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Foreword

The authors wish to thank all those in the local
authorities, agencies and other organisations
who contributed to the research. A full list can
be found in the introduction to the case studies
which accompany this paper.
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Infroduction

1. This short paper describing the approach to 3. This paper was commissioned by the

performance, service planning and delivery Department for Children, Schools and
known as Outcome-based Accountability Families (DCSF) from the independent
has been written for Directors and Lead researchers and consultants David Utting,
Members of Children’s Services and their key Alison Painter, Judy Renshaw and Rob
Children’s Trust partners, to help them focus Hutchinson.

on improving outcomes for children, young
people and their families.

2. This paper intends to describe some of
the key principles of the approach and its
application through the use of informative
‘stories’. The paper also identifies some of the
learning points that have emerged from the
use of this approach; drawing on a series of
18 ‘Turning the Curve stories’ collected in the
summer of 2007.
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The Government'’s Children’s Plan' published 6. Through the articulation of the 2020

in December 2007 sets the scene for a goals, the plan also supports the vision

step change in improving outcomes for of better informed parents and carers, all
children and young people in the years children ready for school, skilled for adult
ahead. Noting that the Every Child Matters life, participating in positive activities and

— Change for Children programme?, supported ready for work. There is a commitment

by the 2004 Children Act?, is transforming to eradicating child poverty, reducing

local arrangements for planning and obesity and supporting children with major
commissioning joined-up services, the transitions in their lives. These longer term
plan seeks a relentless focus on delivering objectives are specifically that:

measurable Iong—tgrm results for children - every child ready for success in school, with
and young people in every local area. an indicator target of at least 90 per cent
As the Plan reiterates, local authorities and developing well across all areas of the Early
their strategic partners in Children’s Trusts Years Foundation Stage Profile by age 5;
should, champion the interests of children, .

every child ready for secondary school, with
an indicator target of at least 90 per cent
achieving at or above the expected level in
both English and mathematics by age 11;

young people and their families and take
responsibility for achieving improvements
across all five of the Every Child Matters?
(ECM) outcomes:

* every young person with the skills for adult
* be healthy;

life and further study, with an indicator

* stay safe; target of at least 90 per cent achieving the
equivalent of five higher level GCSEs by age
19, and at least 70 per cent achieving the
equivalent of two A levels by age 19;

* enjoy and achieve;
* make a positive contribution; and

* achieve economic well-being. - all young people participating in positive

activities to develop personal and social
skills, promote wellbeing and reduce
behaviour that puts them at risk;

+ every child healthy, with an indicator target
reduction in the proportion of obese and
overweight children to 2000 levels; and

* no child in poverty with an indicator target
of 50 per cent reduction in the poverty rate
by 2010 and full eradication by 2020.

return to contents



Delivering these ambitious new goals will
mean strengthening Children’s Trusts to
ensure they work consistently in partnership,
with a broad coalition of all those interested
locally in the well-being of children, to visibly
and demonstrably improve outcomes and
narrow gaps. To assist Children’s Trusts in
their new leadership role updated statutory
guidance on inter-agency co-operation is
planned for the autumn 2008.

Building Brighter Futures: next steps for the
Children’s Workforce*, published on 3rd
April, sets out the achievements of the 2005
Children’s Workforce Strategy® and the 2003
National Agreement on Raising Standards
and Tackling Workload® for schools. With

a clear focus on improving outcomes, it
describes the actions being taken to further
improve the skills and capacity of people
who work with children to deliver the high
quality, personalised and integrated services
described in the Children’s Plan’. Crucial

to this vision is that everyone who works
with children, young people and families
understands the difference they can make
to children and young people’s outcomes,
knows how they need to work with other
professionals to ensure that services are
integrated and personalised to respond

to the needs and strengths of individual
children and has the skills, knowledge and
expertise to do their job to world class
standards. An Expert Group on workforce

is being set up, to contribute to the
development of a long term strategy for
the Children’s Workforce to be published

in the autumn.
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9.

10.

Health partners also recognise the
importance of moving towards a more
outcomes based focus and are key to

driving the improving outcomes agenda.
This commitment is re-iterated in the Local
Government and Public Involvement in Health
Act” which places a duty on Primary Care
Trusts (PCTs) and local authorities to develop
a Joint Strategic Needs Assessment (JSNA).
The JSNA will describe the future health, care
and well-being needs of local populations
and the strategic direction of service
delivery to meet those needs. It will do this
by taking account of data and information
on inequalities between the differing, and
overlapping, communities in local areas

and support the meeting of statutory
requirements in relation to equality audits.

