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	MINUTES OF MEETING

	

	Meeting title:


	CSDG

	Date:


	12 November 2009

	Location:


	Civic Centre, Mansfield District Council
9.30 am – 3 pm

	Attended by:


	Caroline Baria                  ASCH (chair)

Richard Buckwell             Ashfield District Council

Graham Jackson              Bassetlaw District Council
Angela Main 
   
      Broxtowe Borough Council
Alison Bennett                  Gedling Borough Council
Jane Forster                     Mansfield District Council
Rob Main                          Newark & Sherwood District Council

Julia King                          Notts County PCT

Hardyal Dhindsa               Notts Probation Service

Lucy Cooper                     Provider Forum

Claire Grainger                 Provider Forum   

Richard Shipley                Provider Forum

Angela Doherty                 Rushcliffe Borough Council

Pete McGavin  
      Supporting People Partnership in Notts
Mercy Lett-Charnock        Supporting People Partnership in Notts

Judi Juno                          Supporting People Partnership in Notts
Tina Ward (Mins) ) 
      Supporting People Partnership in Notts

	Apologies

	Rob Purser                       Mansfield District Council
Michelle Turton                 Mansfield District Council
Alex Porter                        Nottinghamshire County DAAT

Paul Hunt                          Notts County PCT



	Distribution of minutes:


	Tina Ward

	
	

	Item No.        
	Subject                                                                                                                                                  
	Action
	Target

Date

	1
	Introductions and apologies

Members introduced themselves and apologies were taken.
	
	

	2
	Minutes of meeting 16 July 2009
Pg 2.  2.1 – representatives from PCT now confirmed. 

2.4 Representatives for strategic review boards now contacted and work is progressing. Young people review is complete. Jackie Hunt still to contact Rob Main re Older people review.

Pg 3. 3.3 The response was posted on Basecamp.

3.9 The provider forum has met.

Pg 4. Ruth Rigby’s presentation on PSA16 had been circulated.

Pg 5. Caroline Baria advised that she was still to talk to Phil Lyons about the corporate approach. Pete is to meet Ruth and GOEM about this issue.

Hardyal referred to the launch of Link up-Link in on 20 November at the GOEM office. Caroline asked whether providers were aware of this and Claire confirmed it would be raised at the County housing and homelessness network meeting tomorrow (13 Nov).

Lucy suggested it would be helpful to circulate the link to the GOEM website and Claire offered to send details to Tina Ward to send out to providers.

Pg 7. 6.11 and 6.12 Pete confirmed the issue around the order of items had been picked up.

6.14 Pete confirmed that Judi is working with Tracey Montgomery from Leics SP on move-on strategy.

Pg 8. 8.1 Pete confirmed that the DV strategic review is ongoing and will be addressed at this meeting.
Pg 9. 8.5 The MH review consultation will be covered at this meeting.

8.8 Pete said he would check that the work on a flowchart had been completed.


	JH

CB

PJM

CG/TW


	

	3
	Matters arising – Outcome of LSP/LSP Governance discussions
Pete handed out structure charts relating to the Notts Partnership which confirmed that the status of the CB would change to SP Partnership Board (SPPB) in the structure. While housing is not included as a separate theme, the new SPPB will be linked directly to the other themes in the partnership, which sustains the view that housing related support in the county is important.

Pete confirmed that the CSDG is to be renamed Housing Related Support Strategy Group (HRSSG) to clarify the role of this group.

The changes were to be implemented from the date of the Partnership meeting that agreed the new Constitution in September. Pete will take a paper to the December CB meeting to explain the decision of the Notts Partnership and propose the new ToR for the SPPB. The CB would effectively reform with new ToR which would be more consistent with other boards in the partnership. A key difference from CB would be the voting arrangements, also a change in membership to link with the Children’s and Young People theme. Pete confirmed that there was a rep from Children’s on this group, but Lawrence Jones was not able to attend today. In future there will be a rep on the new SPPB.

