	
	PART I

(OPEN TO THE PUBLIC)
	ITEM NO.


	REPORT OF The Chief Executive



	TO The Leader’s Briefing

ON Monday 22nd May 2006



	TITLE : CPA 2006 – Response to Consultation Document








	RECOMMENDATIONS : That the response be noted.

                                         That any amendments be agreed.

                                         That approval be given to sending the responses to the Audit 

                                         Commission by the due date (30th May)



	EXECUTIVE SUMMARY : The Audit Commission published the CPA 2006 consultation document, providing details for CPA 2006, along with further proposals for 2007, in April.

This consultation follows much previous consultation and largely confirms what was previously proposed.

The overall framework for CPA is proposed to remain unchanged in 2006. The principal developments are in the detail of the amended PI proposals in the Audit Commission scored service blocks - environment, culture, and housing.

These developments could have implications for service block scores, particularly culture, in 2006 for all councils. This in turn can affect overall CPA judgements. Further developments are identified for 2007, and no doubt further consultation will follow around the same time next year.

A response has been drafted (attached) and is due to be submitted on Tuesday 30th May. The response comments on a number of general areas, and includes detailed comments from service directorates where there are concerns about the implications of various PI's.



	BACKGROUND DOCUMENTS :


(available for public inspection)

CPA The harder test framework for 2006. 

Proposed performance information set for service assessments.



	ASSESSMENT OF RISK :
High for councils reputation





	SOURCES OF FUNDING :
N/A





	COMMENTS OF THE STRATEGIC DIRECTOR OF CUSTOMER AND SUPPORT SERVICES (or his representative) N/A



	PROPERTY (if applicable): N/A



	HUMAN RESOURCES (if applicable): N/A



	CONTACT OFFICER :
Stan Frost  793 2563




	WARD(S) TO WHICH REPORT RELATE(S) :
ALL



	KEY COUNCIL POLICIES :







	DETAILS  See attached response
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	Date: 30th May, 2006
	

	
	

	Subject:  AUDIT COMMISSION CONSULTATION PAPER - CPA  – THE HARDER TEST FRAMEWORK FOR 2006

	
	

	Dear Sirs,


	

	
	


I refer to the above consultation paper regarding the proposed approach to comprehensive performance assessment for 2006 and set out the comments of the city council. 

The draft proposals overall are very much in line with those identified in 2005. The council supports the proposals to continue to apply the framework largely unchanged and to not introduce significant change to the detail of the model leading up to 2008.

We have comments on a number of the detailed proposals and these follow below, structured under your section 3 areas.

Service assessments

3.1 Do you agree or disagree that we should reduce the weighting placed on the inspection element score in the overall service assessment and increase the weighting placed on the PI element score accordingly?

We agree in principle with a reduction in weighting, as the inspection scores are becoming out of date. However, we stand by our comments last year that a numeric and rules based model based solely on PI's can produce 'rogue' outcomes and that consequently there needs to be some form of moderation.

3.2 Do you agree or disagree, given the expanded PI set proposed for culture, that we should no longer give protection to the culture service assessment score in the overall CPA score?

The expanded, and 'tightened' PI set and thresholds can potentially have a serious effect on councils' overall culture scores, as the increased number of PI's, actual PI measures, and the change of emphasis to include more on sport can collectively  produce a significantly different PI distribution in the scoring model. Whilst this will have an impact this year, further proposals for 2007 are likely to create a similar effect. In the interest of consistency the council considers that protection is still required.

3.3 Do you agree or disagree that the distribution of PI's used in 2005 to determine the PI element is still appropriate in 2006?

We agree that this should not be amended in 2006.

3.4  - 3.7 PI sets, thresholds and adjustments.

Culture block

C2c – Number of library visits per 1000 population – We recommend that this indicator should be adjusted to reflect relative levels of deprivation based on percentage of population in social classes DE. 

C12 a – stock turn – book issues/books available for loan  - We suggest that this needs to be reviewed in light of the broader roles of the library service as well as book issuing i.e. information, access to internet, videos/dvd’s and to focus on measuring improvement to the quality of the service rather than a ratio of issues/availability that doesn’t necessarily indicate improvements to service if the level of available stock is reducing.

C13 – cost per visit (libraries) – We understand that the thresholds for this indicator will be adjusted when new “area cost adjustments” figures are published.  Again we believe that this indicator should be adjusted for deprivation.

C16 - % of 5 – 16 year olds in school sport partnerships engaged in two hours a week minimum on high quality PE and school sport within and beyond the curriculum -The “roll out” of School Sports Partnerships across the country by the Youth Sport Trust has happened at different paces in different parts of the country. Some areas have had School Sport Partnerships in place for a number of years. Some areas have only just set up School Sports Partnerships or are in the process of setting up such Partnerships. It would be helpful for thresholds for this indicator to be appropriately adjusted to reflect the length of time that School Sport Partnerships have been in operation.

C17 - % of adults participating in at least 30 minutes moderate intensity sport and active recreation on 3 or more days per week – We recommend that this indicator be adjusted for deprivation based on percentage of population in social classes DE.

