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Families & Young People Programme Board
MINUTES

Meeting No
: 
1/2012

Time

:
9.30am – 11.30am

Date

:
Wednesday 25th January 2012

Location 
:
Room 513, County Hall

Present :
Nick Jarman (NJ) 

:
Corporate Director (People), Cardiff Council - Chair
Maria Michael (MM)

:
Chief Officer - Children’s Service, Cardiff Council

Chris Jones (CJ)

:
Chief Officer - Education, Cardiff Council

Angela Bourge (AB)

:
Operational Manager – Resources, Children’s 
Services, Cardiff Council
Simon Morris (SM)

:
Achievement Leader, Youth Service, 
Cardiff Council

Avril Hooper (AH)

:
Operational Manager – Flying Start, Cardiff Council

Richard Hibbs (RH)

: 
Operational Manager – Families First, Cardiff Council

Rachel Jones (RJ)

:
Operational Manager – Partnerships & Citizen Focus, 

Cardiff Council

Sheena Lawson (SL)
:
Partnership & Policy Team Manager, Cardiff Council

Nick Corrigan (NC)


Deputy Chair, C3SC Board and Third Sector 

Representative
Jacqui Bell (JB)

:
Chief Executive, C3SC 

Rose Whittle (RW)

:
Divisional Lead, Children & Women Services, Cardiff 

& Vale UHB
Paul Warren (PW):

:
Director of Policy and Planning, Diverse Cymru and
Third Sector Representative
	No.
	Discussion
	Respons-ibility
	Target Date

	1.
	Welcome & Introductions
NJ welcomed everyone to the meeting and introductions were made.
· Apologies 

Ros Caines-Prentice 

Robert Hopkins


	
	

	2.
	Overview of the Integrated Partnership Board & Programme Management Arrangements:

NJ said that this Board has a huge opportunity to bring services together and to develop early intervention and prevention and to ensure we have joint commissioning.  We must target the 7% of families that present in terms of all of the negative social indices.  We can make a huge difference in the City in helping all people to participate socially and economically.
Programme Reporting

RJ explained that the IPB papers has established seven programmes and one Neighbourhood Management Programme as a way of bringing together all of the partnership activities in Cardiff to develop a consistent performance management framework.  It is recognised from the previous arrangements that there is opportunity for significant improvement in some of the performance reporting.  The role of IPB is to hold people to account in terms of their performance and also to get a snapshot of partnership activity using the Red, Amber and Green highlight status. It will be expecting all the senior officers of the Programme to report through their highlight reports.  Each of the programmes will be reporting on a quarterly basis to the IPB.

This is a new way of working and will take some time to bed in so it is important to have feedback as to what is working and what needs to be changed.  The IPB recognises that this is ‘work in progress.’ What we are trying to do is, as much as possible, is to link in to existing reporting mechanisms.  
The IPB has adopted a different style of meeting in that it is very much more focussed on getting to the crux of the problems.  The expectation being that, if general issues emerge across the partnership, they come through these Boards to be resolved where possible.  It is only those things that cannot absolutely be resolved that come to the IPB.   One of the key things around this FYP Programme Board is the Governance arrangements in that there is a number of significant funding streams and delivery programmes such as Families First and Flying Start and the expectation is that this Board provide some Governance around this and feed in to the IPB.
The role of the IPB Support team is to have a team member sat on each of the programmes with the role of making the link between all of the programmes.  Any issues that arise out of this that are relevant to another programme, it will be the team’s role to pull the strands together between these programmes.  

Updates on Workstreams

CJ asked are we discussing the way we report back to the IPB?  

RJ explained that we will have Programme Highlight Reports that feed into the IPB at a very high level so that we have an overview of the Red, Amber and Green status which will be the same across all the seven programmes.

NJ said that the IPB is very much a decision making process, looking at where we are at and what progress we are making.
RJ explained that many of the workstream activities exist in groups and activities already going on e.g. Flying Start Programme.  Everyone is to review their membership and ask if you have got everyone we need attending the IPB?  We very much want existing groups to slot in.  The Action Plans will be live documents and will help and inform the Highlight Reports in terms of the Red, Amber and Green so we are able to get a view of where things are.  

