Extra Care Housing Industry Forum

Notes on the meeting at 89 Albert Embankment, London SE1 7TP, 

Monday 18th December 2006 1:30 pm - 4:30pm

Attended by all who had responded to the invitation (see list of participants - no apologies).

Summary: presentations and discussions entirely focussed on the ‘Raising the Stakes’ project.

1. Welcome and introductions. 

Steve Ongeri (Housing Corporation) gave a brief overview of the project’s aims: to help commissioners, providers and service users of extra care share a common understanding of extra care housing. 

The project group needs to keep the industry informed about, and involved in this project.

2. Background and summary. 

Paul Watson (Hanover HA) recounted the history of the Extra Care Housing Industry Forum with which he has been involved from its inception when on secondment to the Department of Health.

2002: Department of Health sets up a working group of ECH providers with the task of developing an ECH Code of Practice

2003: The working group reports on the problems of regulation of ECH and of registration. There is still no full agreement on what is ECH and on what are its minimum standards

2004: The Industry Forum comes to 4 conclusions:

a. Need for standard descriptive language

b. Need for a set of minimum standards

c. Concentrate on outcomes and their monitoring

d. Create a Kitemark, self-managed and self-assessed by the industry

These conclusions raised key challenges for the industry:

1. The definitions and kite marking must be meaningful for older people and advisers

2. The set of standards should not constrain or restrict the development of new models

3. ECH is innovative and still evolving; avoid standardisation, do not constrain a dynamic market

4. No barriers to entry to ECH: create several levels within the kitemark including optional ‘aspirational standards’.  Balance what would fit by housing and health

Kite marking

· If self-managed, would it be trusted?

· How to organise it and assess it?

· Not static, but reflecting the evolution of the market

· Must reflect communities of interest

· Must evolve with the industry and give it a sense of belonging

Questions:

Peter Fletcher: the kitemarking will bring the industry together. Are there barriers for entry, a bottom line?

Paul Watson: there should be common core standards. Comparison were made with driving licences: provisional or full. In this case there should be only one licence, based on common standards.

Bob Bessell: there have to be some boundaries; there has to be a “guardian of the Kitemark”

Rebecca Mollart: There is already a CSHS code of practice now extended to cover ECH. Could these be the basis of common standards? Why replicate them?

Paul Watson: ECH need core standards with some flexibility.

Jeremy Porteus: a code of practice such as that of the ARHM could be helpful

Jane Minter: the core standards must reflect the vast variety of models in the sector. We must help communication between providers and their customers. We could learn from the Care & Repair Kitemark and from other Kitemarks in the sector.

??:  Low level services are an important ingredient of ECH – it’s not just about personal care services.

3. ‘Raising the Stakes’ project overview

John Galvin (EAC) see ppt presentation

John Galvin explained the background to the ‘project’:  At previous Forum meetings it had been agreed that the group needed additional resources to help move its work forward, and as an independent member and a charity, EAC had been encouraged to lead grant applications first to ‘Invest to Save’ and then to the Housing Corporation.  The ‘project’ format was a requirement of HC IGP funding rules; its formulation the outcome of negotiation and compromise on the way.  But he hoped the bundle of work and outputs he was about to describe adequately met the Forum’s brief.  The work would be done by EAC in partnership with PFA, IPC and Moyra Riseborough (RRCA) and in consultation with Forum members.

Questions:

Sarah Vallely: there is a conflict of philosophies worth noting within ECH: independence versus terminal illness services. There is a need for mapping the services available 

John Galvin: such a mapping can be made available electronically to the industry as well as to the public

John Mills: is the Kitemark necessary when CSCI already regulate ECH?

Jeremy Porteus: CSCI is a registration of the domiciliary care services provided in ECH, and is not a consideration for housing choice

Anne Bailey: from the point of view of a commissioner of ECH, CSCI registration is not sufficient at all. There is still a need of ECH standards

4. Measuring Extra Care Housing outcomes

Deborah Clogg (IPC) see ppt presentation

Questions:

Bob Bessell: (on the presentation’s statement that evidence is lacking on financial return for investors in private leasehold ECH) Company annual reports and accounts provide that information readily. In many cases they will show a return of 20% on  investment.

John Mills: (ditto) Retirement Villages keep statistics of % return on capital which show that investment in this sector is successful.

Richard Redmond: ECH industry needs to educate local authorities on its value. If CSCI were to be involved in regulate the industry, ECH costs would soar.

Bob Bessell: when CSCI published a protocol for the registration of close care schemes, it became a minefield and some close care providers decided to get rid of their care services.

