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Introduction
The Partnership Enhancement Assessment Tool (PEAT) has been developed by JIT to assess the impact of JIT involvement and support to Partnerships at the conclusion of that involvement.  The PEAT is organised into four sections which seek the views of stakeholders on :

· Style of Support and Intervention
· Partnership Awareness

· Partnership Impact

· Overall strengths and weaknesses of JIT support

This report summarises the findings from an evaluation of the JIT’s involvement in a review of the Geriatric Orthopaedic Rehabilitation Unit (GORU) Services in Edinburgh.  

JIT Involvement

Overall JIT Support to the Edinburgh Partnership
Following initial exploratory discussions in spring 2005 between Edinburgh Health and Social Care Partnership and the Joint Improvement Team (JIT), the Partnership formally invited the JIT to work with them in July 2005.  A brief was agreed which described the objectives of collaboration as to
(a) extend the range of community based services that provide opportunities for those who require care services to remain in their own house or ‘homely’ settings;

(b) improve access to services and to provide greater consistency based on explicit eligibility;

(c) increase the levels of care at home service, with a particular focus on intensive home care, rapid response and evening, weekend and overnight series;

(d) contribute to the effective management and governance arrangements in the context of emerging CHP’s;

(e) create effective communication and consultation arrangements to support the development work; and

(f) ensure effective use of resources and ensuring reconfigured services are financially sustainable.

Following further discussions within the Partnership the following core activities were identified for the JIT to pursue:

· Review of GORU (Geriatric Orthopaedic Rehabilitation Units) services;

· Review of Council Residential Care homes – focus on dementia care;

· Home Care Review – focus on ‘out of hours’ services; and

· Housing with Care – exploring opportunities to extend the provision.

JIT Support to the Review of GORU Services
During 2006, JIT supported  a review of the Geriatric Orthopaedic Rehabilitation Unit services (GORU) in Lothian, in the context of supporting effective rehabilitation pathways across hospital and community services, addressing service pressures in particular delayed discharge and improving outcomes for service users.  

The initial work programme developed in January 2006 involved 3 inter-related work strands

· Development, review and analysis of data to support clinical practice and partnership working

· Review of rehabilitation pathways to identify barriers to discharge and opportunities for service redesign, involving process mapping workshops 

· Consideration of views and experiences of patients across the GORU pathway to identify issues and areas of good practice.

A GORU project group was established in January 2006 to overview this work.  This involved key representatives across health and social care services and provided the first opportunity in recent years for co-ordinated clinical and managerial engagement across North and South GORU services, acute services and the local authority (Edinburgh City). 

Input was mainly provided by Margaret Whoriskey (JIT Assistant Director).  Mike Martin (JIT Director) provided support to this review and to the wider programme becoming a member of the Capacity Planning Group. 

A report setting out findings and recommendations has been prepared.
The Evaluation

Evaluation Process

The PEAT was circulated both to the members of the GORU Steering Group and to the Chief Officers Capacity Planning Group and Delayed Discharge Management Group in April 2007.  Eight individual evaluations were returned.  
In addition two evaluation sessions were conducted with the GORU Steering Group on 13 April 2007 and with the Capacity Planning Group on 19 April.  These were undertaken by a JIT Associate who had had no previous involvement with the JIT programme.  The PEAT was used as a topic guide in these sessions.
Overview Findings
Overall respondents to the PEAT were very positive about JIT’s involvement.  None of those completing an individual response ‘strongly disagreed’ with any of the statements offered: and in all three sections, a clear majority strongly agreed or agreed with the statements.  A summary of the responses to the various statements is set out below, and full responses are annexed. 
Views of Respondents on Statements

	
	Strongly Agree
	Agree
	Disagree
	Strongly Disagree

	Style of Support and Intervention
	16
	30
	1
	

	Partnership Awareness
	1
	25
	22
	

	Partnership Impact
	7
	24
	17
	


Style of Support and Intervention
This was considered to be a key strength of the JIT involvement, reflected both in the individual responses and in the evaluation sessions.  As one respondent commented

‘It has felt all support and no intervention’
Differences across the different statements in the individual responses were relatively minor, although the approachability and accessibility of JIT, and their awareness of local issues and circumstances were particularly valued.  Others commented that the relationship with JIT was extremely positive: solutions were developed together, with no sense of assumptions being made about either the cause of the problems or about the best approach.  The level of commitment was also complimented.  

