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REVIEW OF THE PUTTING PEOPLE FIRST INITIATIVE 
 
 

Report by the Service Development Overview and Scrutiny Panel 
 
Introduction 
 
1.1 At its meeting on 18 November 2008 the Overview and Scrutiny Management 
Committee requested that the Service Development Overview and Scrutiny Panel consider a 
review of the role of the Voluntary/Third Sector.  Following the request the Panel received a 
presentation by Stuart Rowbotham, Interim General Manager Community Care, on the 
implementation of the Putting People First initiative within the Borough at its meeting on  
5 January 2009. 
 
1.2 After receiving the presentation the Panel discussed the initiative and agreed there 
were a number of matters Members wanted to explore further and that a full scrutiny review of 
the Putting People First Initiative was warranted.    
  
1.3 At its meeting on 16 March 2009, the Overview and Scrutiny Management Committee 
authorised the Service Development Overview and Scrutiny Panel to undertake the review 
and agreed the review’s terms of reference.  A copy of this document can be found in 
Appendix A. The key objectives of the review were:  
 

a)  To find out as much as possible about the initiative and its implications for service 
users; 

 
b)  To look at what other local authorities are doing in this area, relevant Government 

advice and examples of best practice.  
 

 
Background 
 
2.1 Putting People First – what is it? 
 Putting People First was an agreement signed in 2007 between the Government, the 
Local Government Association and other key organisations setting out an intended direction 
of travel for adult social care over a ten year period.  Building upon the 2006 White Paper ‘Our 
Heath, Our Care, Our Say’, the agreement aimed to establish a set of shared values that 
would act as a guide for the transformation of adult care services.   A key concept is that 
people’s experiences of local support and services would be improved by putting in place a 
personalised approach to the delivery of the adult social care.  
 
2.2 The principles set out within Putting People First are underpinned by four key themes1: 
 
a)  Access to universal services such as transport, leisure and education as well as 

information, advice and advocacy - planning for these to consider the  implications 
for disabled and older people; 

                                                           
1 Taken from ‘Social Care Transformation: Elected Member Briefing’ IDeA 2009  



 

 
b)  Prevention and early intervention – helping people early enough or in the right way, 

so that they can stay healthy and recover quickly from illness; 
 
c)  Choice and control – People who need support can design it themselves, 

understanding quickly how much money is available to fund the support, have a 
choice about how they receive the support and who manages it; 

 
d)  Social Capital – making sure that everyone has the opportunity to be part of the 

community and experience the friendships and care that can come from families, 
friends and neighbours.  

 
2.5 The Panel’s terms of reference focused upon the practical implementation of the 
choice and control aspects of the Putting People First Agenda through the move to greater 
self directed support.  Therefore the other themes of Putting People First have not been 
covered in great detail although the Panel was conscious throughout the review of the close 
linkages and relationships between the themes.  
 
2.6 Every effort has been made within the report to use plain English and reduce the use 
of acronyms and technical language.  However, a glossary of terms referred to within the 
report is included as Appendix 2.  
 
Information Gathering 
 
3.1 The Panel met on 19 March 2009 to consider background information on Putting 
People First and self directed support supplied by Officers and to interview a number of 
service users in order to seek their views.  Members were provided with the following 
information as part of the Agenda which was considered: 
 

• Putting People First – Transforming Adult Social Care – briefing paper published by the 
Department of Health setting out the four areas of the Putting People First Concordant; 

• Social Care Transformation – Implementing the Putting People First Concordant – 
report to the Council’s Executive dated 27 March 2009 which set out details of the 
social transformation process and asked for authorisation that the project be treated as 
a major piece of work; 

• Putting People First Newsletters – copies of various newsletters to Council social care 
staff regarding social care transformation and Putting People First. 

 
3.2 Phillip Pearce, a service user with learning disabilities attended the meeting and went 
into detail regarding his experiences of the social care system both before and after he had 
been asked to take part in the pilot of self directed support and brokerage services.  The 
Panel was informed that Phillip had spent the majority of his life in residential care, but at the 
end of his stay had decided that he wished to move back to the Wokingham area.  Phillip had 
been supported in taking his own decision’s regarding his future care by an external care 
broker, contracted by the Council as part of the pilot of brokerage services.  The broker had 
supported Phillip in helping him to live as independently as possible including helping with 
finding a shared flat, employment, selecting a care worker and further education.     
 



 

3.3 It was explained to the Panel that prior to the implementation of Putting People First; 
Phillip would not have had the same degree of control or choice over the care options 
available to him which he now had as a result of an individual budget being allocated to him.  
Phillip commented that he had found the principle of being involved very rewarding. 
 
