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	Public Session:

	
	

	1.
	Welcome and Opening Comments from the Chair 


	i.



ii.




	The Chair welcomed all attendees to the first Board meeting of 2026. He noted that several members were joining remotely and welcomed observers attending as part of their induction to the organisation. 

The Chair confirmed that simultaneous translation equipment had been tested and was functioning. He reminded participants of meeting etiquette, use of mute, digital hand‑raising, and the evaluation form to be circulated at the end.


	2.
	Apologies and Declarations of Interest 

	
i.

ii.


	
Apologies were noted from Aaron Edwards, Mark Roderick and Sarah Zahid.

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



	3. 
	Consent agenda items 


	i.





ii.


iii.


iv.
	The Chair reminded members that the consent agenda had been introduced following the Board Effectiveness Review to streamline meetings by grouping routine, non‑contentious items for collective approval. Members were reminded that they were expected to read the papers in advance and could request that any item be removed for discussion either before or during the meeting.

Only one item had been placed on the consent agenda for this meeting:
· Synopsis of Recent Board Development Sessions

The Chair asked whether any member wished the item to be withdrawn.
No requests were made.

The Board therefore approved the consent agenda and noted the synopsis.



	4.
	Minutes of the Board Meeting Held on 05 November 2025

	
i.

	
The minutes of the public Board meeting of 05 November 2025 were discussed and endorsed by the Board as an accurate record of the meeting. 



	5.
	Action Log and Matters Arising

	
i.


ii.




iii.



	
[bookmark: _Hlk218259443]The Chair introduced the rolling action log and invited members to review the progress made against outstanding actions. 

SE queried that an action relating to the workforce survey (percentage of workforce in the 55–59 age bracket) had not been responded to. SMcC confirmed the information was not available during the meeting but would be followed up and added to the action log. ACTION

Two of the actions on the log were recommended for closure.
No concerns were raised and the Board approved closure of both actions.


	6. 
	Update from Committee Chairs

	
i.

































ii.







iii.
	
The Chair introduced the item and reminded members that, in line with usual practice, each of the Board’s Committees had submitted a written summary of their most recent meetings. These summaries had been 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.

· Improvement Committee – TP reported that the Committee had touched on safeguarding arrangements and reviewed the data portal and associated resources, which members had found useful. He noted a call for Senedd research teams to make full use of the available data. The Committee had also discussed the annual Welsh Language Report, which set out the organisation’s external focus, and they recommended that a future strategic session would examine the Welsh language in greater depth to support reflection on the organisation’s internal work. No questions were raised.
· Regulation and Standards Committee – AQA highlighted improvements from the Continuing Professional Development (CPD) system, noting that recent changes had increased efficiency and strengthened engagement with employers. He also reported early discussions on potential future thematic work, including anti‑racism and a specific focus on decolonisation within higher education settings. No questions were raised.
· Audit and Risk Committee – KD emphasised the ongoing work to enhance assurance mapping and further develop the Board Assurance Framework, describing both as continuing priorities for the Committee. She also drew attention to the recent internal audit procurement exercise and confirmed that her direct involvement had provided assurance regarding the robustness and quality of the organisation’s procurement processes. No questions were raised.
· Remuneration Committee – The Chair briefly introduced the summary from the meeting held on 27 January and confirmed that he had no additional points to highlight. No questions were raised.

Following the four reports, the Chair invited feedback on the format and usefulness of the written committee briefings. Several members commented positively, stating that the summaries provided an appropriate level of detail, supported collective understanding of business across the organisation, and were helpful both for committee members and non-members. Members agreed that the balance and style of reporting were appropriate and facilitated effective transfer of assurance from committees to the full Board.

The Board formally received and noted all committee updates.



	7.
	Context setting and key messages from the Chief Executive

	
i.


ii.






iii.







iv.







v.



vi.











vii.





viii.



ix.




x.








xi.
	
SMcC provided a verbal update on key developments since her last written briefing. 

She drew attention to three main areas of work. First, she reported that discussions with the Sponsor Team regarding the remit letter had continued to be constructive, and that the various drafts of the business plan priorities for the coming year had been co‑produced with officials. Although the remit letter had not yet been issued, she stated that she remained confident that it would be signed off before the pre‑election period commenced.

Secondly, she updated the Board on the development of the next Strategic Plan. She reminded members that initial work had already been explored in recent Board Development Sessions and that the plan would shortly move into a period of early engagement with partners and stakeholders. This phase would help to test emerging direction before a full public consultation later in the year. She also confirmed that engagement on the Strategic Equality Plan would run alongside this work to ensure alignment.

