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1.0 Background

The original Stockport Value For Money procedure was finalised in February 2005, and has been used throughout the Initial Service Review Process. This procedure has been widely acclaimed among North West Administering Authorities, and has also been successfully adopted among many of them. 

This process assisted the team to ensure ‘‘that Supporting People Grant (SPG) is:

· Not being used to fund non-eligible support activities, including voids, health care services, specialist counselling and housing management.

· Funding cost effective services which can fully account and justify their use of SPG

· Funding services which are performing efficiently to provide contracted levels of support

Funding quality driven services that are committed to continual improvement in accordance with the Quality Assessment Framework’’

2.0 Review of Procedure

The time has now come to review this process, and to further develop and refine it, in the light of recent developments in the Supported Housing Sector.

The new VFM procedure allows for a closer analysis of certain key areas including budgetary analysis, and service performance data, an increased weighting for Service user satisfaction.

The process also includes a scoring for the completion of National Outcomes Framework forms and now also includes a measure of performance in strategic relevance.

Usefully, the revised process completes all calculations, requiring only key data to be input under the different headings.

Changes are also made to the benchmarking of costs, given that the CLG no longer collect and present regional and national benchmarking data, and the original 2003 data is now very out of date.

The Greater Manchester Administering Authorities are in the process of collecting and collating benchmarking data for excluded groups, and Stockport has already submitted a 2007 dataset for this purpose.

3.0 Rationale and Guidance for completing each section

This document aims to provide the rationale to the development of each section of the VFM form, followed by detailed guidance on how to complete each area of analysis.

3.1 2007 VFM Workbook guidance overview

Data can only be entered into the white cells on the workbook. All other cells are protected to avoid corruption of the formulae. This means that not all calculations will be completed until the workbook is fully completed, for example some details in section (A) will not appear complete until data has been entered into Section (B), because the workbook copies this information automatically. As a result there is no requirement to carry out any calculations apart from that necessary to input benchmarking data.

4.0 Service Profile: Rationale

Section (A) of the form contains all of the essential details about the service, including the name, capacity and type of service under scrutiny. Data prepared in the 2007 benchmarking exercise is presented here for comparison, alongside 2007 Greater Manchester data where available. This will allow comparison between like for like services, and allow for direct comparison of service cost per week and cost per hour of support provided.

4.1 Service Profile: Guidance

Section (A): Service Profile. As with the original document, basic information about the provider should be entered here. Data can only be entered into the white cells. Enter the Service ID, name of provider and the name of the service from the contract page of the most recent SPI return. 

Enter the capacity from the contracts page of the most recent SPI return. The workbook automatically copies and calculates the ‘Total Contracted Hours’ and the ‘Support Hours per person per week’ from data entered into other sections of the workbook.

Section (Ai) Benchmarking Support Hours in Greater Manchester (per person per week). Enter the lowest, highest and calculated average number of support hours per person per week from the Greater Manchester Benchmarking data 2007. The data entered should be from the same client group. If current data is not available for the relevant client group, enter N/A (not available).

5.0 Staff to Service User Ratio: Rationale

This section of the form is designed to provide a direct comparison of the number of service users supported by one member of staff. This is expressed as a percentage (% of staff time per service user). This method has been used to avoid distortion across services where a different number of hours are worked by different providers. For example, on one service staff might work a 35 hour week, on another a 37.5 hour week. On a large service therefore, the difference in the level of support provided can be marked.

5.1 Staff to Service User Ratio: Guidance

The calculation for this service is automatically calculated by the spreadsheet using the calculation number of service users / number of staff hours * 100 (ie expressed as a percentage). The average ration for Stockport and Greater Manchester should be calculated using this formula from the 2007 Benchmarking data. Where Greater Manchester benchmarking data is not yet available N/A (not available) should be entered.

6.0 Benchmarking Unit Cost : Rationale

Section (Aiii) ‘Benchmarking Hourly Unit Cost’ is possibly the most useful of all the benchmarking data as it is a direct reflection of the total cost of the service provision per hour of staff time. This allows direct comparisons to be made between the cost of different services.

