the importance of the Council continuing to seek improved satisfaction scores in targeted areas for example from its significant investments in library refurbishment, recycling and household waste sites and  museums in order to increase satisfaction with the Council overall. 

Analysis of resident satisfaction data for aspects of customer service also shows the Council to be slightly behind the average for other Counties. The County Council has already identified customer service improvements as one of its priorities and is implementing a new customer service centre as part of its improvements. The results confirm the Council’s approach to improving satisfaction in this area.        

Confusion over Services in Two Tier Areas

Staying with services, evidence from a national survey recently carried out for the Local Government Association (illustrated in the table below) helps to highlight the lack of clarity about service responsibilities in the minds of residents living in two-tier areas.  

	Service
	County responsibility
	District responsibility
	Both responsible

	Primary Schools
	63
	16
	10

	Libraries
	59
	29
	7

	Street cleaning
	19
	63
	9

	Refuse collection
	14
	76
	6


Here is where it becomes vital to look at the performance of districts on key services.  While there is ‘two-way traffic’, some of these services are significant ‘dissatisfiers’.  In other words, high levels of dissatisfaction with them will have a significant impact on overall perceptions.  Bringing this down to a local level, there are indeed broad variations in how these services are delivered in Leicestershire, and indeed some poor performances. 

As you will see further on in this report, our national data also shows the impact that a resident’s views of the government of the day can have on perceptions of local councils.  All of this needs to be considered in arriving at an objective view of how well an authority such as Leicestershire is doing.  

Grasping the Place Shaping Agenda

The 2006 Resident Survey straddles some issues focusing purely on County Council service satisfaction but many that relate to the Council’s community leadership role in areas of partner or partnership activity including anti-social behaviour, sports/leisure, cultural services, parks/open spaces, housing, planning and overall satisfaction with the area as a place to live. It is in this area that some of the improvements need to be focussed.         

Through the strengthening of Local Strategic Partnerships (with each upper and single tier authority taking responsibility for the Local Area Agreement), the move towards a lighter touch performance management framework under CAA, local government generally will continually be pushed to adopt a more area- and user-focussed role.

Within this broad thrust there are great opportunities for the ambitious to grasp the place shaping agenda and really seek to change residents’ quality of life.  With this will come a positive change in perceptions.  This report points to some obvious areas such as taking a strong lead on tackling crime through Crime and Disorder Reduction Partnerships, and creating more cohesive communities, but there are also potentially risky but high reward actions such as changing resident behaviour in areas such as health, recycling, transport usage (through social marketing mechanisms such as road charging schemes and parking regulations).

The Communications Challenge 

Brought together, this mixture of factors represents a distinct communications challenge for the authority as leader of the County LSP – one which needs to focus on raising awareness about what the County Council and its partners do and then improving perceptions of the authority’s and partners services. The next stage being for Leicestershire Together to communicate its relevance in terms of the difference it makes to the lives of local residents.  

The communications message is not a new one, and it is important to state that it very much plays a part in a wider sweep of activities which revolve around delivering quality services.  However, it is worth noting that of all the bivariate analyses (i.e. one variable against another) we have run on this year’s national BVPI data, we again find the strongest relationship between residents feeling informed and overall satisfaction.
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There is a need for greater sophistication using other techniques apart from  the Council’s newspaper.  Some of the best communicators in Local Government take great pains to bring real life situations and narratives to their communications, constantly focussing on success stories around interventions in local areas and with individual citizens, being clear about the difference made in each case.  What three messages would senior managers and service directors like to communicate to Leicestershire residents?

Conclusion on Main Recommended Areas for Action 

There is no one single driver of public satisfaction. The Council, together with its partners, needs to tackle a number of different issues to ensure improvements in the overall satisfaction of residents including:-

1. Improving the communication of partnership activities and achievements to improve quality of life and of performance on these;

2. Improving the perceptions of services amongst non-users through better communications;

3. Ensuring improvements in the most visible public services – such as cleaner/greener issues, nuisance, town centre improvements, teenagers on the streets and anti-social behaviour, waste collection and recycling by a strong partnership approach and using the opportunities of the LAA; 

4. Ensuring increasing resident satisfaction comes through from targeted improvement in the County Council’s own services including libraries, museums, household waste sites, bus information and customer services;

5. Maintaining the Council’s good public perceptions for efficiency, trustworthiness and value for money.              
MAIN FINDINGS

The National Context
First we look at how the reputation of local government has changed across time, using the national programme of BVPI General User surveys.  The following chart shows the general slowing in the decline of satisfaction we have seen since 2003, as recorded in the DCLG’s General Survey National Report
.  Average satisfaction with local authorities in England stands at 54%.  
When all counties are considered, we see that satisfaction has fallen by four percentage points since 2003, but this represents a slowing on the previous fall of eight percentage points.  Removing the eight county councils switching from a face-to-face to a postal methodology (the authority type where this pattern is most prevalent) has the effect of moving the figure charting the change across time from -4 percentage points to zero.  
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Over this time, unitary and metropolitan authorities (not featured in the chart) have recorded a decline of 2 percentage points to 50% and 52% satisfied, respectively.  
But what are the underlying reasons for this trend.  The slowing certainly reflects the fact that public opinion around local government and value for money has softened since the 2003/4 BVPI General User Satisfaction Survey, which took place at the time of a national average council tax increase of 12.9%.  Since then, we have continued to see rises in the levels of council tax, but these have been much closer to the prevailing rate of inflation.  However, tracking data shows that the public continue to take a dim view on the ability of local government generally to provide value for money.  
Leicestershire: the Local Context
Overall Satisfaction

