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Signs of Safety England Innovations Project	
 

Streamlining National Reporting 
Report and Proposal for a Core Data Set 

 
 
 

Executive Summary 
 

This report and proposal is being submitted by MTM on behalf of the ten local 
authorities taking part in the Signs of Safety England Innovations Project (EIP). It 
proposes streamlining national data reporting by the adoption of a national core 
data set that defines what local authorities are required to submit to the 
Department for Education.  
 
Defining the core data set and the development of this report and proposal has 
been developed through the bi monthly EIP workshops with the ten participating 
local authorities and led by Wakefield City Council. 
 
The proposed core data set also forms one part of the Signs of Safety Quality 
Assurance system that is being developed as part of the EIP, alongside 
collaborative case audit and family and staff feedback reflecting fidelity.  
 
The ten local authorities have indicated that they will not limit their data collection 
to the core data set but believe that this set contains the items that are most 
focused on actual outcomes for children and families and is a reasonable base for 
comparative data across local authorities. 
 
In developing this report and proposal on national data reporting, the local 
authorities considered: 
 
What’s Working Well? 
 
It is positive the Department for Education are interested in this work and having a 
constructive dialogue. 
 
What Are We Worried About? 
 
There are currently nine national statutory dataset returns, local authorities and 
Local Safeguarding Children’s Boards then create additional data demand burdens. 
The extent of time, effort and resources expended by local authorities does not 
provide value for money. This also creates distraction on to the items being 
counted and so distorts our focus away from practice. In turn, this leads to a 
disconnection for practitioners who do not see the value in the data they collect 
and so are less careful in its recording. The emphasis on quantitative computer 
data is not sufficient on its own to evaluate the quality of services to children and 
families. 
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What Needs to Happen? 
 
We are proposing streamlining national data reporting by the adoption of a national 
core data set. The data set comprises those items that are most focused on actual 
outcomes for children and families and provide a reasonable base for comparative 
data across local authorities. The core data set should define what local authorities 
are required to submit to the Department for Education.  
 
We are also seeking key stakeholders such as the LSCBs to agree to the core data 
set being the focus for its reporting.  
 
The clarity provided by focussing on core data, and its alignment with the quality 
assurance system, will reconnect practitioners with their data as its relevance and 
usefulness to them becomes more readily understood.  
 
The Department for Education should also require local authorities to collect, 
although not report, qualitative data in the form of surveys of families and 
practitioners regarding their service experience and organisations.  
 
While the ten Signs of Safety EIP local authorities are clear about the outcome 
being sought, they anticipate that this report and proposal should be the basis of 
dialogue with the Department for Education to arrive at an agreed position that will 
both streamline national reporting and assist them to focus on the most relevant 
data in monitoring services and outcomes. 
 
The proposed core data set 
 
• Activity 

o Referral per 10,000  
o % referred by who 
o % of referrals leading to NFA / EH / CIN / CP / LAC 
o Assessments and Section 47 enquiries per 10,000 

• Plans 
o Number of children EH / CIN / CP / LAC (per 10,000) 
o % EH / CIN / CP / LAC plans lasting over 6 months / 1 year / 2 years 
o % becoming subject to EH / CIN / CP / LAC again within 12 and 24 

months 
o % where children seen in accordance with plan 

• Outcomes 
o Re-referral rates per 10,000 
o % of children having three or more placements in the year 
o % of children in the same placement over two years 
o % of LAC moving to adoption and SGO 
o % of potential LAC seen for after care  
o Education attainment of EH / CIN / CP / LAC 
o Rates of violent and sexual offences against children (per 10,000) 
o Rate of A&E presentation / Hospital admissions for unintentional or 

deliberate injury (per 10,000) 
• Workforce 

o Vacancy / Turnover / Sickness / Agency Rate 
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Introduction 
 
This report examines national reporting requirements around child safeguarding data – 
based on the experiences and feedback from the ten Signs of Safety England Innovations 
Project local authorities.  More specifically, in the context of a Signs of Safety approach to 
practice, the report considers whether data submissions to central government could be 
streamlined.   
 
The original hypothesis behind the research was that the data returns to central 
government are a significant bureaucratic burden which could:  
 

(a) Take time and resources away from front line working with family members; 
and  
(b) Be easily be reduced by removing data items which are unnecessary. 

 
The aim of this report is to propose a Core Data Set that draws together the key 
performance indicators for statutory social care and meets the needs of organisations, 
practitioners and their managers to deliver an effective service. 
 
It is a recommendation of this report that the Department for Education adopt these as its 
key measures and only require local authorities to report these indicators.  
 
These will likely be supplemented by other demands locally, such as the requirements of 
Local Safeguarding Children Boards but would be a clear statement from the Department 
for Education as to the key focus on outcomes for social workers and their leaders. 
 
