
NATIONAL TELECARE PROGRAMME BOARD 
PARAMOUNT CARLTON HOTEL, EDINBURGH

18 MAY 2007
Present  

Mike Martin (JIT) - Chair
Colin Anderson (ADSW)

Ron Ashton (Angus Council)

Amanda Britain (Craigforth)
Jonathan Clark (Scottish Enterprise)

Grant Hughes (JIT)
Iain Hunter (Scottish Centre for Telehealth)

Lyn Jardine (CIH)

Brian Kerr (JIT)   

Moira MacKenzie (Programme Manager)

Paula Speirs (NHS24)

Marie Swinney (Scottish Executive) 
1.
Apologies and Welcomes 
Colm Cunningham, Isobel Allan, Stewart Watt, Kenny Milne, Stephen Sandham, David Kelly.
Moira, Paula and Marie were welcomed to their first meeting of the Board

2.
Minutes of Previous Meeting, held 12 March 2007
Accepted – attention drawn to additional paragraph referring to Paula Speirs’ appointment and Gordon Wilson standing down.  
3. 
Revised remit and membership of TPB 
Reference was made to Appendix 2 – Programme Structures and role definitions – of Margot White’s Governance Model report and recommendations.   Roles were discussed – including that of the Business Change Manager mooted in Margot’s report.  Currently this was filled de facto by Amanda, but some clarity was needed as to whether it should continue to occupy a single role or whether “change” should fall collectively to the Board.   Paula Speirs mentioned that this role was important in the context of joint working and connecting up various elements – eg where falls were concerned, this might involve aspects of manual handling and response services and how these were triggered.  Action:  Review position in 6 months, in light of Moira’s experience and Board requirements.
User/carer representation on the Board was discussed.  Kenny Milne now has full time employment and Isobel Allan feels she could more usefully contribute without being a Board member.  Action:  Management Group to investigate the possibility of forming a small user/carer network alongside the Board itself. 
4.
Strategic Agenda 
A number of areas were discussed in connection with the likely TPB agenda for the next 12-18 months.   Appendix 4 of the Governance report was discussed in the context of where the best returns might be available and how the Board could have most impact.  This would need to take into account the possibility of factoring in new resources from elsewhere.   
Mike Martin drew to members’ attention that he and Iain Hunter had been involved in discussions about a pan (NHS) Lothian proposal put forward by David Kelly of West Lothian Council. This proposal involves both Telehealth and Telecare, and seeks funding from the Scottish Executive. 
Agreed: Members were comfortable for Mike to pursue these discussions without formal recourse to the Board, though Mike undertook to keep the Board informed of progress.
The Business Case and benefits realisation plan put together by Tony O’Sullivan had articulated the likely cost- and time-released savings likely to be generated by Telecare.   Initial assumptions of 75,000 beneficiaries by 2010 had already been superseded in the light of more information generated by partnerships which showed more people in receipt of services from eg community alarm services.  However the savings anticipated had also turned out to be less – a more realistic figure of £40k now replacing the original reckoning of £116k. In the light of Stage 2 submission some further work was needed on this – but the document would be extremely important in highlighting the evidence in favour of Telecare.   In response to a question about how rigorous the benefits plan is and whether it is clearly auditable and provides consistent information under consistent definitions, Brian pointed out that partnerships had been obliged to furnish formal assurances about the strategic benefits of Telecare within their area. 
Action:  
· Paula Speirs to seek to connect in the Telecare Programme Board to other work she is involved in eg e-care Programme Board.

· Mike Martin to report at the next Board meeting an outline work plan (PID) setting objectives, activities and outcomes for those areas of strategic importance on which the Management Group could then recommend action. It was agreed this report would need to examine particular areas – telecare/health convergence, innovation, rationalising regulation and inspection and strengthening outputs relating to information and communication. This would allow the Management Group to prioritise options and prepare a proposal for the July meeting of the TPB, as well as inform and enable actions/decisions to be taken preparatory to this.
· Mike Martin to update the Board on progress with NHS Lothian proposal in the light of further developments. 

