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1 Context

11

1.2

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.

CAA and the Place Survey — implications

CAA will be a catalyst for better outcomes, more responsive services and better value
for money. In addition CAA will be:-

A source of independence 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 heeds 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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1.3 The possible impact of the recession on Place Survey results

The Place Surveys have taken place against a background of considerable national
and international turmoil, whilst the ‘credit crunch’ took hold, and the storm clouds of
recession gathered.

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.

There is clearly a debate about whether the recent slowdown and current recession in
the national and international economies, 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 changes 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.

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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2 Executive Summary

2.1

2.2

2.3

Executive Summary

The new performance framework for local government, outlined in the Strong and
Prosperous Communities White Paper is about improving quality of life in places and
providing better public Services. The National Indicator Set which is a key element of
the framework by which to measure progress against. The Place Survey is a
collection of citizens’ perspective indicators from the National Indicator Set which is
collected biennially and the findings influences the rating of the Council's
Comprehensive Area Assessment.

An investigation of public perception on behalf of the Local Strategy Partnership ‘One
Epping Forest’ was undertaken by consultants BMG Research. The collection of data
was organised across Essex with local samples for Epping Forest District in order to
maximise efficiency and value for money.

The following report examines the results of the statutory Place Survey 2008 and the
Place Survey’s contribution of results for 18 National Indicators within the National
Indicator Set.

The purpose of the report is to describe customer satisfaction and perception about
where they live, public services and neighbourhood cohesion; highlight areas of
competence and areas for concern; and compare, where possible, with Essex County
Council, Local Authorities and trends over time.

The report examines overall satisfaction of residents with the local area. It examines
perceptions of residents of local public services and shows priorities for improvement
and areas to sustain best practice.

Method

The Place Survey is intended to replicate much of the survey methodology of the Best
Value Performance Indicator Survey. It continued as a postal survey, sent out in
September 2008 to a random sample of 1350 residents in the District. The results
where published by the Communities and Local Government (CLG) in June 2009.

Key Findings

The majority of National Indicator scores for performance where average and the
following section highlights some of the higher and lower scores in customer
satisfaction and opinion:

The top three factors making area a good place to live were, low levels of crime,
health services and clean streets;

The highest priority for improvement was road and pavement repairs; activities
for teenagers and traffic congestion. Young people mentioned transport,
shopping facilities and race relations as areas to improve;
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Overall satisfaction with the area as a place to live was up by 10% to 87% from
2006. The majority of residents were satisfied with their own homes (91%), 94%
were home owners, 84% were social housing tenants, 85% others). Only 3%
expressed dissatisfaction with their home;

Most people felt they belonged to their neighbourhood and felt safe in their local
area during the day and after dark, but there were perceptions that anti-social
behaviour was a problem in their area and that teenagers hanging around the
streets was of most concern;

Overall satisfaction with the way the council runs things was down by 1% to 49%
from 2006 which was not a significant drop. Residents rated public service
performance high with regard to good value for money but low with regard to
acting on the concerns and promoting the interests of local residents;

Older people were more likely to be satisfied with public services and this
increased with age. Satisfaction with public service performance was at its best
with doorstep recycling and worst with local bus services and sport and leisure
facilities. Three quarters of respondents where satisfied with Fire and Rescue
services. Half of the survey’s respondents were satisfied with the Police Service;
and

The majority of residents felt that generally speaking, they would like to be more
involved in local decision making depending on the issues and the provision for
information on how to get involved was felt to be above average. However,
residents showed a lack of awareness of emergency planning.
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3 Key Findings 2009

Views on the local area - Residents feel that the most important factors in making
somewhere a good place to live are the level of crime (55%); Health services (44%);
and clean streets (38%) page 12. The issues which are considered to be in most need
of improvement are road and pavement repairs (50%); activities for teenagers (45%);
and the level of traffic congestion (32%) page 14.

Priorities for Improvement - Priorities for improvement (i.e. the aspects that are
regarded both as important and as in need of improvement) are the level of crime
(55%); and cleanliness of streets (38%) page 18-19.

Overall Satisfaction With Area - The majority of residents are satisfied overall with
their local area as a place to live (87%), (NI5). Satisfaction ratings for this aspect are
highest among residents living in Buckhurst Hill (97%); Theydon Bois (96%); Chipping
Ongar (96%); and Moreton and Fyfield (95%). Satisfaction ratings for this aspect are
lowest among residents living in Chigwell (78%); and Waltham Abbey (78%) page 20.