Finally, she advised that the organisation was about to enter a pre‑election period during which communications, marketing activity and aspects of external engagement would be subject to additional restrictions. As a result, forthcoming CEO briefings might be shorter than usual. She noted that Board members had received guidance on their responsibilities during this period at the previous day’s development session and invited any further questions to be directed to her or the Executive Team.

The Chair thanked the Chief Executive for the clarity of her briefing, noting that members valued the comprehensive overview of activity. He then invited comments or questions.

EH welcomed the update and asked for clarification on the safeguarding work referenced in the briefing, querying the organisation’s wider role and where responsibility for safeguarding governance sat. DP confirmed that Social Care Wales did not hold statutory safeguarding governance duties, which rested with local authorities. However, he explained that the Executive Management Team had reviewed the recent child practice review report ‘Our Bravery Brought Justice’ and had agreed to strengthen internal capacity to support the sector’s training and development needs. Additional investment in the safeguarding team had been planned for the coming year. An update paper would be presented to the Regulation and Standards Committee in June and made available to all Board members.

HMJ asked whether a change in government could alter commitments set out in the remit letter. SMcC confirmed that although the remit letter would be finalised before the election, priorities could evolve under a new Programme for Government. She explained that the organisation was undertaking scenario planning to adapt to any such changes.

SP commented positively on the strong initial response rate to the “Have your say” workforce survey. SMcC confirmed that more than 2,500 responses had been received, supported by active promotion across the sector.

SP also asked about the Older People’s Commissioner’s survey on social care and when findings would be available. SMcC reported that the survey would close before the pre‑election period and that a joint session with ADSS Cymru, and other partners was planned for May to consider emerging findings.

KH asked whether an incoming government could change the remit letter mid‑year and what implications such a change would have for Social Care Wales’ programmes of work. SMcC confirmed that a new government could revise priorities during the year, even after a remit letter had been issued. She noted that such changes would require careful management, particularly regarding the time needed to adjust programmes of work and reiterated that the Executive Team was undertaking scenario planning to ensure the organisation could respond effectively to any shifts in ministerial priorities.

The Chair summarised that the Board had been reassured by the responses provided and thanked the Chief Executive for her comprehensive update. The Board formally received and noted the Chief Executive’s report.



	8. 
	Business Plan quarter 3 progress report 2025-27
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ii.

iii.
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The Board received the quarter 3 performance update, introduced by KS, who provided an overview of progress against the current Business Plan. She explained that the report set out performance across key activities using the established RAG framework, highlighting areas of strong progress as well as those experiencing delay or requiring additional scrutiny. She noted that most activity remained on track and that amber ratings largely reflected timing risks rather than risks to overall delivery.

The Chair thanked KS for the overview and invited comments or questions.

TP commented that the report had developed significantly over recent years and had become a robust and comprehensive assurance tool. He noted that its improved structure made it easier for the Board to engage with the information and provided a clearer picture of the organisation’s direction and areas needing focus.

The Chair queried the consistency in the application of RAG ratings, noting some variation in how amber appeared to be applied across activities. In response, KS explained that Social Care Wales used internal guidance to inform RAG assessments but that an element of judgement was unavoidable, particularly for longer-term or developmental projects. She clarified that amber indicated‑ timescale risk rather than risk to delivery, while red would only be applied where delivery itself was fundamentally at risk, which was not the case for any activities in the quarter. DP added as an example that social work education and the induction framework had been rated amber because they were progressing at a slower pace than planned.
 
The Chair observed that, as the organisation prepared for the next Strategic Plan and a refreshed business planning framework, it would be important to strengthen outcome based measures and quantifiable indicators. He noted that operational programmes (e.g., registration) lent themselves to clearer tolerances and metrics, whereas ‑project based‑ activity relied more on professional judgement. He asked the Executive to consider how future reporting could set out what “good” looked like and enable more consistent assessment across activity types. DP agreed, confirming that the new framework would combine quantitative indicators with transparent narrative explanation to support clearer oversight and consistency.

NA sought clarification on why the occupational therapist training needs analysis was rated amber. SMcC clarified that the amber rating related to the work on the workforce plans, rather than the external work with HEIW. 

