To: https://remote.harrow.gov.uk/servlet/webacc/jn6no3Uf4hqdgsbNu...

To: The Chief Executive

1. NOTICE OF CALL-IN OF EXECUTIVE DECISION

In accordance with Overview and Scrutiny Procedure Rule 22, we, the undersigned, hereby give
notice that we wish to call-in the Executive decision detailed in section 2 below:-
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2. DETAILS OF EXECUTIVE DECISION

The details of the Executive decision are as follows:-

Decision: ...To accept officer recommendations for Wiseworks as contained
in report to Cabinet of 14" December 2005

Made by: ...Cabinet 14 December 2006 ...........ovveveeeeeereeeeeeeeennn,
(Cabinet/relevant Portfolio Holder)
Published On: ...19"" pecember 2006



3. GROUNDS FOR CALL-IN

Please specify below the grounds for the call-in, in accordance with
Overview and Scrutiny Procedure Rule 22.5 (the grounds on which an
Executive decision may be called in are set out overleaf). Please note
that the considerations of the Call-in Sub-Committee will focus on the
grounds stated, and the Sub-Committee will seek evidence to support
them. Please therefore also set out below details of the evidence to
support the grounds for call-in, continuing on a separate sheet if
necessary.

(a) Inadequate consultation with stakeholders prior to the decision

The consultation of Wiseworks users and carers was inadequate as it did not
meet the standards set by the Cabinet Office Code of Practice as laid out in the
Council’s consultation documentation (Appendix A).

Breaches of the Code have been detailed in the ‘Response’ to the Report sent to
all Councillors by Ann Freeman, coordinator of Harrow Rethink. (Appendix B).
Although the Cabinet Code of Practice (Appendix C) is not mandatory, it is
invoked in the Cabinet’s consultation paper so all processes and actions must
comply with it.

Users of The Bridge were not consulted despite the fact that the recommendation
is to move some of Wiseworks provision to The Bridge.

There are serious concerns about the process, including misleading and
inaccurate statements in the report, the analysis and the evaluation. Some
examples of the inadequacy of the consultation process. are given in the bullet
points below:

¢ No consultation has taken place on how relocation might affect users
at The Bridge. Guidance from the Cabinet Office website states: ‘A
document should so far as possible include an assessment of the
impact of the proposals on groups likely to be particularly
affected, and every effort should be made to ensure that views are
received from all such groups.’ The consultation did not include an
assessment of the possible impact of the proposals on The Bridge and
so fails in this respect.

¢ The consultation mentions two new models for consideration, but the
reply form provided to those being consulted did not invite them to
choose which one they would prefer. Also there was no question
allowing respondents to opt for an improved service based on the
current model, just a 5- point scale from very happy to very unhappy,
without any reference to the proposed models.



In Paragraph 5.3 of the Report to Cabinet, the statement that
“‘Respondents indicated that the proposals were not fully
understood...” is misleading. They were not understood because no
details of re-provided services in either CMHT or The Bridge were
provided in document or at the public meetings. The lack of clarity in
the consultation document and the lack of relevant information
suggests a breach of at least 2 criteria of the Cabinet Code of
Practice:

o Criterion 2 - ‘Be clear about what your proposals are, who may be
affected ...’
o Criterion 3 — ‘Ensure that your ¢onsultation is clear, concise ...’

In the Report to Cabinet, p32 Comment 1, respondents commented
that ‘More information needed about the implications of the
proposals/alternatives’. In reply the Council said ‘It is accepted that
only an outline was included in the consultation’ and that the report to
Cabinet agrees that ‘Further work to be done following decision.” The
consultation does NOT comply with The Cabinet Office Code of
Practice as described at 9.1, page12. (See Appendix C), as the Council
clearly has no clear understanding of the proposals and who will be
affected and to what degree. Any decision taken to accept these
flawed recommendations could be an expensive failure.

Consultation has a purpose: “The main purpose is to improve decision
making, by ensuring that decisions are soundly based on evidence,
that they take account of the views and experience of those affected by
them, that innovative and creative options are considered and that new
arrangements are workable.” (Cabinet Office Code, see Appendix C). If
the purpose of consultation is not understood by the report writers as
evidenced by their failure to take into account responses to the
consuitation, then the consultation is not meaningful and has been an
expensive waste of public funds.

The evaluation of the consultation, also gives grounds for serious
concerns. The purpose of an evaluation is to pick up mistakes with a
view to improving the process and assessing the value of a particular
consultation. Whilst the report states ‘There needs to be a greater
lead-in time for future consultations to allow more time for
preparation and the potential involvement of partners and
stakeholders in contributing to the development of the
consultation proposals and processes’ (emphasis ours). Yet
requests to be involved in the design of the consultation were met with
the answer ‘we do not feel it would be appropriate for the users of
the services to be involved in the design of the consultation.’
(Portfolio Holder answer to public question 3" August).



If several requests to be involved in the design of the consultation were
refused, how can the analysis then state that involving stakeholders
and partners in the development of consultation proposals and
processes is desirable?

