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	Item No.
	
	

	1

1.1
	Apologies and Declarations of Interest
Coun Peter Harris confirmed that he sits on the PCT Nottinghamshire Community Health Board


	

	2

2.1
2.2
2.3
2.4
2.5
2.6
	Supporting People Interest - Report of the Service Director – Finance
Alan Sumby introduced himself and apologised to the Commissioning Body, and in particular to Coun Williams, for the delay in responding to the request regarding interest on the underspending on SP Grant.

He confirmed that the County Council does earn interest on unspent grants monies including the SP Grant and this interest is used for general local government purposes and not fed back into the specific grant. He said there was no precedent for paying interest on a specific grant and was concerned that if interest were paid in relation to one grant, there would be a requirement to extend this practice which would be very costly.

The Department of Communities and Local Government had confirmed that the Commissioning Body had no legal status and SP grant money belonged to the recipient local authority with no requirement to spend interest in the same area. Furthermore from April 2009 the SP grant will become non-ring fenced.

If there is a financial issue over funding the SP programme, this was a matter for Nottinghamshire County Council to resolve.

The recommendation was approved.

Coun Williams thanked Alan Sumby for the detail and clarity in his response. Coun Pugsley asked about the status of the accrued underspend and whether this was accountable in the same way. It was confirmed that this would be spent in line with current grant conditions.

	

	3

3.1

3.2

3.3

3.4
3.5

3.6

3.7

3.8


	Minutes of the last meeting held on 8th December 2009
a) Accuracy

Coun Pugsley confirmed that he had been in attendance at the meeting, not an apology as recorded in the minutes. Subject to this amendment, the minutes were confirmed as an accurate and true record of the meeting.
b) Matters arising not on the agenda

Pg 12 
Coun Peter Harris had raised a query on research referred to in a letter received from CLG and requested feedback from a national conference on 19th January. He was awaiting a response. Pete McGavin said that nothing specific had been said at the conference in York to underpin the claim that had been made.
Coun Harris said he could cite a number of instances where government research could be countered, which was disappointing and he said there was a need to challenge the government and CLG.

Pete McGavin said that one very significant fact had been raised at the conference, that it was always understood that SP was a transitional programme and it was always the intention to remove SP grant ringfencing, but this did not mean removing funding of SP services altogether.

Pg. 11 Pete McGavin confirmed that a glossary of SP terms had been updated and would be posted on Basecamp or sent to members.

Pg. 8 Pete McGavin said he had agreed to provide more information in relation to GOEM target NI141 and this would be addressed in item 4d.

Pg 4. Pete McGavin referred to a query on payment of subsidies for private tenants from Donna Dwyer, on whether this was being extended to Rushcliffe. This would be addressed in item 6.
Pg. 4 Pete McGavin also confirmed that he owed Coun Harris a letter around targets for people obtaining work, and recognised that this was now a significant issue in the current recession.
	PMcG
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4.1

4.2
4.3

4.4

4.5
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	 Standing Items
a) Core Strategy Development Group minutes 12th February 2009

Pete McGavin confirmed that SP have recruited a member of Stephen Bray’s team at Gedling to work on a project into personal budgets. Coun Pepper said that the member of staff in question was excellent and had a lot of knowledge to bring to SP.
b)None

c) Supporting People Grant and Administration Grant 2008/09
Pete McGavin introduced the report. He drew attention to the table 2.3 and the issue of the reserve amount. The table showed a reducing grant year on year compared to increased expenditure. Table 2.6 confirmed the significant increase in the number of people receiving subsidies.

Stephen Bray asked about table 2.4 and how much the current recession was now affecting spend on homelessness, or whether there was likely to be a bigger increase in the future. Pete McGavin said that funding was paid in block payments to service providers but acknowledged that there is a significant issue.

Ajman Ali said that Mansfield had seen an increase in people seeking advice and an increase in buy to let landlords having properties repossessed without informing tenants.

Coun Rhodes commented that these were disturbing and upsetting situations.

The recommendation was approved.
d) Management Information Report
Pete McGavin introduced the report. He referred to the table on page 3, demonstrating relative success of short term floating support services, affecting the outcome ‘obtaining work’.

On page 4 the table recording NI141 showed how Nottinghamshire SP sat in the middle. Pete explained how the targets were arrived at; the 78% target for NI141 was agreed between Ruth Rigby and GOEM, by comparing previous quarter’s returns and commitment to continued progress.

Each individual service user group is set a different target to reflect differing levels of success. Performance for Q3 is moving in the right direction but is still below target.

