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1. Welcome Introduction & Apologies:   Andy Kilpatrick welcomed everyone.  Introductions were given and apologies noted.

2. Notes of the Previous Meeting:    The notes of the meeting were accepted as an accurate record with one amendment.   Page  2 Year end Appraisals should read “BT advised training sets up skills but does not do a not formal appraisal.

SF was invited to comment informally on the 3Q work.   SF outlined that the 3Q  
work involved the development of core standards linking to all Health Boards.  So far 
the work highlights no material gaps.   


SF informed the group that a letter of complaint had been received in Lothian which outlined inappropriate behaviour by a lay reviewer.  The group debated how local systems could pick up where inappropriate behaviour during visits was taking place.  It was suggested that this issue should be incorporated into training, although it was acknowledged that insensitivity and people skills are very subjective.  SF suggested that the training could have a section “what to do” section and perhaps put more emphasise on the feedback to lay reviewers.  It was noted that there was a contrast from the first visits where they were not challenging enough, now GPs are uncomfortable at times  with  being challenged.


It was generally viewed that part of the training for lay reviewers should focus on how to handle the more sensitive issues during the visit.

Matters Arising:
Lay Reviewers:  BillT provided an update and referred to the previously issued paper.  All Health Boards now have lay reviewers except Shetland.  Lanarkshire is the only Health Board who has not managed to recruit any  new lay reviewers.  It is difficult to identify which disciplines the teams will be made up from although it was viewed that nurses do not seem to be involved.   In an effort to encourage nurses to become more involved  it was requested that BillT combine the two together so that this information could be feed back to the GMS Leads and to the  Co-ordinators event
Training Costs:   GB tabled a paper outlining the current budget and spend for the Training.  It was noted that a fee will be invoiced by RCGP London for web development   GB advised that the intention is to have two areas on the web site a Health Board area and a Practice area.  GB is trying to get figures to advise of the “hit count” on the website.  It was noted that feedback via the 3Q group suggested half the Health Boards used the RCGP website.  GB confirmed that the year end projection is that the training will come in within budget and will also incorporate the costs of the co-ordinators day.

New Reviewers – Disclosure Scotland  MW informed the group that he had conducted an information discussion with the Chair of the Scottish Health Council on this issue and it was his opinion that reviewers should not  require disclosures as they do not have any patient contact.  If the reviewer is currently an employee of the NHS then they would be covered by the information governance and confidentiality policies so no need further disclosure.    It was agreed that group would accept this advice.  It was noted that if local Health Boards have a local policy to carry out  disclosure reviewers they could continue to do so.
3. Board Co-ordinators Day  BillT advised that this event will be held in Bridge of Allan on 30.11.06 and invited the group to comment on the proposed agenda for the day.    It was suggested it might be helpful to get co-ordinators to present to other co-ordinators.    SF suggested that Tom Clackson and Mary Styles may be  appropriate speakers.
SF advised that when he provides feedback from 3Q that he will extract themes with anonymity and highlight best practice.  

BillT advised that todate there are 21 attendees scheduled, but it was noted that there is nobody from Western Isles nor Dumfries & Galloway.
SF also suggested that it may be appropriate to add the Practice QOF analyser software on the agenda.   It was noted that this will be discussed and demonstrated at the Quality group on 27.10.06.

4. AOCB
      English QOF Assessors Paper
      MW highlighted that England are doing things differently.  Uncertainty of whether there was anything to be gained from the English paper was expressed.  SF advised that the paper basically outlined the Apollo software which Scotland had considered not to be value for money.  NW agreed that he would link with Nadine Harrison and this should be put to the Quality group.                                                      Action MW

     Reporting of QOF Assessors Group

MW  discussed a paper he had issued regarding the relationship of the group and the reporting route.  It was noted the group has had a relationship with the GMS Leads and it was suggested that there should be a direct dotted line to the GMS Leads.  This issue was debated and it was noted that the contract requires there to be a link to the Winter III group, but it was acknowledged that the GMS Leads group not only monitors the cost of the training but would have to approve any future spending.  It was agreed that there should be a link to the Winter III and a direct link to the GMS Leads


Tender next Contract


It was agreed that the group recommend that the next tender should be for a 2 year contract and  agreed this should to go to GMS leads on 7th December  
5. DATE OF NEXT MEETING    WEDNESDAY 17th January  2007
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