The Chair asked about variations in local authority engagement with workforce planning and whether this risked inconsistency across Wales. LT explained that all authorities had been offered the opportunity to participate, with six volunteering initially and others expressing interest later. Social Care Wales was working with Welsh Government to embed the work nationally and consider appropriate levers and incentives to support full participation.

IL queried the organisation’s position on research requests originating in England. LT confirmed that Social Care Wales applied its Research Support and Engagement Framework to assess relevance to Wales. Comparative studies could be valuable, but projects without clear Welsh relevance were not supported.

IL then asked about the digital development work, noting the amber rating linked to uncertainty around external funding. She asked what conditions were required for a move to green and the likelihood of a solution. LT explained that the amber status reflected reliance on external funding via the WLGA’s Digital and Social Care (DiSC) framework. Late confirmation had constrained commitment of resources. Earlier certainty on allocations would enable a shift to green; ongoing discussions with Welsh Government and WLGA were expected to improve the position next year. She reassured the Board that the amber rating reflected timing delays only, not concerns about viability or quality.

EM observed that the term “innovation” appeared repeatedly throughout the performance report and asked how Social Care Wales defined innovation within its work. He queried what the organisation meant by innovation in the context of social care, how it conceptualised innovation across different programmes, and how it evaluated whether innovation was having a positive impact. He was particularly interested in how innovations translated into improvements for staff wellbeing, service delivery, and financial pressures across the sector, and sought clarity on the organisation’s approach to assessing and supporting innovative practice.

LT responded by explaining that innovation in social care was a complex and multidimensional concept, and not something that could be defined narrowly. She noted that Social Care Wales had commissioned specialist work several years earlier to help establish a ‑sector specific‑ definition, recognising that innovation takes many forms in social care, from everyday problem-solving‑ in frontline practice to larger, structured programmes of change. She emphasised that people working in social care often innovated every day, particularly when supporting individuals with diverse needs, and that this type of practice based‑ innovation was as important as more visible or formalised projects.

She also addressed EM’s question about measuring the impact of innovation, explaining that this was inherently challenging. While some organisations tended to assess innovation by looking at outputs (for example, time saved or efficiency gains), Social Care Wales was increasingly focused on outcomes such as improvements in continuity of care, peoples lived experience, and quality of support. She added that the organisation’s evaluation lead provided specialist support to help teams understand these impacts and strengthen how they assess innovative activity.

LT concluded by acknowledging that innovation could affect workforce wellbeing and financial pressures but highlighted that these impacts varied widely depending on context. She offered to bring forward further discussion or a dedicated session on innovation if the Board wished to explore the area in more depth.

EH’s question then turned to fitness to practise referrals she asked whether there was a need for specific toolkits or resources for staff groups that appeared more frequently in referral data, such as residential childcare workers. DP explained that practice guidance accompanying the new Codes of Professional Practice would form the primary toolkit for the sector. He also noted that higher referral rates in some areas might reflect differences in employer tolerance levels rather than inherently poorer practice. The Employer Support Service was already helping employers use learning from referrals to strengthen professional boundaries and supporting guidance.

KH highlighted workforce survey findings showing persistent difficulties in accessing training, especially for career progression. In response, SMcC acknowledged the long‑standing challenge, citing workforce shortages, operational pressures and safe staffing requirements that limited release time even when courses existed. Social Care Wales is working with partners to understand unmet needs and improve accessibility. Work was also underway to distinguish training better suited to eLearning from training requiring ‑face-to-face delivery. She emphasised the importance of a broader learning culture, including reflective practice, mentoring, supervision and learning embedded in ‑day-to-day‑ work.

IL drew attention to CIW’s annual report indicating that providers struggled to release staff, particularly for mandatory or essential face-to-face‑ training and noted this was often raised with CIW. She asked whether joint work with CIW could strengthen understanding and solutions. SMcC confirmed close collaboration with CIW, including bringing together multiple workforce datasets to build a coherent picture. Recruitment and retention pressures often underpinned release challenges, with clear links to wellbeing. Continued collaboration to share data and insights would be essential to target solutions and improve access to training, this work would continue to evolve, and both organisations were committed to improving training across the sector.

The Chair sought clarification on data capture for Welsh language learning modules. He asked why some data had not been captured and whether this reflected a contractual or performance issue. SMcC clarified that the issue arose from the delivery model: elements delivered through partner organisations reduced the organisation’s direct control over learner level‑ data returns. This did not reflect provider performance. Social Care Wales was working to strengthen data sharing‑ arrangements to improve completeness. DP added that funding places (rather than commissioning a fixed programme) reduced levers for requiring uniform data returns. 