The requirement to focus on outcomes in
the planning, delivery and evaluation of
children’s services is one that is relevant to
all local authorities and their partners and
should not be considered to be the sole
responsibility of one agency. This approach
also heralds a shift away from the setting
of output targets and reliance on process
measures that have traditionally been used
to monitor performance and ‘success’.
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11.

12.

Some local authorities and their partners

in Children’s Trusts have embraced the
concept of accountability for outcomes

with enthusiasm and creativity. They

have set about re-modelling their service
planning, commissioning and performance
management processes. Beyond that they
have recognised that the approach envisaged
by Every Child Matters? and the Children’s
Plan' requires pervasive cultural change
across their organisations so that its focus on
outcomes becomes an instinctive approach.

There is, nevertheless, challenging evidence
both locally and nationally of a gap in
opportunities and outcomes between the
majority of children and young people; and
a relatively small, but vulnerable minority.
Vulnerable groups include:

+ children living in poverty;

+ children in care (Looked After Children);
« children with disabilities;

+ children with special educational needs;
+ children excluded from school;

+ children with poor attendance records
at school;

+ some children from specific ethnic groups,
including white working class boys;

+ young offenders;

* young carers;

+ children at risk from significant harm; and
+ children living with ‘vulnerable” adults.
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13. Work is underway to try to understand

what works best in ‘narrowing the gap’

in outcomes, through the Narrowing the
Gap Project. This project, funded by DCSF,
hosted by the Local Government Association
(LGA) and supported by the Improvement
and Development Agency (IDeA) is one

of a number of initiatives which aims to
understand what action, if applied universally
and pursued relentlessly, would make a
significant impact on the outcomes of
vulnerable groups of children and young
people. It is seeking to identify the simple
truths rooted in evidence across all five
outcomes that will assist local authorities
and their partners to take effective action

to ‘narrow the gap’ in outcomes between
vulnerable children and the rest. The Project
will continue to work with local authorities,
Regional Government Offices and interested
parties to produce a digest of emerging
practices in March 2009.

14. The Centre for Excellence and Outcomes

in Children and Young People’s services
(CfEQ), due to be launched in July 2008,

will also serve to complement the focus on
outcomes. The CfEO will draw on intelligence
and evidence of what works in improving
outcomes across six Every Child Matters?
themes. The CfEO will work in partnership
with local and regional delivery partners

and other experts in the field of children’s
services to clarify what still needs to be done
nationally, regionally and locally to support
changes in outcomes, and how evidence can
inform this.
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15. Despite good progress in some areas, some
partnerships have been slower than others to
recognise the full implications of Every Child
Matters®. Key judgements about investment
and performance have continued to be based
on process or outputs, rather than results.

So even though authorities have modelled
their children and young people’s plans on
the Every Child Matters? framework, there is
continuing confusion between ‘outcomes’
and ‘outputs’. This appears to have been
reinforced, in some cases, by the way that
both types of indicator appear side by side
in data sets collected by Ofsted for Annual
Performance Assessment (APA) and Joint
Area Review (JAR)®?,

16. The introduction of local area agreements
and the associated national indicator
set is integral to the reforms, set out
in the Local Government White Paper:
Strong and Prosperous Communities'
and are a significant advance towards an
outcome focussed system of change and
improvement. A good number of the 100!
or so indicators' which concern the lives of
children, young people, their families and
carers measure specific outcomes, although
output indicators are also identified where
the Government has set specific targets (such
as take-up of formal childcare by low-income
working families).

17. A careful distinction between ‘outcomes’
and process indicators is important, because
measuring ‘success’ on the basis of outputs
alone can be misleading. It is entirely possible
for agencies to deliver services that meet
a wide range of process targets, including
timeliness, staff recruitment and participation
levels, yet still not succeed in improving
outcomes for vulnerable and other children.
(See Box A.)
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18. In order to promote cultural change and
sharpen their focus on outcomes, a growing
number of local authorities and other agencies
have adopted externally-devised planning and
monitoring methods. These include the use of
more sophisticated needs-assessment tools,
stronger community engagement techniques
and the introduction of services with a more
convincing evidence base'.

