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1 Important note for readers 

It is important to highlight that the core of this report (the key findings and sections 7 

onwards) present the Place Survey data amalgamated with the boost data. This is 

because the data allows for more robust conclusions at a local level. However, this 

also means that the data within these sections is not to be used to represent the 

national indicator figures. The national indicator figures are calculated from the Place 

Survey only, without the boost data included, and are clearly shown in section 5. 
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2 Context – CAA and the Place Survey 

2.1 Wider Context  

The Local Government White Paper, Strong and Prosperous Communities, 

emphasises a new focus on improving outcomes for local people and places, rather 

than on processes, institutions and inputs. This has underpinned the move from 

collected BVPI data through regular surveys, towards the process of undertaking the 

Place Survey. 

In the light of this White Paper, and as a result of changes in legislation, Best Value 

Performance Indicators (BVPIs), which have been one of the primary performance 

indicator datasets for local authorities and other partners, were discontinued at the 

end of March 2008 (excepting those for Police Authorities) and hence the BVPI User 

Satisfaction Surveys have also now ceased, to be replaced by a new survey – the 

Place Survey.   

The Place Survey itself is intended to contribute to the new national indicator set for 

Local Government, which in turn forms part of a new performance framework. Most 

fundamentally, the Place Survey differs from BVPI in that it asks respondents about 

their views on their area, rather than their views about the local authority.   

The rationale behind this change is to focus on improving outcomes for local people 

and places, rather than on processes, institutions and inputs. In taking forward these 

new arrangements, there is recognition that many of the complex issues dealt with by 

public sector partners – public health, poverty reduction, crime or sustainable 

economic development – cannot be dealt with by any one partner, and solutions are 

too complex to be imposed from the centre. Solutions will need to emerge from 

effective co-operation between partners.   

Central to this is the importance of capturing local people‟s views, experiences and 

perceptions, so that the solutions for an area can likewise reflect local views and 

preferences. Moreover the Place Survey methodology will track changing 

perceptions, as a way of determining whether interventions in an area result in the 

right outcomes for local people, in terms of happiness, health and safety. 

2.2 CAA and the Place Survey - Implications  

Comprehensive Area Assessments (CAA) will be a catalyst for better outcomes, 

more responsive services and better value for money. In addition CAA will be: 

 A source of independent assurance for residents and service users; 

 An independent evidence base for central government on progress against 

national indicators; 

 A means to rationalising and co-ordinating inspection. 

CAA is very much area based covering all sectors, risk based and forward looking 

with a move from shared information to shared evidence. Area based assessments 

are linked with organisational assessments: Council (managing performance); PCT 

(annual health check); Police (APACS) and Fire (managing performance). These are 
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in turn linked with other performance and regulatory frameworks such as Health & 

Social Care outcomes and assessments of policing and community safety 

framework.  

Critically the place survey plays a role in informing the three key questions asked by 

CAA, namely: 

 How well do local priorities express community needs and aspirations? 

 How well are the outcomes and improvements needed being delivered? 

 What are the prospects for future improvement? 

Building on from this the Place Survey data will help to provide answers to the 

outcomes which are the focus of CAA, namely: 

 How safe is this area? 

 How healthy and well supported are people? 

 How well kept is the area? 

 How strong and cohesive are local communities? 

 How well is inequality being addressed? 

 How well are housing needs met? 

 How well are families being supported? 

Evidence to support the CAA will include the views of residents, service users and 

outcomes generated from the National Indicator set. Inspectorates will be looking for 

engagement and knowledge of communities and sustainable improvements in citizen 

satisfaction, priority outcomes and value for money. CAA will support engagement of 

citizens and users to reflect the new „duty to involve‟. Critically CAA will look to 

assess the following issues, all of which demonstrate the importance of the Place 

Survey in providing the evidence base. CAA will therefore: 

 Assess how well local authorities and partners know and engage with their local 

communities; 

 Determine the extent to which communities have been involved in defining 

priorities; 

 Look at how well communities have been involved in measuring if outcomes have 

been achieved; 

 Assess the effectiveness of local partners in co-ordinating engagement and 

communications; 

 Have a particular focus on marginalised groups. 

The collection of the 18 National Indicators through the Place Survey CAA presents a 

real opportunity to make engagement an integral part of assessment and focus on 

what really matters to local people.  
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2.3 The potential impact of the recession on Place Survey results 

Place Surveys took place against a background of considerable national and 

international turmoil, whilst the „credit crunch‟ took hold, and the storm clouds of 

recession gathered.   

In retrospect, the problems of the recession and the „credit crunch‟ had taken hold in 

advance of the survey period for this work.  2008 began with real concerns about 

inflation, particularly driven by the rapidly rising cost of crude oil, which had passed 

$100 a barrel at the turn of the year, and reached its peak of $147 per barrel during 

July 2008, with consequent impacts on fuel prices, and the costs of domestic heating, 

distribution, transport (particularly petrol and diesel) and manufacturing.  The roots of 

the „credit crunch‟ were in the US housing and investment markets, notably in the 

sub-prime markets, and early signs of real difficulties had been emerging in 2007, 

with difficulties at Bear Stearns, the US investment bank in July 2007, followed by 

liquidity problems at BNP Paribas in August 2007.  The US Federal Reserve began 

cutting base rates as early as August 2007 in response to this emerging crisis.  

Northern Rock‟s difficulties began to emerge in September 2007, causing a run on 

the bank, and then intervention by the UK government to guarantee deposits.  

Northern Rock was subsequently nationalised in February 2008.  Swiss bank UBS 

announced huge losses in October 2007 resulting from sub-prime investments, and 

the Bank of England began to cut base rates in December 2007. 

Nevertheless, for the first few months of 2008, the greatest concern for the Bank of 

England remained inflation driven by rising oil prices, and thus the cuts in interest 

rates were initially modest, running to a quarter point in each case, and reaching 5% 

by April 2008.  In the same month it was reported that house prices had recorded 

their first annual fall in 12 years.  By the summer, increasing numbers of financial 

institutions were seeking to raise capital through rights issues, UK inflation was still 

rising, and by July, the two largest US mortgage lenders, Fannie Mae and Freddie 

Mac, had got into difficulties.  By August, it was apparent from official statistics in the 

UK that economic growth in the second quarter of the year had fallen to 0%, Bradford 

and Bingley had posted losses, and the Chancellor began to warn of a „profound and 

long lasting‟ downturn, with the economy facing its worst crisis in 60 years. 

In the month leading up the dispatch of Place Surveys, September 2008, the full 

scale of the downturn became increasingly apparent, with major events including the 

UK Government‟s decision to extend stamp duty exemption to £175,000, steep falls 

in the FTSE index, the collapse of Lehman Brothers, and the takeover of Merrill 

Lynch, two US investment banks, and the takeover of HBOS by Lloyds TSB following 

a run on HBOS shares.  In the last week of September, the same week that Place 

Surveys were dispatched, Bradford and Bingley was nationalised, Icelandic banks 

began to run into trouble, the US Congress was considering a $700bn rescue plan, 

and the Dow Jones index fell by 7% in one day.  The table below compares the 

survey timeline with events in the national and international economy, indicating the 

extent to which the economic situation worsened during the precise period when 

Place Surveys were taking place.  Alongside this, there were a number of cases 

which emerged during this period of investment losses suffered by local government, 

particularly in relation to investments in failed Icelandic banks and investment funds. 
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Table 1: Survey timetable and recession timeline  

Week commencing Survey timetable Recession timeline 

08 Sep 08   

15 Sep 08  
Lehman Brothers files for bankruptcy.  Merrill Lynch 
taken over by Bank of America.  Lloyds TSB takes 
over HBOS. 

22 Sep 08  

US mortgage lender Washington Mutual is closed 
down and sold.  European banking and insurance 
company Fortis partly nationalised.  US $700bn rescue 
plan announced. 

25 Sep 08 
First mailing 
despatched 

 

29 Sep 08  

Bradford & Bingley nationalised.  Icelandic government 
takes control of the country‟s third largest bank.  US 
fourth largest bank, Wachovia, taken over in a rescue 
deal by Citigroup.  US House of Representatives 
rejects rescue plan, than passes it.  Dow Jones index 
falls by 7% in one day.  European Bank Dexia bailed 
out by the Belgian, French and Luxembourg 
governments.  Irish government guarantees all bank 
deposits.  UK Financial Services Authority raises the 
limit on deposit guarantees to £50,000. 

06 Oct 08  

German government rescues Hypo Real Estate, one of 
its biggest banks.  Iceland announces a plan for its 
banking sector, and takes control of Landsbanki 
(owner of Icesave in the UK, and Iceland‟s second 
biggest bank).  UK government announces a banking 
sector rescue package worth £50bn, and up to £200bn 
in short term lending support.  US Federal Reserve, 
European Central Bank, Bank of England and others 
make simultaneous cuts in bank base rates. 

13 Oct 08  
UK government announces plans for £37bn investment 
in RBS, Lloyds TSB and HBOS, in return for 
substantial stakes in the three banks. 

20 Oct 08  
The Office for National Statistics announces that 
economic growth in the third quarter was negative, 
falling by 0.5%. 

24 Oct 08 
Second mailing 
despatched 

 

03 Nov 08  
Bank of England cuts base rates from 4.5% to 3%, 
their lowest level since 1955. 

10 Nov 08  
Eurozone countries in recession, with the economy 
shrinking by 0.2% in the third quarter. 

14 Nov 08 
Third mailing 
despatched 

 

17 Nov 08  IMF approves a $2.1bn loan to Iceland.  US 
government announces a $20bn rescue plan for 
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Citigroup after a run on its shares. 

24 Nov 08  

UK government cuts VAT to 15%.  Chancellor 
indicates that government borrowing will rise to record 
levels.  US Federal Reserve uses $600bn to buy up 
mortgage backed securities and directs a further 
$200bn to the consumer credit market.  European 
Commission announces an E200bn economic 
recovery plan. 

01 Dec 08  US economy officially in recession. 

15 Dec 08  
US Federal Reserve cuts interest rates to zero.  US 
government announces loans to the three big US car 
manufacturers. 

19 Dec 08 Closure of returns  

 

There is clearly a debate about whether the recent slowdown and current recession 

in the national and international economies, detailed above, and the impact upon 

individuals of these problems, has an impact on measures of overall satisfaction and 

quality of life, as utilised in Place Surveys.  In brief, BMG's experience and evidence 

is that general measures of satisfaction are impacted negatively by financial 

concerns, but that measures which are very much more specific are not impacted. 

Our strongest evidence for this understanding derives from work which we undertook 

assessing user satisfaction with a series of market towns in Leicestershire in summer 

2008.  Crucially, we had carried out the same survey, using the same methodology, 

locations and questions, in summer 2006, and therefore had benchmarks against 

which to measure change in satisfaction.  In the 2008 survey, we asked respondents 

two financial questions, one of which asked whether they expected to be better or 

worse off in the coming year (at the time of the survey, fuel prices were very high, 

and some difficulties had emerged in the financial services sector, such as the failure 

of Northern Rock, but the survey preceded the US led collapse in credit, and the 

subsequent contraction in the UK economy, which began to unravel in early Autumn).  

At this time there was already a majority of respondents who thought they would be 

worse off. 

We were able to cross-tabulate this measure against a whole range of satisfaction 

measures, and also undertake regression analysis.  This proved strong relationships 

between answers on future financial circumstances and measures of general 

satisfaction with the market towns.  Thus those who were pessimistic about their 

financial futures also tended to be more dissatisfied on general measures of 

satisfaction, and vice versa.  General measures of satisfaction had fallen since 2006, 

and we attributed much of this to financial confidence issues.  In contrast, measures 

of satisfaction on specific issues - such as fear of crime or built environment - had 

improved since 2006, and the link with financial confidence was not apparent.  Thus 

we drew the conclusion that general measures of satisfaction are impacted by 

financial concerns, but that specific measures are not. 
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Similar patterns appear to be emerging in Place Survey results, and in a number of 

other surveys undertaken in recent months during the most intense months of the 

recession and credit crunch. 
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3 Locality and deprived ward boost 

Allerdale Borough Council and its partners chose to implement two boosts to the 

main Place Survey as a means of increasing the confidence in the data provided at a 

locality level and amongst a selection of the eight most deprived wards in the 

Borough. This boost ran separately, but alongside the Place Survey and replicated 

the methodology.  

3.1 The main sample and boost 

The main survey comprised randomly selecting 3,500 addresses from across 

Allerdale from the PAF file provided by the Audit Commission. Overall, 1,613 

responses were returned. 

In addition, Allerdale Borough Council commissioned BMG Research to implement 

two boosts: a locality boost, and a boost by deprived ward. 

The locality boost involved the mailing to an additional 764 addresses randomly 

selected across the 7 localities, proportional to the estimated return that would be 

achieved from the main Place Survey. For example, it was estimated that we would 

achieve a return of 122 from residents of Keswick. To achieve the confidence interval 

required, BMG mailed to an additional 172 addresses in Keswick as part of the boost. 

This process was performed across the localities.  

The deprived ward boost involved the mailing to an additional 2,152 addresses 

randomly selected across the 8 wards, proportional to the estimated return that would 

be achieved from the main Place Survey. 

Both boosts equated to a mailing size of 2,916, with 1,222 responses returned. 

Across both the main and boost samples, therefore, a total mailing size of 6,416 was 

distributed, with a return of 2,835 responses. 

The table below shows how the boost mailing was distributed across the 7 localities 

and 8 deprived wards: 

Table 2: Distribution of boost mailings by locality 

Locality Boost mailing size 

ASPATRIA 258 

COCKERMOUTH 0 

KESWICK 172 

MARYPORT 0 

SILLOTH 334 

WIGTON 0 

WORKINGTON 0 

TOTAL 764 
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Table 3: Distribution of boost mailings by deprived wards 

Deprived wards  Boost mailing size 

MOORCLOSE WARD 224 

MOSS BAY WARD 220 

ST. MICHAEL'S WARD 200 

CLIFTON WARD 340 

ELLENBOROUGH WARD 268 

EWANRIGG WARD 280 

FLIMBY WARD 340 

NETHERHALL WARD 280 

TOTAL 2,152 

 

3.2 This report 

Through close consultation and deliberation, it has been decided that the core of this 

report will present the combined data; where the main Place Survey data and boost 

data are merged. As such, all data is based on a return of 2,835 responses from an 

initial mailing of 6,416. For clarity, we have included a separate section (Section 5) 

that lists the National Indicator figures. These figures have been calculated from the 

main Place Survey data only, as provided to the Audit Commission and CLG. 
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4 Key Findings 

4.1 Background and method 

This report summarises the results of the 2008 Allerdale Borough Council Place 

Survey, conducted amongst 2,835 local residents, via a self-completion postal survey 

carried out between September and December 2008. The initial mailing of 6,416 

Allerdale residents took place on 25th September 2008, with a further two reminders. 

The 2,835 returns gives a response rate of 44%. 

4.2 Views on the local area 

From the twenty possible factors included in the questionnaire the highest proportion 

of Allerdale residents state that the level of crime (the inference being a low level of 

crime) is the most important factor (57%) in making somewhere a good place to live. 

This is followed by affordable decent housing (47%) and health services (45%). 

These aspects are in line with those stated in 2006. 

When considering which aspects of their local area require improvement, slightly 

different responses were given. The most common responses were that activities for 

teenagers (56%) and job prospects (41%) need improving. In addition, over a third 

(36%) of respondents feel there is a need for road and pavement repairs to be 

improved. 

In total, 83% of Allerdale residents state they are either fairly satisfied or very 

satisfied with their local area as a place to live. In 2007, 88% gave the equivalent 

response and in 2006 81% were satisfied in this respect. Conversely, in 2008 just 6% 

indicate they are dissatisfied with their local area as a place to live (8% in 2007 and 

13% in 2006), while 11% gave a neutral response. 

Over seven in ten (72%) Allerdale residents state they feel very strongly or fairly 

strongly that they belong to their immediate neighbourhood. One in five (20%) 

indicate they do not feel they belong to their immediate neighbourhood very strongly, 

while 9% go as far as to say they do not belong at all strongly. 