3.4  Tim Holland, Manager Director of Support Horizons and Alice Richmond, a social 
support broker employed by Support Horizons, attended the meeting in order to provide the 
Panel with general information of the role of brokers and specific information on the role of 
Support Horizons in providing brokerage services. 
 
3.5 Tim Holland explained that Support Horizons was a community owned social 
enterprise company and as such traded on a not for private profit basis.  The main area of the 
company’s business was in the provision of trained and vetted temporary workers to the 
social care sector, but following a tendering process, the company had won the contract for 
the piloted provision of brokerage services to service users with learning disabilities.  Two 
brokers had been trained and employed for this purpose. 
 
3.6 The Panel was informed that once an individual had been assessed as eligible for 
services from the Council and the individual’s care manager had agreed a personal or 
individual budget to organise that support, they would be referred to the Support Horizons 
brokerage service.  However, the choice of whether to use a broker was the individual’s and it 
was possible to opt not to use a broker.  
 
3.7  If the individual did opt to use the brokerage service, the role of the broker was to help 
the individual service user plan and organised any support they needed to be independent.  
The role was to ensure that the service user was fully involved, and in control throughout the 
process of choosing a care package and its delivery.  Part of the role included trying to ensure 
that any agreed services offered the best value for money.  A broker did not necessarily have 
to coordinate all of the support a person needs, but only the aspects the person said that they 
needed support with.  Tim Holland commented that the aim was to think creatively in order to 
get the best possible outcome for the service user. 
 
3.8 It was stressed that the role of broker did not replace that of the individual’s care 
manager, who retained on behalf of the Council the statutory responsibility for an individual’s 
care and who would still be involved in many day to day issues.   
 
3.9 The Panel was informed that the development of brokerage services was ground 
breaking with early indications of success for service users in terms of improved outcomes,  
and savings to the Council.  However, the pilot so far had related to service users from the 
learning disabilities spectrum and there would be different challenges as self directed support 
was taken up by a larger group of service users.  For instance, service uses with a single 
physical disability might require no or only very limited assistance in organising their support 
provision whereas other groups would need a high degree of guidance and assitance in 
managing their support, including the use of a broker. 
 
3.10 The Panel was concerned that there was not enough small to medium sized service 
providers within the social care market to make choice for individual service users a realistic 
prospect.  The Panel was informed that the market for individually based service providers 
was very small and there were only a small number of organisations capable of competing to 



 

deliver services to individual service users.  However, the Council was doing all it could to 
develop and stimulate the market. 
 
3.11 A change of culture was also required within existing larger service providers who 
although very experienced in providing social care staff, were not used to having direct 
contact with individual services users.  The Panel was informed that in Phillip’s case, the two 
service providers approached regarding the supply of care to him had been unprepared for 
the eventuality of being personally interviewed by Philip. 
 
3.12. Members of the Panel expressed some concern that the time and resources spent by 
service providers in developing and marketing their services might result in an increase in 
fees for individual service users. 
 
3.13 The Panel was informed that a characteristic of the current system of centrally planned 
and organised provision of social care services was that in many cases individuals did not 
come to the attention of social services as needing support until a point of crisis had been 
reached.  The level and cost of intervention required to rectify a person’s needs in response 
to an emergency situation was significant and it was expected that if support for an individual 
could be provided at an earlier point, and as part of a planned care plan, costs would reduce.  
 
3.14  Members of the Panel were very concerned about arrangements for the safeguarding 
of the individual and ensuring that public funds allocated to personal or individual budgets 
were spent in the best way.   The Panel was informed that individual service users would 
receive their budgets on a phased payment schedule to minimise the potential financial risk of 
budgets being spent inappropriately.  In addition, the Council would be able review 
arrangements if it was felt that they did not meet the needs of the individual.  However, there 
was a need to balance measures designed to ensure proper safeguarding with the key 
direction of self directed support - that the individual needed to able to make real decisions on 
the care provided to them. 
 
3.15 The Panel was informed that in order for individuals to be able to purchase services, 
potential service providers, (be they from the Council, private or voluntary sectors), had to 
provide charges based upon unit costs rather than on an aggregate basis.  This would require 
a different way of working and changes in thinking.  As a Council, Wokingham had already 
started the process of indentifying unit costs for the social care services it provided, and as 
such was further forward in developing the necessary processes to create a market for the 
provision of social care services than many other local authorities.  This was important given 
that an individual would in future be able to buy their care from a number of providers and 
would not be limited to buying provision from their home Council. 
 
