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	Public Session:

	
	

	1.
	Welcome and Opening Comments from the Chair 


	i.






ii.





iii.




	The Chair opened the meeting by welcoming all attendees to the July meeting of the Social Care Wales Board. He acknowledged the hybrid nature of the meeting, with several members joining remotely via Microsoft Teams, and noted that this was the first Board meeting to be held using Teams as the organisation transitions from Zoom. The change has been made in response to improvements in accessibility features on the Teams platform.

The Chair outlined the meeting protocols, including translation process and participation etiquette. Following this, the translation system was tested to ensure it was functioning properly and the Chair encouraged contributions in Welsh if that was the language of choice.

The Chair also welcomed Emma Howells, who was attending her first Board meeting in her new role as Head of Finance. Emma was introduced and formally welcomed by the Chair.

 

	2.
	Apologies and Declarations of Interest 

	
i.


ii.


	
Apologies were noted from Mark Roderick, and Tom Slater, Staff Partnership Council Chair. 

No additional declarations of interest were noted in relation to items on the agenda for this meeting. 



	3.
	Minutes of the Board Meeting Held on 15 May 2025

	
i.

	
The minutes of the public Board meeting of 15 May 2025 were discussed and endorsed by the Board as an accurate record of the meeting. 

	4.
	Action Log and Matters Arising

	
i.




ii.






iii.


iv.






v.









vi.





	
The Chair introduced the rolling action log and invited members to review the progress made against outstanding actions. It was noted that three actions were currently listed on the log, with updates provided against each. Two actions were recommended for closure, and one action remained open.

The open action related to a future Strategic Development Session on the topic of international workers. The Chair confirmed that this had been considered by the Chair’s Co-ordinating Group earlier in the month and had been added to the forward plan for the Strategic Development Sessions programme. Although a date had not yet been scheduled, the action would remain open to ensure it was not lost from the agenda.

The Chair invited any comments or questions on the action log. None were raised.

In terms of matters arising, the Chair noted that TP had requested an opportunity to provide an update following the previous meeting. TP requested further clarification about the management of Welsh language training grants, particularly in light of funding that had to be returned. He sought further assurance on this issue following the May meeting and was reassured by the Chief Executive’s response.

In response, SMcC provided an overview of the changes made to the organisation’s grants management policy following feedback from auditors in 2024/5. It was explained that the previous policy had been identified as potentially making payments in advance of need, and the policy had been revised accordingly. This had resulted in changes to how grants were administered, particularly in relation to third-party delivery. SMcC confirmed that further investment had been secured from Welsh Government for the current year and that an annual report on the Welsh language would be considered to the Improvement Committee in due course.

The Chair thanked TP for raising the matter and reiterated that Board members should always feel able to raise questions or seek clarification, even retrospectively. The Board noted the update and agreed to receive the action log as presented.

	5. 
	Update from Committee Chairs

	
i.





ii.















iii.





iv.











v.



vi.





vii.









viii.





ix.







x.





xi.
	
The Chair introduced the item and reminded members that, as per usual practice, each of the Board’s Committees had submitted a written summary of their most recent meetings. These were included in the meeting papers for information. The Chair invited each Committee Chair to highlight any key points or issues arising from their respective reports.

The Chair began by providing an update on the Remuneration Committee, which had met on 1 June 2025 and again on 16 July 2025. The first meeting had focused on routine business and was summarised in the written report. The second meeting held the previous evening had been convened to consider the 2025–26 annual pay award for staff. The Committee had reviewed a range of options developed by the Executive Management Team (EMT) and agreed to recommend a proposal that was considered fair to staff, compliant with the Welsh Government’s pay remit guidance, and affordable within the organisation’s three-year budget projections. The recommendation would now be developed into a formal submission to Welsh Government, with the aim of securing a decision before the summer recess, given previous feedback from staff on the timeliness of pay awards. The Chair noted that the minutes of the Remuneration Committee would be uploaded to the Board portal in due course. SMcC added that she would communicate to staff once the submission had been finalised.

TP, Chair of the Improvement Committee, provided a brief verbal update on the Committee’s meeting held on 17 July 2025. He highlighted the Committee’s discussion on volunteering in the social care sector and the challenges associated with resourcing. Members noted the importance of supporting volunteering as a pathway into the sector.

KH raised a point about volunteering in the social care sector. He noted that the Wales Council for Voluntary Action (WCVA) has a fund that supports volunteering initiatives and suggested that if Social Care Wales is encouraging volunteering, it would be helpful to signpost people to that fund. He emphasised that sometimes a dedicated staff member is needed to grow and support volunteering efforts, and the WCVA fund could potentially help resource that.
LT responded by confirming that Social Care Wales has a meeting scheduled with WCVA the following week to explore how the two organisations can work together more effectively. She acknowledged KH’s point and agreed it was a useful suggestion regarding utilisation of the fund.

IL noted that within her organisation they had stepped away from using volunteers due to regulatory requirements that treat volunteers similarly to employees, which creates significant resource challenges.

EH referenced an interesting conversation during the Committee meeting about digitalisation in social care. She mentioned that she had seen a new guide on artificial intelligence (AI) produced by Social Care Wales and highlighted the relevance and usefulness of the guide in the context of ongoing digital transformation in the sector.

AQA, Chair of the Regulation and Standards Committee, reported on the Committee’s meeting held on 18 June 2025. He noted that the meeting had included presentations on the Committee’s core areas of work, including registration, fitness to practise and hearings which everyone found very useful. A key focus of the discussion was the length of time taken to resolve certain fitness to practise cases. The Committee had agreed to adopt two new metrics to better distinguish between delays within and outside the organisation’s control. This was seen as a positive step towards improving transparency and accountability.