Neighbourhood Belonging - More than three fifths of residents report feeling a strong
sense of belonging to their immediate neighbourhood (62.6%); and this tends to
increase with age (76%), (over 65). The highest rated area is in Moreton and Fyfield
(98%); and the lowest rating area is Lower Sheering (38%), (NI2) page 22.

Satisfaction with Local Public Services - The majority of residents agree that local
public services are working to make the area safer (53%); and cleaner and greener
(63%), (N|21) page 26.

Fair treatment from public services - Half agree that they treat all types of people
fairly (50%). Agreement declines when asking whether they act on the concerns of
local residents (36%), especially in Theydon Bois (40%), Chigwell Row (36%) and
Loughton Alderton (32%); and/or promote the interests of local residents 37%,
especially in Chigwell Row (46%) and Loughton Alderton (40%), (N1140) page 26.

Among respondents who have used public services in the past year, around three
quarters are satisfied with their Fire and Rescue Service (77%); and Local GP/family
doctor (76%). At least three fifths of those who have used them are satisfied with the
local hospital (66%); and the local dentist (62%). While around half are satisfied with
the local dentist (62%); and police force (51%) page 27.

Environmental Services - The majority of respondents are satisfied with
environmental services; particularly doorstep recycling (81%); and refuse collection
(74%). Satisfaction is lower in relation to keeping public land clear of litter and refuse
(63%), particularly in Chigwell Row (25%); and Loughton (24%) page 28.

Local /tips household recycling centres - In terms of the most frequently used are
local tips household recycling centres (53%). The most popular service amongst those
who have used them, around three quarters are satisfied with recycling centres (75%)
page 29 and 30.
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Satisfaction with Leisure and Cultural Services - In terms of leisure and cultural
service, the most popular and frequently used facilities are parks and open spaces
(17%) and around three quarters are satisfied with them (72%). Around half are
satisfied with sport and leisure facilities (51%). Respondents are more likely to be
dissatisfied with local bus services (30%); local transport information (28%); and
theatres and concert halls (30%) page 30.

Value for Money - Just under a third of respondents agree in relation to Epping Forest
District Council. provides good value for money (36%), and (30%) for Essex County
Council page 32 .

The way the council runs things - More than two fifths of respondents are satisfied
with the way Essex County Council runs things (43%), and almost half are satisfied
with the way Epping Forest District Council runs things (49%) page 32.

Information - Although the majority of residents feel well informed about how and
where to register to vote (90%) and how their council tax is spent (67%). Many feel
that they are not well informed in terms of other aspects; in particular how to get
involved in local decision making 59%; and what to do in the case of a large-scale
emergency (73%), (NI37) page 33.

Local decision making and involvement - A quarter of respondents agree that they
can influence local decision making (26%). Six in ten feel that, generally speaking or
depending on the issues, they would like to be more involved in this process (60%)
page 34-35.

Volunteering - Although the majority of respondents have not been involved with any
volunteering work in the past year (34%), around one in six volunteer at least weekly
(16%), (NI3) page 36. Few have been involved in any decision making groups (5%) page
37.

Respect and Cohesion - Around a quarter of respondents agree that parents in the
local area take enough responsibility for the behaviour of their children (27%), however
around half disagree (52%), (N122) page 39.

More than three quarters of respondents agree that their local area is a place where
people from different backgrounds get on well together (78%). Residents in the

Waltham Abbey (28%) and Loughton (29%), are more likely to disagree (NI1), (NI23)
page 40.

Most respondents do not feel that there is a problem with people treating each other
with respect and consideration in their local area (70%), and almost three quarters
agree that they have been treated with respect and consideration by public services all
or most of the time (74%), (N1140) page 41.