There are also serious concerns about the methodology (complex, lengthy phone questionnaire) and small sample size (2% of an areas population) that could produce lack of confidence in the results. There is a need to put more emphasis and reliance on the systematic collection and collation of actual sports participation data at the local level rather than concentrate solely on a once every 3 year sample survey. This will help to build up a true picture of the real trends and patterns of participation in sport and leisure activities and enable local authorities and the key providers of sport and leisure opportunities to improve services and increase participation.

C18 - % of population volunteering in sport and active recreation for at least one hour per week – Comments are similar to those relating to C17. There should be an adjustment for deprivation. The same criticisms of the methodology apply. Also, more emphasis should be placed on local authorities and their partners to collate information about the voluntary sport sector and keep records of actual numbers of people volunteering to measure trends the development of the voluntary sports sector and to support programmes to improve services and increase participation at the local level.

C19 - % of population that are within 20 minutes travel time (urban areas by walk) of a range of 3 different sports facility types, of which one has achieved a specified quality assured standard – We understand that there are capacity difficulties in being able to put through sport and leisure centres for quality assurance standards before the proposed “cut off” date for accreditation of August 1 2006. We would therefore propose that the requirement for obtaining formal quality assured standards should be introduced in CPA 2007 rather than 2006.

It is also important that Sport England’s Active Places Data Base accurately reflects the full range of local sport and local facilities that provide opportunities for Salford residents and the “quality assured standards”  associated with them. 

3.8 Do you think it is appropriate to score missing or qualified non-BVPI data that has been used before in CPA as being below the threshold?

3.9 Do you agree or disagree that it is appropriate to treat some PI's on the basis that failure to exceed the lower threshold could limit the PI element score for that service?

The council supports the principle of weighting some PI's as being more important than others, but strongly disagrees with the current mechanism. Failing to achieve the lower threshold on these PI's affects not only the service block score but also can affect the council's overall CPA score. It does not seem equitable that if a small number of PI's fail to achieve the lower threshold (and in some cases fail to meet the lower threshold by a very small amount) the whole council's star rating should suffer. 

Where a council's service block, or overall, score is affected by rules based PI's this can have a perverse incentive on other aspects of service - services may see little point trying to improve in some areas if they feel their score is 'capped' by such PI's. CPA ratings have serious implications for councils, e.g. ability to attract inward investment, recruitment and retention, and a reduced rating based on this small number of PI's could therefore have a negative impact overall on the councils ability to make a difference for it's communities.
We would prefer to see a mechanism of weighting  those PI's such that the perverse incentives above do not apply. For example such a PI could 'double count' in the distribution model. An added benefit of this approach would be that councils performing well on any of these PI's would gain an improved position in the distribution model, which is an added positive incentive for good performance.

3.10 Do you agree or disagree that certain data items should be included for all councils where the service may not be delivered directly by some councils?

We are satisfied that CPA should include the wider role of councils and that therefore it is appropriate to include PI's where services are not delivered directly, but would repeat our previous comments regarding a moderation process. For example if the council's performance is good across a range of PI's in a service block, but the service block score (and possible overall CPA score) is then adversely affected by PI's for which services are provided by others, then the council would feel aggrieved, with some justification. There needs to be some way of addressing such perhaps unintended nuances in CPA.

3.11 Do you agree or disagree that we should only include inspections published in the last three years?

The council agrees with this proposal.

Self-assessment

We agree in principle that there should be a generic structure for self-assessment. We may have comments around the application of the structure in specific circumstances when that detail is known. For example, we are unsure how the model proposed would apply to VFM self-assessment.

We are concerned at the ever increasing number of self-assessments required for CPA, service inspection, PI data quality audit and so on, and would request that consideration be given to minimising/merging self-assessment where possible.

The structure at appendix 1 includes identical text twice at the top and top left of the circle. This looks like an error that needs to be corrected.

Categorisation and reporting

6.1 What is your view on the possible introduction of an additional rule for value for money judgements?

6.2 Would you propose any other changes to the current rules-based approach?

In the interest of consistency and comparability we would not propose any changes to the overall rules model prior to 2008.

6.3 Should the annual reporting date be moved to February 2007 to allow the inclusion of new user satisfaction data?

We agree that CPA 2006 should include the up to date user satisfaction data and so support the proposal to delay publication.

6.4 Would you support a move to a staged reporting, with individual elements reported as they become available?

We have no strong views on staged reporting but can see little point in staged publication, from a customer perspective.

Supporting Strategic Regulation

7.1 How could the CPA framework be refined so that it a) continues to encourage improvement, b) encourages innovation, c)reflects the interests of users and residents?

7.2 What additional short-term steps could the Commission take to reduce the perceived burden of CPA?

7.3 How could CPA be used over the next two years to ease the transition to a new assessment framework in 2008?

ANY COMMENTS?

I hope the above comments are useful in assisting the development of the revised CPA model.

Yours sincerely,

Stan Frost.

Principal Officer.

Policy and Improvement.


