Minutes of the Fareham & Gosport District Inclusive Forum held on 
Friday 13th January 2010, 2-4pm, Gosport Borough Council 

Present:
Sue Kendall – Gosport BC Older Persons Support

Mike Ballard – ROCC

Jenny Horton – Hanover Housing Association

Simon Crouch – HCC SP Team (Fareham & Gosport)

Mike Chambers – Assistant Director, YOU Trust
Jon Parker – Homegroup

Katherine Baker – Two Saints

Nicola Hepple – Teekew

Carole Damper – EC Roberts

Nathan Stolberg – EC Roberts
Apologies:
Alec Jempson - Fareham & Gosport Family Aid

Donna Bone – Positive Action

Alan Howsam – GBC Supporting People Tenancy Support Service

Sara Head – Head of Housing Options & Advice Fareham BC

Sylvia Foster – Abbeyfield (Gosport) UK

Georgina Shane – Two Saints 
Tez – Hants SP: Service User Empowerment Officer


Mark Chambers – Homegroup
Papers circulated for the meeting:
Agenda

Minutes from previous meeting (October 9th 2009)

January CCG Financial Options Report
CCG Personalisation Report
District Inclusive Forum Dates – 2010-2011 
ROCC Local Strategic Engagement Project Provider Questionnaire
Strategic Review of Adaptations Update

Strategic Review – Disabilities SRIP
1. Welcome and introductions

These were undertaken as above.

2. Minutes of the previous meeting:

These were agreed. A request was made for an update on the Housing, Care & Support Strategy referred to in the minutes (to be produced by HCC Wellbeing & Partnerships)
3. County Inclusive Forum Feedback:  
At the CIF, clarity had been sought as to the destiny of the LPSA2 Reward money secured through the work of the district’s Locality Housing Officers. This remains to be resolved, although each district has identified a variety of options for its expenditure should it become available. Hopefully an update will be available at the next meeting. The other main issue of discussion had been the Financial Options Paper (see Item 7).  
4. Service User Involvement Update – Links with SURF

Simon asked the meeting for feedback in respect to the links of their services with SURF. Service user involvement was considered to be very active within services, and there was a sense that this had been a positive aspect of the SP programme, e.g. as steered by the QAF. It did not appear clear how service user involvement within services interfaces with SURF, although it was recognised that the picture might vary, e.g. in terms of whether SURF could be represented at provider SUI events or forums. There was some lack of awareness reported as to who the SURF members were that might be contacted. (The key contact for this aspect of the programme is Tez.cooke@hants.gov.uk ). The DIF noted that the desire on the part of service users to involve themselves in service user involvement opportunities naturally varies from individual to individual, and with individuals’ perception of their independence.  Jon outlined that many of Stonham’s clients are quite independent and may prefer to involve themselves in Homegroup’s SUI mechanisms. Mike Ballard agreed that SURF is not necessarily something for everyone; the key issue is for providers to be aware of SURF and what it might offer to those who wish to engage with it.     

The intrinsic value of SURF was also recognised, in that it has provided a way for challenging aspects of Hants SP process on occasions, besides offering a mechanism to input the service user perspective on how the programme is implemented. Providers are encouraged to contact Tez if they have any suggestions re: the SUI agenda, or any issues they would like discussed.  
5. Strategic Review – Socially Excluded Services.  

Simon explained that in the light of the snow affected delay in the CCG reaching its financial options decision (see Item 7), plus the new financial parameters, the review had not yet been completed. Local co-ordinators have been undertaking scoping work to address the savings requirement and it is now expected that the process can be concluded in the next couple of weeks through the forthcoming round of DCGs and CCGs. 

6. Strategic Review – Disabilities:

This process is now commencing, and the SRIP had been circulated prior to the meeting. The SP team will be consulting as necessary with relevant stakeholders.  Issues highlighted in the meeting included commissioning the right balance between accommodation based and non accommodation based services, and working through the variance in hourly rates between HCC Adult Services (Social Care) and those paid through the SP programme: It was queried whether there was any inference that lower social care rates would be pulled up to SP rates in comparison. Mike Chambers also suggested that it would be interesting to know how services will be commissioned given HCC Adult Social Services is moving to a Framework Agreement basis to commissioning, which will be looking for hourly rates generally below those paid within the Sp programme: There is a need from a commissioning perspective for Hants SP and HCC ASD (incl. LD Commissioning) to be fully aware of each other’s approaches in this area. 
7. County Core Group Papers

Financial Options: The DIF looked at the nine options covered by the paper which had been seen by the County Inclusive Forum prior to Christmas. HCC is not  permitted to over-spend on its allocated budget. Providers at the CIF had agreed that the funding of the already identified extra-care schemes should continue. As Fareham & Gosport representative to the CIF, Georgina Shane had subsequently sent out an e-mail asking for provider views on the proposals. 