Background methodology 
 
In April 2015, Wakefield Council agreed to lead on the research around national data 
requirements.  The initial research consisted of two elements.   
 
• Firstly, the Children’s Performance Team at Wakefield conducted a detailed analysis 

of the statutory returns to central government.   
 

• Secondly, in June 2015, a consultation form (Appendix A) was circulated to the pilot 
authorities.  The form asked for views on the child safeguarding data returns which all 
local authorities have to submit to the Department for Education.  The consultation 
was set out in the Signs of Safety mapping format i.e. what we’re worried about, 
what’s working well and what needs to happen. 

 
• The initial findings were then discussed with eight of the pilot authorities at the 

University of Birmingham in September.   
 

• Further discussions then took place at a follow-up event with senior managers in 
London at the end of September. 

 
• Wakefield Council’s Family Intelligence Unit research the feasibility of reporting on 

these agreed measures. 
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• In January 2016 the ten local authorities agreed to propose the adoption of this 
methodology to the Department for Education. 
    

This work follows that of the Munro review recommendations regarding a Draft 
Performance Information Set and the Department for Education’s ‘the children’s 
safeguarding performance information framework’. 
 
Findings 
 
(1) Detailed analysis of the statutory returns to central government 
 
According to the single data list for local government, there are nine statutory data returns 
which relate in some way to children’s safeguarding (Appendix B).  However, for the 
purposes of this exercise, the research focussed on the high volume child level data 
returns of: 
 
• The Children in Need (CIN) Census; and 
• The Children Looked After (CLA) (SSDA903) return 
 
Detailed analysis of these returns (Appendix C) showed that the majority of data items 
were fairly easy to collect – and that many were used locally as well as being reported 
through to central government.  There were some suggestions about certain fields within 
the CIN Census and SSDA903 which could be set to a default position to save time by 
central performance teams in collating the returns.  However, this would not impact 
significantly on the amount of data social workers would have to record.  In terms of 
reducing the data reporting burden, there didn’t appear to be a vast array of data being 
collected that could easily be removed.  One of the main reasons for this is likely to be 
because the returns to Department for Education are already reviewed on a regularly 
basis (Appendix D), through a variety of channels including: 
 
• Department for Education liaison group 
• Central/Local Information Partnership sub-group 
• Association of Directors of Children's Services 
• Local Government Association  
 
(2) Feedback from pilot authorities 
 
Initial feedback from the pilot authorities regarding the data burden was quite limited, with 
no suggestions around specific data items which could easily be removed.  To some 
extent, this reflects the findings from the detailed work conducted by Wakefield’s Family 
Intelligence Team - that there is not a great deal which can simply be removed – as well 
as the regular reviews as outlined above.   
 
The majority of feedback received from the pilot authorities actually focussed on how the 
data is used and communicated rather than what councils have to report to Department 
for Education;  in order to understand this, it is important to have a clear understanding of 
the (often confusing) terminology used in this area.   
 
There is a clear distinction between what we collect, what we report and what we 
use for management purposes.   
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To understand this, it is important to differentiate between data/information which is: 
 
• Collected at individual child level 
• Reported to central government 
• Turned into performance information by central government for benchmarking and 

comparison purposes 
• Turned into local performance information for strategic management and operational 

service delivery at a local level 
• Used locally to deliver day-to-day front line services 
 
Please refer to Appendix E for further details. 
 
Many of the issues mentioned by the Local Authorities who participated were much 
broader than just the Department for Education reporting requirements. 
 
The Local Authorities place on themselves further demands for performance 
information duplicating those of central government and there are further request 
from Local Safeguarding Children Boards. 
 
The Signs of Safety pilot authorities were asked what they are worried about, what’s 
working well and what needs to happen in future.  Many of the issues mentioned were 
much broader than just the Department for Education reporting requirements.  These are 
summarised below: 
 
 
 
What we’re worried about? 
 
The burden data requirements put on staff  
 
• Relevance to practitioners - front line social workers do not understand the 

relevance of data collection (including for Department for Education 
returns) and how this relates to their work. 

• The demands of information reporting – this relates not just to the 
Department for Education, but corporately, within the service, regionally 
and for the Local Children’s Safeguarding Board.  Also the demands of and 
focus on audit and record keeping 

• This is important as what you count becomes what you focus on 
 
The way data is used 
 
• Reflecting the need for balance between meeting targets/’managerialist’ 

approach and difficult decisions made at the front line 
• Different types of service organisation/delivery making comparison 

difficult, for example, each LA has a different policy on 
reviews/reassessment 

• Quality of data in some areas varies e.g. there is not consistent use of 
Department for Education coding system for placement types 
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• Poor quality data undermines the learning we can take from it 
• Data stored across different systems and lack of interaction between them 
• Use of technical language/jargon when describing data/performance 

targets reduces their impact   
• There are nine statutory data returns to Department for Education 
• We cannot separate data items in the returns easily 
• They have grown into more and more e.g. factors at the end of assessment. 
• Temptation to use systems to control the work 
• Lack of capacity 
• CIN Census and SSDA903 requirements are too long & too bureaucratic 
• Ofsted’s Annex A is duplication of the CIN Census and SSDA903 
• Ofsted force compliance more than innovation 
• Trying to second guess inspection affects how we innovate. 
• In terms of reducing the data reporting burden, there didn’t appear to be a 

vast array of data being collected that could easily be removed.   
 