(b) The absence of adequate evidence on which to base a decision

The consideration of the report at Cabinet did not take any account of the
responses, which pointed out flaws in the report. There are several, clear
instances of factual inaccuracies and contradictions. For example:

In the analysis, in response to Comment 8, p33 of the Cabinet Report,
the report states ‘Wiseworks is not an employment facility’. This
statement conflicts with a Portfolio Holder answer to a question put to
her on 3" August 2006 when she said ‘Wiseworks has undergone a
number of developments and changes over the years however, its
principal remit is to help service users with critical and
substantial mental health needs secure employment.’ Emphasis
ours.

The figure of 38 quoted in the report is misleading. In fact between 90
and 120 Service Users have been attending Wiseworks and the
process of winding down Wiseworks has already begun. The contract
for maintenance of Sanctuary Garden at NPH’s Mental Health Centre
was not renewed with Wiseworks, and the registration of new clients
was stopped (see Appendix B).

The summary in the Cabinet paper on ‘Vocational Rehabilitation’
misquotes the Department of Work and Pensions (DWP) / Department
of Health (DH) ‘Vocational Services for People with Severe Mental
Health Problems: Commissioning Guidance’ (Appendix D) which refers
to ‘supported work’, not vocational rehabilitation and states clearly that:

‘There should be a range of services and support to enable
people with severe mental health problems access to paid
employment, mainstream education / training or integrated
voluntary work in the local community. Where people do not wish
to take that route, they should have access to supported working
or stimulating day occupation’.

“10/15 places per 100,000 population should be provided for
supported work / social enterprises.’

There are inaccuracies in the description of the alternative proposals in
the Cabinet Report.



(c) The action is not proportionate to the desired outcome

The decision is based solely on a need to save money in the short-term
and takes no account of the effect on the lives of vulnerable users who will
lose a valued service. Nor does it take into account the extra cost, which
will be incurred by the Council in the long-term, if the needs of these users
are not met when they are needed. It is clear that those disabled by
mental health problems will be affected disproportionately.

(d) Potential Human Rights Challenge

The decision will have a negative impact on the lives of those with mental
health problems and their families and affect their right to family life, and
thereby constitutes a of breach of the human rights of those disabled by
mental illness.

Once completed, please forward this form to Michelle Fernandes in
Room 143, Civic Centre or send it by fax to 020 8424 1557 WITHIN 5
WORKING DAYS OF THE DATE OF PUBLICATION OF THE
DECISION.
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users and their carers; current service providers including private, small, medium and large
companies/organisations; local community, voluntary and faith groups; current and/or
potential council tax payers; some employers; some council partners like the Primary Care
Trust and advocacy services with whom the council has contracts.

The Cabinet Code of Practice on Consultation
(Jan 2004) has six criteria:

1. Consult widely throughout the process, allowing a minimum of 12 weeks for written
consultation at least once during the development of the policy.

2. Be clear about what your proposals are, who may be affected, what questions are
being asked and the timescale for responses.

3. Ensure that consultation is clear, concise and widely accessible.

Give feedback regarding the responses received and how the consultation process
influenced the policy.

5. Monitor your department's effectiveness at consultation, including through the use
of a designated consultation co-ordinator.

6. Ensure your consultation follows better regulation best practice, including carrying
out a Regulatory Impact Assessment if appropriate.

Consultation Co-ordinator: Mark Gillett (mark.gillett@harrow.gov.uk)

Complaints about the consultation process: Stuart Dalton
complaints.peoplefirst@harrow.gov.uk

Please note that the Complaints Service cannot investigate the proposals themselves.

Thank you for taking the time to give us your views.
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RESPONSE TO THE PUBLISHED REPORT ON THE
WISEWORKS CONSULTATION
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This is an initial résponse to report for Cabinet Meeting of 14" December; it

highlights:
Item Page
1) Concerns about the process 2
a. Timing of the publication of the analysis
b. Legality of lack of timely information
c. Breach of the Cabinet Code of Practice on
Consultation
d. Breach of the Harrow Compact on Consultation
e. Lack of understanding of the purpose of consuiltation
2) List of Misleading and inaccurate statements in the report 3-5
. . " S -
3) Concerns with the Analysis at Appendix 1
4) Concerns with the Evaluation at Appendix 4 9-10
5) Conclusion 10




Concerns about the process

1.

Publication of the analysis: Although the promised deadline for publication
of the analysis was 6™ December, it was not until the 8" of December that the
analysis was available. It had to be purchased at a cost of £6.50 because it
was not downloadable from the website.

Legality: Is it legal for papers to be available only 3 working days before the
Cabinet meeting of 14" December and 1 working day before the deadiine for
public questions for that same meeting? As the reports were not prepared in
time, it was not possible to prepare any public questions for the Adult and
Social Care Scrutiny Committee on 7" December. Is this time-table legal?

Breach of Cabinet Code of Practice on Consultation: Several instances of
this but this response will highlight one in this section. No consultation has
taken place on how relocation might affect users at the Bridge. Guidance
from the Cabinet Office website states:

‘A document should so far as possible include an assessment
of the impact of the proposals on groups likely to be
particularly affected, and every effort should be made to
ensure that views are received from all such groups.’

As the consultation did not include an assessment of the possible impact of the
proposals on the Bridge, it falls short of best practice.

4.

Breach of the Compact: these concerns have been documented in a report
to the Compact Monitoring Group and stands referred to Harrow Strategic
Partnership.