Box A: Outcomes

+ Outcomes are end results. They can describe
different aspects of well-being for whole
populations — for example, all children,
as with the Every Child Matters outcomes
- or they can refer to the well-being
achieved for users of a particular service or
intervention over time. Thus, a successful
support programme for parents of 3-year
olds might lead to fewer temper tantrums
by their children after three months, fewer
conduct disorders after five years and less
involvement in crime after ten years.
These are all examples of service or user
outcomes.

« Outputs describe service specifications,
delivery mechanisms and procedures.
A successful parenting support programme
might deliver a significant number of training
sessions and increase the number of trained
facilitators and participating parents.
But these are all examples of outputs,
not outcomes.

 The newly published Every Child Matters national outcomes framework further reinforces the distinction between quality of life (outcome measures)
and quality of service (output measures). There are 68 DCSF led indicators and 36 other government department indicators which narrate the likely
experiences of children and young people. It will be important for local children’s services and their partners to establish transparent mechanisms for
assessing their progress in respect of the five national outcomes and more locally with regard to service improvement.

iExamples include a Logic Modelling approach devised by the Dartington Social Research Unit and the Communities that Care programme disseminated

by Rainer-CtC.
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How to focus on improving
outcomes by using

the Outcomes-based
Accountability approach

19. One of the more widely-used approaches 20. The case studies associated with this research

is a toolkit known as Turning the Curve'?,
based on the concept of Outcome-based
Accountability'. This has been adopted by
some Children’s Trust partners to prepare
their Children and Young People Plans, and
by individual authorities and agencies to
commission and monitor the performance of
their services. Outcome-based Accountability
explicitly promotes the involvement of
young people, parents and other community
representatives in those decisions. By making
the essential distinction between ‘population
and ‘performance’ accountability, it also
shows service managers how they can
improve the contribution of their particular
department or agency towards achieving
better outcomes.

U

provide some examples concerning the
current use of Outcome-based Accountability
and have highlighted examples of

good practice at both ‘population’ and
‘performance’ level. They show how Turning
the Curve is being used in a number of
constructive ways (Boxes D-G).

Further case studies of the way that Outcome-
based Accountability has been applied by other
English authorities and agencies and have

been made available with this report and can
be downloaded from www.everychildmatters.
gov.uk/

return to contents


www.everychildmatters.gov.uk/
www.everychildmatters.gov.uk/

Better Outcomes for Children and Young People 9

Principles of Outcome-based

Accountability

Box B: Outcome-based Accountability

Outcome-based Accountability' is the name
given to a disciplined approach for planning
and taking action to improve the quality of life
in neighbourhoods, local council areas, and all
the administrative levels of local and national
government. Also known as ‘Results-based
Accountability’, it was developed by Mark
Friedman of the Fiscal Policy Studies Institute
and has been used in the United States, Britain
and other countries as systematic way to
improve the quality of life for all children (and
other populations) and the performance of
specific services, agencies and service systems.
It provides a pathway for multi-agency
partnerships and individual organisations to
prioritise the outcomes they want to improve
and determine what strategies are needed to
achieve them.

Outcome-based Accountability makes a key
conceptual distinction between:

+ population accountability — where the aim
is to achieve better outcomes for particular
groups (such as all children and young
people) in a defined geographical area; and

+ performance accountability - intended to
improve outcomes for the users of individual
services, agencies and departments as
a contribution towards achieving better
outcomes at population level.

Many organisations and agencies still struggle to
make this distinction. Yet it is only by separating
‘population accountability’ from ‘performance
accountability’, that they can acknowledge

the important fact that no single agency or
department is solely responsible for improving
outcomes. This is especially true of services for
children and young people, where Children’s
Trust arrangements acknowledge the shared
accountability of local authorities, Primary Care
Trusts and other partners. Outcome-based
Accountability enables partnerships to assess
their progress by asking crucial questions

about whether services are helping to improve
children’s lives and life chances. Under outcome-
led planning it is no longer enough to monitor
services through output-related questions like,
‘How much service do we provide?’ or ‘How
many users do we support?’

return to contents
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Turning the Curve
— Methodology

Box C: Turning the Curve

Turning the Curve is a toolkit for implementing
Outcome-based Accountability into action.

It describes a process that enables stakeholders
to identify the priority outcomes they wish to
improve. By analysing and understanding trend
data, they can construct a strategy for achieving
better outcomes. When presented in graphic
terms (Figure 1) their plans demonstrate how
future investment in better services coupled with
the contribution of non-governmental partners
is expected to shift the indicator or performance
measure data in a positive direction - thereby
Turning the Curve.