How it is seen by front line social workers 
 
• Practitioners don’t understand why some of the statistics are needed. 
• The capture and analysis of individual level data within family assessments 

is not effective  
• How we analyse performance information to connect it to direct 

practice/action plans is not always effective 
• Difference of opinion and emphasis between practitioners and colleagues 

in Performance Teams  
 

 
What’s working well? 
 
• The fact that Local Authorities can feed back to central government 
• The LAIT tool as a useful comparison tool (albeit with caveats around some 

measures). 
• Reporting to the Department for Education is a useful driver to ensure IT 

suppliers continue to update their systems. 
• Returns to Department for Education are already reviewed on a regularly 

basis, through a variety of channels. 
• Department for Education met with another innovation project to discuss 

the bureaucratic data burdens upon social care services. 
 
What needs to happen? 
 
The burden data requirements put on staff 
 
• Give professionals more time and freedom to operate 
• Clearer link between performance management and front line delivery 
• To focus on the child and their outcomes 
 
The way it is used 
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• We need to press pause for a national conversation. 
• To review the current system and propose a radical redesign focusing on 

the key information we need to use. 
• Need to help redesign whole system as we found tinkering is not possible 
• Presenting the opportunity for a bold vision of key indicators 
• Ofsted and Department for Education should share learning and good 

practice more 
• Department for Education needs to focus us more to measure and focus on 

outcomes 
• Consider whether the performance indicators used locally and nationally 

are the right ones 
• Limited amount of national performance measures – supplemented by local 

approaches  
 
How it is seen by frontline social workers 
 
• Better communication to front line staff, to ensure their buy-in 
• Front line social workers need to understand why they are collecting data – 

and how it is used to help them 
• Shared learning and feedback 

 
 
Local Authorities evaluated where they thought the current situation left us (see Appendix 
F for further details). 
Scaling Question: On a scale of 0 – 10, where 0 means things are so bad as can be 
and we are merely reporting statistics to Department for Education and 10 means 
our reporting to Department for Education is proportionate and helps us to plan 
and deliver services to improve outcomes for children – how would you rate the 
situation today? 
The scale of the responses received ranged between: 
1 – Because managers can become too focused on achieving the targets set and as 
practitioners don’t understand why they are collecting this information 
 
and 
 
4 – We produce so much data for the Department for Education it stops us doing the 
analyses required to operate more efficiently and improve outcomes for children. 
 
 
Related issues to consider 
 
In addition to the feedback from the pilot authorities, there are several other issues which 
need to be considered when examining the national reporting requirements, nad in doing 
so in the context of Signs of Safety based practice.   
 
• Data can be used by different groups – Including frontline staff, managers and 

strategic leaders. People who find the data helpful are likely to enter it more carefully. 
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• Any gaps/additional data to be collected – either nationally or locally – although 
the pilot authorities were asked about the burden of data collection, it may also be that 
there are gaps in current national data recording/submissions which need to be 
considered – in particular as the Signs of Safety approach focuses on outcomes – and 
the views of the child – that both these elements are effectively recorded.   Also, the 
national data collections do not reflect early help interventions. 
    

• Redesign of assessment forms – The Signs of Safety innovation project also 
involves redesigning some of the data collection forms (e.g. Needs Led Outcome 
Focussed single assessment) and this will have an impact on the burden of data 
collection at the front line, as will the development of electronic data collection 
methods such as ‘mobile apps’ (software designed to run on mobile devices).   

 
• Computerised data alone may be insufficient to form a judgement on the quality 

of services – this should be supplemented by qualitative evidence, for example, from 
surveys of families and social workers (at all levels of seniority) 

 
• The broader Quality Assurance system - Case audits and ‘Fidelity’ measures – 

Department for Education returns and performance information in general are only one 
element of an overall Quality Assurance system - which includes individual case audits 
and qualitative analysis - to ensure practice, and the Signs of Safety approach, is 
being consistently applied.  These other elements also require data collection, and so 
need to be considered as part of the overall data burden (please see Appendix G).   

 
Qualitative feedback from families and social workers is important – when seeking 
feedback from social workers it is important to include all levels of seniority not just front 
line. 
 