When considering their own home, 90% of respondents are satisfied with it as a 

place to live, including over half (53%) who are very satisfied. Conversely, 4% gave 

the opposing view and stated they are dissatisfied. 

4.3 Local public services 

Seven in ten (69%) respondents agree a great deal or to some extent that local 

public services are working to make the area safer and a similar proportion (72%) 

agree a great deal or to some extent that local public services are working to make 

the area cleaner and greener. 

Further analysis reveals that two in five (41%) agree a great deal or to some extent 

that local public services promote the interests of local residents and a similar 

proportion (44%) agree a great deal or to some extent that local public services act 

on the concerns of local residents. 
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Approaching three quarters (73%) of respondents agree a great deal or to some 

extent that local public services treat all types of people fairly. 

Following on from this, residents were also asked to consider their satisfaction with 

each of the public service providers in their local area.  Overall: 

 65% are satisfied with Cumbria Police; 

 91% are satisfied with Cumbria Fire and Rescue Service; 

 84% are satisfied with their local GP; 

 78% are satisfied with their local hospital; 

 65% are satisfied with their local dentist; 

 39% are satisfied with Cumbria County Council; and, 

 39% are satisfied with Allerdale Borough Council. 

All residents were asked to indicate their satisfaction with eleven Council services. 

When considering specific services the authority and its partners provide, among all 

respondents (even if they do not have direct experience of the services), the highest 

proportion are satisfied with: refuse collection (83%); local tips/household waste 

recycling centres (70%); and libraries (69%).  

Exploring levels and direction of change in satisfaction since 2006, it is apparent that: 

 The proportion satisfied with sports/leisure facilities has fallen from 57% in 2006 

to 40% to 2008. However, it should be noted that the BVPI questionnaire also 

mentioned sporting events as well as sports/leisure facilities. 

 Satisfaction with museums/galleries in 2008 is 39% compared to 42% in 2006. 

 In 2006 42% of residents were satisfied with theatres and concert halls. In 2008 

this proportion has fallen marginally to 38%. 

 When considering parks and opens spaces 63% of residents are satisfied in 2008 

compared to 72% in 2006. 

When considering Allerdale Borough Council three in ten residents (30%) believe it 

provides value for money (30% hold the same opinion regarding the County Council). 

Over a third (36%) gave a neutral response in relation to the value for money offered 

by Allerdale Borough Council, indicating they neither agree nor disagree. The 

remaining 34% believe it does not provide value for money. 

When considering their overall satisfaction with how Cumbria County Council run 

things, 39% of residents are satisfied and 23% are dissatisfied. The equivalent 

proportions when residents consider Allerdale Borough Council are 39% and 26% 

respectively.   

Comparing satisfaction with how Allerdale Borough Council run things in 2008 to the 

views recoded in 2007 and 2006 shows a downward trend in the proportion of 

satisfied residents. While in 2006 48% were satisfied with how Allerdale Borough 

Council runs things, this has fallen to 39% in 2008. The 2007 survey conducted by 

Allerdale Borough Council recorded satisfaction with the authority at 62% but this 

was based on just 337 valid responses.  
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4.4 Information 

When considering how and where to register to vote and how Council Tax is spent, a 

higher proportion of residents feel very or fairly well informed about these things than 

those who do not feel very well informed or not informed at all (+76% and +24% 

respectively). However, for the remaining six aspects a greater proportion of 

residents state they are not informed than informed.  

In particular, there is a negative -48% balance score in the proportion of residents 

that do and do not feel informed about what to do in the event of a large-scale 

emergency. 

4.5 Local decision making 

In 2008, 74% disagree they can have an influence on local decision making 

compared to 74% in 2006. The proportion who agrees is 26% (also 26% in 2006). As 

such, there has been no progress made on this indicator in the past 2 years. 

Over a fifth (21%) would like to be more involved in the decisions that affect their 

local area. Six in ten residents (62%) said it depended on the issue, 13% said they 

were not interested and 4% said don‟t know. 

4.6 Helping out 

Overall, 36% of residents who gave a valid response have given unpaid help to any 

group(s), club(s), or organisation(s) in the last 12 months. A further 11% have given 

help on an individual basis, but over half (53%) have not given any unpaid help in the 

last 12 months. The proportion of residents participating regularly in voluntary 

activities (when regular is defined as at least once a month in the last 12 months) is 

27%.  

4.7 Getting involved 

Residents were asked to indicate whether in the last 12 months they have been a 

part of seven different types of decision making groups. These groups ranged from 

acting as a local councillor to being part of a tenants group decision making 

committee. One in six (15%) respondents state that they have taken part in at least 

one of the aforementioned activities in the last 12 months.  

4.8 Respect and cohesion 

Three in ten (29%) Allerdale residents agree that parents take enough responsibility 

for their children where they live, while 50% disagree. A further one in five (21%) 

answered neutrally on this issue. Amongst residents with at least one child in the 

household 35% agree with this statement. 

As a measure of community cohesion all residents were asked to what extent they 

agree or disagree that their local area is a place where people from different 

backgrounds get on well together. Among all those who completed a questionnaire, 

8% stated that there were too few people in the local area to answer, while 7% feel 

people where they live are all the same background. For analysis, residents who 
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answered in this way and those who answered don‟t know have been removed. 

Among the remaining respondents, 75% agree that their local area is a place where 

people from different backgrounds get on well together. This is a marked reduction 

on the 85% achieved in the 2006 BVPI survey. The remaining 25% give the opposing 

view. 

When considering respect and consideration in their local area, 31% of respondents 

perceive people not treating one another with respect and consideration to be a 

problem in their area, This includes 6% who feel this is a very big problem. Seven in 

ten (69%) respondents feel that this is not a problem. 

When considering their local public services, three quarters (74%) of respondents 

report that they have been fairly treated „all of the time‟ or „most of the time‟ by local 

public services. A further 20% feel that they have been treated fairly some of the 

time, 5% said this had rarely been the case and 1% said never. 

The final question in this section asked all residents whether they feel older people in 

their local area are able to get the services and support they need to continue to live 

at home for as long as they want to. This could include help or support from public, 

private or voluntary services from family, friends and the wider community. In 

response 40% of those who gave a valid response said they did feel such support 

was available, while 16% answered no and 44% answered don‟t know. 

4.9 Community Safety 

In order to assess how safe residents feel in their neighbourhood, all residents were 

asked to indicate on a five point scale how safe they feel in their local area during the 

day and after dark. 

During the day, 94% state that they feel either very or fairly safe, including 60% who 

feel very safe. Conversely, just 3% feel unsafe to some extent. However, at night the 

proportion who feel safe falls to 65%, while 20% state that they feel unsafe. 

4.10 Anti-Social Behaviour 

In order to record how serious residents perceive anti-social behaviour to be in their 

local area, residents were asked to indicate how big a problem they believe seven 

particular issues to be. 

The majority of residents describe each of these issues as not a very big problem or 

not a problem at all. People using or dealing drugs (15%) and teenagers hanging 

around on the streets (14%) are the issues most likely to be described as a very big 

problem. 

The proportion of respondents feeling that all issues of ASB are a serious problem 

has decreased since 2006. Most importantly, given that teenagers hanging around in 

the streets are seen as the biggest problem in 2008, this has seen a 6-percentage 

point decrease since 2006.  

Having been reminded that it is the role of the police and other public services to 

work in partnership to deal with anti-social behaviour, respondents were asked 

whether they agree or disagree that the police and other local public services seek 
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people‟s views about ASB issues in their local area. In response, 32% agree that 

these services seek their views, while 25% disagree this is the case. 

Following on from this, 34% of Allerdale residents agree that the police and other 

local public services are successfully dealing with ASB issues in the local area. This 

includes 6% who strongly agree. Conversely, 21% disagree that local agencies are 

successfully dealing with ASB issues locally. 

4.11 Health 

The final indicator derived from the Place Survey is self-reported health and well 

being. Each respondent was asked to consider their overall health on a five point 

scale ranging from very good to very bad. In response, 74% describe their health as 

either good or very good, while 21% describe it as fair and 5% as either bad or very 

bad. 
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5 Key Driver Analysis (KDA) 

5.1 Introduction 

To supplement the analysis of the Place Survey data, Cumbria County 

commissioned the application of Key Driver Analysis (KDA). In essence, this is made 

up of two statistical techniques: Factor Analysis and Stepwise Multiple Regression. 

KDA seeks to determine the key influences on overall satisfaction with the local area 

and satisfaction with the local authority. The analysis here is based on a 

comprehensive range of attitude scales included in the Place Survey, exploring the 

relative impact of each factor on overall satisfaction.  

This section is very much designed as a „practical toolkit‟ to enable practitioners to 

make informed decisions about services and communication strategies. We have 

kept the text deliberately punchy in order to get to the main messages quickly and 

effectively. 

5.2 Methodology 

5.2.1 Factor Analysis 

Factor analysis is a method developed in the early-mid 20th century to help 

psychologists and sociologists find “underlying dimensions” in personality and 

intelligence. With the advent of high computing power, it is now used widely in a 

variety of academic, commercial and social research fields. 

This method is used normally to identify a small number of generalised underlying 

dimensions that between them can summarise the essential underlying variations 

and patterns in response from variables at a lower level. This is normally a useful 

step, if only because communicating and synthesizing the results of (say) 50 

questions is exponentially more difficult than dealing with a much smaller number of 

variables that can between them convey the essential meaning of the originals. 

These summary variables (or factors) emerge from the analysis and each is defined 

by a weighting that describes its relationship to all of the original scales. A range of 

„factor solutions‟ would be produced. These differ in that any set of data can be 

summarized into 2, 3 etc to n factors, where n is the number of original scales. The 

„right‟ number of factors in relation to the original scales is obviously data dependent, 

but you might typically find that a set of 50 scales could be summarized effectively 

with around 12 factors. One factor solution needs to be selected from the 

alternatives. This is done using a balance of statistical information and the 

effectiveness of interpretation of the „meaning‟ of the underlying factors. The process 

is reasonably straightforward. After a solution is selected, the factors should be 

interpreted and hopefully given „snappy and memorable‟ labels reflecting their 

essential meaning.  

In the same way as we can assess relative importance of factors (groups of 

services), we can also identify the importance of individual services (bearing in mind 

that the importance of individual services within a group (factor) will vary). As one 
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would logically expect, most of the individual services that have high importance 

weights are in groups (factors), which themselves are important.  

5.3 Method of Assessing Key Driver Importance 

The principle of the method we used is based on assessing the statistical correlation 

between residents‟ ratings on each of the possible “key drivers”, in turn, and their 

ratings of overall satisfaction with the way the authority runs things and satisfaction 

with the local area. This correlation is based on the proportion of variation in overall 

satisfaction that could statistically be “accounted for” or “explained” by related 

variation in satisfaction with individual factors. If the correlation is high, then the factor 

will be “important” in the sense of the analysis. If it is low, it will imply that the factor is 

less important. The rationale for this is that a high level of correlation implies a 

likelihood that improving satisfaction levels for the individual factor will in turn improve 

overall resident satisfaction with the authority. If there is little or no correlation, this 

offers no evidence that improving the factor might have any impact on overall 

satisfaction. We reflect the importance as an index value in which 1.0 is equal to the 

average importance across all factors. A level of 2.0 implies that the factor in 

question is twice as important as the average.  

As a technical note1, the indices of importance are equivalent to the proportion of 

variation in overall satisfaction that can be “explained” by variation in satisfaction with 

a specific factor. Here, the interpretation is that improvement in overall satisfaction 

can be brought about by improvement in satisfaction with an individual factor. “Key 

Drivers” are factors that have high importance by this measure. 

Our analysis of key driver importance has two “layers”. Firstly, we calculated the 

index of importance as described above in relation to each individual factor. Also, we 

found out how the factor might be regarded as falling into groups and looked at the 

importance of the factors across each entire group. The identification of “groups” was 

done by a statistical method called factor-analysis. Thus, we analysed the key driver 

importance both at the level of grouped factors and at the level of the individual 

factors. 

5.4 Key Driver Analysis: Relative Importance of Factors 

There were 10 “factors” identified in this analysis. Any figure above 1.00 is of greater 

than the average importance for individual factors (bearing in mind that these are 

groups of services), 2.00 is twice the average and so on. 

                                                
1
 The techniques used allowed for the discrete nature of the 5-point scale (as in probit and logistic 

regression: the “technically correct” ways of handling binary variables). In these methods, the 
correlation coefficients and “R-squared” values cannot be calculated in quite the standard way. The 
statistic we actually used is technically a “pseudo R-squared” which, is similar in effect to the 
conventional measure and so can be interpreted in a similar way but is actually based on modelling 
probabilities. The importance weight is proportionate to this “pseudo R-squared”. The figures given in 
this document, as “correlation levels” are the square roots of this statistic and so are regarded as 
equivalent to the correlation coefficients between continuous variables. 
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5.5 The role of factor analysis 

Factor analysis finds a way of summarizing the individual aspects into “groups”. The 

analysis finds a relatively small number of factors that, statistically, “explain” the 

correlations between these input variables. The factors that are found can be said to 

define a classification of how the 'input' questions group together. Each factor 

identified in the analysis can be regarded as corresponding to a group of highly inter-

correlated input questions. 

The reason one might want to do this is that if the driver-analysis were to be carried 

out simply on the basis of the individual questions it would generate a much larger 

set of results to interpret. If on the other hand we carry out a factor analysis as a 

preliminary step, this would normally enable us to represent the original questions, as 

in this case, in a much smaller number of underlying service groupings. The output of 

a factor analysis shows the relationship between each factor and the original scales. 

Any further analyses (such as the correlation analysis underlying key driver analysis), 

can be carried out both on the individual services and summary scores projected on 

the factors. 

5.6 Factor Analysis: Cumbria Place Survey  

Any one factor identified might be regarded as corresponding to a group of highly 

inter-correlated questions. It is on the basis of the original questions (i.e. satisfaction 

with Cultural Services), that the factor is interpreted. 

This process of interpretation involves first, the selection of a particular “factor 

solution” (the method generates a range of possible solutions differing by the number 

of factors in each). Having chosen a solution (largely on statistical grounds) we then 

inspect each factor and make an interpretation of its underlying meaning on the basis 

of its relationships with the original scales. Following this, we choose a “label” to go 

with the factor. This is so that the factor can be easily referred to in reporting. The 

label should reflect the interpretation of the underlying essence of the factor. 

The factor analysis is best thought of as a means of summarizing the aspects into 

groups: based on similarities in the satisfaction levels of individual residents. Thus 

the labels may be thought of as a shorthand way of thinking about the general ideas 

that residents have about the area and the authority services offered. Each label is 

intended to reflect the common meaning of the group of scales that relate most 

strongly to the factor. In the section below, we show the labels we have chosen for 

the factors identified in this analysis. The make-up of these factors in terms of the 56 

original scales is given in the section following this.  

5.6.1 The factors in the Cumbria Place Survey  

As said earlier, the labels given to the factors are chosen subjectively. However, they 

tend to be used as a way of referring to the analysis results so they have some 

importance. The labels given below are simply an analyst‟s immediate impression. 

Researchers with experience in the field would be better qualified to identify the 

labels. The 10 factors were labelled as follows: 
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Table 4: Factor descriptions 

Factor Number Description 

Factor 1 Satisfaction with Cultural Services 

Factor 2 Anti-social behaviour 

Factor 3 Keeping informed 

Factor 4 Socially responsive 

Factor 5 Health and other services 

Factor 6 Doorstep collections 

Factor 7 Community Integration 

Factor 8 Police Performance 

Factor 9 Local Transport 

Factor 10 Feelings of safety locally 

The real meaning of each factor lies in the scales that relate strongly to it. The 

following page gives an example of how the labels are arrived at. We then discuss 

the relative importance of the 10 factors.  

