Annex 2


BENCHMARKING SUFFOLK’S 2006/07 EXPENDITURE (Budget) AND PERFORMANCE

CONTEXT

1. The benchmarking report identifies and evaluates the council’s spending patterns compared with our performance. This should help us to better understand whether our absolute levels of resource and their distribution are appropriate, which in turn, can help inform decisions on the re-prioritisation of resources.  It might also be possible to identify areas where the management of services/ resources needs to be improved.

2. The data used for making the spending comparisons has been obtained from CIPFA’s statistical service. The most up to date information is based on the 2006/07 budgets.  The general comparative measure is “service expenditure per head of population”; with the exception of spending comparisons for Primary and Secondary Education which are also shown on a “per pupil” basis. Table 1, page 9 provides a summary analysis of SCC’s spending patterns when compared with all counties, our comparator group and the Eastern Region.

3. In terms of performance, BVPIs (2005/06 Best Value Performance Indicators) have been used because they provide reliable comparative data at a national level (national BVPI results are published annually by the Department for Communities and Local Government). However, they only provide an indication, or ‘snap-shot’ of certain types of performance within service areas and there are many other components that contribute to how Suffolk performs. In some areas there is only one BVPI whilst in others there are several and in those areas each BVPI has been treated separately for analysis. There are currently no BVPIs available to inform a judgement on performance in the following areas:- Special Education, Non School Funding, Nursery, Service Strategy, Adults with Physical, Learning, and Mental Health needs, Asylum Seekers, Other Adults, Supported Employment, Transport Planning, Policy & Strategy, Environmental Safety, Economic Development and other services.

4. Table 2 (page 10) provides a comparison, by service, of performance and spending. The first four (shaded) columns of performance data indicate our respective quartile position – the three columns to the right of this provide an indication of how performance compares year on year between 2005/06 to 2006/07 (the latest available trend). Note the figures used are from the 2005/06 BVPI set, as meaningful national data for 2006/07 will not be published by Government until December 2007. 

5. As always, there is a health warning when comparing inter-authority statistics.  However, it is possible to arrive at some broad conclusions from the comparisons, which might then need to be corroborated by other evidence.

Executive Summary

This report compares Suffolk’s 2006/07 spending (budgets) and performance with other authorities.  
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Comparison of Service level spend with all counties, shows that SCC has 12 services ranked in the lower quartile, 7 ranked below average, 4 ranked above average and 4 ranked in the upper quartile (based on the per pupil statistics for education - refer to table 1.)

Performance

There are a large proportion of BVPIs in the upper quartile for both the Fire and Rescue Service and Children & Families Services whilst spending in these key areas is lower quartile when compared to other County Councils.

In the area of Education, there are more BVPIs in the above average quartile (rather than below average) category of performance.  In particular, performance is above average in the areas of pupil absence in schools; GCSE attainment at grades A*- C and A* - G (English & Maths); and generally attainment at Key Stage 3 Level 5. Unfortunately, attainment of Levels 4 and 5 at Key Stage 2 English and Maths continue to be low. Key Stage 2 performance has been identified as a priority for action, targeting support at schools in the 3-tier system is a Local Area Agreement priority.

Spending on Older People Services is upper quartile when compared to other County Councils. This is reflected in the performance figures with all the BVPIs used to make a judgement being above average or higher, suggesting continued improvement in this area.

Performance in the area of Traffic Management & Road Safety is mixed when compared to other County Councils whilst spending is in the lower quartile. Of the 11 BVPIs used in making judgements, 6 suggest performance as below average or lower, and 5 suggest performance as above average or higher. It is also pleasing to report that progress in 2006/07* shows performance is improving further which should result in a higher proportion of BVPIs in the above average and higher thresholds.

Spending in the area of Roads & Bridges is above average whilst performance is generally below average, however the latest data for 2006/07* suggests performance in this area has further improved.

