
  

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Deprivation of Liberty Safeguards under 
the Mental Cap acity Act 2005, 2015-16 
Data Collection -Survey Report            
Published September 2016 

This report contains finding from the DoLS 2015-16 data collection feedback 
survey, and recommendations on changes for future work cycles.  

Key findings 
• 95 per cent of the respondents found the current guidance document helpful or very helpful 

in the process of submitting the DoLS data return. 

• 65 per cent of respondents rated the experience of using the Pro forma as good or very 
good, which is a huge improvement from last year’s figures where only 28 per cent rated it 
as good or very good. 

• 93 per cent of respondents rated their experience of data depot as good or very good in 
2015-16, in comparison to 65 per cent last year. 
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Introduction 
The Deprivation of Liberty Safeguards (DoLS), under the Mental Capacity Act 2005 annual 
data collection gathers information on all DoLS applications in England each year. The 
information is collected from all 152 Councils with Adult Social Services Responsibilities 
(CASSRs or “councils”) via Data Depot which is a secure electronic file transfer system 
managed by the NHS Digital (NHS Digital is the new trading name for the HSCIC).  

The Deprivation of Liberty Safeguards provides a framework for the lawful deprivation of 
liberty of those people who lack capacity to consent to arrangements made for their care or 
treatment.  

The NHS Digital has collected information about the number of DoLS applications since 
their introduction in 2009. Since 2013-14, all applications are processed by councils and the 
data are submitted annually at a case level, affording greater flexibility of analysis across 
variables such as location and demographics. The collection provides information on the 
number of DoLS applications submitted, the outcome of these applications, and the number 
of individuals subject to a DoLS authorisation in England during the reporting year.  

Following the 2015-16 data collection, the NHS Digital invited submitting CASSRs to 
participate in a feedback survey. The answers provided will help NHS Digital to decide 
whether any changes to the submission process or guidance documents are required and 
how users can be best supported during data submission next year.  

The NHS Digital received and analysed 64 responses from the 152 councils, a reduction 
from 75 responses received last year. It is not possible, therefore, to say that the results are 
representative of all councils. A full list of respondents can be found in Appendix A. 

 

Recommendations 
 

NHS Digital aim to carry out the following recommendations: 

• NHS Digital to review collection systems, to improve the submission experience. We 
will aim to have any improvements in place for the next collection period. 

• NHS Digital to include common enquiries received in the collection mailbox as FAQs 
in the Guidance documentation. 

• NHS Digital to work to communicate with users about availability of documentation 
and support. This year's surveys showed users requesting that we make documents 
available "earlier" even though they were already on our website. We will also work 
further to explain the rationale, and legal basis, for our work - e.g. around the 
process required for access to restricted data. 
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Detailed Survey Results 
The NHS Digital received 64 responses to the survey. A full list of responding organisations 
can be seen in Appendix A.  

Full details of the responses to each question are given below. Some responses did not 
include answers to all of the questions. Therefore, the number of respondents to each 
question is included in the detailed results. Some questions allowed multiple responses and 
all percentages are rounded to the nearest whole number, so figures may not add up to 100 
per cent.  

Last year, we received 75 responses for the DoLS 2014-15 collection’s feedback survey. 
Where possible, we have compared this year’s results to last year’s. 

 

Background Information 

Table 1 below shows a breakdown of the responses received by Council type.  

 
Table 1: Responses by Council type 

Council Type 

Number of 
Councils in 

England 
Response 

Count 

Response 
Percent 
2015-16 

Response 
Percent 
2014-15 

Inner London 13 7 54% 23% 
Outer London 20 8 40% 20% 
Metropolitan Districts 36 11 31% 50% 
Shire Counties 27 10 37% 67% 
Unitary Authorities 56 28 50% 55% 

Source: Deprivation of Liberty Safeguards (DoLS) 2015-16 data collection - feedback survey 

Notes:         

1.Based on the 64 responses received for the DoLS 2015-16 data 
collection - feedback survey   

 

• Inner London had the highest response rate in 2015-16 with 54 per cent, in 
comparison to 23 per cent last year. 

• Metropolitan Districts had the lowest this year with 31 per cent response rate. 
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Table 2: Responses by Region 

Region 

Number of 
Councils in 

England 
Response 

Count 

Response 
Percent 
2015-16 

Response 
Percent 
2014-15 

North East 12 8 67% 75% 
North West 23 7 30% 52% 
Yorkshire & The Humber 15 7 47% 73% 
East Midlands 9 0 0% 44% 
West Midlands 14 5 36% 64% 
East 11 6 55% 64% 
London 33 15 45% 21% 
South East 19 10 53% 47% 
South West 16 6 38% 38% 

Source: Deprivation of Liberty Safeguards (DoLS) 2015-16 data collection - feedback survey 

Notes:         
1.Based on the 64 responses received for the DoLS 2015-16 data 
collection - feedback survey   

 
Table 2 above and Figure 2 below show a breakdown of responses by region.  

• The highest response rate for 2015-16 was from the North East (8 responses out 
of 12 Councils, 67 per cent)  

• The lowest was from East Midlands, which did not have any response in 2015-16. 
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Table 3: Do you currently use or plan to use the Do LS annual data and 
official statistics report? 

Response 
Response 

Count 

Response 
Percent 
2015-16 

Response 
Percent 
2014-15 

We use/plan to use the data 46 73% 80% 
We use/plan to use report 36 57% 64% 
We use neither 9 14% 5% 

Source: Deprivation of Liberty Safeguards (DoLS) 2015-16 data collection - feedback survey 

Notes:       
1.Based on the 63 responses received for the above question for DoLS 2015-16 data 
collection - feedback survey 

 

• 86 per cent of the respondents said they use or plan to use the data or official 
statistics report, which is less in comparison to the previous year (95 per cent). 

 

 

Table 4: For what purpose do you plan to use the Do LS annual data and official 
statistics report? 

