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	Dear Sirs,


	

	
	


I refer to the above consultation paper regarding the proposed approach to comprehensive performance assessment from 2005 and set out the comments of the City Council.  I hope the comments are useful in assisting the development of the revised CPA model.

The draft proposals overall indicate a welcome response to the consultation exercise held earlier this year. It is evident that the Commission has reflected on the feedback and has modified its most recent proposals in the light of this.  This letter reflects the City Council’s thoughts concerning a number of the details in these latest developments and does not detract from our overall endorsement of the revised approach.

I have structured the comments around the questions in section 6, and where appropriate I have cross-referenced my comments to the relevant paragraph(s) of the consultation document.

1. Overall approach

1.1 Do you agree or disagree that moving from an ‘averaging’ approach to an analysis based on the distribution of data is a fairer way to judge performance and reflect local priorities?

1.2 If you disagree, is there another approach you would propose?

1.3 Do you have any comments about the distribution set out in Table 1?

The council does not agree that the move to an analysis based on distribution is fairer, particularly because as the Commission raises the bar over a period by reducing the number of PI’s permissible to be at or below the lower threshold there is every chance that authorities that are performing well across the bulk of their PI’s could find their overall PI score is held to 1 due to a very small number of poorly performing PI’s. The council consequently prefers an averaging approach.

1.4 Do you have any comments on the proposal to decrease, over time, the proportion of Pis that, by scoring at or below the lower threshold, cause the service to be scored as a ‘1’ (see paragraph 22)?

1.5 Do you agree or disagree with the general approach to setting thresholds, based on national minimum requirements or, where these do not exist, on lower and upper quartiles based on data from a previous year and signalled in advance (see paragraphs 23 to 26)?

1.6 If you disagree, is there another approach you would propose?

The reasoning behind proposals to decrease the proportional of PI’s below the lower threshold in the distribution model is to drive continuous improvement. However this is also achieved by a review of national minimum requirements and quartiles (provided there is ongoing improvement nationally. It does not seem necessary to both decrease the number of PI’s, and lift the bar. Careful consideration needs to be given to this area if CPA is to have credibility. 
1.7 Do you agree or disagree with the proposed approach to using rule_based PIs in order to place emphasis on a limited number of key areas of national policy (see paragraph 33)?

1.8 Are there alternative approaches to the use of rules that govern how rule_based Pis impact on service block scores that you would propose?

The council made its comments about rule-based PI’s in its 18th February response to earlier consultation and stands by those comments. Particularly it is of concern that road traffic injuries are still proposed to be included.

1.9 Do you agree or disagree with the approach for the scoring of missing data or data for which there are reservations (see paragraphs 35 to 41)?

1.10 If you disagree, are there any alternative approaches you would propose?

Proposals to assess PI’s with missing/qualified data as falling below the lower threshold could have a significantly disproportionate effect in a distribution based model, as opposed to the existing averaging based model. This could unfairly lead to a council dropping a whole CPA category. I would repeat views expressed in consultation earlier this year that a moderation mechanism of service block scores would be helpful in eradicating rogue outcomes.

1.11Do you agree or disagree with the approach to taking deprivation into account (see paragraphs 44 to 47 and Appendix 4)?

The council agrees with the approach to adjusting for deprivation but is of the view that deprivation impacts on numerous PI’s other than those identified, and should therefore be applied wider than proposed.

The commission is proposing to exclude, as far as possible, PI’s affected by deprivation from the CPA model. The council does not agree that this is entirely justifiable as it can skew the PI’s away from being a balanced suite. CPA should capture those pieces of data that matter in assessing the performance of authorities, not discard them on the basis of the need to adjust them for deprivation or other local factors.

1.12 Do you agree or disagree with the approach to adjusting cost PIs to take account of relative costs in different areas (see paragraphs 44 to 46 and Appendix 4)?

