VCS Network Meeting, 14th June

Area Working in Bristol: Consolidating Partnership Working to Support Vulnerable Families
Group Discussions

Table 1: (Facilitated by Michele Farmer, CYPS)

Rationale

· Understand move from 10 localities to 3 areas, but areas are very big

· Community organisations want to feed in but their knowledge is very local

· Single referral (MASH model) a good idea but fear being swamped

· Little organisations can’t get info from across a wide area or city – need help signposting

· Area ‘team’ would have to be up to date

Executives

· Locality meetings are big meetings, take a lot of time with a lot of complicated papers

· Voscur important to making it work, networking time is important.  VCS isn’t just the priority – the sector has lots of priorities.

· Area meetings will need focus – fewer priorities to get behind.

General

· Vision has to be compelling.  Data and needs analysis has to help support a few key priorities that we all get behind.

· Suggest regular consultation by area to keep up to date with changes/ trends.  Maybe use technology – blogs, delib, rockpool – 1BigDatabase feels old/ out of date.

· Keep overview of whole city.

· A lot of resource is not with Bristol City Council so this multi-agency arrangement has to be compelling if we are to the the best out of working together.

· Too child-centred, not enough about families.

Table 2: (Facilitated by Matthew Symonds, Voscur)

Which partners will be involved?

· Is all of the work being commissioned/ What % commissioned?

· Where does VCS fit into Area Executives? What role for the VCS within the new structure?

· The details of the support e.g. what budgets – not clear on the proposals for Area Working.

· VCS orgs can contribute to implementation of targeted support in lots of ways to tackle child poverty – but it’s not clear if we’re being asked to focus on this – if the priorities were clear then it could change how we might operate/ work.

· VCS will be picking up ‘gaps’ left by statutory agencies – but we need to be represented at CAFs and other meetings – but don’t necessarily have the resources to support this.

· Need to understand power and resources at governance level – then ensure VCS involvement at this level.

· Unrealistic expectation that VCS will be able to fill the void left where LA withdrawn.

· Some areas will have much more support required to reflect he demographic change and arrangements need to reflect this.

How does the Area Executive fit with the Children’s Plan?

· Evidence gathering / intelligence is important but difficult in this field.  Need to find ways to gather this to inform commissioning.  If smaller VCS orgs don’t have evidence to support their impact then the larger orgs will ‘hoover up’ commissioned support.

· Smaller orgs working with vulnerable families/ children might need extra support to help them monitor/ gather data on their interventions – soft measures to help inform strategic level decisions which inform commissioning plans.

· Even small scale/limited monitoring 9e.g. one question) would be a start.

· Need for smaller VCS orgs to ‘be on the radar’ of the commissioners.  Yet smaller groups feel left out – with limited resources to engage in the process – possible mentoring in addition to existing infrastructure support.

How will Area Executives canvas/ communicate effectively?
· Need expectation for Executives to be inclusive – need clear protocols/ procedures that ensure this expectation is met (so that smaller groups/ new groups/ those not networked in area still able to engage in process).
· Clarity/ understanding / navigation on how the different LA fits together.

· Area Executive needs to keep clear (visible) information of VCS orgs that have ‘linked into’.  Communication needs to be clear, relevant, useful – i.e. not huge documents about process that might not be relevant to VCS groups.

· Smaller/ diverse providers could be disadvantaged – perhaps larger providers who are commissioned/ in consortium could be required to demonstrate how they’re working with/ supporting these smaller VCS orgs.

· Helping VCS orgs link into bigger orgs more useful than being linked into LA – smaller orgs unlikely to be commissioned alone but could help fill specialist gaps.

· Need clear steer on what priorities are for Executives – it is no longer possible to expect VCS to deliver ‘more for less’ – need to set very clear priorities for VCS to focus on.

· Pressures on VCS are huge across all sectors – it is getting to ‘breaking point’

· Need to know where we need to be known – which database and directories VCS groups need to be in.

· Enquiry Days for localities would be helpful to engage/ focus on the different VCS orgs within each area.

Table 3: (Facilitated by Mark Hubbard, Compact Liaison Officer)

The group welcomed the intention in involving them in the discussion. However, the group was confused about the proposal: many had not had time to read it in detail and felt that the presentation assumed prior knowledge. Although the group struggled with the questions (see comments on language and accessibility) there was a useful discussion that included the following.

· Language and accessibility – The group felt that the paper and questions were difficult to understand. They have concerns about the audience of these and, ultimately, about the communication of any changes/structures to service users and providers. They requested plain English and that these communications be ‘road-tested’ to check for compatibility with audiences. They felt that the tone was very statutory.

