
CLACKMANNANSHIRE COUNCIL 

Report to  Place Committee 

Date of Meeting:  6th June 2019 

Subject:  17/18 Local Government Benchmarking – Place Extract 

Report by:  Strategic Director (Partnership & Performance) 

1.0 Purpose 

1.1. This report presents performance information from the Local Government Benchmarking 
Framework (LGBF), focusing on the performance of Clackmannanshire Council’s Place 
Directorate in the 2017/18 financial year, in relation to other Scottish local authorities. 

2.0 Recommendations 

2.1. That Committee notes the report, commenting and challenging as appropriate. 

3.0 Considerations 

3.1. Statutory Duties and Framework Changes 

3.1.1. The LGBF represents part of Councils’ statutory duties for Public Performance Reporting, 
with the remaining duties fulfilled by other committee reports throughout the year and 
information presented on the Council’s website.  The integrity of submitted data is reviewed 
annually by external auditors and no concerns have been raised with Clackmannanshire’s 
submissions for many years.  This was confirmed for 2017/18 data in Audit Scotland’s 
report to Clackmannanshire Council on 27 September 2018. 

3.1.2. Though the Improvement Service have been responsible for the LGBF for 6 years, progress 
in framework development has been limited in some areas, and concerns still exist around 
indicator validity, data integrity, consistency of reporting, submission processes and 
timeliness.  Issues around satisfaction measurement, in particular, have not yet been fully 
addressed.  Officers contribute, where possible, to the resolution of these issues via various 
national groups, including the Scottish Performance Management Forum. 

3.1.3. As well as the analysis and reporting of performance data, the LGBF also involves work in 
‘family groups’ of Councils to share knowledge on improving performance levels.  Though 
every authority is unique, families are based on specific factors aimed at grouping more 
similar authorities together.  Groups are based on deprivation for Education, Social Work 
and Housing, and on population density for all other areas. 

3.1.4. The full LGBF was reported to Audit Committee in February, in order to meet the statutory 
deadline of 31st March 2019 (see Appendix A for links to the full report and other service, 
corporate and partnership performance information).  To ensure that all relevant Elected 
Members have visibility of this data, extracts from this report are now being presented to the 
People, Place and Partnership & Performance Committees separately. 
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3.1.5. LGBF data is published nationally by the Improvement Service in Jan/Feb each year on the 
My Local Council tool (http://scotland.mylocalcouncil.info/).  This year, a number of changes 
were made to the framework, with those relevant to the Place directorate listed below.  The 
additions were made over 6 months after the end of the reporting year, therefore 17/18 
targets were not set for the new indicators listed below.  Where indicators have changed, all 
historical figures have also been recalculated. 

Added: -  Cost of Economic Development & Tourism per 1,000 population; 
- Residents earning less than the living wage; 
- Town vacancy rate; 
- Immediately available employment land; 
- Properties with superfast broadband. 

Changed: - Inclusion of Capital spend in Roads costs; 
- Some smaller revisions of definitions and calculations to improve clarity, 

accuracy and consistency of reporting. 

3.2. Overview of Performance 

3.2.1. Appendix A contains detailed and summarised information on the Place directorate’s 
performance in 2017/18.  Indicators are grouped by the Council’s service structure (rather 
than national groupings) to improve local relevance and accountability (groupings may 
change in future once restructuring is complete).  Though 3 years’ data is presented, 8 
years’ data is held for most indicators, and more detailed information is provided internally 
to services to allow for more thorough analysis and benchmarking activities. 

3.2.2. At a summarised level, the Place directorate performs better than the overall Council 
results.  Performance levels are being maintained in a number of areas, with improved or 
consistent results in 60% of Place indicators (comparing favourably to the corporate figure 
of 54% across the overall framework).  Performance was close to or exceeded targets in 
67% of Place indicators, increasing to 80% when those with no target are excluded 
(corporately 56% and 63%, respectively).  In some cases, however, it may be that more 
ambitious targets are needed to drive forward improvement. 

