GREATER MIDLANDS PARTNERSHIP GROUP
FEEDBACK REPORT FORM

This is the feedback of the individual users attending this meeting and does not necessarily represent the views of the Network.

Meeting attended__Greater Midlands Cancer Network Board
Date         25th March 2011
Feedback presented by        Chris Aylott                      

Relevant papers attached   None
Issues which may be of future relevance to the patient group
· Worcester would like to change to a single provider for non-surgical oncology – to be provided by UH Coventry and Warwick. Radiotherapy will be mainly provided by New Cross and Cheltenham       

·   The Network Business Plan was presented but there may be later changes to it as the strategic direction becomes clear. Current information is that PCTs will support the network over the next year so the business plan will be deliverable 

·    IOG compliance;  Head and Neck – A review of case notes confirms that compliance is robust and a three year rolling audit will keep an eye on numbers which it was felt are likely to increase in the future.  There were doubts expressed about having three centres and whether they communicated with each other. Doubts were also expressed about radiotherapy and the NSSG should consider future provision.
Upper G.I. and Gynaecological were satisfactory.   

·     Psychology services; Alarm was expressed about the removal of psychology services at Mid-Staffs but assurances were given that it is back to the original although at a low level. Every group has a gap in this area and under conditions of financial stringency emphasis would be put on areas other than psychology. Users expressed concern.
Continuation of Networks and User Representation; Some reports from elsewhere suggest that they will continue but Trish Lowe suggested that this was a naïve view and until we get guidance we shall not be certain of the future.
User expenses;  PCT representatives recommended support by PCTs   

·   Cancer Waiting Times; Compliance was generally going in the right direction but with worrying non-compliance, particularly Shrewsbury and Telford.
·   Peer Review: There was discussion on the small number of serious concerns which were raised by Peer Review.
Mid-Staffs compliance was very low and it was felt that there was a lack of engagement by the executive.  We are giving support to Mid-Staffs and the Peer Review Zonal team is also offering support.
Colorectal Serious Concern: Related to anal cancer squamous cell carcinomas most of whom have radiotherapy but a very small  number need salvage surgery – these are very small numbers and there are too many centres. The recommendation is that the centres be restricted to UHNS and New Cross. This has generally been sorted. 