HMJ provided an update on the Audit and Risk Committee meeting. She began by thanking staff for their support in preparing the Committee papers and for their contributions to the meeting. She highlighted the Committee’s focus on cyber security, noting that this had been an area of concern for the Board in the past.

She reported that the Committee was reassured by the organisation’s response to a recent incident and was pleased with the level of preparedness demonstrated. The Committee was content to receive the report and took assurance from the actions taken by staff. HMJ also noted the valuable input of the independent members of the Committee, whose expertise contributed to the Committee’s confidence in the organisation’s ability to respond effectively should a similar issue arise in future.

The Chair thanked all Committee Chairs for their updates and noted the Board’s appreciation for the quality and transparency of the Committee reports. He emphasised the importance of the Committees’ role in providing assurance to the Board and welcomed the continued focus on the transfer of assurance from committees to the full Board.

The Board agreed to receive and note the updates from the Committee Chairs.



	6.
	Context setting and key messages from the Chief Executive

	
i.











ii.







iii.






iv.



















v.


	
SMcC provided a verbal update on key developments since her last written briefing. She began by reporting on the conclusion of the engagement phase for the organisational reorganisation. Over 100 staff had participated in the CEO engagement events, and the organisation had received 41 emails and 29 online form submissions. A comprehensive response had also been received from the Staff Partnership Council. She explained that the volume and depth of feedback had prompted a decision to delay the publication of the new structure to allow more time for analysis. A “You Said, We Did” style report would be produced to explain how the feedback had been considered and to provide rationale where suggestions could not be implemented. The new structure would be published by the end of July 2025.

SMcC also provided updates on several Welsh Government consultations. These included the Disability Action Plan, a draft 10-year strategy on preventing and responding to child sexual abuse, and consultations arising from the Health and Social Care Act, particularly in relation to the removal of profit from children’s services and the introduction of direct payments for healthcare. Social Care Wales had also been invited to join the Welsh Government’s Eliminating Profit Programme Board.

As previously mentioned SMcC also highlighted the recent publication of a new AI guide for the social care sector, which had received positive feedback for its clarity and practical value. She also reported on the success of Bilingual Learners Week, which had reached 2,850 pupils in years 6 and 7 across Wales. The initiative aimed to raise awareness of careers in social care and was part of the organisation’s broader efforts to influence career choices at an earlier stage.

The Chair thanked SMcC for the update and asked for any comments or questions; the following were noted:

· NA asked whether the Disability Action Plan include learning disability. DP clarified that the Disability Action Plan and the Learning Disability Strategy are separate.[footnoteRef:2] [2:  Officials subsequently clarified that the plan does cover physical, invisible and learning disabilities. What it doesn’t seek to do, however, is to necessarily set out detailed policy approaches across all areas, but to establish principles for how policy should address barriers and challenges for disabled people. One of the key areas of feedback from Social Care Wales will be that the final plan should be clearer in its coverage of learning disability, especially given the ending of the current plan next year] 

· KH asked whether the Welsh Government had fully considered the scale and cost of transitioning to not-for-profit provision for children, and whether this would impact local authorities’ time and investment in adult social care. SMcC acknowledged the challenge and noted that a regulatory impact assessment had been prepared, identifying some of the costs. She highlighted uncertainties, such as how many private providers might convert to not-for-profit status. Local authorities are already developing more of their own provision. Timelines are now in place for when new for-profit providers can no longer register and when new placements will be restricted. SMcC noted that establishing new residential childcare facilities takes significant time and planning. Additional investment has been provided by Welsh Government, but the sector is managing multiple competing priorities.

The Chair thanked the Chief Executive for her comprehensive update and acknowledged the value of the regular briefings provided between formal meetings. There were no further comments or questions, and the CEO’s update was received and duly noted. 



	7. 
	Chair of Audit and Risk Committee assurance report to the Board 2024-5

	
i.







ii.






iii.





iv.



v.



vi.





	
HMJ introduced the item and presented the Audit and Risk Committee’s Annual Report for 2024–25 on behalf of Carl Cooper, who had chaired the Committee throughout the reporting period until his term ended in March 2025. She explained that although the report had been authored by Carl, she was pleased to present it in her capacity as a member of the Committee at the time. She expressed her thanks to Carl for his leadership and contribution during his time as Chair.

HMJ reported that the Committee had met four times during the year and had provided robust oversight of governance, risk management, and internal controls. Internal audit reports received from TIAA had offered a strong level of assurance, with no limited or no assurance ratings issued during the period. This, she noted, supported a positive governance statement and the signing of the statutory accounts.

New members were welcomed onto the Committee during the year; Aaron Edwards, Kieran Harris, and Sarah Zahid; and she expressed her appreciation to all Committee members, including the independent members and executive colleagues, for their contributions. She looked forward to working with the new members and continuing the Committee’s work in the year ahead.

Looking forward, she noted that the Committee would focus on onboarding new members, overseeing the procurement of internal audit services, and maintaining scrutiny of key risks, including cyber security.

She concluded by inviting any members of the Committee who had served during the reporting period to contribute any additional reflections not already captured in the report.

No additional comments were noted and no questions raised; therefore, the Board received and discussed the report and confirmed that it took assurance that the Audit and Risk Committee had effectively discharged its responsibilities during 2024–25.

	[bookmark: _Hlk103929916]8.
	Draft Annual Report and Accounts 2024-25, audit of accounts report and management letter

	
i.





ii.







iii.











iv.







v.




vi.





vii.