Anti-social Behaviour - The majority of respondents feel safe in their local area
(89%), during the day and report anti-social behaviour issues to be fairly unproblematic
where they live. There are fewer than one in five respondents who consider one or

more anti-social behaviour issues to be a problem in their local area (17.8%), (NI17).
page 44.
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4 Comparisons with Previous BVPI Report (2006)

2008 2006

% overall satisfaction with the way the authority runs things 49% 50%
% satisfied with the local area as a place to live 87% 7%
% satisfied with keeping land clear of litter and refuse 63% 60%
% satisfied with household waste collection 74% 75%
% satisfied with their local recycling centre or household tip 72% 71%
% satisfied with doorstep recycling facilities 81% 71%
% satisfied with sports and leisure facilities 44% 66%
% satisfied with libraries 68% 82%
% satisfied with museums/galleries 25% 66%
% satisfied with theatres/concert halls 20% 61%
% satisfied with parks and open spaces 70% 83%
Zc;éle?ree that they can influence decisions affecting their local 2506 2506
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5 National Indicator (NI) Summary

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

Place Survey National Indicators

% Sample Confidence

Base Interval

NI1: % of people who believe people from different

. . 78.3 824 35
backgrounds get on well together in their local area
NI?: % of people who feel that they belong to their 62.6 1291 33
neighbourhood
NI3: Civic participation in the local area 12.7 1256 2.3
NI4:' % of peoplg who fgel they can influence 25 2 1095 3.2
decisions in their locality
NI5: Overall / general satisfaction with local area 86.7 1334 2.3
NI6: Participation in regular volunteering 25.2 1122 3.2
NI17: Perceptions of anti-social behaviour 17.8 1288 2.6
NI21: Dealing with local concerns about anti-social
behaviour and crime issues by the local council and 24.2 1260 3.0
police
NI22: Perceptions of parents taking responsibility for
the behaviour of their children in the area 26.3 1189 31
NI23: Perceptions that people in the area treat one 20.6 1181 3.2

another with respect and consideration

NI27: Understanding of local concerns about anti-
social behaviour and crime issues by the local 18.4 1285 2.7
council and police

NI37: Awareness of civil protection arrangements in

the local area 12.1 1307 2.2
grlitzlel;ﬁrceptions of drunk or rowdy behaviour as a 26.5 1167 31
grliﬁzlel;ﬁrceptions of drug use or drug dealing as a 25 5 987 33
Eéla}% :::(ij-vrvirflc_)tr)t;ﬂéneasure of people’s overall 765 1396 209
grl]?ﬁ;isgerl]tti)sgﬁ::;iggdof people over 65 with both home 86.6 435 -
Support they need to ive independently 223 1320 28
NI140: Fair treatment by local services 74.1 1102 3.3
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5.1 Comparison with national averages

Place Survey 2008 National Indicators

All All All All This
Authorities Unitaries Al ("\//I ets Counties | Districts | authority
% % ’ % % %
NI1: % of people who believe people Mean 77.2 75.8 70.8 78.8 78.6
from different backgrounds get on Upper 78.3
well together in their local area Quartile 81.6 80.1 74.6 8l.1 82.8
NI2: % of people who feel that they LI\J/Iean 59.7 572 577 61.7 61.6 62.6
belong to their neighbourhood pper .
g g Quartile 63.7 60.9 61.1 63.1 66.1
NI3: Civic participation in the local Mean 141 136 119 144 141 127
area Upper ’
Quartile 15.9 14.7 13.5 154 15.9
NI4: % of people who feel they can LI\J/Iean 28.7 27.9 27.2 28.2 28.2 252
influence decisions in their localit pper '
y Quartile 30.8 29.9 30.0 28.6 30.6
NI5: Overall / general satisfaction Mean 81.2 9.2 4.7 84.0 83.5 86.7
with local area Upper 86.4 84.6 785 86.0 88.2 '
Quartile
NI6: Participation in regular LI\J/Iean 24.0 22.7 199 25.9 254 252
volunteerin pper '
g Quartile 26.9 24.6 21.3 27.7 28.7
NI17: Perceptions of anti-social LI\J/Iean 18.2 20.1 253 151 156 17.8
behaviour pper '
Quartile 22.9 24.5 29.5 16.3 18.2
NI21: Dealing with local concerns Mean 26.6 25.7 24.4 26.4 26.7
about anti-social behaviour and 24.2
crime issues by the local council Uppgr 29.1 27.9 27.3 28.3 29.5 '
and police Quartile
NI22: Perceptions of parents taking Mean 30.5 28.6 24.9 32.0 31.8
responsibility for the behaviour of Upper 26.3
their children in the area Quartile 34.4 31.8 28.8 34.6 36.3
NI23: Perceptions that people in the Mean 29.4 31.5 37.1 25.9 26.6
area treat one another with respect Upper 29.6
and consideration Quartile 35.8 36.8 41.6 27.6 30.8
NI27: Understanding of local Mean 24.8 24.4 24.2 24.2 24.5
concerns about anti-social 18.4
behaviour and crime issues by the Uppgr 26.8 26.1 26.3 25.2 26.5 '
local council and police Quartile
NI37: Awareness of civil protection LI\J/Iean 157 15.9 14.0 16.7 16.2 121
arrangements in the local area pper .
g Quartile 17.3 17.2 15.1 18.6 18.6
NI41: Perceptions of drunk or rowdy LI\J/Iean 27.7 298 82.4 248 254 26.5
behaviour as a problem pper '
p Quartile 32.4 34.5 34.4 26.8 29.9
NI42: Perceptions of drug use or LI\J/Iean 28.3 80.5 873 25.0 254 255
drug dealing as a problem pper '
g g p Quartile 33.3 35.6 45.2 26.7 29.8
NI119: Self-reported measure of Mean 76.6 75.7 71.8 77.2 77.2
people’s overall health and well- Upper 9.8 9.3 73.7 9.3 80.1 76.5
being Quartile ' ' ' ' '
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NI138: Satisfaction of people over 65 Mean 84.5 83.6 80.8 86.8 86.4 86.6