5.7 Make-up and Interpretation of the 10 factors 

The basis for interpretation of the factors is to find the “common meaning” of the 

scales that make them up. It is on the basis of this “common meaning” that the label 

of the factors has been derived.  
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5.7.1 Factor 1 – Satisfaction with Cultural Services 

The main aspects in this factor are as follows: 

Question number Aspect 

Q8i Museums and galleries 

Q8j Theatres and concert halls 

Q8h Libraries 

Q8k Parks and open spaces 

Q8g Sport and leisure facilities 

 

5.7.2 Factor 2 – Anti-social behaviour 

The main aspects in this factor are as follows: 

Question number Aspect 

Q24d Vandalism, graffiti, deliberate damage 

Q24f People being drunk or rowdy in public places 

Q24e People using or dealing drugs 

Q24b Teenagers hanging around the streets 

Q24g Abandoned or burnt out cars 

Q24c Rubbish or litter lying around 

Q24a Noisy neighbours or loud parties 

Q19 People having respect for each other 

Q17 Parents take responsibility for children 

 

5.7.3 Factor 3 – Keeping informed 

The main aspects in this factor are as follows: 

Question number Aspect 

Q12f How to complain about local public services 

Q12e How well local public services are performing 

Q12c How you can get involved in local decision making 

Q12d Standards of public service you should expect 

Q12h Overall, kept informed re: local public services 

Q12g What to do in the event of large scale emergency 

Q12b How your council tax is spent 

Q13 Can influence decisions re: local area 

Q20 Local authority treats me with respect 
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5.7.4 Factor 4 – Socially responsive 

The main aspects in this factor are as follows: 

Question number Aspect 

Q6d Public services act on the concerns of local residents 

Q6c Public services promote interests of local residents 

Q6b Public services work to make the area cleaner / greener 

Q6a Public services work to make the area safer 

Q6e Public services treat all types of people fairly 

Q8a Keeping public land clear of litter and refuse 

 

5.7.5 Factor 5 – Health and other services 

The main aspects in this factor are as follows: 

Question number Aspect 

Q7c Your GP (family doctor) 

Q7d Your local hospital 

Q7e Your local dentist 

Q7b Cumbria Fire and Rescue Service 

Q7a Cumbria Police 

 

5.7.6 Factor 6 – Doorstep collections 

The main aspects in this factor are as follows: 

Question number Aspect 

Q8c Doorstep recycling 

Q8b Refuse collection 

Q8d Local tips / Household Waste Recycling Centres 

Q8a Keeping public land clear of litter and refuse 

 

5.7.7 Factor 7 – Community Integration 

The main aspects in this factor are as follows: 

Question number Aspect 

Q18 People get on well together on local area 

Q5 Belonging to local neighbourhood 

Q19 Problem from people not respecting each other 

Q17 Parents take responsibility for children 
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5.7.8 Factor 8 – Police and local public service performance 

The main aspects in this factor are as follows: 

Question number Aspect 

Q26 Police and local public services successfully dealing with ASB 

Q25 Police and local public services seek local views about ASB 

Q7a Satisfaction with Cumbria Police 

 

5.7.9 Factor 9 – Local transport 

The main aspects in this factor are as follows: 

Question number Aspect 

Q8f Local bus services 

Q8e Local transport information 

 

5.7.10 Factor 10 – Feelings of safety locally 

The main aspects in this factor are as follows: 

Question number Aspect 

Q23 Perception of safety during day 

Q22 Perception of safety after dark 

 

5.7.11 Aspects not included in the Factor Analysis 

Question number Aspect 

Q4 Overall quality of home 

 

5.8 Key findings 

5.8.1 Factors impacting on satisfaction with the local area 

Overall quality of the home is found to have 3.3 times the impact on satisfaction with 

the local area compared to the average. Also, factors having twice as much impact 

on satisfaction levels are a sense of belonging to the neighbourhood (2.02) and 

respect and consideration from people in the local area (1.95). These latter two 

factors stress the importance of community cohesion to local residents. 

Looking specifically at factors by District / Borough, it is clear that overall quality of 

the home has the greatest impact. However, there are variations in secondary 

factors. The following table lists the top 3 factors by District / Borough. 
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Table 5: Summary of factors impacting on satisfaction with the local area by District / 
Borough 

District / Borough Priority 1 Priority 2 Priority 3 

Allerdale Overall quality of home 
(3.14)  

People not treating each 
other with respect and 
consideration (2.07) 

Belonging to local 
neighbourhood (2.07) 

Barrow-in-Furness Overall quality of home 
(3.48) 

People not treating each 
other with respect and 
consideration (2.05) 

Belonging to local 
neighbourhood (1.68) 

Carlisle Overall quality of home 
(3.20) 

People being drunk or 
rowdy in public places 
(2.09) 

Vandalism, graffiti, 
deliberate damage (2.02) 

Copeland Overall quality of home 
(3.14) 

Belonging to local 
neighbourhood (2.51) 

People not treating each 
other with respect and 
consideration (1.87) 

Eden Overall quality of home 
(5.27) 

Perception of safety after 
dark (1.87) 

Parks and open spaces 
(1.83) 

South Lakeland Overall quality of home 
(3.36) 

Belonging to local 
neighbourhood (3.36) 

Refuse collection (1.74) 

 

5.8.2 Factors impacting on satisfaction with the way the authority runs things 

It is apparent that factors surrounding communication and residents being informed 

have the greatest impact upon satisfaction with the local authority. Being kept 

informed overall regarding local public services is the most important factor at 2 times 

the average (2.04), followed by being kept informed about how well local public 

services are performing (1.63). 

Looking specifically at factors by District / Borough, it is clear that being kept 

informed overall regarding local public services has the greatest impact for most. 

However, there are variations in secondary factors. The following table lists the top 3 

factors by District / Borough. 
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Table 6: Summary of factors impacting on satisfaction with the way the authority runs 
things by District / Borough 

District / Borough Priority 1 Priority 2 Priority 3 

Allerdale Overall kept informed re 
local services (1.90) 

How well local services 
are performing (1.66) 

Services act on concerns 
of residents (1.65) 

Barrow-in-Furness Overall kept informed re 
local services (2.80) 

Knowledge of how 
council tax is spent (1.84) 

How well local services 
are performing (1.60) 

Carlisle Overall kept informed re 
local services (2.19) 

Refuse collection (1.75) Local authority treats me 
with respect (1.63) 

Copeland Overall kept informed re 
local services (2.26) 

Refuse collection (1.76) How well local services 
are performing (1.59) 

Eden Services act on concerns 
of residents (2.26) 

Overall kept informed re 
local services (2.02) 

Can influence decisions 
re local area (1.86) 

South Lakeland Overall kept informed re 
local services (1.99) 

Services act on concerns 
of residents (1.94) 

Refuse collection (1.82) 

 

5.9 Analysis of the main 10 Factors 

The following section provides an analysis of the main 10 factors at their „global level‟ 

and the importance weight in determining satisfaction with the local area and 

satisfaction with the way the authority runs things attached to each factor at County 

and District / Borough level. We reflect the importance as an index value in which 1.0 

is equal to the average importance across all aspects. A level of 2.0 implies that the 

aspect in question is twice as important as the average, bearing in mind that these 

are groups of services/factors. 

5.9.1 Satisfaction with the local area 

The following figure presents the aspects ranked by importance across the total 

(County-wide) sample. Green bars indicate where the level of importance is above 

the average of 1.0.  

What is very apparent from the analysis is that across Cumbria County the Factor 

deemed as most important in terms of overall satisfaction with the local area is 

overall quality of the home. Indeed, this Factor is 3.3 times more important than the 

average of 1.0. Community integration (2.58) and anti-social behaviour (2.52) are 

also approximately 2.5 times as important as the average. 
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Figure 1: Importance weight of Factors impacting on satisfaction with the local area 

 

The following table uses a colour coding system, where red boxes indicate the top 

three aspects with the highest level of importance by area (County and District / 

Borough). It is clear that overall quality of the home is of highest importance across 

all Districts / Boroughs, with its importance weight increasing to 5.27 amongst 

residents of Eden. There are noticeable variations across the Districts / Boroughs 

when considering secondary Factors. Doorstep Collections (2.59) features within 

Barrow-in-Furness only. Community integration is important amongst most Districts / 

Boroughs, with the exception of Carlisle and Eden, where a socially responsive 

Council holds more importance. 
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Table 7: Importance weight of each Factor at County and District / Borough level: 
satisfaction with the local area 

Factor County Allerdale Barrow Carlisle Copeland Eden South 
Lakeland 

Satisfaction with 
Cultural Services 

1.05 1.44 1.00 0.68 1.06 0.96 1.32 

Anti-social behaviour 2.52 2.27 2.16 3.04 2.15 2.42 1.70 

Keeping informed 1.41 1.32 1.64 1.11 1.45 1.49 1.62 

Socially responsive 2.35 2.33 2.06 2.33 2.63 2.14 2.57 

Health and other 
services 

1.39 1.51 1.19 1.56 1.63 1.82 1.60 

Doorstep collections 2.10 2.14 2.59 1.96 1.94 1.66 2.55 

Community 
Integration 

2.58 2.39 2.57 2.32 3.07 2.07 2.82 

Police Performance 1.50 1.73 1.66 1.60 1.61 0.72 1.62 

Local Transport 0.22 0.23 0.60 0.29 0.12 0.17 0.29 

Feelings of safety 
locally 

2.16 2.13 1.47 2.32 1.77 2.38 2.07 

Overall quality of 
home 

3.35 3.14 3.48 3.20 2.96 5.27 3.36 

 

5.9.2 Satisfaction with the way the local authority runs things 

It is apparent from the analysis that across Cumbria County the Factor deemed as 

most important in terms of overall satisfaction with the way Cumbria County Council 

runs things is a socially responsive Council. Indeed, this Factor is 2.9 times more 

important than the average of 1.0. Doorstep collections (2.32) and keeping residents 

informed (2.31) are also approximately 2.3 times as important as the average. 

Figure 2: Importance weight of Factors impacting on satisfaction with the way 
Cumbria County Council runs things 
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It is immediately apparent that the top 3 Factors deemed important across Cumbria 

as a whole are also the top 3 Factors across each of the Districts. Slight variations 

exist in terms of the extent of importance. For example, the importance of being a 

socially responsive Council increases to 3.45 times the average within Eden, 

whereas doorstep collections drop to 1.86 in relative importance.  

Table 8: Importance weight of each Factor at County and District level: satisfaction 
with the way the authority runs things 

Factor County Allerdale Barrow Carlisle Copeland Eden South 
Lakeland 

Satisfaction with 
Cultural Services 

1.31 1.46 1.42 1.07 1.52 1.28 1.22 

Anti-social behaviour 0.46 0.54 0.42 0.53 0.26 0.23 0.75 

Keeping informed 2.31 2.20 2.85 2.20 2.44 2.44 2.51 

Socially responsive 2.87 2.84 2.34 2.72 2.71 3.45 2.89 

Health and other 
services 

1.33 1.35 1.22 1.37 1.60 1.50 1.31 

Doorstep collections 2.32 2.44 1.87 2.54 2.64 1.86 2.74 

Community 
Integration 

0.53 0.79 0.70 0.48 0.39 0.25 0.59 

Police Performance 1.84 1.74 1.58 1.90 1.74 1.71 1.88 

Local Transport 0.77 0.83 0.83 0.73 0.88 0.61 0.56 

Feelings of safety 
locally 

0.78 0.73 0.82 1.04 0.49 0.91 0.78 

Overall quality of 
home 

0.29 0.34 0.49 0.49 0.17 0.23 0.47 

 

5.10 Analysis of the 56 aspects / services 

The following section provides an analysis of all the 56 factors and the importance 

weight attached to each factor by County and District / Borough. Just to reiterate we 

reflect the importance as an index value in which 1.0 is equal to the average 

importance across all aspects. A level of 2.0 implies that the aspect in question is 

twice as important as the average. 

As with the previous section both satisfaction with the local area and satisfaction with 

the way the local authority run things will be explored separately. 

5.10.1 Satisfaction with the local area 

The following figure presents the most important 10 factors impacting on satisfaction 

with the local area across Cumbria County as a whole. As with the analysis of 

grouped factors, overall quality of the home has by far the most important impact at 

3.3 times the average of 1.0. Also, having twice as much impact on satisfaction levels 

is the sense of belonging to the neighbourhood (2.02) and respect and consideration 

from people in the local area (1.95). The latter two aspects stress the importance of 

community cohesion to local residents. Many of the remaining top 10 most important 

aspects focus on crime and anti-social behaviour. 
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Figure 3: Top 10 most important factors impacting on satisfaction with the local area: 
Cumbria County 
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Table 10: Top 10 most important factors impacting on satisfaction with the local area: 
Barrow-in-Furness 

Rank Aspect Importance weight 

1 
Q4_Overall quality of home 3.48 

2 
Q19_Problem from people not respecting each other 2.05 

3 
Q5_Belonging to local neighbourhood 1.68 

4 
Q24f_People being drunk or rowdy in public places 1.55 

5 
Q12h_Overall, kept informed re local public services 1.45 

6 
Q24d_Vandalism, graffiti deliberate damage 1.32 

7 
Q17_Parents take responsibility for children 1.27 

8 
Q24c_Rubbish or litter lying around 1.27 

9 
Q26_Police successful in dealing with ASB 1.27 

10 
Q22_Perception of safety after dark 1.24 

 

Table 11: Top 10 most important factors impacting on satisfaction with the local area: 
Carlisle 

Rank Aspect Importance weight 

1 
Q4_Overall quality of home 3.20 

2 
Q24f_People being drunk or rowdy in public places 2.09 

3 
Q24d_Vandalism, graffiti deliberate damage 2.02 

4 
Q5_Belonging to local neighbourhood 1.94 

5 
Q22_Perception of safety after dark 1.76 

6 
Q24b_Teenagers hanging around the streets 1.65 

7 
Q23_Perception of safety during day 1.64 

8 
Q19_Problem from people not respecting each other 1.63 

9 
Q24e_People using or dealing drugs 1.58 

10 
Q24c_Rubbish or litter lying around 1.36 
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Table 12: Top 10 most important factors impacting on satisfaction with the local area: 
Copeland 

Rank Aspect Importance weight 

1 
Q4_Overall quality of home 2.96 

2 
Q5_Belonging to local neighbourhood 2.51 

3 
Q19_Problem from people not respecting each other 1.87 

4 
Q22_Perception of safety after dark 1.75 

5 
Q24d_Vandalism, graffiti deliberate damage 1.74 

6 
Q17_Parents take responsibility for children 1.57 

7 
Q24b_Teenagers hanging around the streets 1.53 

8 
Q8k_Parks and open spaces 1.53 

9 
Q6a_Public services working to make area safer 1.48 

10 
Q7a_Cumbria Police 1.44 

 

Table 13: Top 10 most important factors impacting on satisfaction with the local area: 
Eden 

Rank Aspect Importance weight 

1 
Q4_Overall quality of home 5.27 

2 
Q22_Perception of safety after dark 1.87 

3 
Q8k_Parks and open spaces 1.83 

4 
Q5_Belonging to local neighbourhood 1.65 

5 
Q24d_Vandalism, graffiti deliberate damage 1.60 

6 
Q24b_Teenagers hanging around the streets 1.58 

7 
Q19_Problem from people not respecting each other 1.41 

8 
Q24f_People being drunk or rowdy in public places 1.40 

9 
Q24c_Rubbish or litter lying around 1.35 

10 
Q23_Perception of safety during day 1.33 
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Table 14: Top 10 most important factors impacting on satisfaction with the local area: 
South Lakeland 

Rank Aspect Importance weight 

1 
Q4_Overall quality of home 3.36 

2 
Q5_Belonging to local neighbourhood 2.36 

3 
Q8b_Refuse collection 1.74 

4 
Q19_Problem from people not respecting each other 1.73 

5 
Q6c_Public services promote interests of local residents 1.45 

6 
Q23_Perception of safety during day 1.43 

7 
Q26_Police successful in dealing with ASB 1.42 

8 
Q22_Perception of safety after dark 1.33 

9 
Q7d_Your local hospital 1.33 

10 
Q17_Parents take responsibility for children 1.32 

 

5.10.2 Overall satisfaction with the way the local authority run things 

The following figure presents the most important 10 factors impacting on satisfaction 

with the way Cumbria County Council run things. Being kept informed overall 

regarding local public services is the most important impact at 2 times the average of 