Anne-Marie Robinson: on the matter of design of ECH, the importance of a viable environment is crucial

5. Towards a Code and Kitemarking 

Moyra Riseborough (RRCA) and Peter Fletcher (PFA) see ppt presentation

Questions: this presentation moved the meeting to the next point on the agenda

6. Discussion

There are no distinctions among the contributions and questions that followed between those which addressed specifically the content of the preceding presentation and those of a more general nature

Bob Bessell: who will be responsible for controlling and checking the Kitemarking

Moyra Riseborough: the Kitemarking will be by voluntary self regulation by the industry

Bob Bessell: Kitemarking would be worth a great deal of money to the industry. Obtaining a Kitemark would become a necessary requisite. 

Steve Ongeri: Kitemarking puts pressure on providers; they will have a vested interest to provide the necessary information which is needed by the public.

Jane Minter: the debate over Kitemarking is not at present involving the consumer. Proposed appraisal tools are only for the providers and the industry. Why?

Peter Fletcher: There is indeed a issue of transparency. Perhaps a model to follow could borrow from EAC’s Care Options tool, to begin to draw out the provider ethos. Hence a need for clear descriptions and basic standards.

Moyra Riseborough: a standard of describing is equal to a standard

John Mills: yet are there not sufficient regulations of the sector with the standards demanded by CSCI and by Supported People?

Anne Bailey: Kitemarking would be of great help to the commissioners of ECH, as well as to the providers themselves. It will help the process of commissioning

Ann Hughes: Anchor service philosophy is shaped between care providers and commissioners, ECH providers sometimes have no control over the care providers

Jane Minter: Statements of purpose are key, whether regarding in- or out-house services

Jeremy Porteus: we have to consider the expectations of older people. Kitemarking is self assessed by those who manage the premises. There is a division between housing (kitemarking), Supporting People and care services

Rebecca Mollart: is the CSHS code of practice not good enough with its 12-18 months assessment process and a 3-times a year review?

Steve Ongeri: Kitemarking is different; it’s not a code of practice, it’s a consumer-driven product.

Moyra Riseborough: How do we measure outcomes is the question

Jeremy Porteus: what Peter Fletcher proposes actually change the product which is now being promoted by the Department of Health

Anne Bailey: if 24 hour care service is provided, we have a real alternative to residential care

Jon Head: 24 hour on site service is not a prerequisite, bearing in mind the rapid advance of technology

Ann Hughes: do not create dis…by stilting innovations

Peter Fletcher: there is a real difficulty in marrying the private and public sectors within a common language and kitemarking

Bob Bessell: By its regulations CSCI drove out care services from Retirement Security Ltd. The Kitemarking will depend on how it affects the industry. It requires an authoritative body to manage it, a very tight organisation indeed. It would be extremely important to an industry which is motivated mainly by profit.

John Mills: we must establish a common language

Anne Bailey: ECH must be considered in its own right, and not as an alternative to residential care

Rachel Kirkland: From consultations between the Department of Health and CSCI, it is clear that CSCI do not wish at all to extend registration to ECH. You are invited to submit your questions to the CSCI consultation panel (email rachel.kirkland@dh.gsi.gov.uk) 

Jon Head: let’s remember however that CSCI respond differently in different regions; looked for a briefing from DH/CSCI on which schemes come close to needing registration.

Anne Bailey: CSCI registration applies only to 24/7 on site care services

Steve Ongeri: I would like to hear directly from you what you think of the project Raising the Stakes as it has been presented to you.

Bob Bessell: it is a great idea, but the awarding body must be created. It will be difficult to administrate. “Kitemark” is the right term and signifies quality.

Paul Watson: an exciting prospect. The path described by PF and MR is safe and secure: a universal language, descriptors, all leading to kitemarking.

Steve Ongeri: money to finance the project will run out at the end of summer 2007; the Industry Forum must keep working as a group

Peter Fletcher: we will turn towards descriptors that cross differences between the sectors, and out of these will work out basic standards. EAC will be the post box. The workshops are the next step of direct consultations

Jane Minter: caveat: domains and descriptors belong to an academic language which does not speak to or engage the users 

Jeremy Porteus; The DCLG are preparing a new Housing Strategy for Older People: kitemarking could be at the centre of it

Steve Ongeri: experience of involving older people …

Jane Minter: we should check existing kitemarking by other organisations first

John Mills: involve CSCI and Supporting People

John Galvin: EAC will make sure that communication continues between the project group and the Industry Forum. The project needs to consult more widely, not an easy task with over 300 ECH providers who need to share in this discussion

Deborah Clogg: to progress we need to talk to independent providers 

Ray Keane: to agree on a common language, bear in mind the specific problems in London Boroughs. Criteria for Kitemarking must take into account the locality and its own problems

Steve Ongeri: what is important is what the outcomes are

Jane Minter: we must ‘futureproof’ ECH (the kitemark) by recognising that we will need to deal with people with higher needs than ECH or residential care can handle: there will be a lot of older people with dementia

Clare Skidmore: Are BME incorporated in the project?

