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Provider Benchmarking for Supporting People Services

The Logic of Benchmarking
All holders of SP contracts are now liable to periodic contract review and contract monitoring which focus on a number of elements, including VFM, quality assessment and utilisation levels. If providers are being judged against these criteria there is an obvious pressure on them to address any seeming anomalies prior to them identified by the funding AA. At the moment, however, this is very difficult for them to do as only the AA hold comparative information from different providers.  

This militates against any full hearted adoption of a process of continuous improvement by providers. It also puts the emphasis on making local comparisons which may or may not be the most appropriate ones to make. A national or regional database of comparative data from provider organisations round the country might yield more useful comparisons..

Risks

We want this benchmarking project to work. We know there are some reasons why it might not, including:

· The kinds of information required are too time consuming or costly for potential participant organisations to access, or it simply doesn’t exist inside certain categories of provider organisation.  

· The information requirement and potential measures make sense to certain kinds of potential participant organisations, but not to others – for instance we may find that RSLs can use the proposed system, but not small voluntary bodies. 

· Potential participant organisations are unhappy about the level of confidentiality built into the system and so refuse to use it
This consultation  is intended to unearth such potential problems and find solutions for them. It will not, in itself, produce significant levels of comparative data across sufficient scheme types of client groups to generate meaningful benchmarking metrics. What we hope it will do is allow us to launch a fully fledged system, and drum up the maximum possible provider participation in the autumn of 2005. 
To fill out the benchmarking data collection spreadsheet you will require access to 3 types of information. 

· Information which any SP funded provider is already obliged to supply to the Administering Authority. This primarily comes from the contract itself, the PI returns for 2004/5. and the QAF. We hope that this information is relatively easily accessible for all providers - but we are 
· interested in whether this assumption is, in fact, true or whether some agencies actually centralise this information to such an extent that it is difficult to access locally. 

· 2004/5 Management accounts on a scheme by scheme basis. This is not information currently required to be supplied to SP Teams. We are aware that not all SP providers routinely internally account for income and expenditure on a scheme by scheme basis. We are also aware that some providers define their internal management groupings in a slightly different way to that laid out in the Supporting People contracts. Nonetheless, without real, actual figures – as opposed to forward budgets – it is our view that it is impossible to actually make meaningful comparisons and it is for this reason we are asking a series of questions that depend on participants having access to this sort of information. 
· Information relating to user and staff satisfaction, (including the specific satisfaction levels of BME users). Many large organisations routinely carry out staff and or user/tenant satisfaction surveys on a regular basis. The question in such cases is whether information can be extracted on a scheme by scheme basis. Smaller organisations might have different, more qualitative methods for obtaining such feedback. We want the pilot to discover the best way of getting such information into a comparable form. 
Confidentiality. 
In our initial discussions, many providers have expressed concern about the level of confidentiality that is to be associated with this benchmarking system. They do not want any analysis of their costs or performance to be traceable back to them if such information is available to their competitors, or to SP Teams. Others are worried that unless SP Teams have some access to the data they will impose their own benchmarking systems on a local or regional basis and providers will be faced with duplication of information requests. 

For this pilot we will: 
· provide a list of participating organisations

· enable participants to identify their own services

· anonymise the services of other organisations

· not issue the report to participants who do not, in the event, supply data

· make a copy of the final report available to the pilot Steering Group

In the longer term, with the final benchmarking system, our basic intention is that only those agencies who particulate in the benchmarking work receive any detailed information at all. For providers the golden rule will be ‘no data in, no data out’. So we are proposing that all participants be given a choice of two confidentiality options: 
· Confidentiality Option 1: You can identify your own organisation in the histograms etc and a list of participants but your organisation is not identified to other participants by a key linking the two

