MEETING OF EAST OF SCOTLAND MHO PROGRAMME PARTNERSHIP STEERING GROUP HELD AT LEARNING NETWORK SE, EDINBURGH, ON THURSDAY 5 MARCH 2009 
PRESENT:
Billy Swan, Dave McCaw, Janet Lynch, Tom Frank, Mary Coles, Ruth Forbes, Laura Potter, Wendy Paterson, Beth Nuttall (notes)
	Item
	Main Points of Discussion
	Decision
	Resp
	Timescale

	1.
	Welcome and apologies
	BS welcomed TF to the meeting. 
Apologies: Alison Upton, Karen McLaughlin.
	
	
	

	2.
	Matters arising from previous minutes
	Corrections:
· Item 2 – invoice sent to LN Tayforth, not LN SE

· Item 6 – in ‘Decision’, Karen McLaughlin is Chair of Materials Group

· Item 7 – SE current MHO Stakeholders Group met on 7 Jan

Materials Group
Jess Alexander is Chairing at present due to Karen McLaughlin’s absence on sick leave.  MC spoke to Karen about the Materials Group project before she left.  The practice assessment and selection working group seems to have been subsumed into the Materials Group. 

Leadership and direction are issues for the Materials Group.  Quality assurance of any materials developed is also an issue.  Clarity is needed from the Materials Development Group.

There has been no audit of existing materials  TF noted that this should at least be done in the SE and Tayforth areas to ensure the Steering Group knows what is available for the East programme.  It was felt the development of materials was not co-ordinated with the development of programmes – gaps must be identified but programmes themselves are still being developed.  

Materials must be accessible and must address new delivery models.  Existing materials were developed for a taught course and the new programmes include self-directed learning.
	Contact Jess Alexander for update on progress and direction of Group, possibly copying Kate Pryde into correspondence as Head of National Advisory Group
	BS
	asap

	3.
	National Advisory Group feedback
	RF reported that the National Advisory Group were in agreement with the content of the East MHO Steering Group’s letter to the Materials Group outlining concerns with the tender specs circulated at meeting of 27 January and the timescale for development of new materials.  

However, there was no indication that the process of development was currently on hold as requested by the Steering Group.
	
	
	

	4.
	Responses to local authority letter seeking commitment to a formal partnership
	Tayforth
Dundee, Falkirk, Fife, Perth & Kinross and Angus Councils have responded to agree to the letter.  Clackmannanshire and Stirling Councils have yet to respond but agreement is expected.  The only issue has been over the appointment of a co-ordinator, raised by Perth & Kinross.

South East

The current MHO programme Stakeholders Group has met twice since the Steering Group’s meeting of 27 January and there has been a useful process of discussion.  South East local authorities will respond with one letter acknowledging their willingness to be part of the group of 12 local authorities and jointly manage a programme. 

SE meetings have flagged the importance of communications and the need for transitional arrangements to allow Tayforth and SE to maintain a sense of continuity.

Letter of partnership and SSSC documentation

SSSC documentation will state that a partnership has been formed and a formal agreement will follow in due course.  Letter to local authorities and a summary of responses will be included in the documentation. 
East Programme Management Group

The new Management Group will include representatives of all 12 local authorities.  WP suggested the two current Stakeholder Groups should meet.

	Create summary of responses to local authority letter
	BS
	19 March 

	5.
	SSSC approval process
	Application update
A draft document has been prepared.  MC and BN will work on a column cross-referencing to documents.  Much of the cross-referencing will be to the programme handbook which can be shown as a work in progress.  A draft selection pack is being developed including an additional application form as well as the generic University form – attempts have been made not to ask for duplicate information.
Service user and carer involvement

Evidence of consultation and engagement is required.  The documents need to show how a Service User Reference Group will be set up and what the group would see their role as involving.
WP has made contact with mental health reps from Depression Alliance who are interested in being involved.  There are also networking arrangements for the current MHO programme – LP suggested two individuals who would be interested in developing materials for using with other service users groups.

BS drew attention to the minutes of the previous meeting regarding tapping into local groups (Item 3).

SSSC Approval meeting

It was confirmed that the approval meeting with SSSC would take place in Dundee on 30 April 2009.  The Partnership will be represented by BS, RF, LP and MC.
	Meet to finalise documentation and format.
	MC, BN, RF, LP
	12 March

	6.
	University approval update
	College-level approval was granted on 11 February, subject to a final agreement on fees and resolution of secondment issues.  RF has met with the School Administrator to speak about secondment.
	
	
	

	7.
	Delivery and support arrangements 
	Secondment of Coordinator
There are financial issues around secondment to the University – overhead costs etc.  There are concerns over the accountability of the seconded person – it was agreed this would lie with the partnership Management Group, which will include a HEI rep.
The ‘secondment’ is to the Management Group, not the University.  TF noted that experience has shown how important it is to be very clear about financial arrangements.  If the coordinator is already employed by a local authority, the authority can just invoice the university.

TF noted that there is anxiety from local authorities that they will be paying for both coordinator and university (double paying).  Assurance is needed that the money will be there to support the coordinator role, such as a service level agreement for three years.

The first three years will be a ‘transitional’ phase of running the programme, with review and evaluation during the third year.  This will give all stakeholders assurance that MHO training will be available for the next three years, and also assurance that they can feed back on what is felt to work or not work.

Can the cost of the course be separated from the cost of the coordinator secondment?  This would make finalising fees more simple, but the partnership would need to be very clear that each local authority has a responsibility for providing additional support for the coordinator.  There would be proportional costs for each local authority.

Coordinator role

· Link between agency and HEI

· Learning facilitator role

· Identifying resources

· Promoting learning opportunities
	Bring date of next Tayforth MHO Stakeholder Group meeting forward

Let University know that this issue is being discussed
	BS

RF
	asap

asap

	8.
	Budget update
	There is an urgent need to continue support for a coordinator to work with the University to develop the course for beginning in September.  £10,000 of extra funding for this has been agreed by SSSC.  

Currently development monies are not being used as the development role is being absorbed by LP’s role as coordinator of the current MHO award.  
	Contact SSSC to find out if extra money is still available and if it can be used for the continuation of the coordinator/developer role
CEC to invoice partnership for the time LP has spent on programme development to date
	BS
TF
	asap
asap

	10.
	Date of next meeting
	Tuesday 31 March 2009, 10am-1pm, Learning Network SE offices.
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