Response 
Response 

Count 

Response 
Percent 
2015-16 

Response 
Percent 
2014-15 

Used in local reports 43 83% 79% 
To compare local activity to other councils 46 88% 92% 
Inform Executive Boards e.g. SAB 40 77% 68% 
Inform Training and Development 17 33% 39% 
Inform Business Planning 28 54% 63% 
Inform contract monitoring and compliance e.g. 
recruitment of advocates, BIAs, MHAs 21 40% 44% 

Other (please specify) 2     
Source: Deprivation of Liberty Safeguards (DoLS) 2015-16 data collection - feedback survey 

Notes:       
1.Based on the 52 responses received for the above question for DoLS 2015-16 data collection 
- feedback survey 

 
• 88 per cent of the respondents said they plan to use, the DoLS annual data and 

official statistics report to compare local activity to other councils. 

• 83 per cent of respondents said the DoLS annual data and official statistics report 
is used in local reports 

• One of the respondents specified that they also use it for bidding for funding to 
manage DoLS process and planning resources for this and contribute to national 
picture. 
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Collection process and quality assurance 

Table 5: Do you record information about DoLS appli cations and 
authorisations electronically? 

Response 
Response 

Count 

Response 
Percent 
2015-16 

Response 
Percent 
2014-15 

Yes, we have an electronic system (please specify 
below which one) 35 56% 51% 

Yes, we record DoLS cases on a spreadsheet e.g. 
excel 43 68% 73% 

No, we do not record the DoLS data electronically 0 0% 3% 
Please specify which electronic system you use 37     

Source: Deprivation of Liberty Safeguards (DoLS) 2015-16 data collection - feedback survey 

Notes:       
1.Based on the 63 responses received for the above question for DoLS 2015-16 data 
collection - feedback survey 

 
• All respondents said they record information about DoLS applications and 

authorisations electronically (either on an electronic system, on a spreadsheet or 
both). 
 

 
Table 6: Do you have internal training or written p rocedures for how DoLS data 
should be recorded and/or reported to the HSCIC? 

Response 
Response 

Count 

Response 
Percent 
2015-16 

Response 
Percent 
2014-15 

Yes, we have a written procedure/training for recording DoLS 
cases 36 58% 48% 

Yes, we have a written procedure/training for reporting data 
to the HSCIC 13 21% 15% 

No, we do not have a written procedure or training available 
for either 22 36% 49% 

Source: Deprivation of Liberty Safeguards (DoLS) 2015-16 data collection - feedback survey 

Notes:       
1.Based on the 62 responses received for the above question for DoLS 2015-16 data collection - 
feedback survey 

 

• 58 per cent of the respondents said they have a written procedure/training for 
recording DoLS cases and 21 per cent have a written procedure/training for reporting 
data to the HSCIC, which is an increase in comparison to the previous year. 
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Table 7: Does your council have regular exercises ( e.g. external 
audits, internal checks or reviews) for checking ho w records are kept 
and if they are up to date/accurate? 

Response Response Count 

Response 
Percent 
2015-16 

Response 
Percent 
2014-15 

Yes 45 73% 65% 
No 5 8% 21% 
Don't Know 12 19% 13% 

Source: Deprivation of Liberty Safeguards (DoLS) 2015-16 data collection - feedback survey 

Notes:       
1.Based on the 62 responses received for the above question for DoLS 2015-16 
data collection - feedback survey 

 

• 73 per cent of the respondents said they have regular exercises (e.g. external 
audits, internal checks or reviews) for checking how records are kept and if they 
are up to date or accurate. 27 per cent said they do not have or do not know 
whether they have any regular exercises for checking the data. 

 

Table 8: When you have collated your data to submit  to the HSCIC does 
someone else double check the figures before submis sion? 

Response Response Count 

Response 
Percent 
2015-16 

Response 
Percent 2014-

15 
Yes 42 67% 71% 
No 20 32% 29% 
Don't Know 1 2% 0% 

Source: Deprivation of Liberty Safeguards (DoLS) 2015-16 data collection - feedback survey 

Notes:       
1.Based on the 63 responses received for the above question for DoLS 2015-16 data 
collection - feedback survey 

 

67 per cent of the respondents said the data submitted to the HSCIC is double checked by 
someone else, which is slightly less than last year’s figure of 71 per cent. 

 
 
Table 9: How helpful have you found the current gui dance document in 
the process of submitting the DoLS data return to t he HSCIC? 

Response 
Response 

Count 

Response 
Percent 
2015-16 

Response 
Percent 
2014-15 

Very helpful 24 39% 19% 
Helpful 35 57% 64% 
Unhelpful 2 3% 12% 
Very unhelpful 0 0% 3% 
Don’t know or didn't use the guidance 1 2% 3% 

Source: Deprivation of Liberty Safeguards (DoLS) 2015-16 data collection - feedback survey 
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Notes:       
1.Based on the 62 responses received for the above question for DoLS 2015-16 data 
collection - feedback survey 

 
• A majority of 95 per cent of respondents found the guidance helpful or very 

helpful, which is an increase from last year(83 per cent) 

• Only 3 per cent of the of respondents found  the guidance unhelpful 

A supplementary question was asked, seeking opinions of how the Guidance document 
could be improved for future use. The comments received can be seen in Appendix B. We 
will be taking the recommendations provided into account to make the guidance clearer for 
future years. 

 
Experience of using the Pro forma 

Table 10: How would you rate your experience of usi ng the DoLS pro 
forma? 

Response Response Count 

Response 
Percent 
2015-16 

Response 
Percent 
2014-15 

Very good 7 11% 9% 
Good 33 53% 19% 
Reasonable 17 27% 47% 
Poor 4 7% 20% 
Very poor 1 2% 5% 

Source: Deprivation of Liberty Safeguards (DoLS) 2015-16 data collection - feedback survey 

Notes:        
1.Based on the 62 responses received for the above question for DoLS 2015-16 data 
collection - feedback survey 

 

• 64 per cent of the respondents rated their experience of using the DoLS Pro forma 
as good or very good, which is an improvement from last year where only 28 per 
cent rated it as good or very good. 

• Only 9 per cent of respondents rated it as poor or very poor in comparison to 25 
per cent last year. 

Respondents were also requested to give feedback on the Pro forma. The comments 
received from the councils through the survey can be seen in Appendix C.   
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Experience of using the new Validation Tool 

Table 11: How would you rate your experience of using the 
Validation Tool? 