Partnership Awareness
Views were more mixed about the contribution which JIT had made in relation to partnership awareness, with only slightly more individual responses agreeing (25) rather than disagreeing (22) with the various statements.  It was evident from comments made on the individual responses and reinforced during the evaluation sessions that this mainly reflected a view that the partnership was in large part already functioning well.  This was particularly the case in relation to the Capacity Planning Group.  
There were a few respondents who identified issues (although it should be emphasised that these were very much the minority).  It was noted that there had been some issues and difficulties in the GORU Steering Group – with some commenting about membership changing over time and with unresolved difficulties in engaging the acute sector effectively.  There had been changes made to the remit and focus of the review and some felt that this stage of the process could have been completed more rapidly: others however commented that the change in focus was controversial and time was needed for all to accept the revised focus.  
Positive comments were made about the involvement of the housing agenda and the role of JIT in keeping this to the fore.

Partnership Impact
Responses to this aspect of the JIT contribution produced the widest range of views.  Discussion at the evaluation sessions provided some insight into the reasons for this greater divergence.  

Some disagreed with the statements because they considered that it was too early for the impact of JIT’s involvement to be assessed – to an extent therefore this was more of a ‘not known’ rather than a negative comment.  There were differences of view expressed about the partnership’s ability to be able to progress without JIT, with some considering that they had both the resources and the skills while others thought there was a substantial and complex agenda in implementing the GORU review, which would require both resources and particular skills.  There were also comments that the involvement of JIT brought credibility and ‘clout’ which increased the participation in the partnership.  

It was noted that one of the consequences of the approach of the JIT – inclusive, supportive and collaborative – is that it is difficult to differentiate the contribution made to the partnership.  This comment was made in the context of the Capacity Planning Group, rather than the Steering Group where by the JIT input was much more specific.
Strengths and weaknesses
In part respondents identified similar issues as being the key strengths of the JIT involvement, with the style and approach of involvement and the leadership of the team noted.  

Other strengths were however highlighted, with the ability of the team to be able to bring knowledge and experience of approaches elsewhere in Scotland being seen to be particularly useful, along with an ability to provide insight into the national framework.  There were also several comments about the value of the practical, ‘on the ground’ experience of JIT team members.
	Key Strengths 
	Least Helpful

	Learning and experience from elsewhere (5)
	Large meetings

	Style and approach (4)
	Some ‘drift’ in project definition

	Understanding of the national context/framework (3)
	Insufficient clarity of roles and responsibilities

	Objective and fair analysis (2)
	Capacity issues (occasional)

	Practical solutions/problem solving (2)
	

	Understanding and support around the housing agenda
	

	Budget/financial contribution
	

	Leadership of JIT 
	


Overall the comments made were very positive both in the individual responses and at the evaluation sessions.  Even with prompting and probing it was difficult to identify many suggestions for improvement.  The only issue which was raised with any consistency related to capacity of the team input: it was suggested that the team could perhaps benefit from analytical/research resource to support more senior members, and there were also comments that the team had appeared very stretched at points in the period of the review.
Overall results 

	Section 1: Style of Support & Intervention

(Max Score 32)
	Section 2: Partnership Awareness

(Max Score 32)
	Section 3: Partnership Impact

(Max Score 32)
	Overall Score

(Max Score 96)

	26 : 81.25%
	20.8 : 65%
	22.3 : 69.7%
	69.1 : 72%
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Next Steps

