Performance Indicators 2001/02

25/6/02

This paper follows on from the previous paper on performance indicators presented to DMG on 21 May. We are now able to report on all the Best Value Performance indicators and some additional PAF indicators.

Children’s Services indicators:


2000/01
2001/02
Comments about Performance

A2 Educational qualifications of children looked after [joint working]  BV50


58%

((((
26.5%*

((

This was a disappointing performance for this year and does not meet our target of 50%. However, the long term indicators are that we will improve on this.

A4 Employment, education and training for care leavers [joint working]*  BV161
New PAF indicator
27.6%

?


B 8 Cost of services for children looked after BV51 TQ
£598

((
£584*

((
We were able to exclude some placement costs by tying up finance and activity data more accurately. 

C18 Final warnings and convictions of children looked after 
1.2

(((
1.8*

(((
Only bands 2and 3 were used for this indicator last year

C19 Health of children looked after 
51%

((
53%*

((


C25 Inspections of children's homes 
100%

(((((
100%*

(((((


Adult Services’ Indicators


2000/01
2001/02
Comment on Performance

D40 Clients receiving a review BV55
44%

((
61.5%*

(((((
This is based on a sample and includes reassessments

B12 Cost of intensive social care for adults and older people BV52 TQ
£390

(((
£355*

((((



C34 Inspections of residential care for adults and older people 
100%

(((((
100%*

(((((


D39 Percentage of people receiving a statement of their needs and how they will be met BV58 TQ
88%

((
89%*

((


D42 Carer assessments 
84

((
37%*

(((
This is based on a sample and we may be under reporting performance.

E47 Ethnicity of adults and older people receiving assessment 
2.66

((
0.6

((


E48 Ethnicity of adults and older people receiving services following an assessment 
1.29

(((
0.99

((((
Most clients recorded on the RAP return did not have an ethnic origin recorded, therefore this is based on a sample.

E50 Assessments of adults and older people leading to provision of service 
65%

(((((
58%*

((((
Assessment outcomes are mostly recorded as ‘nfa’ on Carefirst and we have had to do further work readjusting figures so as not to under-report for this indicator.



*Based on last year’s bandings

I have only provided bandings for this year, where the definition of the indicator has not changed and as they are based on the bandings used by the Department of Health for 2000/01, they may change and should only be used as a guide.

Current Information Issues

We are currently working on the RAP return and the 903 return both of which require intensive work.

In order to ensure the 903 return is accurate we have asked social workers to check that looked after children’s placement and legal history has been recorded on Carefirst accurately. We have already received a good response from teams and some amendments have been made to Carefirst. There are also some changes to records that will need to be altered with the help of the Systems Support team.

In relation to the RAP return, there are several information issues in relation to data either not being recorded on Carefirst for all clients (for example client group, carer assessments, and ethnicity data), or data is not currently recorded on the system at all (in the case of reviews, equipment, professional support and care plans) or information is not being recorded correctly (in the case of assessment outcome, recording new clients). To give just one example, 34 different assessment outcomes have been used to close an assessment instead of the 5 RAP assessment outcomes.

Consequently, the completion of the RAP return is time consuming and difficult because several adjustments have been made. For example, we have had to obtain approximate numbers of clients receiving professional support and the approximate number of clients receiving a service after assessment where the outcome is ‘nfa’.

Anecdotally, it would seem most local authorities do struggle to produce the RAP return because of the amount of data required as well as the difficulties in fitting clients into the categories that RAP requires. This, however, calls into question the validity of the return and therefore some of the PAF indicators that are based on RAP.
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