Pete reported the issues behind the poor performance for Drug services for Q3 – this target applies to 3 services and in one of the services a number of clients were evicted for dealing drugs on the premises. SP are re-provisioning services in this category from April and Pete is confident that new providers will provide better services and find better ways of dealing with these types of issues.

Ajman asked whether all providers received sufficient guidance on recording performance indicators, giving the example of clients returning to their parent’s home, which should not have been recorded as ‘unplanned’.

Pete confirmed that where SP see an unplanned move recorded, a Partnership Officer contacts the provider to discuss and review the issues.

Andy Statham was concerned how the drug services figure had completely affected the overall percentage target and Pete McGavin agreed that only a few people could affect the overall target.

Pete confirmed that 78% is not an average of averages.

He said that in the future SP could be involved with providers when decisions were being made over evictions but that there was not always sufficient time. However he agreed that it was necessary for SP to reinforce issues around the necessity for moves for service users to be planned.

Andy Statham commented that while providers know their business, do they know the affect that unplanned evictions could have on SP targets. Pete said we don’t ask providers to contact us in advance of making decisions around evictions but acknowledged that many may not be fully aware of the strategic importance of the target.

Coun Harris said he accepted the point about statistical anomalies but said he had raised the issue at the December meeting over poor performance of managing substance misuse and that some providers were not addressing his issues. There is an association in addressing drug use recorded in the short term data and consequent loss of accommodation support.

Pete McGavin confirmed that from April 09 all of the services for drug and alcohol users will be provided by one organisation and he had every confidence that we would see improvements.

He agreed to look at whether there was more work to be done on unplanned moves, working with the districts on move-on services.

Ajman said there needed to be reassurance that providers have clear understanding of management of these targets and issues over extra resources, etc.

Coun Theaker commented about data for offenders saying there was not enough direction of travel to indicate improvement to reach targets of 75%, but performance was standing still. Pete McGavin confirmed that following procurement many offender services would be changing from April.

Pete agreed that SP need to reviews forward plans around contribution to the NI141 target and the general policy around move on protocols.

Coun Harris was very disappointed with the number of services still slipping below minimum standards against QAF objectives. He asked Pete McGavin to give an indication of the number of re-validation visits carried out. Pete agreed to find out and also to establish whether not meeting minimum standards was a contractual failure. He agreed to speak separately to Coun Harris about this issue.
e) Progress Against Performance Plan
Pete McGavin presented the performance plans, focussing on areas of concern where there was a risk of not achieving targets.

Business plan – appendix 1

KRPSP1.5 This target was at risk of staying red for the remainder of the year due to workload pressures. Pete said at the moment he was prioritising key pieces of work the staff are aiming to complete.

KPRSP4.2 Pete said that we do not have a performance management framework and have not completed the contract reviews due to resource issues. He was hoping this would be addressed more effectively in the new structure which separates contracting work within the team.

KPRSP7.3 (2) Pete said the issue of separate website functionality for providers was unlikely to meet target for this year.

Pete said he would be working on the new Business Plan for 09/10 and aimed to combine the two plans. He said there was a significant issue of what the CB would prefer to be prioritised for the coming year, as this may not necessarily be all the tasks directed by the KLOE.

Andy Statham asked whether SP was applying its work to the right areas of activity, i.e. contract compliance.

Annual plan – appendix 2

STS 5/6 was highlighted as red, but Pete confirmed that we are not far away from getting work on tender outcomes completed. With regard to transfer of services following procurement, Pete said there were ongoing problems with one provider and he anticipated that individuals from that service may be talking to the press.

Pete said he was doing everything he could to manage the situation but there were issues around the lack of co-operation with the old provider.

STS 8 an update on the timetable for the Young People’s strategic review was covered separately in item 7. 

MH4 the timescale for completion of the mental health services review had slipped and there were issues in the SP team and around partnership working with ASCH. However, Pete confirmed that we were moving forward with this service review.

OP4 Pete reported that he was working on a second draft of the Extra Care strategy and hoped to finish the work by the end of the week to put out for consultation.

PD8 Pete said work on this relatively small service was running behind time, but we are currently working with the relevant manager in ASCH to discuss moving forward.

Pete acknowledged that there was not very encouraging news about hitting timescales but said that new timescales would be set for next year’s annual plan.

Ajman commented that there were also a lot of amber targets in both plans and asked how many of these are due to turn red. Pete acknowledged concerns over this situation.

Coun Theaker asked about the opportunity for members to feed in views on superfluous items in the business plan and Pete said he would welcome comments by email.

