SOCIAL SERVICES COMMITTEE: MINUTES


�
�
Date:


�
20th January 1999�
�
Time:


�
14.00 – 16.06.�
�
Place:


�
Shire Hall, Cambridge.�
�
Present:





�
Councillor J A Powley (Chairman)





Councillors S Bicker (substituting for Councillor R Harris), S J Bradshaw, 


R S Farrer, S E Friend-Smith, B Hardy, G J Heathcock, J D Jones, 


M L Leeke, R Martlew (substituting for Councillor M Hunter), 


S B Normington, P W Silby, A B Stenner and P L Stroude.


�
�
Also in Attendance:�
Councillors J A P Eddy (Substitute Member), Councillor D R Pegrum (Local Member) and Councillors J McKay and M Scott.�
�






69.	MEMBERSHIP





The Committee was informed that Councillor M L Leeke had replaced Councillor S V Brinton as a member of the Committee.








70.	MINUTES





The minutes of the meeting of the Committee held on 28th October 1998 were confirmed as a correct record and signed by the Chairman.








71.	CARE AND EDUCATION PLAN





The Committee considered a report on progress in drafting the Cambridgeshire Partnership Care and Education Plan and a suggested process for finalising the document for submission to the DfEE by the deadline of 1st February 1999.  A copy of the latest draft Plan was submitted for endorsement.





The Plan sought to promote the development of Early Years Education and Child Care for children and young persons aged 0 – 14 and had been drafted in consultation with the Cambridgeshire Care and Education Partnership.  It built on earlier work to develop services for the under 8s.  Members expressed their appreciation for work undertaken in preparation of the Plan.





The Committee noted that in the absence of Guidance from the DfEE, the Council’s Policy Committee had not agreed the constitutional arrangements for the election of the Chairman of the Partnership.  Now that this Guidance had been received further consideration would need to be given to this issue by the Policy Committee.  An amendment to the Plan was proposed to reflect this.


�
It was resolved unanimously:





(i)	that the draft Care and Education Plan be endorsed subject to the inclusion of the following revised wording of Paragraph 4.3.2 in Part 4:





"The Cambridgeshire Care and Education Partnership has been reconstituted to take account of its new role and responsibilities.  A structure diagram and terms of reference are attached at annex 1xvii.  The membership is attached at annex 1xviii.  These arrangements were agreed by the County Council's Policy Committee in October 1998.  No decision about the chairing of the partnership was reached at that time since the DfEE guidance had still to be received.  At its inaugural meeting on 30 November 1998 the Partnership elected a temporary chairman for the meeting and at its meeting on 11 January 1999, a chairman was appointed to serve until September 1999.  The Policy Committee will give further consideration to the issue of the chairmanship in the light of the recently issued guidance”  and





(ii)	that the process for finalising the Plan be approved as set in paragraph 4.1 to the report and that the Director of Education, Libraries and Heritage thereafter be authorised to submit the Plan to the DfEE.








72.	RESIDENTIAL HOMES FOR OLDER PEOPLE





(a)	Consultation on Transfer to the Independent Sector





The Committee received a report that summarised the views expressed during the consultation exercise on the transfer of the County Council’s residential homes for older people.





In October 1998, the Committee had agreed to authorise the Director to consult on the process by which the homes would be transferred to the independent sector.  The subsequent consultation exercise had involved:





sending the consultation document to all residents, their relatives, staff and partner organisations;


four public meetings held in Huntingdon, March, Cambridge and Impington;


meetings with residents and their relatives in each of the 14 homes;


meetings with staff in each of the homes and regular consultation meetings with the recognised Trade Unions;


consultation with independent providers of residential care via the Independent Care Consultative Group;  and


consultation with relevant voluntary organisations through a meeting of the Countywide Forum for Older People.





In addition to comments raised at the individual consultation meetings, a number of letters had been received commenting on the proposed transfer process.  A schedule of the issues raised had been appended to the report and the letters had been placed on deposit in the Members Lounge for inspection prior to the meeting.


�
It was resolved unanimously:





To note the outcome of the consultation exercise on the transfer process and to take comments raised into account when determining the terms on which the transfers would proceed.








(b)	Options for Transfer





The Committee received a report which set out the options for transfer of the homes, taking account of the outcome of the consultation exercise and the content of the Government’s White Paper “Modernising Social Services”.





