South East Region Implementation Group

Minutes

8th May 2003

Present






Apologies

Andrea Cannon (Surrey)




Ian Gilders (West Berks)

Yvonne May (IoW)




Clair Martin (Kent)

Lorraine Parker (Bracknell Forest)


Neil Bolton-Heaton (Nat Fed)

Lesley Jones (Reading Borough Council)

Diana Bernhardt (Brighton & Hove)





Kate Waring (Oxfordshire)

Gregory Roberts (Southampton)

Karen Sedgwick (East Sussex)

Clare Anderson (GOSE)

John Roach (Kent)

Lois Brewster (Portsmouth)

Sally Murphy (Medway)

1.
Minutes of the meeting of 16th January 2003

Agreed as a correct record


2. Matters arising

· Isle of Wight has now received their certificate!

· Karen reported that she had sent her letter to the ODPM expressing concern about the uncertainty of the Administration Grants but had not received a response.  Nonetheless, the admin grants had exceeded expectations and the group congratulated Karen on her influence!

· It was noted that nothing appeared to have happened about the good practice pilots that Yvonne Maxwell had trailed.

· Gregory reported that he had been unable to arrange for an ODPM representative to attend this meeting.



3. Supporting People and Drug Action Teams (Clare Anderson – GOSE)

Clare introduced herself as the Regional Adviser to the Government Office Drug Team in the South East and distributed a handout outlining the main points of what she wanted to say.

In brief, she noted that the DAT’s will have access to significant funding sources, with CAD funding secured until 2006 (and likely to continue thereafter) and “After care funding” – shortly to be distributed.  All DAT’s are required to produce Communities Plans as part of the Home Office National Drug Strategy and within this they have a target,

 “ … to work with the SP Partnerships in their area, to increase the number of units of accommodation available for drug misusers locally through Supporting People by 10% annually from 2003/04.

It was clear that this target had not filtered down to SP Teams, and from the SP point of view will be difficult to deliver now that budgets are constrained.  Hence, the importance of the new funding now available to DAT’s.  Clare advised that SP Teams should ensure that they are linked in to DAT Joint Commissioning Groups.  She said that she could indicate the most appropriate groups for different areas.

It was noted that at present there is a lack of clarity about the baseline for the 10% increase.  Should it be those schemes indicating that drug users are their primary or secondary group?  Should it be schemes that do not exclude drug users?  It was noted that if drug users were a secondary group, or if homeless hostels were included that accepted drug users, clear guidelines were required as providers could not be expected to fill their schemes with crack cocaine users! 

It was noted that the Ministerial Steer is still awaited for SP strategic priorities.  It would be helpful if drug/alcohol services were flagged up as a priority.  Nevertheless, caution was expressed about raising expectations, when there are so many competing client groups for limited funds. 

It was also flagged up that if DAT’s have funding available and if SP pipeline bids have been unsuccessful, these funds might usefully be diverted to safeguard these schemes.

Referral routes into schemes were discussed as something that needs to be picked up as part of scheme reviews, with more pro-active gatekeeping required.  This should link to DOH models of care plans – appropriate pathways for client with named workers.  Regional supply mapping of provision would be useful – Clare to follow this up with SP Leads.

It was noted that Carmel George is looking at resettlement issues at the Home Office.

Key publications which contain guidance & good practice:
- Tackling Drug Use in Rented Housing
- Drug services for Homeless People Commissioning Guide
Action points


· Clare to issue further guidance on baseline for 10% increase in targets

· SP Leads to make necessary links with DAT teams

· Clare to e-mail SP Leads for supply mapping of drug projects


4.
Audit Commission Pilot Inspection – Lois Brewster


Lois explained that 4 CPA pilot inspections have been completed, of which Portsmouth was one.  The inspection took place 3 weeks before SP went live!  Despite this, the general expectations were VERY high.  The team has now received feedback.

The Inspection Team comprised 6 inspectors representing different agencies (as against 5 people in the SP team).  The focus was upon the local authority as a whole and all the statutory partner agencies and not just the SP team.  The Social Services Joint Review was being carried out at the same time and clearly the two processes cross-reference to one another.  (In Surrey, the Joint Review is taking place now and the SP Team has been advised that their CPA should take place one year later, once the Action Plan has been implemented).