In this section we look at how residents view the authority as a whole.  The chart below shows the Leicestershire County Council’s trend in overall satisfaction (BV3) over time, as well as average, upper and lower scores.   
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Leicestershire County Council has seen a fall of six percentage points across time.  The Council is in the bottom quartile of County Councils for this headline measure, some four percentage points behind the average BV3 score for this type of authority.  Later on in this report, we look at the authority’s performance on key public perception measures, alongside those of County Councils recording the highest levels of satisfaction under BV3.
Predicting Public Satisfaction with Leicestershire County Council
But how good is Leicestershire County Council’s performance, given what we know about the prevailing socio-economic circumstances in which the authority operates?  We can use Ipsos MORI’s Frontiers of Performance analysis to establish predicted levels of satisfaction for each local authority in the country, accounting for factors such as deprivation, the rurality of an area, and composition of the population in terms of age, social grade and ethnicity.  We use BV3 gathered through the BVPI General User survey to ensure uniformity of the measure of overall satisfaction.

The anticipated level of satisfaction with Leicestershire County Council’s emerging from our Frontiers model is 49%.  While this is three percentage points ahead of actual satisfaction, the margins of error attached to the data (three percentage points in each case) mean that the County Council is operating on or about its frontier of performance.  

	Authority Name
	Actual BV3 2006/7
	Predicted 2006/7
	Difference

	Leicestershire 
	46
	49
	-3


A full list of County Councils is appended, and looking at Leicestershire’s position in this list may lead a four star authority such as this to question how it can improve satisfaction scores to the levels recorded in the highest scoring areas.
The remainder of this report now seeks to explain the situation in Leicestershire.  It does so by examining image and service satisfaction scores generally, and through the application of statistical analyses such as Key Driver Analysis.    
Aspects of Council Image 

The chart below compares results for Leicestershire with those for other County Councils surveyed by Ipsos MORI, rather than data for all Councils which are yet to be published.  We cover all other major aspects of image which are included in the BVPI General User survey questionnaire
Leicestershire County Council performs well on value for money (just two percentage points below the highest County score).  However, it is important to note that, for even the best performing County, fewer than half of all residents agree that the Council provides good value for money.  Leicestershire County Council also achieves results above the Ipsos MORI County average both for efficiency and trustworthiness.  There is also less agreement (on what is a negative image statement) than there is across other Ipsos MORI counties that the council is remote and impersonal.
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For aspects of image relating to area and place shaping, there is a gap between Leicestershire’s scores and those of the strong performers.  Looking at how the authority communicates its work in making the area, cleaner, greener, safer and generally better as a place to live will be important as the role of place shaping develops.  Around half of residents agree that Leicestershire promotes the interests of local residents, which is about average for County authorities and some 7 percentage points below the top performing authority. 
A Comparison with the Top Performing Counties


Here we examine Leicestershire County Council’s performance alongside that of the top performing county authorities to emerge from Ipsos MORI’s Frontiers of Performance analysis.  These are the authorities for which overall satisfaction exceeds predicted satisfaction by the largest margin.  

The analysis below considers how Leicestershire compares with the top performing counties (where we have data) on the range of corporate image statements. It is the Counties, of all the authority types, come closest to achieving their predicted satisfaction levels. Results in Leicestershire are above the Ipsos MORI County average on statements relating to value for money, efficiency and trustworthiness and around the average for the remaining aspects. The picture is, however, different for the top performing councils.

Although Dorset outperforms Leicestershire on the majority of these image statements, the pattern is quite erratic.  Strong performances on residents considering that the Council is working to make their area safer and on perceived trustworthiness are aspects achieving significantly higher levels of agreement in Dorset – gaps of twelve and seven percentage points respectively.  In contrast, ratings for value for money and treating all types of people fairly are comparable.
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A more consistent pattern is visible when comparing Norfolk to Leicestershire. Norfolk consistently achieves slightly higher levels of agreement (around five percentage points higher) for most statements, the exception being value for money where the gap closes to two percentage points.  Only higher levels of agreement that the council is remote and impersonal reflect more negatively on Norfolk County Council.
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Comparisons with Shropshire Council show a similar erratic pattern to that of Dorset, although the smallest County in the country outperforms Leicestershire on a number of different measures.  In particular, agreement that the council is making the local area a better place to live and cleaner and greener is nine percentage points higher in Shropshire than it is in Leicestershire.  In contrast, levels of agreement that the council treats all types of people fairly are the same for both authorities.
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Exploring Key Drivers of Satisfaction

What Drives Overall Satisfaction?
Key Driver Analysis (KDA)
 can be used to explore some of the underlying factors which influence satisfaction.  The ‘variance’ in overall satisfaction with the authority, or the degree to which we can explain it, explained by our model is 45%.  This means that we have a strong model (no model ever produces a 100% variance, and it is exceedingly rare for the variance in any model to exceed 70%) and a good understanding of the factors most closely associated with overall satisfaction.  The largest positive influences over overall satisfaction are a belief that the council is efficient and well run, and that the council is trustworthy.  As we have seen above, these are factors for which Leicestershire receives positive scores compared to other County Councils.  