Fig 1.
Turning the Curve

Figure 1: Consists of a baseline of historic data,
followed by projected trend data using high

(H), medium (M) and low (L) forecasts. Friedman
argues that forecasts showing an outcomes curve
turning in the desired direction provide a more
fair and realistic measure of success than short-
term targets for ‘point to point’ improvement
that can lead to premature claims that a strategy
has ‘failed’.

Point-to-Point

Turning the Curve

History

Forecast

Business allows us to define success as turning the curve, not point-to-point

improvement.

Source: Friedman, 2005
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Box C: Turning the Curve (continued)

At ‘population accountability’ level...

Turning the Curve brings agency managers and
staff together with other stakeholders, including
parents and young people, to:

« agree which outcomes will be prioritised for
improvement;

+ examine baseline data- including projections
of where the outcome indicators are heading
if no further action is taken;

+ analyse the ‘story behind the baseline’ to
determine what factors and circumstances
are driving each trend;

« compare the evidence gathered from needs
assessments and public consultation with the
availability and coverage of existing services;

« determine what action is needed to turn the
indicator curve towards better outcomes;

« decide which partners must work together in
order to achieve the necessary changes; and

* agree an action plan, a budget and a
timescale for Turning the Curve, while
ensuring that monitoring and evaluation
arrangements are in place.

At ‘performance accountability’ level

...the process helps managers to identify key
performance measures for their service that
distinguish between ‘quantity’ and ‘quality’ and
between ‘effort’ and ‘effect’. Once the relationship
between these dimensions has been understood,
they can be used to monitor performance more
effectively — making it clearer how the service

or agency can play its part in delivering better
outcomes.

As with ‘population accountability’ managers
need to take account of relevant data trends

as well as the views of service users before

they determine the ‘story behind the baseline’.
They must also consider how best to work in
partnership with stakeholders (including children,
young people and parents) in order to improve
their performance. A simple square divided

into four boxes or quadrants (see Figure 2) is
proposed as a graphic way to demonstrate how
the different dimensions of performance are
expected to improve.

return to contents
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Box C: Turning the Curve (continued)

In Figure 2 the two left-hand boxes contain
measures of quantity and those on the right
relate to quality. The two top boxes relate to the
effort that goes into delivering the service, while
the bottom two are used for measures of effect.

The quadrants can be used for planning and
performance review to record answers to the
following questions:

«  Upper left: How much service is being
provided? (inputs/quantity of effort);

«  Upperright: How well is the service being
provided? (outputs/quality of effort);

«  Lower left: How many users are better off?
(quantity of effect); and

«  Lowerright: What proportion of users are
better off? (quality of effect)

The outputs measured in the upper left box

are the least important in relation to achieving
better outcomes. The lower right measurements,
concerning the quality of results, are the most
important, followed by the upper right quadrant,
specifying how well the service was provided.
Used as a tool to monitor performance, the two
lower boxes equip public and voluntary sector
managers with an equivalent to ‘the bottom line’
in the private sector.

Effort

Effect

Fig 2.
Performance measurement categories

Quantity Quality
How much How well
did we do? did we do it?

Is anyone better off?
# %

Source: Friedman, 2005
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Children and Young People
Service Planning

Box D: Getting Started in Gloucestershire

Gloucestershire’s Children and Young People’s Collaborating in groups, participants from
Strategic Partnership has used Turning the Curve partnership agencies were given relevant data in
to re-orientate its Children and Young People’s advance. Groups were asked to identify the ‘story
Plan and strengthen its focus on outcomes. behind the baseline” and develop their three
Selected staff were trained as trainers enabling ‘best ideas’ for Turning the Curve, including ‘low-
them to lead workshops for each priority area cost’ and ‘no-cost’ proposals. In addition to new,
in the plan. outcome-focused thinking, use of Turning the

Curve has led to a decision to integrate and target
outcomes for vulnerable children throughout

the Children and Young People’s Plan, instead of
identifying them separately.

return to contents
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Organisational Culture

Change

Box E: Culture Change in Telford and Wrekin

Telford and Wrekin has applied the principles

of Outcome-based Accountability to achieve
cultural change across its Children and Young
People Strategic Partnership. Chief Officers

from partner agencies worked with Birmingham
University to consider how to improve outcomes
through properly integrated, multi-agency
services. Managers and staff were brought
together over an 18-month period to promote
the resulting agenda for change.