1.0 (2.04). Similarly, being kept informed about how well local public services are 

performing is also important (1.63 times higher than the average).  
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Figure 4: Top 10 most important factors impacting on satisfaction with the way the 
authority run things: Cumbria County 

 

The following tables present the top 10 most important factors impacting on 

satisfaction with the way the authority run things by District / Borough: 

Table 15: Top 10 most important factors impacting on satisfaction with the way the 
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Rank Aspect Importance weight 

1 
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4 
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5 
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6 
Q8b_Refuse collection 1.42 

7 
Q6a_Public services working to make area safer 1.38 

8 
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9 
Q6c_Public services promote interests of local residents 1.31 

10 
Q8a_Keeping public land clear of litter and refuse 1.26 
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Table 16: Top 10 most important factors impacting on satisfaction with the way the 
authority run things: Barrow-in-Furness 

Rank Aspect Importance weight 

1 
Q12h_Overall, kept informed re local public services 2.80 

2 
Q12b_How your council tax is spent 1.84 

3 
Q12e_How well local public services are performing 1.60 

4 
Q12f_How to complain about local public services 1.51 

5 
Q12g_What to do in the event of a large-scale emergency 1.47 

6 
Q13_Can influence decisions re local area 1.45 

7 
Q6d_Public services act on the concerns of local residents 1.44 

8 
Q6a_Public services working to make area safer 1.32 

9 
Q12d_Standards of public service you should expect 1.30 

10 
Q20_Local authority treats me with respect 1.29 

 

Table 17: Top 10 most important factors impacting on satisfaction with the way the 
authority run things: Carlisle 

Rank Aspect Importance weight 

1 
Q12h_Overall, kept informed re local public services 2.19 

2 
Q8b_Refuse collection 1.75 

3 
Q20_Local authority treats me with respect 1.63 

4 
Q12d_Standards of public service you should expect 1.57 

5 
Q8a_Keeping public land clear of litter and refuse 1.43 

6 
Q7a_Cumbria Police 1.42 

7 
Q12e_How well local public services are performing 1.40 

8 
Q13_Can influence decisions re local area 1.39 

9 
Q6b_Public services working to make area cleaner/greener 1.32 

10 
Q6a_Public services working to make area safer 1.27 
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Table 18: Top 10 most important factors impacting on satisfaction with the way the 
authority run things: Copeland 

Rank Aspect Importance weight 

1 
Q12h_Overall, kept informed re local public services 2.26 

2 
Q8b_Refuse collection 1.76 

3 
Q12e_How well local public services are performing 1.59 

4 
Q13_Can influence decisions re local area 1.51 

5 
Q8a_Keeping public land clear of litter and refuse 1.50 

6 
Q7a_Cumbria Police 1.44 

7 
Q6d_Public services act on the concerns of local residents 1.37 

8 
Q6a_Public services working to make area safer 1.36 

9 
Q12d_Standards of public service you should expect 1.33 

10 
Q6b_Public services working to make area cleaner/greener 1.32 

 

Table 19: Top 10 most important factors impacting on satisfaction with the way the 
authority run things: Eden 

Rank Aspect Importance weight 

1 
Q6d_Public services act on the concerns of local residents 2.26 

2 
Q12h_Overall, kept informed re local public services 2.02 

3 
Q13_Can influence decisions re local area 1.86 

4 
Q6c_Public services promote interests of local residents 1.77 

5 
Q20_Local authority treats me with respect 1.63 

6 
Q6e_Public services treat all types of people fairly 1.60 

7 
Q12e_How well local public services are performing 1.46 

8 
Q12b_How your council tax is spent 1.38 

9 
Q8a_Keeping public land clear of litter and refuse 1.31 

10 
Q12c_How you can get involved in local decision-making 1.29 
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Table 20: Top 10 most important factors impacting on satisfaction with the way the 
authority run things: South Lakeland 

Rank Aspect Importance weight 

1 
Q12h_Overall, kept informed re local public services 1.99 

2 
Q6d_Public services act on the concerns of local residents 1.94 

3 
Q8b_Refuse collection 1.82 

4 
Q12e_How well local public services are performing 1.79 

5 
Q8a_Keeping public land clear of litter and refuse 1.57 

6 
Q12b_How your council tax is spent 1.46 

7 
Q12d_Standards of public service you should expect 1.38 

8 
Q12f_How to complain about local public services 1.34 

9 
Q26_Police successful in dealing with ASB 1.33 

10 
Q6c_Public services promote interests of local residents 1.29 
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6 National Indicator (NI) Summary 

6.1 National indicators 

The Place Survey provides eighteen national indicators for local authorities. These 

indicators are summarised below.  

Table 21: National indicators 

 %  
Unweighted 
sample base 

Weighted 
sample 

base 

Confidence 
Interval 

based on 
weighted 

base 

NI1: % of people who believe people from 
different backgrounds get on well together 
in their local area 

77.2 1052 1056 +/-3.1 

NI2: % of people who feel that they belong 
to their neighbourhood 

73.1 1542 1559 +/-2.7 

NI3: Civic participation in the local area - % 
who have taken part in listed activities 
within the last 12 months 

15.6 1501 1514 +/-2.3 

NI4: % of people who feel they can 
influence decisions in their locality 

26.5 1330 1361 +/-2.9 

NI5: Overall / general satisfaction with local 
area - % satisfied 

86.3 1598 1601 +/-2.1 

NI6: % participating in regular volunteering 27.4 1453 1475 +/-2.8 

NI17: Perceptions of anti-social behaviour - 
% who feel ASB is high based on score 
calculated from responses regarding ASB 
problems 

14.0 1536 1546 +/-2.1 

NI21: Local council and police  are dealing 
with local concerns about anti-social 
behaviour and crime issues - % agree 

33.3 1520 1541 +/-2.9 

NI22: Perceptions of parents taking 
responsibility for the behaviour of their 
children in the area - % agree 

34.2 1485 1504 +/-3.0 

NI23: Perceptions that people in the area 
treat one another with respect and 
consideration - % who state people not 
doing so is a problem 

27.8 1483 1500 +/-2.8 

NI27: Understanding of local concerns 
about anti-social behaviour and crime 
issues by the local council and police - % 
who agree their views are sought on these 
issues. 

31.1 1534 1546 +/-2.9 

NI37:  % aware of civil protection 
arrangements in the local area 

23.8 1556 1570 +/-2.6 
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NI41: Perceptions of drunk or rowdy 
behaviour as a problem  - % who state this 
is a problem 

27.8 1450 1471 +/-2.8 

NI42: Perceptions of drug use or drug 
dealing as a problem % who state this is a 
problem 

31.9 1313 1355 +/-3.1 

NI119: Self-reported measure of people’s 
overall health and well-being - % 
describing health as good 

75.3 1586 1584 +/-2.6 

NI138: Satisfaction of people over 65 with 
both home and neighbourhood  

90.7 553 376 +/-3.6 

NI139: The extent to which older people 
receive the support they need to live 
independently - % who believe this support 
is available 

38.8 1572 1578 +/-3.0 

NI140: Fair treatment by local services - % 
who agree they have been treated fairly in 
the last year 

75.3 1407 1405 +/-2.8 
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6.2 Comparison with national NI averages 

The following table presents the NI scores in comparison to national averages, by all 

District Councils and all local authorities. The mean and top quartile measures are 

provided for comparison purposes. 

Table 22: Comparison with national NI averages 

  

All 
Districts 

% 

All 
authorities 

% 

This 
authority 

% 

NI1: % of people who believe people from 
different backgrounds get on well together in 
their local area 

Mean 78.6 77.2 

77.2 Top 
Quartile 

82.8 81.6 

NI2: % of people who feel that they belong to 
their neighbourhood 

Mean 61.6 59.7 

73.1 Top 
Quartile 

66.1 63.7 

NI3: Civic participation in the local area 

 

Mean 14.1 14.1 

15.6 Top 
Quartile 

15.9 15.9 

NI4: % of people who feel they can influence 
decisions in their locality 

Mean 28.2 28.7 

26.5 Top 
Quartile 

30.6 30.8 

NI5: Overall / general satisfaction with local 
area 

Mean 83.5 81.2 

86.3 Top 
Quartile 

88.2 86.4 

NI6: Participation in regular volunteering 

Mean 25.4 24.0 

27.4 Top 
Quartile 

28.7 26.9 

NI17: Perceptions of anti-social behaviour 

Mean 15.6 18.2 

14.0 Top 
Quartile 

18.2 22.9 

NI21: Dealing with local concerns about anti-
social behaviour and crime issues by the local 
council and police 

Mean 26.7 26.6 

33.3 Top 
Quartile 

29.5 29.1 

NI22: Perceptions of parents taking 
responsibility for the behaviour of their 
children in the area 

Mean 31.8 30.5 

34.2 Top 
Quartile 

36.3 34.4 

NI23: Perceptions that people in the area treat 
one another with respect and consideration 

Mean 26.6 29.4 

27.8 Top 
Quartile 

30.8 35.8 

NI27: Understanding of local concerns about 
anti-social behaviour and crime issues by the 
local council and police 

Mean 24.5 24.8 

31.1 Top 
Quartile 

26.5 26.8 

NI37: Awareness of civil protection 
arrangements in the local area 

Mean 16.2 
 

15.7 
23.8 

Top 
Quartile 

18.6 17.3 

NI41: Perceptions of drunk or rowdy behaviour 
as a problem 

Mean 25.4 27.7 

27.8 Top 
Quartile 

29.9 32.4 

NI42: Perceptions of drug use or drug dealing 
as a problem 

Mean 25.4 28.3 

31.9 Top 
Quartile 

29.8 33.3 

NI119: Self-reported measure of people’s 
overall health and well-being 

Mean 77.2 76.6 
75.3 

Top 80.1 79.8 



 

39 

 

 

Quartile 

NI138: Satisfaction of people over 65 with both 
home and neighbourhood 

Mean 86.4 84.5 

90.7 Top 
Quartile 

89.4 88.1 

NI139: The extent to which older people receive 
the support they need to live independently 

Mean 

 
31.2 30.4 

38.8 
Top 

Quartile 
34.1 33.4 

NI140: Fair treatment by local services 

Mean 

 
75.6 73.6 

75.3 
Top 

Quartile 
78.7 77.4 

 

Communities and Local Government have also released benchmarking data for a 

selection of other non-indicator questions. It is their intention to release national data 

for all questions in due course. 

Table 23: Non-NI comparisons  

Question 
number 

  
All 

districts 
% 

All 
authorities 

% 

This 
authority 

% 

Q10 
Council provides value for 
money - % agree / tend to 
agree 

Mean 
 

34.9 33.8 
32.1 

Top Quartile 38.9 37.5 

Q11 
Satisfaction with the way the 
Council runs things - % very 
/ fairly satisfied 

Mean 
 

46.4 45.7 
40.4 

Top Quartile 51.2 50.1 

Q14 

Generally speaking would 
you like to be more involved 
in the decisions that affect 
your local area 

Mean 
 

24.9 26.0 
21.9 

Top Quartile 26.6 27.5 

Satisfaction with…(% very / fairly satisfied) 

Q8 
…keeping public land clear 
of litter and refuse 
 

Mean 
 

59.5 58.1 
62.7 

Top Quartile 64.0 62.7 

Q8 …refuse collection 

Mean 
 

77.4 77.4 
83.4 

Top Quartile 84.5 83.4 

Q8 
…doorstep recycling 
 

Mean 
 

70.3 70.0 
63.6 

Top Quartile 76.0 75.5 

Q8 
…local tips/household waste 
recycling centres 

Mean 
 

73.4 71.8 
69.5 

Top Quartile 78.6 77.5 

Q8 
…local transport information 
 

Mean 
 

43.2 45.9 
41.6 

Top Quartile 47.8 51.0 

Q8 …local bus services 

Mean 
 

48.0 51.8 
41.8 

Top Quartile 54.1 59.4 

Q8 
…sport/leisure facilities 
 

Mean 
 

46.6 46.4 
40.6 

Top Quartile 51.5 51.2 

Q8 …libraries Mean 69.6 69.3 68.8 
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Top Quartile 73.0 72.5 

Q8 
…museums/galleries 
 

Mean 
 

38.3 39.5 
39.4 

Top Quartile 46.4 47.4 

Q8 …theatres/concert/halls 

Mean 
 

40.5 41.5 
40.3 

Top Quartile 50.3 50.3 

Q8 
…parks and open spaces 
 

Mean 
 

69.3 68.8 
64.5 

Top Quartile 74.5 73.7 
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7 Introduction 

7.1 Background and method 

This report summarises the results of the 2008 Allerdale Borough Council Place 

Survey, conducted amongst 2.835 local residents, via a self-completion postal survey 

carried out between September and December 2008.  

The target population for the survey was the adult population (18+) of Allerdale, and 

the sample was drawn from the Postcode Address File (PAF) sample frame as 

supplied by the Audit Commission. A random of sample of 3,500 was used in this 

survey, with an additional boost of 2,916 (total mailing of 6,416). 

The methodology used in this survey followed the CLG guidelines and as such 

included two reminder mailings after the initial questionnaire had been sent. The 

initial mailing of 6,416 Allerdale residents took place on 25th September 2008, and 

following this, those residents who had not returned a completed questionnaire were 

re-mailed. The second mailing was sent on 24th October 2008, and the third mailing 

on 14th November 2008. 

In total, 2,835 usable completed questionnaires were returned, representing a 

response rate of 44%. On an observed statistic of 50%, a sample size of 2,835 is 

subject to a maximum standard error of +/-1.8% at the 95% level of confidence.2 

Throughout this report reference will be made to seven Localities and eight deprived 

wards. The number of returns per Locality and deprived ward is shown in the tables 

below, along with the associated confidence interval for each sample size. 

Table 24: Survey responses by locality 

Locality Sample base 
Confidence Interval on 

observed statistic of 50% 

ASPATRIA 220 +/-6.6% 

COCKERMOUTH 292 +/-5.7% 

KESWICK 236 +/-6.4% 

MARYPORT 706 +/-3.7% 

SILLOTH 237 +/-6.4% 

WIGTON 296 +/-5.7% 

WORKINGTON 848 +/-3.4% 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                
2
 See „Glossary‟ within appendix 1 for a definition of confidence intervals. 
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Table 25: Survey responses by deprived wards 

Deprived wards  Sample base 
Confidence Interval on 

observed statistic of 50% 

MOORCLOSE WARD 158 +/-7.8% 

MOSS BAY WARD 135 +/-8.4% 

ST. MICHAEL'S WARD 150 +/-8.0% 

CLIFTON WARD 168 +/-7.6% 

ELLENBOROUGH 
WARD 190 +/-7.1% 

EWANRIGG WARD 155 +/-7.9% 

FLIMBY WARD 150 +/-8.0% 

NETHERHALL WARD 150 +/-8.0% 

 

7.2 Report contents 

This report contains a written summary of the findings of the survey, highlighting 

those statistics required to be reported to the Audit Commission. Indicators are 

calculated using the specific instructions provided by the Audit Commission 

(summarised in Appendix Two). In most instances respondents who answered „don‟t 

know‟ or simply did not answer the relevant question have been excluded from the 

sample, resulting in a reduced unweighted sample base. The title of each table or 

graph will state whether data has been run on all responses or if certain responses 

have been removed (valid data).    

Results have been presented rounded to 0 decimal places – this may mean that 

some totals exceed 100%. This also has implications regarding how summary 

percentages appear. For example if 25.4% of residents state they are very satisfied 

and 30.3% of residents are fairly satisfied, these figures are rounded down to 25% 

and 30% respectively. However, the sum of these two responses is 55.7%, which is 

rounded up to 56%, whereas the individual rounded responses suggest this total 

should be 55%. This explains any instances of where summary text does not match a 

graph or table it is referring to. Please note that for questions that produce 

national indicators, the indicator to one decimal place has been included in the 

report text. 

All data included in this report has been weighted3. Weighting is a statistical 

technique used to counteract the deviations that occur in survey samples against the 

population as a whole. In this case, weighting has been used to ensure that the 

sample used here corresponds to the overall population of Allerdale. 