NJ referred to the Workstream Action Plan point on resources.   NEETs is a perfect example that we are in a situation where we have multiple streams of funding across difference agencies, often of significant amounts of money and often you have different agencies trying to address the same problem, frequently in the absence of any knowledge of the existence or activity of the other group. 
We have to get our funding streams so we know where they are and can make sensible agreeable joint commissioning decisions amongst us.  It is about making sure we make best use of resources.  We have the highest number of NEETs in Wales, therefore it is more critical to get funding together and consider different ways we can use this more creatively.  We must ensure that we know where the sources of funding are and that we are working in a coordinated way towards achieving those objectives.
JB said that this is key when we talk about commissioning, that we have an expectation that the service delivery is joined up, using and communicating those shared outcomes e.g.  Communities First, Families First and local Neighbourhood Management Teams 
NJ said we will commission work and ensure that we can track down where all the pots of money are and then we can consider some joint commissioning.  RJ said that we are starting to see this through Families First.   CJ said that he has asked the various memberships to come back with that information.
Early Years Intervention/Youth Participation

CJ explained that we need to be clear about what we call them. The term early years and youth arose out of business plan objectives from his service area.  In Workstream 1, at the moment it is called Early Years Intervention and, at the moment, the only thing we are putting in this scope is Flying Start.  We need to be clear in Workstream 1, are we talking about Early Years Intervention or are we talking about Flying Start?
RJ replied that the list does not affect all partnerships.  The IPB agreed that it only wants to focus on a number of key priorities, hence the list.   If key issues emerge then other people can come in and we can focus on certain aspects.  This list will change over time.   It represents the key areas that, as a Board, we want to have special focus on.  The Boards particular interest at the moment is Flying Start as a partnership strand.
CJ asked are we at these meetings to discuss Early Years Intervention Issue outside of Flying Start or not?
NJ suggested that, firstly he thought it should include the Early Years and Health Service aspect and secondly if RJ would remind him to raise it at the IPB as a suggestion that focussing singularly on Flying Start is probably a mistake.  
CJ said that within the service Youth Participation is called Youth Engagement which isn’t quite the same thing and he would prefer it to be called Youth Engagement.  He also felt that there should be discussion around the distinction between Youth Service and Youth Support Services.  It is a particular issue in the authority in the context of a regulator and would like to discuss the distinction either at this meeting or another.
NJ replied that given that this is a decision making forum he was not sure whether a debate around the table would be helpful?   He felt it would be more sensible to have this conversation outside of this meeting and come back to this meeting with a proposal.  Everyone agreed and RJ to agenda for next meeting.

Vulnerable Families
MM explained that they had not yet had their first meeting of this group.  She then went on to discuss the overlap with early years intervention, safeguarding and youth engagement.  MM asked if there would be scope for lead officers to direct these issues?  The other point is the legacy issues from the old C&YPP Board which had developed, such as the Family Support Strategy and the extent to which those strategies should form part of these workstreams and not abandon what is already in place.  Issues in respect of disabled children have very clear signals from Families First and that there is to be a very clear specific consideration of that group.   We do not want to undertake work that should be undertaken by the LSCB as there is some sensitivity around the reporting arrangements.
RJ said that the background to this was about recognition of the significance of safeguarding issues for the partnership and that, in the past, there was no relationship between the two.  That is why a relationship had been established between the two.
NJ said that it needed to be made clear at the next Safeguarding Board.

PW addressed two aspects around the young people issue.  He said it is easy to shorten it to Disabled Children and Young People and the point on Young Peoples Strategy is all about embedding that work across the Board.  Linking to Flying Start and Families First within that, his understanding is that Welsh Government is embedding and having that targeted support, everyone needs to be aware of that strategy.
AB said regarding Family Support Strategy Group and the Young Carers Group that we need to manage these groups in terms of some overlap with their business and to flag up in terms of Youth Engagement and where those tasks and actions are identified in the Young Carers Strategy.  In terms of the Integrated Family Support, and collaboration with the Vale, there will be some complexities around that in terms of needing to have a specific Board that involves colleagues from the Vale and Health.
SM said that the Families First pilot best sits with the Family Intervention Group.  How we do that is a key question and dialogue needs to be had here.