Response Response Count 
Response 

Percent 
Very good 16 27% 
Good 34 57% 
Reasonable 8 13% 
Poor 1 2% 
Very poor 1 2% 

Source: Deprivation of Liberty Safeguards (DoLS) 2015-16 data collection - feedback survey 

Notes:     
1.Based on the 60 responses received for the above question for DoLS 
2015-16 data collection - feedback survey 

 

• 83 per cent of the respondents rated their experience of using the new DoLS 
Validation tool as good or very good. 

• Only 4 per cent of respondents rated it as poor or very poor. 

A supplementary question was asked where Respondents were requested to give their 
feedback on the validation tool. The comments received can be seen in Appendix D. We 
will be taking the suggestions provided on board while creating the next year’s validation 
tool. 

 

Table 12: How helpful have you found the user guide  document for the 
Validation Tool? 

Response Response Count 
Response 

Percent 
Very helpful 13 21% 
Helpful 32 53% 
Unhelpful 1 2% 
Very unhelpful 0 0% 
Don't know or didn't use the user guide 15 25% 

Source: Deprivation of Liberty Safeguards (DoLS) 2015-16 data collection - feedback survey 

Notes:     
1.Based on the 61 responses received for the above question for DoLS 2015-16 
data collection - feedback survey 

 

• 74 per cent of the respondents found the user guide for the validation tool helpful 
or very helpful 

• Only 2 per cent of respondents found it as unhelpful, while 25 per cent of 
respondents said they don’t know or did not use the user guide. 

A supplementary question was asked where Respondents were requested to give their 
feedback on the user guide document for the validation tool. The comments received can 
be seen in Appendix E.  
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Table 13: If you received a validation report did y ou find it clear and 
helpful? 

Response Response Count 
Response 

Percent 
Yes 51 84% 
No 2 3% 
Don’t know/I did not receive one 8 13% 

Source: Deprivation of Liberty Safeguards (DoLS) 2015-16 data collection - feedback survey 

Notes:     
1.Based on the 61 responses received for the above question for DoLS 2015-
16 data collection - feedback survey 

 

• 84 per cent of the respondents found the validation report received from HSCIC 
clear and helpful 

• 3 per cent of respondents said they did not find the validation report clear or 
helpful. 

A supplementary question was asked where Respondents were requested to give their 
feedback on how to improve the validation report. The comments received can be seen in 
Appendix F. We will be taking the suggestions provided on board while creating the 
validation report for next year. 

 
Experience of using collection systems 

Table 14: How would you rate your experience of usi ng the 
Data Depot system to submit the DoLS data return to  the 
HSCIC? 

Response 
Response 

Count 

Response 
Percent   
2015-16 

Response 
Percent 
2014-15 

Very good 23 38% 24% 
Good 34 56% 41% 
Reasonable 4 7% 24% 
Poor 0 0% 8% 
Very poor 0 0% 3% 

Source: Deprivation of Liberty Safeguards (DoLS) 2015-16 data collection - feedback survey 

Notes:        
1.Based on the 61 responses received for the above question for DoLS 
2015-16 data collection - feedback survey 

 

• 93 per cent of the respondents rated their experience of using Data depot as good 
or very good which is an improvement from last from last year’s figures where only 
65 per cent rated it as good or very good. 

• None of the respondents rated their experience of using data depot as poor or 
very poor. 

The Respondents were also asked to provide any comments they have on the data depot 
and the comments received can be seen in Appendix G. 
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Table 15: How would you rate your experience of the  HSCIC in offering 
support and responding to any queries you had eithe r on the telephone 
or via email? 

Response 
Response 

Count 

Response 
Percent   
2015-16 

Response 
Percent 
2014-15 

Very good 33 53% 43% 
Good 18 29% 27% 
Reasonable 5 8% 18% 
Poor 0 0% 3% 
Very poor 0 0% 0% 
I have not contacted the HSCIC 6 10% 10% 

Source: Deprivation of Liberty Safeguards (DoLS) 2015-16 data collection - feedback survey 

Notes:        
1.Based on the 62 responses received for the above question for DoLS 2015-16 data 
collection - feedback survey 

• The respondents were, on the whole, happy with the HSCIC in offering support 
and responding to any queries they had either on the telephone or via email, with 
82 per cent rating their experience as good or very good, which is an improvement 
from last year’s figures. 

• None of the respondents rated their experience of HSCIC in offering support as 
poor or very poor. 

Respondents were asked a supplementary question to give their feedback on how NHS 
digital could improve their responses to council next year. The comments received can be 
seen in Appendix H. 

Table 16: We released some summary DoLS data, on a restricted basis, 
shortly after the submission date. This information  was designed to help 
council’s quality assure their own data and to benc hmark against other 
councils. Did you look at this restricted DoLS data ? 

Response Response Count Response Percent 
Yes 36 59% 
No 17 28% 
Not Sure 8 13% 

Source: Deprivation of Liberty Safeguards (DoLS) 2015-16 data collection - feedback survey 

Notes:     
1.Based on the 61 responses received for the above question for DoLS 2015-16 data 
collection - feedback survey 
 

• 59 per cent of respondents said they looked at the restricted DoLS 
data released shortly after submission date 

• 28 per cent of said they have not looked at the DoLS restricted data 
released. 

A supplementary question was asked where Respondents were requested to explain why if 
they did not use the restricted DoLS summary data released. The comments received can 
be seen in Appendix I. 
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Data submission timescales 

Table 17: For the 2016-17 collection, could you sub mit the DoLS data 
return to us any earlier than the 17th May 2017? 

Response Response Count 
Response 

Percent 
2-4 weeks earlier 3 5% 
1-2 weeks earlier 6 10% 
No earlier 38 64% 
1-2 weeks later 3 5% 
Don’t know 9 15% 
Other (please specify) 5   

Source: Deprivation of Liberty Safeguards (DoLS) 2015-16 data collection - feedback survey 

Notes:      
1.Based on the 59 responses received for the above question for DoLS 2015-16 
data collection - feedback survey 

 

• 64 per cent of the respondents indicated they would be unable to submit their 2016-
17 DoLS data return before 17th May 2017, while 10 per cent said the they could only 
submit the data a week or two later than 17th May.  

• 15 per cent said they do not know if they could submit their data before 17th May 
2017. 

This is a clear recommendation to us to keep the 2017 submission date as similar as 
possible to this year. 