· Tony O’Sullivan to complete a second draft of Business Case/Benefits realisation plan in the light of any remaining Stage 2 information, for submission to the Ministerial Steering Group in due course. 

5.
Programme Plan 
Amanda Britain described the latest structure of the Programme Plan and in doing so welcomed the appointment of Moira MacKenzie as the new Telecare Programme Manager.  
6.
Progress Report
Brian Kerr provided an update on the overall state of partnerships’ progress in implementing their Telecare schemes.  The process involved in seeking Stage 2 information has a dual purpose – not only to inform the project plan and business case but also to provide baseline data in connection with YHEC’s evaluation of the Telecare Programme as a whole.   Other information on call handling, on charging policies or community alarm services was also being sought to provide a more accurate picture of the state of play of Telecare as it currently exists – and it reflected previous interest in these parameters expressed by members of the TPB. 
The Board would also need to be closely involved in any decisions taken about funding which had not so far been allocated funding, on contingencies and on  | opportunities to redistribute funds.  Its role in doing so would be a) to help areas where telecare is less well developed and b) to provide assistance to partnerships in improving the content of their proposals.

In the 4 partnerships where progress had been less quick Brian confirmed that these were for different reasons – though he confirmed that commitment and buy-in from senior management was one common factor.  He was already in formal contact with each, though sought backing from the Board to an approach whereby Stage 2 funding could be confirmed and for a very small number of partnerships, that a formal endorsement could be made by the Board that these partnerships had missed the opportunity for Stage 1 funding. 
7.
YHEC/Evaluation issues
Amanda Britain provided a report on the evaluation of the Telecare project currently being undertaken by York Health Economics Consortium (YHEC).   Some concerns had been raised about the capacity of YHEC staff to deliver on this and there had been some blockages and problems in connection with the evaluation of the Programme. Amanda had however been reassured by Paul Trueman, the Director of YHEC, that his team is willing and able to deliver. 

A major sticking point had been the individual-level date which it had been YHEC’s intention to gather.  A clear requirement on YHEC at the outset of the programme was that it should use existing datasets as far as possible and that they should take all steps to do this.  Particular difficulties had been experienced in accessing CHI numbers.    The outcome of a YHEC workshop on 23 April had not been positive, and difficulties highlighted here had been the scope and focus of requirements on partnerships and the reasonableness and feasibility of providing individual-level data.  

As partnerships had clearly been uncomfortable with this at the workshop, Amanda had intervened and agreed that this could be revisited.  At the same time, YHEC and the Management Group had spoken about a revised approach to maximise robustness while recognising what was originally specified was too big a burden on partnerships.   At a meeting with YHEC on Monday 14 May it had been agreed to move away from individual level data.  The possibility of disengaging from YHEC had been raised but on balance it was preferable to keep pressure on the team to deliver via the YHEC Director, in whose ability Amanda had confidence.
8.
Risk (standing item)
Tony O’Sullivan’s risk register had been tabled and approved at the previous TPB meeting and the intention was for this to become a standing item Amanda Britain had marked risks 12, 18, 21, 26 and 30 as items which might be regarded as “done” and therefore deleted from the register. 
Paula Speirs suggested that the list might be further compressed so that it reflected key risks and issues for the Board.  
Action:  

· Risk report tabled at next TPB meeting to take account of these changes. 
9.
Gateway Review

It was confirmed that a 2nd Gateway Review has been concluded.  The review remains ‘red’ due to the outstanding requirement to revise the Business Plan, which could not be done until Stage 2 bids were received (see 4.0 above).  All other matters from the 1st review have been implemented and it is not the intention of the Gateway Review Team to return.

· GH to check that this report has been circulated round the TPB. 
10.
AOB 
None.
11.
Date of next meeting

Friday 13 July, 11am – 2pm, Conference Room A, St Andrew’s House, Edinburgh
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