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Content of this presentation 

• National SLI initiative: 
• TEASC’s Risk Awareness Tool (developed by Rachel Ayling/David Walden) 
 

• Regional SLI initiatives: 
• Benchmarking 

• Balanced scorecards 

• West Midlands’ work on Use of Resources 
 

• “Use of resources” indicator sets: 
• Opportunities 

• Caveats and health warnings 



TEASC’s Risk Awareness Tool 
TEASC: National multi-agency board responsible for sector led improvement in 
Adult Social Care (until 2016).  Now part of the LGA’s “CHIP” programme. 
 

• Initially intended as a “self-help” tool for DASSs, and to help raise awareness 
within their council. 

• Underlying thinking: “managing performance is not the same as managing 
risks”.  (Some high-performing places are now at high risk). 

• Co-produced with Regions including London. 

• Piloted in 2015, and gained widespread support. 

• Now recommended for all councils – but optional. 

• Not intended to be burdensome.  So, some use of hard data is encouraged, but 
mustn’t become an industry! 

• Friendly external challenge is encouraged – but councils/regions vary in how they 
arrange this. (e.g. Buddying, peer reviews, annual challenge workshops, role of 
CHIAs… etc). 

 
 

 





Progress in 2016 
• Most Regions encourage all councils to complete a self-assessment (using this 

tool or a variation) every year. 

• Most Regions have integrated the TEASC risk tool with their pre-existing tools: 
many flowers bloom! 

• Some ongoing dilemmas – e.g. confidentiality vs the need for ADASS regions to 
have an overview. 

 

Next Steps 
• The TEASC risk  tool will be updated by Jan 2017, and will again be strongly 

influenced by recent best practice across Regions. 

• At this stage, we believe the six main headings are fit for purpose and have 
gained “traction” – views welcome! 

• We are very aware of the “so what?” factor – i.e. how can the identified risks be 
mitigated?  We are currently consulting about regional ideas and initiatives.  

 

 



Issues: 
 
(1)  The need for a “layered” approach – scanning your 
landscape, then drilling down as required. 
 
(2)  Use of “hard data” 



Issues 
 
(1)  The need for a “layered” approach 

 Some risk of a proliferation of tools?  We are currently auditing these (in a 
light-touch way). 

 The TEASC tool gives a high-level overview, and we want to keep it relatively 
quick and easy to complete. 

 Other tools can be used to “drill down” into specific issues. 
 



A “layered” approach to using self-help tools 

• Making Safeguarding Personal 
• Making it Real benchmarks 
• ASCOF surveys 
• Etc 

• Commissioning for Better Outcomes 
• Market development tools 

Peer Challenge KLOEs 

• BCF Guidance and indicators 
• DTOC Guidance 
• Etc. 

• CIPFA/ADASS Advisory Risk Tool 
• TEASC UOR Tool 



(2)  Use of “hard data” – regional approaches 

 The TEASC tool is mostly about “qualitative” evidence. 
 However, the current version of the tool suggests some optional sources of 

hard data. 
 In practice, most regions are keen to develop standardised indicator sets – 

although there is much variation: 
 Some confine regional benchmarking to relatively few indicators – e.g. 

ASCOF. 
 Most have introduced quite extensive data collections.   
 At least two are attempting to develop regional “balanced scorecards” – 

using the TEASC risk tool as a framework. 
 In this context, all seem to be interested in benchmarking “financial risks”. 

 But experience so far suggests that the “use of resources” indicators are the 
hardest to collect, collate and interpret…. 



• ASCOF, esp: 
• Customer satisfaction 
• SDS 

• Local indicators re waiting 
lists/reviews 

• CQC Area Profiles 
• Local monitoring of standards 

• Complaints 
• Ombudsman findings 

• BCF Indicators 
• ASCOF: DTOCS and Reablement 

• Council budgetary data 
– cross-referenced to 
annual ADASS budget 
survey? 

• PSS EX1 
• SALT 

“Balanced scorecard” – illustration of useful indicators 
(See also, the CIPFA/ADASS tool) 



Balanced scorecards – West Midlands and East Midlands models 



Use of resources datasets: emerging lessons (1) 

• Huge interest amongst DASSs about how their financial predicament compares with 
others (and who has found good solutions). 