(* 2006/07 BVPI data is only provisional and does not reflect changes nationally until verified comparative data is published later this year). 

SPENDING COMPARISONS

6. The attached Table 1 (page 9) compares Suffolk’s spending with:

· All 34 County Councils

· Our comparator group of counties

· Eastern Region counties

The service heading descriptions are those used by the Government and CIPFA for compiling such data.  They are not always the same as our local descriptions but the differences are not significant.

	Comparator Group:

Cambridgeshire

Chesire

Derbyshire

Gloucestershire

Hampshire

Lincolnshire

Norfolk

Shropshire

Somerset

Staffordshire

Suffolk

Warwickshire

West Sussex

Wiltshire

Worcestershire

	Eastern Region:

Cambridgeshire

Norfolk

Essex

Bedfordshire

Hertfordshire

Suffolk


7. With reference to Table 1 within the larger services, there are significant variations in spending between services. 

	a) 
	Education
	
	Primary and Secondary Education are shown with two types of spending comparison: one on a per head of population basis (to be comparable with all other services) and one on a per pupil basis.  The two bases create contrasting quartile analyses and rankings but the “per pupil” data is the more meaningful.  The comparisons are affected by Suffolk’s middle schools, which tend to depress the “per pupil” costs for secondary schools and increase the costs for primary schools.

On a per pupil basis, spending in primary schools remains in the upper quartile with SCC ranked 2nd on spend within its comparator group and the highest spending authority when compared to other authorities in the Eastern Region. However, in terms of performance SCC has four BVPIs in the lower quartile and only one BVPI in the above average quartile. This indicates that whilst spending is high, performance is weaker. The high level of expenditure is linked to the large number of smaller Schools in Suffolk which increases costs. Poor performance at Key Stage 2 is a well understood problem. The School Organisation Review aims to make step change improvements through ending the current arrangement where in the three tier system there is split accountability for key stage two.

Spending in secondary schools remains in the lower quartile. The difference in spending between primary and secondary schools is largely due to the 3 tier school system operated in SCC referred to above. In terms of performance there are seven BVPIs in total. One is in the lower quartile and 6 are in the above average quartile.

The authority is currently undertaking a review of its LMS Funding formula which may result in changes to the funding for different age groups and so change the balance of spend between primary and secondary sectors.

Spending in special schools and non-school funding both remain below average. SCC also remains in the lower end of our comparator group and is average when compared against other authorities in the Eastern Region. 

This reflects previous decisions to delegate a high proportion of funding to schools, so reducing that available to fund non-school services.

SCC’s spending on nursery education, was a new category last year. Spending on nursery education for SCC remains in the lower quartile when compared with all counties. SCC is ranked 12th out of 15 when compared with our comparator group and we have the lowest spend when compared with other authorities in the Eastern Region. However, this trend must be treated with caution as it excludes the cost of private, voluntary, and independent early years provision which is the main source of nursery education in Suffolk.
There are no BVPIs for special schools, non-school funding or nursery.

Overall for Education SCC spending remains below average when compared with all Counties, we are ranked 8 out of 15 when compared with our comparator group and we are the second lowest spending authority in the Eastern Region. There are seven BVPIs in the above average quartile and five in the lower quartile although all BVPIs have improved year-on-year. The low level of funding is largely a result of the low level of DSG (Dedicated Schools Grant) received by Suffolk. DSG is a ring-fenced grant from the DfES which funds schools and a variety of closely related school support purposes such as early years, behaviour support, and pupil referral units. Suffolk’s DSG allocation is comparatively low compared to our peers.


	b) 
	Social Care
	
	Spending on service strategy remains in the lower quartile and this is consistent with our Comparator Group and Eastern Region rankings. There are no BVPIs for this service.
Spending on children and families has reduced from below average to the lower quartile and this trend is consistent with our ranking within our Comparator Group and the Eastern Region where we have the lowest level of spending. However, in terms of performance SCC has three BVPIs in the upper quartile and two above average. This indicates that whilst spending is below average, performance is good.
Spending on older people remains in the upper quartile and we have the highest recorded spending in this area within our Comparator Group and the Easter Region. In terms of performance there are four BVPIs which place us in the above average and the upper quartile.