with both home and neighbourhood Upper 88.1 86.2 83.9 88.2 89.4 :
Quartile

NI139: The extent to which older Mean 30.4 30.7 31.6 31.3 31.2

people receive the support they Upper 22.3

need to live independently Quartile 334 33.5 33.0 33.0 34.1

NI140: Fair treatment by local LI\J/Iean 3.6 2.6 68.4 5.8 5.6 741

services pper ‘
Quartile 77.4 76.0 73.1 77.3 78.7
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6 Introduction

6.1

6.2

Background and method

This report summarises the results of the 2008 Epping Forest District Council Place
Survey, which was carried out between September and December 2008 via a self-
completion postal questionnaire.

The target population for the survey was the adult population (18+) of Epping Forest
and the sample was drawn from the Postcode Address File (PAF) sample frame as
supplied by the Audit Commission. A random sample of 3335 was used in this survey.

In total 1350 completed questionnaires were returned, which, excluding 28 addresses
that were not found, represents an adjusted response rate of 40.8%. On an observed
statistic of 50%, a sample size of 1350 is subject to a maximum confidence interval of
+/-2.67 at the 95% level of confidence.

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 One). 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 O decimal places, which may mean that
some totals exceed 100%. This also has implications for the appearance of summary
percentages; for example, if 25.4% of residents 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 have been weighted. 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 Epping Forest.

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 Epping Forest area.
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6.3 Datareporting
A separate data report is available, containing cross-tabulations by the following:

Age;

Gender;

Tenure of home;

Presence of children in household;
Economic activity/employment status;
Disability status;

Ethnicity;

Overall satisfaction with local area;
Overall satisfaction with council.

Geographic cross-tabulations comprise the following wards:

Buckhurst Hill East / West

Chigwell Row / Village, Grange Hill

Chipping Ongar, Greensted and Marden Ash, Shelley

Epping Hemnall, Epping Lindsey and Thornwood Common

Loughton Alderton / Broadway / Fairmead / Forest / Roding / St John's / St Mary's
Waltham Abbey High Beach / Honey Lane / North East / Paternoster / South
West

Broadley Common

Hastingwood

High Ongar

Lambourne

Lower Nazeing

Lower Sheering

Moreton and Fyfield

North Weald Bassett

Passingford

Roydon

Theydon Bois
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7 Views on the local area

7.1 Local priorities

Respondents were asked which of the issues below they would say are most
important in making somewhere a good place to live. More than half (55%) state that
the level of crime is one of the most important factors in making somewhere a good
place to live. More than four in ten state that health services (44%) are important,
while at least three in ten mention clean streets (38%), access to nature (32%) and
public transport (30%).

Figure 1: Most important factors in making somewhere a good place to live (all
respondents)
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Issues that are identified as important vary amongst subgroups of respondents as
outlined below.

7.1.1 Differences by age

The likelihood of mentioning health services increases with age, from 24% of those
aged 18 to 24 to 55% of those aged 65+.

