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SAPB 4th April 2011 Agenda item 11 
Merger of SAPB Sub Groups 

Introduction: 
Proposal from the SAPB (board) meeting to consider the merits of merging the following sub groups: 
	Engagement/Communications Groups 

Policy and Procedures/Training and Development Groups 
The board agreed that the Quality Assurance Sub Group would remain as it is – due to its role in relation to organisational health checks and auditing.  This in essence means reviewing standards and delivery of services from the other sub groups whose role it is to deliver on service improvements some of which are commissioned by the quality assurance group. 
The board also agreed the addition of the MCA LIN as a new group expected to report to and update the board – the emphasis here is the development and delivery of the Mental Capacity Act including the Deprivation of Liberty Safeguards.  
A number of discussions have taken place between chairs, support officers and at each of the sub group meetings to consider the proposal around merging sub groups.  
Recommendation: 
The engagement/communications sub groups remain separate but will adopt formal working relationship.
That the Policy and Procedures/Training and Development sub groups merge
That the quality assurance sub group will remain as it is.
Confirm that the MCA LIN is now formally a sub group of the board. 
Develop clear protocols for chairs, deputy chairs, professional support and administrators. 











Rationale for these recommendations: 
Engagement/Communications Groups 
There is undoubtedly a relation between these two groups 
	For the engagement group to deliver it needs the communication staff to support it with relevant promotional materials and other expertise that they have to organise/promote/inform different events for different audiences.
	Equally the engagement group being made up of ‘service users and carers’, local citizens and the voluntary and community sectors can assist not only the communications sub group but all of the sub groups in using language that local people and families will understand. 

The argument against the merger sits with the composition and membership of the groups.  In that merging a group of non professional volunteers’ with a group of professionals might undermine the purpose and value of the engagement group.   
Time and effort has been put into these citizens to give them a role and a voice that helps us understand how to put the customer at the centre of our strategic work and service development.  Invariably even if professional staff try not to they will take control of the meetings and discussions and overwhelm members of the engagement group to the extent that they cease to offer their views or their time.  
We are conscious that this is a unique group not many if any authorities have successful ‘service user/citizen groups’ that feed into safeguarding work – there is much more this group can and will offer but it won’t develop in the right way if merged with the communications group.  
The chairs acknowledged that they do need to have a more formal working relationship between the groups.  Currently a representative from the communications group sits on the engagement group and vice versa.  One proposal is to align the time and date of the sub group meetings and arrange for a smaller ‘task and finish’ group to meet when projects are underway that need relevant representatives from these two groups to progress any joint work. 








Policy and Procedures/Training and Development Groups 
Both sub groups can see the value in merging. 
Membership of these groups is as influential in this decision as it was for the other two sub groups.  On this occasion most of the members of these two groups are the same – so these individuals are currently doubling up on their time to attend two meetings that are intrinsically linked in a business sense.  Development of new policies, procedures and practice can only be effectively implemented by commissioning/developing a relevant training and development programme.  
Some of the recommendations out of the Quality Audit 2010 demonstrates that the work of these two groups are interconnected the example being to review and produce new protocols around information sharing, that then needed to be supported by a training programme as respondents to the audit felt staff were uncertain about what they can share and how to do it securely.  
Bringing together these two sub groups will be more effective in relation to officer time and enabling better planning and deliver between these two work streams. .   
Some practical issues that will need to be agreed are 
	who chairs the meetings
	identifying a deputy chair
	agreeing in practice who the professional support officers and administrators are
	frequency of meetings, length and the division of time for these work areas within the meetings.  