MM said that in terms of the IFSS and joint working with the Vale, some elements where the governance has to be across the authority doesn’t preclude consideration locally about the service delivery to the Cardiff population, but we do need to discharge both those responsibilities. 
AH questioned whether we need to have a Flying Start Board when the majority of the people are around this table?
CJ proposed that he meet with AH over the next couple of weeks and that he send NJ and other members of this Board a proposal on the link between this Board and Flying Start Governance.
RW reported that the Disability Strategy Work in place has clear links and that there will be more joint working with the Vale, specifically with children with the most complex needs.  Within the Disability Group we are trying to look at all the actions within the Strategy to check where there is no duplication.
NJ said that, regarding safeguarding children, one of the many benefits of getting this right is that we will take fewer children into care.
	All – to review member-ship of existing groups
Change name of Work-stream to Youth Engagement (RJ)
Youth Support Service to be on next agenda
Proposal to be developed re governance of Flying Start & FYP Progrmme Board (CJ/AH)

	22/02/12
22/01/12

22/01/12

22/02/12

	3.
	Draft Terms of Reference
NJ went through the draft terms of reference as follows :-
Purpose
Point 3:- AH would like it to say “support and challenge”.

Duties and Principal Functions
Point 3:- JB queried whether it is ‘grant funded activities’?
RJ replied that these programmes require Council Services and that would be rolled out across other partners. We have our own internal Transformation Programme that requests come out of the IPB and are fed into our own internal Service Redesign Programmes.
MM queried the wording. Instead of mainstream Service Redesign but to have a broader delivery.  It might be about informing decisions about the delivery of core services.

Point 4 : - NJ suggested that this says “the Programme Board will promote collaborative work in practice.
Core Membership
As discussed earlier.
Extended Attendance
No changes

Chair of the Meeting
‘Interim’ to be removed.
Frequency of Meetings
NJ said for the first quarter meetings should be monthly after which we will go bi-monthly.   PW asked if dates could be set 12 months in advance. CG to liaise with NJ to set.
Review
Agreed to review after 3 months and then 6 months. Terms of Reference will need to be reviewed at April meeting.  
PW asked to add an additional bullet point – “ensure that the delivery of IPB’s Families and Young People’s Programme adheres to requirements of the  Equality Act 2010.”
AB asked if it was acceptable for deputies to attend the IPB?

NJ replied yes, if they can take things forward.  

MM added that she felt it was important that everyone make every effort to attend every meeting.
	CG

RJ
	22/02/12

	4.
	Membership of Programme Board

NJ asked if anyone was missing from this Board?

RW said that the Children and Young People’s Emotional and Mental Health workstream is missing a lead for Children’s Mental Health issues.
AH added Child Health, around health visiting and health management and that health representation is important.  AH to let NJ know, in terms of this Board, who that person is.
RJ said that the only other partner who has a key role to play is the Police.    It was decided to review their involvement after a few meetings have taken place.

AB said that the Police are linked to the IFSS Board quite actively on family support strategies, so there is representation.
AH said that there is a Parent Network and have involved parents in many of our discussions.  She asked would that be appropriate to engage with this Group or not?
AB replied that it probably was not the right time to agree that now, but we should keep it on the agenda, but it will only be a good experience for them if the Group is functioning well and some preparation is needed to get them to that point.  If we do involve parents at a later stage then it will affect how we do our business in this Group and we have learnt from that in terms of good practice. 
	AH

Representative to be invited at later stage (RJ)
	