KD turned to cyber security, noting that the strategic cyber risk remained rated red and asking whether Social Care Wales was an outlier compared with other bodies. SMcC explained that cyber risk remained high across the public sector due to the evolving threat landscape, LT added that Welsh Government’s Cyber Resilience Unit was assessing preparedness across the sector. While the formal report was pending, initial feedback suggested that Social Care Wales appeared “ahead of the game,” supported by strong compliance (including ISO 27001 accreditation). A formal comparative assessment was expected by the end of Quarter 4. The Chair noted recent communications about a Welsh Government provided‑ cyber training session for public body board members and encouraged attendance.

SP asked about the commissioned pay research, seeking clarity on methodology and expected outputs. DP explained that the work formed part of Social Care Wales responsibilities within the Social Care Fair Work Forum (a tripartite partnership with employers, trade unions and Welsh Government). The agreed methodology comprised:
1. a comprehensive literature and data review across Wales and comparator sectors/UK nations; and
2. a survey and engagement exercise with employers on pay levels and links to recruitment, retention and progression.
The aim was to generate an authoritative evidence base for the Forum to consider future pay levels across roles (not only entry-level‑), subject to ministerial support.

EM asked about workforce survey findings relating to recruitment and retention, noting a 5% decrease in those intending to leave within 12–14 months. He asked whether this reflected genuine improvement or external factors (e.g., labour market conditions, cost of living). DP said it was encouraging but attribution remained uncertain; annual fluctuations should be treated cautiously. Labour market conditions and the Real Living Wage uplift could be contributory factors, though formal evaluation was pending. Registration data was beginning to show different workforce segments (long-term vocation vs. ‑short-term‑ entrants), but more work was needed before linking “intent to leave” directly to motivation profiles. LT added that Social Care Wales was developing a retention framework, covering values-based recruitment, supportive leadership, workplace culture‑ and learning opportunities to provide practical guidance to employers.

The Chair asked at what point fluctuations should be treated as meaningful. DP
 advised caution with year on‑ ‑year changes; trend reliability improved after at least three years of consistent data, which the dataset was now approaching.

NA reflected on the workforce survey findings, noting that 81% felt supported by colleagues and 73% by their manager, this was reassuring given sector pressures. He suggested this indicated a strong culture of collaboration, while recognising “feeling valued” scores were lower. He invited the Executive to reflect on that interpretation.

PI raised two questions on workforce data. First, he asked for a clearer explanation of survey methodology (sampling, data collection, changes in respondent profile over time) to help interpret trends. LT confirmed the full survey report contained detailed methodology and that Social Care Wales now received raw datasets for additional analysis; she noted that this could be covered during the next briefing session for the survey results. Second, PI asked about cross nation‑ comparisons (e.g., Scottish Social Services Council (SSSC), Skills for Care). LT confirmed ongoing work with UK counterparts, shared learning on methods and definitions, and adoption of some Social Care Wales wellbeing questions by SSSC. Comparative insights would be brought to the Board when available.

EH then raised a question relating to the section of the report that referred to the move towards a not-for-profit‑ model in children’s residential care. She noted that the comments in the report indicated that this was a substantial and conceptually complex area of work, with wide-ranging‑ implications for the sector. She asked whether there had been sufficient time and resource to progress this work meaningfully since Welsh Government announced the policy direction and sought clarification on how well the sector was currently engaging with it. She reflected that the early indications from the report suggested that communities and providers appeared to be engaging constructively.

The Board then received the Quarter 3 finance update, presented by EHo, in her opening comments, she drew attention to the reported year-to-date surplus of £2.9 million, emphasising that this primarily reflected timing differences rather than underspend against planned activity. She noted delays to project starts and later‑ than‑ anticipated confirmation of external funding (particularly NDR and Connecting Care). Despite ‑in year fluctuations, EHo‑ confirmed a forecast break‑even position at year end and no requirement to use cash management flexibilities. Work with project leads over the previous two months had refined year‑end projections and enabled reallocation of £487k to SCWWDP, reflecting demand and local authority capacity to utilise funds. Early returns indicated full utilisation. She reported 184 new direct entry social work students against a planning assumption of 200 (71 postgraduates against a target of 74, and 150 undergraduates against a target of 126), describing this as a positive indicator.