This led to a ‘team around the child” approach
to family support, taking a holistic approach to
preventive services. It takes desired outcomes
as its starting point and then decides on the
cross-agency service mix most likely to achieve
them. The borough has been divided into five
school and community ‘clusters’, each served
by integrated children’s services teams and a
Change for Children Board. Each board uses
Turning the Curve workshops to target priority
outcomes and plan appropriate action.

return to contents
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Performance management
fool for monitoring and
enhancing the contribution

of Partners

Box F: Peformance Accountability at NCH

The children’s charity, NCH has used Outcome-
based Accountability at corporate level to
improve its service planning and delivery, and at
operational level to plan and monitor projects.
Performance Accountability was used to monitor
progress made by its Family Support Teams,
providing intensive support for families at risk
of homelessness through chronic anti-social
behaviour in six areas in the north of England.
Baseline data on 157 client families showed

that 14 per cent had been evicted, 77 per cent
were at imminent risk of homelessness, 79 per
cent included a vulnerable child and 38 per

cent of children were at high or medium risk of
going into care. The ‘story behind the baseline’
demonstrated the way that persistent anti-social
behaviour by family members had led to the
threat of eviction. But it also highlighted the
children’s heightened risk of long-term social
exclusion as a consequence of homelessness.

Performance Accountability at NCH

After two years of specialist, multi-disciplinary
support, including some residential provision,
performance data (see Figure 3) showed 85 per
cent of families no longer risked homelessness
because their anti-social behaviour had ceased or
reduced. Child mental health improved in 40 per
cent of families and school attendance improved
in 52 per cent of families with truancy problems.

return to contents




Fig 3.
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Performance data for NCH Family Support Teams presented in the four Performance Accountability quadrants.

How much did we do?

How well did we do it?

157 families received help from intensive
family support teams, including 239
adults and 484 children; and

* 11 families received residential support.

* 100 per cent of support plans were tailor

made to the specific needs of family
members; and

¢ Most adults and children in the families felt
they had been helped.

Is anyone better off?

* 133 families had no risk of losing their
tenancy as anti-social behaviour had
ceased or reduced significantly;

* 126 families were living in a stable
tenancy without risk of homelessness;

e children in 12 families improved school
attendance significantly; and

* children in 10 families no longer excluded
from school.

Source: NCH

85 per cent of the families had no risk of
losing their tenancy as anti-social behaviour
had ceased or reduced significantly;

80 per cent of the families were living in
a stable tenancy without risk of
homelessness;

children’s mental heath was judged to
have improved in 40 per cent of families;

children’s school attendance improved
significantly in 52 per cent of families with
aftendance problem; and

children no longer excluded from
school in 50 per cent of families where
they had been.

return to contents
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Demonstrating population
accountability

Box G: Turning the Curve for Children and Young People not in education, employment
or training in Newcastle

The Connexions service and its partners in Monitoring over three years showed the targeted
children’s services, health and other agencies in outcome ‘curve’ was being turned (see Figure 4).
Newcastle upon Tyne has used Turning the Curve The proportion of Newcastle 16-19 year olds

‘population accountability’ tools to take successful ~ who were not in education, employment or
action to reduce the number of 16 to 19-years olds  training declined from 15 per cent to 9.5 per
not in education, employment or training. cent — a sharper fall than for Tyne and Wear

as a whole. The number of voluntary and
community organisations supporting young
people increased rapidly over the same period,
indicating the value of a partnership strategy.

Examination of trend data and the ‘story

behind the baseline’ led to an outcome-focused
prevention strategy that introduced new services
to overcome the barriers that were preventing

young people from accessing education, Fig 4.
employment and training. A review of staffing Declining proportion of young people in Newcastle
deployment was also instigated. Simple ‘low’ not in education, employment or training.

and 'no’ cost ideas were among those proposed

. . . 20
during the planning process and implemented.
(These included using Christmas cards to 18 168 /‘7\ ——
re-establish contact with ‘lost’ clients and greater , 16 7 \\] . Newcasile
use of e-mail to stay in touch with them.) Action & 14 T —
. . . cC . . .
was also taken within the partnership to ensure 8 19 \
= k 10.6
a stronger focus on outcomes. & 1
10 -
95 93
8
6 } } }
® O O o > » b Q
RIS (19& S S S S
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21. In addition to case studies, intelligence

gathering among senior managers in
authorities and agencies using Outcome-
based Accountability has identified key
themes arising from the process of focussing
on better outcomes and improving services
for children young people and their families.
These learning points emphasise the
importance of securing cultural change,

so that the focus on outcomes can be
understood and sustained at every level of
the organisation. For example:

Leadership — accountability for outcomes
requires strong, sustainable leadership. An
initial surge of interest will not be enough
to make a difference. Leadership must be
sustained, and capable of surviving changes
in senior management.