6.1 Benchmarking Unit Cost : Guidance

Sections (Aiii) ‘Benchmarking Hourly Unit Cost’ and (Aiv) ‘ Weekly Unit Cost’. Using the 2007 Stockport Benchmarking data, identify and enter the highest and lowest cost per hour for the appropriate client group. Calculate the average cost per hour by adding the hourly cost of all providers, then divide by the total number of providers for the client group under scrutiny. This will give the average hourly cost and this figure should be entered into section (Aiv) of the VFM workbook.

Complete the same procedure using the 2007 GM benchmarking data. If no data is available for this client group enter N/A (not available).

7.0 Budget Summary: Rationale

All providers are required to submit detailed budgetary summaries as part of the service review process. A pro-forma document can be completed if the provider is unable to provide actual detailed working budgets.

This information is required to allow the SP team to identify spending under different budget headings. The 2007 VFM workbook completes a detailed analysis of the following budget headings:

· Front Line Staffing Costs

· Front Line Manager Costs

· Local Office Costs

· Head Office Costs

· Budget for Reserves (eg Sinking Funds etc)

The budget headings follow broadly the headings contained in the original ODPM budget pro-forma document produced in 2003. 

Usefully, these headings allow the SP team to identify high levels of cost under these budget headings. The 2007 VFM workbook will automatically calculate provider spending, an thus cost to the Administering Authority in the following ways:

· Supporting People Grant as a % of Service Budget (this will show where another funding body also supports part of the service eg LD services)

· Hours (of support) Per Service User per week

· Staff to Service User Ratio (% of staff time per SU per week)

· Total Staffing Hours per week

These calculations will allow comparison between different services, as well as providing useful information for tendering purposes, or in order to identify whether a disproportionate proportion of the overall service costs are being met by Supporting People Grant. Likewise, where for example a joint funded service is being tendered, the agency most appropriate to lead the tender can be identified.

7.1 Budget Summary : Guidance

Section (B) Budget Summary. Using the budgetary information supplied by the provider, identify and apportion costs to the different headings. The budgets submitted by some providers will not always fit neatly into each of these budget headings. A decision will need to be reached as to which headings certain elements of a provider budget are being allocated to which heading, and a record of this should be maintained on a spreadsheet in the service review VFM file in order to provide an audit trail.

8.0 Budget Analysis: Guidance

Section (Bi) ‘Budget Analysis’. Enter the total annual contract value. This should be the amount of money paid to the provider by the SP team and should be obtained from the Care Support database. 

Importantly, for block gross contracts simply enter the current annual contract value. For Block Subsidy contracts, enter the weekly unit cost x the number of units x 52. Where different unit costs exist (as is the case with some sheltered schemes), enter the number of units at a particular cost x that cost x 52, adding all of the different costs x numbers of units x 52, until a total cost is arrived at for the overall scheme.

Importantly, note that this will NOT be the same as the total amount of payments in a given period from the payments folder. In order to make fair VFM comparisons, we need to calculate the cost of ALL units in a scheme whether SP funded or not.

8.1 Analysis of Budgets: Rationale

In sections (Bi-Biv) the workbook makes a number of calculations, allowing analysis of the providers budgets, and thus the cost to the Administering Authority of different aspects of the providers spending.

The Supporting People team will be able to identify high areas of spending from these analysis. 

(Bi) Staff costs. This section shows the total cost of staffing, but also shows the cost per hour of staffing alone.

(Bii) Local Office Cost Analysis. This section shows the total office costs per year, also the office costs as a % of the SP cost of the service. Finally the costs per hour (related to support hours delivered) of the office costs.

(Biii) Head Office costs analysis. As (Bii)

(Biv) Analysis of Reserves As (Bii)

8.2 Analysis of Budgets : Guidance

As detailed in 8.1, the workbook makes a series of calculations. This allows the reviewing officer to make a close analysis of the provider budgets and therefore their spending of the Supporting People Grant. Where costs are exceptional, for example where overheads per hour exceed the cost per hour of staffing, the service is clearly uneconomic, and the provider would need to be challenged about the costs.