Table 18: How long do you think it would take you t o send your valid data 
after receiving our validation report? 

Response Response Count Response Percent 

Less than 1 week 13 21% 
1-2 weeks 32 53% 
2-4 weeks 15 25% 
4-6 weeks 1 2% 

Source: Deprivation of Liberty Safeguards (DoLS) 2015-16 data collection - feedback survey 

Notes:     
1.Based on the 61 responses received for the above question for DoLS 2015-16 data 
collection - feedback survey 

 

• 53 per cent said they could send the valid data within a week or two after receiving 
the validation report 

• 21 per cent  of respondents think they could send the valid data in less than a 
week’s time after receiving the validation report 
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Other comments  

The respondents were also asked to give any additional comments about the DoLS 
submission process and guidance documents that we have not covered in this survey. 
These comments can be seen in Appendix J. 

 

Submission Software 

Table 19: What spreadsheet package and version do y ou 
use? 

Response Response Count 
Response 

Percent 
Microsoft Excel 2003 2 3% 
Microsoft Excel 2007 7 12% 
Microsoft Excel 2010 38 62% 
Microsoft Excel 2013 11 18% 
OpenOffice Calc 1 2% 
Lotus Smart Suite 1 2% 
Other (please specify) 1 2% 

Source: Deprivation of Liberty Safeguards (DoLS) 2015-16 data collection - feedback survey 

Notes:      
1.Based on the 61 responses received for the above question for DoLS 
2015-16 data collection - feedback survey 

 

•  62 per cent of the respondents use Microsoft Excel 2010 

• 18 per cent uses the latest version of excel where 15 percent use a version lower 
than Microsoft Excel 2010 ( 2003 or 2007 version) 

• There are also a few respondents who use packages other than Excel and one of 
the respondents said they will be moving from Microsoft Excel 2013 to Google 
sheets 

 

Table 20: For some of our collections, we have rele ased 
validation tools that allow councils to check and s ummarise their 
data before sending it to us. These tools rely on V isual Basic for 
Applications (VBA), which can run automatic code (a  macro) to 
check your data. Some system administrators stop us ers from 
running these. Can you run VBA macros on your syste m? 

Response 
Response        

Count 
Response 

Percent 
Yes 44 76% 
No 14 24% 

Source: Deprivation of Liberty Safeguards (DoLS) 2015-16 data collection - feedback survey 
Notes:      
1.Based on the 58 responses received for the above question for DoLS 
2015-16 data collection - feedback survey 

 

• Over three quarters of respondents (76 per cent) say that they can run VBA 
macros on their system 
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Table 21: Which internet browser do you use? 

Response 
Response 

Count 
Response 

Percent 
Microsoft Internet Explorer 6 2 3% 
Microsoft Internet Explorer 9 6 10% 
Microsoft Internet Explorer 11 38 62% 
Microsoft Edge 1 2% 
Google Chrome 9 15% 
Mozilla Firefox 1 2% 
Other (please specify) 4 7% 
Source: Deprivation of Liberty Safeguards (DoLS) 2015-16 data collection - feedback 

survey 
Notes:      
1.Based on the 61 responses received for the above question for 
DoLS 2015-16 data collection - feedback survey 

 

• 62 per cent of the respondents use the latest version of Internet Explorer 

• Only 13 per cent of respondents use an older version of Internet Explorer 

 

4 respondents said they use other browser and the list with the specified browsers can be 
seen in Appendix K. 

Table 22: What operating system do you use? 

Response Response Count 
Response 

Percent 
Windows XP 3 5% 
Windows 7 (64 bit) 15 25% 
Windows 7 (32 bit) 19 32% 
Windows 10 13 22% 
Other (please specify) 10 17% 

Source: Deprivation of Liberty Safeguards (DoLS) 2015-16 data collection - feedback survey 
Notes:      
1.Based on the 60 responses received for the above question for DoLS 
2015-16 data collection - feedback survey 

 

• 57 per cent of respondents said they use Windows 7  

• 22 per cent  of the respondents use Windows 10, while only 5 per cent use 
Windows XP 

10 respondents specified other operating systems and these are listed in Appendix L. 
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Appendices 
Appendix A: List of responding organisations 

Barnet Islington Rochdale 
Blackpool Kingston upon Hull Salford 
Bracknell Forest Kirklees Sefton 
Bradford Lambeth Slough 
Bury Lancashire Solihull 
Cambridgeshire Lewisham South Gloucestershire 
Cheshire East Medway South Tyneside 
Coventry Middlesbrough Southend on Sea 
Croydon Milton Keynes Southwark 
Devon Newcastle upon Tyne Suffolk 
Dorset Newham Surrey 
Durham Norfolk Sutton 
East Riding of Yorkshire North East Lincolnshire Telford and the Wrekin 
East Sussex North Lincolnshire Thurrock 
Gloucestershire North Tyneside Tower Hamlets 
Greenwich Northumberland Windsor and Maidenhead 
Hackney Peterborough Wokingham 
Haringey Plymouth Worcestershire 
Havering Portsmouth York 
Herefordshire Reading 
Hillingdon Redbridge   
Isles of Scilly Redcar and Cleveland   

 

Appendix B: Respondents’ feedback on the guidance d ocument 

• - the information isn't as clear as it needs to be for those cases that are not 
straightforward  

• Fantastic Telephone Support Immediate email support  Clear Guidance  Email 
reminders with clear instructions are greatly appreciated.    Great Team and Thank 
You 

• Guidance is helpful but more clarity in some areas would make it easier to 
interpret. 

• Guidance straightforward and webinar (although we weren't able to view it, had 
positive feedback from regional colleagues.)    

• I didn't find the validation tool very helpful.  I found it quite time consuming to use 
and I could not access it at the beginning.    In the previous years we have been 
given a slight extension to get the figures back where as this year this was not 
approved.   

• I have also found the returns validation to be of great help too.   

• it will be helpful if there is a way of recording unlawful DOLS -   for example where 
subsequent or continuous request is not dealt with and the existing one expires. 

Notes:           
1.We received two different responses from Middlesbrough and both are included in the 
analysis for this report 
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• no recommendations, have found guidance to be straightforward and easy to 
follow. 