Ownership — a commitment to recognise
effective performance as primarily better
outcomes, not outputs, must extend from
the top (including elected members),
through middle management, to frontline
practitioners. The benefits of making
improvements in children’s wellbeing and life
chances a yardstick of effectiveness needs to
be clearly explained and routinely repeated.

Championship — Outcome-based
Accountability benefits from being overseen
by a senior project manager and from having
‘champions’ at different organisational
levels. Turning the Curve has sometimes been
instigated by pioneering middle managers
in a particular section or service area. But
there can be no lasting culture change if
they are left to ‘carry the torch’ across their
organisation or the partnership without
sustained support from the top.

Partnership — Outcome-based Accountability
is designed to operate in the context of joint
commissioning and multi-agency working.

It explicitly promotes the involvement of
young people, parents and other community
stakeholders in service planning. It follows
that Outcome-based Accountability is hard
to implement where partnerships are weak.
All relevant agencies must be committed

to active collaboration as well as a focus on
outcomes.

return to contents
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22. Senior managers with experience of

Outcome-based Accountability have
identified a range of further learning
points they would draw to the attention
of other partnerships, service planner and
commissioners:

Communication — a commonly cited strength
of Outcome-based Accountability is its
insistence on plain language in place of
agency-specific jargon. Common language
speeds the process of culture change

across organisations. Partnerships can help
by agreeing shared definitions of terms

like ‘outcome’, ‘output’ and ‘performance
indicator’.

Training — another popular feature of
Outcome-based Accountability is its capacity
to bring staff and outside stakeholders
together in a process where they can work
constructively to plan better outcomes,
irrespective of seniority. Initial momentum
will, however, risk being lost without a wider,
long-term training strategy and frequent
reiteration of the approach.

Data - partnerships can start planning for
better outcomes with whatever information
is available, such as the outcome data already
used for local needs assessment. However, an
agenda and resources for obtaining better-
quality local data is essential for targeting
priority outcomes more effectively and for
monitoring and reporting progress.

Trend forecasts — even authorities that focus
strongly on outcomes have proved reluctant
to forecast future trends for children’s
outcomes if current levels of service are

left unchanged. Yet it is these projections,
when compared with actual outcomes that
graphically demonstrate whether the ‘curve’
is being turned. Trend forecasts — an essential
tool in financial planning - need to become
an integral part of service planning as well.

Implementation - although Outcome-based
Accountability is capable of delivering ‘quick
wins’, experienced agencies understand that
it also demands long-term commitment and
an implementation process that is carefully
planned and supervised. The scope for

using the Turning the Curve performance
management tools to underpin the
implementation of strategies for outcomes
currently appears to be under-exploited.

Accountability - unlike service delivery and
other output targets, data on the wellbeing
and life chances of children and young
people, when published, commands public
attention. Annually-published report cards,
summarising trends in target outcomes, can
make a powerful contribution to achieving
genuine public accountability.
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Further reading and websites

Mark Friedman: (2005) Trying Hard Is Not
Good Enough. How to Produce Measurable
Improvements for Customers and Communities.
Trafford Publishing, 2nd floor 9 Park End
Street, Oxford OX1 THH.

Fiscal Policy Studies Institute, Santa Fe,
New Mexico: www.raguide.org and
www.resultsaccountability.com

Portsmouth Children’s Trust Development Team
(2006) A Turning the Curve Toolkit. Download
available from: www.everychildmatters.gov.
uk/resources-and-practice/search/EP00201/

IDeA (2007) Getting our house in order — better
results for children and young people. IDeA
(Improvement & Development Agency).
www.idea.gov.uk/idk/aio/5569948. CD-Rom
also available.

Colette McAuley and Daniel Cleaver (2006)
Improving service delivery — introducing
outcomes-based accountability. IDeA
(Improvement & Development Agency).
www.idea.gov.uk/idk/aio/5573454
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