EHo summarised directorate variances: an underspend of c.£500k in workforce regulation linked to higher than‑ p‑lanned vacancies and the impact of restructure; reduced spend in the CRM project due to a slower development trajectory; and offsetting reductions in income/expenditure within improvement and development from NDR and Connecting Care delays. The strategy and business support budget had increased due to consolidating business support staff following restructure. She provided assurance on cashflow management (maintaining the 4% monthly balance requirement) and reported 98.2% of invoices paid within 30 days (above the 95% expectation).

The Chair asked for assurance on managing the £2.7m variance before year end. EHo reiterated that the variance reflected timing differences, that March spend traditionally peaked, and that year-end projections had been firmed up with project leads. She remained confident of landing within the 2% tolerance and achieving break‑even.

PI asked whether adopting the Corporate Parenting Charter carried financial implications for future budgets. SMcC said there were no immediate or material implications; future costs might arise from co‑produced priorities in later years.

KD, as Chair of the Audit and Risk Committee, provided additional assurance that the Committee had scrutinised the financial position, spend profile and controls, and was satisfied with assumptions and monitoring. She commended the prompt payment performance (98.2%) as important for SMEs.

To conclude the financial aspect of the report, the Chair formally thanked EHo for her significant contribution during her time with Social Care Wales, noting her ability to communicate complex financial information clearly and accessibly. He also acknowledged the professionalism with which she had stepped into the role, and wished her well in her new role. 

Turning to the HR report, EM welcomed the positive metrics and asked what organisational practices supported low turnover and high retention. KS said a supportive, values l‑ed culture; investment in wellbeing; positive leadership; flexible working; and strong HR policies all contributed. JB added that policies provided a strong framework for managing absence and supporting wellbeing (e.g., phased returns, occupational health referrals, reasonable adjustments). While consistency would continue to be strengthened, consistently low sickness levels reflected values and culture. RJ, as Chair of the Staff Partnership Council, endorsed these points, citing positive feedback from staff forums and the visible priority given to wellbeing.

The Chair noted that invitations would shortly be issued for the annual Board Listening Exercise and encouraged participation to hear staff views on culture and development. He observed that discussions with Welsh Government had highlighted a healthy staff and leadership dynamic at Social Care Wales.

IL raised two questions. First, regarding the team reported with higher sickness absence and higher use of flexi time, she asked about targeted actions, expected improvement timelines and how effectiveness would be judged. SMcC said internal procedures were being reviewed, the draft Business Plan proposed additional capacity (a permanent role and temporary posts), and a specific team development plan was in place covering staffing, support and ways of working. Second, IL queried whether the 15% turnover target remained appropriate given lower actual turnover. SMcC agreed the figure appeared historic/national rather than meaningful locally and should be reviewed in the upcoming planning cycle. ACTION

KH queried a reference to a bilingual HR system, asking whether a platform shift created risk. SMcC confirmed the existing HR system was fully bilingual and that the reference related to routine market testing of options.

SP noted a typo in the turnover section; leavers should be 5 leavers. 

The Chair summarised that the Board had undertaken comprehensive scrutiny of the report and expressed appreciation for the Executive Team’s open, transparent and considered responses. The Board formally received and noted the Quarter 3 performance update and confirmed that it had taken assurance from the information provided.
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The Chair introduced the draft updated Business Plan for 2025–2027, reminding members that the Board had previously approved a two-year plan and that the purpose of this update was to reflect changes in resourcing, sector needs, learning from the first year of delivery, and updated data. Amendments had been highlighted in red for ease of reference.

SMcC noted that the final remit letter from Welsh Government had not yet been received, although a constructive meeting had taken place the previous day and only minor wording changes were anticipated. Any further adjustments arising from alignment with the remit letter would be clearly identified for transparency. The Board was asked to discuss and approve the draft plan and to delegate final sign‑off to the Chair and Chief Executive on the basis that only non‑material changes would be made; any substantial variations would return to the Board.

The Chair invited comments and questions.

IL welcomed the highlighted amendments and requested that the section on safeguarding tools be broadened to reflect wider research and best practice learning across the UK. She referenced work undertaken within Social Care Wales and with universities and suggested that the plan should clearly describe the organisation’s role in synthesising and disseminating learning about what works. LT responded that the organisation’s most substantive current safeguarding work centred on improving data sharing, a longstanding weakness identified in many practice reviews. She agreed to check the pipeline for safeguarding related evidence summaries and to consider whether additional commitments could be included in the plan. DP also reiterated the importance of describing Social Care Wales’s safeguarding role accurately: the organisation was not involved in safeguarding governance but held responsibilities through the national safeguarding procedures board and through training, awareness and improvement support. DP agreed to explore whether the plan should reflect these distinctions more explicitly, while remaining consistent with Welsh Government guidance.