Young people are more likely to mention job prospects (22% compared to survey
average of 7%) and wage levels/local cost of living (32% compared to survey average
of 7%).

Respondents aged over 65 are more likely than younger groups to mention road and
pavement repairs (31% compared to total sample figure of 18%).

7.1.2 Families

Unsurprisingly the following aspects are mentioned to a significantly higher extent
amongst those with children than those without:

Education provision (42% compared to 18% of those without children);
Parks and open spaces (33% compared to 25%);

Activities for teenagers (21% compared to 16%)

Facilities for young children (19% compared to 7%).

7.1.3 Area
Considering responses by geography, there are some differences among subgroups:

Respondents living in North Weald Bassett are more likely than those in other
areas to mention health services (63% compared to survey average of 44%)
Respondents in Lower Nazeing are more likely to mention clean streets (51%)
and parks and open spaces (46%)

Respondents living in Passingford are likely than those in other areas to mention
the level of traffic congestion (43%)

Respondents living in Buckhurst Hill East/West are more likely than those in other
areas to mention clean streets (46%)

Respondents in Epping Hemnall/Epping Lindsey and Thornwood Common are
more likely to mention shopping facilities (34%)

Respondents living in Moreton and Fyfield (32%) are more likely to mention
affordable decent housing, as are those living in Roydon (31%)
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7.2 Areas for improvement

Respondents were then asked which issues are in most need of improvement in their
local area. For this and all other relevant questions, the local area was defined as the
area within 15-20 minutes walking distance from the respondent’s home.

The most common response is road and pavement repairs (50%), followed by
activities for teenagers (45%) and the level of traffic congestion (32%).

Figure 2: Things that most need improving in the local area (all respondents)
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Responses in terms of the issues that are considered to be in most need of
improvement are broken down by geographic area in the table below.

Figure 3: Top three issues considered to be in need of improvement in each
geographic area (all respondents)

. Road and pavement repairs (58%); Activities for teenagers
Buckhurst Hill East / West (46%); The level of traffic congestion (30%)

Road and pavement repairs (53%); The level of crime
(36%); Activities for teenagers (33%)

Chipping Ongar, Greensted and Marden  Public transport (50%); Activities for teenagers (45%); The

Chigwell Row /Village, Grange Hill

Ash, Shelley level of traffic congestion (27%)

Epping Hemnall, Epping Lindsey and Road and pavement repairs (50%); The level of traffic
Thornwood Common congestion (50%); Activities for teenagers (49%)

Loughton Alderton /Broadway /Fairmead  Road and pavement repairs (57%); Activities for teenagers
/Forest /Roding /St John's /St Mary's (50%); The level of traffic congestion (35%)

Waltham Abbey High Beach /Honey
Lane /North East /Paternoster /South
West

Activities for teenagers (47%); Road and pavement repairs
(40%); Public transport (38%)

The level of traffic congestion (41%); Activities for
teenagers (30%); Health services (29%)

Road and pavement repairs (61%); Activities for teenagers
(49%); Public transport (48%)

Activities for teenagers (37%); Public transport (36%);
Road and pavement repairs (35%)

Public transport (60%); Road and pavement repairs (55%);
The level of crime (41%)

Activities for teenagers (65%); Road and pavement repairs
(45%); Sport and leisure facilities (41%);

. Road and pavement repairs (68%); The level of traffic
Lower Sheering congestion (38%); Cultural facilities (33%)

Broadley Common

Hastingwood

High Ongar

Lambourne

Lower Nazeing

Road and pavement repairs (89%); Public transport (59%);
Affordable decent housing (36%)

Activities for teenagers (48%); Road and pavement repairs
(46%); Public transport (31%)
Public transport (34%); Road and pavement repairs (33%);

Moreton and Fyfield

North Weald Bassett

Passingford

Clean streets (30%)

Roydon

Health services (47%); Public transport (41%); The level of
traffic congestion (37%)

Theydon Bois

Road and pavement repairs (71%); Activities for teenagers
(64%); Public transport (32%)
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Issues that are identified as being in need of improvement vary amongst other types of
subgroups as outlined below. As seen below, if an issue is likely to be cited as a
priority by one particular subgroup, it is likely the subgroup will also consider that issue
to be in need of improvement.