Spending on adults with physical disabilities has increased from below to above average. This trend is also evident when our spending is compared with our comparator group (6 out of 15) and less so when compared with the Eastern Region (4 out of 6). There are no BVPIs for this service.
Spending on adults with learning disabilities has reduced significantly from above average to the lower quartile and we are ranked 11 out of 15 in our Comparator Group and the lowest spending authority within the Eastern Region. There are no BVPIs for this service.

Spending on adults with mental health needs remains above average. There are no BVPIs for this service.
Spending on asylum seekers remains below average. We are ranked 6 out of 15 within our Comparator Group and 4 out of 6 within the Eastern Region. There are no BVPIs for this service. The low level of spend must be understood in the context of Suffolk having few asylum seekers.
Spending on other adults also remains below average when compared with our comparator group however, we are ranked 4th and 2nd on spending when compared with our Comparator Group and the Eastern Region respectively. There are two BVPIs for other adults and SCC has one in the lower quartile and one in the above average quartile.
Spending on supported employment has reduced from above to below average whilst we are ranked mid table when compared with our Comparator Group and the Eastern Region. There are no BVPIs for this service.
Overall spending on social services remains above average and there are two BVPIs in the lower quartile, six above average and four in the upper quartile. 



	c)

(d)

(f)


	Highways and Transport

Fire, Libraries, Parks, Planning, Economic Development and Waste Management

Overall SCC Spending / Performance
	
	Spending on Public Transport remains in the upper quartile and SCC is ranked the highest spending authority when compared with both our Comparator Group and within the Easter Region. In terms of performance, there are two BVPIs in the above average quartile and one in the upper quartile. (Two of the BVPIs used to make a performance judgement about Public Transport are based on the BVPI User Satisfaction Survey results – public perception indicators – which are only undertaken once every three years).
Spending on Roads and Bridges rose last year from above average to the upper quartile but has reduced this year back to above average. This trend is consistent with our Comparator Group and Eastern Region rankings. However, in terms of performance there are two BVPIs in the lower quartile, two below average, one above average, and one in the upper quartile.
Spending on transport planning, policy and strategy remains in the lower quartile and there are no BVPIs for this service. 

Spending on environment, safety and routine maintenance, which was a new category last year, remains in the lower quartile and this trend is consistent when spending is compared with our Comparator Group and within the Eastern Region. There are no BVPIs for this service.
Last year spending on traffic management and road safety rose from the lower quartile to below average although this has reduced back to the lower quartile. SCC is ranked 14 out of 15 when compared with our Comparator Group and is the lowest spending authority within the Eastern Region. There are three BVPIs in the lower quartile, three below average, two above average, and three in the upper quartile. All ten BVPIs have improved year-on-year.
Overall SCC’s spending on Highways and Transport has reduced from above to below average and in terms of performance, there are five BVPIs in the lower quartile, five below average, five above average, and five in the upper quartile. Overall, performance is improving well on the previous year.

Spending on Fire remains in the lower quartile with SCC’s spending being ranked the lowest both within our comparator group and the Eastern Region. However in terms of performance there is one BVPI in the lower quartile, three below average, three above average and eight in the upper quartile which indicates that, although spend is low, performance is strong.

Spending on Libraries, Museums, Art Galleries also remains in the lower quartile and SCC is ranked 14 out of 15 when compared with our Comparator Group and we are the lowest spending authority within the Eastern Region. In terms of performance there are five BVPIs in the lower quartile*, one below average, and two in the upper quartile. (*Suffolk does not run any museums – which has a direct and unavoidable impact on the performance against the museums BVPIs so the lower quartile judgement is meaningless for comparing like for like with other counties – however, Suffolk does provide grant aid and supports museums in other ways).