HMJ asked for clarification on the use of “context data” within the table of
 ambitions and commented that gender did not appear to feature as prominently within the equality objectives as expected, given the significant gender variation within the social care workforce. SMcC explained that context data had been included to describe the operating environment and was not intended as a performance measure. Previous iterations had presented data without associated ambitions, which had caused ambiguity; the revised format aimed to address this. She proposed adding a short definition to distinguish context data from indicators of impact. On equality, she agreed that gender remained an important area of variation and confirmed that this would be explored further in the refresh of the Strategic Equality Plan. While recent government plans had focused on other protected characteristics, she agreed that gender should be revisited in the next planning round.

KH raised a point relating to the action stating that the organisation would support the development of local academies and Welsh Government’s ambition for a national approach. Given forthcoming political changes, he suggested that the wording might be broadened slightly to accommodate any national development that might emerge. SMcC advised that this would be discussed with Welsh Government colleagues and that the final remit letter was likely to clarify the intended direction.

NA asked the Executive to review the balance of focus across service user groups. He noted the strong and appropriate emphasis on children’s services but sought assurance that older people, adults, mental health, and disability were sufficiently represented. SMcC agreed to review the document.

EH referred to the reference to artificial intelligence, noting that the pace of change in AI was significant and accelerating. She suggested that the plan might need greater flexibility to accommodate rapid developments in AI and its implications for practice and service delivery. The Chair noted that this point related to a wider question about flexibility within the plan. While he recognised that scenario planning was already being undertaken, the written document did not explicitly set out that it was based on the current position (“as is”), nor that ministerial direction might change during the year. SMcC advised that the wording expected in the remit letter was likely to reflect this uncertainty.

EM asked about the organisation’s contribution to 2030 Net Zero commitments and what expectations applied to Social Care Wales and the wider workforce. SMcC confirmed that the plan referenced several actions already taken, including the impact of hybrid working, changes to supply contracts and operational decisions that had reduced the organisation’s carbon footprint. Sector wide Net Zero work had moved into a broader local authority forum, recognising that it required a whole authority approach. Social Care Wales had not been tasked with leading work but routinely applied a future generations lens to its work. EM suggested making this context clearer in the plan, this was agreed. The Chair noted that the Board had previously agreed that Social Care Wales’s role was to influence and support rather than lead on the wider sector’s environmental commitments and suggested revisiting the topic in a future development session, particularly given the previous Board’s declaration of an environmental crisis. ACTION LT also noted relevant research underway with the London School of Hygiene and Tropical Medicine on decarbonisation in home care and offered to connect interested members with the project team.

TP reflected on the development of the organisation’s strategic narrative. Drawing on his involvement in several planning cycles, he felt the latest draft was moving closer to a clear and coherent articulation of the organisation’s purpose. He highlighted the wording, particularly the aim of enabling people to live the life that matters to them, as one of the clearest expressions of purpose to date. He suggested that this purpose could be linked more explicitly to the organisation’s practical work throughout the plan. He welcomed the plan’s recognition that delivery depended heavily on collaboration and the wider environment and emphasised the importance of clearly distinguishing the organisation’s direct responsibilities from areas dependent on partners. SMcC agreed and noted that the emerging strategic plan already moved in this direction, with continued refinement underway.

PI commented on the section of the plan relating to impact and outcomes. He noted that Social Care Wales’s partnership work on integrated data would, over time, support stronger analysis of sector wide impact, but he could not clearly identify this work within the current draft. He suggested that the plan should more explicitly reference how data integration and user experience mechanisms would support future outcome measurement. SMcC acknowledged this and confirmed that customer and stakeholder feedback mechanisms had been discussed at the recent development session and data should be made more in future plans. She highlighted that data work in the sector primarily aimed to improve frontline practice through better information sharing but agreed that links to outcome measurement could be strengthened. The Chair supported this, noting the longstanding challenge of attributing national level impact, and suggested referencing the Annual Report and Annual Impact Report as complementary reporting mechanisms.

JB then presented the financial component of the business plan. She reported that the proposed budget for 2026–2028 was based on the Welsh Government core grant approved by the Senedd, alongside anticipated additional grants for which verbal assurance had been received. Registration fee income had been factored in, bringing total expected income and expenditure to just over £33.5 million across the two-year period. She highlighted the intention to maintain a modest level of cash management flexibility for specific, time limited projects, which was considered prudent in the context of short-term funding cycles and political uncertainty.