Further Consultation 
 
Further consultation was held at an event organised by Professor Sue White and 
Professor David Wastell at the University of Birmingham on 16th September 2015, 
feedback from this event included: 
 
The burden data requirements put on staff 

• There is a lack of fit between current systems and social work practice. 
• ICT does not help practice, for example, reasoning for outcomes. 
• Lack of capacity in social work and performance teams 
• CIN Census and SSDA903 requirements are too long  

The way it is used 
• There is waste in the system, for example, pointless signing off/pointless internal 

referrals.  
• Technical issues slow down and frustrate recording 
• Data entry demands on practitioners are excessive (both local & national). 
• Other priorities like Ofsted focus compliance. 
• The cost/time of changing IT systems. 
• Lack of governance over the system as a whole 



	 10 
______________________________________________________________________________________________ 
Streamlining National Reporting Report and Proposal for a Core Data Set         
© 2016 Munro, Turnell & Murphy Child Protection Consulting 

• Temptation to use systems to control the work 
• Ofsted’s Annex A is duplication of the CIN Census and 903 
• Can we develop a multi-agency IT system 
• People are scared of sharing information 
• Ofsted and Department for Education should share learning and good practice 

more 
• Department for Education needs to force us to measure and focus on outcomes as 

what you count becomes what you focus on 
• CIN census and SSDA903 do not focus on Early Help interventions. 
• Trying to second guess inspection inhibits how we innovate. 
• CIN Census was designed to understand pressures on services now used for 

categorisation. 
• Lots of double counting, for example, Annex A’s 119 items do not fit with CIN 

Census.  
• It is not clear how we use this information to add value 
• We need a national conversation, to press pause. 
• To scrap everything and then focus on information we need to use. 
• Some data items are useful to map the system but not analysed. 
• Fearing the arrival of Ofsted anytime is a massive system distraction. 
• It is possible to learn from other innovation projects to reduce bureaucracy. 

 
How it is seen by frontline social workers 
	

• Practitioners do not understand why some of the statistics are needed. 
• There is a difference between what social workers want to collect and what they 

are made to collect. They do not always understand why 
• They would want to collect data to help to improve services. 
• But are made to collect data they do not understand, for example, for league tables 

or to name and shame. 
	
We fed this work and a draft core data set back to the bi-monthly Signs of Safety EIP 
Leadership Workshop with all ten local authorities on 28th September 2015 and the 
following feedback was received: 
 

Are we on the right track? What would be your ‘Meaningful 
Measures’? 

Yes, is it too much; general thrust of the 
argument is spot on! 

We have a deficit model – we look at 
what is not happening for children 

Can DfE explain the difference between 
CIN Census / SSDA903 and Annex A 

We need to look at what is working well 
for children 

Could we take bits out? We need to explain why we are looking at 
these data items 

Need to understand what you are trying 
to measure and why? 

We need a consistent measure (e.g. per 
10,000) 

Department for Education rate some of They help us with Bench-marking 
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our data 1, 2, 3 
If rated unreliable it is not even used We can learn from each other 
What happens to the data we send in Need a single criteria; how we made a 

difference 
Think carefully about what we are 
measuring and why 

Need the story behind the data 

We did not use to do this, but is it now 
used for funding decisions 

To be analysed 

General thrust is spot on Think hard on the rationale 
Dialogue is on-going with the Welsh 
government re National Outcomes 

Track results over time 

Include children’s views It will help us to allocate resources 
But will this be on top of what we already 
do? 

Link it to the Commissioning cycle 

Ask Department for Education what they 
see as important 

Monitor children re-entering the LAC 
system 

What they think will show good outcomes 
for children 

Tying it to other data systems and 
sources 

We might not collect enough info, it is the 
analysis we are lacking 

Can modern software help with qualitative 
analysis, e.g. searching for key words 

 
In summary the ten Local Authorities consider that there are too many different data 
requirements and that it would be good to engage in conversation with the Department for 
Education and Ofsted about the benefits of getting back to basics and needing to 
understand what we are measuring. 
 
We need to get back to thinking about what we are measuring and why, i.e. the impact on 
children’s lives.   
 
Summary of findings  
At the Signs of Safety EIP Leadership Workshop on 25th January 2016 we discussed a 
revised draft core data set together with the following findings from our research that had 
emerged: 

• There is a need for further consideration of the returns with central government  
• Feedback from EIP local authorities that showed a distinction in what we collect, 

what we record and what we use for management purposes 
• Birmingham ICT workshop that showed a “lack of fit” between the work and 

reporting  
• There is a disconnect between practitioners and the data they are collecting 
• Performance information demands come from a number of places such as Local 

Safeguarding Children Boards and Department for Education (with 9 national 
returns which overlap)  

• A lot of data demands are tied together affecting various parts, making piecemeal 
streamlining difficult   

• Local authorities do value comparative data between authorities 
• Department for Education has shown an interest in dialogue with innovation 

projects 
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Conclusions 
 
Considering the original hypothesis - that the burden of Department for Education data 
returns could simply and easily be reduced by removing unnecessary items - has 
identified several significant issues.   
 