Andy Statham said that any changes would need to be approved by the CB at the June meeting and Coun Williams asked that the draft business plan for 09/10 be circulated to the CB for comment in advance of the meeting.

f) Commissioning Timetable
A revised timetable was circulated. Pete McGavin introduced the report saying the timetable should be read in conjunction with the savings plan. He was seeking reductions in spending linked to strategic reviews of each service area.

He said that savings plan reductions could be rolled over to the next year to increase savings for that year, with the target to get the current spend down by the end of 4 years.

With regards to young people’s services the aim was to complete the review by June, commencing procurement in August 2009.

Pete said he had been advised that these are optimistic assumptions for accommodation-based services as issues around the possible need to secure new accommodation may arise.

Pete also said he had looked at resources in the team for completing the reviews of each service area, procurement and commissioning of new services. In relation to domestic violence services, a member of staff had been off on long term sickness for a number of months but he was hopeful that she would return in April to commence work on this review.

With regards to homelessness, which was a huge area of work, Pete advised that he would need to provide cover for maternity leave for the Partnership Officer dealing with this area, in order to get those savings made.

He confirmed that 2- year contracts have been issued for drug and alcohol and offender services which would need to be reviewed in 2010.

With regards to learning disability services, SP are looking at a different approach by introducing a banding system.

Overall, Pete recognised that the timetable was challenging and optimistic but said it was important to force the Supporting People team to carry out the work in order to meet the required savings.

Paul Shackley asked how long the reviews took to carry out and were there ways of assessing services more quickly, He was concerned that the reviews could drag on.

Pete replied that he was working on the basis of how previous strategic reviews had been carried out; also it was important to demonstrate thoroughness of approach, particularly in relation to decreases in funding for services following the reviews. He also referred to the review of mental health services which was taking longer due to working to ASCH timescales.

Paul Shackley asked for clarification on whether delays were due to capacity issues in the SP team or other issues such as timescales for consultation. 

Pete said that the process of procurement was tied into specific timescales, also that reviews needed to included time to carry out needs analysis and data collection.

Ajman Ali said that the Board needed assurances that SP could deliver and it was important to have mechanisms for project management of the strategic review timetable and identify risks. Concerns were raised over the possible weakness in a new team being established and whether staff would be able to deliver the timetable.

Andy Statham made the point that it was important to inform services of potential hits in funding and supported the need for a project plan for delivery of the timetable. 

David Hamilton said it was right to challenge the timescales and it was important to review the methodology for informing decision making.

Pete confirmed that the timescales would be incorporated into the new business plan and requested that at this stage the timetable was not published widely outside the meeting.

It was agreed that further work would be undertaken on the Commissioning timetable to ensure that timescales for strategic reviews and procurement were set appropriately.
	PMcG
PMcG

PMcG/PH

PMcG

PMcG

	5.

5.1

5.2
5.3

	Supporting People Team Review – Update
Pete McGavin introduced the report. He said the revised structure included temporary posts where staffing would be reviewed after 2 years. The savings plan would not be met if we continue to fund temporary staff.

The enablement process will commence, following the delegated decision, and Pete was optimistic that the new structure would be in place by 1st June, with work on the review running alongside all the other work.

Pete clarified that 0.5 of the cost of the Service Head post was funded by ASCH.


	

	6
6.1

6.2
6.3

6.4

6.5

6.6

6.7

6.8

6.9

6.10

6.11

6.12

6.13

6.14

6.15

6.16

6.17
	Supporting People Budget
Pete McGavin introduced the report which reinforced decisions made at the special meeting on 26th January, confirming that the savings plan will be subject to ongoing review. A letter had been sent out to all providers from David Hamilton to inform them that there would be no inflationary increase in 2009/2010 but no response had been received from providers.

Pete said that Alan Sumby had confirmed that the grant conditions do apply to the surplus and there was a need to protect the grant. The assumption had been made that SP would continue to have an identified source of income in the area based grant. Current levels of spend are determined by current contracts, there will be no reduction in expenditure for 2009/2010, nor any inflationary increase.

Pete said he plans to bring regular reports on the savings plan in conjunction with the commissioning plan to future Commissioning Body meetings. The overall aim is to reduce the spend but the overall risk sits with Nottinghamshire County Council and the ASCH budget.

Pete reviewed appendix 1, which covered investment plan decisions that had been made previously but had not yet been put into practice.

IP9 - no capital allocation was agreed. Stephen Bray advised that the provision of sanctuary floating support in Gedling was working well in the meantime. 

IP3 – Pete McGavin said that he had met with Mark Taylor regarding this pilot, and the recommendation is that we look at the outcomes of the City scheme and if positive seek to proceed from Q2.