Lack of understanding of the purpose of consultation: at Cabinet
meetings during the consultation period, reassurance was given that no
decision had been given and that it was possible to suggest other alternatives
to the two proposals in the consultation document. Yet the Outcome of
consultation report states

‘The Wiseworks proposals were not fully understood by all
who received them. Comments favoured the retention of
Wiseworks because it worked well and could not be
effectively replaced by the proposed options.’ (summary
point 4 of the Analysis of responses)

The report seems to miss the .purpose of consultation. ‘The main purpose is to
improve decision-making, by ensuring that decisions are soundly based on
evidence, that they take account of the views and experience of those affected by

-them, that innovative and creative options are considered and that new
arrangements are workable.” (Cabinet Office consultation code)



Misleading and inaccurate statements in the report

(1) Paragraph 5.1: The figure of 38 quoted in the report is misleading. Between 90
and 120 Service Users have been attending Wiseworks. Even the 3" August Cabinet
papers refer to an assessment of 66 Service Users. Despite the consultation
~ process in place, the process of winding down Wiseworks has already begun. The
contract for maintenance of Sanctuary Garden at NPH’s Mental Health Centre not
renewed with Wiseworks, and given to an ‘outside’ contractor in Feb/March.
Registration of new clients was stopped. It would be fairer to say services at
Wiseworks have been run down to 38 users.

(2) Paragraph 5.3: The statement “Respondents indicated that the proposals were
not fully understood...” is mis-leading. They were not understood because no details
of re-provided services in either CMHT or The Bridge were provided in document or
at public meetings. The lack of clarity in the consultation document and the lack of
relevant information suggests a breach of at least 2 criteria of the Cabinet Code of
Practice:

o Criterion 2 - '‘Be clear about what your proposals are, who may be affected

 Criterion 3 — ‘Ensure that your consultation is clear, concise...’
There are inaccuracies in the description of the alternative proposals:

Mind in Harrow /HUG's alternative proposal was not seen and agreed by a Harrow
User Group meeting “due to the imminent deadline”. Harrow Rethink did not submit
an alternative proposal. ‘The Independent Steering Group’, an independent group  of
Service Users including the Chairperson of Harrow User Group, Carers and
Interested Individuals, submitted “Wiseworks Renewed”.

(3) Paragraph 5.4:  The statement “The relocation of the employment services to
the Bridge.” is misleading. Wiseworks Enterprises’ services include ‘Supported
Employment’ and slow entry to work experience, that are not being transferred. The
report acknowledges that those most disabled by mental health will be affected by
the proposals yet makes flawed recommendations to Cabinet. The Wiseworks
Renewed proposal suggests aligning services differently and tapping into external
funding sources in order to implement the service. The idea is to use funding
available for the core statutory service to lever in additional funding and sustain the
service through a social enterprise model. The “support and social interaction” that
happens now at Wiseworks Enterprises occurs daily in context of training, support,
work experience and social events to sell products, outings and daily contact with the
public. If the team of tutors is not kept together, or the service made sustainable
through a process such as Wiseworks Renewed, what is the point of the comment
“Officers should seek to identify a location for Wiseworks to meet on a social basis...”
The comment demonstrates a lack of understanding of what actually happens at
Wiseworks and how the centre works.

(4) Paragraph 8.1: The experienced and skilled Wiseworks tutorial Team is an asset
to those vuinerable people in Harrow who have and WILL HAVE severe mental
illness. The Team should be offered a chance to comment on any changes and not
put in fear of losing their jobs if they comment and put forward their ideas of
improving the Wiseworks experience.



(5) Paragraph 9.1: The consultation did not follow the Cabinet Office Code of
Practice on Consultation. There are several instances of breach. It did not follow the
Compact as officers were unaware of its existence or relevance. In terms of the 6
criteria
e Criterion 2, be clear about proposals and who may be affected - The
proposals are NOT clear, ....what is to happen at The Bridge/CMHT? Why
was there no 3rd proposal concentrating on widening services on the
Wiseworks Site and accessing funds outside the Council to run the service
needed? There is no clear indication on how people are to be affected.
“Yes” is the answer in the Consultation document to question “will | be
affected!” What is to happen to those who need supported work and
employment, (not, as stated in the summary ‘vocational rehabilitation”) as
- laid out in Department of Health document of Feb.’08, which states 10/15
places, should be available for 100,000 head of population? It also states
that a range of opportunities should be offered. “No one size fits all.”
e Criterion 4, feedback about how the consultation has influenced poiicy ~
There has been incomplete feedback regarding the responses received.
How the consultation process influenced the policy has NOT been given.
The proposal “Wiseworks Renewed” which aims to set up a Social
Enterprise which will be cost neutral to Council and the in depth analysis
from Julian Lewis have been ignored. Commentary responses as tabled in
Appendix 1 are misleading and some are inaccurate.,

(6) Paragraph 9.3: Why was the consultation pack not sent to The Bridge members,
as changes, unknown, are to happen to accommodate more service users?

(7) Paragraph 9.8: The information provided at public meetings was erratic, with
conflicting statements from one meeting to another (e.g. fate of the Wiseworks Site)
and ignorance of the Compact agreement by Councillors. It was also difficult also to
have a meaningful debate due to other 3 consultations taking-place at nearby tables.

