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Tuesday 21 August 2007
Fred Bulmer Centre, Hereford
10:00 – 12:00 
NOTES
Present: David Rudge, Paul Ryan, Ian Gardner, Mike Metcalf, Rebecca Davies (minute taker).

	Item
	Notes
	Action

	1.
	Apologies for absence.  

Apologies were received from Ros Hatherill, Gerry Harrison, Karen Stanton, Janet Fellows, Andrew Tanner and Jo Baker-Watson.
	

	2.
	Notes of last meeting (17 July 2007)

These were agreed to be an accurate record of the meeting. 
	

	3.
	Matters arising

Herefordshire Consultation Protocol

HH had supplied the group with a draft consultation protocol written by Martin Heuter from the Herefordshire Partnership Support Team. PR is to discuss this with HH and report back but there may be an opportunity to develop the document into a Consultation and Policy Appraisal Code to sit under the Herefordshire Local Compact.
	

	4.


	Action Log.

This was reviewed and amended accordingly – see attached.  
Action Point July 4 (2)
IG received support from the Supporting People Commissioning Body  for funding for FCR. A meeting between Supporting People and Andrew Nash is scheduled for 5th September 2007 to enhance Supporting People’s understanding of FCR. IG is also to convene a provider’s event in October on the same subject.
Action Point July 4 (6)
Comments on the draft note on piloting services to be sent to DR by 4 September 
Action Point July 6
Those in attendance suggested Community First as a possible independent trainer for FCR training. Other suggestions are welcomed.

Action Point June 4.6
It was agreed that PR, IG, DR and RH, with the addition of Amanda Edwards, who is in charge of Children’s Health Commissioning in the Planning and Change Team at Herefordshire Council, would attend a wider commissioners meeting to discuss the application of the model contract. Such a meeting will be scheduled once the model contract has been finalised.
Dec 06

IG to meet with AN and to prepare draft guidance notes to accompany the FCR spreadsheet for the next meeting.

Action Point Dec 4.2b and 4.2d
Both points are in progress and IG will feedback the results in due course.
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	5.
	Model Contract

a) Update

HH supplied the group with comments from a group of providers to follow on from the initial comments of The Alliance and subsequent comments of DR. The comments are attached (DR’s comments in red, provider’s comments in purple).
In particular points 1,4,6, 7 and the majority of section 8 appeared to have been resolved. Those that are not are as follows:

2. Plain Language

General consensus was still that the model contract is a legally binding contract and hence dictates a certain style of language and that this cannot be modified, certainly not at this late stage.

3. Weighted towards status quo
The providers indicate that they want to check out the National View on this and CCIG will wait hear back on this.
5. Information Sharing

It was discussed that a minimum amount of shared data should be set in the initial contract but that organisations must understand that if further information is required by purchasers, this must be made available. Goal posts for the sharing of information are unlikely to remain constant for the duration of a 3 year contract in particular due to the frequent changes in Nation Reporting expectations.
8. Insurance

DR is to seek advice as to whether insurance to the value of £5 million is reasonable in all contracts.
Discussion

A possible timescale for the implementation of the Model Contract was discussed. April 2009 was thought to be a realistic deadline for the switch over to the Model Contract, subject to Alliance Board approval.


	DR

	6.
	Further training
Community First was discussed as a potential trainer on FCR and this will progress further following Andrew Nash’s meeting with Supporting People in September, and the road testing of the FCR spreadsheet.
	

	
	Discussion

A discussion was had surrounding the commissioning of new services and whether commissioning should operate with closed tender to involve only not-for-profit organisations or whether contracts should readily be put for open tender to allow profit organisations to bid for contracts. It was suggested that profit organisations were being disadvantaged by closed tender where not-for-profit organisations were being given first refusal, but by the same means, it was argued that not-for-profit organisations would be disadvantaged by open tender alone hence the governments drive to include not-for-profit organisations in the provision of services. It was thought, however, that it was unlikely that large contracts would attract bids from the necessary 4 not-for-profit organisations in Herefordshire to conclude closed tender, such that many contracts would subsequently go to open tender to include bids from profit organisations. In such cases, it may be that not-for-profit organisations form consortia in order to compete with the larger profit organisations.
	

	8.
	Next Meeting:

Tuesday 11 September 2007, 1000 – 1200 at the FRED BULMER CENTRE
	