Since this matter had last been discussed, the Government had published its Social Services White Paper, which contained some elements that were relevant to the transfer of homes.  This included:





setting an overall agenda of promoting independence and reducing dependency;


an intention to consider the future of the Residential Care Allowance (RCA);


the creation of eight regional Commissions for Care Standards to take on the registration and inspection tasks currently carried out by local authorities and health; and


steps to ensure user and carer views are taken into account in the design and delivery of services.





It was noted that issues of property standards had become significant as a result of the Council’s earlier experience in the proposed transfer of four homes; discussions with providers and the Registration and Inspection Unit; and the experience of other local authorities.  The Committee discussed the recent experiences of Norfolk and Essex who had decided not to proceed with proposed transfers.





The forecast revenue savings as a result of the transfer of the homes had been revised and were now estimated to be in the region of £1.7m.  This was higher than previously reported due to the likely impact of Single Status changes to staff pay and conditions, an increase in the number of homes to be transferred with the inclusion of Aliwal Manor, and revised costs of alternative services which better reflected the proposed pricing policy for 1999/2000.  The outcome of discussions on the long-term future of the RCA would have a significant impact on these projections.  However if it was decided to withdraw this benefit it was unlikely to take effect for some time.  Cumulative savings up to the point of withdrawal would be considerable.





The Committee’s attention was drawn to the significant issues raised during the consultation exercise and how these matters had been taken into account in preparing the transfer strategy.  The broad areas of concern related to:





care standards and continuity of care;


the cost of care;


contractual arrangements;  and


staff terms and conditions.


Steps would be taken to ensure that care standards were properly monitored after transfer.  Block contracts would be agreed with new providers to ensure there were sufficient places to meet the needs of future, as well as current residents.  Respite and day care services were an essential part of the residential care service and would be built into any contract.  It was proposed that the Council would only consider bids from providers who could demonstrate, by their track record, that they valued staff and had policies to encourage their development.





Taking account of all the issues it had been concluded that the balance of advantage for the Council lay in the transfer of the homes.  The need to obtain Best Value in services for older people and the considerable work involved in developing partnership arrangements and rehabilitative services, suggested the Council should concentrate on commissioning services and take advantage of the financial benefits of transferring the homes.





The transfer of the homes would need to take place within a statutory framework which, by law, would need to achieve “best consideration”.  The Committee was invited to consider draft criteria for the selection of short-listed applicants and for the award of contracts.  These, together with the proposed grouping of homes, would be finalised in consultation with the Committee Chairman and Opposition Group Spokesmen.  It was proposed to engage the services of a specialist property adviser to market the homes.  In addition it would be necessary to use additional staff time to address human resources and project management tasks.  The cost of managing the transfer process would be funded from the capital receipts arising from the transfers.





Councillor R P Pegrum attended the meeting as local member for Rheola, St Ives and urged the Committee to ensure that any contract ensured the continuity of level and quality of care.  He also highlighted the need to address the increased demands of an ageing population.





In discussing this item members of the Liberal Democrat Group indicated that, while they did not wish to reiterate their opposition to these proposals, they wished to place on record their regret that, should these plans proceed, there would be no local authority provision in the County.





It was resolved:





(i)	to proceed with the transfer of the remaining 15 residential care homes to the independent sector, by the process described in the report [carried by 8 votes to 6 with the Conservative Group voting in favour and the Labour and Liberal Democrat Groups voting against];  and





(ii)	to authorise the Director of Resources and the Director of Social Services to determine the final selection criteria and groupings, in consultation with the Social Services Committee Chairman and Opposition Group Spokesmen [carried by 12 votes to 0 with the Conservative and Liberal Democrat Groups voting in favour and the Labour Group abstaining].





[Councillor G J Heathcock declared a non-pecuniary interest in relation to the above item arising from him being a member of the Age Concern Executive Committee.]


73.	JOINT FINANCE EXPENDITURE





The Committee considered a report which detailed those schemes recommended for funding from Joint Finance in 1999/2000.





For the Cambridgeshire part of North West Anglia Health Authority (NWAHA), £80,000 was available for new schemes.  The NWAHA Joint Consultative Committee had agreed that priority be given to schemes relating to mental health, specialist treatment for children who abused others and the development of a home improvement agency.  Four schemes had been agreed costing in total £100,500.  Two of these schemes had tapering commitments for Social Services which amounted to £7,000 in 2002/03, rising to £35,000 in a full year.