Following this, satisfaction with a range of user-specific services is shown to have the next largest positive influences over overall satisfaction.  As we will see later in this report, there is confusion among residents about who does what, hence the inclusion of district council services in the list of drivers.  It is nonetheless interesting that these services are shown to have an impact on perceptions of the County Council.
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After this, we see the emergence of ‘societal’ influences.  Seeing stability and understanding in communities has the same degree of influence in our model as thinking that teenagers hanging around on the streets is a problem, albeit one has a positive effect on overall satisfaction, while the other has a negative influence.  This points to the importance of being seen to tackle anti-social behaviour, an issue we return to later in this report.
Drivers of Overall Satisfaction: a National Comparison

It is encouraging to see that the model we run at the national level records practically the same level of influence over satisfaction with local authorities.  There are also similarities in terms of the factors driving satisfaction, although among a wider group of influencing factors, there is an emphasis on cleaning and greening services which does not appear in the Leicestershire data.  It is important to note that satisfaction with the tidiness of areas and key environmental services such as refuse collection do not feature on the County BVPI questionnaire, and therefore would not show up in our Leicestershire-specific analysis above.  However, over many studies of this nature, and as Ipsos MORI’s research which fed into the LGA’s Reputation Campaign shows, these are key contributing factors to how the public view local councils generally.  Given their importance, we look at these services in a Leicestershire context later in this report.
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However, there are other factors in the national model we ran recently for the LGA which are shown to have an effect on how residents view their local authority.  We can show these in this model because our questionnaire for the LGA contained a broader sweep of questions about how people view the performance of the government of the day and public services more generally.  
It is interesting, and indeed important to note that a positive view of how well the Government is running the country has the same influence over overall satisfaction as satisfaction that an area is being kept tidy and that the council is providing value for money.  In our model here, we see that the relative influence of perceptions of the Government stands at 7%; in the past, we have seen this figure rise to as high as 12%.
As we are seeing in our analysis of the national BVPI dataset, opportunities for decision making emerges as a relatively strong driver of satisfaction.  However, we are keen not to overstate this at this stage, as, typically those residents who report satisfaction come from older age cohorts and higher social grades.  Feeling informed also emerges as a key driver in our national sample, which is perhaps an indication that the survey included single- and lower-tier areas, where the proportion of residents reporting that they feel informed tends to be higher.
Who is most and least satisfied in Leicestershire?
CHAID
 analysis is designed to show the characteristics of a variable – in this case overall satisfaction.  A score is attached to each box in the chart below.  A score of 5 is equivalent to very satisfied, while a score of 1 equates to a score of very dissatisfied.  

Our analysis reveals that the primary predictor of satisfaction is age of respondent.  There is lower satisfaction among those aged under 65 (although we need to consider that the 18-44 age group does not emerge from the model as a discriminating factor), and a higher level of satisfaction among older residents.  As we make our way down the chart, we see that the highest scoring group – i.e. the one for which satisfaction is highest is residents aged over 65, living in rented accommodation with a partner.  
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The group who are least satisfied tend to be aged under 65, living in accommodation other than rented accommodation for less than 10 years, and also suffering from a long-term illness.

Value for Money

We saw above that Leicestershire County Council outperforms the Ipsos MORI average for County authorities and their ability to deliver value for money.  Again, when we look at a Key Drivers Analysis we see a strong model.  Over 60% of the variance in perceptions around value for money can be explained by the associations shown in the chart below.  Believing that the Council is efficient and well run has, relatively speaking, the strongest association with positive views on value for money by some considerable distance.  Holding the view that the authority is trustworthy and then that it is doing a good job in making the area a better place to live are also proven through this analysis to be strong drivers of perceived value for money.
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Again, a sign that exposure to anti-social behaviour has a creeping and negative influence (albeit a small one), the only one negative influence is respondents registered the view that people not treating each other with respect is a problem.

We have again run this analysis at a national level, using a wider array of potential influencing factors.  In this instance, we see that residents feeling they are informed about the work of local authorities has a positive influence on the perception that councils provide value for money, while again, holding positive views on the national government also drives positive perceptions of value for money in local government (13% and 12% influence respectively). 

Who thinks the County Council delivers Value for Money?

Gender is the first discriminating factor when we run CHAID analysis on agreement that Leicestershire County Council provides value for money.  Women receive the higher score, indicating they are more likely than men to agree that the authority provides value for money.  The highest scoring group overall are women aged 65+, who have lived in the area for more than 5 years.  At the other end of the spectrum, it is men younger than 65, not renting from council and who have lived in the local area for over 20 years who are least likely to hold the view that the County Council provides value for money.
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Making the Area a Better Place to Live

Key Drivers Analysis again shows a reasonably strong relationship between the influencing factors and the view that the County Council is making the area a better place to live.  Here though, it is telling that some of the key influencing factors fall under the remit of lower tier authorities.  This is illustrative of the general confusion among residents about who does what.  However, some 31% of the variation in this view is explained by our model, and the factors identified below. 