• There is still arguably a significant overall ‘data’ burden.  This is because the data 

collections for Department for Education are only one part of the picture, which 
includes internal reporting and analysis for several different audiences – as well as 
case file audits.   

 
• Secondly, there remains a lack of consistency and clarity in the national ‘system’ 

of measuring safeguarding performance.  A significant amount of data is submitted 
to central government, and a large amount of comparison data is then published by 
Department for Education.  However, despite the volume of information available, 
there is arguably a lack of clarity around what the key measures are – and where 
analysis work should be focused.  In 2012, Department for Education developed the 
‘Children’s Safeguarding Performance information Framework’.  However, even this 
framework contains at least 30 metrics.  Debate continues around what are the key 
indicators of the safeguarding performance system.  The development of a Signs of 
Safety Quality Assurance System provides a further opportunity to focus on what 
information is most useful.   

 
• The lack of focus in the national system of measurement is also reflected at a local 

level, with a variety of reporting - with a variety of different data reported regionally, 
corporately, at service level, and at Local Children’s Safeguarding Boards.   

 
• Front line practitioners are not always clear of the relevance of data collection and how 

this relates to the management of service delivery.  
 

• Data could be used by different groups including frontline staff and their managers, 
alongside strategic leaders – people who find the data useful are then more likely to 
enter it carefully 

 
• However computerised data alone may be insufficient to form a judgement on the 

quality of services – this should be supplemented by qualitative information 
 
Next Steps 
 
(1) Develop small list of ‘core’ indicators to indicate the effectiveness of a Signs of 
Safety approach  
 
Following discussion of the initial findings - in particular around the national ‘system’ of 
measuring safeguarding performance - it was agreed that a core data set comprising a 
limited set of key indicators (based on existing data collections) would be developed by 
the Signs of Safety EIP local authorities. 
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The proposal for a core data set is being put forwards to be discussed with the 
Department for Education as part of a broader discussion of reducing the overall data 
burden by focusing more clearly on what matters.   
 
A bold proposal for meaningful measures – towards a core data set 
The basket of indicators comprising the core data set, when taken together, will provide 
an overview/dashboard of safeguarding performance and identify potential issues for 
further more detailed analysis.  The proposed core data set is set out below:   
 

 
• Activity 

o Referral per 10,000  
o % referred by who 
o % of referrals leading to NFA / EH / CIN / CP / LAC 
o Assessments and Section 47 enquiries per 10,000 

• Plans 
o Number of children EH / CIN / CP / LAC (per 10,000) 
o % EH / CIN / CP / LAC plans lasting over 6 months / 1 year / 2 years 
o % becoming subject to EH / CIN / CP / LAC again within 12 and 24 

months 
o % where children seen in accordance with plan 

• Outcomes 
o Re-referral rates per 10,000 
o % of children having three or more placements in the year 
o % of children in the same placement over two years 
o % of LAC moving to adoption and SGO 
o % of potential LAC seen for after care  
o Education attainment of EH / CIN / CP / LAC 
o Rates of violent and sexual offences against children (per 10,000) 
o Rate of A&E presentation / Hospital admissions for unintentional or 

deliberate injury (per 10,000) 
• Workforce 

o Vacancy / Turnover / Sickness / Agency Rate 
 
(2) Supplementary annual surveys of family and staff feedback 
 
We recommend that this core data set is supplemented by regular studies and research 
into the views of families and local authority staff. For the ten Signs of Safety EIP local 
authorities and other local authorities practicing with the Signs of Safety framework, these 
surveys would be aligned to the fidelity of front line practice and organisational 
arrangements with Signs of Safety. 
 
It is envisaged that the Department for Education require every Local Authority to 
undertake these surveys but not require their reporting.  
 

 
• Children’s Views 

o Including % feeling safe at home / in school / in community 
• Parental Satisfaction Survey 
• Social Worker’s Views 
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o Including Annual Health Check 
o % feeling children safer / caseloads manageable / supervision 

adequate / enough time with families 
• Complaints and Compliments 

 
 
 
(3) Initiate and sustain a dialogue with the Department for Education to reset 
national reporting 
 
We recommend that there needs to be a national conversation to ‘press pause’ – and 
focus on the data and information we need to use.  The Signs of Safety EIP report and 
proposal can be used to initiate and focus the dialogue.  Key issues we wish to discuss 
with the Department for Education are:  
• Adoption of a core data set (and how this relates to the Department for Education’s 

existing Children’s safeguarding performance information framework) 
• Asking Department for Education to document a clear rationale for the for data items 

within the statutory returns 
• Review approach to Ofsted Annex A inspection data /minimise duplication with 

existing returns   
• Agreeing how the impact of Early Help can be recorded within regular national data 

collections  
 
(4) Awareness training for front line workers 
 
Local authorities can help the Department for Education to develop guidance and training 
for front line social workers on how data/information is used and explain the relevance to 
front line service delivery.   
 