	5.
	Flying Start/Families First/Integrated Family Support

Governance Arrangements
RJ reported that Families First has had a lack of governance in terms of who will take the decision on Families First and how that gets fed into the IPB.  Similarly how we bring together and make the alignment between Flying Start and Integrated Family Support.  This Board plays that role in terms of these three programmes and provides that governance.
CJ to report back to the next meeting following a conversation with AH about the governance of Flying Start.
Team Around the Family
RH said that the Team Around the Family approach is directed by the Government in relation to Families First.  The requirements in relation to this are that we should support it with funding which comes with £5.5m a year roughly within the next 4-5 years.  We have total discretion on what the TAF model will implement with discretion for local action.
Team Around the Family is an approach which Families First supports as a service model and a set of principles and WAG expect us to implement all of these and for us to do this with a variety of other considerations one of which is, we implement or commission, in part with other local authorities, by taking a learning approach.  The TAF model for Families First is very much expected to be a middle of the range of preventative protection and remedial interventions.  We are not starting completely from scratch.  We have some good models and a remedial approach is very much the model of IFST work which is now being implemented for the Vale.  There are some good examples of the TAF approach working within existing small projects within the funding via Cymorth and there is also access in relation to dealing with children with complex needs.
Within the commissioning approach we’ve looked at the TAF requirements and we have used money to set up the two pilots.
Pilots are locally based.  They came from the connection with the Youth Engagement work which we are already doing.  The schools are integral to the work.  RH said that the pilots are not an approach that we want to necessarily develop and role out in total across Cardiff, they are an exploration of the methodologies and the challenges which TAF represents and how you implement Families First and engage with local communities in the work.
PW said he has some concerns.  The pilot projects have been fundamentally funded for a City Consortium with Newport.  The understanding is that there are third supplier arrangements with Newport and as such Cardiff will have to follow suit.  He asked about what impact that would have on the commissioning process?  
RH explained that there were certain advantages in terms of the two particular organisations that we used in relation to the pilot projects.   It is not actually a level playing field in terms of how we deal with this type of work but there are also some pragmatic situations that we are taking on board by using this money and being able to spend it in this financial year.
PW said that as a 3rd Sector representative a PR exercise needs to be taken because there are organisations out there that are feeling angry.
JB, who sits on the Cities Consortium in Newport, said that people are angry and fearful about the loss of Cymorth partly through the lack of communication post Cymorth and the lack of engagement through Families First.  
We are very clear about the next round of commissioning that needs to take place.  JB proposed that we push forward provider events and be clear with current beneficiaries about what is happening after commissioning.
RH proposed that we have a learning approach and need more work on building our prospective models.  We haven’t gained enough yet from the pilot work to form methodologies and that we should run those for another year to gain anything useful from that process.
Secondly regarding the unifying approach we need to support the whole range of processes, framework and information sharing and connecting with the IPB should be commissioned as a separate package of work.
Thirdly Team Around the Family addressing particularly community’s needs are incorporated within the Commissioning Framework.
CJ asked RH are you talking about the existing projects or are you talking about the one in Newport and the one centred around the needs issue in the East and the West of the City?

RH replied, not entirely.  We have simply used a neighbourhood approach with our two models in Cardiff and the two separate areas in Newport.  The ones in Rumney, Llanrumey, and Caerau.
RJ said that we have a key issue that urgently needs addressing.  Families First expects us to deliver our services using the TAF model and to look at the family as a whole as a way forward and how we redesign and deliver our services on a multi agency basis around the family.  We are shortly to go out and have discussions with providers about developing a specification for the new Families First Commissioning and it is difficult working out how we are going to have some of those discussions in terms of delivering the services if we still have this lack of clarity.  There needs to be some signed principles of how the model works in practice and providers need to be made aware of that.
JB said the reasons they went to 3 national providers is that they have a wealth of experience around co-location. We are not going to be able to commission TAF in June which is the deadline.
RJ replied that we may not have a TAF model in place until possibly November or even January 2013 but we still need to have clarity of how that model is going to work.

RW felt that we are confusing two things.  TAF is about a set of principles working with the family and working more professionally whilst the TAF project is commissioning through Families First.  Any projects we commission through Families First should adhere to TAF.
CJ confirmed the Education Service support the extension of the pilots as it stems from really good work.
MM proposed that we do a piece of work that takes forward what RW has described but recognise that TAF is a proposal and is something that a lot of people have been engaged in but not formally recognised.  Some families need high intensive work than actually we would be commissioning, not failing to reinforce TAF’s core work.
NJ asked RH if they could discuss this at the next Safeguarding Board and that we review the West Sussex model.
Families First Commissioning Process
RH gave an overview of the synopsis document.  We have held 4 workshops and have a recommendation to be taken as a result of a broad approach to commissioning and we will develop within that.  The Commissioning Project is now underway and has a clear timeline within that and the current state of the work is to talk around a range of existing partners and providers.  We may need to run more provider events.  There are 10-20 more applicants than we have places.  The project has got to an exciting stage because we are able to be far clearer about communicating our intentions.  Central to this is the reduction of the number of commissioned pieces of work to reduce duplication and administrative costs and ensure the work is targeted to the appropriate community needs connected to RBA work.  We must make sure the service outcomes connect with that.  It is essentially about delivering on workstreams that are represented on this Board.  