3.16 The Panel met again on the 6 April 2009 to continue to seek the views of a wider group 
of service users, carers and Council Officers.   Members were provided with the following 
information together with the Agenda for the meeting: 
 

• Details of national performance indicator N130 which from 2009/2010 would directly 
measure level of service users in receipt of self directed support as a percentage of 
service users receiving social care services;  

 



 

• Paper from the Association of Directors of Adult Social Services setting out a 
suggested framework for adult social care services that local authorities could use to 
ensure vulnerable adults remained safeguard as self direct support was implemented 
across the country;  

• Details of a workshop hosted by the Council set up to consider the building in of 
safeguards into the Putting People First process;  

• A draft paper on possible Brokerage Options for the Council;  
• Background information on the Council’s current contract with Support Horizons for 

the piloted delivery of brokerage services and number of referrals and services users 
using Support Horizons; 

• Project brief on the development and support of smaller social care enterprises;   
 
3.17 Mr. Brian Leeming attended the meeting and provided the Panel with an account of his 
experiences of the social care system as a carer for his wife.  He explained that his wife’s 
needs had increased progressively over a 40 year period and that in 2006 he had been 
offered the opportunity of receiving a direct financial payment to cover the costs of his wife’s 
social care needs.  The service provider he used invoiced him directly and he paid the 
invoices direct from a bank account set up specifically for this purpose. 
 
3.18 Rather than simply being informed who his wife’s carer would be as would have been 
the case under a traditionally based care package, he had been supported by the Council to 
personally interview potential care providers from a list of providers given to him. 
 
3.19 Mr. Leeming commented that he had found the experience to be very positive and he 
had considered it especially beneficial to make a decision on a choice of carer as he needed 
to be personally comfortable with the person undertaking his wife’s care.  When asked by the 
Panel whether being given opportunity to make decisions relating to his wife’s care had made 
a difference he replied that it had because as an individual carer he was in a position of real 
control over the form of his wife’s care. 
 
3.20 Mr. and Mrs. Thompson attended the meeting and provided the Panel with an account 
of their experiences of the social care system as the parents of a child born with a mental 
handicap through to adulthood and how they felt the introduction of self directed support had 
been a positive development in their daughter’s care.  
 
3.21 Historically, Mr and Mrs Thompson had had some concerns regarding the standard of 
home support available to their daughter.  Encouraged by a briefing and general information 
they had received regarding greater involvement by carers in decision making, they had 
wished to pursue matters further and had also been interested in an opportunity for carers to 
take control of their housing options by investing in property with support from the Council. 
 
3.22 At the time Mr and Mrs Thompson had expressed an interest in taking decisions 
regarding their daughter’s care budget, the brokerage system had not yet been established 
and a consultant had been appointed on a one off basis who had worked with them to 
develop a care plan.  Their experience in recent years had been that they had received very 
good support from social care staff in setting up their daughter’s support package and it’s on 
going operation. 
 



 

3.23  The Panel was informed that whilst Mr and Mrs Thompson were fully supportive of the 
principles of self directed support they did have some points they wished the Panel to be 
aware of.  In their view, the individual budget allocated to them was insufficient to cover the 
level of support necessary for their daughter and they had used their own resources to top up 
the care plan.  As a more general point, they commented that they had become hands on 
managers of their daughter’s care and had the advantage of being personally assertive and 
articulate in arguing their case.  They did have a concern that other carers, perhaps not so 
articulate or assertive might find it more difficult to navigate and obtain what they wished to 
achieve from the social care system, even though in principle self directed support would give 
them greater control.   Mr and Mrs Thompson also felt that they had needed a sound grasp of 
the basics of financial management in order navigate the bureaucracy involved as part of the 
move to self directed support.  
 
3.24 Frances Brewer and Phillip Pearce attended the meeting as Directors of the Caring 
Listening and Supporting Partnership, an organisation that supported people with learning 
disabilities and as individuals with learning disabilities themselves.  Julie White, a support 
officer working at the Caring and Listening and Supporting Partnership also attended the 
meeting. 
 
3.25 The Panel was informed as an organisation, the Caring and Listening Partnership had 
supported the ‘Take Notice’ campaign which aimed to provide people with learning disabilities 
with the right set of skills to represent themselves.  The principles of self directed support for 
people with learning disabilities was therefore consistent with the aims of the organisation and 
it had been involved by the Council in the development of direct payments and individual 
budgets as part of the implementation of Putting People First within the Borough.  
 