3.2.3. Most of Appendix A relates solely to the Place directorate, however, the chart on page 2 
shows overall performance across the entire framework, in order to provide a corporate 
context to this directorate’s results.  62% of Place rankings were within the top half of 
Councils (top & 2nd quartile), again, better than the corporate figure of 47% across the 
whole framework.  When viewed as actual performance levels, rather than rankings, results 
for 72% of Place directorate indicators were better than the Scottish average, while this 
figure was 54% corporately. 

3.2.4. Across all framework indicators, our corporate overall average ranking declined from 12th 
out of the 32 Scottish Councils to 24th in 16/17, where it remained in 17/18.  Though the 
average ranking has also declined in the Place directorate, this was from an extremely 
strong 2nd place in 15/16, to 8th in 16/17, to 11th in 17/18.  Therefore, this directorate 
continues to perform above average, both in comparison to other services within 
Clackmannanshire Council, and in comparison to other local authorities. 

3.2.5. The trend of polarisation for small authorities (i.e. fewer rankings in the middle quartiles) 
continues at a corporate level, though not within the Place directorate.  Overall, there is an 
apparent trend of smaller authorities being more likely to perform very well or very poorly in 
any given indicator, and less likely to report average performance levels.  It may be 
beneficial to investigate further why this is less evident in Place, where rankings are more 
evenly distributed, and even skewed slightly towards the middle quartiles. 
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3.3. Indicator Types (Efficiency, Effectiveness & Satisfaction) 

3.3.1. It is important to consider whether efficiency, effectiveness or satisfaction (or a balance) is 
the key priority for each area.  The Place average ranking (14.2) for Efficiency indicators 
(timeliness & cost) was slightly better than the corporate figure (15.3).  In Effectiveness, the 
Place average ranking (12.1) was substantially better than the corporate result (18.1).  For 
Satisfaction, the Place average ranking (23.3) was worse than the corporate figure (20.7).  
It is notable that not only did all Satisfaction results decline locally, but all Scottish averages 
for these indicators also declined, presumably linked to wider external uncertainties. 

3.4. Service Areas & Individual Indicators 

3.4.1. In Waste, rankings span all 4 quartiles, with improvement and targets met for costs and 
effectiveness (see 3.3.1 on satisfaction).  Strong recycling rates continue, improving in 5 of 
7 years, and top quartile in 6 of 7 (including 1st place twice).  Street Cleaning was less 
positive, with cost reductions (better than Scottish average) impacting effectiveness, down 
from 2 consecutive top quartile rankings to 16th place for the last 2 years.  Open Spaces 
costs were top quartile, though levels fluctuate, and satisfaction remains above average (for 
3rd year), following the national declining trend, though to a lesser extent than other areas. 

3.4.2. Roads indicators are under discussion, around capital/revenue cost calculations, and as 
condition is a 2-year rolling average (4 for Unclassified), but costs are single-year.  A 2016 
Accounts Commission report warned of road infrastructure under-investment risks.  Positive 
results continue in Regulatory costs, with improvement, targets achieved, and figures better 
than the Scottish average, particularly in Trading Standards (top quartile in all 6 years).  The 
scope of measures is limited, however, our average ranking was 4th best in Scotland. 

3.4.3. All Planning measures were added in the last 2 years, and may require review.  Processing 
time improved, however, costs and Employment Land have been worse than average for 3 
years, now bottom quartile.  4 new Economic Development indicators may also require 
review.  Improvement was seen in several areas and, where set, performance was close to 
target (will be set for new indicators, now we are aware of their inclusion).  Costs, Business 
Startups and Superfast Broadband have been better than average for several years, 
however, Employability and Living Wage results are marginally worse than average. 

3.4.4. Our average ranking for Housing was the best in Scotland, with top quartile results in 6 of 8 
years for overall SHQS, and in all years for both Repairs and Energy Efficiency (best in 
Scotland for 4 years in the latter).  Performance was better than or close to target, with 
improvement (or consistent 100% achievement) in all 3.  Our Assets average ranking was 
8th best in Scotland, with improved or consistent results in 6 of 7 years for Suitability, and 
top quartile rankings for the last 4 years for Condition.  We have performed above the 
Scottish average in all years for both, and challenging targets are consistently met. 

