Minutes of a meeting of the 

Compact Funding and Commissioning subgroup

Held at the CREATE Centre

Date:       2 July 2008       
Attending:   



Organisation

Ian Popperwell (IP)


Bristol City Council 


Richard Lyle (RL)


Bristol PCT

Dildar Singh (DS)


Black Development Agency

Ayannah Griffith
(AG)


Black Development Agency

Mike Primarolo (MP)


Windmill Hill City Farm

Wendy Stephenson (WS)

Voscur

Carole Metters (CM)


Bristol Supported Housing Forum

Polly Stewart (PS)


Voscur (minutes)

Apologies:
Christine Storry
(CS)


Bristol City Council ?

Gillian Douglas
(GD)


Bristol City Council

Moira Chorday???? (MC)               ?

	
	
	Action

	1.
	This meeting was held to review the responses to the draft action plan received from circulation among …..  and comments received at the Compact launch.

The Finance and Commissioning sub-group has redrafted and reviewed the original guidance (from whom?)

CS/ AH?/ WS and Sabrina Lee (SL), Voscur’s Funding Advisor, met recently to update the guidance. Since no-one within the group had any experience of commissioning and procurement, they had adapted another set of local guidance from Gloucester Compact? City Council?  

This adapted guidance was sent out in order to start the process. Responses had been collated and WS invited a wide range of groups to be part of this sub-group. MP had taken up the invitation to participate.

WS suggested that since it was difficult to review such a document by committee, that members of the group worked in pairs and took away certain sections of the document to amend.

This was agreed by the group.

Actions to take forward: 

a) Separate paper giving a description of commissioning – Dildar Singh and Ian Popperwell.

b) Introduction re purpose – Richard Lyle and Carole Metters

c) Restructure document to reflect Nicola Waterworth’s suggested structure – Ayannah Griffith

d) Clearer definition of grants – Wendy Stephenson and Gillian Douglas

e) Clearer definition of procurement – Mike Primarolo and Christine Storry

f) Email re tone of the document?

g) Jargon Buster – Wendy Stephenson.

It was agreed that all sections would be circulated for consideration, in advance of the next meeting. 
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	2.
	General discussion

It was agreed that transparency in the process of commissioning was essential.

MP expressed his concern that the commissioning process could result in some organisations going to the wall. He saw the danger as being that contracts would be in too big for small Voluntary, Community, and Social Enterprise (VCSE) organisations. If a public sector organisation takes a slice, then the element offered to VCSEs may offer only limited opportunities. 

MP suggested that this was an opportunity to consider an experimental approach to commissioning perhaps involving VCSEs putting in matching resources? VCSEs provide added value which would enhance the service for the people of Bristol.

CM noted that commissioning and procurement was new to everyone and we should not view the BCC as experts, we should all be equal partners in developing an effective process.

DS believed that it was important that commissioning processes were flexible and equitable.

AG stated that any code of practice needs to have a practical application; something that all would adhere to in an equal partnership.

AG also felt it important to include relevant legislation, to make it clear that the coded adhered to this. DS confirmed that 4 – 5 acts related to this and should appear in the appendix, in order to give the document ‘teeth’.

WS suggested, and it was agreed that procurement and commissioning needed to be clearly defined. Definitions differed between organisations and it was essential that common definitions were agreed upon, to avoid confusion.


	

	3.
	Collated responses to the Draft Funding, Investment and Procurement Code of Practice – discussion.

A paper was tabled with these responses.

WS stated that the aim of the final document was to provide a common understanding, to be ‘launched’ and ‘sold’ to all BP partners.

IP noted that a clear diagram showing the commissioning process needs to be created and should be one of the tasks of the group. This would form part of the section that defined commissioning. Sabrina Lee and Nicola Waterworth have used a very useful diagram, although there are many others available.

Definition and clarity was also required regarding the mutual obligations of each partner within the process. Contractual relationships required responsibilities, but there must also be a clear process through which complaints or concerns can be channelled.

The emphasis needed to be on the importance of using communication to overcome any difficulties, rather than using the media to express concerns.

It was agreed that the guidance needs to include a section about which organisations commissioning is appropriate for. This would highlight the responsibilities involved and also the extent to which it might impact upon their work.

Section 2.4. 

The group agreed with this statement. It was hoped that only one group would be met with in future (not PCT, LA and police etc.)

Section 2.29 

There were lots of questions around the funding of outcomes. If moving to outcomes based commissioning then are we measuring the effect on people’s lives rather than, for example, number of beds provided? Traditionally, numerical outputs have been measured, but the VCSE excels in the quality of outcomes. It was agreed that there was a place for both. IdEA had stressed the importance of putting outcomes for users at the heart of the commissioning process.

It was agreed that the issues above needed to be clear and understandable and it was vital that the commissioners had an understanding of these issues. Without clarity, the process could be confusing.

RL stated that such clarity was vital, as some sections of the PCT and City Council were not ‘tuned in’ to VCSE issues and he wanted them to become more engaged. Information and clarity was necessary to ensure that this could happen. Clear, simple application processes were needed.

P4.

It was suggested that this could be turned into a ‘users guide’ as well as general guidance, so that it was clear to follow. Perhaps the practical guidance could be an appendix.

V.A.T. – MP has written a paper on this which he will circulate to the group for information.

HMRC (?) to run workshops for the sector to help people to understand the rules.

The group agreed that they would follow the structure suggested by Nicola Waterworth, at the bottom of p4.

Section 2.30.

IP explained that the Local Authority (LA) has an obligation to feedback on performance indicators to the Department of Health. Therefore the VCSE need to be aware of the Local Authorities reporting back responsibilities.

IP stated that the LA needed to check that a commissioned organisation was still value for money at the end of a programme. AG emphasised that an organisation may have found a good way of delivering a public service and would not want to be told how to deliver by the LA. IP stated that it was important for an organisation to communicate with the commissioner if they have new ideas or wanted to develop the programme in a different way.

MP stated that in his experience, grants were a one way process and that the sector had been pushed back when cuts had been made on an arbitrary basis. RL believed that contractual relationships can be stronger than grants. MP replied that a contract needs to be effective and workable – not a huge dossier.

Commissioners needed to be assisted in measuring VCSE’s value for money – they needed to be able to draw upon expertise. 

Full Cost Recovery methods were essential in this process.

It was agreed that it was important to build the capacity of smaller organisations to enable them to develop and become effective. This would enable them to take part in the commissioning process. 

The commissioners needed to invest in developing the VCSE sector.

Section 2.20 (main paper)  Not ‘It is possible…’ but, they can offer expertise.

It was agreed that the lessons on the commissioning process were about the ways of looking at this so that it created a win/win situation – a dialogue between both sections. 
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