Satisfaction with opportunities to participate and the ability to influence decisions have the largest positive influence, whereas those perceiving rubbish and litter lying around to be a problem show a similar level of negative influence. Satisfaction with services such as public transport information, sports and leisure facilities and housing services along with understanding in communities each have a similar, positive, level of influence in our model. 
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How does Satisfaction vary across Leicestershire?
A county covers many different types of area - from rural areas to urban cores, from areas with a high concentration of industry to those with virtually none, and from areas of acute deprivation to prosperous communities.  Areas are also served by different lower tier authorities.  It is important to consider these factors when looking at how well an authority is seen to be performing by its population.
Comparing Leicestershire County Council’s results by District

Satisfaction with the County Council is highest in relatively deprived Charnwood and affluent Harborough.  Hinckley and Bosworth records the lowest satisfaction scores with the County Council.   The most deprived district, North West Leicestershire records the next lowest level of satisfaction.
	District Area (n = responses)
	BV3 (% Overall Satisfied)

	Charnwood (491)
	51

	Harborough (277)
	51

	Oadby & Wigston (186)
	50

	Blaby (307)
	47

	Melton (179)
	43

	NW Leicestershire (313)
	42

	Hinckley and Bosworth (186)
	39


Considering Deprivation (National)
We can examine the relationship between deprivation - as an indicator of the prevailing social and economic climates - and overall satisfaction.  In 2006-7, overall, we have seen a slight weakening of the relationship between the two variables.  This relationship is especially weak for County Councils, although this ‘flatlining’ is to be expected given that the size of authority masks local texture.  However, it is worth looking at how results differ between counties.  Dorset is only marginally more deprived than an area like Leicestershire and records the highest satisfaction rating.  However, somewhere like Durham is more deprived than both and still registers a score similar to Leicestershire’s.
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Considering Deprivation (Leicestershire)

Bringing the data down to a more local level leads to a considerable strengthening of the relationship between satisfaction and deprivation.  This is illustrated by the sharp increase in the r-squared or correlation on the chart below (0.22).  This first chart shows satisfaction with the County Council broken down by district area.  Satisfaction is highest in Harborough, which is the least deprived area, although Charnwood records the same score.  The broad message is that those areas sitting above the line are recording better satisfaction scores than we would expect to see when we consider the levels of deprivation in the areas they serve.  For those sitting below the line, we would expect to see better satisfaction scores.
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When we look at the district scores (for which we have a larger number of responses per district), we see the relationship between deprivation and satisfaction grow further (the correlation now stands at 0.28).  
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As can be seen from the previous series of charts, satisfaction with county and district authorities varies by district.  We would expect to see generally higher ratings for the district councils because of the more strategic nature of County Council services and the less visible nature of adult social care and childrens services.  

Considering Services
Service Satisfaction 

The chart below shows how Leicestershire County Council’s service-related BV scores compare to the scores recorded in all other county authorities.  It is important to note that these official Best Value Performance Indicator scores are based on all survey respondents, and not on the views of users.  They do, however, provide comparison across all local authorities.
The broad pattern is that Leicestershire performs below average for the cultural services covered in the Best Value General User Survey questionnaire, but above average on environmental services (local tip and household waste recycling).
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It is important to consider the views of users though.  We would expect the views of users to be more positive, because non-users tend to have lower levels of service knowledge and their ambivalence dilutes the positive perceptions of their counterparts.  It is clear that local tips and household recycling centres are not large satisfiers (i.e. users of this service appreciate their functionality, but little more, and are therefore only marginally more satisfied than our full BVPI General Survey sample).  
However, the differences between levels of satisfaction among users and the full sample become more marked with other services such as libraries, sports facilities, and parks and open spaces (obviously there is some district ‘overspill’ here).  It is important to consider how the Council can address the gap between wider perceptions and the more positive reality or user experience of service users.  
Evidence from Elsewhere

Satisfaction can rise still further though – a function of postal research is that it elicits more negative responses than other survey methods.  The Libraries Survey (part of the compulsory set of surveys carried out under the Best Value and CPA regime) shows that satisfaction with Leicestershire libraries stands at 95%.  This survey is actually administered within libraries themselves and is based on some 11,000 responses.  Similarly, a telephone survey carried out for the County Council in 2006 records a satisfaction rating of 87% among Leicestershire residents for this service.  

A similar survey carried out in the early part of 2006/7 recorded satisfaction levels of 69% and 80% respectively for museums and galleries and parks and open spaces, as well as satisfaction scores of 65% and 95% for the local bus service and the local household waste and recycling centre.  All of these scores compare favourably with the results emerging from the 2006 BVPI General User Survey.  
Similarly, we see through the Active People survey carried out by the Department for Culture, Media and Sport, that satisfaction with sports and leisure activities stands at 72% across Leicestershire as a whole, compared to 70% nationally and 63% among our sample of users as identified through the BVPI General User Survey.  Again, this survey is based on a large number of responses (1,000 in each district council area).
The Ipsos MORI surveys for the County’s Highways, Transportation and Waste Management Department also points to a more positive picture, and indeed an upward trend, regarding residents’ views of Highways services.

Looking at Key District Services

Earlier in this report we said we would return to key district services - particularly cleanliness of area and waste collection - which we know to have a strong influence over satisfaction in local public services generally, but which we have also seen emerge in this analysis as local drivers.  Given the confusion about service delivery, it is interesting to look for variations in service performance to establish whether perceptions of district and county council at the lower tier level are affected.
	
	Service Performance

	AUTHORITY 
	Satisfaction with Cleanliness
	Satisfaction with waste collection
	Satisfaction with recycling

	Blaby
	85
	89
	86

	Oadby and Wigston
	71
	68
	74

	Hinckley and Bosworth
	69
	64
	64

	Harborough
	65
	61
	64

	Melton
	61
	62
	69

	North West Leicestershire
	61
	71
	74

	Charnwood
	60
	70
	74

	National Mean
	69
	79
	72


We see considerable underperformance on waste collection with six out of the seven districts falling short of the national mean for this core service.  Underperformance also seems to be the general trend when we consider district scores on cleanliness of areas.  In this instance, four out the seven lower-tier authorities sit below the national district average.  Indeed, five out of the seven Leicestershire districts fall in the bottom quartile for domestic waste collection, while four fall within the same band for cleanliness.  
In Charnwood, where satisfaction with cleanliness is some nine points adrift of the national average and is the lowest in Leicestershire, we see the County outperform the district in terms of overall satisfaction (BV3). 

