Somerset Childrens Centres Service Review & savings

Staff Awareness & Feedback Session – 21st Feb 2013

Staff Exercise 2: Learning from others
	1. In Norfolk, Children’s Centre services are managed within a large number of small clusters (part LA & part PVI)


	Strength/s
	Weakness/es
	Opportunity/s
	Risk/s

	· Local services meeting local needs.
· Good understanding of community needs.

· Diversity of services.

· Small clusters adapt to their area & know their area.

· Management isn’t so stretched.

· Knowledge / understanding of local needs & ability to respond.

· Sense of identity in local communities.

· Sharing resources / staffing.
· Local knowledge.

· Collaborative training.

· Improves quality of services.

· Responsive to local need.

· Continuity.

· Framework.

· Consistency of performance management.

· Local knowledge.

· Local access.

· Sharing staff expertise & good practice.

	· Not cost effective.
· Services could be disjointed.

· Lack of consistency across County.

· Lack of economies of scale.

· Duplication of tasks.

· Economies of scale are lost.

· No sharing of best practice.

· Less ability to work together county-wide.

· LA will have multiple contracts to manage.

· Travelling.

· Less opportunity for economy of scale.

· Procurement process more complicated & expensive.

· Costly.

· Lack of consistency.

· Stretch on external providers to meet wider needs.

· Sharing staff expertise & good practice!
	· Scope for sharing resources.
· Could motivate improved performance because of “competition”.

· Learn from each other – share good practice.

· Smaller providers could come on board.

· Could encourage innovation.

· More community involvement.

· Sharing skills / knowledge & experiences.

· Community partnerships.

· Funding opportunities.

· Tailored to local needs.
	· Becoming isolated from bigger picture / across boundaries.
· Centres could become “insular” like schools.

· If managed by different providers, competition could prevent sharing of best practice etc.

· Lack of consistent services could lead to postcode lottery.

· Fragmented service.

· Varying service across county.

· Risk to consistency of performance management.

· Loss of focus on individual centres & communities.

· Is it the right place for services to be delivered?

· Management costs can not be spread / shared.

· Inconsistency / duplication.

· Lack of strategic engagement.



	2. In Hampshire, almost all Children’s Centre services are managed by 1 national charity, following a tender



	Strength/s
	Weakness/es
	Opportunity/s
	Risk/s

	· Economies of scale.
· Consistency.

· Capacity for data, finance, performance monitoring.
· Sharing of best practice.

· Support of national organisation.

· Learning from experiences of charity nationally.

· Less administration for LA.
· Common procedures.

· Clear vision.

· Consistency in framework.

· Huge economies of scale.

· Cost effective.

· Consistency of policy & procedure.

· Sound infrastructure & track record.

	· Could be bureaucratic, inflexible & lack response to local demands.
· Decisions taken on big scale – over reliance on one provider.

· Duplication of paperwork.

· Could be narrow-minded in terms of local need differences.

· Monopoly.

· Negative reactions to the organisation.

· Management structure could cease to be local.

· Inflexibility.

· Standardised delivery.

· Lack of local knowledge.

· Formula funding.
	· To move staff around if there is a skill shortage in one area and/capacity issues.
· May have access to more funding.

· Increased funding.

· Specialities within charity.

· Sharing of good practice.

· Raising profile.

· National information.

	· All eggs in one basket - a bad decision would affect the whole county.
· No revenue.

· Are we attractive to businesses?

· Costs incurred from transfer of staff could lead to charity not being able to cope.

· Organisational agenda.

· Funding constraints / SLA.

	3. In Worcestershire, some Children’s Centre services (for example, advice and signposting) are provided online.



	Strength/s
	Weakness/es
	Opportunity/s
	Risk/s

	· Local Authority saves money.
· Available 24/7.
· Easy access for some.

· Could link with online registration with CC services.

· For some things that’d be a simple way of providing information.

· Useful add-on but not much of an alternative to current work.

· Accessible 24 hours a day.

· Cheaper to run.

· Can be monitored in conjunction with centre, so you can see numbers accessing online services.

· Cheaper.

	· Not everyone has the skills, motivation or access to the internet.
· Most vulnerable people need human engagement.

· More likely to be accessed by “squeezed middle”.

· Not accessible for all families.

· Google has a lot of information anyway.

· Difficult to manage outcomes.

· Adult literacy.

· Difficult for families of small children.

· Not want parents want / need.  Face to face contact is essential.

· Online information takes a lot of time to maintain.

· Families do not all have easy access to internet.

· Not pro-active – will miss families in need.

· Access to IT.

· Literacy skills.

· Access to online services.

· Understanding.

· Can these provide a safeguarding issue.

· Lack of IT skills & access.

· Assumption of ability & motivation.

· Lost opportunity to unpick “family story”.

· Assumption that vulnerable families only live in areas of deprivation.


	· Saves Local Authority money which could be put back into other parts of service.
· Can save some staff time.

· Used in support of other services.

· Technology is evolving & we should evolve with it.

· Free up time for workers.

· Reach a wider range of people.

· Anonymity.

· Quick & easy financial savings.
	· No guarantee of how information will be interpreted by users.
· Information can become quickly out of date.
· Safeguarding.
· The presenting “problem” often isn’t the real issue so people can slip through the net without face to face contact.
· Vulnerable families would not use this service.
· Families won’t get information.
· Confidentiality.
· Might miss groups.
· Lack of “evidence” that advice is sought.

	4. In Leicestershire, Children’s Centre services are targeted at “vulnerable parents or families with additional needs – not the wider public”.



	Strength/s
	Weakness/es
	Opportunity/s
	Risk/s

	· Most vulnerable families will get more qualitative services.
· Directing resources to make greatest differences / improve on outcomes.

· Focus on targeted groups.

· Possibility of specialist services.

	· No clear definition of “greatest need”.
· Stigmatises families.

· Lose wider community / integrated involvement.
· Stigmatisation.

· Universal helps to identify targeting.

· Doesn’t meet Core Purpose of Children’s Centres.

· Stigmatisation.

· Lack of engagement with service.

· No role models.

· Isolating community.

· How would you meet with vulnerable families?
· Lack of preventative work for families who are not currently “vulnerable” might lead to families becoming “vulnerable”.

· Stigma – parents reluctant to access services.

· Lack of role modelling aspirations.

· Stigmatises services.

· Not universal services, which is currently a strength in Somerset.

· Undefined group & loss of focus on Early Intervention.
	· Short term fix for CSC.
· Families have access to better outcomes.

· Develop strong local partnerships e.g. LSTs.
· Funding, payment by results.

· Service can be designed for those groups.
	· Long term cost of those not defined as “vulnerable” slipping through the net.
· Currently inspection regime would potentially “fail” because of the lack of universal provision.
· We don’t know who “vulnerable families” are (data doesn’t tell us).

· We don’t know who we think “vulnerable families” should be (definition of “greatest need”). 

· Families will be stigmatised (further than already).

· Desensitisation of staff – safeguarding.  What is the norm?

· Parents will be reluctant to access service because of stigmatisation that they are deemed “vulnerable”.

· Drawn into social care level.
· Miss families you are trying to target.

· No clear definition of what “vulnerable” is.

· Missing families in needs (who may not be considered “vulnerable”) but still have hidden difficulties.


Additional staff comment

The success of all models will depend on the commissioning model and how effective this is.  Unless you are very sure of what you want, you will not necessarily be able to procure what works.  All models would have strengths & weaknesses but it is the procurement and performance management.  The devil is in the detail.