(8) Paragraph 10. Equalities Impact: the feedback from the consultation, without
exception, states that at present, those disabled by severe mental illness, only have
Wiseworks Enterprises. It is the only facility in Harrow where people are gently
brought back from brink of despair to recovery from and understanding of mental
illness so they can be confident to rejoin society. This pathway of care will disappear,
the fine team will be disbanded and those now at risk will be adversely affected.

The expected benefits will be to Council Officers only who have been given the task
to dismantle Wiseworks.

(9) Paragraph 12. Corporate Priorities: This report does NOT address the Corporate
Priority of Making Harrow Safe, Sound and Supportive. Taking away an excellent
care pathway makes Harrow unsafe, unsound and unsupportive to those with severe
mental iliness.

(10) Paragraph 13. Section 17 Crime and Disorder Act 1998 Considerations: If this
report “Deals throughout with the needs of a group of adults who are amongst the
most vulnerable and at risk in Harrow” then service users’ needs as set out in
responses and the alternative proposals should be listened to and acted upon. In
any case, as already stated consultation has a purpose
‘The main purpose is to improve decision-making, by ensuring that decisions
are soundly based on evidence, that they take account of the views and
experience of those affected by them, that innovative and creative options are

4



considered and that new arrangements are workable.’ (Cabinet Office
consultation code)
This report fails to show that it has taken account of the views of respondents and
that the decision has been affected by the experience of those affected by the

service.

Concerns with the Analysis at Appendix 1

Under Methodology on page 16 in the second table under the titie Organisation, “
Mental health partnership” with a membership of 19 is quoted — what does the term
mean? Analysis of participant response also raises serious concerns as the
comments did not bear scrutiny and the recommendations reveal a disturbing lack of
understanding of what the current recommended course of action will mean.

1 ‘More information needed about the IIt is accepted that only an outline Further work to be done |

.implications of the iwas included in the consulitation following decision.
iproposals/alternatives ;

If, ‘as in Commentary, “It is accepted that only an outline was included in the
consultation” in answer to Comment No.1 “More information needed about the
implications of the proposals/alternatives” then consultation does NOT comply with
The Cabinet Office Code of Practice at 9.1, page 12. The report agrees that “further
work to be done following decision”. This implies that Council has no clear
understanding of the proposals and who may be affected and any decision taken to
accept the flawed recommendations will be an expensive failure.

2 ?People like me have benefited in the |The style of service will change Monitor performance
ipast, others in need will not benefit in fnot level of support :
ithe future if there is reprovision at |
iWiseworks i

The Cabinet Code of Practice has not been complied with, as it is not clear how the

service style will change and what level of support will be given.

‘Wiseworks is closed, as some isupport his ! ‘users
iservice users may become unwell 3

:and have to go to hospital or will

irequire other services

i
i

3 it would cost more money if iNo evidence is available to iMonitor outcomes of service
H . t

H
i

There is research evidence to suppbrt the comment. Julian LéWiéi’"‘d"é“f’é"ikigawrwéws"ggﬁgéwWl

quotes Studies that have proven this comment. Anecdotal evidence disproves this
Commentary. See letter in Nov. HUG newsletter and commentaries from ex. users
who say suicide contemplated until access to Wiseworks gave them hope. The
National Service Framework for Mental Health says that “...and some at least may
be able to obtain and sustain work...”

4 Do not close Wiseworks/expand IThere are no resources for this. iN/a ' 7
‘current services at Wiseworks i

‘Commentary is not accurate. See proposal “Wiseworks Renewed” that mentions™™"

Wiseworks as a Social Enterprise and suggests tapping into external funding sources
as well as generating income. Harrow in Business has been consulted by the
Steering Group and this offers a solution worth exploring. The only resource required
at this stage is access to information, the staff and the site. The only expenditure
required would be what the Council has to spend by statute, the aim is to prepare a

3
i
i



comprehensive business plan which will include income streams. It needs the
political will to make it happen.

5  Better budgeting/monitoring at the There is already council wide ‘Kept under review

council is required to avoid future budget monitoring.
The“comm‘éntary’ is misleading as Wiseworks Enterprises makes money and could
be self-funded if staff plans were listened to and marketing were improved. Providing
information on current budgeting and monitoring would be helpful.

6  Wiseworks is important for self- ‘Acc'épted - N gién'surgr-éﬁlécéfhent sérvices

esteemofusers =~ e 20drESS RS
Breach of Cabinet code of Practice on Consultation. Proposals do not state how the
proposed replacement service would address this.

7 Will Bridge be able tohold all 60 There is provisionto Na
:users of Wiseworks :accommodate all existing users :
: ‘of a merged service. ;

NO CONSULTATION ON A MERGED SERVICE. There is currently a 9-month
waiting list for The Bridge. 90 to 120 attended Wiseworks before cut backs on

referrals

8 Volunfarywori(WIIl be rééréséiVé-  \Wiseworks is not an employmentfiiN/am
istep. At Wiseworks service users feel facility :
litis real work e o - I

The commentary is not accurate. Wiseworks 1S an employment facility....giving
supported employment opportunities, work experience and support to those with
mental health problems by learning new skills in a non-stressful environment and
regaining confidence to gain employment and voluntary work. One of the reasons
given for ‘reprovisioning Wiseworks’ was that it did not move enough people into
employment. Here the report commentary is that Wiseworks is not an employment
facility. The fact is, it is more than that and this needs to be understood if the
decision on Wiseworks is to be a good one.

