Comments on the Documents

Independent Living for
Future Generations

Flexible Care and Housing Choices 

For Older People
The following comments are not meant to challenge the report on a line by line basis but are a simple reaction to what appears to be an attempt to justify pre-formed conclusions with a starting point of ‘Save Money’.  
The conclusions appear to have been reached via information sources that are not identified; we are left to assume they exist.  
Well documented sources have been ignored where they do not accord with Officers’ intended results’, particularly those that deal with the consequences of life style changes for the most vulnerable of our fellow citizens.
The report offers a series of solutions to unidentified problems, no evidence of the effectiveness of these solution are offered, they appear to be untried, untested, uncosted and poorly thought through.  
The report says it is to deliver ‘Independence’, Dignity’ and ‘Respect’, there has been little evidence of this to date, i.e. no choices offered, disclosure via press leaks, zero consultation with Residents and family, zero consultation with staff, in short the people most effected have been treated with contempt.

When challenged on the subject forty-eight hours before being asked to decide, a member of the County Council “Scrutiny Committee” acknowledged he was unaware of any review or report until advised by the Star.

It would appear the disregard for due process and lack of openness isn’t limited to the general public.
The report begs many questions and requires clarification in many areas. 

Since the current proposals have not been costed, can we be confident that having made the ‘necessary’ cuts, will we find that there are insufficient funds for the proposed ‘improvements’?  
Is the whole package, if approved, set in concrete or will later phases be subject to review or revision as and when it suits the Council or its Officers needs to be more cost effective.  
No Time-Line has been proposed, how long will this take? The only timed operation at the moment is the closures.  
There are constant referrals to ‘Modern Day Standards’ - what does this mean? 
Is it a new bench-mark? 
Who established it? 
Who’s standard? 
Is it a Standard for County Council Officers, Elected Councillors, General Public, Residents, or is it an arbitrary standard with no fixed points of reference but can be applied when facts are unavailable.
Further “aspirational” standards are referred to:

  ‘the traditional design and small bedrooms at the Caemaen residential care home do not lend themselves to the provision of the modern, specialist services to which the local authority, and our residents, aspire’, 
Who decided what these two groups aspire too, as they were not asked? 
Councillors were unaware of the Review and Residents were totally ignored.

A further example of unsupportable generalisations used to support random statements.
“The sale of redundant homes and land will help fund future developments”, 
This assumes guaranteed sales, planning being available for developers (not a given at the present moment), it also implies an extended period of time before these improvements commence, but we already have a target for closures.
In the Foreword to the Report it is suggest that patients are ‘placed too readily into permanent residential care’ this indicates that the Medical Profession and Health Service are part of some form of conspiracy, presumably along with Care Home Staff who ‘care too much’, statement made at the Caemaen briefing to families. 
Assuming private Care Homes are run to the new ‘Aspirational’ standard, why does it cost so much more to run a L.A. home than a privately owned home? (bearing in mind the need for a profit element of 30% in a private operation), 
Is it Direction? 
Senior Management?  
Competance? 
Commitment? 
Will? 
Convenience? 
or could it simply  be a difference in Standards?
Another confusing comment that appears in the Report a number of times 
‘Engage with the independent sector to respond to the need for more specialist dementia care provisions’,
 implies that this provision does not currently exist, what happens if they are unable or unwilling to respond in the manner required?
It seems to imply that the Council Officers believe that the Independent sector cannot be guaranteed to source required changes when necessary.

In recent times there have been many suggestions and complaints that highly paid Officers of the Council tend to assume they have power which some Councillors are unwilling to challenge.

Whether this is due to protection of their own, sometimes not un-lucrative, position or the belief that because the Officers are ‘Professionals’ they must be right so lets rubber stamp it and move on.  
Our belief was that Officers provide advice.#

It is not their remit to lead and then move on before the results are evidenced.
This is an abuse of the Democratic Process and a failure by elected representatives to perform the duties for which they were elected.

If our elected Councillors are unprepared to protect the current and future elderly generations (ourselves) of the the years ahead look increasingly bleak.  