3.26 The Panel noted that Francis and Phillip made a number of general comments 
regarding their impression of services currently provided or facilitated by the Council which 
the Panel felt needed to be considered seriously given the choice that individuals would have 
in the future under self directed support, to shop around for the facilities and services that 
they wished to use.  For instance, a comment was made that day centre services for people 
with learning disabilities were not something all people with learning disabilities would 
necessarily always wish to use.  In the Panel’s view comments of this kind underlined the 
importance of the Council making sure that the facilities and services it offered remained 
attractive to service users so that they would choose to continue using Council services even 
though their individual budget would allow them to take their budget elsewhere if they wished.  
This mattered because if significant amounts of services users choose to stop using services 
provided by the Council, those services could become financially unviable.  
 
3.27 The Panel was informed that in Phillip’s case he had received support from a broker 
when he had wished to move house via house transfer.   
 
3.28 Matt Pope, Putting People First Project Manager attended the meeting in order to 
provide the Panel with information on the development of the Putting People First Project. 
 
3.29 The Panel was reminded that the term Putting People First encompassed a range of 
measures that had the objective of increasing choice and putting service users in the control 
through self directed support, but also gave a high priority towards the use of preventative 



 

measures as a means of reducing future needs.  It was a ten year vision of the direction the 
Government saw social care services moving towards. 
 
3.30  The Panel had expressed concern that there was a need to ensure that support plans 
whether they arose directly from services users, their carers or had been developed with the 
assistance of a broker met suitable quality standards.  Whilst greater choice offered 
opportunities, it also increased potential risk to service users and the Council.  The Panel was 
informed that all support plans would need to be signed off as suitable by the Council and 
would be subject to regular review in the same way that traditionally arranged support plans 
had been. 
 
3.31  Members of the Panel were informed that work was in progress to forecast the 
number of brokers that might be required to meet the demand for brokerage services once 
demand for self directed support and personal/individual budgets increased.  Service users 
with learning disabilities had been chosen for the pilot of the brokerage service as this was an 
area where service users had a long standing record of wishing to be involved in decisions 
regarding their care and Officers had the most knowledge and experience.   
 
3.32 Members of the Panel were concerned that the administrative costs of rolling out self 
directed support and brokerage services might be higher than the administrative costs of 
providing the present centrally based traditional care packages.  It was noted that within the 
Ibsen report it had been estimated that the cost of brokerage costs would add approximately 
£200-£800 to each support plan.  Eventually, costs for brokerage would be included within an 
individual’s personal budget.  Members were informed that the cost of providing support 
services to enable people to put self directed support into practice needed to be balanced 
against improvements in the quality of provision and the avoidance of crisis situations.   
 
3.33 Members of the Panel whilst fully supportive of the principle of services users 
exercising choice on who they wished their broker to be were concerned that there seemed to 
be a lack of qualifications for brokers or set of approved standards, given that they would be 
in a position of considerable influence over public funds.  The Panel was informed that the 
specific issue of qualifications as well as safeguarding as a whole was being given a high 
priority and that both issues and had been flagged up within the draft Brokerage Options 
Appraisal document supplied to the Panel.  The Panel noted that whilst it was important to put 
safeguards in place it was also important to preserve the over-riding principle of service user 
choice.  
 
3.34 The Panel met on the 28 April 2009 to discuss the implementation of Putting People 
First with Stuart Rowbotham, Interim General Manager Community Care.  It had been the 
Panel’s intention to have a discussion with Councillor Chris Edmunds, Executive Member for 
Social Care, but he was unable to attend the meeting because of illness.  Councillor David 
Lee, Leader of the Council attended the meeting.  The Panel expressed regret that it had not 
been possible within the timescale of the review to seek Councillor Edmunds’ views or ask 
questions. 
 
3.35 The Panel was supplied with the following additional written information together with 
the Agenda for the meeting: 
 



 

• Details of the number of the full time equivalent social care practitioners working 
directly to operate the social care management system and current ratios of clients per 
social care practitioners; 

• Details of financial modelling as part of the Ibsen report anticipating costs of 
administering individual budgets in comparision to traditionally based care packages;  

• List of questions and answers concerning Putting People First and Self Directed 
Support produced by the ‘In Control’ organisation; 

• Concerns raised regarding self directed support and individual budgets; 
• Ibsen Report – a national evaluation of the Individual Budgets Pilot programme; 

 
3.36 The Panel was reminded that the whole of the national Putting People First vision and 
self directed support was in its infancy and that the Government was yet to issue guidance on 
how to implement the totality of the programme.  The onus was on local authorities to come 
up with best practice in implementing self directed support and share it with other local 
authorities and the Government.  In the absence of a direction, the Council had taken a 
pragmatic and ‘bottom up’ approach to the development of self directed support.   
Stuart Rowbotham informed the Panel that service users had a right to receive direct 
payments in lieu of services so changes in the system were going to happen.  
 