(5) Involving wider stakeholders in the debate 
We also advise the Department for Education that other key parties should be consulted 
on the proposal such as Ofsted and Local Safeguarding Children Boards, again the ten 
Local Authorities can assist in this.  
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Appendix A: DfE Reporting Requirements – consultation document 
 
 
 

What Are We Worried About in terms of 
reporting to Department for Education? 

 

 
What’s Going Well in terms of reporting to 

Department for Education? 

 
What Needs to Happen in reporting to 
Department for Education in future? 

Danger Statement: 
 
It is positive the DfE require Local Authorities 
to gather management information to drive 
improvement to their services. 
 
However, there is a danger of collecting 
information that measures only processes and 
not outcomes, but in doing so distorts good 
practice. 
 
There is also a danger we collect data for the 
purpose of collecting information and that this 
does not drive improvement in outcomes. 
 

 
Which data is valuable to you? 
 
Which data do you pay closest attention to? 
 
Which data is easy to collect? 
 
How does specific data help you? 
 
Which data helps you most in managing budgets 
and caseloads? 
 

Data Outcome Goal:  
 
The DfE can require Local Authorities to report 
information that genuinely drives improvement 
in services. 
 
The DfE can ensure Local Authorities collect 
data on information sources that can drive 
better outcomes for children and families. 
 
In requiring the right data is reported DfE can 
promote a culture of shared ownership and 
risk to develop a learning culture for staff. This 
will promote good Signs of Safety practice. 

 
Which data requirements are difficult to collect? 
 
Which data do you suspect is unreliable? 
 
Which data seems to have little informative value? 
 
 

 
Do we need less data collection? 
 
Do we need better data analysis? 
 
What data will help you manage your 
cases/manage your staff? 
 
What data will help you learn if you are helping 
children and young people? 
 

Scaling Question: On a scale of 0 – 10, where 0 means things are so bad as can be and we are merely reporting statistics to Department for 
Education and 10 means our reporting to Department for Education is proportionate and helps us to plan and deliver services to improve 
outcomes for children – how would you rate the situation today? 

Adapted from Turnell A. & Edwards S. (1999) Signs of Safety: A solution and safety oriented approach to child protection case work. WW Norton, New York 
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Appendix B: Child safeguarding returns to central government 
 

R
eference 

Extract from: Single data list 2015/16 
(Central government data requirements 

from local government) 
Gvt dept Description 

091-00 Children's Social Care Workforce DfE 
Information on children's social workers 
employed by the LA 

221-00 

Performance for the inspection of services for 
children in need of help and protection, 
children looked after and care leavers  DfE/Ofsted 

Pre-inspection data to inform inspection of 
services for CIN, LAC and Care Leavers 

218-00 
Children looked after placement data 
collection DfE/Ofsted 

Data to inform inspection of LAC services and 
to provide information about the LA 

087-00 Children in Need Census DfE 
Child level data - referred to and received a 
service from children's social services 

088-00 Children Looked After (CLA) (SSDA903) DfE 
Child level LAC data - placement, legal status, 
adoption, educational attainment etc. 

090-00 Private Fostering (PF1) DfE 
Children in Private Fostering - numbers, age, 
place of birth etc. 

086-00 Child Death Review Panels (LSCB1) DfE 
Number of child deaths reviewed and number 
assessed as being preventable 

217-00 
Adoption data set and adoption self-
assessment DfE/Ofsted 

Data to inform inspection - numbers and 
characteristics of children adopted and 
adopters 

222-00 Foster care data set and self-assessment DfE/Ofsted 

Data to inform inspection - information on 
fostering households, foster carers and children 
fostered 
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Appendix C: Analysis of CIN and SSDA903 data returns to DFE 

CIN RETURN 

REQUIRED FIELDS 
Data Easily 
Available? 

Data monitored 
used locally? 