The weighting process was carried out by the Audit Commission‟s sub-contractors, 

Cobalt Sky, using the variables household size, age, gender and ethnicity in order to 

provide a sample that is representative of the Allerdale area. This process was 

replicated by BMG for the weighting of the combined Place Survey / Boost data 

shown throughout the core of this report, with a geographical rim weight by locality. 

                                                
3
 See „Glossary‟ in appendix 1 for a definition of weighting. 
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Where possible, this report will draw comparisons with previous BVPI results (2003 

and 2006). Careful consideration has been given to ensure that comparisons used 

within this report are valid, where valid refers to: 

 The same wording being used for both 2006 and 2008 questions; 

 The inference of the wording, i.e. where the question in 2006 referred to the 

Council, but refers to public services generally in 2008, valid comparisons cannot 

be made; 

 Where the ordering of questions and any preceding questions within the 2006 

questionnaire can significantly impact upon the response given. 

7.3 Data reporting 

A separate data report is available, containing cross-tabulations by the following: 

 Age;  

 Gender;  

 Ethnicity;  

 Economic status;  

 Disability status;  

 Occupancy status / Tenure4; 

 Whether there are children in the household; 

 Satisfaction with the way the authority runs things, with the Police force and with 

the local area; 

 State of health; 

 Whether they feel they are treated fairly by local services; 

 Whether they agree or disagree that people from different backgrounds get on 

well in their local area; 

 Whether they feel they belong to their neighbourhood; 

 Whether they agree or disagree that they can influence local decisions; 

 How well informed they feel about local public services; 

 Whether they feel their views have been sought on ASB and whether they agree 

or disagree that ASB is being successfully dealt with; 

 Ward (highlighting the most deprived wards based on IMD scores); and, 

 Locality. 

 

                                                
4
 The data report includes a crossbreak termed „social housing‟. This combines the responses of both 

council tenants and those that rent from a housing association. 
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8 Views on the local area 

8.1 Local priorities 

In the first section of the questionnaire residents were asked to consider which issues 

are most important in making somewhere a good place to live and which issues they 

are personally concerned about in their local area. For this and all questions, the 

local area was defined as the area within 15-20 minutes walking distance from the 

respondents‟ home.  

From the twenty possible factors included in the questionnaire the highest proportion 

of Allerdale residents state that the level of crime (by inference low crime levels) is 

the most important factor (57%) in making somewhere a good place to live. There is 

a 10-percentage point difference between this and the next most important factor, 

affordable decent housing (47%). Health services were chosen as important by 45% 

of residents. Please note those who did not provide a response or ticked more than 

five boxes have been excluded from the sample base at this question. 

Figure 5: Most important factors in making somewhere a good place to live (All valid 
responses) 
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The top responses shown in figure 1 are consistent with those given in 2006 by 

Allerdale residents. Respondents to the BVPI survey in 2006 most commonly stated 

that the level of crime (54%), health services (50%) and affordable decent housing 

(47%) were the factors most important in making somewhere a good place to live.  

While figure 1 shows what factors all Allerdale residents believe to be important, 

looking at responses in further detail shows that the issues chosen as important vary 

by resident group as outlined below. 

8.1.1 Older residents 

Health services are significantly more likely to be described as important by those 

aged 55+ years (54% of those aged 55-64 years and 57% of those residents aged 

65+ years) when compared to all other age groups. Over a third (34%) of those aged 

65 and over state that public transport is important; a proportion that is higher than in 

any other age group. This is a likely reflection of the greater dependency of this age 

group on public transport. Older residents are also those most likely to feel road and 

pavement repairs are important in making somewhere a good place to live (24%). 

8.1.2 Young people 

The sample base size of 18-24 year olds is just 46, a number that prohibits robust 

analysis.  

8.1.3 Families 

Education provision is identified as important by 46% of those with at least one child 

in their household, which is significantly higher than the 27% of residents without 

children. The same pattern is also evident regarding facilities for young children, 

which 29% of those with children in their household feel are important. In 

comparison, just 14% of those without children in their household selected this as 

important. 

Those with children in their household are also significantly more likely to state that 

crime levels are important in making somewhere a good place to live (65%) than 

those who do not (54%). 

8.1.4 Residents in social housing 

In several instances the views of those in social housing (those renting from the 

Council or a housing association/trust) are significantly different to those given by 

owner occupiers. The former are significantly more likely to state that affordable 

decent housing (59% c.f. 44% of owner occupiers), facilities for young children (30% 

c.f. 17% of owner occupiers) and public transport (33% c.f. 23% of owner occupiers) 

are important. These findings have an important message in that social landlords can 

play a significant and active role in improving areas at the estate level. Interestingly,  

approaching six tenths (57%) of respondents living in private rented housing say that 

affordable decent housing is important, perhaps indicating the lack of cheaper social 

housing available in the area. 

Thus, this analysis clearly signifies that simply looking at Figure 1 is too simplistic an 

assessment of needs and therefore, a more rounded judgment of the aspirations of 

specific resident groups need to be clearly understood. 
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The figure below charts the views given by those aged 18-64 and those aged 65 and 

over regarding what is important in making somewhere a good place to live. Each 

circle represents 10 percentage points, with the innermost ring representing 0% and 

the outer ring representing 70%. The peaks identify where particular factors are seen 

as important by a higher proportion of each age group. 

Figure 6: Most important factors in making somewhere a good place to live (variation 
by age, all valid responses)  

 

  

0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

70%

Access to nature

Activities for teenagers

Affordable decent 
housing

Clean streets

Community activities

Cultural facilities (e.g. 
libraries, museums)

Education provision

Facilities for young 
children

Health services

Job prospects

The level of crime

The level of pollution

The level of traffic 
congestion

Parks and open 
spaces

Public transport

Race relations

Road and pavement 
repairs

Shopping facilities

Sports and leisure 
facilities

Wage levels and local 
cost of living

18 - 64 65+



 

47 

 

 

8.2 Areas in need of improvement 

When considering which aspects of their local area require improvement, slightly 

different responses were given. The most common response given by Allerdale 

residents was that activities for teenagers (56%) need improving. Indeed, as a priority 

this is 15-percentage points higher than the second highest priority. Over two in five 

(41%) feel there is a need for job prospects to be improved, whilst 36% identified 

road and pavement repairs as needing improvement. The full range of responses is 

shown in Figure 3. Positively, only a minority of residents feel that the level of crime 

(22%) and health services (13%) need improving. Being that these are deemed to be 

among the most important factors in making somewhere a good place to live, 

demonstrates where Allerdale Borough Council and its partners are achieving well.  

Figure 7: Things that most need improving in the local area (All valid responses) 

 
UNWEIGHTEDWIEGHTED SAMPLE BASE: 2467/2519 
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improvement were consistent with those above, namely activities for teenagers 

(46%) and job prospects (38%). In 2006, the next most commonly chosen factor for 

improvement was affordable decent housing (33%), the fourth most commonly 

chosen factor in 2008. Thus from a policy perspective, those messages evident in 

2006 are very much relevant today also.  

The views of Allerdale residents regarding what factors need improvement in their 
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8.2.1 Older residents 

Significantly more residents aged 65 and over feel that road and pavement repairs 

need improving (44%), compared to all other age groups. However, activities for 

teenagers is still the highest priority amongst this age group (49%). 

Those aged 65 and over are also more likely to identify shopping facilities (25%), and 

the level of traffic congestion (24%) as needing to be improved. 

8.2.2 Families 

For those residents with children in their household, a significantly higher proportion 

feel that activities for teenagers (64% c.f. 52% of those in non-family households) 

and activities for young children (36% c.f. 24%) need improving. 

8.2.3 Residents in social housing 

Particular issues that residents in social housing are more likely to feel need 

improving relative to owner occupiers include the level of crime (30% c.f. 22%), 

community activities (22% c.f. 16%) and facilities for young children (37% c.f. 27%). 

The factors identified as in need of improvement in each age group within Allerdale 

are shown in the plot below, with the outer ring representing 60%. 

Figure 8: Things that most need improving in the local area by age group (All valid 
responses) 
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Taking the top three areas for improvement individually (activities for teenagers; job 

prospects; and road and pavement repairs), the following figures demonstrate where 

the variations exist between key demographics and spatially. This is critical for 

priority setting, especially when considering spatial, place setting targets. The blue 

bar represents the total figure (or average), and the remaining bars are green, where 

the figure is higher than the total, and orange where the figure is lower than the total. 

8.2.4 Activities for teenagers 

Activities for teenagers are seen as the aspect most in need of improvement by over 

half (56%) of respondents. From the figure below, it is apparent that those with 

children in their household (64%) and those aged 25-34 years (60%) are most likely 

to feel activities for teenagers are in need of improvement.  

Figure 9: Proportion of respondents that feel activities for teenagers needs 
improvement by key demographics (All Valid responses) 
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Spatially, it is apparent that activities for teenagers are more of a priority in some 

localities than others. Where as almost two thirds (64%) of residents of Maryport feel 

that activities for teenagers require improvement, this reduces to 50% amongst 

residents of the Keswick locality. It is also important to note that in six of the eight 

deprived wards in the Borough, residents are more likely to feel activities for 

teenagers need improvement than the survey average of 56%. 

Figure 10: Proportion of respondents that feel that activities for teenagers needs 
improvement by locality and in the deprived wards (All Valid responses) 
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8.2.6 Job prospects 

Two in five (41%) respondents feel that job prospects are an issue in need of 

improvement. As a priority, this is highest amongst those aged 55-64 (46%) and 

private renters (47%). The variation in concern regarding this issue is relatively small 

amongst the remaining resident groups. 

Figure 11: Proportion of respondents that feel job prospects need improvement by 
key demographics (All Valid responses) 
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Spatially, job prospects are a priority for improvement amongst 62% of the Silloth 

locality area, which is significantly higher than in all the other six localities. Indeed, 

this drops dramatically to 18% amongst residents of Wigton. When responses from 

the most deprived wards of Allerdale are reviewed, it is evident that in five of these 

wards the proportion stating job prospects need to be improved is above the survey 

average of 41%. 

Figure 12: Proportion of respondents that feel job prospects need improvement by 
locality and in the deprived wards (All Valid responses) 
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8.2.7 Road and pavement repairs 

Over a third (36%) of respondents feel that road and pavement repairs are in need of 

improvement. This aspect is more of a priority amongst those aged 65+ (44%), 

perhaps reflecting a greater fear of falling among this age group.  

Figure 13: Proportion of respondents that feel road and pavement repairs needs 
improvement by key demographics (All Valid responses) 
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Spatially, it is apparent that residents of the Wigton locality (58%) are most likely to 

feel that road and pavement repairs need improving (58%). This proportion is 

significantly higher than elsewhere, suggesting this may be a particular issue for this 

locality, where job prospects was not. At ward level, 43% of those in the St Michael‟s 

ward feel that road and pavement repairs need to be improved. The geographical 

variations across Allerdale are all very marked. 

Figure 14: Proportion of respondents that feel road and pavement repairs needs 
improvement by locality and in the deprived wards (All Valid responses) 
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Figure 11 plots the factors residents deem as most important against the factors 

described as in most need of improvement. This will give Allerdale Borough Council 

and its partners further evidence of where to focus policies and resources using the 

model below. 
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From the plot below there does not appear to be any critical areas for improvement in 

Allerdale. It is encouraging that the level of crime (K), although identified as 

important, is seen as needing improvement by just 22% of residents. This can be 

seen as a positive feature of living in Allerdale. The issues that require additional 

focus in the future appear to be activities for teenagers (B), job prospects (J) and 

affordable decent housing (C). 
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Figure 15: Resident concerns compared to priorities for improvement (All responses) 
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8.3 Overall satisfaction with the local area  

All respondents were asked to indicate how satisfied or dissatisfied they are with their 

local area as a place to live. Throughout the questionnaire local area was defined as 

the area within 15-20 minutes walking distance of the respondents‟ home.  

In response to this question, 83% of Allerdale residents state they are either fairly 

satisfied or very satisfied with their local area as a place to live. In 2007, 88% gave 

the equivalent response, and in 2006 81% were satisfied in this respect. In 2008, just 

6% indicate they are dissatisfied with their local area as a place to live (8% in 2007 

and 13% in 2006), while 11% gave a neutral response. A comparison of responses 

over the last three years is shown below. It is important to note that the 2007 figures 

are derived from a sample base of just 314. 

Figure 16: How satisfied or dissatisfied are you with your local area as a place to live? 
(Valid responses) 

UNWEIGHTED SAMPLE BASE IN PARENTHESIS 

Looking at responses more closely shows that older residents are most commonly 

satisfied with the local area (88% of those aged 55-64 and 91% of those aged 65+ 

are satisfied). Among those aged 18-24 satisfaction with the local area falls to 71%. 

Over eight in ten (84%) owner occupiers are satisfied with their local area as a place 

to live. However, among those in social housing this proportion is significantly lower 

at 79%.  
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The following figure presents the variation in satisfaction by key respondents groups.  

Figure 17: Levels of satisfaction with the local area as a place to live by key 
demographic groups – % satisfied (Valid responses) 
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live. 
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The following figure presents this variation graphically along with the proportion of 

residents per deprived ward satisfied with their local area. In all of these wards 

satisfaction levels are below the survey average of 83%, particularly with regards to 

the Flimby and St Michael‟s wards (both 70%).  

Figure 18:  Proportion of respondents that are satisfied with the local area as a place 
to live by locality and in the deprived wards (All Valid responses) 
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The interrelated nature of satisfaction with the local area and other place aspects   

recorded in this survey is shown in the figure below. This illustrates the proportion of 

respondents giving a particular view or response who are satisfied with their local 

area as a place to live. So to cite an example, among those who agree that in their 

area people of different backgrounds get on well together, 89% are satisfied with 

their local area as a place to live, whereas among those who disagree this is the 

case, this proportion is significantly lower at 74%. Each of the differences shown 

below is statistically significant, suggesting they all contribute to satisfaction with the 

local area. 

Figure 19: The proportion of residents with a particular opinion who are satisfied with 
their local area as a place to live (All valid responses) 

        
BASES VARY                                                        ALL PERCENTAGES ARE % SATISFIED WITH LOCAL AREA 

8.4 Neighbourhood belonging  

Along with satisfaction with their neighbourhood, all residents were asked how 

strongly they feel they belong to their immediate neighbourhood. The Local 

Government White Paper sets out the Government‟s aim of creating strong and 

cohesive communities – thriving places in which a fear of difference is replaced by a 

shared set of values and a shared sense of purpose and belonging. A sense of 

belonging to one‟s neighbourhood is therefore a key indicator of a cohesive society. 

In response to this question, 72% state they feel very strongly or fairly strongly that 

they belong to their immediate neighbourhood. One in five (20%) indicate they do not 

feel they belong to their immediate neighbourhood very strongly, while 9% go as far 

as to say they do not belong at all strongly. 
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Figure 20: How strongly do you feel you belong to your immediate neighbourhood? 
(All valid responses) 
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Figure 21: How strongly do you feel you belong to your immediate neighbourhood by 
key demographic groups - % strongly (All valid responses) 

SAMPLE BASES SHOWN ON LABEL 

Analysis by locality shows that in Wigton 80% of residents feel they belong to their 

immediate neighbourhood strongly or fairly strongly, while in Cockermouth this 

proportion is lowest at 67%. 

Table 27: Neighbourhood belonging by locality (All valid responses) 
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The following figure also demonstrates the spatial variation in responses, with the 

proportion who agree they belong at deprived ward level ranging from 54% in St 

Michael‟s to 75% in Clifton. Again, the variation spatially is quite marked. 

Figure 22: Neighbourhood belonging by locality and in the deprived wards - % 
strongly (All Valid responses) 
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8.5 Satisfaction with the home 

When considering their own home, 90% of respondents are satisfied with it as a 

place to live, including over half (53%) who are very satisfied. Conversely, 4% gave 

the opposing view and stated they were dissatisfied with their home as a place to 

live. 

Figure 23: Satisfaction with the home (All valid responses) 

 

UNWEIGHTED/WEIGHTED SAMPLE BASE: 2806/2809 

Looking at responses by tenure shows that owner occupiers are significantly more 

likely to be satisfied with their home than those in social housing (93% c.f. 81%). 