3.37 The Panel noted that there were two main drivers for change to the social care system.  
Service users wanted to take more control over decisions affecting their care and the 
affordability of traditionally based social care packages in the medium to long term because of 
demographic changes.  The demographic changes meant that in the future more people 
would be requiring social care services and their needs would have to be met without large 
increases in expenditure.  
 
3.38 In light of the anticipated future costs of social care, the Panel noted evidence supplied 
to it which indicated that from the pilot of self directed support for service users with a learning 
disability, the costs of providing care through personal/individual budgets was less in four of 
the examples than what it would had been if a traditional package had been used.  Stuart 
Rowbotham commented that in relation to the learning disabilities, care costs had been 
contained and in fact reduced from £900k to £300k.  It was noted that national research 
undertaken as part of the Ibsen report indicated that on average costs of individual budgets 
varied considerably depending on the needs of the service user.  Cost were lower for mental 
health service users (average £150 per week); middling for older people (£230) and physically 
disabled people (£310); and highest for people with learning disabilities (£360)2.  The Panel 
noted that it was accepted by Officers that it was less certain that the relatively high degree of 
savings arising from the pilot within learning disability would also apply to other categories of 
service users, in particular within the Older People’s budget.   
 
3.39 In light of the lack of definitive figures, but taking into account that reductions in costs 
were unlikely to be as significant as those made in within the learning disabilities budget, the 
Panel was concerned that a prudent and measured approached needed to be taken to the 
expansion of the self directed support programme.  
 
3.40 The Panel also expressed continued concern over the robustness of arrangements to 
check the suitability and aptitude of persons employed by services users to provide care 
                                                           
2 ‘The national evaluation of the Individual budgets pilot programme’ page 2 Ibsen Report October 2008 



 

services paid for from within their individual budget.  Stuart Rowbotham commented that the 
Council was not a regulator of social care services and did not have the statutory powers of 
such regulators.  Within the concept of self directed support it was conceivable and 
reasonable to assume that a proportion of service users would choose to commission 
members of their family or family friends to provide personal support and in effect become 
personal assistants.  The Panel was informed that it might not be possible or advisable to 
undertake Criminal Records Bureau check on a personal contact; a judgement would need to 
made as part of the formulation and agreement of a service user’s support plan.  The Council 
had the right to veto any support plan it did not feel was suitable although the guidance that 
was available indicated the Council should use a light touch whenever possible.  The Panel 
noted this, but remained concerned over the issue of safeguarding and monitoring. 
 
3.41 In light of concerns expressed by the Panel regarding how the Council intended to 
ensure that its service users would take up its services, Stuart Rowbotham informed the 
Panel that in general service users were happy to buy into the Council’s day services and that 
he was confident they would continue to do so in the future as self directed support was 
expanded.  The Panel was informed that the following issues were being examined. 
 

• In the future consideration would be given to whether the Council continued to provide 
services itself or whether they could be provided by independent concerns; 

• If services were not taken up the Council would need to consider whether to reduce 
provision of that particular service or stop providing it if it became financially unviable;  

• The Council was in an advantageous position in so far as it already had infrastructure 
and services in place that other service providers would find hard to replicate; 

 
3.42 Members of the Panel whilst welcoming the development of self directed support 
expressed the view that implementation was going too fast in light of the immature nature of 
the marker for social care provision and risks attached to the process.  In response, the Panel 
noted the comments of Stuart Rowbotham that the conundrum was that service providers 
would not enter the self directed support market unless there was a demand for services.   As 
part of the development of the project an Officer had been employed specially to work with 
providers across the commercial and voluntary sector to develop the market. 
 
3.43  The Panel was informed that traditional centrally organised care packages involving 
residential care were an expensive way of meeting people’s care needs, whereas if people 
were supported as part of the process self directed support to either remain in their own 
homes or to live in sheltered housing the Council would only be paying for care costs, not 
residential costs. 
 
3.44 Members of the Panel questioned what arrangements were being developed to 
develop the brokerage services that would be required to make self direct support a reality, as 
well as what safeguards would be in place to ensure the quality of brokerage services offered.   
The Panel was informed that the Council had begun the process of developing an ‘arms 
length’ in house brokerage service by splitting the functions of the Learning Disability Team 
into statutory assessment and support plan review on the one hand and care brokerage on 
the other so that there was a clear separation of roles.  This in principle could be extended 
into other social care teams.  The Council had also held preliminary discussions with Age 
Concern as a voluntary agency that could potentially be supported in developing brokerage 



 

services.   The ideal was for a broker that had a good knowledge of the local community and 
both the free and chargeable services available that their clients might wish to access.  
 