9 @’New system will need an army of ;The merge option gives the ITo be taken into account in
:staff, because they will need to work ‘opportunity for group work ithe decision
iwith individual users rather than with : :
igroups i

Commentary mentions opportunity for group work yet this has not appeared in the
consultation. What is this option? :

10 [How can justify closing itwhen ~_ Good practice to bs fransiered iGood practice to be |
:working so well? : ‘ransferred to new
: jarrangements

‘Commentary says ‘“Good practice 1o be transtorred® Where to? What does this
mean? It is not mentioned in consultation.

11 iBridge can't offer gardening and - Accepted ~ !Support is provided to access |
;some other activities . lactivities off site

The commentary accepts that The Bridge cannot offer gardening and some other
activities and then recommends that support is given to access activities off site




There are no details in the consultation. Where and how and at what cost will this be
provided?

12 Alféédy'héVe empioyments centre / There is no clear evidence of Monitor performance

‘drop in centres at the Bridge, which  this ‘

dldntwork
The weekly Job Club run by Rethink Phoenix Pro;ect at The Bndge was not well
attended. Rethink Phoenix Employment Project works in Harrow to help Service
Users into work experience, voluntary- work and supports into employment. Harrow
Volunteer Bureau say that voluntary opportunities are limited....10 applications for 1
place. CNWL MH NHS Trust runs a scheme of work experience and employment
opportunities for Service Users. Their annual report boasts of 29 Service Users had
work experience and 4 had offer of employment in over a year. THIS IS CLEAR
EVIDENCE of the value of skills of Wiseworks Enterprises to help Harrow’s Service

Users compete for limited opportunities.

13 'ffWiseworks is not just employment — [Mental health services are “'Ensure that this is address vsa
‘is caring/social/ reason to getup/to  capable of offering this support care plans {
‘contribute/to help/health/meaning of :form other sources
llife/something
iworthwhile/encouraged to use skills
Iby service users (some are skilled)

The commentary states “Mental health services are capable of offering this support
from other sources.” What are the sources? Harrow Service Users and Carers. of
many years have not been able to tap other sources.

.........

14 Wiseworks has been run down. Have iNo new referrals are belng - ?The options in the
idecisions been made already? !accepted whilst the future is ‘consultation document reflect
unclear and people have moved fwhat will be available
! ;on

Why have no new referrals being accepted? This is a waste of the skills of staff and
8/9 months of possible learning, etc. for another 60 people. The fact that no new
referrals are being accepted suggests a fait accompli which contradicts the
assurances we have been given that no decision has been taken as yet and that
views expressed in the consultation will be taken seriously.

iigm"BoH guidance on vocational rehab This is gmdance 3010 35 s the The council accepts the R

Jsays that for every 100,000 people  itop end of figures in the iguidance :
ishould be 15 places of vocational lguidance. Providing 2 {
irehabilitation. So there should be 30- iemployment workers in the

!

135 places in Harrow. iCommunity Mental health Team !
: iwith a case load of 18 would f j
; ideliver a service to 36 Harrow ? i
| jusers :

THIS GUIDANCE REFERS TO SUPPORTED WORK AND NOT TO VOCATIONAL
REHABILITATION. The recommendation says “The council accepts the guidance.”
IN THAT CASE, IS HARROW COUNCIL ACCEPTING THAT WISEWORKS IS
PROVIDING NECESSARY SUPPORTED WORK PLACES? If not, where will 30 to
35 people with severe mental iliness be supported in work? In any case providing 2
employment workers with a case load of 18 clients does not provide ‘supported work’
places and fails to appreciate the spirit of the guidance.

18 iCan the Bridge accommodate all the Yes ; ansiobeputm_placeto
icurrent service users from ; :achieve this
_ ’Wl_seworks - :



The current waiting list of 9 months for entry o The Bridge will rise. There has been
NO CONSULTATION ON ANY “PLANS TO BE PUT IN PLACE " to accommodate

more Service Users.

19 'Need an impaot assessment of There is not a 'statutory ‘ " This will be considered as part
current service users requirement for impact | :of the Cabinet report
assessments

The Cabinet Office Code on consuitation is not statutory but suggested practrce Best
Practice suggests that an impact assessment would lead to better decision-making.
The Compact Agreement in the Code of Practice on Consultation says that a
statement to measure..”"impact on a specific community” should take place. The
Recommendation says “This will be considered as part of the Cabinet report.” Does
this mean it should have been done? Would it not make more sense to know what
the impact will be before recommending a decision? How does this fit in with
Disability Equality Duty that should be in place by Dec. 4th? Is it in place in Harrow?

20 iReplacement means closure! ~ iltis.only the buiiding notthe ~ ‘The service to be reprovided
; iservice which would no longer iin line with preferred option
rbe available.

Thls statement is mlsleadmg ‘and appears to be untrue. It is the first mention in prrnt
that the Wiseworks building will not be available. The Commentary and
Recommendation say the service is to be reprovided. It isn’t. In the comments
above, the report already accepts that several services and activities provided at
Wiseworks will not be available at the Bridge.

