





SOCIAL SERVICES PERFORMANCE REVIEW PANEL: NOTES





Date:


�
Wednesday 8th December 1999�
�
Time:


�
14.30 - 16.15�
�
Place:


�
Shire Hall, Cambridge�
�
Present:�
Councillors: P W Silby (Chairman), J A P Eddy (substituting for Councillor D C Sharp), M Farrar, J McKay, M R Pope, J Percy (substituting for Councillor S Bicker) and P M Stroude


�
�
Apologies:�
Councillor S Bicker and D C Sharp�
�



1.�
SOCIAL SERVICES PERFORMANCE MEASURES: AN OVERVIEW�
�
�
�
�
�
The Panel received a report on the performance measures and indicators now in place for Social Services Departments and on Cambridgeshire’s performance in 1998/99 based on the first 34 indicators in the Social Services’ Performance Assessment Framework (PAF) as published by the Department of Health on 24th November 1999.�
�
�
�
�
�
The Panel noted that in publishing these figures, the Department of Health had also listed Cambridgeshire as one of the authorities under special measures in relation to Child Protection.  The juxtaposition of this “old news” with up to date figures had given rise to unjustified adverse publicity although the figures in the main showed Cambridgeshire in a good light.�
�
�
�
�
�
Current performance measures and indicators came from a wide range of sources and covered differing aspects of performance.  These included:�
�
�
�
�
�
performance appraisal


audit commission performance indicators


local corporate performance indicators


national priorities/guidance/targets


Quality Protects


performance assessment framework


Best Value performance indicators


national service frameworks�
�
�
�
�
�
These wide range of performance measures showed how scrutiny and accountability was being enhanced considerably by the Government with the expectation that local Members would exercise this scrutiny role locally.  Much of the data being collected was already being used locally to monitor performance, for instance through the Quality Protects programme for children.�
�
�
�
�


















�
In relation to the Performance Assessment Framework, Members considered in more detail the 34 indicators published by the Department of Health on 24th November.  The key concern in relation to these figures was the unreliability of some measures, particularly those relating to adult services.  The main reason for figures being unreliable related to information on activity data being recorded insufficiently on the computer.  One result of this was that it appeared that the number of clients were fewer than they really were and hence the cost per service user appeared greater.�
�
�
�
�
�
Members noted the actions that were being taken to overcome this problem through support, training and ultimately better equipment.  However, Members strongly emphasised the importance of the data being brought up to date.�
�
�
�
�
�
Other detailed points made by Members in discussing the figures included:�
�
�
�
�
�
the possibility that, in relation to the cost of residential and nursing care for older people, the high average unit costs may in part be as a result of the loss of Peterborough where property prices were less expensive than in the south of the County


noted the particularly poor data quality in relation to sheltered housing complexes because of the nature of the service being directed towards the complex as a whole rather than to each individual client.  �
�
�
�
�
�
A timetable of monitoring the performance indicators by the Panel was agreed as follows:�
�



�
Date of meeting�
Theme


�
�
�
16th February�
Looked after children including foster care and residential care unit costs and inspection�
�
�
�
�
�
�
17th May�
Children in need and Child Protection�
�
�
�
�
�
�
12th July�
Older people �
�
�
�
�
�
�
6th September�
Other adult client groups and general assessment and care management�
�






�
�
�
2.�
PROGRESS WITH BASIC DATA QUALITY ITEMS IN SOCIAL SERVICES�
�
�
�
�
�
The Panel was informed of the programme of work, which had been in place for 6 months and was part of an effort to improve the quality of data held in the Social Services’ Information Database.  Areas that had been a focus of attention so far had included dates of birth; service user groups; ethnicity; and services provided.  The ultimate objective of the programme of tackling data quality issues was to make the data available to management “live.”   In relation to dates of birth the number of missing dates was now extremely low and it was encouraging that following the intensive work to reach that position, the figures remained low.  In relation to the ethnicity figures, progress had also been made although some teams showed rather more gaps in the information.  It was essential that the information relating to ethnicity was adequate by 2001 when the Census was taken because the Government would be comparing these figures with the population figures as a whole.  The next area of work related to activity data so that there would be more accurate information about what elements of care was being delivered to service users.  Currently the information relating to children in this area was good but less complete in respect of adults.�
�



�
Members commented on this work and the progress and again stressed their concern that this type of data should be accurate and timely in order to assist management and demonstrate the success or failure of the Council’s services.�
�
�
�
�
�
It was agreed that brief reports on progress made in this area would be made to future meetings of the Panel.�
�
�
�
�
3.�
BEST VALUE REVIEW OF BUTTSGROVE FAMILY SUPPORT OUTREACH SERVICE�
�
�
�
�
�
The Panel considered the conclusions and action plan arising from the Best Value review of the Buttsgrove Family Support Outreach Service, which had completed both its stages.�
�
�
�
�
�
Stage 1 of the review had been conducted during the autumn of 1998 covering all the services provided at the Buttsgrove Centre, which included Youthcare and 15+/Leaving Care in addition to family support.  The Stage 2 review, which was now reported to the Panel, had concentrated on the family support element of the Centre. �
�
�
�
�
�
The trigger for the review had been the growth in spending in the service at the Centre The overall conclusion had been that it was a highly valued service but that its area of work had extended beyond its original purpose, particularly by supporting mainstream Social Services’ teams in the area.�
�
�
�
�
�
Arising from the review 11 recommendations had been made around the need to clarify the role of the team and ensure that it had a clear purpose and measurable targets.  Members discussed this proposed changes and:�
�
�
�
�
�
noted that the proposals were strongly supported by key members of staff whilst remaining staff continued to be consulted 


noted that whilst the work of the team had been highly valued, mainstream Social Services’ teams in other parts of the County had found more effective solutions to the problems they faced


noted that the possibility of externalising the service had been considered but it had been felt that this option would not be viable in view of the small size of the service in terms of value�
�
�
�
�
�
Members endorsed the conclusions and agreed the Service Improvement Action Plan and noted that further work would be undertaken on the revised Service Specification.  A final version would be presented to members in an update report at a future meeting.�
�
�
�
�
4.�
BEST VALUE OF REVIEW OF DOMICILIARY CARE - PROGRESS REPORT�
�
�
�
�
�
The Panel had considered the Stage 2 report of this Best Value Review on 21st July.  The Panel now noted the objectives that had been agreed for the Domiciliary Care Services by the Social Services’ Committee and the progress that had been made in meeting them.  In particular, the Panel noted progress:�
�
�
�
�
�
in reducing the number of hours supplied by the in-house provision and replacing them with provision by the independent sector 


relating to improved communication with providers through an enhanced independent sector consultation group


�
�
�
on the work being carried out in monitoring of services to ensure quality.  It was also noted that complaints continued to focus on the transfer of care from in-house to the independent sector


in developing the project plan for changes to the in-house service, taking into account Best Value requirements and the Business Excellence Model. �
�
�
�
�
�
In discussing the report, Members commented on:�
�
�
�
�
�
the importance of the service being provided on an equal basis throughout the County and the need to demonstrate this in terms of accessibility, regularity and eligibility


the importance of ensuring that providers complied with training in moving and handling clients - currently only 50% complied with this requirement.�
�
�
�
�
5.�
LEARNING DISABILITY DAY SERVICE - BEST VALUE REVIEW�
�
�
�
�
�
The Panel received a report on the proposed terms of reference for this Best Value review, which was to be carried out in a short timescale.   The Learning Disability Day Service covered 12 centres plus independently purchased day centres.  One of the key issues was the varying needs of individuals, and particular emphasis would be placed on the importance of obtaining Best Value in relation to the lower need users.





The Panel approved the terms of reference.  Members requiring to know more about the service were invited to contact Graham Wrycroft prior to 16th February 2000 when the Panel would be considering the Stage 1 Report.�
�
�
�
�
6.�
TIMETABLE OF BEST VALUE REVIEWS�
�
�
�
�
�
The Panel considered and agreed the timetable for the submission of Best Value reports to the Panel.�
�
�
�
�
7.�
DATE OF NEXT MEETING:�
�
�
�
�
�
16th February 2000�
�
�
�
�
�
�
�
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