3.45 Members of the Panel whilst very encouraged by the success of the self directed 
support pilot, noted from the examples given to them that not every individual budget support 
plan would work out and that if they did not, the Council retained the statutory responsibility to 
intervene and ensure the person received services they were entitled to.  The Panel 
expressed concern that in these circumstances the level of intervention required could be 
expensive and that some kind of provision was needed to mitigate against the financial risk of 
having to intervene.  The Panel was informed that the Council was aware of the issue, but 
was looking at what would be the best option.  One option was into include a contingency 
within each individual budget, but alternatively a contingency could be held internally.  
 
3.46 The Panel also received comments from John de Mierre, Cabinet Member for Adult 
Services of West Sussex Council, a leading authority in the development of self directed 
support, concerning issues they had encountered and which they felt Wokingham Borough 
Council might want to consider as it implemented Putting People First.   These centred on the 
need to work to develop and stimulate the provider market; the need to continue to 
accommodate service users who did not want a personal budget; and the overriding need to 
communicate effectively with those affected, so that they could find out what services were 
available to them and how those services could be accessed.   The Panel was informed that 
all of these issues had been considered as part of the development of self directed support 
within Wokingham. 
 
3.47  The Panel noted written comments made by Councillor Diane King, Executive Member 
for Community Development concerning the impact of self directed support on the voluntary 
sector.   It was recognised there was a great deal of uncertainty about the affects on the 
voluntary sector, but that in her opinion it was likely that service users would perceive that 
greater value for money could be provided by the voluntary sector.  It was important that the 
voluntary sector be fully briefed regarding self directed support and likewise that individual 
service users were briefed on the range of services offered by the voluntary sector.  
 
4.0 Conclusion 
 
4.1 On the 30 April 2009, the Panel met to consider its findings and draft 
recommendations.  
  
4.2 The Panel concluded that on the evidence available, the piloted introduction of self 
directed support within Wokingham Borough as part of Putting People First initiative has been 
very successful, leading to real improvements to the quality of lives of service users.  The 
service users who experienced self directed support were very positive about their 
experiences.  In the Panel’s view the fundamental principles of Putting People First in terms 
of enabling individual service users to take control of decisions about their own care through 
self directed support and of providing them with the necessary support to achieve this were 
correct and the represented the right way of developing social care services in the future.  
Self directed support also showed signs of mitigating against the underlying growth pressures 
on social care budgets arising in the future.   
 



 

4.3 Balanced against the opportunities that self directed support in social care offers are 
the very real challenges and risks of ensuring adequate safeguarding of the individual service 
user’s interests and that of the Council and council tax payers in ensuring outcomes and 
costs are closely monitored.     
 
Recommendations 
 
5.1 The following policy recommendations are put forward 

 
1)  That the implementation and development of self directed support as part of Putting 
People First should continue within Wokingham Borough, but on a phased basis and following 
further piloting.  
 
Reason: Given the potential risks to the Council and service users it is essential that these 
risks are taken account of and caution exercised so that any lessons learnt can taken on 
board prior to the full implementation of self directed support across all uses groups. 
 
2) That robust monitoring and safeguarding procedures be put in place to protect services 
users and ensure quality of outcome.   
 
Reason: The welcome increase in choice and flexibility that self directed support has the 
potential to provide, comes with the disadvantage that it will be harder for the Council to 
monitor the quality of provision in a fragmented market, rather than through the provision of 
traditionally based care arrangements.  This is fundamental given the Council’s statutory 
responsibilities.    
 
3) That robust financial procedures are put in place to monitor the financial aspects of the 
move to self directed support and individual budgets including brokerage costs, administration 
and safeguarding costs.   
 
Reason: Monitoring of all processes is key, so as to ensure that as self directed support is 
implemented, the underlying assumptions made regarding cost effectiveness are delivered in 
practice and that any problems can be identified in good time.   
 
4) That the level of funding allocated  as part of an individual assessment should be 
sufficient to cover needs, but not so much as to encourage wastage by paying too much for 
services.  
 
Reason: It is essential that procedures and processes are developed to ensure that service 
users can achieve value for money on the funds allocated to them and that the Council does 
not allocate more than is needed. 
 
5). That as a priority, the Council continues to do all within its power to stimulate and 
encourage a social care market based upon individual self directed support, both at local and 
national level.  Locally where the Council can have the greatest impact, but also through 
national organisations where those organisations might potentially provide services to 
services users.     
 