	
The Chair introduced the item, noting that the draft Annual Report and Accounts
for 2024–25, along with the Audit of Accounts Report and Management Letter, had been considered in detail by the Audit and Risk Committee the previous day. All Board members had been invited to attend that meeting in recognition of the turnover in Board membership and the importance of the item.

GR presented the key highlights from the draft accounts. He explained that the financial statements reflected a stable financial position, with a year-end surplus of £471,000, representing 1.4% of the overall budget. This was within the Welsh Government’s 2% year-end cash balance requirement. He noted that the surplus was largely due to underspends in areas such as bursaries, research and development, and workforce regulation, with some funds reallocated where possible.

He also highlighted that:

· Registration income had exceeded expectations by £97,000.
· There had been no significant audit issues raised.
· The pension reserve showed a technical deficit due to accounting standards, despite the pension scheme being in surplus in real terms.
· The Audit Wales report confirmed an unqualified (clean) audit opinion, with only four minor corrected misstatements, none of which had a material impact on the accounts. These included a reclassification of accruals and minor adjustments to senior pay bandings and related party disclosures.

KD, as chair of the Audit and Risk Committee, endorsed the accounts and audit findings following the discussion at the Committee meeting the previous day. She thanked GR and the finance team for their work and noted the Committee’s confidence in the robustness of the financial reporting and the positive working relationship with Audit Wales. She also commended the low number of audit adjustments, particularly given the organisational changes and complexity of the accounts.

SMcC noted one outstanding matter that remained to be resolved with Welsh Government before she could formally sign off the accounts as Accounting Officer. She confirmed that if the issue was not resolved satisfactorily, she would notify the Board for further discussion.

The Chair thanked GR and the team for their work and acknowledged the significance of receiving an unqualified audit opinion for the eighth consecutive year. He also expressed appreciation for the positive feedback received from Audit Wales regarding the organisation’s systems, processes, and cooperation during the audit.

Following the discussion the Board:

· Agreed that they had scrutinised the draft Annual Report and Accounts 2024–25.
· Noted the Audit of Accounts Report and Management Letter from Audit Wales.
· Took assurance from the Audit and Risk Committee’s oversight and the unqualified audit opinion.
· Approved the draft Annual Report and Accounts, subject to resolution of the outstanding matter noted by SMcC.

	9. 
	Draft Impact report 2024-5

	
i.






ii.





iii.



























































































































iv.

























v.
	
The Chair introduced the item, noting that the draft Impact Report provided a 
retrospective overview of Social Care Wales’s contribution to the sector during 2024–25. The report aimed to highlight achievements, learning, and the outcomes of the organisation’s work, drawing on data, feedback, and case studies. The Board was invited to discuss the content and suggest areas for emphasis or improvement ahead of final publication.

SMcC thanked officers, particularly KS and James Roberts, for their work on the report. She noted that the report was more robust than in previous years, with a stronger focus on data and outcomes. She acknowledged that the organisation was on a journey to improve how it measures and communicates impact and welcomed feedback from the Board.

In response, the following was raised and noted:

· IL suggested rewording the heading “Support employers with challenges of international workers” to something more positive, such as “Helping employers effectively support international workers.” She also highlighted the disparity between staff feeling valued and over half reporting financial insecurity. She recommended drawing out the link between this and the organisation’s work with the Fair Work Forum.
· AE noted that while the report described activity well, it was less clear on the difference it had made. He encouraged stronger links between outputs and outcomes, suggesting a clearer “line of sight” from project delivery to sector impact. He acknowledged the challenge of attribution but stressed the importance of evidencing change.
· In response, SMcC agreed that demonstrating impact was complex, especially given the organisation’s strategic role. She explained that while Social Care Wales could influence many areas, it did not control all the levers for change. She highlighted the use of evaluation data, such as post-event feedback, to assess behavioural impact and noted that the upcoming strategic plan would provide an opportunity to revisit and refine outcome measures.
· HMJ supported the need to contextualise the organisation’s distance from some outcomes and suggested this be reflected in the narrative. She also encouraged continued collaboration and honesty about what can and cannot be measured.
· KH proposed strengthening the opening messaging around collaboration and partnership working, noting that many of the organisation’s achievements were delivered jointly with others.
· SZ asked about the intended audience for the report. In response, SMcC explained that the Impact Report is designed for a wide audience. It is shared with registered individuals; sector stakeholders; and the wider public. She clarified that the report is not intended to be a static document. In previous years, the team had produced accompanying videos and other multimedia content to make the report more accessible and engaging. The final version would again include visual and digital elements to support wider engagement and understanding of the organisations work.
· PI suggested linking the report’s section on workforce skills and training to fitness to practise data to demonstrate impact. He acknowledged that this might be difficult but felt it could offer useful insights. SMcC responded that fitness to practise data involved a very small proportion of the workforce and was not typically linked to training gaps. DP added that the workforce survey provided a broader and more representative view of workforce capability and well-being.
· EH praised the quality of the report but suggested that the volume of information might be overwhelming for some audiences. She recommended using short videos and visual formats, as had been done in previous years, to improve accessibility. She also referenced the style of local authority directors’ reports as potential inspiration. SMcC welcomed this suggestion and invited members to share examples of reports they found effective. She confirmed that the final version would include visual and multimedia elements.
· NA noted that the report could be stronger on social workers, particularly in areas such as statutory children’s services, where recruitment and retention were especially challenging.
· EM asked whether in terms of wellbeing the aim was to bring well-being levels in the sector up to the UK average or beyond. DP explained that this was the first year Social Care Wales had collected well-being data using a methodology that allowed comparison with the general population as well as comparison with the workforce in England and Scotland.   
· AE suggested consolidating local authority and national reports into a “state of the nation” report to identify key themes and improve sector-wide understanding. SMcC explained that while Social Care Wales’s report focused on its own performance, Welsh Government and CIW already produced sector-wide reports. She agreed to include links to these in her next CEO briefing and invited further suggestions on how to add value. ACTION
· SZ felt the section on the Social Care Wales Workforce Development Programme (SCWWDP) grant was too brief and lacked detail on the training delivered and its impact and requested further information be included. SMcC agreed and confirmed data from the annual SCWWDP report would be incorporated.
· AQA raised a point regarding the section titled “Providing national leadership to support social care and early years to be anti-discriminatory.” He noted that the section was particularly brief and requested that it be expanded to better reflect the organisation’s work and ambitions in this area. SMcC acknowledged the feedback and confirmed that the section would be reviewed and strengthened in the final version of the report to ensure it more fully captured the organisation’s leadership role in promoting anti-discriminatory practice across the sector.
· KD reflected on the well-being section of the Impact Report, noting that while the report highlighted positive developments, it did not sufficiently acknowledge the fundamental issue that many social care workers are not well paid. She emphasised that this is a known and persistent challenge, largely outside of Social Care Wales’s direct control. However, she felt the narrative should still reference the reality and explain how the organisation is supporting workers within its remit. She also referenced the wider determinants of health such as poverty and low income as critical factors influencing well-being and suggested that the report should more explicitly recognise these external pressures.
· In response, SMcC agreed that while Social Care Wales cannot directly control pay, it is actively working across several strands to support the workforce. She highlighted the value of the Annual Workforce Survey in enabling a different kind of conversation with stakeholders and policymakers. The data gathered through the survey has helped surface issues such as financial insecurity and has been used to influence wider discussions about fair work and sector reform.
· DP added that the Fair Work Forum, of which Social Care Wales is a member, has been instrumental in progressing a broader agenda beyond pay. He noted that fair work encompasses a range of issues including health and safety, job security, and having a voice at work. He explained that the Forum had made formal representations to Welsh Government requesting the retention of enhanced sick pay provisions introduced during the COVID-19 pandemic. While that request was not accepted, the Forum continues to advocate for improvements, including the extension of statutory sick pay and the development of a pay and progression framework. 
· KD supported the points raised and suggested that the narrative in the report should explicitly acknowledge that some of the most significant challenges such as low pay are outside the organisation’s control. She also noted that comparing well-being data for the Welsh workforce against the UK average may be misleading or out of step and recommended that this be contextualised more clearly in the final version of the report.
· SP reflected on the well-being section of the report, noting that while some of the data was positive, it was concerning that 25% of the workforce intended to leave within the next 12 months. She questioned whether increasing pressures and reduced time with service users were at odds with the reasons many people enter the profession. She also suggested that support workers in the third sector, who may not face the same pressures, could be better positioned to deliver the kind of care they aspire to provide.

The Chair thanked everyone for their comments and observations and summarised the key themes and reflections:

· There has been a shift in focus from describing activities to articulating outcomes and impact within the report.
· The report needs to sharpen its focus further, particularly in how it links outputs to meaningful change in the sector.
· The organisation is moving forward in its ability to demonstrate impact, but this remains a complex and evolving area.
· It is important to contextualise outcomes, recognising what is within Social Care Wales’s control and what is not.
· The narrative should be strengthened to reflect the organisation’s strategic role, partnerships, and limitations.
· There is a need to explore benchmarking, both within Wales and across the UK, to better understand workforce conditions and well-being.
· The organisation should continue developing system-level approaches to measuring impact, including how it coordinates with others to influence change.
· The role, status, and conditions of care workers including pay and progression must remain central to the organisation’s leadership and advocacy.
· The presentation of the report should reflect these themes and ensure accessibility for a wide audience.
· Members were asked to send any further comments or examples of good practice, reports to the EMT for consideration.

The Chair confirmed that the Board had discussed the draft impact report in detail and had highlighted areas for improvement prior to publication. 



	10.
	Strategic Risk Register Review 2024-5
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ii.








iii.





















































iv.




v.


	
The Board received the Strategic Risk Register for formal review and scrutiny. The Chair introduced the item, noting that while the Audit and Risk Committee regularly reviews the register and provides assurance to the Board, it is essential that the Board maintains ownership of strategic risks.

SMcC provided an overview of the current risk landscape, noting that the register is dynamic and reviewed monthly by the Leadership Team and quarterly by the Audit and Risk Committee. Internal audit had provided substantial assurance on the organisation’s risk management processes. The current register includes 20 strategic risks. Over the past year, three risks were closed, one was de-escalated, and three new risks were added. A high-level version of the register was presented in the paper, with detailed mitigations and controls available on the Board portal.