It was noted that Option 9 had been settled on by the CCG meeting earlier in the week, with additional 0.5% on top of the 6% identified savings to enable a degree of re-investment. The CCG had noted that in implementing this option, provider viability should not be jeopardised, nor the availability of  local expertise in addressing local need.  The CCG had agreed that there will be no inflationary uplift for 2010-2011. Mike informed the meeting that local authority approaches to inflationary uplifts vary: Not all had provided uplifts in the past as Hampshire had, but that the squeeze on revenue represented by nil-uplifts were resulting in some providers not tendering for services on the basis that the resources available were  insufficient for them to operate with. 

ROCC had fed through the views expressed by providers at the recent CIF - and subsequently - as to the paper, i.e. that decisions should be based on strategic relevance as well as value for money issues (e.g. concerning hourly rates and service intensity), and that where significant changes were required SURF should be involved.  
The DIF re-iterated the need to ensure service sustainability, and ensure the continuity of “core services” to the programme.

The extent of the required savings has increased significantly since the strategic review of socially excluded services commenced in the autumn. Mike Ballard informed the meeting that in addressing the issue of funding pressures, Hampshire was the only local authority attempting to address the financial picture going forward and to some extent might be commended for adopting its more pro-active approach, albeit this involving difficult decisions. Mike encouraged providers operating in other local authority areas to find out from their SP Teams what the current view is of the financial future. Simon recognised the challenges to providers that the strategic review process had resulted in: A three year contract for services re-commissioned might possibly be seen as representing relative stability to providers, especially given the uncertain state of the public finances. 
As things stand, locally the impact of the savings requirement should be manageable without unduly affecting the local housing support sector. 

The LAA / Area based Grant backdrop to the SP programme’s financial state was also noted: The CCG meeting had recognised the need for effective promotion of what the programme does within the wider County Council / LAA arena. It was considered useful for the programme that Dave Yates (CCG Chair, New Forest DCG, and NFDC Chief Executive) is so fully aware of it and its benefits, given his involvement with the LAA.  It was suggested the  need remains for the programme (be it commissioners, providers, or service users) to connect meaningfully with local Strategic Partnerships, the LAA Executive, local MP’s  etc to really show the preventative benefits of the services that are commissioned. 

The consideration of the paper relating to the pilot schemes was briefly discussed. The value of some of the time-limited posts was questioned in that they may lead to ongoing financial commitment to provider organisations if no exit strategy has been put in place. It was noted that the grant conditions had been very clear in the SP funding ceasing after the pilot completion date of each scheme. Carol noted that pilots can help establish different ways of doing things, and Nicola also observed that in other social care sectors things were changing  and services will need to adapt accordingly. 
Simon suggested that the pilots were not intended to create long-term services but generate useful learning that might inform future commissioning. The male DV service, for example, is a wholly new type of provision within Hampshire and so far, it appears there has been a helpful multi-agency response to its activity, and the issue of male DV can also be raised on a sustained basis.

Personalisation: The meeting considered this paper, which looks to consider how personalisation might be extended within the SP programme, in particular with regard to long-term disability services. Simon emphasised that the approach sought is not one of revolution and it is recognised that there is already much of a personalised nature to existing provision in terms of services facilitating user choice and empowerment. That said, work is progressing within HCC Adult Services on transforming the way its clients access social care to ensure a more personalised and self-directed experience. As such there is a need to specifically look at what this might mean for SP services in Hampshire, as suggested by the paper’s proposals, and the extent to which aspects of the developing “Hampshire Model” can apply.  
8. Strategic Review of Adaptations & review of Home Improvement Agencies

This was briefly noted, a brief update having been circulated prior to the meeting.  This will hopefully lead to improvements in the process for housing adaptations,  which affects a variety of vulnerable groups locally. Key contact for anyone with views to offer as to the processes of adaptations and the work of Home Improvement Agencies is Jo Willis:  on 01962 832169 or at joanne.1.willis@hants.gov.uk.

9. ROCC Update:

Mike Ballard provided the ROCC update:

Local Strategic Engagement Project:  Mike is involved in this piece of work and providers were encouraged to respond to the SITRA  questionnaire relating to this, which has been circulated. There have been no responses from Hampshire yet, although there remains time for providers to contribute. The project’s report will inform the CLG’s response to the Commons’ Select Committee report on Supporting People:  The more provider responses offered the better. 
House of Commons Select Committee of Enquiry into the Supporting People Programme: Looking at the overall findings of the report , the Committee has essentially affirmed the SP programme. The report highlights to the treasury and to government overall what has been achieved in supporting vulnerable members of  society. Whilst the report does not challenge the removal of the ring-fence the amount of the SP contribution to the Area Based Grant will be identified. The Committee has recommended that if the local authority then decides to spend that money elsewhere they will have to justify and account for that decision.

