Annual Health Check – Board paper.

Background

The Annual Health Check (AHC) has been devised over a year ago by the Healthcare Commission (HC) due to the deficiencies of the old and bold Star Rating system in accurately assessing trusts’ performance.  A long consultation period was held which was very public, on the new plans for the 2005/06 AHC and beyond across winter 2004/05.  The aim was for this new performance measurement tool to be able to capture more what’s important to patients, to be able to measure quality, outcomes as well as outputs.  There was a need to introduce a more qualitative element, hence the Core Standards which are about assurance.  Although the quantitative element has remained, such as the old Key Performance Indicators and Balanced Scorecard Indicators, most of these now feature together in a section named Existing targets (and as its new name indicates, this is a list of targets which organisations need to have met and continue to maintain).  A new aspect of the AHC is that it’s a tool geared towards improvement.  The new Improvement Reviews allow doing just that.  The HC chooses 4 to 6 topics annually which are of importance to patients, the public and providers of services which will also deliver the greatest benefits. Then relevant trusts are asked to submit data for the review assessment phase.  Those trusts not performing well will, with the assistance of the HC review team, produce an action plan which will be performance managed by the trust’s Strategic Health Authority.  In the AHC there is a also a whole new list of indicators called the New National Targets which all organisations are expected to be making good progress in achieving.  And as in the old system too there is an assessment section in the AHC on the Use of Resources which is all about financial management.
What makes up the AHC score?




2 parts (themes):








* Full details feature in “Monthly Brent tPCT Performance Report 2005/06”.  Which is available on tPCTs intranet and every other Board pack.
Best guess outcome for Brent:
The AHC scoring methodology has only been partly published.  The methodology for New National Targets and Improvement reviews remain to be finalised and released.  Additionally the individual indicator thresholds for achievement, underachievement and failure have not and probably will not be published until the organisations have been given their ratings in October 2006.
	AHC rating

· Excellent

· Good

· Fair

· Weak
	Core Standards

· Fully met = 0 (not met or insufficient assurances)
· Almost met = 1 - 4

· Partly met = 5 - 8

· Not met = 9+
	Per Standard:

· Compliant

· Not met

· Insufficient assurance
	

	
	Existing National Targets: 

· Fully met >= 49 (>90.7%)
· Almost met >= 44 (>81.5%)
· Partly met >= 39 (>72.2%)
· Not met < 39 (<72.2%)
	Per target:

· Achieved = 3 points

· Underachieved = 2 points

· Failed = 0 points
	

	
	
	For targets with multiple indicators:

· Achieved & Achieved = Achieved
· Achieved & Underachieved = Underachieved
· Underachieved & Underachieved = Underachieved
· Achieved & Failed = Failed
· Failed and Underachieved = Failed
· Failed and Failed = Failed

	
	Use of Resources:

· Excellent >= 3  (At lease two of the scores for financial management, standing and value for money must be 4s.)
· Good >= 2  (Financial management, standing and value for money must score at least 3.)
· Fair (Financial management, standing and value for money must score at least 2.)
· Weak = 1 (If the score of any financial management, standing or value for money is 1.)

	
	New National Targets:

· Excellent

· Good

· Fair

· Weak

Scoring methodology still under HC development.
	Per target:

· Achieved = 3 points

· Underachieved = 2 points

· Failed = 0 points
	

	
	
	For targets with multiple indicators:

· Achieved & Achieved = Achieved
· Achieved & Underachieved = Underachieved
· Underachieved & Underachieved = Underachieved
· Achieved & Failed = Failed
· Failed and Underachieved = Failed
· Failed and Failed = Failed

	
	Improvement Reviews

To be published by HC shortly.
	Fair (x2) ?
	


Brent estimated 2005/06 performance =             based on internal monitoring and HC scoring rules.

Brent estimated 2005/06 performance =                 based on current unknowns and worst case/safe scenarios.

Based on past experience of 3 yrs’ worth of the Star Ratings, the knowledge of where the HC has been setting indicator thresholds in the past, internal monitoring, self assessments and the limited HC information available it has been possible to forecast a firmer over all rating of “Good” and a possible rating of “Fair” (the latter still dependent on the weighting of Use  of Resources and the HC finalising the scoring methodology of Improvement Reviews and New National Targets.
The requirements for the prediction of “Good” are to hold on to the “Almost met” in the Core Standards and Existing National Targets, score at least “Good” in the New National Targets section, and obtain at least a “Fair” on both the Drug Misuse and Tobacco Control Improvement Reviews.

The HC will now be publishing organisations’ final ratings in October 2006 (a month later than was planned).

For further information or if you have any queries, please contact Germaine Cumming, on germaine.cumming@brentpct.nhs.uk or on direct line 020 8795 6674.

Over all AHC score





Getting the basics right





Making and sustaining progress





24 Core Standards


(44 indicators)





18 Existing Targets*


(21 indicators)





Use of Resources





13 New National Targets*


(29 indicators)





Improvement Reviews


(Tobacco control, drug misues)





Developmental Standards (from 2006/07)
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