Spending on Waste Management has risen from the lower quartile to below average although spending remains low when compared with our Comparator Group (11th out of 15) and with other authorities within the Eastern Region (4th out 6.) However, we have four BVPIs in the upper quartile and three have improved from the previous year which indicates that whilst spending is low performance is improving.
Spending on parks and recreation has increased significantly from the lower quartile to above average and SCC is the second highest spending authority in the Eastern Region for parks and recreation. In terms of performance there is one BVPI in the below average quartile, one above average, and one in the upper quartile although all BVPIs have worsened year-on-year. (Performance judgements for Parks & Recreation are based on the BVPI User Satisfaction Survey results – public perception indicators – which are only undertaken once every three years).
Spending on planning has reduced further from below average to the lower quartile and SCC is the lowest spending authority on planning expenditure when compared with both our Comparator Group and within the Eastern region.  In terms of performance there is one BVPI in the lower quartile and one below average (the indicator used in the lower quartile is a public perception which is only measured once every three years).
Spending on economic development has also reduced further from below average to the lower quartile. Spending on ‘other’ services remains below average although spending on other home office remains in the upper quartile. In terms of performance for other home office there are three BVPIs above average and one in the upper quartile. There are no BVPIs for economic development and other services.
Overall, SCC spending on all services has reduced from above to below average when compared with all Counties and in terms of performance there are eight BVPIs in the lower quartile, nine below average, eight above average and sixteen in the upper quartile.
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Sue Edwards





Director of Resource Management
Head of Corporate Improvement


COMPARISON OF 2006/07 SERVICE EXPENDITURE PER HEAD OF POPULATION

	
	%ages
	Compared with all Counties
	Comparator Group
	Eastern Region

	
	Council Spending
	Service Spending
	Lower Quartile
	Below Average
	Above Average
	Upper Quartile
	Rank out of 15
	Rank out of 6

	Education
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Primary
	21
	37
	√
	
	
	(√)
	13(2)
	4(1)

	   Secondary
	27
	48
	(√)
	
	√
	
	4(14)
	3(5)

	   Special
	3
	5
	
	√
	
	
	11
	4

	   Non School Funding
	6
	10
	
	√
	
	
	10
	3

	   Children & Families
	5
	20
	√
	
	
	
	11
	6

	   Nursery
	0*
	0
	√
	
	
	
	12
	6

	TOTAL – Education
	57
	100
	
	√
	
	
	8
	5

	Personal Social Services
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Service Strategy
	0*
	0
	√
	
	
	
	14
	5

	   Older People (inc. older mentally ill)
	13
	50
	
	
	
	√
	1
	1

	   Adults with Physical Disabilities
	2
	8
	
	
	√
	
	6
	4

	   Adults with Learning Disabilities
	4
	16
	√
	
	
	
	11
	6

	   Adults with Mental Health needs
	2
	5
	
	
	√
	
	6
	4

	   Asylum Seekers
	0*
	0
	
	√
	
	
	6
	4

	   Other Adults
	1
	1
	
	√
	
	
	4
	2

	   Supported Employment
	0*
	0
	
	√
	
	
	6
	3

	TOTAL – PSS 
	27
	100
	
	
	√
	
	3
	4

	Highways & Transport
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Transport Planning, Policy & Strategy
	0*
	2
	√
	
	
	
	14
	5

	   Traffic Management & Road Safety
	0*
	3
	√
	
	
	
	14
	6

	   Roads & Bridges
	2
	48
	
	
	√
	
	3
	2

	   Public Transport
	2
	30
	
	
	
	√
	1
	1

	   Env. Safety & Routine Maint.
	1
	17
	√
	
	
	
	14
	5

	TOTAL – H&T 
	5
	100
	
	√
	
	
	8
	4

	Fire
	3
	
	√
	
	
	