Pete said it would be a good opportunity to reconsider the membership of this group. The next meeting after December 2009 would be a meeting of the new HRSSG to replace CSDG.
Pete confirmed that the SP Lead Officer (currently him) would have the right to attend the Notts Partnership Executive. Expenditure of the Area Based Grant (ABG) will be determined by the NP Strategic Board.
Pete did not think that the business of the new SPPB would change, ie. it will continue to take decisions about commissioning and will have delegated responsibility to take its own decisions but will not be overseeing expenditure in the way that the CB has overseen the SP  Programme Grant.
Caroline said that reps from the working groups of the NP Exec may want to be involved in this group in order to have a clear understanding of SP.

Lucy’s view was that this was a great outcome achieved as a result of lobbying to raise the profile of housing related support in the Notts Partnership structure. She asked for clarification about dropping SP from the HRSSG name. Pete confirmed that there was still an issue of whether the name of SP will continue without a government funded programme. 
In response to a query about clarity about governance arrangements for the ABG, Caroline confirmed that the Notts Partnership Board will be making decisions about how the ABG will be allocated. She did not know whether it would be following existing expenditure or take a new look at how expenditure for the ABG would be determined.

Lucy asked where the Third sector was represented in the structure. Claire confirmed that NAVO had a place on the Executive and on the main Board.

Pete was asked to confirm linkages for other groups. 
In response to a question about overall strategic priorities of Notts County Council for housing, Pete confirmed that a Partnership meeting was to be held tomorrow (13 Nov) to discuss the Community Strategy priorities. There would then be a consultation period with opportunity to put views forward.

Short term services meeting

Pete said a letter had been sent out to providers to cease the sts group and no response had been received. It was therefore planned to include sts issues as a special interest group as part of the provider forum. Pete agreed to notify members of the current sts group to confirm this arrangement.


	PJM

PJM
PJM


	

	4
	Update on NI 141
Pete gave a presentation on NI 141.
Target had been agreed with GOEM of 79%, current Q2 total of 85.41% is above target.

Mercy confirmed that SP Officers would contact services where issues arose and work positively with providers.

Pete said the better performance around Drug & Alcohol and Offenders services may be a positive outcome of the tendering exercise.

He said there was now a good chance that we would now hit the annual 79% target, with potential for hitting the ‘award grant’ total for 2011/12.
Pete also confirmed that a letter had been sent to the 42 services to whom the information was relevant to let them know about the improvement in performance, and to provide a table which set out guidance in how to record departures.
Lucy supported the approach saying it was important to achieve consistency for providers.

She also asked whether any impact assessment work on tendering on performance had been undertaken. It was important to reflect difficulties experienced by services prior to re-commissioning and during tendering. Pete said that there were difficulties during the period of review and tendering and the figures were an indication that performance of newly tendered services showed improvement.

Caroline confirmed the view that providing clear guidance to providers could result in better performance.
	
	

	5
	Update on savings
Caroline gave an update on the current financial position at NCC and its programme for the next 3 years.

She said that a media leak had occurred ahead of formal notification to staff, providers and service users. The headlines are to make £85m savings over the next three years. Each department has been asked to identify efficiencies. ASCH were seeking £10.5m savings for next year.

ASCH had put forward a range of proposals in July showing budget pressures of £15.5m. They were successful in getting that agreed by Cabinet. In reality ASCH are getting an additional £5m in funding for next year, which represented growth of 2.7% in ASCH budget.
Caroline clarified what it meant for SP. Efficiency savings for SP had already been identified in the 4 year plan. The proposal was for the management of SP to be more closely aligned to the ASCH structure. This would mean that the responsibilities of the Service Head would be absorbed into the roles of other Service Heads and Commissioning Managers within ASCH. There were already specialist commissioning and contracting functions in ASCH, and moving SP into those areas would seek to achieve savings of £112,000 in the full year ( £56 k next year).
Caroline acknowledged the difficulties of this proposal having just agreed a new robust team structure for SP. She explained that the intention was for one of the five ASCH Interagency Planning and Commissioning Service Heads to retain an overall lead for SP services. One of these posts is Pete’s substantive post. 
Caroline was mindful that some of those service heads also play a part in working with SP services.

She confirmed that NCC were issuing section 188 notices to potential redundancies for a number of staff, with a number of layers of staff placed at risk.