However, Blaby and Oadby and Wigston are strong performers on satisfaction with cleanliness of area.  Hinckley and Bosworth is also level with the national average.  Blaby in particular outperforms the national mean for district councils by a considerable distance.  
Again, on waste collection Blaby performs extremely well, and is ahead of the national average once more.  Blaby District Council still collects residual waste on a weekly basis.  These findings do indicate why the gap between lower and upper tier BV3 scores is particularly pronounced in this district.  Oadby and Wigston is also a strong performer on satisfaction with household waste collection, and again this strong performance is reflected in a relatively strong overall satisfaction rating among residents.  
The Gap between Service Satisfaction and Overall Satisfaction (National)
It is generally accepted that service satisfaction and measures of overall reputation are diverging.  The former is improving, and especially on key cleaning and greening services, while we have already seen that the latter is down by one percentage point overall and by four percentage points for County authorities in the 2006/7 BVPI General User Satisfaction Survey).

The main Frontiers report uses the BV3 (overall satisfaction with authority) score from the BVPI General User Satisfaction Surveys Ipsos MORI carried out, along with an average service satisfaction score
 for each authority, to look at the differences, both positive and negative, which appear at authority level.  We also look at which type of authority has the best corporate image in relation to service satisfaction.  

The broad pattern is not an encouraging one.  In 2003/4, we found that fifteen local authorities surveyed by us managed to generate an overall satisfaction score larger than their service average score.  In 2006/7, only three authorities achieve this, all of whom have excellent CPA judgements to their name.

	Authority Type
	Average Overall Satisfaction BV3 (%)
	Service Delivery Average (%)
	GAP (percentage points)

	District
	56
	68
	-12

	County
	51
	69
	-18

	Unitary
	51
	70
	-19

	Metropolitan Borough
	51
	69
	-18

	London Borough
	54
	63
	-9


It is also interesting to note that County Councils, with service provision mainly centring on key strategic services such as education and social services, have to contend with a much larger gap between overall satisfaction and average service satisfaction scores.  This indicates that Counties generally find it harder to get the credit they deserve than their district and counterparts.

An authority-by-authority analysis of those Counties studied by Ipsos MORI shows that Leicestershire’s performance relative to other councils of this type matches the average score (the County Council’s gap between its service average and its BV3 score is eighteen percentage points).  We can see in the chart below that authorities such as Buckinghamshire and Dorset have the lowest service gaps between their average service score.  It is interesting that those authorities faring worst (i.e. those at the top of the chart below) are typified by their proximity to poor performing lower tier or single tier areas, or by their poor overall reputation (usually linked to governance issues and reported on widely in the press), which takes time to turn around.  
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As well as closing the perceptions gap Leicestershire needs to boost overall service satisfaction scores, for example through its investments in new libraries, household waste sites and bus information.
Looking at Complaints Handling and Further Comments to Understand Residents’ Views
What do People Complain about?

Looking at the areas of the BVPI General User Survey Questionnaire in which respondents are invited to describe why they complained to their local authority or in which they are asked to give further comments on the council is again instructive.  In the case of Leicestershire, analysis shows that 174 out of 328 (53% of) complaints do not relate directly to the activity of the county authority or fall within its remit.  Twenty two complaints related to joint activity.  
The profile of the non-county council complaints features in the chart below.  
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Fewer complaints (132) relate directly to the work of the County Council, and are spread across the departments as indicated in the chart below.  Under the Highways, Transport and Waste Management heading the list of complaints is varied, although, the largest numbers are attracted towards roads and traffic, trees and hedges, and public transport provision.  This is largely to be expected, given the more visible nature of these services compared to adult social care and childrens services, and the higher prominence of ‘amenity services’ in the BVPI survey.
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Further Literal Comments: What else do People have to say?
Similarly, of the 590 comments provided at the end of the BVPI questionnaire, over a third (243) were unrelated to the work of the County Council and cover district responsibilities as well as broader quality of life, cross-cutting issues.  These are illustrated in the chart below.
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There are obvious correlations here with messages we see emerging from our broader national work which frequently shows value for money and council tax levels to be pertinent issues for local residents, as well as tackling anti-social behaviour and getting refuse collection right.  On this last point, this is a service for which we have already noted variable levels of service satisfaction across the districts within Leicestershire.

Two hundred and sixty six ‘other’ comments did relate to the work of the County Council.  Eighteen of these were positive.  As with the reasons cited for complaints, most comments relating to County Council activity concern Highways and Waste Management (184).  Remarks were made in the following numbers:

· Bus service (34 comments),

· Parking enforcement/parking (30), 

· Traffic/congestion (21),  
· Roads (20),

· Facilities for young people (16)

· Education (12)

· Tips/recycling (10), and
· Concessionary travel (8).

Again, there is a broad range of evidence in this section which suggests that the public is in large parts unclear about service responsibilities across the different authority types, and even across public services more generally.  