Families First has a wider brief than a particular workstream.  Not only is it a Project but something that will support joint activity much more widely.

Concern has already been expressed about the existing status as public pieces of work.   We want to make absolutely sure that we don’t lose the good practice of the existing Cymorth Programme. and we don’t We submitted our Families First Action Plan to WAG in October.  They replied in writing to that submission yesterday.   Essentially they said that we are on the right track but need more detail and they want to see that in February.  We take the view that we proceed as planned.  We don’t have clarity with them on us continuing existing projects until we have them re-commissioned.  Our overriding attempt at this stage is to create an environment in which we enable all potential providers to contribute to the best possible solutions for us in terms of delivering Families First.
AH asked are we clear about how we are going to select which families and which approach we are going to use?

RJ replied that we are not clear about the criteria at this moment.  We have some proposed criteria and links back to TAF and how we work with those families.
AH said she could see how it’s working with the pilots, we have other assessment mechanisms but it is not clear how, through our existing systems, we are saying that these are the most vulnerable families and therefore these are the families we will work with.
NJ replied that it goes back to what is described as the 7%.  Unless we know who the 7% are there is no chance of making this work.  All the authorities whose partnerships have been successful in making this work have been clear on their 7%.  Secondly, we need to make sure, and that is where this continuum of need is critical, that we are absolutely clear amongst the partnership about thresholds and where people enter the system.  This is where the work we are doing lines up very closely with the Safeguarding Board.  We are currently undertaking some work in the Children’s Service about the ‘front door’ but that needs to be done within the Council and in conjunction with there being other services that people can access.  We have our thresholds and our entry point and we have our signposting.  We have a common access point where we are saying to the Public Protection Teams we are able to line these things up.  There is a lot to be done to make sure people enter the system at the right place and receive the service and we have a clear sense of who is the 7%.
NJ said that Steve Jarman has neighbourhood data which shows us where the 7% are and he is happy to supply us with data.
NJ asked RJ to invite him to the next meeting.

PW asked about the business intelligence.  He said information goes out say to a pilot and then comes back in.  Unless we get that process clear we are going to be remaining with the same statistics which were gathered two years ago.
RH reported that a Stakeholder Briefing was held last Friday where people were informed about it and were happy with the approach. We felt reassured and supported by a number of points in terms of how we go forward.
Update on Flying Start Expansion 
CJ introduced this item.  The Board are familiar with Flying Start and its successes in Cardiff and we are hugely positive about expansion within the Programme.  In Cardiff we have run the existing programme since 2006 around the 8 school catchment areas.  The rationale for that was we had a suite of indicators leading us to the best view of the needs of children which included educational data.  As parents generally know their catchment area we thought that this was the best way of getting into people’s minds where we were targeting the support.  In December they issued guidance for the expansion.  The guidance indicated that they were not content for local authorities to use local intelligence to reach a target audience and they supplied this information around one indicator and that is the children around the 0-3 year olds who were in households where they needed support.  They gave us this information called lower super output areas.  They are basically providing us with a map saying that is where those children are in the highest proportions. AH and other officers have had a series of meetings with them to suggest that it would be better to have a compromise that would allow us to target those areas but in a way that parents understand.  We took them a compromise proposal that had been discussed at Executive this week.  The position is the Leader was minded to speak to the WLGA to see if he could persuade them that the compromise we are proposing would be acceptable to the Assembly.
AH added that we have to get a 1 year plan in by Tuesday with an indication of the new areas we will target and a 3 year plan in by the end of May 2012.  The key thing around the Expansion Programme is that we have a budget of just under £5m currently and 2600 0-3 year olds currently reached.  The expansion programme run over 3 years will mean double that in terms of budget and reach which will take us up to 4500 0-3 year olds which will be a quarter of Cardiff’s 0-3 year old population.  The changing of the goal posts was around trying to reach those families in the areas where there is a high proportion of families on income benefit and decided to use that as a soul determinant indicator in terms of poverty.  
Our local argument is that, as a sole determinant, it does not indicate children either at risk or go on to later achievements at school.  Add in other factors which would point us in the right direction making sure we are targeting children where we know that children, in the longer term, are going to achieve and we know that they are children at significant risk.
Within the new aspect of the Programme we will be looking at targeting it across the City, it is going to be very hard for us to explain to families what that means in terms of their own eligibility criteria.   Essentially it will be a postcode lottery either you’re in or you’re out.  The management transition of children in catchment schools will be quite difficult in terms of the sharing of information around children’s needs.
The other aspect is that it will be a much broader reach across the city, the downside being we won’t be able to leverage much investment as previously and will struggle in terms of facilities and quality.  The wider the spread will mean that we will be expecting families to travel further.  We will need to work very differently with a more dispersed model which will need to be managed with more generic services.
NJ said the reach is very good based on the criteria.
Links with the Vale of Glamorgan