The Chair thanked SMcC for the overview and asked for any comments or questions, the following was noted:

· KD as the new Chair of the Audit and Risk Committee was pleased with the organisation’s approach to risk management particularly the way risks are recorded, assessed, and reviewed regularly. 
· TP commented on the quality of the risk register and its development over time, noting its clarity and usefulness. The Chair agreed in the register’s quality and its value in discussions with other organisations. KS and James Roberts were thanked for their work on the Register.
· EM raised a question about cyber resilience, particularly in light of a recent cyber-attack. He asked about the organisation’s plans for potential investment in external support and whether AI posed any opportunities or threats to cyber security. In response, SMcC confirmed that the EMT had a meeting scheduled to review actions from the cyber incident and to consider further investment to strengthen resilience tomorrow. She also noted that AI was already being used internally (e.g., Microsoft Copilot) within a secure environment and that the organisation was exploring both the risks and opportunities it presents. 
· HMJ added that the Audit and Risk Committee was satisfied with the organisation’s response to the cyber incident, praising the proactive engagement with the Independent Member of the Committee who has cyber security expertise. KD echoed this, stating that the Independent Member had been constructively challenging and that she took assurance from the depth and seriousness with which the issue was being addressed.
· AE raised two points; he asked why were mitigating actions and third-party controls not included in the public version of the register? SMcC confirmed that this was a deliberate decision to avoid publishing sensitive information. Full details of controls and mitigations are available to Board members via the portal. 
· He also asked whether AI should be added as a standalone strategic risk, given its ethical, operational, and reputational implications? SMcC agreed to take this away for further consideration. AI presents both risks and opportunities, and the Leadership Team will explore how best to reflect this in the register. ACTION
· LT provided an appreciative acknowledgement to the team behind the AI guidance recognising their contribution to what has been praised as a clear, practical, and helpful resource for the sector.
· SZ noted a typo in the residual risk heat map (page 219), where the date should likely read March 2025 instead of April 2024. This was confirmed as a typo. 
· AQA asked about the risk related to regulatory services that shows a high residual risk and a target that is not being met and asked why is this? DP responded noting that the register has grown, but funding has not increased proportionally. Legal costs (e.g., hearings) are fixed and do not benefit from economies of scale. The organisation is pursuing efficiencies through the registration transformation programme. The risk remains high until those efficiencies are realised, but confidence is growing and hence the high residual risk scoring currently. KD also confirmed that this particular risk had also been discussed in detail at the June Audit and Risk Committee meeting.

The Chair thanked everyone for their comments and questions and members agreed that they had discussed and scrutinised the Strategic Risk Register for 2024–25 and took assurance from the processes in place and the oversight provided by the Audit and Risk Committee.

The Board also wanted to formally record its appreciation for the quality of the
AI guidance recently published and requested that thanks be passed on to the officers involved in its development.



	11.
	Equal Pay Review Report 2025
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RJ introduced the report. She reminded members that the audit is conducted annually to ensure that Social Care Wales is not directly or indirectly discriminating against any employee through its pay systems. Although the organisation is not legally required to report on its gender pay gap due to having fewer than 250 employees, it does so voluntarily as a matter of good practice.

RJ highlighted that the audit found no evidence of pay discrimination on the grounds of any protected characteristic. The current gender pay gap stands at 10.97%, broadly consistent with the previous year and the lowest level recorded to date. She explained that this gap is not due to unequal pay for equal work but is instead attributed to differences in length of service, with longer-serving employees having progressed further up the incremental pay scale. Each case of pay difference was individually reviewed and found to be justifiable on this basis.

A correction was noted in the report: on page 230, the gender split was incorrectly labelled and should read 76% female and 24% male. RJ also expressed her disappointment about the low completion rate of equality monitoring data by staff, particularly in relation to race and other protected characteristics. She confirmed that this issue would be revisited with the organisation’s Equality, Diversity and Inclusion (EDI) group to explore ways to improve data collection and staff understanding of its importance.

The Chair thanked RJ for the overview and noted that it seemed contradictory for an organisation with strong staff engagement scores to have such low completion rates for equality monitoring data. He asked whether it was possible to distinguish between staff who actively selected “prefer not to say” and those who simply left the form blank. RJ explained that the majority of non-responses were due to staff leaving the fields blank, with fewer than five individuals selecting “prefer not to say” in each category.

DP suggested that the organisation’s culture of direct communication between managers and employees may contribute to underuse of the HR system.
He also noted that the HR system is not as user-friendly as it could be, which may discourage staff from updating their equality data.

SMcC confirmed that the HR system is due for re-procurement, which may help improve data collection if a more user-friendly system is procured. She emphasised that the organisation is not comfortable with the current level of data availability and is actively working to improve it.

AQA asked why so many preferred not to answer on race. RJ noted that while the equal pay audit showed a high percentage of staff had not disclosed their race, this was not reflected in recruitment data. She explained that candidates applying for roles were generally completing the equality monitoring information. She suggested that the issue might be due to staff not understanding why they were being asked to complete the same information again after joining the organisation as the data is held on different systems.

DP added that registration data, which is collected as part of a formal process, has a very high completion rate of around 90% for some categories. He suggested that because it is embedded in a required process people are more likely to complete it. In contrast, the internal HR system may not prompt the same level of compliance.

HMJ expressed concern about the persistent 10.97% gender pay gap. While she acknowledged that the gap could be explained by differences in length of service, she emphasised that this did not mean the issue should be dismissed. She urged the senior leadership team to remain vigilant and not become complacent, encouraging them to continue monitoring for any systemic issues, particularly around promotion and progression. She noted that even if the gap is explainable, it is still a gap and should be addressed where possible. She also referenced the guidance that recommends investigating any pay gap over 5%, suggesting that the organisation should continue to analyse long-term trends and consider whether any managerial actions could help reduce the disparity.

RJ responded by confirming that the organisation had reviewed each case individually and found that pay differences were due to length of service. She acknowledged that more women were in lower-grade roles and that new recruits typically start at the bottom of the pay scale, which contributes to the gap. RJ agreed that it would be helpful to explore why men are not applying for certain roles and whether there are patterns in recruitment that need to be addressed.

