QUESTIONS FOR THE EXECUTIVE MEETING, 25 APRIL 2006

OLDER PEOPLE’S SERVICES AND SPELRIDE REVIEW
ON BEHALF OF THE SUNBURY LOWER RESIDENTS’ ASSOCIATIONS

MR. MICHAEL WAKEFIELD, KEMPTON RESIDENTS’ ASSOCIATION - 280 STAINES ROAD EAST, SUBURY TW16 6RD

MR. JOHN HIRSH, LOWER SUNBURY RESIDENTS’ ASSOCIATION – 21 SCHOOL WALK, SUBURY TW16 6RB

MR. ERIC OLLINGTON, SUNBURY COMMON RESIDENTS’ ASSOCIATION - 130 ASHRIDGE WAY, SUBURY TW16 7RR

MR. KEITH JOHNSON, GREEN STREET ACTION GROUP
9 SPRINGFIELD GROVE, SUBURY TW16 6NT

Subject:  OLDER PEOPLE’S SERVICES and SPELRIDE REVIEW

Please consider the following comments when debating the officer’s report following the public consultation on “Older Peoples Services”.

1.0 Executive Summary    -   Main issues
1.1    References to SBC’s spend on personal Social Services as being the 9th highest in the country for a District Authority is misleading.

Personal Social Services are part provided by District and part by County in the case of two-tier authorities. The amount provided by each depends on local arrangements.

To be meaningful the total care received should be measured by the sum of both District and County provision as the council tax payer is paying a Borough and a County rate.

For a proper league list of services received across the country this should include Unitary Authorities together with Borough plus County.

As this has not been done the figures given are emotive and not a main issue.

To put the front line social services cost into perspective, they are approximately the same as that spent by Spelthorne on corporate management and just over half that to be spent on IT!

Are Spelthorne’s priorities front-line services to make the Borough a better place or to make self-perpetuating overheads?

OFFICER COMMENT:


The Council needs to focus on its budget and the services it is delivering. The Council has to make decisions about the resources within its control and how it can best allocate them in support of its priorities.

The comparison of shire non-metropolitan borough councils’ figures does provide a like for like comparison of the expenditure by such councils on personal social services provision which for that tier of local government is non-statutory and for which the borough councils receive no grant funding.  To extract from the Counties’ much broader social services spend figures the element which relates to the day care centre services such as Spelthorne is providing, would be a very difficult task to do to ensure that meaningful and comparable figures were derived.

Support services such as IT are very much bound up with the delivery of frontline services. For example, without sophisticated IT systems the delivery of housing and council tax benefits to residents would be an extremely labour intensive process. Equally the Council needs IT systems to enable it to collect in the Council Tax and NNDR income which form an important part of its funding. 

Other aspects of support services are an unavoidable consequence of local authorities being democratic bodies accountable for the expenditure of taxpayers money. For example, the level of internal and external audit required to be incurred is higher than that for a private sector organisation with similar spend, this in turns impacts on financial processes and controls.

Spend on support services is scrutinised vigorously, there have been best value reviews, the Business Process Review process will look at areas within support processes. The Council’s scrutiny committees do review delivery within support service areas.

1.2 The decline in use of day centres is not on the proven grounds that there is no need.. The observed view is that the day centres have been run as closed clubs with a failure to market the services provided. The future need should be assessed against the growth in elderly population.

OFFICER COMMENT:

Spelthorne Borough Council has not said that there is no need for centres to support social interaction.  There has been a decline in use as there are now many other providers, and the service is predominantly used by the 75 plus age group.  There will be a growth in the number of older people, and the Council will be working with other agencies to ensure that provision is available.  It is likely that there could be an extra 576 units of Xtra-Care housing, which will have community access in the next 10 years.

We accept that marketing plans do need to be produced for each centre and that is a recommendation, but every year we have had 7000 people visit the centres to obtain bus passes, and perhaps only one or two have joined up.

1.3 The Borough’s difficult financial situation is confusing the issue. The commercial asset value of the day centre sites for potential development would appear to have been the main driving force by the consultation.

It now seems that saving £500,000 from the budget is the main issue as declared in Section 5 of the report. This was not mentioned at any time in the consultation.

If a saving of £500,000 can be made anywhere in the budget then there is no reason why the day centres should be touched or the Spelride down-graded.

OFFICER COMMENT:

Officers do not accept that the commercial asset value of the day centre sites for potential development have been the main driving force for the consultation. The interest benefit from the realisation of asset receipts  only accounts for £80,000 of the revised savings of £515,000 as per the table under 5.1 of the Executive report. This equates to 16% of the projected savings. 