21 ';’Féé."p}'t;;iiaé'us;'ir’{g‘i}ait}}{téry sector @This an option for the future "W?To examined io"moredeta'iAI”b.yﬂi;
iand local companies jwhich an be considered ithe Local implementation

: ’ team sub group as a future

~ ldevelopment _
if the Local Implementatlon Team is to examine “in more detail...” the reprovision
using voluntary and community sector and local companies as a future deveiopment
(see aiso proposals by Mind and The Independent Steering Group) then, in order for
this to be an option, Wiseworks has to be kept open to wait for the outcome of this
new proposal.

22 Can other Boroughs use services at :The finances do not make this a iNotto proceed with the

Wlseworks and pay for them, to stop vrable option suggestron

|ts closure? i :
Other Boroughs and other services (Youth Offending Team and Mencap) have used
Wiseworks (see assessment attached to 3rd August papers). The Commentary does
not make sense. If more money is coming in then the viability is helped. The creative
solution suggested by Wiseworks Renewed will incorporate this income stream and-
cast the net throughout the West London Alliance area and further.

23 'So many people not well enough. iOther aspects of the metal This aspect is covered else |

‘Need to think about recovery not ihealth services work to this iwhere in mental health
'employment imodel and can meet needs iservices

The Commentary does not give details of where “other aspects of the mental health
services work to this model (recovery) and can meet needs.” The Mental Health
Acute Day Hospital at Northwick Park Hospital has closed, there is a 9 month waiting
list for The Bridge and a 9 month waiting list for assessment for any therapy. Harrow



MH Service works to medical model of treatment and overworked teams do not
manage iliness and are only able to monitor their clients for crisis.

24 :Should have remodelled Wiseworks, Given the cost of the building  Not to accept this suggestion

.rather than closure ithis is not an option given
‘current resources

either the Commentary, nor the consultation papers, give details of the “cost of the
building”. What does this mean? Wiseworks Renewed as stated in its’ response to
21 challenges the commentary. Information needs to be provided about the cost of
the building etc so the remodelling option can properly be examined and the social

enterprise model explored.

25 What will the current user do in other The availability ofan ~ Monitor performance
:hours when they are not seeing ‘employment advisor will assist
iemployment adviser ithe service user o access

irelevant options

The Commentary does NOT answer this Comment. What is the answer? An impact
statement, as No.19 would give an answer. It has not taken place.

26 iHow will it improve the life of people? {Studies should that these iMonitor performance

’i schemes have a good track
record in supporting service
users in accessing employment

No evidence supporting this Commentary. See Julian Lewis’ submission and see
Department of Health Feb.06 guidelines and National Service Framework for Mental
Health. “Range of options should be available.”
27 Wamed if Wiseworks goes 1o Bridge |These options will be explored Explore these options
ithat some activity classes may be cut | i
g(French, needlework)/ Any chance ‘
ipart of Wiseworks going into the
iBridge which is under used ;
i(woodwork, greenhouse, computer j
irooms) :
Commentary shows that proposals 1 and 2 in original consultation document have
not been thought through. If “These options will be explored” and Recommendation is
“Explore these Options”. Consultation should be undertaken when proposals are at a

formative stage.

Appendix 4: Evaluation of Consultation against the Cabinet Office
Code of Practice on Consultation

Concerns raised earlier are confirmed by the evaluation of the consultation. Time
constraints do not permit a full exposition of our concerns: :

1. Which “Advocacy groups were briefed on the cohsultation on the Friday before the
consultation formally commenced”?

2. The Wiseworks Consultation followed on from an Action Plan that led up to the
Paper presented to Cabinet on 3rd August, surely this period provided sufficient time
for preparation? Offers from stakeholders to be involved were ignored. See joint

T A AR A S S



letters of 25th July and 10th August from HUG & Harrow Rethink, and from Chair of
Patient & Public Involvement Forum of 31st July. See also the letter from Chris Mote
of 21st August to Joan Penrose that says “consultation will be open to all
stakeholders. However we do not feel that that it would be appropriate for the users
of the services to be involved in the design of the consultation...”

How do you reconcile that statement (i.e. that it was not appropriate for users of the
services to be involved in the design of the consultation) with the stated Action.
“There needs to be a greater lead-in time for future consultations to allow more time
for preparation and the potential involvement of partners and stakeholders in
contributing to the development of the consuitation proposals and processes”.?

3. Re: Give feédback regarding the responses received and how the consultation
process influenced the policy.

The time-scale of availability of documents for respondents, especially service users,
is perhaps illegal? Available in hard copy late Friday 8th Dec. at cost of £6.50. On
web site at same time but some cannot access. Public question deadline for Adult
Health & Social Care Scrutiny Committee missed. Deadiine for Cabinet public
question time is 5pm on Mon.11th Dec. The outcome document possibly contains
mis-leading and inaccurate statements that contradict information in the consultation
document and at public meetings, that cannot be chalienged widely before being
presented as fait accompli to Councillors.

4. Re: ...recommends that carrying out Impact Assessments on each of service
areas as part of implementation of any Cabinet decision.

Consultation covers a vital part of care for vulnerable Harrow citizens. An impact
assessment should have been done before the proposals were put in place, as
suggested by the HUG/Harrow Rethink joint letter of 25th July... “.in context of whole
of Harrow Mental Health Service.”

S. Partial Equality Impact Assessment of the Consultation. See last comment.

See Section 2. Concerns stated include "...possible reduction of services...may
adversely affect vulnerable groups....potential changes in the quality of care...impact
on carers...adverse impacts on grounds of disability..”