The inspectors looked at the formal structural arrangements and the role of the Commissioning Body.  It is important that the Commissioning Body is driving the process.  The role of the Core Strategic Group is also scrutinised and it is important that middle managers are aware of the key issues.  In Portsmouth, both the Commissioning Body and the Core Strategic Group are to be given PI’s.  When these are finalised, Lois is happy to share them.

There was very positive feedback from inspectors about the SP Team itself and the enabling role of the team.  They looked at the capacity and skills of the team as a whole and how they engaged stakeholders.  They identified evidence of good practice (working with BME groups and women’s refuge services, for example).  However, other good practice was not acknowledged because things had not been formally recorded – there was a lack of evidence to prove the good work that had been done.


User and carer involvement is important and there is an expectation that the team will be involved in existing mechanisms, such as Partnership Boards.  They also require local flexibility in terms of inclusive fora and task groups.  It was noted that work needs to be done in respect of information and access to services.  There was an expectation that there should be a central point of contact for referral routes.


It was clear that the SP Strategy should cross reference to the Communities Plan.

Lois said that a copy of the report will be circulated once it is finalised in early June.  The group thanked her for the feedback, which was very helpful, albeit daunting.


5. Golden Cut Audit

A number of authorities have had their audits carried out – a relatively painless process.  Main issues to emerge have been that Pricing Reconciliation Worksheets have not been signed by two people and that some authorities have annualised monthly subsidy figures.



6. Accreditation

A lot of authorities are asking for insurance certificates to attach to the contracts.  It was noted that not all providers need professional indemnity insurance.

In terms of the savings requirement, some authorities had shortened the notice period and others had not.  An alternative approach was to use the default clause if authorities had a concern about particular providers.

Some authorities were accepting Housing Corporation accreditation to mean overall accreditation.  Therefore, they planned to accredit all RSL’s without any further work.  Others were a little uncomfortable with this, as there is at least one accreditation standard that the Housing Corporation would not regulate.

It was proposed that there might be a cooperative approach between authorities in the South East to set joint standards and therefore, possibly, to agree accreditation for those providers which straddle local authority boundaries.  There was some discussion about the possible benefits/ limitations.

Agreed

· Kate to develop ideas on process and to circulate
· Standards to be developed in another, smaller meeting

7. Review Process

Oxfordshire have piloted one review using the QAF.  They have a verification pack prepared which they are willing to share.

The feedback on their first process was that the provider found using the QAF and validation visit bitty.  The provider would have preferred an opportunity to give an overall perspective and to provide the evidence themselves.  Oxfordshire are therefore tweaking their approach for their next pilot.

Everyone is starting with the 4 core QAF requirements and most are re-looking at their review programmes, in view of the shifting scenario.


8. Negotiating and pricing steady state contracts

Some disquiet was expressed because the review process is not directly linked to the re-negotiation of contract prices.  This makes it difficult to negotiate prices.

Oxfordshire are planning to publish graphs of unit costs by client group on their website so that providers can see how their costs compare with others.  Some providers are setting up their own benchmarking clubs.  The ODPM have also undertaken to publish benchmarking information on the kweb.  All this should help.

Meanwhile, in terms of developing the new steady state contracts, it was agreed that a sub-working group would be helpful.  Surrey is happy to organise and host this.

Action

· Yvonne has acquired some interesting benchmarking data and undertook to circulate it.
· Surrey SP Team to arrange contracts working group.



9. Pipeline applications and appeals

 
No-one has yet heard the outcome of their pipeline bids yet, although a number have had problems with paperwork going astray.


10.
Any other business

Savings adjustment
Isle of Wight have imposed a 2.9% cut across the board, having consulted with their providers.  Their understanding is that this is acceptable, as long as it does not impact upon service users.

Others have clawed back some of their savings by taking back the 6 day overlap with THB.

11.
Dates of future meetings to be held at Elmbridge Civic Centre at 10.30AM

17th July 2003
16th October 2003