Field could be completed 
with n/k, 'other' or left 

blank? 
Child ID Yes Yes No 

UPN No Yes No 

Former UPN No Yes No 

UPN Unknown Yes No No 

DOB Yes Yes No 

Expected DOB Yes Yes No 

Gender Yes Yes No 

Date of Death Yes Yes No 

Ethnicity Yes Yes No 

Disabilities Yes No 
Could default to 'Other' 

code 
Referral ID Yes Yes No 

Referral Source Yes Yes No 

Referral Date Yes Yes No 

Primary Need Code Yes Yes No 

Referral Closure Date Yes Yes No 

Closure Reason Yes No No 

Date of ICPC Yes Yes No 

Referral NFA Yes No No 

Assessment Start Date Yes Yes No 

Assessment End Date Yes Yes No 

Assessment Factors Yes Yes 
Could default to 'Other' 

code 
S47 Start Date Yes Yes No 

ICPC Required? Yes Yes No 

CP Plan Start Yes Yes No 

CP Plan End Yes Yes No 

Initial Category of Abuse Yes No No 

Latest Category of Abuse Yes Yes No 

Number of previous CP Plans Yes Yes No 

Seen by Social Worker No No Could default to 'Yes' 
CP Review Dates Yes Yes No 
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SSDA 903 RETURN 

REQUIRED FIELDS 
Data Easily 
Available? 

Data 
monitored/used 

locally? 

Field could be 
completed with n/k, 
'other' or left blank? 

Child ID Yes Yes No 

UPN Yes Yes No 

DOB Yes Yes No 

Gender Yes Yes No 

Date of Death Yes Yes No 

Ethnicity Yes Yes No 

Motherhood Status Yes No Could default to 'No' 

Date of Birth of Mother's Child Yes No Could leave blank 

Date LAC episode commenced Yes Yes No 

Reason for new episode of care Yes Yes No 

Legal Status Yes Yes No 

Need Code Yes Yes No 

Home Postcode Yes No No 

Placement Postcode Yes Yes No 

Placement URN No No 
Need to request this to 

be taken out by DfE 

Placement type Yes Yes No 

Placement Provider Yes Yes No 

Date LAC Episode ceased Yes Yes No 

Reason episode ceased Yes Yes No 

Reason for placement changed Yes Yes No 

Date of Stat Review Yes Yes No 

Method of participation in review Yes Yes No 

UASC Status Yes Yes No 

Date UASC ceased Yes Yes No 

Date of decision to be placed for adoption Yes Yes No 

Date matched with adopters Yes Yes No 

Child adopted by former foster carers Yes Yes No 

Number of adopters Yes Yes No 

Gender of adopters Yes Yes No 

Legal Status of Adopters Yes Yes No 

Date of decision not to be placed for adoption Yes Yes No 

Reason why no longer placed for adoption Yes Yes No 

Previous permanence option Yes No Could default to 'No' 

LA where previous permanence option arranged Yes No Could leave blank 

Date of previous permanence option Yes No Could leave blank 

Missing start date Yes Yes No 

Missing end date Yes Yes No 

Type of missing episode Yes Yes No 

Has child been convicted during year? Yes No No 

Health surveillance check up to date? Yes No No 
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Immunisations up to date? Yes No No 

Teeth checked by a dentist? Yes Yes No 

Annual Health Assessment? Yes Yes No 

Child has substance misuse problem? No No Could default to 'No' 

Child received intervention for substance misuse No No Could default to 'No' 

Child offered intervention for substance misuse No No Could default to 'No' 

SDQ Score Yes Yes No 

Reason for no SDQ score Yes Yes No 

LA in touch with Care Leaver Yes Yes No 

Activity on 17/18/19/20/21st birthday Yes Yes No 

Accommodation on 17/18/19/20/21st birthday Yes Yes No 
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Appendix D: Previous and ongoing work on data burdens 
	
1.	DCLG	Single	Data	List	‘gateway	group’	-	chaired	by	the	Department	for	
Communities	and	Local	Government	and	the	Local	Government	Association	to	ensure	
that	any	proposed	new	data	requirements	place	the	minimum	possible	burden	on	local	
government	(last	formal	report	published	Dec	2013).		Also	–	the	Gateway	Group	is	
assisted	by	the	Central	and	Local	Government	Information	Partnership	group	(CLIP)	-	
and	its	various	technical	sub-groups.				
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/265
708/131031_Annex_B_The_Single_Data_List_Gateway_Group_Report_.pdf	
http://clip.local.gov.uk/lgv/aio/2823727	
	
2.	DfE		‘Star	Chamber	Scrutiny	Board’	-	a	group	of	local	authority	and	school	
representatives	that	considers	business	cases	for	new	and	amended	data	collections	
emerging	from	DfE	relating	to	children’s	services,	schools	and	families.	(Last	formal	
report	published	Feb	2014).	
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/the-single-data-list-gateway-group-
report	
https://www.gov.uk/government/groups/star-chamber-scrutiny-board	
	
3.	LGA	burden	study	found	that	previously	the	average	single-tier	authority	was	
required	to	report	43,000	different	pieces	of	information.	
http://www.local.gov.uk/c/document_library/get_file?uuid=df46f57a-d046-4469-
a5e4-28a4fdaa4964&groupId=10180	
http://www.local.gov.uk/reducing-data-burden	
	
