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Introduction: 
The Children’s Improvement Board (CIB) had agreed that the proposed model for 
sector-led improvement will be supported by a knowledge hub that, from early 2012, 
enables open access to Local Authority data profiles based on the draft DfE Children’s 
Services Outcomes Framework, educational attainment indicators and some of the draft 
performance information set proposed in The Munro Review of Child Protection: Final 
Report.  

Draft Prototype data profiles for all LAs were developed by C4EO in consultation with a 
number of Directors of Children’s Services (DCSs) and the Department for Education. 
The draft data profiles included:  

• ‘At a Glance’ overview for Children’s Services, Educational Attainment and 
Safeguarding (current year) 

• LA Summary (current year) 
• Three Year Trend Analysis 

The aims of these profiles were to support LAs and their peer challengers participating 
in the ‘early adopter’ programme and to enable all LAs to mobilise for full system 
implementation. The CIB agreed that the LA data profiles should be available on an open 
access basis, but also agreed that for the period of the ‘early adopter’ programme 
access via the C4EO data portal will be restricted through a password protocol. On 13th 
July, 2011 the DCSs were sent an email with the details on how to login and to view 
their individual LA profile.  

Purpose of the consultation: 
The main aim of the consultation was to obtain information from stakeholders on their 
feelings towards this new Local Authority profile and the indicators within that profile.  
The indicators selected were identified as a starting point and the consultation was 
designed to determine whether the correct themes were covered and whether the right 
indicators for measuring each theme had been chosen; that is, whether the most 
appropriate indicators had been chosen to allow LAs to understand their own 
performance, whilst being able to compare that performance with other similar LAs and 
the performance nationally.  
 
Methodology: 
On 20th July, the email invitation to respond to this online consultation was sent out to 
the DCS of all the early adopter LAs. A week later, the consultation was sent to all the 
other LAs in England; along with the Lead Members and Chief Executives for each LA 
and to a further thirty stakeholders. These included the Department of Education, 
OFSTED, ADCS, LG group, NCSL and the virtual college. The online consultation was open 
for online responses for five weeks, from 20th July to 26th August, 2011. 
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Respondent characteristics: 
The LA profiles consultation was viewed by over 220 individuals. Of this, 63 respondents 
completed the consultation1

 

. Of these respondents, majority were from Local 
Authorities (92%, n=58). These 58 respondents represented 55 Local Authorities. There 
were 25 DCSs and 32 other LA members. In terms of LA characteristics, the responding 
LAs were broadly representative of all the LAs in England based on their region, LA type 
and deprivation measure.  

Response to the broad themes and set of indicators: 
In response to the question on whether they would keep the six broad themes 
presented in the profiles, a vast majority of the respondents were happy with four out 
of the six themes presented in the profiles (around 60 individuals said they would like to 
keep these themes). Two themes where the agreement was not so strong were 
‘Families’ and ‘young people’ where fewer than 50 respondents were in favour of 
keeping these themes.    
 
• Early years: over 54 (>87%2

 

) individuals said they would like to keep EY2 and EY3 
indicators; in contrast to which less than 44 (<71%) said they would like to keep EY1 
and EY4. Further feedback from respondents suggests that there are concerns over 
data quality and data collection control for EY1 (prevalence of breastfeeding).  

• Families: as reflected in the response to overall theme, respondents were not sure 
whether to keep Fam1 and Fam2 in the profiles. Around 20 (34%) respondents were 
not sure to keep these indicators in the profile; with less than half said that they 
would like to keep these in the profile.  There was a high level of consensus to keep 
Fam3 (n=44, 76%). Low levels of support for Fam1 and Fam2 suggest that the 
authorities are uncertain of these newly suggested indicators for which the data 
doesn’t exist in the public domain.  

 
• Young people: there was a mixed message received for this set of indicators. Two 

positively rated indicators were YP4 and YP6 with more than 50 individuals (>85%) 
saying they would like to keep these. In contrast to this less than 45 individuals 
(<76%) said they would like to keep YP1, YP2 and YP5. The least consensus was 
given to YP3 where just over half (n=32, 54%) respondents said they would like to 
keep it.  

 
• Care and adoption: Over 48 (>80%) respondents were in favour of keeping all the 

indicators except Care2 where the consensus was slightly lower (n=43, 73%).  
 

                                                      
1 One hundred and fifty eight individuals viewed it online and partially completed the consultation 
without submitting their responses 
2 While interpreting the results in percentages, please bear in mind that the total N is less than 100.  
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• Attainment: Over 50 respondents said they would like to keep most indicators that 

presented FSM breakdown (one presenting percentage L4+ in English and Maths 
and another presenting percentage 5 A*-C or more in GCSE and equivalent 
including English and Maths). The gender breakdown was given a lesser preference 
along with the indicators presenting percentage L5 or above in English and Maths. 
Comparatively, only few respondents said they would like to keep the indicators 
presenting capped GCSE and equivalents new style point scores and higher 
proportions were not sure whether to include these indicators in the current 
profile.  