Complaints Handling 

Following on from the above analysis, we can see how confusion about service responsibilities can lead to low levels of satisfaction when we look at complaints handling.  Indeed, stripping out non-County complaints from the results shows an increase in satisfaction with complaints handling to 41%, a figure somewhat higher than the published figure. 

The chart below shows that just one in three respondents to the BVPI General User Survey are satisfied with the way Leicestershire County Council responded to their complaint.  This is by no means unusual and across the full range of English County authorities, the average level of satisfaction with complaints handling stands at 34%, with the upper limit being 43%.  
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More General Customer Care
Here we look at the views of residents who have contacted the council on various aspects of customer care and compare Leicestershire’s results to those gathered in other Ipsos MORI authorities.  There are few differences in the perceived standard of customer care between Ipsos MORI county authorities and the wider spread of 130 local authorities studied by us in 2006/7. 
 [image: image27.emf]Source: Ipsos MORI

Aspects of Customer Care

= All Ipsos MORI CCs

66%

64%

70%

72%

62%

71%

70%

69%

73%

74%

66%

72%

69%

67%

71%

72%

64%

69%

How helpful staff were

Final outcome

Any information given

Length of time to deal with 

person contacted

Ease of finding right person

Satisfaction with…

= All Ipsos MORI councils

=Leicestershire CC

How competent staff were


Perhaps of note though is the fact that the proportion of residents satisfied with the final outcome is some six percentage points behind the score recorded in other Ipsos MORI county authorities.  

Communication

Leicestershire County Council’s rating on communication is again in line with scores recorded across the County Councils for whom Ipsos MORI carried out a BVPI General User Survey.  Where our County Council average is 46%, one percentage point fewer (45%) in Leicestershire report that they feel informed about the County Council and the services and benefits it provides.  

Who is most informed?

We have run CHAID analysis to ascertain which groups are most and least informed.  Employment status is the strongest predictor of level of reported information about the local authority.  Residents who are retired or looking after the home fall on the positive side of the analysis.  Meanwhile, all others record a more negative score.  It is men aged 65+, who are retired or looking after the home and living in rented accommodation who receive the highest score (3.6) and who are therefore best informed about the council and its work.
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At the other end of the scale, residents aged under 45 who have lived in the local area for over 20 years and are neither retired nor looking after the home are least well informed.       
But what do People really know about their Council?
Findings from a recent survey carried out for the Local Government Association point to the confusion that residents feel when they are forced to consider which authorities hold which responsibilities in two–tier areas.  The chart below shows the difficulty people have in identifying service responsibilities.  

One in seven think that the County Council is responsible for refuse collection, while a quarter state that the district council provides library services.  Other strategic services provided by the County are also misaligned to districts in significant proportions.  A further quarter say social services are provided by the district authorities, while over one in seven report that districts deliver education services.  With a third saying that housing falls under the remit of the County Council, findings such as these do illustrate the wide array of perceptual factors - some of which are wrong – which feed into residents’ views of local councils.
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The Effect of Anti-Social Behaviour
We indicated earlier in this document that raised perceptions of anti-social behaviour being a problem in local areas can have an adverse effect on how residents view their local authority.  Results for Leicestershire as a whole, as recorded in the BVPI General Survey at the end of 2006, are largely in line with those that Ipsos MORI has seen in other areas it has studied.  
The national data on aspects of local areas in need of improvement point to only one significant change in the last three years - providing young people with things to do.  Indeed, this is something which has received much media coverage at a national level recently, due to high profile incidents involving knife and gun crime and general acts of anti-social behaviour.  Although the proportion of Leicestershire residents saying that teenagers hanging around the streets is only one percentage point ahead of the average from Ipsos MORI authorities (and is therefore not statistically significant), we must still consider that over one in five residents across the county perceive young people on the streets to be a very big problem.
Positive exceptions are parents not taking responsibility for the behaviour of their children and drug use and dealing, both of which are perceived to be lesser problems than they are by residents in other county areas.  However, it is once more worth emphasising that these anti-social behaviours are considered a very big problem in local areas by one in five and one in eight respectively.
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Frontiers of Anti-social Behaviour

Ipsos MORI has undertaken a similar Frontiers analysis on anti-social behaviour aspects using data collected from the 2006/7 BVPI General User Surveys.  This uses a seven strand anti-social behaviour index aggregating the extent to which residents classify different local issues as being problematic in their local area. 

The analysis firstly identifies a number of exogenous factors (like deprivation and population density) that, using regression-based analysis, show a strong relationship with, and impact on, residents’ views. The data is then linked to perceptions of anti-social behaviour (measured using the seven strand index) to see how these compare across areas taking account of local circumstance.

	Authority Name
	Actual ASB score (Home Office 7 strand index 2006/7
	Predicted 2006/7
	Difference

	Blaby
	12
	19
	-7

	Oadby & Wigston
	19
	23
	-4

	NW Leicestershire
	18
	21
	-3

	Leicestershire CC
	17
	19
	-2

	Harborough
	13
	14
	-1

	Charnwood
	20
	21
	-1

	Melton
	18
	18
	0

	Hinckley & Bosworth
	21
	20
	+1


For all but two of the authorities the results show actual levels of perceived anti-social behaviour lower than predicted levels.   This is a positive result as it indicates residents perceive anti-social behaviour to be less of a problem than is predicted given the socio-economic composition of each district authority area.  As with overall satisfaction levels previously commented on across the Leicestershire districts, we see Blaby with the best set of anti-social behaviour results and Hinckley & Bosworth the worst (results for the latter also link into the analysis of the qualitative comments picked up in the BVPI General Survey questionnaire, which show anti-social behaviour to be a concern).  There are clearly other factors at play, but being seen to be tackling anti-social behaviour - something important in everyone’s lives - does help to improve perceptions of local authorities.
APPENDICES
Understanding Survey Mode

We know from our BVPI experience and wider research experience in general that survey responses generally, including levels of satisfaction, are in some part, affected by the method of data collection.  Authorities undertaking their general surveys by face-to-face interview in 2003 and by postal self completion questionnaire in 2006 saw key satisfaction ratings at best suppressed and at worse decline substantially. 