SMcC added that she would pick up in a future all staff briefing to reinforce the importance of completing equality data. She noted that the movement of even one individual in a small organisation can significantly affect the figures. She also highlighted that the workforce in local authorities is similarly female dominated, suggesting a broader trend. SMcC explained that the current data does not track progression from lower to higher grades, only current grade, which limits the ability to show internal advancement. She suggested that projections could be modelled assuming no staff turnover but acknowledged that turnover is a reality ACTION. She agreed with HMJ’s point about the need to remain vigilant and to continue reviewing the data for any underlying issues.

KH suggested that the public presentation of the audit findings should more clearly communicate the absence of discrimination. He noted that external readers might misinterpret the data if the messaging wasn’t clear. RJ responded that she would work with communications colleagues to reframe the key messages more clearly on the website, rather than publishing the full report as-is.

IL shared a good practice example from her organisation, where equality data collection was tied to mandatory annual declarations. She also mentioned that a communications campaign had helped raise awareness of why the data was needed. RJ welcomed the suggestion and said the team would consider similar approaches to improve data completion rates. 

SP asked whether the WeCare Wales campaign actively promoted care roles to men, and whether its good practices could be applied to staff recruitment. SMcC confirmed that the campaign includes diverse representation, including male care workers, and uses real people from the sector in its materials. She agreed that lessons from the campaign could inform internal recruitment strategies. The Chair suggested scheduling WeCare at a future strategic development session to better understand its impact on workforce diversity and recruitment which as agreed. ACTION 

The Chair summarised the discussion by confirming that:

· The Board was invited to note and discuss the findings of the 2025 Equal Pay Audit.
· The Board was asked to take assurance that there is no evidence of pay discrimination on the basis of any protected characteristic.
· He acknowledged HMJ point and agreed that the minutes should reflect the distinction between no deliberate discrimination and the need for ongoing analysis of structural or systemic issues.

The Board agreed to proceed on this basis and endorsed the report, subject to the inclusion of the above reflections.
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	Business Plan quarter 1 progress report 2025-27
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vii.
	
The Chair introduced the item, noting that this was the first quarterly report of the current two-year business plan cycle. He reminded members that the purpose of the item was to provide an opportunity to scrutinise and challenge the organisation’s progress against the business plan and to take assurance that appropriate systems were in place to manage delivery and address any variances.

KS provided a high-level overview of the report, highlighting that the organisation was still early in the delivery cycle. She noted that the report included a new column indicating the intended direction of travel for key indicators, which had been added in response to previous Board feedback. She also explained that the leadership team had already reviewed the report and identified areas requiring attention.

The Chair invited questions and comments from members, the following were noted:

· AQA agreed with looking at areas in green and what has been learnt and lessons for the future. 
· SZ welcomed the new column showing the direction of travel for workforce survey indicators and asked whether the team intended to quantify the ambition further for example, by specifying how much improvement was expected and how it would be achieved. She also asked whether there were plans to include more qualitative data in the workforce survey, particularly in light of earlier discussions about low morale among staff. She noted that approximately 23% of workers had reported low morale and suggested that understanding the reasons behind this would be valuable. 
· SMcC responded that the organisation had deliberately not set numeric targets for the impact indicators, as many were influenced by external factors beyond Social Care Wales’ control. She explained that the ambition column was intended to clarify whether an increase or decrease in a given measure would be considered a positive outcome. She reiterated that the organisation’s goal was for 100% of staff to be well at work, but that setting numeric targets would be misleading given the complexity of the influencing factors.
· DP added that the workforce survey already included both quantitative and qualitative elements. He invited ETC, who leads the survey work, to elaborate. ETC explained that the survey includes a qualitative component, which is used to explore specific issues in more depth through focus groups and interviews. She noted that the team was currently preparing to commission the next survey and would consider which topics to explore further. The results are usually shared with the Board in a Strategic Development Session prior to publication. 
· EM raised two points. First, he asked whether the organisation should compare the well-being of the social care workforce in Wales with that of the general workforce across the UK. Second, he asked about the impact of the UK Government’s immigration bill on workforce sufficiency and whether local recruitment strategies would be sufficient to meet future needs.
· SMcC acknowledged the importance of comparative data and confirmed that the team was working to identify relevant benchmarks. She also noted that the Welsh Government was actively monitoring the impact of immigration policy changes and that Social Care Wales was contributing to this work. She confirmed that the number of international workers had already declined due to early policy changes and that the organisation was working with partners to understand and respond to the implications.
· DP added that Skills for Care in England had conducted significant work in this area and that Social Care Wales was collaborating with them and other UK partners to share data and insights.
· NA asked for clarification on the data presented on page 262 of the papers, specifically regarding social workers. He noted that some indicators appeared to show improvement but asked whether there were any areas of concern.
· SMcC clarified that the data was still being quality assured from this year’s survey and that trend analysis would be available once the process was complete. She confirmed that the organisation had previously observed differences in responses between social workers and other groups and that this would be explored further in the upcoming workforce survey analysis.
· HMJ raised a concern regarding the transformation work in children’s services. She noted that Social Care Wales had been asked to undertake additional work in this area, particularly around residential childcare workforce planning, but had not received any additional resources to support this. She expressed her view that it was not appropriate to be expected to do more without additional funding, especially if the work was being positioned as a priority by Welsh Government. She emphasised that this could set a precedent and create pressure on staff, and that the Board had a responsibility to be mindful of such pressures and to protect staff well-being.
· In response, SMcC acknowledged the concern and confirmed that Social Care Wales had submitted a bid for additional funding to support the residential childcare workforce plan but had not received it. She explained that the Minister had required the organisation to deliver the full remit letter within the budget set out. While this would be challenging, she believed it was achievable, partly due to the organisation’s favourable year-end financial position from the previous year. She also noted that the remit letter was written at a high level, which allowed some flexibility to respond to priorities and deliver the required activities.
· The Chair agreed that the concern be noted and acknowledged the importance of maintaining a sustainable workload for staff. He noted that while the organisation would aim to deliver the remit, it was important to be cautious about setting expectations that could lead to long-term under-resourcing.
· IL asked whether the report could include brief commentary on data points such as the number of complaints received for example, whether any trends had been identified. She noted that this would help avoid unnecessary questions and improve clarity. SMcC agreed and suggested that links to more detailed Committee reports could be included in future versions of the Board report to provide additional context.
· EH asked whether the organisation had any data on whether services accessing support and training were those performing well or those requiring improvement. She noted that with the introduction of ratings, it would be useful to understand whether support was reaching the services that needed it most.
· SMcC responded that the organisation did not currently have that level of insight but was working to develop it. She acknowledged the importance of understanding whether support was being having impact and confirmed that this would be a focus for future work.
· AE asked about the National Data Resource (NDR) programme and how Social Care Wales was using the funding it had received. He noted that the programme was led by Digital Health and Care Wales (DHCW) and asked what Social Care Wales’ responsibilities were. LT explained that the funding had been confirmed later than expected and that the organisation was using it to support three key areas: minimum data standards, interoperability standards (specifically FHIR), and engagement with the sector. She noted that the organisation would be recruiting communications and engagement staff and commissioning technical work to support the standards development.
· SP asked whether Social Care Wales had the ability to raise its own funds, for example through charitable status. SMcC confirmed that the organisation receives registration fees and can access other grants, but it does not have charitable status. KS explained that this had been considered during the formation of Social Care Wales, but it was decided that the organisation would remain a Welsh Government-sponsored body.