The Chair asked whether holding approximately £700,000 in cash management flexibility was permissible given public-sector constraints on reserves. JB confirmed that some yearend balance was unavoidable for public bodies and that the amount held by Social Care Wales was low relative to total funding. Welsh Government was aware of the position, which was presented in annual accounts, and no concerns had been raised. No further questions on the budget were raised.

The Chair concluded by noting the constructive feedback offered throughout the
 discussion and confirmed that all agreed amendments would be incorporated into the next version of the business plan. Subject to these changes and any minor adjustments required following receipt of the remit letter, the Board approved the draft updated Business Plan 2025–2027 and delegated final sign‑off to the Chair and Chief Executive, with any substantial changes to be returned to the Board. The Chair thanked colleagues and confirmed that Item 9 was concluded.
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The Board received an update on the revised Model Governance Framework, which had been issued for adoption across all public bodies in Wales. KS explained that ss the framework had been designed at a whole system level, Social Care Wales had been in active discussions with the Welsh Government partnership team to work through how it should be applied proportionately and appropriately to the organisation’s functions and operating context. As part of this process, a detailed comparison table was included at Appendix 1 in the paper, setting out any areas where Social Care Wales’ existing arrangements differed from the model, alongside the rationale for each variance. 

KS highlighted, in light of the previous day’s workshop, the importance of understanding how the Model Governance Framework sat alongside the organisation’s Board Assurance Framework (BAF). She emphasised that the two frameworks operated side by side, each fulfilling a different but complementary purpose. Referring to section 1.2 of the paper, she drew attention to the governance and accountability illustration used annually in the organisation’s accounts, which set out the organisation’s full system of controls and accountabilities.

KS explained that the Model Governance Framework was an externally set, foundational framework agreed between Welsh Government and Social Care Wales. It provided the structural basis from which key internal governance documents were derived, including standing financial instructions, the scheme of delegation and matters reserved for the Board. These documents were required to sit within the parameters of the Model Governance Framework.

She added that the Model Governance Framework acted as a key internal control and was used by both internal and external auditors as a benchmark for assessing compliance. Within the assurance framework discussed the previous day, the Model Governance Framework linked directly to elements such as the strategic risk register, internal controls and associated audit activity. The organisation’s operation against the Model Governance Framework therefore formed part of the wider assurance and governance system. KS confirmed that this relationship would remain critical as the revised Model Governance Framework was finalised and integrated into the organisation’s arrangements.

The Chair thanked KS and invited comments and questions.

SP noted that the paper indicated the new Model Governance Framework could 
require multiple revisions across existing governance documents and asked about the impact on capacity and workload. KS confirmed this was an important consideration. Once the final, signed version of the Model Governance Framework was received, changes would be required across several key documents, including the scheme of delegation, Board terms of reference and matters reserved for the Board. These would require Board approval given their role in formally setting delegations. Further changes might also be required should updates to Managing Welsh Public Money result in amended delegated limits. KS confirmed that the resource implications were clearly set out in the paper: work would sit primarily within the Corporate Governance and Strategy teams, had already been planned into next year’s workload, and would be reflected in Board and committee forward plans. Awareness raising and training, particularly for Heads of Service, would also be undertaken and had been factored into team resources.

The Chair then raised a variance highlighted in the paper: that the Audit and Risk Committee was not chaired by a finance professional. He informed members that he had discussed the matter with the CEO and was satisfied with the current arrangements, noting the presence of an Independent Member with professional financial expertise and strong financial experience among Committee members. He asked whether the exception needed to be reported formally to Welsh Government.

KS confirmed that the matter had been discussed with the Welsh Government partnership team and the Public Bodies Unit, both of whom were content with the organisation’s current position. The exception had been captured in a recent self assessment, and opportunities to strengthen this area would be considered in future Board recruitment exercises. The Audit and Risk Committee Chair confirmed they were also comfortable with the current arrangements.

The Chair then clarified the Board’s role in relation to the Model Governance Framework, noting that the Board was not being asked to approve the framework itself, but rather to note it and take assurance that the appropriate internal mechanisms and controls would be updated in line with the new requirements. Formal sign‑off would be undertaken by Welsh Government. KS confirmed this and explained that, following the Board’s discussion, the revised framework would be returned to the Welsh Government partnership team before progressing to the Minister for approval. She emphasised the importance of Board visibility, noting that when the revised scheme of delegation and updated matters reserved for the Board were brought forward for approval, members would see clearly how these documents aligned with the underlying framework. The intention was to secure approval of the updated 2024 Model Governance Framework, before the pre‑election period.

