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SOUTH WEST SUPPORTING PEOPLE REGIONAL IMPLEMENTATION GROUP
DATE: 4th August 2006
PRESENT:

	Glynis Sampey (Sitra), 
Hayley Seymour (Poole), 
Chris Lewis (Bournemouth), 
Francis Philippa (foundations), 
Max Sillars (Devon), 
Elizabeth Higgins (Torbay), 
Teresa Parker (Somerset), 
Sarah Middleton (GOSW), 
Joan Carr (Swindon), 
	Shaun Fitzpatrick: CHAIR(N. Somerset),
Trish Fleming (Gloucs), 
Jane Cox (Plymouth) , 
Sue Lampard (Bristol), 
Sandra Evans (am only) 
Mark Knight (Cornwall), 
Antony Wilsdon (Dorset), 
David Thwaites (BCC)
Tim Othen (RIG Co-ordinator)


APOLOGIES:


	Chas Townley (South Gloucs), 
Alison Morgan (Devon), 
Fran Mason (Torbay), 
Lesley Hutchinson (BANES), 
Craig McArdle (Plymouth)

	


	ITEM
	DISCUSSION
	ACTION



	1.
	Apologies received and acknowledged.
Andrew Kean asked for recent evidence of Value For Money in SP looking for independent evaluations of VFM. Shaun stated that the only possible source would be the VFM tool, but this only contains historical data.
	

	2.
	Devon’s Monitoring and Review paper has not be distributed, but it was explained that since the meeting, feedback has suggested that providers would be interested in the broad areas in which we are working either the same or similar, rather than a more in-depth policy. The Regional Provider Forum discussed this in their last meeting. Max will develop a paper on this and distribute on completion
The letter endorsing Mark Bannan’s VFM work has not been sent as concerns were raised at the RIG chairs meeting over the complicated make up of his document. Members of the group agreed with this assessment of the paper.

	Max to produce broad similarities and differences in contract monitoring and distribute. Email Max if you are interested in Devon’s Review and Monitoring paper



	3.
	National Outcomes Meeting. 

Diane Charlton (Plymouth) talked through progress so far. Planned to adopt 5 outcome indicators that everyone would use, and discussions ensued over whether to only allow these indicators to be used. It was suggested that the indicators presented would have to be included in any contract, but that other indicators can be included in addition to this at a local level.

The focus preferred to be on Hard Outcomes rather than Soft, though in the end both types of outcomes were adopted. They are looking at compulsory and consistent high level indicators which would broadly indicate that a service is functioning correctly. It would be difficult to make Soft Outcomes consistent at a higher level. 

Some concern was raised over the cost to authorities of amending existing software to accommodate any changes to the workbook. This has proved to be a problem in the past.
Asked the group if they agreed with the stated outcomes. Comments made are detailed below.
Economic Wellbeing  - understand the concept of the objective but the indicators chosen may not produce the desired outcome 

Enjoying and Achieving - problems in collecting this were identified, and it was said that not all these outcomes would refer to all service types. Concerns were raised over targets if not all centrally measurable outcomes refer to all client groups. 
The group are concerned about the interpretation of these outcomes. Guidance on how to use these outcomes needs to be comprehensive and an understanding of local issues that may affect these outcomes would be vital.
Being Healthy - similar to the previous comments for Enjoying and Achieving. 
The group wondered what treatment programmes were included in the indicator relating to this. 
This is an indicator on which providers will have no say. 
It is important to create a link between the treatment centre and supported housing. 
It is hard in some areas that have an increased number of people in this category (e.g. Weston, Bournemouth, Bristol). 

Safety and Security –Questions were raised over the inclusion of an indicator showing the number of people under threat of eviction or ASBO.  The number of people feeling safe and secure is also a soft indicator which moves away from the idea of using hard indicators as the lead indicator. It was suggested that the outcomes framework should try to show how a service has worked and consequently it was thought that this indicator should be omitted or amended to focus on service delivery.

Social and Civic Participation It was suggested that this indicator was more the area of probation, but it was felt that it had connection with SP too. 

The group feel that in its current state it is a blunt instrument, but it is important that the evidence is produced to help in arguing for continuing funding. Some members felt that it was possible for providers to provide false PI information. It is important, therefore, that these objectives are tied into contracts to give us “teeth” in the completion of the workbooks and it was asked that any Outcomes Framework should be tied up in this way.

There was little reference to equality or SU involvement. It was suggested that DCLG presume that these issues are already addressed within contracts. 

Regional Provider Forum: Glynis ran through the progress of this group. It was reiterated that providers were concerned over local differences in requirements that ties into to our prior discussion about regional similarities (see Item 2). It was also commented that there have been problems with some tenders over shifting deadlines that act to the detriment of providers. It was suggested that sub regional sharing of procurement timetables be put as an action point. It was felt that not all areas are in an appropriate position to do this as yet, though interest was shown in the concept. It was agreed that CAGs should discuss this idea to share with the group at the next meeting. 
	If there are any further thoughts then please contact Diane Charlton. 
CAG groups to discuss timetable sharing for next RIG meeting

	4.
	Leaseholder policy: A progress report was requested from each authority present at the meeting.

Devon yes and would like to request the funds be provided by DWP again 
Cornwall not yet but will from next April, 
Dorset no new leaseholders, 
Bristol already one in place, 
Torbay, Plymouth not yet decided, 
Somerset rejected, 
Bournemouth not yet but don’t see a problem in adopting it, 
Poole in a similar position to Bournemouth, 
Swindon accepted with additional work to assess future expenditure and exposure if they didn’t pay. 
N. Somerset. Shaun asked Sue to look into a recent case that judged that support costs should be met by DWP and not SP. It was suggested that possible costs for each authority be collated. 

