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REPORT TO CABINET


20 April 2010
TITLE OF REPORT:
Future Role of the In-House Meals Service  
REPORT OF: 

David Bunce, Group Director, Community Based Services  

Purpose of the Report 

1. To seek Cabinet’s agreement on the best option for the future provision of the Meals Service and to seek Cabinet’s agreement for a three month consultation period on that option.  



Background 

2. The Meals Service was originally established to provide freshly cooked hot meals for people unable to do so themselves.  A number of years ago the provision changed.  The Council bought in frozen meals and then delivered them either reheated or frozen.

3. The criteria remained with the service continuing to be provided regardless of whether people could reheat the meals themselves at a time of their own choosing.
4. People receiving frozen meals continue to pay the current charge which is at a higher cost than buying the frozen meals direct from a supplier.
5. The cost per meal delivered to the Council is currently £3.09.  

Proposal 

6.
Three options for the service are outlined in the Appendix 1 to this report.  It is recommended that the Cabinet support option 3 because:
· It effectively targets resources to supporting the most vulnerable people remain at home

· It represents the cost effective use of limited financial resources

· Promotes choice and independence for those able to exercise it.

Recommendations

6. It is recommended that   Cabinet:
(i) Approves the plan to support option three as the future role of the Meals Service subject to a three month consultation period with service users, staff, Trade Unions and other stakeholders.

(ii) Authorises the Group Director, Community Based Services, following consultation with the Cabinet Member for Adult Social Care and Strategic Director, Finance and ICT to either:
a.  Implement the proposed changes amended as appropriate arising from consultation with stakeholders
or

b. Report back to cabinet on the outcome of those consultations where discussions with the Cabinet Member for Adult Social Care and Strategic Director, Finance and ICT indicate that to be the most appropriate course of action.

For the following reason:
To deliver a targeted service representing value for money to those who  most need it.
CONTACT:   Ken Robson  extension: 8315
PLAN REF:  3617











APPENDIX 1

Policy Context
1.
The proposals support the Big Idea in Vision 2030 of Active and Healthy Gateshead.  In particular they support the outcome vulnerable and older residents leading fulfilling lives with support of their choice.
Background

2.
The current service has changed little since it was first established except that instead of cooking fresh meals and delivering them hot it buys in frozen meals via a contract with WRVS at a cost to the Council of £1.60 per meal.  The service re-supplies those meals in either a reheated form or frozen to people who have been assessed under the Fair Access to Care criteria as having a need to access a meal which they are unable to do without support.  The service delivers 1800 meals per week of which 10% are delivered frozen.
3.
The current charge for the service is £2.60.  The unit cost per delivered meal is £5.69 with a net cost per meal to the Council of £3.09. The current service budget is £532, 220 (Net after income £ 275,830).

Options 
4.
This report considers three options regarding the future of the Meals Service.
Option 1


To carry on as we are – for every meal that is delivered there is a cost to the Council of £3.09. Since the service was first established there have been many changes to the methods people use to access meals.  The Council no longer prepares hot meals but reheats frozen meals.  There is no reason why a number of current users could not reheat these meals themselves at times of their choosing and possibly also access them direct from suppliers.  The current method restricts choice, does not promote independence and does not represent the kind of value for money that could be achieved by more effectively targeting services to those with the greatest need.

Option 2


Consider externalising the service to a supplier who can provide the service at less cost whilst maintaining quality and choice.  In terms of quality the Council already buys in the meals frozen from external suppliers and there are a number of companies that offer a similar standard of service.

Initial enquiries to two alternative providers suggest no overall saving is likely to be found and in fact it may be more expensive given our comparatively higher staffing levels, TUPE issues and the current high proportion of hot meal provision in the service.  There seems no benefit to be gained at this point by pursuing this option. 

Option 3


Retain the service in-house but change the service criteria to target the service towards those in greatest need thus reducing the overall cost of the service.  The suggested approach would be:
· Change the service criteria for the meals service so that hot meals will only be provided if:
a) The person is unable to use any form of cooking equipment to reheat frozen meals due to either physical or mental health difficulties
or
b) The person has an established history of failing to adequately access meals to the extent they are at risk of becoming malnourished without hot meal provision. Provision may only be short term to support other interventions to promote independence.
· Change the current service to only providing the service to any new users who meet the criteria for hot meal provision. Those who do not will be signposted to local organisations or companies that deliver meals.
· In relation to current service users significantly increase the proportion of frozen meals by:
a)
Reviewing all current service users applying the new criteria and offering either to continue to deliver a frozen option to those who do not  meet the hot meal criteria or directing them to access direct delivery from local companies at a cheaper price.

b)
Consider at the review stage alternatives for any users to ensure they are not left isolated as a consequence of ceasing to have regular contact with the service.
c) Consider making changes to the current charging policy to incentivise the take up of frozen meals in bulk deliveries by charging frozen meals out at cost with a single delivery charge.
d) Assisting current users who switch to frozen meals with the provision of necessary equipment where current provision is not adequate.

· Reduce staffing and transport costs by implementing efficiencies. This would include reductions in drivers and cooks and some reduction in transport by making better use of current resources.

· Currently the service is spread over four sites that also provide other services.  Investigate having the service based on a single site and/or different vehicles that have equipment that heats up the meals so no kitchens would be needed.  This would have no cost implications for the other services.
5.
Option 3 is the recommended option because:
· It effectively targets resources to supporting the most vulnerable people remain at home

· Represents a cost effective use of limited financial resources

· Promotes choice and independence for those able to exercise it
Consultation

6.
The purpose of the report is to seek permission for a three month consultation period with staff, service users, carers and other stakeholders.  The Cabinet Member for Adult Social Care has been consulted on the proposal.
  
Alternative Options

7.
The three options are outlined above as part of the background at Section 2.  Option three is the recommended option.
Implications of Recommended Option
8.
Financial Implications – The Strategic Director, Finance and ICT confirms that 
there are no financial implications arising directly from this report. The proposals 
included in this report may result in ongoing efficiency savings in the provision of 
the service, which will be considered as part of a future report.
9.
Risk Management Implication – Nil.
10. 
Human Resources Implications   – There are direct HR implications arising from 
the recommendations contained in this report, all HR issues will be addressed by 
engaging the Council’s agreed HR framework and all appropriate employees and 
their representatives will be fully consulted.” A report will be submitted at a later 
date following the outcome of these consultations.
11. Equality and Diversity Implications –  There are no equality and diversity implications.
12. Crime and Disorder Implications –  There are no crime and disorder implications.
13. Health Implications – The preferred option recognises the importance of nutrition in supporting people to remain safely in their own homes and avoid hospital admission.
14. Sustainability Implications – Option 3 promotes the sustainability of the Service.
15. Human Rights Implications – There are no direct human rights implications but the provision of meals promotes independent living and the right to private and family life under Article 8 of the Convention.
16. Area and Ward Implications – The implications are the same for all wards.
17. Background Information – Nil.
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