[image: image2.jpg]supportingpeople |

supporting independence



County Inclusive Forum 

MINUTES

Wednesday 21st July 2010

   First Wessex, Gordon House, Gordon Road, Aldershot, GU11 1LD

	Present

	Nicola Youern
	Havant

	Linda Mothersole
	Test Valley

	Steve Freke
	Hart & Rushmoor

	Nicola Hepple
	Fareham and Gosport

	Jane Parker
	Test Valley

	Catherine Stone
	Winchester

	Patrick Fowler
	Eastleigh

	Anne Marie Blay
	New Forest & Eastleigh 

	Lesley Cawley
	Basingstoke


	In Attendance

	Mike Ballard
	ROCC

	Dominic Lodge
	ROCC

	Jackie Morrison
	Hampshire CC

	Tez Cook
	Hampshire CC

	Apologies

	Jon Harris
	ROCC

	Lynn Lyon
	New Forest

	Karina Christiansen
	Basingstoke

	Chris Dowden Smith
	Rushmoor & Hart & East Hants

	Michelle Price
	Winchester


1. Welcome & Introductions 
Mike welcomed everyone to the meeting. Each member introduced themselves and stated which DIF they were representing. 

2. Apologies
These were given and noted as above.

3. Minutes of meeting 28th April 2010 and Matters Arising
The minutes of the last meeting were checked for accuracy;

Patrick Fowler had given his apologies for the meeting.

Minutes were then agreed as a correct record and actions were revised as follows:

The Domestic Abuse strategic Review is underway. There will be clear specifications and as least disruption as possible within any remodelling. Risk assessments will also include any implications regarding MARAC (Multi Agency Risk Assessment Conference) cases for which there will be training. It is intended to have a similar provision of service in each district to include a refuge and outreach services.  

There will be a tender for a service in East Hants while the tender for an IDVA (Independent Domestic Violence Advisor) service is on hold at the moment as there is no agreement to funding. 

There is a Hampshire wide event on the Mental Capacity Act and Safeguarding on the 28th September at the Intech Science Centre, Winchester.

A DVD and book on abuse has been produced by the Service User Sub-group of the Safeguarding Board.

Feedback

4. County Core Group

Mike gave feedback from the last CCG and those minutes are attached. It was agreed that notes from this meeting would be sent out by ROCC as soon as possible after the event in future.
5. Feedback from the DIFs

Winchester – It was noted that there is an increased incidence of homelessness in Winchester. Various reasons were discussed and the CAB do provide Mortgage rescue advice.

Test Valley – In discussing personalisation it was noted that presentations would be given at the next DIF by two providers currently involved in the personalisation agenda.

Fareham and Gosport – This DIF had raised issues regarding the loss of the SP Admin grant. This would be covered under item 6 of this meeting. This had also been raised at the East Hants and Havant DIF.

New Forest and Eastleigh – It was understood that there is now an interim Protocol for working with 16 – 17 year olds across Hampshire and that Connexions could be the first point of reference for all referrals across Hants or Ark in Fareham and Gosport.

Basingstoke – As SUSE is ending, a question was raised about any services awaiting accreditation. Tez responded that unfortunately they would have to be held over until a new process was in place.

Hart and Rushmoor – Raised an issue regarding the Domestic Abuse review in that they would not want to see any reduction in funding and highlighted a need for a second refuge due to the number of referrals through the military.
6. SP Admin Grant/Finance Paper (Item 13) and Disabilities Review Savings Target revision (Item 9) 

As all these topics are interlinked, they were all discussed under the same item. A paper is going to the CCG regarding the recent cut of the Administration grant affecting all SP Authorities. In Hampshire the grant did not cover the costs and had already been reduced from £800K to the current figure in 2010/2011 of £617k. 

Discussions have taken place with partners to address the shortfall, the paper proposes three options. 

The first was to replace the grant by Hampshire CC together with the 11 districts. The districts have their own financial issues and resources are already stretched and no offers of financial assistance have been received. The second option proposes no additional funding being sought and the SP team being disbanded. Responsibility for the programme would remain with County but this would mean removing any protection for the programme with the probable result of the programme grant being assimilated into social care. It is thought strategic reviews would not continue, there will be a loss of active commissioning and the County Core Group would not continue.