Governance structures, and the application of the QAF are seen as strengths of the programme, including suggesting it be extended to the social care sector. The government is scheduled to respond to the Committee Report by the 18th January.  
Separately, the CLG are reverting back to discussions on a distribution formula, informed by various needs and population indices. 

Judicial Reviews Relating to Sheltered Housing Issues:

Mike Ballard outlined how the Judicial Review judgements have now come out; with potentially another 50 in the pipeline. The key emerging message to local authorities looking to make changes to sheltered provision is to undertake consultation properly. The focus seems to be especially on changes sought by local authorities in respect to “Category 2.5 Sheltered Housing”. The issue seems to be one of process rather than the actual decisions local authorities are seeking to implement. There have been financial re-percussions for several local authorities, who as a result have been required to undertake again their reviews of the sheltered schemes concerned. 
Implementing the 2009 Lords Judgement re: 16 & 17 year olds: 

Mike outlined that an overarching county approach to this issue is being developed through HCC Children’s Services Department. It is recognised that there will likely be localised variances in terms of how this approach is carried out. Providers and relevant agencies are encouraged to link in to the emerging approach via their contacts in Children’s Services:

10. Gosport Children & Young People’s Locality Partnership. 

The partnership is continuing to develop and is refine its priorities. Gosport is generally ahead of most other districts in terms of its response to the County Children & Young People’s Plan,  and is aware that needs indices suggest the district has a solid claim to re-investment of available resources. There is emphasis in the plan on joint funding and pooling of resources. 
There are currently 4 strategy groups considering key priority areas to make a real difference to outcomes for children and young people in Gosport:

Supporting Families and Communities Strategy Group

Keeping Safe Strategy Group

Health & Wellbeing Strategy Group

Raising aspirations Strategy Group

The Gosport Locality Partnership is overseeing this work. 
More details about making the County plan happen can be found at can be found at :  
http://www3.hants.gov.uk/childrens-services/childrenandyoungpeople/cypp/cypp-section2.htm
This provides comprehensive background information as to the strategic steer behind the work of Gosport’s Locality group: SP providers of services to young people and families should be aware of this agenda, and the ways in which they make a contribution to it through the work they do in supporting vulnerable people
11. Supported Housing Panels – County Liaison Group & Plans re: F&G Panel. 

There was little time for anything other than a brief mention of these:

County Panel Liaison Group: The County Panel Liaison Group continues to meet to look at scope for common approaches and solutions to issues that panels may generate, and continues to refine the county panel dataset. 

Fareham & Gosport Panel: The terms of reference and operational procedure have been in the process of review. (The panel will shift in emphasis towards greater oversight of client move-on, prioritisation for access to services, and the filling of vacancies). 

12. A.O.B / Information Exchange (incl. One-Off SP Investment Service updates)
FIPS Project Update: Carol reported that the FIPS Pilot project had worked with 3 families since beginning in the summer. She felt that EC Roberts had achieved positive outcomes with one, reasonable outcomes with another, with more limited success in the third instance.  All 3 families include children who have at various times been subject to child protection planning. In terms of learning derived from the service, EC Roberts workers have had to spend some time in orientating themselves to the Gosport area. The service model itself has been in place in Portsmouth since 2006 and the FIPS role is relatively well embedded in the multi-agency landscape there. Where a social worker is involved in a family, that role takes the lead: In the pure sense of the FIPs model the service’s key-workers are the lead professionals and head up the plan and co-ordinate its delivery.  This is therefore not happening in Gosport or Portsmouth. A key challenge can simply be getting through the front door and engaging with the family. Persistence of service delivery is key to eventually securing family engagement; families for whom intervention fatigue may long since have set in. It is important that staff are capable of challenging service users in a respectful way and are supported by the provider to do so.  EC Roberts may look to put some training on relating to this area of practice. 

Support Delivery Through the Bad Weather: Simon expressed the recognition of the Hants SP team in respect to the activity of service providers in overcoming the challenges of the recent poor weather. It is clear that individual workers had “gone the extra mile” in many cases to ensure the wellbeing of clients, and this reflects the real commitment and  flexibility of provider organisations towards those they support.   

There was no other business
13. Next meeting: 

This was confirmed as  Thursday 15th April 2-4pm, Fareham BC.
PAGE  
1
Fareham & Gosport DIF Minutes - January 2010