In the Cambridge and Huntingdon Health Authority (CHHA) area £280,000 was available for the two-year period 1999/2001.  After this there would be no Joint Finance allocation as a result of an agreement to pick up an element of the Strategic Change funding through this source.  The CHHA Joint Consultative Committee had agreed to split the available funding into £140,000 in each of the next two years and that priority be given to existing schemes whose funding was coming to an end.  The final programme of schemes had yet to be agreed, but it was not expected that there would be any tapering commitments for Social Services.





It was resolved unanimously:





(i)	to endorse the proposed 1999/2000 Joint Finance programme for the North West Anglia area, with tapering commitments for Social Services as set out in the table attached as Appendix 1 to the signed copy of the minutes;  and





(ii)	to note the position in respect of the Cambridge and Huntingdon area.








74.	BUDGET 1999/2000





The Committee considered a report and budget book which set out proposals relating to the Social Services revenue budget for 1999/2000; the level of discretionary fees, charges, payment rates and indicative prices for the Committee’s services to take effect from April 1999; and the 1999-2002 capital programme.  [Copy attached as Appendix 2 to the signed copy of the minutes.]





The Personal Social Services (PSS) Standard Spending Assessment (SSA) for the coming year was £67.300m, an increase of £3.588m (5.63%).  This included £3.021m previously financed through the Special Transitional Grant mechanism for community care.  The actual increase in resources was therefore £567,000 (0.85%). 





In terms of Cambridgeshire’s share of the national PSS SSA , of particular concern was the fact that the “Children” component had fallen significantly (£353,000).  This was due to changes in the formula which had introduced new factors to the calculation for estimating demand for services and had given greater weight to income support.





In addition to the SSA, the Government had introduced a number of new or increased special/specific grants for Social Services as part of a “Modernisation Fund”.  The most significant of these were the Children’s Services Grant (£455,000), Partnership Grant (£2,228,000), Prevention Grant (£180,000) and Mental Health (an increase of £298,000 on the current level).





The total cash limit set by Policy Committee for Social Services Committee was £71.731m for 1999/2000.  This cash limit was based on a Council Tax increase of about 10% and Policy Committee has asked service committees to plan on this basis, taking into account maximum efficiency savings.  After allowing for inflation of £2.905m on the 1998/99 budget of £68.366m (£65.345m plus STG of £3.021m), a cash limit of £71.731m represented an increase of £460,000.  In addition to this cash limit, the Committee had the resources made available by the Government through the new and increased special / specific grants and the £0.5m made available by Policy Committee to support the second year of the Refocusing of Children’s Services initiative.





The Committee was reminded of the significant budgetary pressures facing the department in 1999/2000, which related to demography, legislative change and unavoidable service pressures.  These amounted to £1.605m.  To fund these pressures within the cash limit, budget reductions of £1.145m would be required. A number of reductions had already been approved which would provide additional full year savings in 1999/2000.  However further savings of £870,000 would be required.  A package of measures had been drawn up to meet this gap, including:





savings arising from the Domiciliary Care Best Value Review (£115,000);


savings arising from the Learning Disability Strategic Review (£250,000);


reductions in the number of children looked after (£300,000); and


increased fees and charges (£155,000).





Income continued to be a major element of the Committee’s revenue budget.  Total income in 1999/2000 was estimated at £20.6m, of which the fees and charges component was £8m (39%).  The Council’s price inflation assumption for the coming year was 2.5% and this percentage increase had been applied to most charges.  Exceptions to this were charges for Home Care where a 5% increase was proposed to reflect the likely increase in home care costs due to inflation and Government legislation; and meals where a 10% increase was proposed to bring the charge closer to the average meal cost.  It was also proposed to increase payment rates by 2.5%.





It was noted that the Department experienced significant difficulty in purchasing certain types of care in some parts of the County.  To address this, it was proposed to introduce a differential pricing policy for older people client groups.  From April three rates would be introduced based on the geographical location of the provider.  The rates would apply to the following district council areas:





Fenland;


East Cambridgeshire and Huntingdon;  and


South Cambridgeshire and Cambridge City.





It was also proposed to introduce a differential rate for places in specialist Elderly Mentally Ill (EMI) Units, to reflect the higher cost of operating this service.  This rate would only apply to newly assessed clients and would not be introduced until later in the year when a review of assessment processes would have taken place.





The Committee’s 1999-2002 capital programme had been compiled within the framework set by Policy Committee.  The original programme agreed in January 1998 was for £1.050m but in rolling forward this had reduced to £600,000.  It was proposed to use the funds released to meet the cost of supporting the IT investment required to replace the Uniplex system by the millennium.