A corporate working group is now looking at the management structure for years 2 and 3 of the plan.

Claire said she had been involved with the SP programme for a long time and recognised the amount of work involved and the work done by Ruth and now Pete and she had real concerns around the amount of work still to be done. She said there was a need to support SP service properly.

Caroline confirmed that the wider consultation process about budget proposals was underway and due to end 13 February 2010. There was opportunity for partner agencies to voice their concerns and she asked members to contact the NCC customer services centre, who are recording all views.
Caroline said it was important to encourage wider provider and district views into the consultation. No changes will happen until after 25 February 2010, at the end of the consultation period.
The aim is to minimise the reduction of services to service users.

Rob Main asked how the SP budget of £24m compared with budgets managed by other ASCH service heads. Caroline said that three of the service heads do not have a budget, they lead on a programme of work. Pete confirmed that for some service head areas the budgetary responsibility sits in the localities.

Pete then presented a slide on the SP budget projection demonstrating the percentage reduction in spend across the service user groups. It also showed how the SP reserve was being used to minimise cuts in services.

In relation to funding of SP over the next four years, Pete confirmed that this reflected a formal assumption of a further 3% reduction year on year. The view of the head of finance section, Robert Knott was that funding for next year for SP will be identified, but not for future years, Robert Knott thinks that 3% reduction is an optimistic view and confirmed that Pete could no longer assume the future level of funding.

Pete said he was working on a recalculated savings plan to reflect greater savings, and the report will be taken to December CB meeting to formally approve these new financial programmes and assumptions of reductions in ABG to SP.
Pete also reiterated that he could not guarantee there will be no reduction in services.


	PJM

	

	6
	Update on commissioning plan
Pete gave a verbal update. He referred to VFM work, adopting methodology being used in Nottingham City SP and confirmed that we now have a Contracts officer in post who is looking at benchmarking costs. SP are seeking to achieve savings through that process.
Re homelessness services, Pete confirmed that we are only just starting the service review and will be looking to VFM benchmarking to make savings.

Re OP services Pete referred to work being done by Mark Douglas on reducing costs of contracts with alarm providers, where they appear to be paying a higher cost for alarm services.

For LD services, a banding scheme to deliver savings this year and next has been introduced.

For MH services, a report will be taken to CB in December with the outcome of strategy review.

Pete confirmed that he was still working with a revised savings plan for presentation to the CB. Caroline said that after December this could be subject to change.

Claire said that given that a lot of procurement is ongoing now and those services will not be able to deliver VFM currently, what else are we doing to address making savings for 2011-2012. Pete said that because of the way we are doing service reviews and tendering we will have to apply VFM.

Lucy asked if Pete had looked at the impact of the savings as a priority for service reviews, so that bigger savings are timetabled first for service reviews.

Pete confirmed that reports on LD and MH would be taken to the CB meeting.

A paper on OP was taken to the last CB setting the direction of travel for OP services, this doesn’t fit with this timetable therefore need to look at reducing subsidies and alarm provision.

Pete confirmed that an OP strategic review interest group meeting was to be held next week with relevant providers to discuss these issues.

Caroline also said it was important to identify potential risks as a result of reducing share of the ABG.

There followed a discussion on the issue for subsidy payments.

Pete said a report was presented to the last CB proposing putting a cap on subsidy payments to OP in sheltered schemes, ie. Subsidies towards cost of OP services.

A decision was not made and the CB asked for a second report to be sent out before the CB meeting.
The second report was in draft version and could be subject to further input from the CSDG. The report looked at the general principle of moving to equity across the districts.

Graham said he was broadly supportive but agreed to send further comments to Pete.

Pete has put on Basecamp for feedback. He did not want to change the basic proposal to cap subsidies but asked for feedback to be received by end of next week, 20 November. He particularly referred to Michelle Turton being given opportunity to put her views forward on behalf of MDC. He also suggested that CSDG members could brief their CB rep ahead of the CB meeting.

Lucy asked whether feedback from districts would be on behalf of their own district, saying it should address provider and commissioner views.