3.5. Conclusion 

3.5.1. Though the LGBF is not a comprehensive summary, and further work is required to improve 
its usefulness, benchmarking is a key performance management tool, providing context and 
promoting knowledge-sharing.  The Council cannot aim to improve in all areas, and this 
report aims to support decisions around which indicator types should be the priority for each 
area.  As can be seen, the impact of efficiency savings is beginning to materialise and 
detrimentally affect levels of effectiveness and satisfaction.  Services and Members should 
also review the corporate report as indicators such as Absence and Invoice Payment are 
the responsibility of all services.  Further detail on this report or other assistance relating to 
performance and risk management can be obtained from Strategy & Performance. 
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4.0 Sustainability Implications 
4.1. There are no direct sustainability implications arising from this report. 

5.0 Resource Implications 
5.1. Financial Details – There are no direct financial implications arising from this report. 
5.2. The full financial implications of the recommendations are set out  in the report.  This 

includes a reference to full life cycle costs where appropriate.  Yes  
5.3. Finance have been consulted and have agreed the financial implications as set out. Yes  
5.4. Staffing – There are no direct staffing implications arising from this report. 

6.0 Exempt Reports          
6.1. Is this report exempt?       Yes   (please detail the reasons for exemption below) No  

7.0 Declarations 
The recommendations contained within this report support or implement our Corporate 
Priorities and Council Policies. 

(1) Our Priorities (Please double click on the check box ) 
Clackmannanshire will be attractive to businesses & people and ensure fair  
opportunities for all     
Our families; children and young people will have the best possible start in life   
Women and girls will be confident and aspirational, and achieve their full potential   
Our communities will be resilient and empowered so that they can thrive and flourish   

(2) Council Policies  (Please detail) 

8.0 Equalities Impact 
8.1 Have you undertaken the required equalities impact assessment to ensure that no groups 

are adversely affected by the recommendations? Yes    No  

9.0 Legality 
9.1 It has been confirmed that in adopting the recommendations contained in this report, the 

Council is acting within its legal powers. Yes  

10.0 Appendices  
10.1 Please list any appendices attached.  If there are no appendices, please state "none". 

 Appendix A – 2017/18 LGBF – Place Directorate Extract 
11.0 Background Papers  
11.1 Have you used other documents to compile your report?  (All documents must be kept available by 

the author for public inspection for four years from the date of meeting at which the report is considered)   

Yes   (please list the documents below)       No  
Author(s) 
NAME DESIGNATION TEL NO / EXTENSION 

Judi Richardson Performance & Information Adviser 2105 

Approved by 
NAME DESIGNATION SIGNATURE 

Stuart Crickmar Strategic Director – Partnership & Performance 

 

Garry Dallas Strategic Director – Place 
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Appendix A – 2017/18 Local Government Benchmarking Framework 
Place Directorate Extract 

 

The full Local Government Benchmarking Framework was reported to Audit Committee on 07-Feb-2019 (https://clacks.gov.uk/document/meeting/289/871/6223.pdf).  The 
framework covers a wide range of Council services, with this extract including only indicators for the Place directorate, to ensure visibility for all relevant Elected Members.  
For more information on service, Council and partnership performance, please visit:  https://clacks.gov.uk/council/performance/.  

Guidance 
Services Please note that service groupings under new Directorates are yet to be confirmed as part of the organisational restructure.  

Status 
Whether the target was met, taking into account a ‘tolerance’.  This highlights areas requiring attention, while those achieving (or close to) target remain green. 

 
Meeting target or within 5% 

  
5 - 15% worse than target 

 
>15% worse than target 

 
No target   

Quartile 
4 groupings of rankings, showing broadly how we performed in comparison to other local authorities.  Quartile sizes may vary slightly if not all authorities report on an indicator. 

 Top quartile - 1
st
 to 8

th
 place rankings  2

nd
 quartile - 9

th
 to 16

th
  3

rd
 quartile - 17

th
 to 24

th
  Bottom quartile - 25

th
 to 32

nd
 

 
No rank 

Rank A more detailed summary of performance in relation to other authorities.  The best performance in Scotland is ranked 1
st
, and the poorest 32

nd
 (low costs are considered better). 