· VCS involvement – The group felt that it was important the VCS sector/representatives are involved in the establishment of new area-based structures. They also felt that the new structures need to link with and complement the new VCS Assembly and Networks.

· Locality > Area – The group felt that, with the change from 10 to 3, the agenda of the 3 Areas would be bigger. They felt that there was a possibility that the involvement/consideration of smaller/local VCS organisations might be difficult with bigger agendas. The group perceived little impact for city-wide organisations.

1. Do you agree with the rationale for change?

· Broadly, yes but the group was not clear about the current position and the scope of what was proposed to change. 

· The group felt that more clarity was needed on the relationships between 14 Neighbourhood Partnerships (NPs) and 3 Areas. 

2. Area Executives – do you agree with the core requirements and governance arrangements as set out?

· Broadly, yes. The scope of the Area Execs needs to be clarified. 

3. Area Executives – how can we use this as an opportunity to rationalise other partnerships, networks and/or make them more coherent? 

List specific partnerships of forums where necessary and proposed relationships.

· Neighbourhood Partnerships and Neighbourhood Fora – these are working well and that good practice should be used in the new Area structures.

· Extended Schools Partnerships

· Social Care

· Adults and Health

· VCS Assembly and Networks

· How do 3 x Area Execs link with Health & Wellbeing Board?

· If linked with NPs/NFs, there is a concern that the CYP focus of Area execs might be lost in the wider remit of the NPs.

· PCT forums.

4. Area Executives – do you have any further comments on the mechanisms required to hold each other to account as partners?

· Area Execs need the ability to target locally according to local community needs – i.e. not solely on an area basis.

· Area Execs could have a presence on each NP/NF in their area. This could serve two purposes: (1) reporting from NP/NF into Area Execs (e.g. CAF/CYP issues), (2) consultation/information dissemination from Area Execs to NP/NF.

5. Have we identified the right priorities for supporting area infrastructure?

· The group did not understand this question.

8. What opportunities can you identify for the potential integration of services on an area basis – either within CYPS or with partners?

· An opportunity to further develop Family CAFs and whole-family approaches.

Appendix 3 (Draft Engagement Model)
· The group was not sure how this differed from the current situation. 

· The group felt that this is more about children than families and that it might need some additions (for example, links with housing, employment).

· Concern about “reduced access points” and that some service users might not be able to access services.

· The group felt that the “increased self-serve” might not be positive for some service users.
Table 4: (Facilitated by Nicola Waterworth, CYPS)

Area Executives & Governance

· Needs consistency, commitment and pace to be effective.

· Organisational commitment required – over-reliance currently on individual motivation at both Executives and with engagement in CAF and panels.

· Use the capacity we all have effectively to add value.

· Money has brought people to the table in localities – greater clarity needed about the role of Area Executives in commissioning but also understanding that effective working is about using/ allocating the resources that we all hold, not additional funding.  However, within this the difference between the resources of the voluntary sector and the statutory sector needs to be understood – the VCS will need to be funded to deliver.

· Need clarity on how the Area Executives will link with remaining locality meetings/ other partnerships.
· Are other statutory agencies and the Council as a whole replicating this approach/ clear links needed with neighbourhood partnerships – there is a tension with the full ‘total family’ approach.

Operational Multi-Agency Working

· Benefit of the multi-agency arrangements needs to be clear – i.e. efficiently get resources to support families who need it – if practitioners/ services are going to engage, particularly given the risk that with reduced resources services find it more difficult, i.e. schools.

· The joint allocation of resources for vulnerable families is key – lead professionals need weight to require others to engage and capacity at the core of their role to undertake the lead professional role.  Currently the concept is understood but reluctance/ perception that additional to central role.

· Must ensure that the voices of children and families remain central to the engagement – coming before panels for many is a barrier so can we do this differently?

· All providers of services need to be engaged around clear processes and information flows – e.g. private nurseries as the example where there has been less understanding/ information and risk that this is replicated as the providers of services become more diverse.

· Does the LA have a role akin to the NHS ‘Monitor’ role – ensuring collaboration of providers?

· Specifications and contracts for services funded by statutory agencies are important lever in ensuring engagement by services in arrangements; but have to be properly contract managed to achieve this.

· To get the right providers must have the right tendering/ other assessment processes – ensuring they are quality, right capacity, clear risk management, skilled workforce.  Will become increasingly important to ensure quality control in a diverse market – how will the LA deliver this?  

· What is the Area Executives role in quality assurance of the providers working in their area?
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