In an exercise such as this, during which we draw on data from a variety of sources, it is important to understand the effect that survey mode can have.  In short, face-to-face surveying tends to produce more positive survey responses than telephone surveys, which are again more positive than self-completion methodologies (such as postal and email).

Below is a comparison of key BV results collected by means of postal self completion method as part of BVPI surveys and by telephone interview for the Council and Transport Satisfaction Survey undertaken in February 2007. Typical of our findings elsewhere we see that results from the telephone interview survey are consistently higher than results from the postal survey for Leicestershire as well as the combined average for Ipsos MORI County Council surveys.
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The Analysis Explained
This section provides an explanation of the Key Driver and CHAID analysis used in this report.
Key Driver Analysis 

Key Driver Analysis (or KDA) uses regression analysis to find the combination of answers to questions contained within a survey which can best explain a dependent or target variable (e.g. satisfaction with local councils).

The analysis shows two things. 

· Amount of variance around the target variable explained by the model.  This is referred to as the percentage explained.  On each chart, you will see a figure which indicates the percentage of the dependent or target variable explained by the model.   This is a measure of how well we can explain the variation in the dependent variable.  

· Relative strength – the influence the answers to questions make to the dependent variable.  If one factor has a relative strength of 20% and another of 10%, the first makes twice as much difference as the second.  These influencing factors can be both positive and negative. 

The charts in this report do not necessarily include all of the factors which have an influence over a model.  They include only the strongest influencing factors.  We also cannot draw comparisons between the relative strength of factors across different models (i.e. charts).  This is because each model is influenced by a different number of factors.
Here it is more appropriate to draw comparisons between the relative strengths of the models (i.e. 47% of the dependent explained by a model is better than 31%).

CHAID Analysis 

CHAID (CHi-squared Automatic Interaction Detector) analysis is a useful technique to split up or segment a population into different groups of people or types according to their tendency to exhibit a particular characteristic.  This characteristic could be exhibiting a behaviour (e.g. likelihood of stating an intention to do something) or holding a particular opinion (e.g. being very satisfied with the provision of a particular service or believing that the Government or Council is doing all it can to provide quality services to local people).

CHAID uses a two-stage statistical technique (based on CHI-squared analysis) to select:

· The key determinants or drivers (such as gender, age or other attitudes) of the characteristic; and

· For these key determinants (e.g. age), which levels or groups (e.g. age 60 plus) are the most likely to exhibit the characteristic and which levels (e.g. 16 – 34) are the least likely.

It has a similar function to Key Drivers Analysis (KDA) in that it tests the strength of association between a key characteristic or behaviour and other factors or responses to other questions in the survey.  However, CHAID is a more useful technique to explore the impact demographics or attitudes have on key characteristics or behaviours, enabling you to segment or cluster the population accordingly.  

Local Government Frontiers of Performance

County Council Results from Frontiers IV Report

The table below shows the full County Council results for our Frontiers of Performance IV analysis.  
	Authority Name
	Actual BV3 2006/7
	Predicted 2006/7
	Difference

	Derbyshire 
	55
	49
	6

	Dorset 
	57
	51
	6

	Shropshire 
	56
	50
	6

	Warwickshire 
	55
	49
	6

	Norfolk 
	54
	49
	5

	Buckinghamshire 
	55
	51
	4

	Hampshire 
	54
	51
	3

	Somerset 
	51
	50
	1

	Cheshire 
	52
	51
	1

	Hertfordshire 
	52
	51
	1

	West Sussex 
	52
	51
	1

	East Sussex 
	52
	51
	1

	Lancashire 
	50
	50
	0

	Surrey 
	52
	52
	0

	Suffolk 
	49
	49
	0

	Oxfordshire 
	50
	50
	0

	Staffordshire 
	49
	49
	0

	Cornwall 
	50
	50
	0

	North Yorkshire 
	50
	50
	0

	Devon 
	50
	51
	-1

	Durham County 
	48
	49
	-1

	Worcestershire 
	48
	50
	-2

	Cambridgeshire 
	48
	50
	-2

	Leicestershire 
	46
	49
	-3

	Nottinghamshire 
	46
	49
	-3

	Essex 
	48
	51
	-3

	Lincolnshire 
	46
	49
	-3

	Gloucestershire 
	47
	50
	-3

	Northumberland 
	46
	50
	-4

	Wiltshire 
	46
	50
	-4

	Cumbria 
	45
	49
	-4

	Kent 
	46
	50
	-4

	Northamptonshire 
	43
	48
	-5

	Bedfordshire 
	43
	50
	-7


Over half of all county councils are on or exceed their predicted target whereas 15 fall below.  One of the most striking results in 2006/7 is the narrowing of county results.  A note of caution here though, is that eight county councils have moved from face-to-face to postal survey approaches having, in some cases, a dramatic effect on position.  Both Kent and Wiltshire now both under-perform and Cheshire and Hertfordshire are now much closer to their predicted scores than they were in 2003/4.  The perception gap range of 13 percentage points (from +6 percentage points to -7 percentage points) is the lowest of all the authority types. Counties come closest to achieving predicted satisfaction levels.