Option three would be to minimise the costs of administration and funding sought from the overall SP grant. The level of admin costs would be reported on annually and an attempt made to minimise the impact on service users. The current cost is less than 2% of the overall spend. It is being recommended that option three is adopted.

The finance paper sets out an assumption of a minimum reduction of 8% year on year requiring a saving of some 23% from the disability cluster. There is no certainty at this stage of funding levels post 2011. The next cluster to be reviewed is the Older Persons, where there is not much scope for savings as although this cluster amount to 70% of the overall client base, it only has 20% of the budget. The last review in this cluster was already fairly radical. Providers will need to look at their overall budgets to enable front line services to be viable. The CCG is asked to note the provisional financial outlook and commission a financial plan.

To achieve the proposed 23% within the disability cluster is the possibility of reducing support hours per client to 10 and costs per hour to £15.50. Costs per hour were discussed, talking about the type of support provided including domiciliary care.

7. Health and Wellbeing Partnership Board

There had not been a further meeting of the H&WBPB since the last County Inclusive Forum.

8. Hampshire Voluntary Sector Consortium 

Mike attends this as representative of the sector and proposed to report back in the future.

County Core Group Papers

9. Disabilities Review Savings Target Revision 

This was discussed and is minuted under Item 6

10. SaRBS Review

A review of this service had been undertaken and a paper with recommendations is going to the CCG. The two current providers have been informed of the proposals under the recommendations. 

11.  Approach to Personalisation

This paper sets out the way forward for SP involvement in this agenda and had been discussed at all the DIFs. 

12. Eligibility Criteria

This redraft of the Eligibility Criteria had been discussed at all the DIFs with the few changes being highlighted.

13. Finance Report

This was discussed and is minuted under Item 6.

14. Meeting Cycle

This had been agreed at the last County Core Group and new dates have been arranged superseding any previous noted dates. They are as minuted below. Members were advised that the cycle change will also mean a change to the Hampshire provider forum dates, which ROCC will arrange with the SP team. 

Other Issues 

15. Service User Feedback

Tez thanked all providers for encouraging responses to the Service User Involvement Report as part of the Disabilities Cluster review. This had been very useful and positive and shared at all the DIFs.

The current contract with Enham to support the work of the Service User Seal of Excellence (SUSE) had come to an end and the future of this was being investigated and a replacement discussed.
16. Items to CCG 
Mike checked what response the meeting wanted him to take to CCG from this meeting and in particular from the combined item 6. He said his understanding of provider views was that:

Providers wanted to give a clear response that they were willing to negotiate over their services including the number of hours and rate per hour. This was felt to be far better for everyone in terms of time, TUPE issues, more savings, overall cost and to minimise disruption particularly to service users rather than retender the whole cluster. There was also concern with regard to the effect on small specialist providers. They wanted to make clear there was a clear distinction between roles within domiciliary care and support but could get to an overall cost. It was recognised there should be a link between Adult services and SP funding and the overall link into the Big Society. It was recognised there might be a case for the retendering of some services if negotiation did not or could not achieve the required savings.

There were some low level tasks, which could attract a minimum wage. 

There would need to be a move from accommodation based to floating support services providing a more flexible and cost effective service.

SP was excellent at increasing and maintaining independence and this should not be lost and therefore more lobbying would be encouraged especially by Service users.

There was a recognition that the SP team was needed and of the work it had done. However in these times it was questioned what level of monitoring and review was required, especially around reporting requirements and their regularity which might enable providers to make additional admin savings. 

Providers suggested they could be part of a sub group or think tank, which together with the SP team could review costs, methods of working and services. It was important to continue to provide customer satisfaction but focus on risks while being able to retain skills  and experience of staff and quality of provision. Safeguarding protocols should not be compromised and it was suggested there should be key outcomes for services. 

Members agreed with this summary.  
17. AOB
18. Dates of Next Meetings
                           Wednesday 22 September 2010

                           Wednesday 15 December 2010             ROCC?

                           Monday      21 March 2011                   ROCC?

                           Monday      20 June 2011

Mike requested members to inform ROCC of possible venues for the meetings.
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