Generally comments here reflected a confidence in the progress made, with the emphasis being on how to maintain the momentum and to take forward other issues.  Actions identified for the Partnership related to the need for strong project management around clear, robust action planning.  More widely there were actions to identify funding and to sell the message around the housing agenda.
In terms of the JIT involvement in the GORU review, there was a shared view amongst those attending the Steering Group meeting of a need for continued JIT involvement in the implementation of the recommendations.  The role identified would be in relation mainly to project management and facilitation: in addition however there was a view that the JIT involvement was important to maintain the profile of the review and its recommendations and to encourage ‘buy in’ from all sectors and interests. 

In terms of the wider agenda, the involvement of JIT was sought in particular to take forward the housing agenda and to identify models of housing and support/care which could assist the Partnership in its drive to shift the balance of care and reduce its dependence on care homes.

Conclusion
The evaluation of JIT involvement in the Edinburgh Partnership’s review of GORU services shows that it has been highly valued, with many commenting that the contribution had been wholly positive.  Some suggestions for change and improvement were identified, but thee were relatively minor in nature.  Give the positive nature of the feedback, it is not surprising that there is enthusiasm for continued involvement from JIT both in the delivery of the GORU review recommendations and in the wider strategy.
Amanda Britain
JIT Associate

29 May 2007 
SUMMARY OF RESPONSES

SECTION 1:  STYLE of SUPPORT and INTERVENTION 

	STATEMENT
	SA
	A
	D
	SD

	JIT style is one of approachability and accessibility
	4
	4
	
	

	JIT colleagues showed a good awareness of local issues and circumstances
	4
	4
	
	

	JIT colleagues communicated clearly and openly with all local partners
	1
	7
	
	

	JIT colleagues behaved in a way  that was appropriate to the situation
	3
	4
	
	

	JIT brought new knowledge and understanding to the local partnership
	2
	6
	
	

	JIT brought new resources to the local partnership that enabled better progress to be made
	2
	5
	1
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SECTION 2: PARTNERSHIP AWARENESS 

The contribution and support of JIT has helped the local partnership to:

	STATEMENT
	SA
	A
	D
	SD

	Develop a partnership agenda that may not otherwise have emerged
	
	5
	3
	

	Better prioritise the local partnership challenges
	
	6
	2
	

	Promote changes in behaviour that contribute to a positive culture of partnership working
	
	4
	4
	

	Accept that engagement in partnership working is a legitimate call on staff time and resources
	
	4
	4
	

	Be more aware of where money is being spent across the locality
	
	3
	5
	

	Accept that improved service delivery needs a whole system approach across the locality
	1
	3
	4
	


[image: image3.emf]Partnership Awareness - General Response to 

Statements 

2%

52%

46%

Strongly agreed with

statements 

Agreed with statements 

Disagreed with

statements 



SECTION 3: PARTNERSHIP IMPACT

The contribution and support of JIT has helped the local partnership to:

	STATEMENT
	SA
	A
	D
	SD

	Develop plans for changing the way services will be delivered in the future
	2
	5
	1
	

	Make immediate changes in joint service outputs 
	2
	3
	3
	

	Develop a capacity for looking across the whole system rather than just specific problem areas
	
	5
	3
	

	Demonstrate an ability to progress the partnership agenda between periods of JIT support
	1
	5
	2
	

	Be confident in its ability to develop in the future in the absence of JIT support
	2
	2
	4
	

	Demonstrate improved outcomes in the lives of service users and carers
	
	4
	4
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Overall results 

	Section 1: Style of Support & Intervention

(Max Score 32)
	Section 2: Partnership Awareness

(Max Score 32)
	Section 3: Partnership Impact

(Max Score 32)
	Overall Score

(Max Score 96)

	26 : 81.25%
	20.8 : 65%
	22.3 : 69.7%
	69.1 : 72%
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