1.13 Do you agree or disagree with the proposal to base thresholds on adjusted data from the previous year for those PIs that are adjusted for deprivation and relative cost (seeparagraph 46 and Appendix 4)?

1.14 If you disagree, are there any alternative approaches you would suggest?

1.15 Do you believe that there are other local conditions for which performance should be adjusted across all authorities, such as in relation to ethnic mix, and can you provide evidence as to why this should be the case (see paragraph 47)?

1.16 Do you agree or disagree that as a transition arrangement, for one year only, it is

reasonable to extend the life of inspection judgements that count in the assessment

frameworks to four years (see paragraphs 49 to 52)?

1.17 If you disagree, are there any other transitional arrangements you would propose?

The council do not consider it reasonable to extend the life of inspection judgements to four years. Inspections became time expired after three years because the score becomes unreliable with time. Nothing has changed this so it is inappropriate to use a different time span. 

1.18 Do you agree or disagree with reducing the life of inspection judgements that count in the service assessment frameworks to two years, with half weighting from 2006 (see paragraphs 54 and 55)?

1.19 If you disagree, is there another approach you would propose?

The same comment applies as above. Nothing has changed regarding the reliability of inspection scores over time. The Council can see no basis for adjusting the period from three years.

1.20 Are there any other comments you would like to make regarding the overall approach outlined?

One of the Commissions reasons for increasing the number of data measures in CPA was to reduce the volatility in the PI area.  Whilst this has been achieved the proposals are introducing volatility in different ways: 

The proposed rule based PI’s lead to the danger of authorities with one or two such PI’s on the threshold of the lower quartile being able to yo-yo for a service block (and very possibly entire CPA categorisation) from one year to the next.

In the distribution model it is quite possible for an authority to similarly yo-yo on the basis of a PI that is close to the lower threshold and which move above and below the threshold, particularly in those years where the threshold is reviewed. 

Again I would repeat the need for a moderation process for any rules based model.

2. Proposals for environmental services

2.1 Do you agree or disagree with the choice and range of indicators within the assessment framework (see Section 5)?

2.2 Are there other indicators you would want to see included?

2.3 Do you agree with the analyses proposed for each?

2.4 If you disagree, what would you propose?

2.5 Do you agree or disagree with the thresholds proposed for each?

2.6 If you disagree, how would you arrive at alternative thresholds?

2.7 Do you agree or disagree with the choice of rule_based PIs (see paragraphs 80 to 82)?

2.8 If you disagree, are there others you would propose?

2.9 Are there any other comments you would like to make regarding the proposals for

environmental services?

3. Proposals for housing services

3.1 Do you agree or disagree with the choice and range of indicators within the assessment framework (see Section 5)?

3.2 Are there other indicators you would want to see included?

3.3 Do you agree or disagree with the analyses proposed for each?

3.4 If you disagree, what would you propose?

3.5 Do you agree or disagree with the thresholds proposed for each?

3.6 If you disagree, how would you arrive at alternative thresholds?

3.7 Do you agree or disagree with the rule_based PIs that have been indicated as likely to be introduced for 2006 CPA improvement reporting (see paragraph 100)?

3.8 If you disagree, are there others you would propose?

3.9 Are there other ways of including Supporting People inspections for county councils that you would suggest (see paragraph 107)?

3.10Are there any other comments you would like to make regarding the proposals for

housing services?

4. Proposals for culture services

4.1 Do you agree or disagree with the choice and range of indicators within the assessment framework (see Section 5)?

Overall the choice and range of indicators is appropriate. The proposals for the longer-term development of the assessment framework are particularly welcome, as we agree that it is important that the assessment of the culture block should be sufficiently broad to capture and encompass provision other than libraries and sport/leisure. The proposal to extend the indicators to include the arts, heritage etc. is sound and we would welcome further discussion on this at an appropriate time.