 

Reason: This is fundamental given that the aspiration of greater choice for individual services 
users can only become a reality if there are enough small and medium sized organisations 
offering services. 
 
6) That consideration should be given to the establishment by the Council of a voluntary 
accreditation system for brokerage services and service providers.   
 
Reason: It is not intended that this would amount to a recommendation for particular providers 
on the behalf of the Council or that there would be any prohibition on individual service users 
opting to a use a broker or service provider not on the accredited list as this would be contrary 
to the principle of choice.  In the Panel’s view, the Council, in encouraging a system of self 
directed support does have a moral responsibility to provide service users with information 
and should go as far as possible in reassuring service users that those they might purchase 
services from operate to approved standards. 
 
7) That sufficient contingency provision is given to allow for additional costs to the Council 
in the event of a breakdown in an individual’s support plan.    
 
Reason: With any system there is an element of risk of things going wrong and the Council 
needs to plan for this. The Panel does not wish to be proscriptive in how this might be 
achieved, but felt that a contingency could be held through a central budget, as an element of 
the individual’s budget or through insurance provision. 
 
8) That the Overview and Scrutiny Management Committee delegate ongoing monitoring 
of Putting People First to the Service Development Panel and that Officers be asked to report 
back to the Panel in January 2010. 
 
Reason: Throughout the review, the Panel was aware that the Council along with other local 
authorities across the country was at the very beginning of a process of reform for social care 
provision that will take decades to achieve.  Given the uncertainties around the development 
of self directed support, the Panel felt that regular monitoring was necessary.      
 
 
 
 
 



 

ITEM NO:  Appendix 1 
OVERVIEW AND SCRUTINY REVIEW 

 
TERMS OF REFERENCE 

 
REVIEW OF THE PUTTING PEOPLE FIRST INITIATIVE 
 
Purpose of Review: 
 
1. To inform the implementation of the Putting People First Initiative. 

2. To ensure continued high standards of adult social care across providers. 
 

 
Key Objectives: 
 
1. To find out as much as possible about the initiative and its implications for service 

users. 
 

2. To look at what other local authorities are doing in this area, relevant Government 
advice and examples of best practice. 
 

 
Scope of the work: 
 
1. To ascertain what facilities and services are currently provided to service users by 

the Council and look at whether these services offer service users what they want 
and so can be used to full potential. 
 

2. To ascertain how many Providers/Brokers will be available to service users, who 
they will be and how they will work with both the Council and service users. 
 

3. To ascertain how the Providers/Brokers will be monitored. 
 

4. To ascertain how what the financial cost of the services would be to service users 
and how much the resources of this initiative would cost the Council.  
 

5. To ascertain how service users will cope with the process and how they feel about 
the changes. 
 

6. To ascertain how individuals will be safeguarded, including making sure personal 
budgets are used to get them the best care for their requirements. 
 

 
Background: 
 
The Overview and Scrutiny Management Committee at its meeting on 18 November 2008 
referred the consideration of any changes to the Voluntary/Third Sector to the Service 
Development Overview and Scrutiny Panel to ascertain if a review of any aspect was 
required.  At the Panel’s meeting on 5 January 2009, a presentation on the Putting People 
First Initiative was given and the Panel proposed that a full review was needed.   
 



 

A request to carry out a full review will be put forward to the Overview and Scrutiny 
Management on 16 March 2009. 
 
INFORMATION GATHERING: 
 
Witnesses to be invited 
Name Organisation/Position Reason for Inviting 
Stuart Rowbotham Interim General Manager for 

Community Care Services, 
Wokingham Borough Council 

To provide the Panel with 
information on the Putting 
People First Initiative 

Matt Pope Putting People First Project 
Manager, Wokingham Borough 
Council 

To provide the Panel with 
information on the Putting 
People First Initiative 

To be confirmed with 
Panel Chairman and 
Management 
Committee Chairman 

Provider Organisations To ascertain how they feel 
about the changes/how they 
propose to deliver services. 

Service Users To be confirmed with Panel 
Chairman and Management 
Committee Chairman 

To ascertain how they feel 
about the changes. 

Councillor Chris 
Edmunds 

Executive Member for Social 
Care, Wokingham Borough 
Council 

To ascertain the Executive 
Member’s views on issues 
relating to the Putting People 
First Initiative. 

Councillor Dianne King Executive Member for 
Community Development, 
Wokingham Borough Council 

To ascertain the Executive 
Member’s views on issues 
relating to the Putting People 
First Initiative, particularly in 
relation to the voluntary sector. 

Tim Holland Managing Director, Support 
Horizons CIC 

To provide the Panel with 
information about the role of a 
Broker. 