Those who rent privately have the lowest satisfaction by tenure (74%). 
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Figure 24: Satisfaction with the home by key demographic groups - % satisfied (All 
valid responses) 

SAMPLE BASES SHOWN ON LABEL 

The figure below shows that satisfaction with the home does not vary notably by 

locality or among residents of the deprived wards. 

Figure 25: Satisfaction with the home by locality and in the deprived wards - % 
satisfied (All Valid responses) 
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9 Local public services 

9.1 Perceptions of local public services 

In order to assess resident perceptions of their local public services all respondents 

were asked to consider to what extent they agree with five statements about the 

services in their area. In summary among those who gave a valid response: 

 69% agree a great deal or to some extent that local public services are working to 

make the area safer; 

 72% agree a great deal or to some extent that local public services are working to 

make the area cleaner and greener; 

 41% agree a great deal or to some extent that local public services promote the 

interests of local residents; 

 44% agree a great deal or to some extent that local public services act on the 

concerns of local residents; and, 

 73% agree a great deal or to some extent that local public services treat all types 

of people fairly. 

A full breakdown of responses is shown below. 

Figure 26: Perceptions regarding the activities of local public services (All Valid 
responses) 

UNWEIGHTED BASES VARY 
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In 2008 this question was asked about local public services in general, whereas in 

2006 this question looked specifically at Council performance. Therefore, a direct 

comparison cannot be made between the two data sets. However, what can be said 

is that residents are less confident in terms of public bodies promoting the interests of 

residents and acting on their concerns, with a negative balance score in opinion 

given. These are areas for attention for partners. 

As has already been reported neighbourhood cleanliness and crime are frequently 

identified as being important in making somewhere a good place to live. The 

importance of these aspects is further emphasised by the fact that among those 

satisfied with the local area, 75% believe local services are working to make their 

area safer. Conversely, among those dissatisfied with the local area, just 30% feel 

local services are working in this way. Similarly, 77% of those satisfied with the local 

area feel local services are working to make the area cleaner and greener, compared 

to 39% of those who are dissatisfied with the neighbourhood.  

9.1.1 Working to make the area safer 

Exploring the extent to which residents of the seven locality areas feel local services 

are working to keep the area safer, it is apparent that this perception is most 

commonly held by residents of Cockermouth (76%) and Keswick (74%). In the 

Aspatria locality, 56% of residents feel that local services are working to make the 

local area safer, a proportion that is significantly lower than in any other locality. 

Looking at responses from residents of Allerdale‟s most deprived wards shows 

Clifton has the lowest proportion of residents who feel local public services are 

working to make the local area safer (55%); again, by quite a substantial margin. 
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Figure 27: Proportion of respondents that believe local services are working to make 
the area safer a great deal / to some extent by locality and in the deprived wards (All 
Valid responses) 

SAMPLE BASES SHOWN ON LABEL 

9.1.2 Working to make the area cleaner and greener 

Replicating the findings above, those in the Aspatria locality are those least likely to 

state that local public services are working to make the local area cleaner and 

greener (66%). Among the deprived wards in Allerdale, those residing in Clifton are 

least likely to hold this view (62%). 
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Figure 28: Proportion of respondents that believe local services are working to make 
the area cleaner and greener a great deal / to some extent by locality and in the 
deprived wards (All Valid responses) 

 

SAMPLE BASES SHOWN ON LABEL 

9.2 Satisfaction with public service providers 

Following on from this, residents were also asked to consider their satisfaction with 

each of the public service providers in their local area.  As the figure below shows: 

 65% are satisfied with Cumbria Police; 

 91% are satisfied with Cumbria Fire and Rescue Service; 

 84% are satisfied with their local GP; 

 78% are satisfied with their local hospital; 

 65% are satisfied with their local dentist; 

 39% are satisfied with Cumbria County Council; and, 

 39% are satisfied with Allerdale Borough Council. 

Usage or contact with these services was not recorded in the survey, so it cannot be 

ascertained what influence usage or contact has on satisfaction levels. It is worth 

noting here that 36% of residents stated they are neither satisfied nor dissatisfied 

with Allerdale Borough Council, going some way to explaining the reduction in 

satisfaction with this organisation. 
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Figure 29: Satisfaction with local public services (All valid responses) 

Unweighted bases in brackets 
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respondents (even if they do not have direct experience of the services), the highest 

proportion are satisfied with: 

 Refuse collection (83%); 

 Local tips and household waste recycling centres (70%); 

 Libraries (69%). 

Figure 30: Satisfaction with Council services - % satisfied (All valid responses) 

  

UNWEIGHTED SAMPLE BASES VARY 

Keeping public land clear of litter and refuse and refuse collection are key measures 

related to satisfaction to the local area. Amongst respondents satisfied with their local 

area, 68% are satisfied with the way in which the Council keeps public land clear of 

litter and refuse. However, amongst those dissatisfied with their local area, this 

reduces to 34%. Similarly, the large majority (87%) of respondents satisfied with their 

local area are also satisfied with refuse collection. Satisfaction reduces to 59% 

amongst those dissatisfied with the local area. As such, it is important to explore how 

attitudes towards both these aspects vary spatially, as a means of prioritising efforts 
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9.3.1 Keeping public land clear of litter and refuse 

The following figure presents the variation in satisfaction with the way in which the 

Council keeps public land clear of litter and refuse by locality and by deprived ward. It 

is apparent that there is considerable variation in the proportion of residents per 

locality satisfied in this respect, with those in Silloth significantly more likely than 

those elsewhere to be satisfied (78%).   

Among respondents living in Allerdale‟s most deprived wards there is also marked 

variation. While 67% of those in Clifton are satisfied with the way that the Council 

keeps public land clear of litter and refuse, this falls to 43% in the St Michael‟s ward. 

Figure 31: Proportion of respondents that are satisfied with the way in which the 
Council keeps public land clear of litter and refuse by locality and in the deprived 
wards (All Valid responses) 

UNWEIGHTED SAMPLE BASES SHOWN ON LABEL 
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9.3.2 Refuse collection 

The following figure presents the spatial variation in satisfaction with refuse 

collection. Replicating the pattern above, Silloth residents are most frequently 

satisfied with refuse collection (92%), while those in the Workington locality are least 

satisfied (77%). At the finer ward spatial scale, the lowest satisfaction (among the 

deprived wards) is in Moss Bay (71%). 

Figure 32: Proportion of respondents that are satisfied with refuse collection by 
locality and in the deprived wards (All Valid responses) 

 

UNWEIGHTED SAMPLE BASES SHOWN ON LABEL 

The BVPI surveys that the Place Survey has replaced had a strong emphasis on 

measuring service satisfaction. Satisfaction in relation to sports/leisure facilities, 

libraries, museums/galleries, theatres/concert halls and parks and open spaces was 

recorded consistently across the two surveys allowing comparisons to be made. 

However, the depth in which the BVPI survey covered other issues such as recycling 

prohibits a fair comparison of satisfaction with the remaining services relative to 

2006. To cite an example, in BVPI respondents were prompted to think about 

satisfaction with particular service aspects such as their recycling containers and 

street cleanliness post collection before stating their overall satisfaction with doorstep 
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 The proportion satisfied with sports/leisure facilities has fallen from 57% in 2006 

to 40% to 2008. However, it should be noted that the BVPI questionnaire also 

mentioned sporting events as well as sports/leisure facilities. 

 Satisfaction with museums/galleries in 2008 is 39% compared to 42% in 2006. 

 In 2006 42% of residents were satisfied with theatres and concert halls. In 2008 

this proportion has fallen marginally to 38%. 

 When considering parks and opens spaces 63% of residents are satisfied in 2008 

compared to 72% in 2006. 

Table 28: Change in levels of satisfaction with Council services since 2006 (All Valid 
responses) 

 % Satisfied 2008 % Satisfied 2006 
Percentage point 

change 

Sports / leisure facilities 40 57 -17% 

Museums / galleries 39 42 -3% 

Theatres and concert halls 38 42 -4% 

Parks and open spaces 63 72 -9% 
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The detailed responses given in 2008 are shown in the table below. All the net 

satisfaction scores are positive, meaning that for these services / facilities a greater 

proportion of residents are satisfied than are dissatisfied, and in most cases this 

difference is marked.  

Table 29: Satisfaction with local services (All valid responses) 

 
Very 

satisfied 
Fairly 

satisfied 

Neither 
satisfied 

nor 
dissatisfied 

Fairly 
dissatisfied 

Very 
dissatisfied 

Net 
Satisfaction 

% 

Keeping public land clear 
of litter and refuse 12% 51% 18% 13% 6% +44% 

Refuse collection 36% 47% 9% 5% 3% +75% 

Doorstep recycling 21% 38% 17% 12% 11% +36% 

Local tips/ Household 
waste recycling centres 25% 45% 17% 8% 5% +57% 

Local transport information 8% 33% 34% 18% 7% +16% 

Local bus services 13% 31% 26% 16% 14% +14% 

Sport/ leisure facilities 7% 33% 33% 17% 9% +14% 

Libraries 21% 48% 24% 5% 2% +62% 

Museums/ galleries 8% 31% 41% 11% 9% +19% 

Theatres/ concert halls 12% 26% 36% 14% 12% +12% 

Parks and open spaces 18% 45% 22% 11% 4% +48% 
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9.4 Satisfaction amongst users of the services 

The proportion of residents who have used each of the services the survey asked 

about is illustrated below. 

In summary: 

 91% have used local tips/household waste recycling centres within the last year; 

 63% have used local transport information within the last year; 

 57% have used local bus services within the last year; 

 51% have used sport/leisure facilities within the last year; 

 56% have used libraries within the last year; 

 33% have used museums/galleries within the last year; 

 40% have used theatres/concert halls within the last year; 

 81% have used parks and open spaces within the last year. 

Table 30: Service usage (All respondents) 

 

Almost 
every 
day 

At least 
once a 
week 

About 
once a 
month 

Within 
the last 

6 
months 

Within 
the 
last 
year 

Longer 
ago 

Never 
used 

It does not 
apply/ 
Don't 
know 

Local tips/ Household 
waste recycling 
centres 

2% 27% 33% 23% 6% 2% 5% 2% 

Local transport 
information 

3% 7% 15% 26% 12% 10% 19% 8% 

Local bus services 8% 14% 12% 15% 8% 15% 21% 7% 

Sport/ leisure facilities 3% 16% 9% 14% 9% 13% 25% 11% 

Libraries 1% 10% 19% 17% 9% 18% 19% 7% 

Museums/ galleries 1% 1% 5% 16% 10% 20% 31% 17% 

Theatres/ concert 
halls 

1% 1% 7% 18% 13% 18% 25% 16% 

Parks and open 
spaces 

18% 25% 18% 14% 6% 5% 7% 6% 
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Encouragingly, users of services appear to have higher satisfaction levels with these 

services compared to all residents. This is particularly the case for 

museums/galleries and theatres/concert halls. For example among all respondents 

38% are satisfied with theatres/concert halls, yet among those who have used these 

facilities in the last year, this proportion rises to 55%. 

Figure 33: Service satisfaction amongst service users - % satisfied (All valid 
responses) 

 SAMPLE BASES VARY 
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9.5 Value for money  

The Place Survey questionnaire included a short paragraph about the responsibilities 

of County and Borough authorities. Once respondents had read which services are 

provided by each authority type they were asked to consider to what extent they feel 

these authorities provide value for money. In addition, residents were also asked to 

state how satisfied they are with the way the authorities run things. 

When considering Cumbria County Council, three in ten (30%) respondents believe it 

provides value for money. When considering Allerdale Borough Council, this 

proportion is also 30%. Levels of dissatisfaction regarding the value for money 

provided by each authority are also broadly consistent (30% County, 34% Allerdale). 

Figure 34: Agreement that local authorities provide value for money (All valid 
responses)  

 

As might be anticipated, those residents who are satisfied with the way Allerdale 

Borough Council run things are significantly more likely to state they provide value for 

money (70%) than those who are dissatisfied with it overall (2%). Indeed, among 

those dissatisfied with how Allerdale Borough Council run things, 88% disagree the 

Council provides value for money. 

In addition, it should also be noted that there is interplay between the perception of 

the value for money Allerdale Borough Council offers and satisfaction with the local 

area. Seven in ten (71%) of those dissatisfied with their local area disagree Allerdale 

Borough Council provides value for money, compared to 28% of those satisfied with 

their local area. This is a statistically significant difference. Overall satisfaction with 

the authority will be examined in some detail overleaf. 
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9.6 Overall satisfaction with the way the local authority runs things  

When considering their overall satisfaction with how Cumbria County Council run 

things, 39% of residents are satisfied and 23% are dissatisfied. The equivalent 

proportions when residents consider Allerdale Borough Council are 39% and 26%.  

The full range of responses given in relation to each authority is shown below. 

Figure 35: Satisfaction with the way local authorities run things (All valid responses) 

 

Comparing satisfaction with how Allerdale Borough Council run things in 2008 to the 

views recorded in 2007 and 2006 shows a downward trend in the proportion of 

satisfied residents. While in 2006 48% were satisfied with how Allerdale Borough 

Council runs things, this has fallen to 39% in 2008 (-9%). The 2007 survey conducted 

by Allerdale Borough Council did record satisfaction with the authority at 62%, but 

this was based on just 337 valid responses.  

Figure 36: Satisfaction with the way Allerdale Borough Council run things 2006-2008 
(All valid responses) 
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Those aged 65 and over are most likely to be satisfied with the way the Borough 

Council run things (55%). The variation between, for example, the over 65‟s and 25-

54 age group is very marked; around 25-percentage points. Those in social housing 

are significantly more likely to be satisfied with Allerdale Borough Council than owner 

occupiers (47% c.f. 37%). In addition, those without children in their household are 

significantly more likely to be satisfied with Allerdale Borough Council than those who 

do (41% c.f. 32%).   

The following figure presents the spread in levels of satisfaction with the way 

Allerdale Borough Council run things by key demographic groups. 

Figure 37: Levels of satisfaction with the way the Allerdale Borough Council run 
things by key demographic groups - % satisfied (Valid responses) 
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Looking at responses by locality shows that those living in Keswick are most likely to 

be dissatisfied with how Allerdale Borough Council runs things, although the 

variations between localities are not pronounced.  

Table 31: Satisfaction with the way Allerdale Borough Council run things by locality 
(All valid responses) 

 
ASPATRIA COCKERMOUTH KESWICK MARYPORT SILLOTH WIGTON WORKINGTON 

Satisfied 
43% 39% 39% 37% 45% 42% 35% 

Neither 
satisfied nor 
dissatisfied 

31% 45% 30% 36% 28% 36% 37% 

Dissatisfied 
26% 15% 31% 27% 27% 23% 27% 

Unweighted 
Bases 

195 269 213 627 211 270 782 

 

The following figure also demonstrates these differences graphically along with 

responses by the eight most deprived wards. In just two of these wards (Ewanrigg 

and Moorclose) does the level of satisfaction exceed the survey average of 39%. 

Figure 38: Proportion of respondents that are satisfied with Allerdale Borough 
Council by locality and in the deprived wards (All Valid responses) 
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The relationship between the two key indicators of satisfaction recorded in the survey 

is evident in the data. Among those satisfied with the local area, 44% are satisfied 

with how Allerdale Borough Council runs things and 21% are dissatisfied. Among 

those dissatisfied with the local area the proportions are significantly different (11% 

satisfied and 64% dissatisfied). 

Probing this relationship further, the aspects which influence how satisfied residents 

are with their place to live also interplay with satisfaction with the authority. For 

example, among those who agree they can influence decisions, 65% state they are 

satisfied with the way Allerdale Borough Council runs things. Among those who 

disagree, just 28% are satisfied, a significant difference. Similarly, residents who feel 

they receive value for money and are informed about local public services are 

significantly more likely to be satisfied with the authority. The latter finding re-

enforces the key role of information and communication identified by a 2007 study 

conducted by the Local Government Association into Council reputation. 

