
Notes from Core Standards COI – Session 2 

 

General feedback: 

• The language currently used across the standards is too specific to be common across 

all service types and needs to be revised – made more generic e.g. use of service 

plans as well as areas such as health & safety.  

• The 8 themes - generally well-received, although there was a suggestion to rename the 

Equality & Fairness theme to Equity & Inclusion and change some of the strap lines 

underneath each theme e.g. to consider a change the strapline under Safe from 

preventing etc to a more positive and inclusive statement like ‘Keeping everyone safe’   

• Descriptors – e.g. customer, service user, client etc. Partners felt that just ‘people’ or 

‘older people’ might be best. Also preference to describe ‘staff and volunteers’ as 

‘members of the team’ which is more inclusive and can reflect a wide range of services. 

• Recognition that sometimes we do not have a lot of control over how some services 

are delivered e.g. hospital based services where the hospital sets requirements around 

safeguarding; projects with prisons where they have their own record keeping 

requirements etc. The core standard could however provide a really good document to 

share with delivery partners such as these – both in describing how we will deliver the 

services and find out what quality controls they have. Could also be used for other 

service delivery models (e.g. where we’re part of a delivery consortium) to set out how 

we’d expect delivery partners to work if they’re doing something in partnership with us. 

It could help us to monitor how they are working? 

 

Safe 

Suggested amendments were: 

• To emphasise use of a comprehensive Risk assessment rather than specific ones, as it 

can help strip out specifics that could trip us up (listing every risk issue for example) or 

make it feel not appropriate to some services. This deals with the issue of making the 

outcome relevant / appropriate to the level of service / activity and supports this as a 

standard to check.  

 

Person Centred 

Suggested amendments were: 

• To make more reference to ‘community’ and bring in more of an asset based, 

community approach. 

• To consider the ‘I’ statements that were developed for the person centred programme 

and how they might relate to this. Should we also include the word ‘holistic’? 

• Could we add something about ‘only telling your story once’. 

• Could we talk more about ‘wellbeing’ and refer to the Care Act definition of this? 

• 1b) To describe co-production process rather than a type of ‘plan’. Need to be 

proportionate to the size / scale of the service and show this is about people influencing 

what they take part in / receive.  

• 1c) Not sure about use of the word ‘independence’. People have different capacity to 

be independent but they all have strengths and that should be their starting point for 

engaging with a service / activity. 



• 2b) needs to be turned around to be about people being involved / invited / enabled to 

become a more active participant. 

 

Caring 

Suggested amendments were: 

• To include something about being a dementia friendly organisation. 

• To include something about recognising and celebrating peoples’ differences – 

positively welcoming and being confident in dealing with them.  

• 1b) doesn’t read well. doesn’t sound very caring towards the staff. Should this be about 

‘we treat people with dignity and respect’? Current wording feels like an audit action 

and not a standard. 

• To include how we treat our staff and volunteers in the Caring section e.g. providing 

training and support through change etc. 

 

Other sections: 

Reliable and Responsive section – currently there isn’t anything that covers response 

times, e.g. minimum response time if someone contacts for access to a service; or on 

feedback to people. 

 

Standards for specific services: 

Dementia services – to do a quality of life assessment 

 

 

Actions:  

• QT members to revise language used in all indicators across the Core Standard to 

reflect the feedback from this session and then re-present ahead of session 3 for 

further comment and fine tuning.  