The Chair read the recommendation, inviting the Board to discuss the revised framework and take assurance that internal controls would be updated accordingly. The Board confirmed it was content. The Chair thanked KS and the governance team for the significant amount of detailed work undertaken, much of which was not immediately visible in the final paper.



	11.
	Consent agenda items

	


i.
	
Board development session synopsis

The Chair introduced Item 11, the consent agenda, and confirmed that no Member had indicated a wish to withdraw the item for separate discussion. The Board therefore noted the consent agenda in full, with no matters raised for further consideration.



	12.
	Meeting Effectiveness

	
i.




ii.










iii.




	
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?  
	   4.44

	Level of discussion and debate around key issues?  
	   4.44

	EMT response to challenges and suggestions raised?  
	   4.56

	Effectiveness of meeting overall  
	   4.56


 
Detailed feedback can be seen in the appendix to the minutes. The feedback would be discussed at the next meeting of the Chair’s Co-ordinating Group to identify any areas for improvement which were actionable. 



	16. 
	A.O.B


	i.





ii.










iii.








iv.





v.



	Under Any Other Business, the Chair noted that the selection process to appoint his successor was ongoing. He acknowledged that Board members had not yet received an update and explained that he was unable to provide new information at this stage. He therefore invited SMcC to outline the process and next steps.
SMcC confirmed that Social Care Wales had undertaken a comprehensive three phase assessment centre for candidates. This had included a media interview, a mock Board meeting chairing exercise and a stakeholder presentation. Feedback from the assessment centre had been provided to Welsh Government to inform the formal public appointments process. She reported that interviews for the role had taken place, although Social Care Wales had not been part of the interview panel, as appointment panels for public bodies were led by Welsh Government and Public Bodies Unit representatives, with sectoral and independent equalities members included. 
SMcC explained that if the interview panel identified a preferred candidate, the recommendation would be submitted to the Minister and subsequently considered by the Health and Social Care Committee in a public scrutiny session. She confirmed that no formal notification of the outcome had yet been received and assured members that the Board would be informed as soon as information was available. She added that the intention was for Board members to be notified formally before any public announcement, including any update appearing on Senedd TV.
In response to a question about the timeline for confirming the new appointment ahead of the pre‑election period, the Chair stated that the planned trajectory had always been for the process to progress in March, and he remained hopeful this would be achieved. He added that, should the process not conclude within the expected timeframe, he would continue as Chair to ensure continuity.
The Chair thanked members for their contributions. The substantive agenda was formally closed at 12:12.


	
Date of Next Meeting:

Thursday 14 May 2026

Actions



	Number 
	Item 
	Action 
	Who 

	01/26/SCW
	Item 5 – Action Log

	Provide follow‑up information on the workforce survey query (percentage of workforce in the 55–59 age bracket) 

	Llinos Bradbury

	02/26/SCW
	Item 8 – Q3 Performance Report

	Review the organisational turnover target (currently 15%) as part of the upcoming planning cycle and propose a revised target.
	Kate Salter

	03/26/SCW
	Item 9 – Updated Business Plan
	Add Net Zero to a future Strategic Development Session
	Llinos Bradbury




										Appendix 1
Meeting effectiveness feedback:
In response to the question "What went well at today’s meeting?" the responses can be summarised as follows: 
· Clear, high‑quality papers and agenda management 
· Improved sound, microphones and translation system 
· Strong scrutiny, constructive challenge and helpful officer responses 
· Effective time allocation and smoother meeting flow 
· Productive, engaging and well‑run discussions
In response to the question "How could today's meeting be improved?" the responses can be summarised as follows: 
· Reflecting on whether EMT being seated together rather than interspersed with Members might create an unintended sense of separation.
· The new microphone system was positive, but some Members would benefit from improving how they use it over time.
· Continued efforts to keep papers as succinct as possible.

In response to the question "What opportunities were missed today?" the responses can be summarised as follows: 
· All respondents stated “none” or equivalent (e.g., “none that I can think of,” “none I can see”). 
· No themes, gaps or suggestions for additional discussion were raised. 
· Feedback reflects that participants felt the meeting covered everything it needed to.
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