The financial savings which will result from the proposals will make a contribution towards the savings programme the Council is currently undertaking (over the last four financial budgets savings of £5m have been found, and there is a need to find further £1.4m in 2007-08). It is certainly not the case that the search for savings has been limited to a narrow range of services. 

If the £0.5 million savings associated with the proposals are not delivered then the savings which will need to be found in the 2007-08 budget process will be close to £2m.

When resources are constrained, it is important to ensure that resources are targeted effectively, the proposals are about ensuring that where resource is targeted towards services for the elderly it is the elder frailer elderly with the most need who receive the most benefit.
If finance is the borough’s main problem then the primary approach should be to look at the whole of the council’s administrative costs compared with the costs of the front-line services.

Our council’s duty is to provide a service, which makes Spelthorne a better place.

1.4 The extensive consultation claimed is questioned.
a) The enquiring public has had difficulty in establishing the facts.

Many questions have been asked about usage and officers have responded to these previously.  The press have published usage figures and costs and officers have spent time with the public discussing facts in detail.

b) The early years of consultation were selective, not well publicised and not budget driven.

The early consultation was extensive, with over 2441 people responding and a further 50 participated in the focus groups including the frailer older people, by market research standards this is extensive.  The process was driven by need, effectiveness and efficiencies.

c) This report was available only by personal collection on 19th April with no adequate consultation time allowed for review. This to be followed by an Executive decision on the 25th April and the Final decision by the Council on the 27th April. This makes no allowance for the report having shortcomings or being unacceptable.

People were aware of the timetable and the proposals have changed to respond to the comments from the consultation.

2.0 Options List

2.1 Quite clearly there is an option omitted which should have come after (a) which would be to cut £500,000 from Spelthorne’s overall budget from overheads and non-essential provisions in order to retain the day centres and current Spelride service.

It must be remembered that any disruption to services at the day centres is a loss to the community and fails the “making Spelthorne a better place to live/improving customer satisfaction” criteria

OFFICER COMMENT:

In meeting the 2007-08 budget deficit the Council will be looking to make savings within its corporate core and across its support service processes, as well as within other service areas. The Business Process Re-engineering reviews will be part of that process. A small contribution towards this, has been the recent reduced price obtained for the Council’s insurance cover.

2.2 Page 5 of the report identifies the requirement for 200 extra care  housing units to be supplied by Spelthorne by 2016. Quite clearly this is fundamental to “older people’s services” requiring major investment. A special study involving specification requirements, typical layouts and identification of locations across the Borough would appear to be an immediate requirement.

OFFICER COMMENT:

Surrey County Council has prepared an Xtra-Care strategy for Spelthorne, Runnymede and Elmbridge.  The priority locations for extra care housing has been identified in Spelthorne as Ashford, Stanwell and Sunbury.  The main specification requirements are detailed by the Department of Health although individual units are likely to have different needs for the community requirements.

2.3 Option (c ) leading to recommendations (5) and (6) of building    “extra care” housing on the Benwell site has been the subject of a feasibility study as stated in the officer’s report item 3.1 (e) ii.

No such feasibility study has been provided for examination for omissions or acceptability.

Time is needed for such scrutiny before a sound judgment is made on possible changes to the Benwell site.

OFFICER COMMENT:

The feasibility plans were developed to identify the ability to proceed with this option.  Indicative plans have been produced,  there has also been consultation with Surrey County Council on the requirements and Site visits have also taken place.

As the report states, if the proposals proceed users/non users will be involved in preparing the specification for the community element.

3.0 Recommendations

3.1 Defer any decision affecting closure of day centres and reduction in Spelride until 2.1 has been carried out.

OFFICER COMMENT:

Members can only make this decision.  However, this approach would create both staffing and budget issues to address.

3.2 Prepare a special study on extra care housing as 2.2

OFFICER COMMENT:

If Members agree the proposal, then a specification will be prepared in consultation with users/non users and Surrey County Council before commencement of the procurement of a housing specialist.

3.3 Make available for pubic examination the feasibility study in 2.3 above relating to Benwell redevelopment.

OFFICER COMMENT:

Indicative plans have been made available to those who have requested them, but they are indicative and I refer to the comments that have made previously (see 3.2)
3.4 Provide a revised programme for further evaluation of 3.1, 3.2, 3.3

OFFICER COMMENT:

There is a programme provided within the report, which will be subject to the Councils final decision.

3.5 Approve officer recommendations 2, 3 and 4.  

OFFICER COMMENT:

Noted that you agree with recommendations 2, 3 and 4.