Steve Ongeri: It is in the workplan but will have to be addressed

This is an opportunity to improve what commissioners and providers do.

An opportunity to maintain profit for the private sector

The Housing Corporation should finance more mixed-tenure provision and do this in partnership with the private sector

Conclusions

Despite the various points raised and noted above, there was unanimous support for the ‘Raising the Stakes’ work programme and to moving forward through it towards a kitemarking system for ECH.  EAC and project partners should continue to liaise with Forum members individually, and report regularly.  The idea of an extended workshop session in March was welcomed.

John Galvin: voiced the Forum’s appreciation of the work Steve Ongeri had contributed to the Forum since its inception, and explained that although Steve would be leaving the Housing Corporation shortly, he had every confidence that he would continue his involvement in the project.
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PARTICIPANTS

IN RED = accepted

In purple = one of two

	NAME
	ORGANISATION

	1. Gordon Allan
	Brighton & Hove Council

	2. Anne Bailey
	Wolverhampton City Council

	3. Bob Bessell
	Retirement Security Ltd

	4. Alex Billeter
	 EAC

	5. Anne Brighton
	Broadland HA NOT CONFIRMED

	6. Deborah Clogg
	IPC

	7. John Edwards
	Care Village Group

	8. Peter Fletcher
	PFA

	9. Ross Fraser
	HouseMark - CIH

	10. John Galvin
	EAC

	11. John Graham
	ExtraCare Charitable Trust

	12. Joanne Grainger
	Methodist Homes Housing Association

	13. Jon Head
	Hanover HA

	14. Barbara Hobbs
	Raven Audley Court

	15. Jeremy Huband
	Bank of Scotland

	16. Ann Hughes
	Anchor Trust

	17. Nigel Ingram
	Joseph Rowntree Foundation

	18. Darrell Jackson
	South Somerset Homes

	19. Dave Jones
	DWP

	20. Andrew Kean
	DCLG

	21. Ray Keane
	LB of Camden

	22. Andrew Kerslake
	IPC

	23. Rachel Kirkland
	DH

	24. Ann Mainwaring
	Kingsdale Group

	25. Rebecca McLindon
	IPC

	26. John Mills
	ARHM

	27. Jane Minter
	Housing 21

	28. Rebecca Mollart
	CSHS

	29. Paul Moran
	Bank of Ireland

	30. Luke O'Shea
	DCLG

	31. Steve Ongeri
	Housing Corporation

	32. Mike Parsons
	Barchester Healthcare 

	33. Jeremy Porteus
	CSIP

	34. Bob Prince
	Broadland Housing Association Ltd

	35. David Reaves
	Richmond Village Care

	36. Brendan Redmond
	Bank of Ireland

	37. Richard Redmond
	Swindon BC

	38. Moyra Riseborough
	CURS

	39. Tim Ryan
	Tribal Group

	40. Kim Scott
	Places for People Group

	41. Vivien Shepherd
	Consultant

	42. Clare Skidmore
	Kent CC

	43. Ron Staker
	Brendoncare Foundation

	44. Andy Staniford
	WELHOPS, Brighton & Hove Council

	45. Jeremy Stibbe
	L&Q Housing

	46. Andrew Stow
	HICA Specialised Care Homes

	47. Geoff Thomas
	St Monica Trust

	48. Lyn Thompson
	Consultant

	49. Paul Trofimov
	McCarthy & Stone Assisted Living

	50. Sarah Vallelly
	Housing 21

	51. Steve Vaughan
	Welsh Assembly

	52. David Walden
	CSCI

	53. Nigel Walker
	CSIP

	54. Paul Watson 
	Hanover HA

	55. Simon Webster
	Sunrise Senior Living

	56. David Weiss
	Kent County Council

	57. Gavin White
	Richmondshire District Council

	58. 
	LGA

	
	


RESPONSES:

john.thornhill@cih.org ; no longer with CIH. Invited Ross Fraser instead

rwp@broadland-housing.org.uk, Bob Prince no longer with broadland. Invited Anne Brighton instead 

Matthew.Young@lga.gov.uk has left LGA

APOLOGIES:
	
	

	Simon Crewe
	Goldsborough Estates Ltd

	Gary Day
	McCarthy & Stone

	
	

	Karin Divall
	Brighton & Hove

	
	

	Stuart Fort
	Axiom HA

	Martin Green
	ECCA

	John Lewin
	Stepping Stone Group

	Ann Netten
	Kent University

	Imogen Parry
	ERoSH

	Tracey Roose
	Age Concern Cornwall

	
	


Added interest in lunch:

Richard Redmond