Moving on GR provided an overview on the budget update and provided the following key points:

· The budget had been slightly amended since the original business plan was approved to reflect changes that had occurred, including the confirmation of National Data Resource (NDR) funding.
· The funding for the Employees National Insurance contribution was now confirmed at 85%. 
· The bursary budget was also adjusted based on the most up-to-date information from previous intakes.
· On the income side, the organisation received £131,000 more than expected in the remit letter. GR believed this was due to the way the Welsh Government had calculated the funding related to IFRS 16 (leases). Social Care Wales had queried this with Welsh Government but had not yet received a response.
· In terms of expenditure:
· The grants programme had only spent a small amount so far, which was typical for this time of year, as most grant spending occurs in quarters 2–4.
· Workforce regulation was underspent by £168,000, largely due to a higher-than-expected vacancy factor (above the planned 2.7%).
· Hearings and Customer Relationship Management (CRM) system costs were also slightly underspent.
· No changes were made to budgets other than salaries, which were adjusted permanently.
· Other areas such as improvement and development, strategy, and business support also showed underspends, particularly in salaries.
· Overall, expenditure was expected to be approximately £215,000 less than budgeted. As a result, the organisation would only need to use part of the £413,000 in cash management flexibilities originally planned to balance the budget.

GR concluded that Social Care Wales remained in a break-even position for the end of the financial year.

There were no questions or comments from the Board following the update, which the Chair noted should not be taken as a lack of interest. Moving on he asked for any comments or questions on the HR report:

· IL raised a concern about the flexitime data in the HR report, noting the risk of burnout and the cultural pressure that can arise when teams regularly work overtime. She asked what support was being provided to staff while the underlying issues were addressed.
· SMcC responded that all staff had regular supervision with their line managers, during which well-being and workload were discussed. She noted that a recent survey of managers had identified workload hotspots, and that the organisation was working with those teams to provide additional support.

There were no further questions or comments, and the Chair thanked everyone for their contributions. The Board agreed that they had discussed and scrutinised the content of the report and taken assurance that were appropriate systems in place to monitor performance against the 2025/27 Business Plan and respond to relevant issues. The Board agreed that future reports should include a brief narrative summary at the front to highlight key issues and actions already taken by the Leadership Team. ACTION
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The Chair introduced the item, noting that three revised policies were being presented for consideration by Board members: the Code of Conduct, the Complaints and Concerns Procedure, and the Social Media Guidance. These policies had been updated to reflect changes in the operating environment, including the evolving political and digital landscape, and to incorporate learning from recent experiences. The policies were presented with tracked changes to show amendments from the previous versions.

LlB provided an overview, noting that the policies had been reviewed and strengthened - particularly the complaints procedure to ensure clarity and robustness and welcomed any comments or reflections.

The following was noted:

· HMJ questioned whether the policy needed to refer to a specific minister or whether it could use a more flexible term such as “the appropriate Welsh Minister,” given the potential for political change. The Chair agreed this was a sensible suggestion and could be actioned immediately.
· HMJ highlighted a potential issue in the Code of Conduct where it stated that confidential information should not be shared unless required by law. She noted that safeguarding concerns may not always be legally mandated for disclosure but could still require action. She requested that the policy be reviewed to ensure safeguarding exceptions were clearly and appropriately addressed.
· HMJ expressed concern about inconsistencies in the policy regarding political roles. While members of the House of Commons and Senedd were excluded from Board membership, local councillors and members of the House of Lords were not. She argued that this could lead to conflicts of interest, especially given the Board’s partnership work with local authorities, and suggested the Board consider whether it could or should adopt a more restrictive approach.
· HMJ raised concerns about the wording in the Code of Conduct requiring members to “promote inclusive and diverse cultures.” She shared a personal experience of being targeted on social media for alleged discriminatory views and emphasised the need for respectful disagreement and plurality of views. She asked that the policy reflect the complexity of interpretation and the importance of open dialogue.
· DP added that the concept of “protected beliefs” was evolving in law and regulation and suggested that future reviews of the Code of Conduct should include legal advice to ensure alignment with current legislation.
· IL noted a lack of clarity in the complaints policy regarding the right to appeal. While section 3.3 referenced appeals, section 4.4 stated there was no right to escalate. She asked for clarification and suggested the policy be reviewed to ensure consistency and transparency.
· IL also expressed concern that the Chair was involved at every stage of the complaints process, including initial assessment and final decision. She questioned whether this could compromise impartiality and suggested that the Deputy Chair could handle the initial assessment to preserve fairness.