• Please keep expanding the FAQs on an annual basis.   

• Please make sure that guidance regarding withdrawn cases is more clear and is in 
one place in the notes, not in several places described in different words.  

• Providing examples (e.g. if a person has died or moved, etc) has helped staff to 
understand more fully.  

• Some of the guidance around the dates required could be clearer we had to work 
out from the validation feedback which dates we should be including under each 
heading 

• The guidance and the validation tool were extremely helpful.   The support also 
given by the HSCIC team was also very good.  

• The guidance around whether or not an application should be classed as 
withdrawn or not granted is not clear for example if change of circumstances. 

• The guidance document is set out in a easy to follow layout.  

• The password protection on the submission sheet is irritating as it would be helpful 
to be able to tweak it for internal recording and auditing.    The validation is 
complex and I had to contact the DOLS team for guidance as I couldn't work out 
how to eliminate some of the validation errors. The team were very helpful though.         

• This was my first time doing the return, and the Guidance was incredibly helpful. 
Just a few niggles:  1) On the proforma it says "Please complete one row for each 
active DoLS application or Authorisation within the period 2015-2016". So, initially, 
I assumed that it just meant any cases that arrived between those dates. Then, I 
read further and realised that it needed to include cases granted/not granted within 
those dates.  Also, the word 'active' seemed to exclude cases that had not 
properly started, for example, when the person had died or moved address before 
the assessors could go out to visit, so I had to read the Guidance several times to 
clarify whether these should still be recorded or not. The 'not granted' and 'request 
withdrawn' information helped to clear up the confusion, but of course this is at the 
back of the Guidance, rather than under the 'scope of the collection' area.   2) The 
'Third Party request date' question - This seemed a moot question because, if a 
3rd party contacts us, we would then contact the Managing Authority and ask 
them to send us a Form 1 or 2. The referral would not be recorded as an active 
Dols until the Form 1 or 2 is received, so that would not flag up that the original 
request for us to initiate the sending of the DoLS Forms was from a 3rd Party 
under our current process.  3) 'DoLS not granted but BIA advises DoL occurring' - 
Initially, I was not sure where to find this information, but eventually spotted that it 
is the final question on the adass form 6. Perhaps you could add a note to the 
Guidance saying 'See adass Form 6' or something?  4) Disability - Often the 
Managing Authority will tick several boxes in the disability area. Which should we 
prioritise? We tried to work out the dominant one from the DoLS appication itself, 
but this was not always clear. Are you more interested in picking up which mental 
health issue is relevant, or in seeing how many DoLS RPs have additional 
physical disabilities? Also, this particular demographic is the only one that does 
not have a 'Not known' option, so when we receive a Form 2 which does not have 
the demographics questions, should we refer back to the previous DoLS to find 
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out?   Other than those, the Guidance was fantastic and put a lot of my questions 
to rest. 

• We can't fault the guidance. It is really useful. 

• We found the guidance a little confusing and sometimes ambiguous.    It would 
have been helpful to have been notified of the  errors in the Validation checks 
before we ran them as that led to further confusion. 

• We would like a clearer definition of “consecutive” within the return when Dols has 
lapsed..i.e. Care Home not returned Further Authorisations OR Local authority 
backlog of DoLS. The impact “without a break” will not constitute how many Dols 
the SU has /was previously on.    The ‘withdrawn’ category is proving problematic. 
From discussions with colleagues in other DOLS services we are aware that there 
is a lot of discrepancy in how this is used in different areas.  XXX took advice from 
the National and London MCA DOLS leads and the London Deputy Lead. They 
were involved in drawing up the HSCIC  document on the DOLS statutory return. 
They all advised that the legislation indicates that the outcome of a DOLS request 
is either authorised or not granted.  The withdrawn category should be very rare 
and should only be used when there an admin error or someone leaves almost 
immediately.  For those who have died, moved, discharged all three confirm that 
the outcome is not granted.  This is the line that we have followed in XXX.  In 
addition, withdrawn applications are not referred to in the legislation or the Code of 
Practice.    All the not granted cases have been to XXX’s DOLS panel for scrutiny 
and sign off by a senior manager. This is important as all requests need an 
outcome document which is sent to the hospital or care home. We found that if we 
reported an application sign off date and the ‘withdrawn’ category for any of these 
cases a validation error was highlighted. Both the Managing Authority and CQC  
need a clear ‘paper trail’ re: the outcome of all DOLS requests that were rejected, 
the ‘withdrawn’ status does not provide this.   

• You need to get practitioners to proof-read the guidance for you well in advance 
and to highlight any ambiguities or sources of potential confusion in the wording.  
The writing style is quite formal and sometimes sacrifices simplicity and clarity for 
wordiness.    Clarity around what counts as a review was an issue, as it isn't 
obvious you were considering things above and beyond a Part 8 Review.    Also, 
some insight into the validations in the Excel template would be helpful so that 
when it flags things up and it's not obvious why, you have some hope of finding 
out. 

 

Appendix C: Respondents’ feedback on the Pro forma 

• As stated before, some insight into the working of the validations.  The 
validations are not always accurate or reflect what can happen in the DoLS 
process in real life. 

• As there was a leap year in the previous year, the pro forma took this date as 
an error - very unhelpful 

• Currently the process is quite complicated so would be helpful if it could be 
rationalised and a quarterly return would be returned. 

• Cut down the number of columns which need to be recorded. This was 
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designed for recording about 5 or 6 cases a year, not 700+.    The DoLS 
proforma is excessively complex with the validations and the data required. 
When one thing is changed, more cells light up and this can be a painstaking 
process for us to complete on top of all of our other returns.    The validation 
tool did not work for us either, this meant that we were not able to validate 
our return as well as we wanted to.    We welcome the calculations built in to 
the new proforma. 

• Fantastic Telephone Support  Immediate email support  Clear Guidance  
Email reminders with clear instructions are greatly appreciated.    Great 
Team and Thank You 

• for it not to be password protected, so if one row was missed it can be easily 
added.   

• Formulas that populate number of days etc when dates are inputted. A lot of 
time is spent working out duration of consecutive days etc. 

• Given the submission date is after 31st March each year, and work continues 
everyday in signing off DoLS Decision, it would be best to enable the 
proforma to accept dates in the "Date assessments completed" column fater 
the 31st March reporting date.  Many of us do not complete the report until 
weel after 31st March, given this date is also finance year end. 