(@) IMPACT ASSESSMENT SHOULD HAVE BEEN DONE BEFORE THE
PROPOSALS WERE SUGGESTED. SEE COMPACT AGREEMENT CODE OF
PRACTICE. .

(b) HOW DOES THIS FIT IN TO DISABILITY EQUALITY DUTY?

(c) Section 6. What did relevant groups say? What notice was taken of their
comments? - -

Conclusion

The report is seriously flawed. The recommendations on Wiseworks should
be rejected and officers should be asked to bring back a report free of
inaccuracies and misleading statements. The Steering Group should be
given access to information which will enable it to work with Harrow in
Business to provide a business plan for a sustainable mental health service

10



which will meet the needs of the residents of Harrow. This will meet the
corporate vision of a borough loved by its residents because it will be a
demonstration of a Council which listens to the views of residents.

Prepared by Ann Freeman and agreed with Service Users, Carers and Interested Individuals.

11" December 2006.
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Consultation — Cabinet code of Practice
http://www.cabinetofﬁce.qov.uk/requlation/consuItation/code/index.asp

Effective consultation is a key part of the policy-making process. People's views can
help shape policy developments and set the agenda for better public services. But
we also need to make the process of consultation less burdensome and easier for
people to engage with. '
Tony Blair
January 2004
The six consultation criteria

Criterion 1 ,
Consult widely throughout the process, allowing a minimum of 12 weeks for written
consultation at least once during the development of the policy.

Criterion 2
Be clear about what your proposals are, who may be affected, what questions are
being asked and the timescale for responses. \

Criterion 3
Ensure that your consultation is clear, concise and widely accessible.

Criterion 4
Give feedback regarding the responses received and how the consultation process
influenced the policy. '

Criterion 5
Monitor your department's effectiveness at consultation, including through the use of
a designated consultation co-ordinator. '

Criterion 6 .
Ensure your consultation follows better regulation best practice, including carrying
out a Regulatory Impact Assessment if appropriate.

These criteria must be reproduced within all consultation documents.

http://www.thecompact.org.uk/module images/Consultation%20%20apprai.pd
f

4. Appraising the impact of proposals on the voluntary and community

sector

4.1 When developing policy initiatives, an assessment or impact statement should be
prepared covering the likely effect of the proposals on voluntary and community organisations
at national, regional and local level, for example: as employers; in their use of volunteers; in
terms of additional costs; or in relation to any implementation role envisaged.

This can be done in three stages: v

* by involving the sector in the development of proposals prior to consultation;

* by securing the sector’s views during consultation: and

» through policy appraisal after consultation.



4.2 ltis good practice to include the initial assessment in any consultation materials, to secure
further input from the sector, and to provide feedback on any changes to that assessment at
the end of the consultation process.

http://archive.cabinetofﬁce.gov.uk/servicefirst/2000/Consult/code/ConsultationCode.doc

1.

The purposes of consultation need to be borne in mind thrdughout
the development of a policy (including legislation) or service.

a)

The main purpose is to improve decision-making, by ensuring
that decisions are soundly based on evidence, that they take
account of the views and experience of those affected by them,
that innovative and creative options are considered and that new
arrangements are workable.

Effective  consultation ought also to ensure that so far as
possible everyone concerned feels they have had their say
or at least that their interests have been taken into account.

The Committee on Standards in Public Life' has drawn attention
to the importance of consultation with a wide cross-section of the
public, without which the openness and accountability of
Government could be impaired, and the dangers of privileged
access magnified (Sixth Report, Chapter 7%). The House of
Lords Select Committee on Science and Technology® has
emphasised the need for open dialogue on science (Third
Report, February 20004). Consultation should always be as wide
as the circumstances permit. Other things being equal, public
consultations are preferable to closed ones. :

A document should so far as possible include an assessment of the impact of
the proposals on groups likely to be particularly affected, and every effort
should be made to ensure that views are received from all such groups.
Departments should always consider whether there is a particular impact by
gender, age, ethnicity or disability; in particular regions, or types of
area; or on the socially excluded. The Policy Appraisal for Equal Treatment
guidelines® are relevant here, as is the Cabinet Office Departmental Policy
Maker’'s Rapid Checklist

Responses should be carefully and open-mindedly analysed, and
the results made widely available, with an account of the views
expressed, and reasons for decisions finally taken

! www.public-standards.gov.uk/

2 www.official-documents.co.uk/document/cm45/4557/chap7.pdf

8 www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld199900/Idselect/Idsctech/38/3807.htm
N www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld199900/idselect/Idsctech/38/3801 .htm
5 www.cabinet-office.gov.uk/regulation/1999/checklist/equaltreatment.htm



Responses should be acknowledged where possible.

They should be carefully analysed, in particular for:

a) Possible new approaches to the question consulted on:
b) Further evidenée of the impact of the proposals;

c) Levels of support among particular groups.

Analysing responses is never simply a matter of counting votes. The
House of Lords Science and Technology Select Committee® has drawn
‘attention to the risks of single-issue groups monopolising debate.
Particular attention may however need to be given to the views of
representative bodies, such as business associations, trade unions,
voluntary and consumer groups, and other organisations representing
groups especially affected. Eventually it is for ministers to assess the
argument and evidence and reach decisions in the public interest.

