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Minutes
	Title of Meeting:
	Children’s Trust Executive Commissioning Group

	Purpose or Mandate:
	To plan and make commissioning recommendations for the Trust Board   

	Date:
	11 March 2010

	Place:
	Mid Suffolk District Council

	Present:


	Carol Carruthers (Chair)
Alan Caton

Arthur Charvonia

Bud Simpkin

Carole Herries

Chris Fry

Eugene Staunton

Jonathan Own

Neil Watts
Tim Mutum

Tina Hines

Tony Osmanski
Fiona Denny
Mick Meadows

Dawn Henry
	Suffolk County Council 

Suffolk Constabulary

Waveney District Council
Young Suffolk

St Edmundsbury Borough Council

Mid Suffolk District Council 

NHS Suffolk

Ipswich borough Council 

Suffolk County Council
Babergh District Council

Suffolk County Council 

Suffolk Coastal District Council




	Item No
	Item Description
	Relevant business considered, facts noted, the decision taken and its rationale
	Lead officer

	1
	Apologies
	Gavin Bultitude,  Gary Nethercott, Kelley Parker, Michael Dean, Mashbileg Maidrag, Noel Lees, Sally Rundell, Shamsher Diu, Sharon Stott, Simon Phelan. 

	

	2


	Minutes and matters arising


	Funding the administration of the Children’s Trust
TH commented that further discussions were taking place at the Task and Finish Group’s and they were looking at the totality of all partner contribution. CC followed this up by saying that all encompassing funding maps were being drawn up to look at partners spending.
	TH

	3
	Workforce Development Strategy


	DH clarified that this was a consultation document and they were looking for feedback that would represent the views of the Children’s Trust. 
An advisory workforce group agreed 5 priorities with safeguarding being the ‘golden thread’ that would join them all up. These 5 priorities reflect the priorities of the Children’s Trust. 

This workforce development strategy requires 5 multi agency expert groups that include partners of the Children’s Trust, so that the Children’s Trust can be fully represented. These groups will identify good practice that already exists and then build on this to improve and inform future commissioning of training. 

Page 21 shows what success can occur through integrated working. 

In appendix 6 of this document there is more detail of what funding might be required from the Children’s Trust.

CC suggested that financial mapping will help address the resource issue within the Children’s Trust Partnership and work towards opportunities to pool resource, including contributions for administration of the Children’s Trust, Workforce and Service Delivery. CC and ES are attending a pooled budget event on 12th March. 

BS expressed his concerns that if a lot of the funding is coming from the CYP Directorate then it becomes very County Council orientated. 
CC agreed that we need to adopt a more whole system Children’s Trust approach but as budgets have been set by large for 2010 / 11 this should be an aim for 2011 / 12. 

Recommendations
ACh felt that the strategy was ‘sound’ but it was how it was implemented was the concern.

FD noted this would be worked up in the action plans.

JO expressed concern in agreeing the strategy as this might duplicate work already commissioned by the borough and he felt that the induction programme was not appropriate for everyone that works with Children and Young People. 

JO also expressed a concern that corporate HR did not appear to take Workforce Development seriously enough. District and Borough colleagues to raise this with HR.

BS noted that induction for the Children’s Workforce was fundamental for all staff that come into contact with CYP as part of their day job and to promote an integrated work agenda.

TO mentioned that this document read more like a  ‘guiding principles’ document rather than a strategy as a strategy sounds like it is in place. It was acknowledged by MM that the action plans needed to be developed to develop more detail / substance for a more comprehensive document.
DH confirmed that a concern is that the Children’s Trust has to have a strategy in place as part of the new statutory guidance from April 2010.
The recommendations were addressed in turn as follows:

i) The group decided that priority 1 would be agreed which would be developed with the Strategy providing guided principles. 
ii) Referring to priority 2 CC reminded that group that in November 2009 an agreement on principle was decided to make a contribution in cash or in kind. 

The £5000 would pay auditing, analysing, independently facilitating the 5 priorities, consultancy fees and venue fees. 

MM commented that CYP have already funded the leaflets and could pay that £5000 however it defeats the objective of including all the partners and moving forward in a collaborative way. 

ACh suggested that rather than giving little bits of money it would be much better to work towards a pooled budget at the beginning of the financial year 2011 / 12.
The group decided that the ‘willingness’ was there for priority 2 however the physical process was not possible as budgets have already been set for 2010-11 and asking for little amounts of money would cost more than it was worth. Proposal to be worked up and submitted for 2011/12.
iii) Priority 3 was agreed as it would be tied into the bigger picture.

iv) Priority 4 was agreed.

v) Priority 5 was agreed but consideration would need to be given to how best to represent the D&B’s. 
	FD / DH / MM
MM / FD

MM / FD

MM / FD



	4
	Progress on CYPP2: Priority 4 Bullying
	CC clarified that Adrian Orr did not make any specific recommendations in his paperbut did highlight a number of areas where Partnership working could support the bullying agenda. 
NW mentioned that bullying in schools was a high priority however e – bullying is becoming an increasingly larger problem. He also commented that 75% of his exclusions in his last term as a head teacher were a result of cyber bullying that occurred outside of school but ended in school due to a fight breaking out. 
The role of Districts and Boroughs and Police to support anti bullying outside of school was noted. 
The group felt that the exclusion statistics on page 3 of the update were not accurate enough as there is not a bullying code on the exclusion form. It was felt that more detail would help to inform an anti bullying strategy.
ACa felt that some schools may be reluctant to record accurate data in order for this not to reflect badly on the school. 
TO suggested that to improve we need to keep raising awareness of bullying, monitor, evidence when we have reduced bullying and show improvement. It was agreed that we also need to improve recording / data quality / explore the role of healthy schools, understand causation and benchmark ourselves against other Local Authority’s. 
NW mentioned that bullying will also link with attainment, if a child is being bullied it may affect their results in exams and attendance at school. 

The group decided that this agenda item needed to come back to the group at the next meeting with Adrian Orr in attendance and for the group to share recommendations and agree partner activity. BL to place on Agenda for May.

	CC on behalf of AO
BL

	5
	Children’s Trust Task and Finish Group progress / workshop
	TH mentioned that the functions of the Board and Executive Commissioning Group have been heavily discussed at the Task and Finish Groups. 
It was suggested that the Executive Commissioning group would become the ‘engine room’ of the Trust and TH welcomed feedback on who should sit on this group. It was suggested that Simon White as DCS, should Chair the group to provide ‘strong’ strategic leadership.
The Performance Improvement Group would be merged as part of the ECG therefore the reports from the outcome leads would go straight to the ECG. This would work out better for the leads as it means any issues can be brought straight to the group and decisions can be made quicker. 

BS commented that with colleagues reporting straight to the ECG proposals will be sharp by the time they get to the Board and the whole system will be more streamlined. 
ACh asked why the Suffolk Collaborative was included in the structure chart.
TH responded that Ros Cassy would be meeting with Simon White to discuss whether the Board needed to be held accountable to the Suffolk Collaborative. 

CH stressed it was crucial that the right people were sitting on the Board and Executive Group. CH felt that the structure looked good on paper but if it was not rolled out properly it will fall down. 
CC continued that the functions needed to be meaningful, so people felt that the Trust added value to help improve the outcomes for children. 


	TH / CC

	
	Any Other Business
	Becky to send out the structure chart electronically and invite comments from all members of the group.
	BL / ALL

	Date of Next Meeting

18 May - 2:00 – 4.30pm

Endeavour House

Rose Room