	7/(out of 7)
	3/(out of 3)

	Libraries, Museums & Art Galleries 
	2
	
	√
	
	
	
	14
	6

	Parks & Recreation
	1
	
	
	
	√
	
	8
	2

	Planning
	0*
	
	√
	
	
	
	15
	6

	Economic Development
	0*
	
	√
	
	
	
	13
	4

	Waste Management
	3
	
	
	√
	
	
	11
	4

	Other Home Office
	0*
	
	
	
	
	√
	6
	1

	Other
	2
	
	
	√
	
	
	8
	3

	GRAND TOTAL – ALL SERVICES
	100
	
	
	√
	
	
	5
	4


* less than 0.5%   (() Schools statistics on a per pupil basis   ( calculated on a per head bas

COMPARISON OF SPENDING WITH PERFORMANCE
	
	Spending Compared with all Counties
	Latest available performance trend (compared with other counties 2005/06) BVPIs)
	Number of indicators that have changed since previous year (Suffolk only)

	
	Lower Quartile
	Below Average
	Above Average
	Upper Quartile
	Lower Quartile
	Below Average
	Above Average
	Upper Quartile
	Improved
	Got Worse
	No Change

	Education
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Primary
	(
	
	
	(()
	4
	
	1
	
	2
	
	

	   Secondary
	(()
	
	(
	
	1
	
	6
	
	1
	
	

	   Special
	
	(
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Non School Funding
	
	(
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Children & Families
	(
	
	
	
	1
	
	2
	3
	1
	
	

	   Nursery
	(
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	TOTAL – Education
	
	(
	
	
	5
	
	7
	
	better (3)
	worse (0)
	no change (0)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	nb. cannot judge (9)

	Personal Social Services
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Service Strategy
	(
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Older People (inc. older mentally ill)
	
	
	
	(
	
	
	3
	1
	2
	1
	

	   Adults with Physical Disabilities
	
	
	(
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Adults with Learning Disabilities
	(
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Adults with Mental Health needs
	
	
	(
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Asylum Seekers
	
	(
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Other Adults
	
	(
	
	
	1
	
	1
	
	
	
	

	   Supported Employment
	
	(
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	TOTAL – PSS 
	
	
	(
	
	2
	
	6
	4
	better (3)
	worse (1)
	no change (0)

	Highways & Transport
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Transport Planning, Policy & Strategy
	(
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Traffic Management & Road  safety   
	(
	
	
	
	3
	3
	2
	3
	10
	1
	

	   Roads & Bridges
	
	
	(
	
	2
	2
	1
	1
	2
	
	

	   Public Transport
	
	
	
	(
	
	
	2
	1
	2
	1
	

	Env Safety and Routine Maintenance
	(
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	TOTAL – H&T 
	
	(
	
	
	5
	5
	5
	5
	better (14)
	worse (2)
	no change (0)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	nb. cannot judge (4)

	Fire
	(
	
	
	
	1
	3
	3
	8
	1
	1
	

	Libraries, Museums & Art Galleries +
	(
	
	
	
	5
	1
	
	2
	3
	2
	

	Parks & Recreation
	
	
	(
	
	
	1
	1
	1
	
	3
	

	Planning
	(
	
	
	
	1
	1
	
	
	1
	1
	

	Economic Development
	(
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Waste Management
	
	(
	
	
	1
	3
	1
	4
	3
	1
	

	Other Home Office
	
	
	
	(
	
	
	3
	1
	1
	2
	

	Other
	
	(
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	8
	9
	8
	16
	better (9)
	worse (10) 
	no change (0)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	nb. cannot judge (22)

	GRAND TOTAL – ALL SERVICES
	
	(
	
	
	20
	14
	26
	25
	BETTER (29)
	WORSE (13)
	NO CHANGE (0)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	NB. CANNOT JUDGE (35)
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