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Agenda Item 4
Partnership Activity Data

Introduction: 

The terms of reference for this sub group clearly indicate that the sub group as well as overseeing the quality assurance framework also has a remit to look at our multi-agency performance management systems.  

This short report is intended to start the journey for the group in relation to considering the issue of performance management – at this time we are focused on understanding what activity information partners have access to, what they collate and how they use this information.  

We are reviewing what the current position is, comparing information sources and using this to consider what if any information we collectively believe would be useful information for us to compare and monitor.  It may be useful in helping us to understand the different issues relating to safeguarding for different partner organisations.   

For instance if we were to compare types of abuse in the ‘different’ environments we will see that financial abuse is more likely to happen at home/in the community and issues of neglect tend to be picked up within the hospital setting.  We automatically have a different perspective and a different set of priorities as a consequence in relation to tackling safeguarding issues.  Understanding these differences by sharing activity data improves our ability to work together. 
Responses: 

Have been variable and not all partners are on the QA Sub Group therefore there will be some gaps in this initial gathering of information.  
There are some partners that we would not necessarily expect to have ‘independently’ set up activity data primarily 

· The voluntary sector 

· The fire service

· Probation Services 

· CNWL Camden Provider Services 

· NHS Commissioning Services 

Equally some partners have a niche service that is very specific and the general activity data for safeguarding may not be relevant however they have shared the type of activity they cover and it is possible to gauge from that how we could extract information pertinent to those at risk of abuse who would be considered vulnerable.  Those submissions came from: 

· Community Safety/Police in relation to MARAC and the Hate Crime Panel 

· Housing in relation to the Tenancy Support Team 

· People Hub – Community Based Commissioning Team 

In addition some services are in the process of setting up activity reports or refining what they currently receive namely 

· Housing Management 

· People Hub - Residential Commissioning 

· Police 

Those who have established activity reports and information on safeguarding adults within their organisations and have submitted detailed information. 
· UCLH

· Royal Free Hospital 

· CIFT 
· Adult Social Care 
Overview of Responses:
Appendix A – maps out the activity data currently used by different partners.  

The map highlights the there are only four areas of common interest out of the twenty two possible information items.  The four are: 
· Referral information 
· Referral broken down to team level within the organisation
· Number of open cases 
· Type of abuse 

What is interesting to note for the hospitals there is a distinction between the alerts/referrals in the hospital that they appear to be investigating even if ASC does not take the case forward as a referral.  Therefore the hospitals internal numbers around alerts/referrals for safeguarding are likely to be higher than the information held by the authority.  

It appears that most of the information reports are being produced by staff in ASCIT – and the source of the information in primarily from ASC care management records.  

Next Steps: 

We need to consider is it relevant for the QA Sub Group to look at this information in any great detail or not?  
If yes the possible options could be to:
· Request that partners bring their activity reports to the QA Group once/twice a year to review activity and discuss what the issues are for that partner organisation in relation to safeguarding adults. 

· Consider designing a partnership activity report that captures comparative information on a quarterly basis.

· Rather than hold a formal regular activity data reporting session agree a process of ‘exception reporting’ for members of the group.  