Trend 

Whether performance has improved or declined since the previous year.  In some areas, such as costs, the aim is to reduce values, but an upwards arrow still indicates that 

performance has improved.  An upwards arrow for all indicators would be ideal, however, we cannot expect to improve in all areas. 

 
Performance has improved 

 
Performance is consistent 

 
Performance has declined 

 
Missing data for previous or current year 

Years 
The value achieved by Clackmannanshire Council in the financial year shown.  Historical data (from 2010/11) is held for most indicators but some data is not available for all years 
shown.  Where 17/18 data is not available (mostly biennial or Children’s Social Work indicators published on 31-Mar-19), the summary shown is for 2016/17. 

Summary 

Service Area 
 Status 

(comparison to target) 
 

Quartile 
(comparison to benchmarks) 

 
Trend 

(comparison to previous) 
 

Total 
 

    
      

 
    

 

1.  Waste Management  3 1    1 1 1 1   3  1   4 
2.  Street Cleaning  2 1     1 1 1   1  2   3 
3.  Parks & Open Spaces  2     1  1    1  1   2 
4.  Roads & Transportation  4  1    3 1 1     5   5 
5.  Regulatory Services  2     1 1     2     2 
6.  Development Planning  1  1 1   1  2   1 1 1   3 
7.  Economic Development  1 1  4   3 2  1  4  1 1  6 
8.  Housing  3     3      2 1    3 
9.  Asset Management  2     1 1      2    2 

                   

Total – Place Directorate  20 
67% 

3 
10% 

2 
7% 

5 
17%  7 

23% 
11 

37% 
6 

20% 
5 

17% 
1 

3%  14 
47% 

4 
13% 

11 
37% 

1 
3%  30 

100% 
                   

Total – Corporate (All Framework Indicators) 
(percentages don’t always total 100% due to rounding) 

 45 
56% 

13 
16% 

14 
18% 

8 
10%  18 

23% 
19 

24% 
10 

13% 
31 

39% 
2 

3%  39 
49% 

4 
5% 

35 
44% 

2 
3%  80 

100% 
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The Place directorate performs better than the Council as a whole in both quartile distribution and average ranking.  62% of Place 
rankings were in the top 2 quartiles in 17/18, while corporately this was 47% (as shown above).  Clackmannanshire’s overall average 
ranking (across all framework indicators) declined from 12

th
 in Scotland (15/16) to 24

th
, where it has remained in 17/18.  The Place 

average ranking declined from 2
nd

 in Scotland, to 8
th
, to 11

th
 in 17/18.  Therefore, while there is similar evidence of decline, this 

directorate continues to perform above average, both in comparison to other services, and other authorities. 

 

 15/16 16/17 17/18 

Clacks 12th 24th 24th 
Place 2

nd
 8

th
 11

th
 

H&C 3
rd

 9
th
 17

th
 

P&P 26
th
 24

th
 19

th
 

People 24
th
 28

th
 29

th
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See page 1 for key to symbols (note that an upwards trend arrow always means performance has improved, not necessarily that the value has increased) Page 3 of 6 

1.  Waste Management 
Performance Indicator Status Target Quartile Rank Scotland Trend 2017/18 2016/17 2015/16 Management Comments 

Cost of refuse collection per premise   
 

£67  11 £66 
 

£56 £67 £52 
Drop consistent with efficiencies arising from change to three 
weekly residual waste collections. 

Cost of refuse disposal per premise   
 

£104  19 £98 
 

£98 £104 £105 Drop in disposal cost and increase in recycling rates 
consistent with behavioural change, encouraged by 
intervention strategies around improved recycling and reduced 
frequency of collections of landfill waste. 

Household waste composted or 
recycled    

56.5%  3 45.6% 
 

59.5% 56.5% 48.1% 

Satisfaction with refuse collection (3 
year rolling average)  

81.7%  25 78.7% 
 

77.0% 84.3% 88.3% 
While contributing to efficiency and cost, the 3-weekly landfill 
collection has generated a significant rise in complaints. 