• Good but alot of work to complete, maybe have NA's for anything that was 
not complete rather than NA's and 0's for different criteria.  Also having to 
search and replace on the CQC codes for the care homes was very time 
consuming.           

• I dont like the way some cells are highlighted yellow/orange, indicating there 
may be an error, and yet when validated there isn't any. Also it would be 
helpful if we could use the 'ctrl' & 'F' function in the proforma document.  

• I understand that next year, the days of each authorisation will be calculated 
automatically which will be helpful 

• it is a lot of extra work and the question is whether it could be shortened 

• it is much better that we can do self-validation - very positive.  should be 
more automatic fields, self-calculating. (if the same persons reference - 
automatic fill in age, gender...)  it is impossible to sort records after filtering. 

• It is not easy to manipulate in order to do our own checking – i.e being able 
to insert formulas or do reformatting to several cells. 

• It is resource intensive to complete 

• It would be useful to have some extra columns in the document that can be 
used locally. In our case we would use them for Managing Authority Name 
and Relevant Person Name to aid searching 

• Mostly straightforward, but some difficulty in searching for managing 
authority codes on the CQC directory - this is very time-consuming.    Useful 
having the validation data immediately available before download.  What we 
think would be useful and potentially make the data more meaningful and 
accurate, would be to have the previous year's data available to upload and 
we could then update each row with what has happened to that particular 
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client, so close down the current Dols and open a new one or end the Dols 
process.  You would still see the number of reviews and authorisations for 
the one client.  This would be much more manageable as would show 
number of people on Dols, rather than number of Dols requests.  

• Moving the data we have collated into the pro forma can be problematic e.g. 
editing the data once in the pro forma. 

• My only criticisms are that it was very large and therefore slow, and prone to 
crashing out.  The validation within the proforma itself was also not great - it 
was often really tricky to see what was causing an orange cell. The guidance 
tab was really useful though. 

• Please don't mix text and numbers/dates as we use Business Objects to 
produce the data.  BO will not let you create hybrid outputs, and it is very 
time-consuming to manually overtype null values with NA.  Please apply 
filters by default, as the proforma won't save with filters applied and it is 
annoying to reapply them every pass through the validation tool.  Please 
permit filtering by cell colour.  We had issues with date formatting and it 
would have been useful to be able to filter by the highlighted cells.  

• Slightly confused about highlighted cells being adressed and then when you 
run the validation tool additional errors can emerge.  

• The file is far too large and takes a long time to download and save and is 
not suitable for sending on to colleagues who may need to review the data. 

• The issue is the time needed for data entry - since the increase in 
applications - data entry using the pro forma is time consuming if you do not 
have a system that can automatically populate (we don't).   Approximately 2 
days a week are spent entering data - the query is does the effort justify the 
outcome? Could we not have a much reduced report?    It would be good to 
know why this level of information is needed so that we can understand 
/justify the staff hours required. It is the "so what" factor - are there any 
changes brought about by supplying the data in this report?  For example - 
supplying of the CQC reference number - does this information then get 
overlaid with CQC data to take to task homes which are not putting 
applications in etc.      

• The use of the proforma has improved when compared to previous years, in 
particular the date validation. 

• There were a couple of issues in this years proforma that threw up amber 
validation issues for unclear reasons. For example, ethnic origins reported as 
7 (undeclared) were highlighted despite being valid responses.     Another 
issue for this years return was that the leap year didn't seem to have been 
accounted for so any cases recorded as 29 February resulted in validation 
errors. 

• This year the pro forma had some errors regarding number of day 
calculations that threw us but on the whole it is a good, easy to use system 

• We found that there were still bugs that existed on the proforma which 
looked like validation errors and after speaking to the Information Centre 
were told to ignore them.  This was very confusing e.g. date of 29th 
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February. 

 

Appendix D: Respondents’ feedback on the new Valida tion Tool 

• Easy to understand and make amendments. 

• Everything was fine thank you. 

• Found it to be straight forward and had no issues. 

• I did not use the validation tool - I went by which cells came up orange in the 
proforma spreadsheet 

• I found the validation tool easy to use, and very helpful. I dont like the fact that I 
have to close all my excel documents to use it.  

• I would have said "very good" except that the validation tool gives unexplained 
error messages which HSCIC staff could not explain. It does work though. 

• It was great and extremely helpful.  The only fault was that it looked as though it 
was broken but in fact it was just because a formula was in the pro forma – this 
was not clearly flagged but the support team helped to identify this straight away. 

• It worked really well once I was able to enable the macros. 

• It would be useful to have clearer descriptions of the validation issue and to have 
suggested ways to fix the validation issue (in XXX we manually added this to the 
validation report so that colleagues responsible for data entry knew what the issue 
was and how to fix it). 

• It would not run for us. 

• Validation tool quite useful once our data was in the right format - handy to be able 
to re-run it several times if we needed to correct things 

• Need it as early as possible in the process. 

• No recommendations for change seems to work and allows errors to be corrected 
quickly.  

• Please provide the validation tool at the start of the new financial year, so it can be 
used all year to check the data; rather than at the end as you are currently doing.  
This would save us 30+ hours work. 

• self-explanatory and easy 

• The validation tool didn't work for us and we're not sure if this is a local problem or 
not. However, the HSCIC response was excellent and we were well supported. 

• The validation tool was a great help in getting our data to a point where it could be 
submitted. This saved wasting our time and no doubt HSCIC's time in submitting 
and waiting for the validation to come back and repeating several times. We still 
had a few inconsistencies in our 'valid' data which were identified by HSCIC 
addressed in the 2nd cut so it would have been good to extend the range of 
checks the tool performs (although I suspect this is already a high number of 
complex checks!).  It would be good to see this type of tool for other returns too. 

• tool was great and easy to use.  
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• Was very time consuming and didn't work at the beginning. 

• We have issues with some CQC Location Codes. There needs to be a way of 
recording "Not Found". 

• We were able to use this ourselves which made it simpler as we could run it when 
convenient to ourselves, however there were certain lines which would never 
validate even though they were correct and had to be validated centrally 

 

Appendix E: Respondents’ feedback on the user guide  for the validation tool 

• Didn't need to use it after following the instructions to use the tool! 