Figure 39: The proportion of residents with a particular opinion who are satisfied with 
the way the Allerdale Borough Council run things (All valid responses) 

         
BASES VARY                    ALL PERCENTAGES ARE % SATISFIED WITH ALLERDALE BOROUGH COUNCIL 
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10 Information 

A further measure of local authority performance is how informed residents feel about 

particular services and benefits the authority provides. Informed residents will 

suggest that the Council‟s communications are reaching residents successfully. In 

this context all residents were asked to consider how well informed they feel about 

eight areas of Council activity. 

When considering how and where to register to vote and how Council Tax is spent, a 

higher proportion of residents feel very or fairly well informed about these things than 

those who do not feel very well informed or not informed at all (+76% and +24% 

respectively). However, for the remaining six aspects a greater proportion of 

residents state they are not informed than informed. In particular, there is a negative -

48% balance score in the proportion of residents that do and do not feel informed 

about what to do in the event of a large-scale emergency. This is illustrated by the 

net balance scores in the table below. 

Table 32: How well informed do you feel about each of the following? (All valid 
responses) 

 

Very well 
informed 

Fairly 
well 

informed 

Not very 
well 

informed 

Not well 
informed 

at all 
Net balance 

score 

How and where to register 
to vote 

41% 47% 9% 3% +76% 

How your council tax is spent 

13% 49% 27% 11% +24% 

How you can get involved in 
local decision-making 

4% 27% 45% 24% -38% 

What standard of service you 
should expect from local 
public services 

8% 33% 41% 17% -17% 

How well local public 
services are performing 

6% 38% 39% 18% -13% 

How to complain about local 
public services 

6% 32% 41% 20% -23% 

What to do in the event of a 
large-scale emergency e.g. 
flooding, human pandemic 
flu 

5% 21% 39% 35% -48% 

Overall, how well informed 
do you feel about local 
public services 

4% 38% 37% 21% -16% 
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Responses to some aspects of this question can be compared to the responses 

given in the 2006 BVPI Survey. Making this comparison shows that: 

 In 2008, 88% feel very or fairly informed about how and where to register to vote, 

which is a decrease on the 91% recorded in 2006; 

 The proportion who feels informed about how to get involved in local decision 

making has fallen from 39% in 2006 to 31% in 2008; a marked difference and of 

some concern. 

As the other questions referred to local public services rather than the Council no 

further comparison with previous results is possible. 

As suggested in the previous section residents who feel informed are more likely to 

be satisfied with the authority. Eight in ten (79%) of those satisfied with Allerdale 

Borough Council state they are well informed about how their Council Tax is spent. 

Among those dissatisfied with Allerdale Borough Council this proportion falls to 44%. 

Likewise among those satisfied with the authority 65% feel well informed about how 

well local public services are performing, compared to the 20% of those who are 

dissatisfied with the Council who state they feel informed about this. 
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11 Local decision making 

The Government aims to build communities where individuals are empowered to 

make a difference both to their own lives and to the area in which they live. A key 

indicator of community empowerment is the extent to which people feel able to 

influence decisions affecting their local area. 

11.1 Influence on local decision making 

In 2008, 74% disagree they can have an influence on local decision making 

compared to 74% in 2006. The proportion who agrees is 26% (also 26% in 2006). As 

such, no progress has been made on this indicator in the past 2 years. 

Figure 40: Influence on local decision making (All valid responses) 

UNWEIGHTED SAMPLE BASES IN PARENTHESIS 
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Variation in agreement is shown in the following figure. Particular groups who are 

significantly more likely to agree they can influence decisions affecting their local 

area are those aged 65+ (33%) and those in social housing (31%).  

Figure 41: Influence on local decision making by key demographic groups- % agree 
(All valid responses) 

SAMPLE BASES SHOWN ON LABEL 

Looking at responses by locality shows no significant differences of opinion on this 

issue. 

Table 33: Influence on local decision making by locality (All valid responses) 

 
ASPATRIA COCKERMOUTH KESWICK MARYPORT SILLOTH WIGTON WORKINGTON 

Agree 
29% 25% 26% 24% 28% 27% 25% 

Disagree 
71% 75% 74% 76% 72% 73% 75% 

Unweighted 
Bases 

177 251 204 552 189 247 675 
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Views by locality are shown graphically below along with differences among the most 

deprived wards in Allerdale. At ward level, just 15% of those in the St Michael‟s ward 

agree that they can influence local decisions, compared to 42% in Moss Bay. 

Figure 42: Proportion of respondents that agree they can influence local decision 
making by locality and in the deprived wards (All Valid responses) 

 

UNWEIGHTED SAMPLE BASES SHOWN ON LABEL 

 

11.2 Desire to be involved in decision making 

Over a fifth (21%) of residents would like to be more involved in the decisions that 

affect their local area. Six in ten residents (62%) said it depended on the issue, 13% 

said they were not interested and 4% said don‟t know. 

More males desire to be involved in local decision making than females (25% and 

18% respectively). This is also the case for owner occupiers (23%) and private 

renters (26%) relative to those in social housing (14%). 

Future engagement approaches need to harness the existing levels of interest 

among residents in becoming more involved in local decision making. In addition, 

further research may be needed to establish how particular groups can be 

encouraged to become more engaged in local decisions and crucially how the range 

of engagement opportunities can be tied to the activities of elected members so that 

this engagement also serves to strengthen local democracy. 
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12 Helping out 

High levels of volunteering are one sign of strong, active communities. Local 

government has an important role to play in creating a culture in which individuals are 

able to contribute to their communities by volunteering. To assess the level of 

volunteering in Allerdale, residents were asked to think about any group(s), club(s) or 

organisation(s) that they had been involved with during the last 12 months. This 

included activities they had taken part in, supported, or that they had helped with in 

any way, either on their own or with others. Possible examples of such activity 

include helping at a youth or day centre, helping to run an event, campaigning or 

doing administrative work. 

Overall, 36% of residents who gave a valid response have given unpaid help to any 

group(s), club(s), or organisation(s) in the last 12 months. A further 11% have given 

help on an individual basis, but over half (53%) have not given any unpaid help in the 

last 12 months. The proportion of residents participating regularly in voluntary 

activities (when regular is defined as at least once a month in the last 12 months) is 

27%.  

Figure 43: Provision of unpaid help in the last 12 months (All valid responses) 

 

UNWEIGHTED / WEIGHTED SAMPLE BASE: 2492/2537 
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13 Getting involved 

Civic participation is one of the principal means by which individuals exercise their 

empowerment for the benefit of the locality, often at the same time increasing their 

own level of empowerment. An increase in the number and diversity of people taking 

on such roles can help to create fairer, more inclusive policies, whilst spreading the 

perception that public decision making is accessible to the influence of all legitimate 

interests. It can help to make civic institutions more representative of and 

accountable to the local population. It can also contribute to concentrating local 

decision making more effectively on the issues all members of society believe are 

important, as well as strengthening ties between such bodies and the people they 

serve, so building trust. 

Given the multi-faceted benefits of resident involvement described above residents 

were asked to indicate whether in the last 12 months they have been a part of seven 

different types of decision making groups. These groups ranged from acting as a 

local councillor to being part of a tenants group decision making committee. 

Around one in six (15%) respondents state that they have taken part in at least one 

of the above activities in the last 12 months.  

Figure 44: In the last 12 months have you…? (All valid responses) 

UNWEIGHTED/WEIGHTED SAMPLE BASE:  2640/2667 
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14 Respect and cohesion 

14.1 Introduction 

In this section resident views on community cohesion issues will be reported. Issues 

such as levels of respect and parental responsibility will be probed, along with the 

issue of whether older people get the services and support they need. 

14.2 Parental responsibility  

Three in ten (29%) Allerdale residents feel that parents take enough responsibility for 

their children where they live, while 50% disagree. One in five (21%) answered 

neutrally on this issue. 

Figure 45: To what extent do you agree or disagree that in your local area parents take 
enough responsibility for the behaviour of their children?  (All valid responses) 

 

UNWEIGHTED/WEIGHTED SAMPLE BASE: 2606/2646 

Males are significantly more likely to agree than females that parents take 

responsibility for their children‟s behaviour (52% c.f. 48%). Among those residents 

who have at least one child in their household, 35% agree that parents take enough 

responsibility for the behaviour of their children compared to 26% among those 

without children.  This is a statistically significant difference. 
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14.3 Cohesion   

The Local Government White Paper sets out the Government‟s aim of creating 

strong and cohesive communities – thriving places in which a fear of difference is 

replaced by a shared set of values and a shared sense of purpose and belonging. 

The aim in doing so is to ensure that the economic and cultural benefits of diversity 

are experienced by everyone in each community. As a measure of community 

cohesion all residents were asked to what extent they agree or disagree that their 

local area is a place where people from different backgrounds get on well together. 

Among all those who completed a questionnaire 8% stated that there were too few 

people in the local area to answer, while 7% feel people where they live are all the 

same background. For analysis, residents who answered in this way and those who 

answered don‟t know have been removed. As shown below, among the remaining 

respondents 75% agree that their local area is a place where people from different 

backgrounds get on well together. This is a marked reduction from the 85% achieved 

in the 2006 BVPI survey. The remaining 25% give the opposing view. 

Figure 46: To what extent do you agree or disagree that your local area is a place 
where people from different backgrounds get on well together?  (All valid responses) 

UNWEIGHTED/WEIGHTED SAMPLE BASE: 1830/1857 

Looking at responses in more detail shows that there are significant differences 

evident by age. Among those aged 65+ 87% perceive that their local area is a place 

where people from different backgrounds get on well together, which is significantly 

higher than in any other age group. Females are also more likely than males to agree 

that people get on locally (78% c.f. 71%). No significant differences on this issue 

exist by disability, but in terms of ethnicity, non-BME residents are more likely to 

agree than BME residents (75% c.f. 61%).  
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Figure 47: Levels of agreement that the local is a place where people from different 
backgrounds get on well together by key demographic groups (All Valid responses) 

 

SAMPLE BASES SHOWN BY LABEL 

Analysis by locality is shown in the table below. Agreement is significantly higher in 

Keswick (88%), and disagreement is significantly higher in Maryport (33%). 

Table 34: People from different backgrounds get on well together by locality (All valid 
responses)   

 
ASPATRIA COCKERMOUTH KESWICK MARYPORT SILLOTH WIGTON WORKINGTON 

Agree 
79% 78% 88% 67% 78% 78% 73% 

Disagree 
21% 22% 12% 33% 22% 22% 27% 

Unweighted 
Bases 

128 201 168 433 169 210 521 
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This spatial variation is also shown in the following figure along with variation among 

the deprived wards in the Borough. For seven of these wards the proportion who 

state different backgrounds get on well together locally is below the survey average 

of 75%, but far higher amongst residents of Moorclose (78%). 

Figure 48: Proportion of respondents that agree people from different backgrounds 
get on well together by locality and in the deprived wards (All Valid responses) 

 

UNWEIGHTED SAMPLE BASES SHOWN ON LABEL 
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When considering respect and consideration in their local area, three in ten (31%) 

respondents perceive people not treating one another with respect and consideration 

to be a problem in their area. This includes 6% who feel this is a very big problem. 

Almost seven in ten (69%) respondents feel that this is not a problem. 

Figure 49: In your local area, how much of a problem do you think there is with people 
not treating each other with respect and consideration? (All valid responses) 

UNWEIGHTED/WEIGHTED SAMPLE BASE: 2563/2599 

Older residents are those most likely to state that people not treating each other with 

respect and consideration is not a problem. Eight in ten (81%) of those aged 65 and 

over believe this is not a problem, a proportion that is significantly higher than in all 

other age groups. In terms of ethnicity, 51% of BME residents feel that this is a 

problem, compared to 30% of non-BME residents. It is also notable that almost two in 

five (38%) of those in social housing feel a lack of respect and consideration is a 

problem, compared to 29% of owner occupiers, which is also significant. 
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A lack of respect and consideration is most commonly described as a problem in the 

Maryport (40%) and Workington (40%) localities. 

Table 35: People not treating each other with respect and consideration by locality 
(All valid responses) 

 
ASPATRIA COCKERMOUTH KESWICK MARYPORT SILLOTH WIGTON WORKINGTON 

Not a problem 
at all 

22% 29% 26% 11% 18% 29% 13% 

Not a very big 
problem 

54% 56% 62% 49% 60% 47% 48% 

A fairly big 
problem 

20% 13% 11% 30% 21% 21% 32% 

A very big 
problem 

4% 1% 1% 10% 2% 3% 8% 

Unweighted 
Bases 

189 273 219 624 218 281 759 

 

14.4 Fair treatment by local services  

When considering their local public services, three quarters (74%) of respondents 

reported that they have been fairly treated „all of the time‟ or „most of the time‟ by 

local public services. A further 20% feel that they have been treated fairly some of 

the time, 5% said this had rarely been the case and 1% said never. 

Figure 50: In the last year would you say that you have been treated with respect and 
consideration by your local public services…?  (All valid responses) 

UNWEIGHTED/WEIGHTED SAMPLE BASE: 2542/2439 
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It is notable that among those satisfied with their local area, 78% of residents state 

they have been treated with respect by local public services all or most of the time. 

Among those dissatisfied with their local area, just 44% feel the same way. 

14.5 Support for older people  

The final question in this section asked all residents whether they feel older people in 

their local area are able to get the services and support they need to continue to live 

at home for as long as they want to. This could include help or support from public, 

private or voluntary services from family, friends and the wider community. 

In response, 40% of those who gave a valid response said they do feel such support 

is available, while 16% answered no and 44% answered don‟t know. Exploring the 

views of those in the older age groups, the proportion of respondents aged 65+ years 

that feel they are able to get the support they need increases to 50%, a proportion 

significantly higher than any other age group. 
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15 Community Safety 

15.1 Safety in the local area 

In order to assess how safe residents feel in their neighbourhood, all residents were 

asked to indicate on a five point scale how safe they feel in their local area during the 

day and after dark. 

During the day, 94% state that they feel either very or fairly safe, including 60% who 

feel very safe. Conversely, just 3% feel unsafe to some extent. However, at night the 

proportion who feels safe falls to 65%, while 20% state that they feel unsafe. 

Figure 51:  How safe or unsafe do you feel when outside in your local…? (All valid 
responses) 

UNWEIGHTED SAMPLE BASES IN PARENTHESIS  

Looking in more detail at the views expressed regarding safety at night shows that 

there are particular groups significantly more likely to state that they feel unsafe in 

their local area after dark. These are females (26% c.f. 15% of males), those aged 

18-24 (47%), and those in social housing (31% c.f. 18% of owner occupiers). 
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The following figure presents the proportion of key demographic groups that feel 

unsafe in their local area after dark. 

Figure 52: Proportion of respondents feeling unsafe in the local area after dark by key 
demographic groups (All Valid responses) 

 

SAMPLE BASES BY LABEL 

The spatial variations in the proportion of residents who feel safe in their local area 

by day and at night are shown in the tables below. The results regarding safety at 

night in particular suggest that perceptions of safety have a key influence on overall 

satisfaction with the local area.  

In the Keswick locality, where 93% of residents are satisfied with their local area as a 

place to live, 88% state they feel safe outside in their local area after dark. This is 

significantly higher than in all other areas, with the exception of Cockermouth (83%). 

Workington is the locality with the highest proportion of residents who feel unsafe in 

their local area at night (31%). 
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Table 36: Perceptions of safety after dark by locality (All valid responses) 

 
ASPATRIA COCKERMOUTH KESWICK MARYPORT SILLOTH WIGTON WORKINGTON 

Safe 
76% 83% 88% 56% 73% 76% 50% 

Neither safe 
nor unsafe 

10% 11% 8% 17% 13% 11% 19% 

Unsafe 
14% 6% 4% 27% 14% 13% 31% 

Unweighted 
Bases 

210 274 231 651 229 279 789 

 

These variations in perception by locality are shown graphically below, along with the 

proportion of residents who feel unsafe by ward (the most deprived wards only). The 

large variation in the proportion who feel unsafe at night in these eight wards merits 

further investigation. 

Figure 53: Proportion of respondents feeling unsafe by locality and in the deprived 
wards (All Valid responses) 

 

UNWEIGHTED SAMPLE BASES SHOWN ON LABEL 
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As the table below shows, perceptions of safety in the local area by day do not vary 

to the same extent. 