 
Information to be obtained from 
Organisation Information to be Requested 

Other Local Authorities How they are dealing with the Putting People First initiative. 
Examples of best practice. 

 
TIMESCALE 
 
Starting: March 2009 Ending: May 2009 
 
Referred by the Management  
Committee to:   Service Development Overview and Scrutiny Panel 
 
Terms of Reference to be  
agreed by:    Overview and Scrutiny Management Committee on  
     16 March 2009 
 
Panel Members involved in  Service Development Overview and Scrutiny Panel: 
the review:    Councillor Tim Holton (Chairman) 
     Councillor Gerald Cockroft 
     Councillor Abdul Loyes 



 

     Councillor Malcolm Storry 
     Councillor Claire Stretton 
 
Panel Lead Member:     Councillor Tim Holton 
Executive Member:   Councillor Chris Edmunds  
 



 

Appendix 2 
 

Putting People First: A Glossary of Common Terms3 
 
 

 
Direct Payments 
These are local authority payments to people who are eligible for help from social services, 
and who would like to arrange and pay for their own services instead of getting them from the 
Council.  One of the aims of Putting People First is to make Direct Payments the model for all 
adult social care. 
 
Personal and Individual Budgets 
A personal budget is an allocation of social care funding from the local authority to a person.  
This can be managed by the person, (as a Direct Payment) or by the Council or another 
organisation on their behalf.  An Individual Budget is similar, but can include money from 
other funding streams. 
 
In Control/Self Directed Support 
In the Wokingham Borough an In Control pilot scheme has been running to offer individual 
budgets to people with a learning disability.  In Control is a campaigning national organisation 
that has pioneered self directed support for people with a learning disability. 
 
Person centred planning 
The process of planning that puts individuals at the centre of the planning process.  It is the 
key to Putting People First. 
 
Circle of support 
This is the group of people, (often family members or friends) who meet regularly to help a 
person make decisions about their support and make sure they are getting the right help and 
the services they are entitled to receive.  Such a function can could also be delivered by a 
broker.  
 
Fair Access to Care 
Fair Access to Care, (FACS) is the criteria used by all local authorities to decide whether a 
person’s needs are critical, substantial, moderate or low.  Wokingham Borough Council pays 
for support for critical needs only. 
 
Resource Allocation System 
This is the process of determining a person’s Personal Budget by assessing their eligible 
needs and calculating what it will cost to meet them.  Wokingham Borough Council now has a 
resource allocation system for all services.  
 
Self-assessment 
This is an assessment completed by an individual, (with help where necessary) that is used to 
identify the support they need.  This is then feed through the Resource Allocation System to 
determine their personal budget. 
                                                           
3 Taken from 3rd Edition Putting People First Staff Update.  



 

 
Support Plan 
This defines what a person wants to change or maintain in their lives and how they will use 
their personal budget to achieve those aims.  They can be drawn up by individuals with 
appropriate help, (perhaps with the help of a broker) and are then sent to the Council for 
approval. 
 
 
Support Broker 
If an eligible person does not wish to manage their own personal budget, another person could do so 
on their behalf.  This could be a family member or friend or a Support Broker who are independent 
advisors who can help people think about how and where they can get the support they want. 
 
Self-directed support 
This is a support system that allows everybody who is eligible for social care support to know what 
money they are entitled to and to control how that money is spent and to get the support that they 
need in the way that they want.  This is the fundamental aim of Putting People First. 



 

Appendix 3 
 

List of Witnesses Interviewed by the Panel 
 

 
Frances Brewer -Service user 
 
Tim Holland, - Managing Director, Support Horizons 
 
David Lee, -  Leader of Wokingham Borough Council 
 
Brian Lemming, - Carer 
 
Philip Pearce, – Service user 
 
Matt Pope, - Putting People First Project Manager, Wokingham Borough Council 
 
Alice Richmond, - Social Support Broker, Support Horizons 
 
Stuart Rowbotham - General Manager for Social Care, Wokingham Borough Council 
 
Mr & Mrs Thompson, - Carers  
 
Julie White, - Support Officer, Caring and Listening and Supporting Partnership 
 

 
 

 



 

Further Appendices – available on request. 
 
Appendix 4 – minutes of the meeting of the Service Development Overview and Scrutiny Panel held 
on 19 March 2009; 
 
Appendix 5 – background information and minutes of the Service Development Overview and Scrutiny 
Panel held on 6 April 2009; 
 
Appendix 6 – background information and minutes of the Service Development Overview and Scrutiny 
Panel held on 28 April 2009.  


