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Document Purpose
 

This document was produced by the FAME Programme to provide guidance and practical examples to all Local Authorities/Partner Agencies for an implementation of Multi-Agency working.  All documents are the property of FAME National Project, and to access these documents you have agreed to the terms and conditions set out in the accessing of these products from the FAME website.
 

For a further description of this document please see the Product Definition below stating exactly what the product is.  For more in depth explanation and guidance please see the FAME "How to Implement and Sustain a Multi-Agency Environment".
Case Study:
an audit of each stage in the new processes compared with how services were delivered previously.  Can apply to an incident within a project – how a problem was resolved – or to a new way of doing business in a particular sector, or to a total reorganisation.

Case Study text for Information Sharing & Assessment (ISA/IRT) Children at Risk - London Borough of Lewisham   
Introduction
Identification, Referral & Tracking (IRT*) was looking at the interworking of agencies responsible for children who are at risk in some way.  As the title of the project suggests this involves the correct identification of a child, the passing of information between agencies where the child needs to be referred, and the tracking of that child.  The tracking element involves not only the trace of any movements of the child caused, say, by a parent moving house, but also involves the tracking of the way in which referral information, and requests for action are moved from agency to agency.

What difficulties, if any, were there with the processes that were previously in place?

The IRT project was seen as a way of making the existing process more effective, and easier to implement, rather than needing to address any specific failings.  It formalises processes that may already have been worked out between agencies, and also provides functionality to act as a safety net to ensure that there are effective monitoring and escalation procedures.  The workflow component within the implementation ensures that when a request for action is passed to another agency, deadlines for the completion of that request are automatically set-up.  At any time the practitioner can see the progress of the request, and if the deadline is passed the practitioner will automatically be notified.  There is also scope to have this escalated in case the practitioner has not responded to the original notice.

In addition, there is scope to reduce the workload of staff by making information more readily available, for example: currently if a practitioner needs to know which other agencies are involved with a particular child, they would need to ask someone to go and find out for them, perhaps by ringing each of the agencies that might be involved.  With the IRT implementation of FAME in place the information can be called up immediately on screen.
Which agencies are involved?

When Lewisham was deciding on which agencies to involve in the pilot there were more than 80 possible candidates.  In order to ensure a practical limit for the pilot, the scope was limited to: Social Care & Health, Housing, Education, and Youth Offending Team within the Lewisham; the Police, Connexions, the Primary Care Trust, and the Acute Trust (Accident and Emergency).

Another key factor at this stage was that it was critical that all the agencies involved would be in agreement about the security of any data being exchanged once it had been passed to another agency.  Although only a pilot project at this stage, the security of the data was as important as it will be if it was completely rolled out.  For some of the other agencies that could have been involved, for example in the voluntary sector, showing that they had procedures in place may have resulted in an unreasonable workload at this pilot stage.

What has been the response of the service users?

The service user response has been very welcoming. KAREN Who’s used it and how?
What has been the practitioner response?

The initial practitioner response was that the approach was a very good idea. There was some concern; however that it might lead to an increase in workload.  There had been considerable user involvement in the design of the pilot, and in previous Trailblazer projects that Lewisham had run, and once practitioners got used to the system the response was even more favourable.  They particularly liked the fact that it was so easy to see who else was involved because this was a task that previously been very time consuming.  They also saw there was scope to eliminate some work altogether by pre-empting some situations which now were more visible to all the agencies involved. 

What key lessons have been learnt from implementing the system?

One of the most important lessons is that implementing a project like this takes time.  There is a lot of work involved in getting agreement amongst the agencies about what data can be shared and how.  Time also needs to be spent understanding the processes involved in each of the agencies.  What is very clear is that the creation of a workable system requires early and frequent involvement of the practitioners.  Considerable work also has to be put into understanding the cultural and language barriers that may exist between different professions.  An explanation of what has happened to a child, written by a doctor, may be very difficult to understand if it is written entirely in medical terminology.  Each agency needs to understand the needs of the others involved, and use language that addresses those needs.

Finally the software provided by vendors can present barriers to information sharing.  It was not always easy to export data from some of the information systems being used.  For the future vendors need to make systems far more open, allowing easy access to data and its specification through, say, XML.  

What software and hardware was implemented in the pilot 
The model used here was to have an Integration server interfacing to Lewisham’s internal systems, which then exported data to a publication space sitting outside the firewall, accessible through an Application server.  This model ensured that only the data Lewisham wished to make visible was accessible by other agencies.

Two software companies were involved:  Ciber were used for the directory and back-end integration components, and Liquidlogic were used for the front end, and the workflow components.  (Although the actual front end used was developed specifically for the project by Liquidlogic).

How well did it fit with the existing ICT strategy?

Lewisham had been pretty forward thinking in its overall strategy so the solution implemented was really seen as an extension of that strategy.  It was the first time however, that Lewisham had tried “live” integration where the data was available in real-time via the integration server. 

How would the framework be rolled out across other multi-agency services?

One of the key considerations of multi-agency operation is the way in which agencies choose to group themselves together.  For example the Metropolitan Police are taking an approach that will be regional.  They will implement a single system to which any of the local authorities covered by them will be able to have access.  Primary Care Trusts may take the same approach.  So any implementation will depend on the specific agencies involved.  This means 
that the specific model used in the pilot, might not apply to another instance of multi-agency working.  However the key principles of the FAME Generic Framework provide the means for the agencies to determine how to interact.  An equally important factor in the success of multi-agency working is that the agencies need to engender a multi-agency approach in their staff.  As the agencies become increasingly interconnected, and the government puts more and more responsibility on them to get it right every time, it is their willingness to operate together that will determine the success of the role out.

*Identification, Referral & Tracking (IRT) as a project name was replaced by Information Sharing & Assessment (ISA) in June 2004 
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