Graham said one particular point is the proposed distribution formula compared to the number of OP and index of deprivation. He asked for clarification as to how the formula had been reached.

Pete said the principle of the formula, proxy of need in that area and money should broadly reflect that.

Angela D said that Donna Dwyer was pleased to see the equitable split.

Caroline brought the discussion to a close asking for email feedback to Pete to take to the December CB meeting.


	PJM

GJ
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	7
	Service Review updates
Mental Health

Mercy referred to the update report, said that SP were working with ASCH looking to save 21%, £770,000. That sum had now changed but the model would remain, as set out in Appendix 1.
The service review had been lengthy and complex, a report making recommendations about MH provision would go to the CB in December.

The feedback from the consultation process suggested that a variety of provision for people with MH needs was required.
Caroline asked whether the review looked at other streams of funding in relation to carers. Mercy confirmed that ASCH may be able to look at a contribution to carers.

Domestic Violence
Judi reported on the DV strategic review, confirming that a new action plan had been put together, for completion by March 2010. The project board had been set up but there was still a need to make further contact with representatives from the police and health. At a recent stakeholder event there had been no input from health or social care.
Feedback from the event was that service providers are the experts in this area and there were concerns about the threat to losing this specialist provision as a result of the tendering process.
Feedback from service user consultations, talking to the women in refuges, was that they were happy with the amount of support they received and they liked the shared nature of refuges.

Julia King asked Judi whether she had approached the PCT and whether she was seeking reps from strategy or commissioning. Judi said she was seeking someone who could follow through and Julia offered to take back and seek appropriate representation to contact Judi. However Judi was concerned that there was not a lot of time for someone new to get involved.

Judi was asked whether the consultations were held with women who have been through the service rather than those who are currently in it, ie women who are looking at the service retrospectively.

Lucy was also keen to link the DV strategic review into local strategic partnerships saying that DV impacts in many areas.

Homelessness
Judi said that the review had started in September, it was a very big process, complicated by the variety of services, floating support, supported housing, low level, Family intervention project service, vulnerable adult services, also including low level LD service users.

The project board had good representation but senior members of the board found it hard to attend meetings.

A stakeholder consultation event had been held yesterday (11 Nov) which had been well attended with good information, feedback and ideas. Providers and stakeholders had understood the message about cuts in funding.

Claire asked about service user involvement and Judi said a lot of consultation had already been carried out and she didn’t want to consult the same people. She also explained that the SP service user involvement worker post had been frozen and there were no other staff to support Judi on this work. Judi agreed to talk to Claire further.
Claire said it was important to involve service users at both stages of the process, in information gathering and then when proposals are on the table. Judi said that talking to the homeless would avoid bias in the programme but there are resource issues around this service user involvement.

Pete confirmed that the service user post in the SP team had been frozen due to vacancy freeze.

Older People 
Pete confirmed that Jackie Hunt is now working on the OP strategic review, including the recommendations from the last CB meetings around sheltered housing.

An OP interest group had been set up and was to meet on 19 Nov with further district meetings planned after that.

Claire asked about provider involvement in project boards saying that HLG had been invited to sit on a homelessness board but was concerned about conflicts of interest. There was also potential for conflict of interest for district reps in strategic reviews. Claire said it was important that terms of reference address clarity in the process.

Caroline said that setting up terms of reference for strategic review project boards would also make clear to others the role of those boards and clarify which posts/people at district level actually need to be involved.

Caroline left the meeting at this point. 
	JK/JJ

JJ/CG


	

	8
	Regional needs analysis
Pete gave an update on work in the SP team to identify need. EMRIG had commissioned this piece of work from consultants and Julia Jennings, the regional co-ordinator post, line managed by Pete is taking the lead with support by SP information officer, Rob Stoneman. Work was currently taking place to engage with districts to review the data.

Data on identifying need would inform local strategies. There were concerns that the model establishes the need but does not define the quality of provision.

Claire said the model is based on defaults and categories are backed up by clear definitions.

	
	

	
	The meeting broke for lunch at this point
	
	

	
	Dates of next meeting:

Meetings for 2010 :
18 February

27 May

1 July

28 October
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