Paul Shackley asked what was the relative priority of this service in context of the recent strategic review. Coun Harris said in his view this scheme was not an investment proposal, only an expenditure.

Pete McGavin recognised the need to review the outcomes from the City scheme before making further decisions.

Coun Rhodes said a number of fair points had been raised regarding expenditure which would be debated in due course.

IP16 – the recommendation to expand extra care services will be kept under review.

IP22 – SP are currently looking at direct access provision in Mansfield but Pete recommends continued funding for the winter shelter project if that service doesn’t work out.

IP39 – this service was seeking funding through Places of Change but was also highly dependent on support from SP. Paul Shackley asked how long SP had committed support. Pete said the support service would be procured separately for the length of the contract, 2 years plus one year. The service would be considered in the young people’s strategic review.

IP36 – the recommendation was to support for one year, but Coun Theaker questioned the logic of funding a pilot that we won’t be funding after that. Pete said that he hoped that other sources of funding would be available, e.g. through ASCH.  SP had agreed only to fund the pilot. He confirmed that there was currently a joint commitment for SP to support technology for people in their own homes. Coun Williams suggested that there was a need to evaluate potential savings from telecare services, Pete said that this would impact on support packages funded by ASCH or NHS, not SP.

IP38 – this proposal was an important project that was already funded for one year and Pete was seeking to commit to funding for a further year.

Subsidy contracts – the recommendation was to reduce spending on subsidy services by 10%.

IP27 – Pete said that fund are not now available to fund alarm only services and this would have an impact on districts. Paul Shackley said Ashfield had just signed a new contract to fund equipment from the capacity shortfall.

Coun Harris was concerned that services are not entirely aware of the reductions in funding. He said he was prepared to go along with the majority view on this occasion but would not be supporting any further extensions of service unless there is a 125% reduction in cost. He thought it was useful for him to make his views known, given the need for unanimity for decision making.

Recommendations were approved.

	

	7.

7.1

7.2

	Strategic Review of Young People’s Services
Pete presented the report saying that this strategic review was nearing completion, and we are currently awaiting a response to the consultation by the end of this month.

Stephen Bray said that at the time services were considered a reduction of 2 places might not have been significant but now there was a considerable increase in demand and there was a need to meet this.
	

	8
8.1

8.2
8.3

8.4


	South Nottinghamshire Home Improvement agency and Hucknall Hope Lea Project – Waiver of Financial Regulations
Pete introduced the report which was seeking a waiver of the financial regulations to extend the contract with SNHIA to continue the service in Rushcliffe for a further year, pending the outcome of a review into HIAs 

With regards to Hopelea this is a small service that can’t be put out to tender.

There was an issue as to whether the CB makes the decision around these projects.

Coun Bell said that Rushcliffe are winding down arrangements with SNHIA and said the contract would be reduced to reflect this but there was still a need to support this service.


	

	9

9.1
9.2

9.3
	Handyperson Scheme Funding

Pete introduced the report which confirmed that SP have been awarded additional money for handypersons schemes and proposals for additional services. Coun Harris asked what models are being discussed and what is the preferred model? Pete said SP were seeking agreement from all the partners to provide home improvement agenda services in Newark & Sherwood and agreed to send details of the model.

Coun Harris said in his view centralised services usually fail and localised services usually succeed. Pete said the aim was to seek a more equitable service.

The report was noted.
	PMcG



	10

10.1
10.2

10.3


	Local Area Agreement Partnership and Future Role of the Commissioning Body

Pete gave a verbal report, referring to a discussion paper by Phil Lyons, MP that had been sent out to partners. Seventy comments had been received and the document was being amended and sent out for further consultation.

The paper was seeking to address accountability of the CB in the LAA and confirm what resources will be managed by the CB when there is no ringfencing of the grant.

Pete said he would make sure that everyone receives a copy and agree how the CB can respond as a Body. 


	

	11

11.1

11.2

11.3

	Community Alarm Services

Pete presented the report which gave an update on the future procurement of community alarm services, and consideration of a shared services approach. He confirmed he was currently seeking legal advice regarding best value and procurements requirements.

Coun Bell confirmed that Rushcliffe were seeking savings through Northern Housing consortium.

Ted Czerniak said this service area should clearly be a shared service area and it costs money not to be.


	

	12

12.1

12.2
	Any Other Business

Meeting dates for 2009
29th June – Rushcliffe Borough Council

7th September – Nottinghamshire County Council

7th December – Newark & Sherwood District Council
Coun Rhodes confirmed that the date of the June meeting had been changed to take into account the county council elections. The meeting would now be held on 29th June at Rushcliffe Borough Council
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