• I found the tool completely self-explanatory and simple to use, and the messages 
it popped up gave sufficient guidance without having to refer to the guidance. I 
also missed the webinar you held but I was able to use the tool with no difficulty. 

• I liked how brief, and to the point, the document was. It was an easy to follow 
'how-to' guide.  

• no issues 

• simplify the instructions 

• The validation tool was self-explanatory. 

• This could be constructed a bit better in a more user friendly way. 

 

Appendix F: Respondents’ feedback on how we could i mprove the validation 
reports 

• Clear guidance would help 

• Fine as it is 

• I like how the first tab shows how many errors there were, it's always encouraging 
to see the number reducing each time you validate the document. I also like the 
'report' tab which clearly tells me what I need to change and why. I would be 
helpful to filter cases, on the error report 'DOLS' tab.  

• I think more specific details would be helpful ie this date cannot be > that date etc. 

• It was great and extremely helpful, the validation report was easy to follow – 
especially as it referenced each relevant row.   

• It would be useful to have clearer descriptions of the validation issue and to have 
suggested ways to fix the validation issue (in XXX we manually added this to the 
validation report so that colleagues responsible for data entry knew what the issue 
was and how to fix it). 

• no issues - found it very clear.  

• No recommendations for change seems to work and allows errors to be corrected 
quickly 
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• Our validation report came back with an email from your team which was very 
helpful and the email explained the errors which we could then rectify. 

• Our validations related to some date discrepancies which were easily fixed by 
referring to the original forms submitted to us. 

• This was useful as it gave you the row number and unique identifier. 

• We found this really helpful. 

• We had to ask for our data to be validated centrally because of a couple of lines 
which would not validate with the tool but we did not need a validation report and 
were notified when it had been accepted. 

• Your staff were very helpful and gave good support and advice 

 

Appendix G: Respondents’ feedback on the Data depot  system 

• As a first time user I was a little confused at the initial  requirement to download a 
file that didn't seem to contain anything.  However the rest of the system was easy 
to use. 

• Barnet did not have any issues with the submission of the SAC return however 
there were issues with one of the other returns and it would be helpful to ensure 
that on the day of the deadline there is always someone available to deal with 
issues that the local authorities may be having with their submissions.  

• Can be a bit confusing to find the correct link as I constantly enter the section on 
HSCIC for Adult Social Care Returns and not the DoLS Data Returns.     It would 
be good if both could be in the same location or an easier link on the website to 
direct us to either or. 

• Data report is submitted by a different department - no experience of using this 
system.  

• Find limiting to 1 account t per LA restrictive 

• having multiple accesses sometimes get confusing.  single access with every 
return included would be simpler 

• I did have trouble initially (in 2015) with our version of Windows security 
preventing the download / upload part of Data Depot from working. It might have 
been useful to issue in advance a list of technical requirements which non - 
technical users could forward to their IT colleagues to check before trying to use 
Data Depot. 

• It all went well. I appreciate that the QA tool won't pick out certain exceptions but it 
appeared to go smoothly. 

• It was easy to send the completed return 

• It would be useful to section the table by return so that it is clear which return you 
are uploading - the current set up of a single section means that it is a bit 
confusing as everything is lumped together. 

• No problems experienced. 
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• Quick and easy to use. 

• The only thing I can say is I wish all the HSCIC returns we have to do were more 
consistent both in the appearance/design of the various proformas but especially 
in the methods and systems you use to collect them. I'm sure having these 
different systems doing essentially the same job is even more of an extra 
administrative burden for HSCIC than it is for us? I'm sure in authorities where 
different people do different returns this is probably not noticed. 

• There was a bit of confusion at the beginning as I did not receive the email with 
the link etc.  Having one person named does not work for us as emails are going 
to the wrong people and in case of sickness or any other unexpected reason 
would make the process difficult and frustrating.  This has been the case for 
several HSCIC returns.  It would be helpful to have an area where we can see 
who the named people are for each return and be able to amend it ourselves.  
However, the actual upload was pleasantly simple.   

• This year and last year it wouldn't let me upload the file at first so needed to ring 
your team which were once again helpful and explained what needed to be done. 

• Very quick and easy to use 

• Would prefer a system that one login rather than a personal one.  With staff 
leaving it is remembering to get access, with one login it means the whole team 
has access so if someone leaves or is on holiday then it isn't a problem. 

 

Appendix H: Respondents’ feedback on how to improve  NHS Digital’s 
responses to councils next year 

• All very good, thank you. 

• Fantastic Telephone Support  Immediate email support  Clear Guidance  Email 
reminders with clear instructions are greatly appreciated.    Great Team and Thank 
You 

• Good response to queries about webinar. 

• I found all staff really helpful 

• I had no problems contacting the helpline and the people I spoke to were 
extremely helpful and patient 

• Informative, and they were very prompt in replying and letting me know that our 
return passed the validation from their side.    

• Initially we found responses to the general email enquiries 
(hscicdols@hscic.gov.uk) was slow and difficult to find who would deal with an 
issue (e.g. issue with CQC codes for Wales).      However, the answer above is 
given in relation to support offered directly from contact person (Mr Petrie). 

• Just be available to talk when the deadline approaches and we're panicking about 
clearing validation errors. 

• More time to complete the stats would be more helpful. 
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• XXX raised a query regarding the guidance which appeared to give incorrect 
advice.  This query was not directly addressed in the response from HSCIC.  
Feedback here is that queries could be responded to in a more direct way. 

• No issues, clear instructions on how to contact were provided and responses were 
very quick.   Sometimes it would have been good to speak to a person rather than 
communicate via email though. However, as above responses were quick and 
helpful.  

• Offer a phone number. I understand why you don't but it is always nice to know 
there a real person dealing with the query. 

• On the few occasions I've needed to contact HSCIC for assistance, usually 
technical issues around locking my account or changing contacts, etc I've always 
found whoever I've dealt with very responsive and helpful. I've not had to speak to 
anyone for advice on the actual contents of returns so can't comment on that but 
I'm sure it would be the same. 