7.2.1 Age differences

Younger respondents are likely to cite public transport as being in need of
improvement (43% of 18-24 year olds compared to a survey average of 26%). They
are also more likely than the average respondent to mention shopping facilities (42%),
facilities for young children (40%) and race relations (29%).

7.2.2 Families

Respondents with families are likely to mention activities for teenagers (53% compared
to survey average of 45%) as being in most need of improvement. They are also more
likely than other respondents to cite facilities for young children (23%) and education
provision (16%) as being in need of improvement.

7.2.3 Housing tenure

7.3

Respondents living in social housing are more significantly more likely than home
owners to cite affordable decent housing (26% compared to 16% of home owners) as
in most need of improvement.

Mapping priorities and improvements

Figure 4 overleaf plots the factors that residents deem as most important against the
factors that are described as in most need of improvement, using the model below.
This will provide Epping Forest District Council and its partners with further evidence in
deciding where to focus policies and resources.
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Views on the local area

Figure 4 shows that key areas to address are the level of crime (A) and public
transport (E), and to some extent clean streets (C), as these are situated closest to the
top right hand quadrant (above average in terms of concern and needing
improvement). Figure 4 also shows that road and pavement repairs (K), activities for
teenagers (L) and traffic congestion (J) are considered to be the most in need of
improvement, however these issues are less important to residents than issues such
as health services (B) and access to nature (D).

Figure 4: Most important issues compared to priorities for improvement (all
respondents)
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7.4 Overall satisfaction with the local area (NI5)

All respondents were asked to indicate how satisfied they are with their local area as a
place to live. The Government recognises that the quality of place remains a priority to
residents and subsequently the results from this question inform indicator NI 5.

More than eight in ten respondents (NI 5: 86.7%) are satisfied with their local area as a
place to live, while only one in twenty are dissatisfied (6%).

Figure 5: How satisfied or dissatisfied are you with your local area as a place to live
(valid responses only)

Very satisfied
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Satisfaction with the local area as a place to live increases with age; 90% of those
aged over 65 are satisfied, compared to 87% of those aged 45-64 and 85% of those
aged 25-44.,



Views on the local area

Satisfaction with the local area as a place to live is shown below by geographic area,
although some caution should be shown when interpreting results due to small base
sizes in some areas.

Although in all areas the majority of respondents are satisfied, the most satisfied
respondents are those living in Buckhurst Hill (97%), Theydon Bois (96%), Chipping
Ongar 96%, and Moredon & Fyfield (95%). The areas with highest proportions of
dissatisfied responses are Waltham Abbey High Beach (11%) and Chigwell Row
(10%), where at least one in ten respondents are dissatisfied with the local area.

Figure 6: Satisfaction with local area as a place to live by area (valid responses only)
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7.5 Neighbourhood belonging (NI2)

All respondents were asked how strongly they feel that they belong to their immediate
neighbourhood. The Government’s aim of creating strong and cohesive communities
is set out in the Local Government White Paper — these communities are 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 community.

More than six in ten respondents (NI 62: 62.6%) feel that they belong to their
immediate neighbourhood either very or fairly strongly. However, close to three in ten
(27%) feel they do not belong very strongly to their immediate neighbourhood, and a
further one in ten feel that they do not belong to their neighbourhood at all (11%).

Figure 7: How strongly do you feel you belong to your immediate neighbourhood

(valid responses only)
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Older respondents are more likely than younger respondents to feel a strong sense of
belonging to their immediate neighbourhood (76% of those aged over 65, compared to
62% of those aged 45-64, 56% of those aged 25-44 and 54% of those aged 18-24).

There is unsurprisingly a link between overall satisfaction with the local area and
feeling a strong sense of belonging. The majority (66%) of those who are satisfied
with their local area also feel a strong sense of belonging to the immediate
neighbourhood, while of those who are dissatisfied with their local area only 25% feel a
strong sense of belonging.



Views on the local area

Strength of neighbourhood belonging is detailed by area in Figure 8 below, although
again some caution should be shown due to small base sizes.