Covered as part of previous discussions.

	CJ

TAF proposal to be considered at future FYP Board
RJ
	4/4/2012
Next meeting

	6.
	Update on Estyn Post Inspection Action Plan and NEETs Workstream

PIAP Programme Summary
CJ explained that the PIAP Summary Report was only here because workstreams are contained within the Action Plan so it is a way of monitoring those.  The amber boxes are any comments which show where we currently are and what we are currently doing.
In terms of outcome measures we have attendance, exclusions and behaviour in the autumn term and we have the figures for all three.
We intend to run a campaign to raise awareness around attendance which is often parentally controlled.

There is a link to the issue about Youth Engagement and trying to expand the curriculum for 14 – 19 year olds.
NEET Prevention and Reduction Strategy
CJ said that he had given the presentation which went to the Proud Capital Leadership Group where a number of partners were present and which resulted in commitments from people some of which have already been worked through.  Yesterday the new Principal of Cardiff and the Vale College outlined to the Leader his commitment.   NEETs issues in Careers Wales are in transition and we need to keep an eye on that.    Locally we have had a very good relationship with Careers Wales and Cardiff and the Vale so we have to ensure we don’t lose the benefits we have gained around local intelligence.   A Work Group has been established and we have agreed Terms of Reference for recommendation to the Board.  The main focus is to look at funding streams and the impact that has and Careers Wales are registering better figures.
CJ said that one group is important in this and that is the Metropolitan Learning Conference which is a group that has existed for the last 3-4 years which are all the Headteachers who meet with FE colleagues as well as work based trainers, Careers Wales and the Voluntary Sector.  There were two challenges to that group.  The Cardiff commitment provides the right courses to meet the aspirations.  We still have every year a group of 16 year olds who say they wish to pursue educational training but simply cannot find a place.  The MLC were set a challenge to say that there would be no young person who says they want to continue  but they can’t.
Also young people with special needs who leave at 16 and within 3-6 months no one seems to know what they are doing.
Through the MLC they would commit to meeting on a quarterly basis in order to monitor the progress of every child with special needs.   Every quarter we would ask the question “where is that young person and what are they doing?”
SM raised the issue of targeting support around our schools who have the greatest number of NEETS so we are aware of the 16 year olds who are not progressing.

NEET Prevention and Reduction Group Terms of Reference
CJ said that the TofR were debated at the first meeting and it was revised and recommended to the Board.

	
	

	7.
	AOB

No item of AOB


	
	

	8.
	Dates of Next Meetings

· 11.30am-1.30pm, Wednesday 22nd February – Committee Room 4, County Hall

· 2.00pm-4.00pm, Wednesday 4th April – Committee Room 4, County Hall

· 2.00pm – 4.00pm, Thursday 7th June – Committee Room 4, County Hall

· 2.00pm- 4.00pm, Wednesday 8th August – Meeting Room D (Room 365), County Hall

· 2.00pm- 4.00pm, Wednesday 10th October, Meeting Room D (Room 365), County Hall

· 2.00pm- 4.00pm, Friday 7th December, Meeting Room D (Room 365), County Hall
· 2.00pm- 4.00pm, Wednesday 13th February, Meeting Room D (Room 365), County Hall

· 2.00pm-4.00pm, Wednesday 10th April, Meeting Room D (Room 365), County Hall

· 2.00pm- 4.00pm, Wednesday 12th June, Meeting Room D (Room 365), County Hall
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