• Probably not for this questionnaire but collecting case level data for DoLS feels 
unnecessarily bureaucratic. A shift towards the reporting on the overall number of 
cases measured against various fields (as with SAC collection) would be a much 
more efficient then collecting of individual case level data.    

• Queries were answered very promptly with clear guidance on how to proceed.  No 
improvement necessary from what I can see. 

• Respond in a prompt and timely manner - although did not need to contact for last 
return previous years have found that advise and directions have been good and 
very helpful.  

• Responses tend to be general and don't offer more than the guidance- sometimes 
we need practical application support 

• Support was absolutely fantastic and completely helped alleviate stress levels and 
dealt with queries amazingly fast.  Both email and telephone support were second 
to none with very friendly and helpful staff who genuinely wanted to help (and did). 
It was obvious that the support team’s ultimate aim was to get quality data and 
making sure local authorities had the support they needed.  

• The responses were fine; however, it would be useful to have a customer 
accessible log so we can see the progress of any queries.  This would be useful in 
terms of business planning - sometimes work will depend on any response. 

• The support is good when it happens. There can be delays though, and it would 
be better to have no delays. 

• Very helpful. There was one thing though - we found that there was an occasion 
when we were asked to put in extra information that wasn't request the first time. It 
would be useful to ensure that all correction requests come in first time. But it's a 
minor thing though. 

 

Appendix I: Respondents’ comments on the restricted  DoLS data summary 

• Considering the level of detail of the DOLS return the restricted access data is 
remarkably basic and not very illuminating. 
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• Currently lack of time due to work load as we are currently implementing a new 
adult social care database system which will also be used for recording DoLS 
Applications. 

• Don't appear to have received it.  

• Due to workload there was no time to use this however we do utilise the final 
release for benchmarking purposes 

• Email passed to senior management unsure if this information was accessed.  

• Have had no time.  Short staffed, returns to get in, and once they have finished 
then it's holidays to fit in and catch up on other work. 

• Having looked at the data as a management group, it was deemed to be difficult to 
understand and unhelpful. 

• I did not have access, this was looked at by management. 

• I had fully intended using this and we will do so in due course but we have simply 
not had the time or capacity to use it in a meaningful way as yet. This has been 
due to capacity issues within our team as well as increased demands on us such 
as having to re-visit the SALT return. 

• I have not had capacity as yet to view this data 

• In process of looking at it all more closely 

• It was not clear what the dataset referred to - we assumed it related to requests 
made and/or completed in the year rather than requests completed in the year 
regardless of when they were made. 

• It was used as a quality check and a benchmark guide to aid assurance.  
However, it was not used extensively to benchmark as the data was in such early 
stages and some authorities looked inaccurate. 

• No time to do this as yet 

• not yet due to workload will do soon 

• Only 1 person was allowed access, so I referred it to the MCA/DoLS lead for the 
Council 

• Responsibility to do so not identified to me (admin). I forwarded the e-mail to 
management 

• This question doesn't make sense. 

• This was given to our Research Officer 

• This would have been picked up by our Informatics team. 

• Too busy with other Returns / queries / FOI requests which always follow the 
Returns. 

• Waiting for the finalised data to be released 

• We're a small team, we do all the statutory returns and internal reporting, it's an 
extremely busy time of year - we've got too much to do! 
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Appendix J: Other comments  

• The process of collating the required information is extremely time consuming.  
The value of collecting information across so many parameters is unclear. We 
would a review of the collection with a modified, simpler version in place for future 
collection periods. We would like to see a reduction in the number of categories, in 
particular information on the number of DOLS in total, when DOLS started.  

• The validation process has enabled us to build improved data quality controls.  It 
would be helpful to have a better FAQs area – perhaps live to users or a forum.   

• Can be a bit confusing to find the correct link to the Dols Submission, I constantly 
enter the section on HSCIC for Adult Social Care Returns and not the DoLS Data 
Returns.     It would be good if both could be in the same location or an easier link 
on the website to direct us to either or. 

• This return is considerably time consuming because we have to report individual 
level data, rather than aggregated data.  There has been an increase in recent 
years, following the court ruling, of 7000% to the number of referrals we receive 
through DoLS.  The return should now reflect this and request aggregated data - 
not individual data.  It took exactly 6 weeks of full time work to pull together all the 
data following the year end.  We are very happy with the quality of the data we 
supplied and this year we are working with even better recording and exception 
reporting, however this is a significant burden on administration.   

• Checking the DoLS spreadsheet took 50+ hours last year, on top of inputting the 
data in the first place. This is a massive task, when we are already inundated with 
work following Cheshire West. 

• I am concerned that the submission does not take into account the work that we 
are still doing for previous financial years due to the backlog following the acid test 
ruling.  

• I didn't know the answer to Visual Basic Macros but it did not give a 'don't know' 
option. Please contact me if this is essential. 

• Still have an issue about reporting 'old' (ie RAPS based) Client Categories rather 
than the newly introduced Primary Support Reasons introduced via the new EQCL 
regime. This is a pain and introduces another layer of data correction against a not 
insignificant number of records. 

• Both the general guidance and the proforma guidance could be written in a more 
user friendly format. 

• It doesn't have flexibility to account for local council's procedural differences. 

• I have not completed all questions on this survey as not all sections seemed 
relevant to me.   I completed and submitted the return, gathered the data, worked 
through the validation reports etc, but responsibility for analysing and using the 
statistics is higher than my role in admin.   I will forward this survey link elsewhere 
as well so you may have more than one reply for XXX. 
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Appendix K: Other Internet Browsers 

4 councils who answered ‘Other’ for “Which internet browser do you use?” specified the 
below browsers: 

• Microsoft internet explorer 8 

• Internet explorer 10 

• Internet explorer 8, but I had to use Chrome for the return 

• Internet Explorer 10 

 

Appendix L: Other Operating Systems 

10 Respondents who answered ‘Other’ for “What operating system do you use?”  have 
specified the Operating system as below: 

• Windows 2008 

• windows 7 

• CITRIX 

• Windows Server 2008 R2 SP1 64bit plus WYSE client boxes 

• Windows 8.1 

• Windows server 2008 

• Windows 2008 R2 

• Windows 7 not sure which bit 

• Windows 7 Enterprise 32 bit 

• Virtualisation Citrix server over a thin client 
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