9.0 Quality Assessment Framework: Rationale

The weighting for quality has been amended to take account of the adoption by Greater Manchester Authorities in January 2007 of two supplementary objectives to the Quality Assessment Framework, (this accounts for 10% of the total score):

· S3.3 The Living Environment

· S1.2 Consulting and Involving Service Users

These additional objectives were adopted following consultation with Service Users across Greater Manchester. The scoring for the supplementary objectives is the same as that adopted for the core objectives, which are unchanged.

In order to measure improvements to service quality, the score achieved for each separate objective will be recorded. This will provide an incentive to providers to continue to improve their quality, and improvements in individual objectives will be scored separately.

9.1 Quality Assessment Framework: Guidance

The scores for each section of the Quality Assessment Framework should be entered individually for each core and supplementary objective.

Note that for a provider to achieve for example a level B during a Service Review a level B must be achieved in all areas, this rule does not apply for awarding points on the VFM document. Thus individual objectives should be scored separately on the VFM workbook.

Scoring is as follows:

· Level A = 3 Points

· Level B = 2 Points

· Level C = 1 Point
· Level D = 0 Points 

10.0 Service Performance Data: Rationale

The Service Performance data section has been retained from the February 2005 VFM procedure. The presentation of data has been clarified to include the last 4 quarters prior to the service review, and accounts for 10% of the total score.
10.1 Service Performance Data : Guidance

The data from the last 4 quarters should be entered in order onto section (D) of the VFM form. The outcome data will vary according to service type and will show either ‘Planned Move-ON’ or ‘Service Users Continuing to live independently’. The workbook will calculate the average performance percentage and also the score to be carried forward to the section (K).

11.0 Service User Satisfaction: Rationale

During all service reviews a standard questionnaire is presented to service users appropriate to the client group. The responses to the standard questions are scored in a more detailed way, and this accounts for 35% of the overall score.
The 2007 VFM process retains this element as before, and because Service User satisfaction is considered to be key to the success of a service provision, the weighting is now 35% of the overall VFM total. 

11.1 Service User Satisfaction: Guidance

In section (E), enter the service user satisfaction score from the separate scoring spreadsheet. 

12.0 Strategic Relevance /Stakeholder Feedback : Rationale

During all service reviews the provider under scrutiny is required to submit a list of stakeholders. Stakeholders are contacted and asked to complete a standard questionnaire. The results account for 25% of the VFM score. This allows the SP team to identify the opinions of other relevant bodies such as stakeholders etc.

12.1 Strategic Relevance / Stakeholder Feedback: Guidance

In section (F) enter the overall average strategic relevance / stakeholder feedback score calculated using the separate stakeholder /strategic relevance sheet.
This score accounts for 25% of the overall VFM score.

13.0 National Outcomes Monitoring Framework: Rationale

On 31st May 2007 the CLG introduced the new National Outcomes Monitoring Framework for short-term providers. This was followed on 31st July 2007 by the introduction of the long terms outcomes monitoring framework.

This is part of a move towards the monitoring and evidencing of identifiable outcomes by central government.

The new frameworks require that providers complete a number of outcomes forms annually. 

For short-term services, the National Outcomes form is completed when a service user ceases to use a support service for whatever reason. One form is completed and submitted to St Andrews University for processing.

For long-term services, the National Outcomes form is completed annually when a support plan is reviewed. A sample of forms are submitted to St Andrews University for processing, 10% of sheltered service users, and 50% for all other long term service users.

The processed data is returned to individual SP teams, and this data is used to measure the types of support provided by service providers. Section (I) of the workbook captures this data, and attaches a score out of 15 if an appropriate number of forms have been completed.
13.1 National Outcomes Monitoring Framework: Guidance

The National Outcomes Monitoring framework data is supplied to Administering Authorities in the form of a summary spreadsheet every quarter. A separate spreadsheet is supplied for long and short term services.