Respondents living in Moreton & Fyfield are the most likely to report a strong sense of
belonging (98%), followed by respondents from Lower Nazeing (80%) and Theydon
Bois (80%). Areas where respondents are most likely to report that they do not belong
strongly to their local neighbourhood are Chigwell Row (50%), High Ongar (56%) and
Lower Sheering (62%).
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Figure 8: Reported strength of neighbourhood belonging by geographic area (valid
responses only)

Sample bases in parentheses

7.6 Satisfaction with the home

Over nine in ten respondents (91%) are satisfied with their home as a place to live,
including more than half (52%) who are very satisfied. Fewer than one in twenty
respondents (3%) express dissatisfaction with their home.
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Figure 9: Satisfaction with the home as a place to live (valid responses only)
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Home owners are significantly more likely to be satisfied (94%) than those in social
housing (84%) or tenants with other arrangements (85%).
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8 Local public services

8.1 Perceptions of local public services

In order to assess perceptions of local public services, respondents were asked to
consider the extent to which they agree with five statements about services in their
area. Among those who gave a valid response:

63% agree a great deal or to some extent that local public services are working to
make the area cleaner and greener, and close to three in ten (29%) disagree;
53% agree a great deal or to some extent that local public services are working to
make the area safer, and over a third disagree (34%);

50% agree a great deal or to some extent that local public services treat all types
of people fairly, around a fifth disagree (21%) and close to three in ten offer a
‘don’t know’ response (29%);

36% agree a great deal or to some extent that local public services act on the
concerns of local residents, and and close to half (48%) disagree;

37% agree a great deal or to some extent that local public services promote the
interests of local residents, and close to half (48%) disagree.

A breakdown of responses is shown below in Figure 10 below (unweighted sample
bases in parentheses).

Figure 10: Perceptions of local services (valid responses only)

A great e ML Not at
deal some very all
extent much

Are working to make the area safer (1301) 7% 46% 28% 6% 13%
Are working to make the area cleaner and 11% 5204 24% 50 9%
greener (1290)

Promote the interests of local residents 4% 33% 36% 12% 15%
(1283)

Act on the concerns of local residents 4% 320 34% 14% 15%
(1278)

Treat all types of people fairly (1280) 10% 40% 15% 6% 29%




Local public services

Respondents were also asked how satisfied they are with various public service
providers in their local area. Those who had not used these public services, or who do
not provide a response, have been excluded from the analysis. This included over a
third of respondents (35%) who have not used the local fire and rescue service, close
to a quarter (24%) who have not used their local dentist, and around one in six who
have not used the police force (15%). There are relatively few respondents who have
not used their local hospital (8%) or local GP (3%).

Of those who have used the services, more than three quarters are satisfied with the
local fire and rescue service (77%) and the local GP (76%), and around two thirds are
satisfied with the local hospital (66%). More than three in five (63%) are satisfied with
their local dentist, and around half rated the local police force as satisfactory (58%),
although there was a greater increase in ‘neither’ responses for this service than in
those expressing dissatisfaction.

Figure 11: Satisfaction with local public services — users (valid responses only)

Unweighted sample bases in parentheses

Respondents living in Chigwell Row (29%) and Waltham Abbey (25%) are the most
likely to be dissatisfied with the local police force. Respondents in Chigwell Row
(23%) are also likely to be dissatisfied with the local hospital.
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8.2 Usage of and satisfaction with services

8.2.1 Environmental services

Respondents were asked to indicate their satisfaction with a number of environmental
services provided by the council.

While around four in five respondents are satisfied with doorstep recycling (81%) and
close to three quarters with refuse collection (74%), less than two thirds (63%) express
satisfaction with the keeping public land clear of litter and refuse. A fifth of respondents
(21%) express dissatisfaction with this service.

Figure 12: Satisfaction with environmental services (valid responses only)

Sample bases vary

Respondents living in Chigwell Row (25%) and Loughton (24%) are particularly likely
to be dissatisfied with keeping public land clear of litter and refuse.



8.2.2 Leisure and cultural services

Local public services

All respondents were asked to indicate whether they had used various services that
are provided or supported by the council; Figure 13 below shows the level of usage of

each service.

Figure 13: Service usage (All respondents)
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Respondents were also asked to indicate their satisfaction with these services. Those
who have never used a service or who provided a ‘don’t know’ response have been
excluded from this analysis. Among those who have used services, close to three
guarters are satisfied with local tips/household waste recycling centres (75%), and at
least seven in ten are satisfied with parks and open spaces (72%) and libraries (72%).

The most dissatisfactory services are local bus services and theatres/concert halls
(30%), local transport information (28%); around three in ten respondents are
dissatisfied with these services.