It is desirable to keep as full an account as possible of both formal
and informal responses to consultations; both to ensure that
everyone’s view is fairly considered, but also, in line with the reasoning
of the Neill Committee’, to help address any allegation of privileged
access.

Decisions in the light of consultation should be made public
promptly with a summary of views expressed (subject to
respondents’ requests for confidentiality), and clear reasons for
rejecting options that were not adopted. As far as reasonably
practicable, this material should be accessible to all who responded,
including on a departmental website (individual notification may be
practicable in the case of those who have replied by e-mail).
Respondents who ask why individual proposals have been rejected
should receive an explanation.

If significant new options emerge from consuiltation, it may be right to
consult again on them (though a shorter consultation period may be
justified: see criterion 5 above).

Individual responses should also generally be made available to
anyone else who asks for them. Failure to make material available may
be incompatible with Open Government or Freedom of Information®
provisions. It is legitimate, in accordance with those provisions, to make
a reasonable charge for copying and postage. But where respondents
have sought confidentiality, it should generally be respected. It may
also be necessary to keep confidential responses that may affect third
parties’ interests or privacy unfairly.

8 www .parliament.the-stationery-office.co.uk/pa/ld199697/Idinfo/ld16sctk/Id16sctk.him
7 www.official-documents.co.uk/document/cm45/4557/4557 htm
® www.homeoffice.gov.uk/foi/index.htm



Vocational services for people with severe mental health problems: Commissioning guidance

PXTRACT - ACPERDIX D

Commissioning framework

41. Table 1 provides a commissioning framework for effective vocational services.
The framework outlines the range of services needed and provides possible

performance monitoring criteria for such services.

42.  The aims of this commissioning framework are to implement evidence-based practice
within vocational rehabilitation for people with severe mental health problems, and
to develop strong links and referral arrangements with local employment, education
and volunteering services. It is important that commissioners ensure that vocational
services are based around the needs of the individual, irrespective of whether care is
received from secondary or primary care services, and for there to be a focus on

vocational outcomes as a measure Of services.

43.  There should be a range of services and support to enable people with severe mental
health problems to access paid employment, mainstream education/training or
integrated voluntary work in the local community. Where people do not wish to take
that route, they should have access to supported work or stimulating day occupation
which is integrated into the local community and economy.

44. There is the recognition that there needs to be a range of vocational services to meet
the needs of all individuals, including those most disabled by their mental ill health.
There will not be one approach that fits all.



Vocational services for people with severe mental health problems: Commissioning guidance

‘uofyesoqe}jod
AduaGe-sayuy 4o sanssi
[B20] passalppe sey
dno.3 ey} sausping
'sapuase [edo| e
senjoAul diysiaquisyy

‘Ajiopenb

"SUWLIlY [BIDOS [B20]
Ul (swi-ed Jo -|ny)
pakojdws swajqoid

'$435n 921AI9s Kojdwis
0} JUBLURLUWIOD J03jal
sapijod juaiholdws
$92IAJ3S 2ljqny

"$301A13s 2Kqnd Jayo
pue sanLoyInNy 2207
's12d ‘sisniy yieay
[ejusW uj JuswAojdws
pred uj pspoddns

‘uonednado

[ Suueaw wy

P3A|OAUI 10U SPROjISED
wea] [eoulP uo
9jdoad o uononpay
“pom Arejunjoa

ul papoddns sjdoad jo
laquinu sy uj aseasnu|
‘Buiurely

/UOIeINpa wealjsuiew
ul papoddns ajdoad jo
lagquuinu ayj ul aseasdu)
"}lom pred

‘suonednaso
(ny3ujuesw u
PaAlOAUI JOU SpeOjasE)

jses| 1e Buipesw Yieay [elusw aiaAas Zuiaq ajdoad | uj papoddns s|doad jo weal Ayunwwod uo s10}ed1pu|
WINIoJ [820] 3ANDY Yum sidoad GL-oL | 40 Jaquinu Suiseainul | sequinu sy3 uy asealnu| a|doad Jo uoponpay 2JURLLIONBY
‘awi} auo Aue e aidoad |-awipy suo Aue e 9jdoad
GZ 01 dn jo speopses | gz o3dn jo speojased panlas
Jelioied0A s8eurew Jeuoljeson aSeuew ajdoad
uoneindod 134/117 | sisienads juswhojdwy | sysijeads juswhojdwy 0 Jaquinp
"BaJse paaide Ajjeoo .ooo.oor ‘10d "wesy ‘(weay isifenads o uoisiaoxd
10 10d/117 4od sup 1ad saoed 610, 10 {7 49d J M BUQO [B1ul J13d 34 BUO | IHWD) wea) Jad up IGRELEY|
‘(Juswaindoud) | sadintes aiignd ssosoe "SUOIXaUUOY)
sajjoyIne [eso) yyesy [euoednangp pue sn|q aiquadqor omiau
PUE snjd 813uadqor | pue sedinosay UewNy Zupnpuy s1apiaoid 3y} uj siopinoid
'SHN ‘“Ajunwwod ['snig 91JUDGOr 'S8IALSS | [RUONEOOA WeaSURW |Je pue s1stjeidads
1\ ssaulsng |edo| o). pue 3sijeidads e o

Aep ‘swesy jeajuip of

juswhojdws of

SWNYOd ADNIDY

sadeyuij Loy

-LINW "1V 01




