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Purpose 
 
The purpose of this report is to share with the Health and Adult Social Care 
Overview and Scrutiny Committee the issues considered during the three-part 
working party and to make recommendations to the committee.   
 
 
Recommendation 
 

• Endorsing the proposals for a BCP ASC Charging Policy 

• That transport and day centre attendance charges would be separate, 
reflecting the findings of the consultation. 

• That the principles behind the new ASC fairer charging policy are based on, 
for those who pay a full charge, full cost recovery; that is, the charge for those 
that can afford to do so, will be based on the actual cost to BCP council of 
commissioning the service. The Fairer Charging principles will relate to: Day 
Services, Domiciliary Care, Direct Payments, Day Centre Transport  

• Mitigating the impact through early notice of change to clients, a telephone 
helpline and a process for agreeing waivers and write-off of charges for clients 
in exceptional circumstances or facing financial hardship. 

• An annual review by officers of fairer contribution charges. 
 
 
 
Background 
 
At the point of Local Government Reorganisation, BCP Council inherited three 
‘legacy’ Adult Social Care charging policies which applied to Bournemouth, 
Christchurch and Poole. These policies were reviewed at different times by the 
previous councils and so present three different sets of charges for the same 
services which are still being applied today depending on which legacy area an 
individual resides in. This is an untenable position for a single local authority to 
maintain and so work began in early 2019 to prepare a programme of work to create 
a new single, equitable policy to replace the legacy policies for BCP Council. Once 
early proposals had been drafted and the legacy policies had been analysed, officers 
approached Health Overview and Scrutiny to set out a timeline which would go on to 
include public consultation. 



 
The Health and Adult Social Care Overview and Scrutiny Committee held on the 22nd 
July 2019 agreed the establishment of a working party to provide a test and 
challenge function throughout the development of the new Charging Policy for Adult 
Social Care. 
 
Three working party meetings were held: 
 

• Working Part 1: 3 September 2019: To introduce the existing charging 
arrangements and establish principles upon which the new BCP policy would 
be based. 

• Working Party 2: 17 October 2019: To explore in detail the charging elements 
of the proposed policy and methodology for public consultation. 

• Working Party 3: 4 August 2020: To review the findings of the consultation 
and consider mitigation measures. 

 
 
 
Working Party Findings 
 
 

a) Working Party One 
 
Overview of the meeting: 

• Officers explained that BCP Council was required to update and create a 
new Charging Policy for Adult Social Care by April 2021.  

• Members were informed that the predecessor Councils had separate 
charging policies for the financial assessment of clients who received Adult 
Social Care.  

• Officers provided the Working Group with an overview of Financial 
Assessments for Non-Residential Care.  

• It was proposed that councillors agree a set of principles that would 
facilitate the development of options available for modelling a future 
schedule and charging policy. 

 
Outcomes:  

• The WG agreed to principles 1a, 3a and 1b,2b,3b of the Principles for 
Developing Charging Proposals, allowing officers a framework from which 
to develop the charging proposals. 

• The WG, in relation to principle 2a – asked Officers to bring back a series 
of costed models and contrasting options that included their opinion on 
what presented the better option.  

• The WG, in relation to principle 4b – requested that Officers bring back 
options and examples and would consider setting out a baseline that could 
be taken to consultation to determine public opinion. 

• A member asked that an 8-12-week consultation period be considered. 
 
 
 
 



 
b) Working Party 2 

 
Overview of the meeting: 

• Officers explained that the meeting would focus on draft policy proposals 
for harmonising social care charges. 

• The WG were provided with a list of the Adult Social Care charges and a 
breakdown of the previous rates against the new proposals. 

• Members were also provided with a draft list of harmonised Disability 
Related Expenditure definitions.  

• Officers explained the format of the consultation and the ways in which it 
could be conducted. 

• It was proposed that Members discuss and comment on the proposals for 
both the charges and DRE definitions as well as the format of the 
consultation. 

 
Outcomes:  

• The WG, having assessed the recommendations for each Social Care 
charge, were happy to endorse the public consultation. 

• Members agreed that the list of recommended Social Care charges should 
include a line on meal charges. 

• Members also agreed that there should be a question/s on transportation 
to day centres to enable clients to have their say on the matter and to 
encourage the use of provided transport over individual car journeys in line 
with the Council’s environmental stance. 

• All Members will be able to attend drop-in sessions during the consultation 
period. 

 
 

c) Working Party 3 
 
 
Overview of the meeting: 

• Officers presented the findings of the consultation and noted that easy read 
responses tended to be more positive toward each of the proposals. In 
response to all questions, fewer than 50% of respondents disagreed with the 
proposed charging policy proposals. 

• Officers presented the findings of a consultation meeting with DOTS 
Disability, noting that the response was broadly in favour of the charging 
proposals but that the council needed to ensure best value from the contract 
with Tricuro. 

• A question was raised about whether Officers were happy with the survey 
response rate, to which the answer was that it was in line with expectations 
compared to similar consultation exercises. 

• It was clarified that each episode of bathing at a day centre would be subject 
to a separate charge, 

• Officers clarified that the maximum charge for day centre attendance 
correlates with the cost to BCP of purchasing the service (related to the 
contract price) and would not alter in the short term if the number of clients 
attending changed. 



• A question was raised about whether a 94% while/British response rate was 
typical for consultations; officers confirmed that this was the case. 

• It was noted that that Christian respondents are more likely to be impacted by 
proposals. 

• The possibility of delaying implementation during any further strategic 
commissioning work around future day centre provision was discussed. 
Officers noted that the new charging policy was required against the planned 
timescale to ensure consistency and equity of charging across BCP, but that 
should there be future change in the nature of day service provision, charges 
could be reviewed. 

 
Outcomes: 

• Officers will, based on comments from members of the working party, simplify 
some of the language in the consultation report Equalities Analysis, 
particularly around the section on introducing one maximum charge for 
attending a day centre based on the actual cost of providing the service.   

• Officers were asked to quantify the number of clients who would be impacted 
by the changes. Officers committed to the modelling which would be reported 
to the health and Adult Social Care Overview and Scrutiny Committee. 

• Members of the working party, noting the consultation response felt that day 
centre transport should be a separate charge to the day centre session. The 
proposal to combine both into a single charge was not supported by 
consultation respondents. Members of the working group felt that the 
transport rate would be based on service cost (which includes passenger 
assistants) rather than mileage travelled. 

• Members of the working group did not feel that an extended delay would be 
appropriate mitigation to the increased charges that some clients would 
experience, but did support a good notice period (no less than one month) as 
well as a telephone helpline, waiver or write-off of charges for clients facing 
exceptional circumstances or financial hardship and an annual review by 
officers of charges. 

 
 
 
Conclusion 
 
The working party provided test and challenge when considering the range of 
charges which would be included in the proposed Fairer Contribution Policy, the 
principle of full charge recovery, the methodology and outcome from consultation 
with clients and residents and the implementation process, including mitigating 
factors for those most impacted by the changes. 
 
  