This data will be stored on the K drive.

Open the most recent spreadsheet and make a copy in the provider VFM folder.

Each row on the spreadsheet represents a returned form. Providers are labelled by provider, service, S-number. 

Score 15 if forms completed during the past four quarters represents the appropriate sample A10% sample is required for sheltered providers and a 50% sample for all other long term providers. For short term services ALL Service Users leaving the service should have an outcomes form completed.
14.0 Client Record Data: Rationale

All Supporting People providers (with the exception of sheltered housing providers who complete CORE forms) are required to submit admissions data detailing various monitoring information. This information includes the originating authority of the new service user. 

The purpose of this section is to identify providers who are accepting referrals from outside of SMBC. A score is apportioned according to the number of referrals accepted from outside of the SMBC area, and this is deducted from the overall score. Where referrals are being accepted from inside the SMBC area, a proportionate score is added to the overall score.

14.1 Client Record Data: Guidance

Open the most recent copy of the client record data stored on K drive. Make a copy of the record and save this in the VFM folder of the service review file for the provider under review to serve as an audit trail.

Highlight all occurrences of the provider under review. Identify and calculate all referrals for the last quarter. If none show enter 0 and contact the provider to clarify.

Identify and calculate all occurrences where non-host referrals have been accepted. Enter this total into the relevant cell on section (J) of the workbook. 

15.0 Quality and Cost Comparison: Rationale

The workbook automatically carries forward all scores from the sections (A) – (J). These are used to calculate a score out of 89. 

To summarise the maximum scores are as follows:

Quality Assessment Framework (section C)

10%
Performance indicators (section D)


10%
Service User Satisfaction (section E)


35%
Strategic Relevance / Stakeholder (section F)

25%
National Outcomes Monitoring (section I)

15%
Client Record Data (section J)



5%
TOTAL POSSIBLE SCORE



100%
The QAF score is a reflection of the quality of the service as validated by a Service Review Officer and is an evidence-based reflection of service quality against measurable objectives. Additional supplementary objectives have now been adopted, therefore the maximum score is now 24, the highest weighting on the scoring system.

Performance indicators are collected quarterly. Providers are required to provide an audit trail to support one quarter of each year to support one aspect the data submitted on the SPI returns. This is requested by Service Review Officers during quarterly contract monitoring meetings. This data is an important reflection of the performance of a service and is weighted accordingly at 10 maximum 10 points.

Service User Satisfaction is measured using a standardised questionnaire appropriate to individual client groups during service reviews. Separate questionnaires are usually completed for each individual service user unless they request otherwise. Responses are scored out of 5, and an overall average score for each service provision is obtained using a standardised scoring system. The scoring of service user satisfaction has been increased from 5 to 10 in order to increase the weighting of this important measure.

Improvements to Service User Satisfaction compares the level of satisfaction during the current and last service reviews. A score out of 5 is awarded for proportional improvements to satisfaction.

Stakeholder Feedback is measured using a standardised questionnaire. This is a less objective factor than other scoring measures so is awarded a maximum 5 points.

Quality Mark identifies whether a provider is working to improve quality. This is a clear measure of quality and is awarded 5 points.

Strategic Relevance awards points for local referrals and removes similar points for non-compliance. This is a clear measure and is auditable. A maximum of 5 points is awarded or 5 points removed.

National Outcomes Monitoring A maximum of 20 points are awarded for high levels of successful outcomes. The outcomes monitoring framework is a new series of performance indicators, seeking to measure the actual support delivered to Service Users. The outcomes form is completed in conjunction with a compulsory support plan, so there is an audit trail. As a result, the framework has been given a high scoring of maximum 20 points, 10 points is a measure of the average number of identified outcomes, 10 further points measures successful outcomes.

15.1 Quality and Cost Matrix

The quality and cost matrix has been retained because it represents a clear link between comparable cost on one axis, and quality on another. 

The matrix is used to determine whether a service provides good value for money in terms of cost effectiveness and quality.
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