 

2.  Street Cleaning 
Performance Indicator Status Target Quartile Rank Scotland Trend 2017/18 2016/17 2015/16 Management Comments 

Cost of street cleaning per 1,000 
population    

£13,007  18 £15,551 
 

£13,081 £13,846 £13,084 
Costs per head of population still below the Scottish average 
but standards have dropped. 

Street cleanliness score (% 
'acceptable')    

93.9%  16 92.2% 
 

93.5% 94.7% 96.6% 
Performance consistent with reduction in staff resources and 
high level of vehicle breakdown. 

Satisfaction with street cleaning (3 year 
rolling average)  

72.3%  28 69.7% 
 

62.7% 76.7% 80.7% 
Standards have dropped over 2-3 years, below average due 
mainly to vehicle breakdowns and reduced staff resources. 

 

3.  Parks & Open Spaces 
Performance Indicator Status Target Quartile Rank Scotland Trend 2017/18 2016/17 2015/16 Management Comments 

Cost of parks & open spaces per 1,000 
population    

£20,432  8 £19,814 
 

£13,955 £26,446 £18,984 
Capital works remained consistent but maintenance reduced 
due to ceasing to maintain land not owned by Council. 

Satisfaction with parks & open spaces 
(3 year average)  

86.0%  17 85.7% 
 

87.0% 88.0% 86.7% 
Standards dropped slightly from last year due to budget 
constraints but still above Scottish average. 

 

4.  Roads & Transportation 
Performance Indicator Status Target Quartile Rank Scotland Trend 2017/18 2016/17 2015/16 Management Comments 

Cost of maintenance per kilometre of 
road    

£10,338  26 £10,547 
 

£17,697 £16,676 £14,160 
Includes capital spend therefore a higher cost per km 
highlights committed investment in this asset group. 

A class roads that should be considered 
for treatment  

25.0%  14 30.2% 
 

25.1% 22.2% 23.6% 
Condition slightly down on 2016 relating to proportion on 
budget spent on network. 

As above – B class roads 
 

30.0%  12 35.9% 
 

29.4% 26.3% 28.5% Variance due to only 50% of network being surveyed annually. 

As above – C class roads 
 

30.0%  13 36.2% 
 

30.8% 28.4% 32.5% Variance due to only 50% of network being surveyed annually. 

As above – Unclassified roads 
 

42.0%  24 39.0% 
 

41.9% 41.8% 41.9% Only 10% of network surveyed annually. 
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5.  Regulatory Services 
Performance Indicator Status Target Quartile Rank Scotland Trend 2017/18 2016/17 2015/16 Management Comments 

Cost of Trading Standards per 1,000 
population    

£3,725  4 £5,890 
 

£2,430 £2,921 £3,057 
A re-structuring of the service has led to a slight reduction in 
management costs and therefore the cost of the service. 

Cost of Environmental Health per 1,000 
population    

£16,654  15 £15,496 
 

£13,158 £15,248 £11,974 
Budget savings have continued to be made by the EH service. 
More generic roles have enable specialist posts to be reduced. 

 

6.  Development Planning 
Performance Indicator Status Target Quartile Rank Scotland Trend 2017/18 2016/17 2015/16 Management Comments 

Cost per local planning application   
 

£4,565  25 £4,819 
 

£6,598 £5,734 £7,841 
Variable depending on number of applications received by 
small planning team compared with Scotland average. 

Average weeks to process commercial 
planning applications    

9.6  12 9.3 
 

8.2 9.5 6.1 Improved following performance focussing. 

1
Immediately available employment land 

(as % of land allocated for employment 
in Local Development Plan) 

 
-  26 40.8% 

 
9.1% 9.1% 19.0% 

Available land supply remains consistent and will be monitored 
in preparation of next Local Development Plan. 