• Huge interest at regional level in knowing which ASC departments are at very serious 
financial risk – with a view to offering targeted help. 

• Huge interest from internal and external stakeholders – with varying degrees of 
sympathy/understanding, e.g: 
• Elected members 
• Chief Execs/Chief Finance Officers 
• CCGs 

 
 A lot of work to develop a recommended “UOR indicator set” – e.g. CIPFA/ADASS tool. 
 Some work to trial standardised regional UOR indicator sets – e.g. West Midlands. 
 Widespread recognition that this can be done at high-level or more in-depth; so, 

councils/regions have judgements to make about how to scale the task. 



Use of resources datasets: emerging lessons (2) 

Main lessons from the West Midlands exercise:  
 
• Do use the statutory indicator sets (however imperfect) – don’t try to “grow your 

own”. 
• Strong potential for some of the collation/analysis to be done at regional level. 
• Triangulate – e.g. activity/expenditure/costs. 
• The time lapse before publication of the statutory datasets is a frustrating issue – but 

perhaps regions can find workaround solutions. 
• Collecting the data is one thing, interpreting it is another.  Do this sensitively! 
• AVOID CRUDE ATTEMPTS TO JUDGE OR SCORE. 
 

 



Use of resources datasets: emerging lessons (3) 

Triangulation of the statutory datasets: 
 

• This work is theoretically becoming easier as 
the result of the alignment of statutory 
finance and activity (i.e. SALT and PSS EX1). 

• However, many councils are inevitably 
struggling with the new data definitions – 
many serious data quality issues in 2014/15. 

 

Example of what can now be done: 
 
Expenditure on long-term support for PLD /  
Number of PLD receiving long-term support  
= Average cost per person per annum 



The SALT data can help to explore the effectiveness of business processes…. 

…But almost no councils are ready to do this yet! 

Use of resources datasets: emerging lessons (4) 



Some caveats 

• Some of the most important data are exceptionally hard to benchmark:  e.g. Councils’ 
corporate reserves. 

 
• Overspends are not a good indicator of “good financial performance” in ASC – it’s 

more important to ask whether the budget was “realistic” in the first place!  (However, 
councils’ year-on-year patterns of drawing from reserves are of course a very 
important part of the story). 

 
• NHS performance is a key driver of ASC demand – but very few data are publically 

available:  e.g.  Only limited public information about the acute sector, and no way of 
benchmarking spend on community NHS services. 

 
• Demographics are an extremely important driver of demand – so a ”risky” level of 

expenditure will look different from one place to the next.  (But there are still no 
reliable “predictive models” or easy formulae that can be used to judge this). 
 

 
 



• Data on ASC’s overheads and back-office functions are probably unreliable, because 
of different council structures and shared arrangements. 

 
• Data on resourcing of the front-line are probably also unreliable, for similar 

reasons.  (And the national workforce data are very hard to benchmark). 
 
• Data on ASC’s  income from the NHS are probably unreliable, because of different 

joint commissioning/pooled budgets/accounting arrangements. 
 

 
 

Some specific health warnings: 



 
• Published data on unit costs in ASC still need to be treated with extreme caution – 

although there is widespread interest in benchmarking fees. 
• Costs in LD services are especially hard to benchmark because of individualised 

fee-setting.  
• In small places, average costs are skewed by a few very big packages. 
• Some evidence that councils that place few people in residential care tend to pay 

more for each placement – but not universal. 
 There is scope for bespoke regional research on markets/fees. 
 

• The increasing intensity of home care packages is a major national issue – but 
frustratingly, this is no longer measured within the SALT return.   
 There is clear scope for bespoke regional exercises to explore this issue. 

 
 

Some opportunities for regions: 



CONCLUSIONS: 
 
These tools (and the benchmarking of 

data) can be very useful. 
 

But we are “building narratives” – and it’s 
an art not a science. 
 

Trusting and open dialogue within Regions 
and between peer councils is still the most 
important part of the SLI approach. 