Recognising the time pressures within the current meeting, the Chair acknowledged all points and proposed that the Board defer approval of the policies to allow time for further consideration and consultation with the Public Bodies Unit and proposed the following actions:

· Minor wording adjustments would be made where appropriate.
· Two substantive issues, appeal rights and political eligibility would be referred to Welsh Government for advice.
· The policies would be deferred and brought back to the Board following further review and consultation.
· In the meantime, the existing policies would remain in effect, and the principles discussed would guide any necessary action.

The Board agreed to defer approval of the policies to allow time for further consideration and consultation with the Public Bodies Unit at Welsh Government. The policies will be revised and brought back to the November meeting.



	14.
	Board development sessions synopsis

	
i.




ii.
	
The Chair introduced this paper, which provided a synopsis of the Board Development sessions which had taken place since the previous meeting and was designed to provide transparency to a public audience about the efforts that occur behind the scenes. 
 
The Chair asked if there were any issues or questions related to this item. There were none and the content was duly noted.  
 


	15.
	Meeting Effectiveness

	
i.


	
All Board members were asked to retrospectively and anonymously complete a 
Microsoft Forms evaluation of the effectiveness of the meeting. In the meantime, the Chair asked if there were any immediate reflections. However, none were offered at that stage.  
  
The outcomes of the retrospective evaluation exercise which was subsequently undertaken by members were as follows (based on a rating scale of 1 to 5, 1 being poor and 5 being excellent):    
  
	Issue  
	Average Rating  

	Quality of papers?  
	   4.47

	Level of discussion and debate around key issues?  
	   4.40

	EMT response to challenges and suggestions raised?  
	   4.60

	Effectiveness of meeting overall  
	   4.33


 

In response to the question "What went well at today’s meeting?" the responses can be summarised as follows: 

· Effective Chairing: The meeting was well chaired, helping to guide discussions efficiently and maintain focus.
· Strong Time Management: Despite a heavy agenda, time was managed well, allowing for thorough and unrushed discussion.
· Inclusive and Engaging Participation: Everyone had space to contribute, with newer members offering valuable insights and questions that deepened the conversation.
· Constructive Scrutiny and Responsiveness: The management team was receptive to feedback and showed adaptability, particularly around policy discussions and the Code of Conduct.
· Improved Reporting Process: The new approach to reporting committee business to the Board was positively received, especially the emphasis on assurance transfer.
· Insightful Contributions: Helpful suggestions were made to strengthen the impact report, and a strong paper on risk management provided assurance to the Board.
· Supportive Meeting Culture: The environment encouraged open dialogue, with a culture that welcomed all questions and fostered psychological safety.

In response to the question "How could today's meeting be improved?" the responses can be summarised as follows: 

· Board Policies Discussion Felt Rushed: The final agenda item (Board policies) may have benefited from more time to work through unresolved issues.
· Heavy Reading Load: Some found the meeting papers dense and challenging to read.
· Room Acoustics and Layout: It was occasionally difficult to hear speakers at the opposite end of the table; alternative room arrangements (e.g., circular seating) might help, though space may be a limitation.

Most respondents felt the meeting went well and had no suggestions for improvement.

In response to the question "What opportunities were missed today?" the responses can be summarised as follows: 

· Board Policies Not Signed Off: The main missed opportunity identified was the inability to sign off the Board policies due to time constraints.
· No Other Missed Opportunities Identified: The majority of respondents felt that no significant opportunities were missed during the meeting.

The feedback will be discussed at the next meeting of the Chair’s Co-ordinating Group to identify any areas for improvement which are actionable. 
 


	16. 
	A.O.B

	

i.

ii.


iii.


	
There were no additional items raised under Any Other Business.
The Chair thanked all members for their contributions and participation throughout the meeting. 
The substantive agenda was formally closed at 13.05.

	
Date of Next Meeting:

Thursday 05 November 2025


Actions



	Number 
	Item 
	Action 
	Who 

	11/25/SCW
	9 – Draft Impact Report
	Include links to relevant Welsh Government and CIW sector-wide reports in the next CEO briefing.
	SMc

	12/25/SCW-02
	10 – Strategic Risk Register
	Consider adding Artificial Intelligence (AI) as a standalone strategic risk.
	Leadership Team

	13/25/SCW-03
	11 – Equal Pay Review
	Schedule a future Strategic Development Session on the WeCare Wales campaign and its impact on workforce diversity.
	LlB

	14/25/SCW-04
	11 – Equal Pay Review
	Projections modelled assuming no staff turnover ACTION.
	RJ

	15/25/SCW-04
	12 – Business Plan Q1 Report
	Include a brief narrative summary at the front of future performance reports to highlight key issues and actions already taken.
	KS 

	16/25/SCW-05
	13 – Board Member Policies
	Revise and return the policies to the Board for approval at the November meeting.
	LlB
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