Teresa proposed a discussion on Abbeyfield at the RIG meeting. Tim to discuss with Fran about the creation of a questionnaire to cover this discussion. 


	Tim to create Questionnaire and distribute

	5.
	Housing Support Register David Thwaites talked about producing a housing support register for all supporting people services. He also was looking for expressions of interest from other authorities wishing to come in on the process. The cost of implementing this scheme is estimated at £100k. Bristol is one of 10 bidders to implement this scheme. Details of his proposal can be found on the briefing paper emailed to members before the meeting. One of the benefits of this system could be to ensure that more referrals come from desired areas. It will be an online form for referrals and not paper based, which raised the issue of the forms that are currently not filled out by professionals (c. 20%) and how they would be completed by non-professionals. Those vulnerable people who do not have access to a computer may need to have assessments done or some other scheme introduced. It was suggested that those who can not complete the online form may approach a provider directly. The provider who completes the form for the service user may not actually end up providing the service for the SU. This could be a problem between providers. It was asked how this would be administered. It was said that the system would be all automated. This will also work if a provider is seeking a new service user.  It was asked whether this register formed part of the contract and this was confirmed. It was suggested (and contested) that this approach would encourage partnership working. The focus should be on whether this approach would be an improvement on existing frameworks, and it was broadly accepted that there would be advantages although previous attempts in other areas (Lambeth, Nottingham) have encountered difficulties. 

Potential Future Agenda Item: More discussions are necessary and a look into what current gateway ideas are in place in each authority.
	

	6.
	Reconnections Protocol 

Problems mentioned include the focus on homelessness services rather than SP as a whole. Antony mentioned that consultation with providers has thrown up some potential problems. No national guidance has been issued at present.  Agree that, in principle, if better guidance is produced then members would be open to producing a common policy. Antony identified a contradiction within districts between SP funding that doesn’t allow local connections and capital expenditure (more explanation). Devon have passed the protocol on to their homelessness co-ordinator for further consultation. There is a concern that implementation of the Southampton Protocol merely creates a slightly bigger area, with no relationship with its boundary authorities. Shaun suggested that this policy was designed to avoid deliberate exports from other areas to our region. There is a suggestion that probation’s displacement policy doesn’t help and social services policies can also cause problems.

There are problems in individual authorities where the protocol may not work. 


	

	7. 
	Next Step 
Feedback on consultation. 

Teresa asked for any independent VFM evidence to be passed to her. 

Shaun went through the next step document, inviting comment.

Service users are not clear that they are receiving SP support.  

Suggested future agenda item: what each area is doing with CBs and Core strategy group in each authority 
Re : Service user tracking – Plymouth are working on a multi agency collaboration using individual identifiers that will help partnership working, and speed up the assessment of SU need. It was suggested that we encourage a better hand over of information between agencies.  More information on this when it comes would be appreciated. 

Re Service Directory, more information was requested about the improvements to the National Service Directory. What effect would the new Service Directory have on Bristol’s Housing Support Register idea.

Some sort of timeframe of when the next extract dates will be can be addressed by sending a letter to DCLG. Maybe an agenda item for the next meeting
	Any independent VFM evidence to Teresa
Tim to approach DCLG for more details



	8.
	SWING report 

no speaker for this at present, but plan to involve a speaker at the next meeting to go through this and other probation reports produced around this time. The group feel that there is insufficient needs assessment and/or mapping. 

No comparison with other RIG areas in terms of prisons and release details. No real connection with Drugs and Alcohol to SP – a person on drugs committing burglary recorded differently. There is a list of re-housing following release and the alarming number of those as NFA.  It would be good to have Probation’s take on this.  Maybe Rob Fenwick or Ruth Power another member to attend to address these issues.


	

	9
	CAG group although minutes were distributed this time, in the future, it may be worth a member of each group picking out the main points.

HMA – there are implications over expansive housing plans as to the service priorities in the areas of building. 

Joint Commissioning – more discussions about JC including where these schemes could be placed and how widely they could cover. 

Training – both SP staff and provider training, joint investment in training could help reduce costs. 

Gypsy and Travellers – it was suggested that this problem be looked at a more regional level due to the transient nature of this client group. Also determining what is being done and whether new services are needed, Sarah offered help from a colleague. 

Authorities should mention what projects they are undertaking at the CAG meetings. 

It was asked if we were planning to get Sheltered and V. Sheltered accommodation providers to complete client record form.  No real response from this.


	

	10
	Value for Money cost £7350 and would cost between £490 and £612 each dependent on how many authorities sign up for it. (THESE FIGURES HAVE SINCE CHANGED).
	

	11
	Grant Allocations not much in the way of reduction although it was pointed out that a 2% reduction in a large authority could have knock on effects. Potentially more discussions at the next meeting

	

	12
	AOB 

Vulnerable People Implementation Group: Ceri Victory will be sending to Fran (Chair of RIG) asking for more working between SWHB and CBs. There will be questions for RIG members to take to their CBs. If an authority feels that no link is necessary then please return that information too. 

Several projects have been initiated including a Mapping exercise to determine links across the whole region and another project around move on accommodation. If members have any ideas on either of these projects then contact Teresa.


	Tim to distribute with the minutes

Contact Teresa if you have any ideas on these projects

	13
	Next Meeting

The next RIG meeting will take place on Friday 6th October 2006, starting at 10.30am
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