Figure 14: Satisfaction with services — users (valid responses only)

Sample bases vary

There are some differences by sub-groups in terms of levels of satisfaction:
Respondents living in Chipping Ongar (50%), Waltham Abbey (43%) and Epping
Hemnall (37%) are the most likely to be dissatisfied with local bus services;

Respondents living in Chipping Ongar (43%) and Waltham Abbey (35%) are the
most likely to be dissatisfied with local transport information.



Local public services

8.3 Overall satisfaction with local authorities

Respondents were asked to consider the extent to which they agree or disagree that
Essex County Council and Epping Forest District Council provide value for money, and
how satisfied they are with the way things are run.

Around three in ten (30%) respondents agree that the County Council provides good
value for money, while more than a third (36%) agree that the District Council does so.
Around a quarter disagree that this is the case, in relation to the both the County and
Epping Forest District Council (27% and 24% respectively).

Figure 15: Agreement that the County/District council provides value for money (valid
responses only)
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Around four in ten (43%) respondents are satisfied with the way the County Council
runs things, rising to 49% in relation to Epping Forest District Council. In both
instances, close to one in five (19% and 18%) express dissatisfaction.
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Figure 16: Satisfaction with the way the County/District council runs things (valid
responses only)
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9 Information

A further measure of local authority performance is how well informed residents feel
about particular services. If residents feel well informed about services, this suggests
that communications are reaching them successfully. All residents were asked to
consider how well informed they feel about the eight areas of activity shown below in
Figure 17.

In terms of registering to vote and how council tax is spent, there are more
respondents who feel very/fairly well informed than respondents who feel not very well
informed/not informed at all. However, for the other six aspects the proportion of
respondents who do not feel informed is greater than the proportion of respondents
who feel informed. This is illustrated by the net balance scores in the table below.

Figure 17: How well informed respondents feel about services (valid responses)

Very Fairly Not very  Not well Net
well well well informed Don't balance
informed informed informed at all know score
How and where to register to vote 52% 38% 5% 2% 2% 83%
How your council tax is spent 19% 48% 21% 8% 4% 39%
What standard of service you
should expect from local public 6% 27% 43% 16% 9%
services
Overall, how well informed do you o o o o o
feel about local public services 3% 31% 42% 19% 6%
How well local public services are o o o o o
performing 4% 26% 43% 16% 11%
How to complain about local o o o o o
public services 5% 25% 39% 19% 11%
How you can get involved in local 6% 210 41% 18% 14%

decision-making

What to do in the event of a large-
scale emergency e.g. flooding, 3% 10% 34% 39% 15%
human pandemic flu

9.1 Awareness of civil protection arrangements (NI 37)

Awareness of civil protection arrangements in the local area is NI 37. An informed
public will be better prepared to deal with the consequences of an emergency, so this
indicator is designed to measure the impact of local arrangements for communicating
and educating citizens regarding civil protection. Including those providing a ‘don’t
know’ response, just 12% feel well informed about what to do in an emergency (NI 37:
12.1%). Those aged 65 or over are most likely to state that they feel well informed
(18%).
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10 Local decision making and involvement

10.1 Influence on local decision making (NI 4)

The Government aims to build communities where individuals are empowered to make
a difference 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 (NI 4). All residents were asked the extent to which they
agree or disagree that they can influence decisions in their local area.

Around a quarter (25%) of those providing a valid response agree that they can
influence local decision making (NI 4: 25.2%), while around three quarters of
respondents disagree (75%).

Figure 18: Influence on local decision making (valid responses only)
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Respondents who were most likely to agree that they could influence local decision
making were those living in Loughton (28% agreed); those most likely to disagree were
respondents from Epping Hemnall (81% disagreed).
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10.2 Involvement in local decision making

Respondents were also asked whether they would like to be more involved in local
decision making. Although the majority of respondents providing a valid response feel
that it would depend on the issue (60%), more than a quarter (27%) feel that generally
speaking, they would like to be more involved. Around one in ten respondents (10%)
would not like any further involvement.

Figure 19: Whether respondents would like to be involved in local decision making
(valid respondents only)

Unweighted sample base = 1327

Older respondents are among the most likely to report that they would not like any
involvement in local decision making (19% of those aged 65 or over), as are those in
social housing (19%) or those who have children in the household (11%).