Policy Committee had also asked Committees to illustrate options for Council tax increases of 5% and 8.5%.  This would involve further service reductions of £700,000 and £100,000 respectively.  Given the extent of current budget pressures, additional service reductions would be very painful and would need to include the following:





further increases in charges;


domiciliary care (reduced hours);


savings on learning disability care packages;


reductions in service for children with disabilities;  and


reductions in children’s respite services.





In the event that the Secretary of State required the Council to adopt a lower Council Tax increase, these options would need to be developed further.





It was resolved to:





(i)	approve the decisions required in relation to the cash limit of £71.731m set by Policy Committee in December 1998 and the capital payments for 1999/2000 of £2.272m as detailed on page S1 of the budget book (carried by 10 votes to 4 with the Conservative and Labour Group voting in favour and the Liberal Democrat Group voting against);





(ii)	ask Policy Committee to fund the one-off costs of transferring the residential homes for older people from capital receipts (unanimous);





(iii) 	approve the proposed fees and charges for 1999/2000 (carried by 8 votes to 4 with the Conservative Group voting in favour, the Liberal Democrat Group voting against and the Labour Group abstaining); 





(iv)	approve the proposed payment rates for 1999/2000 (carried by 8 votes to 4 with the Conservative Group voting in favour, the Liberal Democrat Group voting against and the Labour Group abstaining); 





(v)	approve the revised pricing policy for independent sector placements (unanimous);





(vi) 	endorse the approach being adopted to developing action plans / investment plans in respect of Government Special / Specific Grants (paragraph 8) and authorise the Director of Social Services, in consultation with the Chairman and Spokesmen, to negotiate with partner agencies and submit agreed plans to Department of Health in accordance with grant conditions (unanimous);  and





(vii)	request Policy Committee to provide additional one-off revenue funding of £450,000 for the Uniplex replacement project, in lieu of capital spending (unanimous).








75.	QUALITY PROTECTS MANAGEMENT ACTION PLAN





The Committee received a report that detailed progress with the production of the Quality Protects Management Action Plan and sought endorsement of the draft Plan.





The Government initiative “Quality Protects: Transforming Children’s Services,” set out a number of objectives and key tasks relating to the delivery of services to children and their families and young people leaving the care system.  A special Children’s Services grant had been allocated to local authorities to support this work and Cambridgeshire’s allocation was £455,000.  The grant was for three years, with the allocation in the first year being dependent on the production of a Quality Protects Management Action Plan (MAP) which had to be submitted to the Department of Health by 31st January 1999.  The MAP had to describe how:





the key tasks would be tackled;


the objectives and related targets for services to children and their families would be tackled; and 


the authority intended to spend the Quality Protects Special Grant.





The draft MAP included a statistical summary of children in need in Cambridgeshire and a service strategy and objectives which linked to the current Children’s Services Plan and other planning documents.  It also included an action plan designed to address the key Quality Protects Objectives and related National Priorities Targets.  This related to the requirement to ensure that:





children were securely attached to carers capable of providing safe and effective care for the duration of their childhood;


 children were protected from emotional, physical, and sexual abuse and neglect;


children in need and children looked after gained maximum life chance benefits from educational opportunities, health care and social care;


young people leaving care were not isolated and were able to participate socially and economically as citizens;


children with specific social needs arising out of a disability or a health condition were living in families or other appropriate settings in the community where their assessed needs were adequately met and reviewed;


referral and assessment processes discriminated effectively between different types and levels of need and produced a timely service response;  and


resources were planned and provided at levels, which represented best value for money and allowed for choice and different responses for different needs and circumstances.





The Quality Protects initiative set out clear expectations of elected members and emphasised their responsibility to effectively oversee how the Council discharged its role as public parent.  It would be necessary to review existing member groups to ensure Councillors had sufficient opportunity to review and scrutinise the performance of services for some of the most vulnerable children in our community.





In relation to this item the Committee expressed concern that although the Government was placing renewed emphasis on children’s services, it was unfortunate that this had not been backed up with sufficient resources.  Although the Children’s Services Grant was welcomed, it was stressed that it should not be forgotten that Cambridgeshire’s Children’s Services SSA had reduced by £353,000.


It was resolved unanimously:





(i)	to endorse the progress made in producing the outline plan; and





(ii)	to authorise the Chief Executive and the Director of Social Services to finalise the  plan, in consultation with the Chairman of Social Services Committee, Social Services Group Spokesmen, the Chairman of the Education, Libraries and Heritage Committee, Education Libraries and Heritage Opposition Group Spokesmen, Leader of the Council and Group Leaders.
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