· Confidentiality Option 2: You can identify your own organisation in the histograms etc and a list of participants and your organisation is identified to other participants by a key linking the two
We also want to consult on whether or not we should publish fully anonymised national or regional benchmarking data which would be publicly available to anyone. The point of doing so would be to allow SP Teams to use the amassed benchmarking data as a yardstick against which to measure particular schemes. There is an argument that unless SP Teams identify with the measures proposed in this benchmarking model, providers will not have any long term interest in making the kinds of business improvements implied by such measures. The fear is that without SP Teams having some sort of access to the generalised results of the benchmarking exercise the proposed measures will not emerge as the ‘common currency’ of the sector. 
Attached to this cover note is a questionnaire about the ease with which you could actually fill out the pilot data collection spreadsheet. We need you to tell us the answers to the questions as , without such input, we have no way of knowing if our proposed system is going to be easily accessible to a broad range of provider organisations. It is mainly a tick box questionnaire, so please don’t be put off. (We have previously consulted widely about the proposed measures and will do so again after we have analysed the results of the pilot). 
Please return the questionnaire and completed spreadsheets by email to 

post@sitra.org
by 31 August 2005

Benchmarking Data 

We need to know how problematic filling in the suggested information might be. If sufficient numbers of you answer ‘impossible’ we’ll give serious consideration to dropping or revising the question. If sufficient numbers of you answer ‘hard’ we’ll give serious consideration to revising or rephrasing the question.  
	
	Data - name
	Type
	Source
	Ease of Sourcing data/Ease of Entry

	1
	Provider name
	Free Form 
	Self Defined (Contract)
	Easy □         Medium□       Hard□ Impossible□

	2
	National ID Number
	Defined by ODPM
	Provider/ODPM Data
	Easy □         Medium□       Hard□ Impossible□

	3
	Service Name
	Free Form 
	Self Defined (contract)
	Easy □         Medium□       Hard□ Impossible□

	4
	Service ID
	AA defined
	Contract
	Easy □         Medium□       Hard□ Impossible□

	5
	Client Group
	ODPM defined
	PI Return (see list)
	Easy □         Medium□       Hard□ Impossible□

	6
	Number of Units
	Free form
	Contract
	Easy □         Medium□       Hard□ Impossible□

	7
	Planned Duration of Service
	ODPM Defined
	PI Return (see list)
	Easy □         Medium□       Hard□ Impossible□

	8
	Model of Service
	OPDM Defined
	PI Return (see list)
	Easy □         Medium□       Hard□ Impossible□

	9
	Organisation Type
	Defined list
	New – Housemark to define?
	Easy □         Medium□       Hard□ Impossible□

	10
	Staff Hours (direct)
	ODPM Defined
	PI Return (Contract page)
	Easy □         Medium□       Hard□ Impossible□

	11
	Staff Hours (Management)
	ODPM Defined
	PI Return (Contract page)
	Easy □         Medium□       Hard□ Impossible□

	12
	Cover Arrangement
	ODPM Defined
	PI Return (Contract page)
	Easy □         Medium□       Hard□ Impossible□

	13
	Contract Type
	Defined List
	New – Housemark to define?
	Easy □         Medium□       Hard□ Impossible□

	14
	Geography
	Defined List of RIGS
	Will be pre-defined in accordance with ODPM regions
	Easy □         Medium□       Hard□ Impossible□

	15
	Budget/Management Account Information
	SP Contract Income
	 Provider Management Accounts
	Easy □         Medium□       Hard□ Impossible□

	16
	
	Other Income
	
	Easy □         Medium□       Hard□ Impossible□

	17
	
	Total Costs
	
	Easy □         Medium□       Hard□ Impossible□

	18
	
	Staff Costs Direct
	
	Easy □         Medium□       Hard□ Impossible□

	19
	
	Staff Costs Management
	
	Easy □         Medium□       Hard□ Impossible□

	20
	
	Locum Costs (?)
	