4.	The	Association	of	Directors	of	Children's	Services	(ADCS)		
Standards,	Performance	and	Inspection	Policy	Committee	
http://www.adcs.org.uk/committees/spi-pc.html	
http://www.solace.org.uk/press/2015-03-31-inspecting-childrens-services-in-a-
different-way/ADCS-LGA-Solace-Inspection-position-paper.pdf	
	
5.	Single	Data	List	reducing	the	burdens	work	–	e.g.	as	part	of	the	Single	Data	List	
‘reducing	the	burdens’	work,	the	CIN	Census	requirements	have	already	been	reduced.		
Some	data	items	and	modules	were	no	longer	required	from	2011/12	(e.g.	Service	
Provision	module,	Open	Case,	LAC	adopted	flag,	Asylum-Seeking	Child).			
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/412
611/150304_Data_collections_that_have_stopped_or_being_reduced_since_2010.pdf	
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Appendix E: Clarifying the terminology 
	
There	are	clear	differences	between:	
	
1.	Individual	child	level	data	AND	summary/aggregate	information	–	the	returns	to	
DfE	are	largely	individual	child	level	information,	which	is	then	turned	into	summary	
(local	authority	level)	information	by	central	government	–	some	of	which	is	published	
as	comparison	statistics.			
	
2.	Performance	information	AND	contextual	information	–	not	all	information	is	a	
clear	indicator	of	good	or	bad	performance	e.g.	a	low	number	of	children	being	removed	
from	their	birth	families	can	arise	from	skilled	help	making	the	children	safe	or	from	a	
poor	quality	assessment	of	risk.	
	
3.	Different	types	of	performance	information	-	there	are	different	types	of	
‘performance	indicators’	with	different	uses	-	such	as	high	level	‘outcomes’	indicators	
used	to	judge	overall	service	performance	and	inform	strategy,	and	lower	level	‘process’	
type	measures	used	in	day	to	day	management.			
	
4.	Data/information	reported	internally	AND	externally	–	some	information	is	
reported	externally	to	central	government,	whereas	other	information	is	only	used	
internally	to	manage	the	service	on	a	day	to	day	basis.			
	
	
More	specifically,	it	is	also	important	to	differentiate	between:	
	
1.		Data	returns	reported	through	to	central	government	–	e.g.	CIN	Census,	
SSDA903,	etc.			
	
2.		Summary	comparison	information	published	by	central	government	–	DfE	
statistical	first	releases	such	as	‘Characteristics	of	Children	in	Need’,	‘Children’s	Social	
Care	Workforce’,	‘Outcomes	for	children	looked	after	by	local	authorities’.		Also	the	LAIT	
comparison	tool.			
	
3.		Data/information	used	internally		-	examples	include:	

• Individual	case	records	for	front	line	safeguarding	activity	
• Service	or	team	level	reports	-	for	Safeguarding	teams	and	service	managers	
• Corporate	reports	-	part	of	wider	reports	on	a	broader	cross-council	range	of	

topics	
• Local	Children’s	Safeguarding	Board	reports	
• Regional	benchmarking	clubs	

	
	
	 	



Appendix F: Scaling the current situation 
  

Danger Statement  Safety Goal 
It is positive the Department for Education 
require Local Authorities to gather 
management information to drive 
improvement to their services. 
  
However, there is a danger of collecting 
information that measures only processes 
and not outcomes, but in doing so distorts 
good practice. 
  
There is also a danger we collect data for the 
purpose of collecting information and that this 
does not drive improvement in outcomes. 

The Department for Education can require Local 
Authorities to report information that genuinely 
drives improvement in services. 
  
The Department for Education can ensure Local 
Authorities collect data on information sources 
that can drive better outcomes for children and 
families. 
  
In requiring the right data is reported Department 
for Education can promote a culture of shared 
ownership and risk to develop a learning culture 
for staff. This will promote good Signs of Safety 
practice. 

 
Scaling Question: On a scale of 0 – 10, where 0 means things are so bad as can be and we are 

merely reporting statistics to Department for Education and 10 means our reporting to Department 
for Education is proportionate and helps us to plan and deliver services to improve outcomes for 

children – how would you rate the situation today?    
  

1 – Because managers can become too focused on achieving the targets set and as practitioners 
don’t understand why they are collecting this information 

4 – We produce so much data for the Department for Education it stops us doing the analyses 
required to operate more efficiently and improve outcomes for children. 
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Appendix G: Towards a Signs of Safety Quality Assurance System 
The Signs of Safety relationship between collaborative case audits, family and staff feedback 
surveys reflecting fidelity and the importance of core data in promoting our learning to 
improve practice and so outcomes for children and families. 
 

 
	
	

	 * Can a new national data set 
match core data for QA? 
  