 

7.  Economic Development 
Performance Indicator Status Target Quartile Rank Scotland Trend 2017/18 2016/17 2015/16 Management Comments 

1
Cost of Economic Development & 

Tourism per 1,000 population  
-  16 £91,806 

 
£55,335 £47,128 £33,119 

This relates to expenditure as opposed to cost and includes 
capital as well as revenue. The net revenue budget for 
Economic Development has declined in recent years. 

Unemployed people assisted into work 
via Council employability programmes    

14.0%  16
2
 14.4% 

 
12.5% 9.5% 10.6% 

Economic Development improved the proportion of 
unemployed people supported into work from 30% (16/17) to 
34% (17/18). This is slightly above the Scotland rate (33%). 

1
Residents earning less than the Living 

Wage  
-  16

2
 18.4% 

 
21.3% 24.8% 24.6% 

The figure shows improvement which is to be welcomed. It is 
still, however, worse than the Scottish average and earnings 
for women continue to be very low. 

Business gateway startups per 10,000 
population    

21.4  10 16.8 
 

21.8 21.4 20.6 Performance remains consistent. 

1
Town vacancy rate (vacant retail units 

as % of total units) - Alloa town centre 
only 

 
- 

 
- 11.5% 

 
N/A 5.9% 9.8% 

Improvement Service declined to use the data gathered due to 
the methodology used to collect it. 

1
Properties with Superfast Broadband 

 
-  14 91.1% 

 
93.7% 92.0% 87.0% A small improvement shown. 

                                                 
1
 Targets not set as these indicators were added to the framework over 6 months after the end of the reporting year.  Targets will be set from 18/19 onwards. 

 
2
 Quartile sizes can differ slightly – if data is available for all 32 authorities, 16

th
 place is a 2

nd
 quartile ranking, however, if fewer authorities report, 16

th
 place is in the 3

rd
 quartile. 
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8.  Housing 
Performance Indicator Status Target Quartile Rank Scotland Trend 2017/18 2016/17 2015/16 Management Comments 

Average working days to complete non-
emergency repairs  

7.1  2 7.5 
 

4.1 7.1 5.9 
There has been a significant improvement in the average time 
taken to complete non emergency repairs. This is as a direct 
result of the improvements we have made to our processes. 

Council housing meeting all Scottish 
Housing Quality Standard criteria    

100%  6 93.9% 
 

97.7% 97.3% 97.2% 

Out of our current stock of 4911 properties, 4796 meet the 
SHQS. 59 are in abeyance and 56 fail SHQS. There are 4 
kitchens and 55 door entry systems that cannot be upgraded 
due to either tenant or private owners refusing the work, these 
have been reported as in abeyance.  Of the properties failing 
SHQS, 6 properties fail due to defective wall fabric, 2 failures 
due to structural issues and 48 failures are due to SDES 
failures within an area earmarked for potential demolition/ 
regeneration.  Outside the properties earmarked for potential 
demolition located in Alva, the other SHQS Failures will be 
targeted as part of works planned for 2018/19.   

Council houses that are 'energy 
efficient' (SHQS)    

100%  1 97.2% 
 

100% 100% 100% 

All Council Housing stock meets the requirement of the SHQS 
Energy Efficiency criteria. The Energy Efficiency Standard for 
Social Housing (EESSH) now supersedes this indicator. The 
target date to meet EESSH is 2020.   

 

9.  Asset Management 
Performance Indicator Status Target Quartile Rank Scotland Trend 2017/18 2016/17 2015/16 Management Comments 

Operational buildings suitable for 
current use  

85.0%  14 81.0% 
 

85.5% 85.5% 85.3% 

2017/18 matches last year. Expected to improve following 
further Capital Spending on the Primary Education Estate, 
currently underway in Alva PS, Clackmannan PS, Craigbank 
PS and Tullibody South Campus. Improved Monitoring and 
control of mandatory testing and certification, for items such as 
Fire Risk Assessments, Legionella and fixed wire electrical 
testing in operational buildings continues to be improved. Fire 
Risk improvements on various properties currently ongoing.   

Council buildings in satisfactory 
condition (by floor area)  

95.0%  6 86.3% 
 

97.6% 97.6% 97.6% 
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