	Easy □         Medium□       Hard□ Impossible□

	21
	
	Average Staff Costs (direct)
	
	Easy □         Medium□       Hard□ Impossible□

	22
	
	Average Staff Costs (Management)
	
	Easy □         Medium□       Hard□ Impossible□

	23
	
	Overheads
	
	Easy □         Medium□       Hard□ Impossible□

	24
	
	% of Income uncollected
	
	Easy □         Medium□       Hard□ Impossible□

	25
	Availability
	SP1
	PI Return
	Easy □         Medium□       Hard□ Impossible□

	26
	Utilisation (housing)
	SP2a
	PI Return
	Easy □         Medium□       Hard□ Impossible□

	27
	Utilisation (support .only)
	SP2b
	PI Return
	Easy □         Medium□       Hard□ Impossible□

	28
	Staffing Input (Support Hours)
	SP3
	PI Return
	Easy □         Medium□       Hard□ Impossible□

	29
	Throughput
	SP4
	PI Return
	Easy □         Medium□       Hard□ Impossible□

	30
	Planned Departures (short-term)
	KP1
	PI Return
	Easy □         Medium□       Hard□ Impossible□

	31
	Maintaining independent living (long term, permanent Floating Support)
	KP2
	PI Return
	Easy □         Medium□       Hard□ Impossible□

	32
	Quality
	1-6 QAF Standards
	QAF – need to indicate whether this has been validated or is self assessment
	Easy □         Medium□       Hard□ Impossible□

	
	
	7-17 QAF Standards
	QAF – may not apply to schemes in all areas, but, if they do, need to indicate whether this has been validated or is self
	Easy □         Medium□       Hard□ Impossible□

	33
	Satisfaction
	Staff
	Provider Defined
	Easy □         Medium□       Hard□ Impossible□

	34
	Satisfaction
	Residents
	Provider Defined
	Easy □         Medium□       Hard□ Impossible□

	35
	Satisfaction
	BME
	Provider Defined
	Easy □         Medium□       Hard□ Impossible□


36. How long in total did it take you to find the relevant information and fill in the benchmarking spreadsheet?  (If you have filled in the draft spreadsheet for more than one scheme calculate the total time you took to access and complete all the entries and divide by the number of schemes you have entered)

	 Under 1 hr□
	 2-31/2 hrs□
	31/2-5 hrs□
	1-2 days□
	Over 2 days□


37. Of this total time what %age was spend 
Accessing the information or adjusting it to fit into the categories asked for                       %

Actually filling in the data collection spreadsheet…………………………………………… %

38 We’re interested in how accessible the required information is to different staff that may be required to complete the benchmarking data collection spreadsheet. . So the person who physically completed (not the manager who allocated the work) the spreadsheet should answer the following questions. Please only tick one box in column A and one in column B
	I would describe my job as being most like the following


	A
	In order to access the information to complete the form….
	B

	Project/Frontline Worker
	
	I had direct access to 90%+ of the information required – e.g. either I or colleagues in my own department (inc my own line manager) could access the necessary information
	

	Ist Tier Operational Manager
	
	I or  colleagues in my department did have access to 90%+ of the required information but I/we needed additional training to actually access it
	

	Administrator/Finance Worker
	
	I needed to ask for help from colleagues in one other department from the one I work in for more than 10% of the answers
	

	2ndTier/Area Manager with operational Responsibilities
	
	I needed to ask for help in accessing information from colleagues in 2 other departments from the one I work in for more than 10% of the answers.
	

	Policy/ Quality Control/ Information Worker or Manager
	
	I needed to ask for help in accessing information from colleagues in 3 or more other departments from the one I work in for more than 10% of the answers
	

	Senior Manager
	
	
	

	Director or Chief Executive
	
	
	


39. Confidentiality
Do you think that completely anonymised summaries of the benchmarking information should be made publicly available?
Yes□ No□ Yes, but with caveats □
Please add any comments on the confidentiality issue below

40. Finally, do you have any other general comments you think it would be helpful for us to take note of? 
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