Table 37: Perceptions of safety during the day by locality (All valid responses) 

 
ASPATRIA COCKERMOUTH KESWICK MARYPORT SILLOTH WIGTON WORKINGTON 

Safe 
95% 99% 99% 94% 94% 97% 88% 

Neither safe 
nor unsafe 

5% 1% 1% 3% 3% 1% 9% 

Unsafe 
*% 0% 0% 3% 3% 2% 3% 

Unweighted 
Bases 

211 279 231 654 221 283 800 

 

As well as being related to perceptions of the local area, the views residents hold in 

relation to safety with their local area appear to be related to their perceptions of the  

local authority and the local police authority. Among those satisfied with the way 

Allerdale Borough Council runs things, 73% feel safe in their local area after dark. 

Among those who are dissatisfied, just 52% feel safe after dark, which is a significant 

difference. Similarly, while seven in ten (70%) of those satisfied with the local police 

feel safe locally at night, among those dissatisfied with the local police this proportion 

is significantly lower at 42%. 
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16 Anti-social behaviour 

16.1  Introduction  

Anti-social behaviour (ASB) is a high profile national priority for Government. Local 

authorities are the key partner in tackling ASB and have statutory duties to enforce 

ASB legislation. In this context several questions were included in the Place Survey 

in order to explore this issue. 

16.2 Perceptions of anti-social behaviour 

In order to record how serious residents perceive anti-social behaviour to be in their 

local area, residents were asked to indicate how big a problem they believe seven 

particular issues to be. 

The majority of residents are more likely to describe these issues as not a very big 

problem or not a problem at all. People using or dealing drugs (15%) and teenagers 

hanging around on the streets (14%) are the problems most likely to be described as 

a very big problem. The full responses given are shown in the table below. 

Table 38: Seriousness of anti-social behaviour issues (All valid responses) 

 

Not a 
problem at 

all 

Not a 
very big 
problem 

A fairly big 
problem 

A very 
big 

problem 

Net balance 
score (not a 

problem- 
problem) 

Noisy neighbours or loud 
parties 

57% 33% 6% 4% +80% 

Teenagers hanging 
around the streets 

23% 34% 29% 14% +14% 

Rubbish or litter lying 
around 

20% 51% 21% 8% +42% 

Vandalism, graffiti and 
other deliberate damage 
to property or vehicles 

25% 47% 20% 7% +45% 

People using or dealing 
drugs 

30% 30% 25% 15% +20% 

People being drunk or 
rowdy in public places 

29% 41% 20% 10% +40% 

Abandoned or burnt out 
cars 

58% 35% 5% 2% +86% 
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As this question was asked in the same manner two years ago in the BVPI survey it 

is possible to assess whether resident perceptions of these issues have improved or 

deteriorated. It is apparent that the proportion of respondents feeling that all issues of 

ASB are a serious problem has decreased since 2006. Most importantly, given that 

teenagers hanging around in the streets is seen as one of the biggest problems in 

2008, this has seen a 6-percentage point decrease since 2006.  

Table 39: Problems described as very serious 2006-2008 (All valid responses)  

 

Very big 
problem 

2008 

Very big 
problem 

2006 

Percentage 
point 

change 

Noisy neighbours or loud parties 4% 4% 0 

Teenagers hanging around the streets 14% 20% -6 

Rubbish or litter lying around 8% 10% -2 

Vandalism, graffiti and other deliberate 
damage to property or Vehicles 

 
7% 

 
8% 

 
-1 

People using or dealing drugs 15% 23% -8 

People being drunk or rowdy in public places 10% 7% +3 

Abandoned or burnt out cars 2% 3% -1 
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Taking the two ASB issues seen as the biggest problem, the following figures present 

the variation to which they are seen as a problem by locality and among the eight 

most deprived wards in Allerdale. 

16.2.1 Teenagers hanging around on the streets 

As can be seen, the locality where teenagers hanging around in the street are seen 

as the biggest problem is Maryport (55%), followed by Silloth (51%). In comparison, 

just 30% of residents of the Keswick locality feel teenagers are a problem to any 

extent. 

It is also clearly evident that teenagers hanging around in the street are a problem for 

the deprived wards of Allerdale, as in all but one of the eight featured wards the 

proportion of residents stating this as a problem is above the survey average. 

Figure 54:  Variation in the proportion of residents feeling teenagers hanging around 
in the street is a very/fairly big problem by locality and in the deprived wards (All Valid 
responses) 

 

UNWEIGHTED SAMPLE BASES ON LABELS 
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16.2.2 People using or dealing drugs  

The proportion of residents who state people using or dealing drugs is a problem is 

highest in the Maryport locality (60%), by quite a substantial margin. In addition, this 

issue is seen as a problem by an above average number of residents in all eight of 

the most deprived wards. 

Figure 55:  Variation in the proportion of residents feeling rubbish and litter lying 
around is a very/fairly big problem by locality and in the deprived wards (All Valid 
responses) 

 

UNWEIGHTED SAMPLE BASE ON LABELS 

16.3 The response of local services to ASB  

Having established how serious they view anti-social behaviour to be in their local 

area, all residents were also asked to consider the action that is being taken to tackle 

these issues in their local area. Responses provide a proxy measure of public 

confidence in the ability of local agencies to tackle the community safety issues that 

matter to local people (i.e. a measure of Neighbourhood Policing in the widest 

sense). 

Having been reminded that it is the role of the police and other public services to 

work in partnership to deal with anti-social behaviour, respondents were asked 

whether they agree or disagree that the police and other local public services seek 

people‟s views about ASB issues in their local area. 

In response, 32% agree that these services seek their views, while 25% disagree this 

is the case. 
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Figure 56: How much would you agree or disagree that the police and other local 
public services seek people’s views about these issues in your local area? (All 
responses) 

UNWEIGHTED/WEIGHTED SAMPLE BASE:  2674/2702 

Those respondents of the oldest age group are most likely to agree that their views 

are sought by the Police and other local public services (36% of those aged 65+). It 

is also interesting to note that those in social housing are significantly more likely 

than owner occupiers to feel that their views are sought about anti-social behaviour 

(39% c.f. 30%). 

Figure 57: Proportion of respondents that agree that the police and other local public 
services seek people’s views about these issues in the local area by key demographic 
groups (All Valid responses) 

 

UNWEIGHTED SAMPLE BASES BY LABEL 
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Spatially, residents of the Keswick (36%) and Maryport (35%) localities most 

commonly believe that their views are sought in relation to ASB. Looking at 

responses by deprived ward shows that agreement ranges from 46% in Flimby to 

30% in Moss Bay. 

Figure 58: Proportion of respondents that agree that the police and other local public 
services seek people’s views about these issues in the local area by locality and in 
the deprived wards (All Valid responses) 

  

UNWEIGHTED SAMPLE BASES BY LABEL 

Amongst those that feel informed overall about local public services, agreement that 

views are sought about ASB issues increases to 45%, but is significantly lower 

amongst those that do not feel informed (23%). 
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Following on from this 34% of Allerdale residents agree that the police and other 

local public services are successfully dealing with ASB issues in the local area. This 

includes 6% who strongly agree. Conversely, 21% disagree that local agencies are 

successfully dealing with ASB issues locally. 

Figure 59: And how much would you agree or disagree that the police and other local 
public services are successfully dealing with these issues in your local area? (All 
responses) 

UNWEIGHTED/WEIGHTEDSAMPLE BASE: 2643/2688 
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Exploring the variation in opinion spatially, the following figure reveals that those in 

Keswick are significantly more likely that those in any other locality to feel that ASB is 

being tackled in their local area (46%). Looking at responses by deprived ward 

shows that agreement ranges from 39% in Ewanrigg to 27% in St Michael‟s. 

Figure 60:  Proportion of respondents that agree the police and other local public 
services are successfully dealing with ASB issues in the local area by locality and in 
the deprived wards (All Valid responses) 

 

UNWEIGHTED SAMPLE BASE = 2230 

Again, amongst those that feel informed about local public services overall, 49% 

agree these services are successfully dealing ASB. However, this reduces to 24% 

amongst those that do not feel informed. This stresses the importance on 

communications to residents regarding the work of all agencies / partners. 
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17 Health 

The final indicator derived from the Place Survey is self-reported health and well 

being. Each respondent was asked to consider their overall health on a five point 

scale ranging from very good to very bad. In response, 74% describe their health as 

either good or very good, while 21% describe it as fair and 5% as either bad or very 

bad. 

Figure 61: How is your health in general? (All valid responses) 

UNWEIGHTED/WEIGHTED SAMPLE BASE: 2789/2786 

Those most likely to describe their health as good are those aged 25-34 (92%), 

followed by those aged 18-24 (88%) and those aged 35-54 (88%). Among those 

aged 55-64 this proportion falls to 71%. Among those aged 65 and over 51% 

describe their health as good, 41% describe it as fair and just 8% state it is bad.  
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18 Respondent profile 

Table 40: Respondent profile 

The following table shows the proportion of responses that came from each group. 

These figures are based on returns of both the main and boost samples. All figures 

are unweighted. 

Demographic Proportion (%) Unweighted sample 
base 

Gender 

Male 42% 1183 

Female 56% 1297 

Not provided 2% 55 

Age 

18-24 2% 59 

25-34 6% 181 

35-49 22% 617 

50-59 18% 518 

60-64 13% 363 

65+ 35% 988 

Not provided 4% 109 

Tenure 

Owned outright 47% 1337 

Buying on mortgage 26% 746 

Rent from council 4% 126 

Rent from Housing 
Association 14% 393 

Rent from private 
landlord 5% 139 

Other 1% 23 

Not provided 3% 71 

Number of adults in household 
None 16% 463 

One 25% 701 

Two 47% 1328 
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Three 8% 218 

Four 2% 49 

More than four *% 9 

Not provided 2% 67 

Number of children in household  

None 76% 2167 

One 10% 277 

Two 8% 229 

Three 2% 68 

Four *% 12 

More than four *% 2 

Not provided 3% 80 

Employment status 

Full time employee 26% 730 

Part time employee 12% 334 

Self employed 7% 207 

Government supported 
training programme *% 5 

Full time education *% 13 

Unemployed and 
available for work 2% 54 

Permanently 
sick/disabled 5% 152 

Wholly retired from 
work 35% 1003 

Looking after the home 6% 184 

Doing something else 1% 17 

Not provided 5% 136 

Disability 

Yes 36% 1018 

No 61% 1729 

Not provided 3% 88 

Disability limits activities 
Yes 74% 751 

No 25% 250 

Not provided 2% 17 

Ethnicity 
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White – British  95% 2680 

White Irish 2% 46 

White other 1% 19 

Mixed – White & Black Caribbean  *% 2 

Mixed – White and Black African  0% 0 

Mixed – White & Asian 0% 0 

Mixed other 0% 0 

Black Caribbean *% 1 

Black African 0% 0 

Black other 0% 0 

Asian – Indian *% 3 

Asian - Pakistani *% 1 

Asian – Bangladeshi 0% 0 

Asian – other  0% 0 

Chinese *% 1 

Other *% 1 

Not provided 3% 81 
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19 Appendix One - Glossary 

Term Description 

Confidence interval Quantifies the uncertainty in measurement. It is usually reported 
as 95% CI, which is the range of values within which we can be 
95% sure that the true value for the whole population lies. For 
example, where satisfaction is 50% with a 95% CI of +/-2%, we 
would have 95% confidence that the true satisfaction value is 
48% or 52% if we interviewed the total population. 

Sample base The sample base is made up of the respondents that answered 
any particular question. This can vary from question to question. 
As such, the sample base is included on each table / figure to 
give an indication of the number of respondents answering the 
question. 

Standard deviation In statistics, standard deviation is a simple measure of the 
variability or dispersion of a data set. A low standard deviation 
indicates that the data points tend to be very close to the same 
value (the mean), while high standard deviation indicates that the 
data are “spread out” over a large range of values. 

Weighting Weighting is used to ensure that data matches the demographic 
profile of the geography in question.  

At its most basic level, this means that if a national survey of 
1,000 people is made up of 550 men and 450 women, it is 
unrepresentative because it does not reflect the profile of the UK 
population (51% female).  

So the answers of female respondents will be given slightly more 
weight (in this case they will each count as 1.133 people) to give 
them a representative impact on the final findings.  

Conversely, the men will be weighted to each count as 0.891 
people.  



 

114 

 

 

20 Appendix Two – Definitions of National Indicators 

The following table provides a summary of the guidance on how to calculate each National 

Indicator. More specifically, it identifies whether each uses valid responses and what this 

means (i.e. removing don‟t knows, just removing „not provided‟), or whether it is calculated 

using all responses. 

 
Question 
number 

Description 

NI1: % of people who believe people from different 
backgrounds get on well together in their local area 

Q18 
Remove don‟t knows, too few 
and all the same background 

NI2: % of people who feel that they belong to their 
neighbourhood 

Q5 Remove don‟t knows 

NI3: Civic participation in the local area Q16 All Remove not provided 

NI4: % of people who feel they can influence decisions 
in their locality 

Q13 Remove don‟t knows 

NI5: Overall / general satisfaction with local area Q3 Remove don‟t knows 

NI6: Participation in regular volunteering Q15 Remove don‟t knows 

NI17: Perceptions of anti-social behaviour 
Q24 

combined 
No opinion counts as zero 

NI21: Dealing with local concerns about anti-social 
behaviour and crime issues by the local council and 
police 

Q26 Include don‟t knows 

NI22: Perceptions of parents taking responsibility for 
the behaviour of their children in the area 

Q17 Remove don‟t knows 

NI23: Perceptions that people in the area treat one 
another with respect and consideration 

Q19 Remove don‟t knows 

NI27: Understanding of local concerns about anti-
social behaviour and crime issues by the local council 
and police 

Q25 Include don‟t knows 

NI37: Awareness of civil protection arrangements in 
the local area 

Q12g Include don‟t knows 

NI41: Perceptions of drunk or rowdy behaviour as a 
problem 

Q24g Remove not provided 

NI42: Perceptions of drug use or drug dealing as a 
problem 

Q24e Remove not provided 

NI119: Self-reported measure of people‟s overall 
health and well-being 

Q29 Remove not provided 

NI138: Satisfaction of people over 65 with both home 
and neighbourhood 

Q3 and Q4 
for 65yrs+ 

Remove not provided 

NI139: The extent to which older people receive the 
support they need to live independently 

Q21 Include don‟t knows 

NI140: Fair treatment by local services Q20 Remove don‟t knows 
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21 Appendix Three – Additional Survey Comments 

Comment % 

More police on the streets/ lack of policing 2% 

More traffic calming measures (inc. speed humps, speed restrictions) 2% 

Control dog fouling 2% 

Improve health services 1% 

Improve refuse collection (inc. frequency) 1% 

Improve maintenance/ repair of roads & pavements 1% 

Improve maintenance of grass verges/ trees/ bushes 1% 

Improve recycling (inc. facilities, collection, recyclable materials) 1% 

Improve public transport 1% 

More/ improved parking facilities 1% 

Tackle anti-social behaviour 1% 

Address gangs of youths on the street 1% 

Address vandalism/ graffiti 1% 

More facilities/ activities for children/ teenagers 1% 

Take the public's opinion into account/ listen to the public 1% 

Happy where I live/ good place to live 1% 

Reduce council tax/ rates 1% 

Greater accountability/ care over public spending (inc. stop wasting 
money) 1% 

Stop wasting public money on these questionnaires *% 

Improve safety *% 

Increase measures to tackle crime/ reduce crime *% 

Improve street cleaning *% 

Improve street lighting *% 

Improve sports/ leisure facilities *% 

Improve shopping facilities *% 

Lower public transport fares *% 

Cheaper parking facilities *% 

Address noise pollution *% 

Address traffic congestion *% 

Address illegal/ dangerous parking *% 

Provide more bins for dog fouling *% 

Too many (illegal) immigrants *% 

Stop further/ over development of area *% 

Improve facilities for elderly people *% 

Doing a good job/ happy with services provided *% 

Other 13% 

No comment 78% 

*Denotes <0.5% 
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22 Appendix Three - Additional respondent comments from survey 
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