 
• Safeguarding:  More than half the respondents agreed to keep all the Safeguarding 

indicators (Safe2 to Safe8, which exist in the public domain) with an exception to 
Safe5. Only 27 respondents wanted to keep Safe5 in the profile. Respondents were 
not sure about the newly suggested indicators (Safe9 to Safe19, where the data 
doesn’t exist in the public domain). Nearly, one fifth of them were not sure whether 
to keep these indicators. This uncertainty could be due to a potential burden on 
authorities to collect the necessary data. 

 
Overriding issues that came out of the consultation were around: 

The role of the tool/profile 

• Respondents indicated that they had found a range of other tools of use for 
measuring, analysing and benchmarking their performance. These predominantly 
included the Ofsted performance profile and LAIT. These existing tools were felt to 
include and adequately cover a range of indicators, and for many were presented in 
a more flexible and interactive way. It is important that the C4EO LA profile 
considers taking the ‘best bits’ of these existing profiles and tools.  
 

• Overall, respondents welcomed the new balance of process, output and outcomes 
indicators (as reflected in the recommendations of the Munro report). However, 
there was some indication that they would prefer to see further outcome measures 
particularly in relation to the health or emotional wellbeing of the child. A couple of 
respondents suggested that colour coding might be used to make clearer the 
distinction between process and outcome indicators (and possibly contextual ones 
too).  

 
• In response to a question which asked respondents about the type of benchmarking 

tools they found useful, a large proportion mentioned statistical neighbours – 
which is a positive indication that they would find this type of profile of use. 
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• Responses implied that the indicators and themes should be reflective of new 
policy for example the introduction of the EBacc or the raise in participation age.  

 
• The content and make-up of specific indicators 

Some respondents felt that there were ‘gaps’ in the indicators with some LAs 
highlighting that ‘health’ as an overriding theme was not covered to a large enough 
extent. Furthermore, there was some indication that some themes had gaps. It was 
largely felt that the attainment themes could be more comprehensive (and should, 
for example, include indicators on overall attainment of the cohort, attendance and 
exclusions, attainment at 19, breakdown in attainment by groups such as BME, SEN 
and LAC, progress between key stages and coverage of indicators across all the key 
stages).  

 

• Data collection  

• Some respondents stated that LAs require further clarity about how certain 
indicators will be measured. This was particularly relevant to new indicators (for 
example, how LAs would be expected to collect data for this indicator or what 
the actual variables/measures would be). LAs therefore requested consistency in 
national definitions.   

• Some LAs were concerned that data collection for new indicators might add 
burden 

• Some LAs had concerns over the validity and reliability of some data given a) 
the level of control they have over the collection of some data b) the timeliness 
and extent to which data collection is concurrent and c) the small size of some 
cohorts  
 

• The themes:  

• Some respondents felt that new themes could be established (for example 
‘narrowing the gap’ or ‘health’) or the contents of existing themes could be re-
worked. There was some suggestion that some of the themes could be merged 
(for example, the theme on families, early years and young people because they 
were not distinct enough) or that certain indicators could be moved across 
themes (for example, the attainment indicators under young people could be 
moved to the attainment theme). 
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• The presentation of profiles and the form of/access to the data: 
 

• Many stated or implied that the presentation of the profile was an 
oversimplification and did not allow for meaningful comparisons. For example, 
some would like to see the whole range of data for an indicator (showing the 
best and worst) so that they could view their relative performance. Further, a 
number of respondents wished to see significance tests applied to the results 
and clearly presented in the profile. Others stated that they wished to see more 
contextual information as comparisons showing better or worse performance 
were less meaningful without this information.   

• In terms of trend analysis, a concern was that progression over a range of time 
points should be shown (to demonstrate rolling average) rather than simply 
between two time points.  

• Many suggested that a more interactive tool would facilitate LAs in identifying 
their own themes (for example, those that matched their CYP plans), perform 
their own trend analysis or select their own benchmarking criteria (LAs indicated 
a range of different preferences with regard to benchmarking, with some finding 
regional comparisons of use, while others preferred to make comparisons 
nationally, with statistical neighbours or by type of authority). 

• A number of respondents would like to see a collection of 
financial/budgetary/cost per unit data in order to perform a further level of 
analysis which makes Value for money comparisons possible (the CIPFA VFM 
tool was identified as useful in this respect).  

• For accessibility, some said that they would like to see the Indicator descriptions 
included in the charts (as opposed to just the indicator reference), while others 
would prefer more charts/tables which include the data and demonstrate trends 
more clearly.  

 

 

 

 
 

 

 