Frontiers of Performance Methodology

Taking the same approach used in our previous ‘Frontiers of Performance’ reports, we have constructed a dataset for analysis that includes BVPI satisfaction figures for all local authorities in England.  Along with the satisfaction figures from this year’s surveys, we have collected information around a number of key demographic and economic factors that we know have an effect on satisfaction.  These include (but are not limited to) rurality, economic deprivation, ethnic fractionalisation (ethnic mix), social grade (NS-SEC), age, health, qualifications, work status, population churn (migration) and some indicators of income.  Where possible we have used the most up-to-date data to develop a model which enables us to start to predict the satisfaction levels we might expect to see in an authority, given prevailing local conditions.  

The first stage of the analysis is to ensure we are including those factors which have the largest impact on levels of satisfaction.  This is done by looking at the relationship between the satisfaction figures across all authorities and the key demographic and economic factors. Correlation coefficients were derived between the satisfaction measure (BV3) and each of the demographic/ economic factors.  This analysis confirmed the significant impact of levels of deprivation on satisfaction with local councils and also the importance of the extent to which an area is urban, to which it contains people in a certain sort of economic activity, as well as the age structure of a local population and council tax levels.  These economic and demographic factors can be viewed as those aspects that make service provision relatively more difficult.  

For further verification, a series of scatter-plots were created to diagnose any problems with the dataset, with the view to further enhancing the model.  These scatter-plots (which you have already seen) charted BV3 against a number of key predictor variables.  

Our final model is based on a technique called stepwise multiple regression.  The stepwise process is an iterative process which attempts to build an optimal prediction model by systematically adding (and where appropriate, removing) independent variables to the model. In the first iteration, no variables appear in the model, every independent variable is evaluated for its influence on the dependent variable. The most influential variable is accepted into the model, and the remaining independent variables are re-evaluated, adjusting for the influence of the variable that has entered the model. 
In between these ‘enter’ steps, the variables that are in the model are re-assessed, and any variables that are no longer significant (due to the addition of new variables into the model) are removed.  These enter and remove steps are repeated until no further variables are removed from or added to the model.
Once the model stabilises, the variables within the model are sense-checked. Wherever the direction of a variable’s influence contradicts common-sense or irrefutable previous evidence, this is noted. In addition, multicollinearity is checked. This is where two predictor variables within the model are strongly correlated, causing an overestimation of the influence of these variables. A statistic known as the Variance Inflation Factor is used to check for multicollinearity. If this value exceeds 10 for any variable, there is strong possibility of multicollinearity being present.  Variables that yield a high VIF are noted. If the model contains variables that are counter-intuitive or variables that display multicollinearity, the stepwise process is re-run from scratch, with the offending variables removed. 

After running the stepwise process as described above, four independent variables were selected for the model.  These are the Index of Multiple Deprivation (IMD), ethnic fractionalisation, council tax levels and the proportion of residents in routine occupations (NS-SEC 7).  A model using these inputs was used to calculate our expected (predicted) proportion of satisfied residents in each local authority.  

The predictive model specifies the amount of influence that each predictor exerts on the dependent variable in the form of the Beta coefficient. This shows the expected magnitude of change on the dependent variable for each unit increase/decrease of the predictor variable.  Essentially, the model is an average of the predictor variable values, weighted by the respective Beta coefficients. 

A separate prediction model was created for the district councils only, acknowledging inherent differences in the function and perceptions of these lower tier authorities in contrast with upper tier and unitary authorities.  Using the stepwise process outlined above, the derivation of a stable model was problematic. This was due to the relative homogeneity of responses, both on the dependent variable (e.g. overall satisfaction) and the independent variables, as compared with the complete dataset of all authorities.  As a result, there were many cases of multicollinearity, and a large number of variables were removed from consideration.

In resolving this problem, a novel solution was found. The stepwise process consistently found two variables to be strong and reliable predictors of BV3, namely IMD and NS-SEC7.  In the majority of cases, the multicollinearities detected were due to the variables’ high correlation to one of these two key predictors.  Correlation coefficients were calculated between every independent variable and the two key predictors to identify these strongly correlated variables.  A cut-off point of 0.3 was set a posteriori to maximise the number of retained variables and eliminate the variables that were likely to create multicollinearities.  Variables were retained for the stepwise process only if they yielded correlation coefficients of less than 0.3 for both key predictors. 

The resulting model selected six predictor variables. Two age-based indicators were included (proportion of people under 10 years of age, proportion of people between 16 and 19 years of age), as well as IMD, NS-SEC7, council tax levels and the proportion of people who live in a commercial building. [image: image32.png]
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� This does not allow for invalid addresses, vacant properties etc, which will be an element of any sample drawn from the Postal Address File.





� Best Value User Satisfaction Surveys 2006-07, General Survey National Report; May 2007; Department for Communities and Local Government.


� A full explanation of the Frontiers of Performance methodology is appended


� A full explanation of the Key Drivers Analysis approach is appended


� Again, a full explanation of CHAID analysis is appended.


� Here it is important to consider modal effect, an explanation of which is appended


� The service satisfaction score is based on all valid responses for universal services and service users for non-universal services.
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