We support indicators based on participation and active involvement, as these truly reflect whether or not local communities value and use the cultural services. However, indicators based on satisfaction rates are more problematic as this measure is of a more subjective nature than the data on active participation. In addition, information about satisfaction levels is usually gathered by means of surveys which, because they are open to misinterpretation and subjectivity on the part of the respondent, tend to be an unsound basis on which to build policy or measure quality. They are also expensive to commission and the cost of this detracts from the amount available to spend on service improvement. 

The proposed indicator on subsidy per visit to sports/leisure facilities is not a measure of quality, but of value for money and is incongruous when set alongside measures of participation by people with disabilities etc. We would recommend that the proposed indicator on level of subsidy should therefore be removed.

The proposed indicators that relate to participation by various social groups, e.g. BME groups, people with disabilities etc. are very welcome indeed and will enable us to measure how effectively our services engage with, and what they contribute to, the social inclusion agenda. At present these indicators are proposed only in relation to leisure/sport but we would suggest that they should be extended to cover all of the culture services as it is important to measure the contribution that all these services make to social inclusion.

We do not see the value of the measure relating to the Active Places database on travel time to facilities as this is not an effective measure of quality of the facility itself. It is possible to have a lot of local facilities, all of poor quality.

The proposed PI for the % of the population volunteering in sport and active recreation for at least one hour a week will be difficult to measure and does not provide a valid means of judging the quality of local authority provision. Indeed, a high level of volunteering in such activity could be, in some instances, a response to poor quality provision on the part of the local authority.

The proposal to include commentaries from SportEngland, MLA, etc. as a performance indicator is flawed as this will inevitably affect the relationship that exists  between local authorities and these partner organisations. Currently, organisations such as SportEngland, Arts Council etc. act in a supportive and advisory capacity to local authorities. This positive role may be subtly undermined if the views of these organisations come to have an impact on the overall performance assessment of local authority services. The advisory role may be diminished by this and may be perceive by local authorities to have transformed into a more directive role.
4.2 Are there other indicators you would want to see included?

There is still a lack of indicators that focus on the quality of service as opposed to user satisfaction and participation. More emphasis on measures of quality – e.g. possession of appropriate quality kite marks, percentage of staff with appropriate qualifications etc. Would be welcome.

4.3 Do you agree with the analyses proposed for each?

4.4 If you disagree, what would you propose?

Overall the analyses seem to be reasonable. There are, however, some comments we would like to make about how the indicators are proposed to be measured.

Some of the proposed indicators (e.g. net cost for subsidy of sports/leisure facilities) take account of deprivation when analysing the information, clearly recognising the fact that work in deprived neighbourhoods often does have a higher overall cost than work in more affluent areas. This is very positive and also realistic and should be extended to the analysis of other PI’s in which cost is a factor – e.g. the measure of cost per library visit; in deprived areas the number of visits to libraries often tends to be less than in better off areas, but this on its own may not reflect on the quality of the library service. Indeed, it may be more a measure of poor educational attainment and low levels of literacy.

The proposal that uptake by members of BME groups etc. should be measured through the benchmarking service is inappropriate. In our case, much of the sports development work for under represented groups takes place in community settings rather than in sports facilities. Under this measure it would be difficult to capture information relating to our activity. We would suggest that it would be better to use the local participation survey to measure representation from hard to reach groups.

Much work takes place to develop a sporting infrastructure through support for the voluntary sector, e.g. sports clubs etc. In order to capture this and permit its evaluation it would be useful to collect data on provision right across the LSP rather than just from the local authority.


4.5 Do you agree or disagree with the thresholds proposed for each?

4.6 If you disagree, how would you arrive at alternative thresholds?

No Specific comments.

4.7 In the absence of identified rule_based PIs at this stage for culture, are there ones you would want to propose for consideration for future years (see paragraph 122)?

No specific comments.

4.8 Are the any other comments you would like to make regarding the proposals for culture services?

No further comments.

Yours sincerely,

Stan Frost.

Principal Officer.

Policy and Improvement.

