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Richard Gutowski To: Eileen Lawrence/PHS/DOH/GB@' GRO-CE

8/11/2004 15:17 HamletPHE/DOH/GB@E sro<}, Zubeda Seedat/PHE/BOH/GBE GROC|

Fileen

I agree that Section 64 Funding does not {it into providing the MacFarlane and Eileen Trusts
with their administrative costs. The Trusts also want to move away from Section 64 funding
and that is also the view of Ministers. | have no problem with the administrative costs being
met from the revenue budget provided that the budget is increased accordingly. At the
moment their budgets are fully committed and it would be unacceptable if registrants or their
dependants did not receive payment because of money being diverted into an administration
pot. Gerard has suggested using Progranime money but I am not sure how permanent or
secure that is.

Happy to discuss some cunning plan.

Richard
Fileen Lawrence

W?ngﬂ‘fww‘“’ Eileen Lawrence To: Gerard Hetherington/TRRO-PERFC/DOH/GB@ ero-c!
oy ~ cc: Helen HamletPHB/DOH/GR@srRo<| Richard
o, Q::}” Da/1/2004 12:27 Gutowski/PHE/DOH/GB@E srRocl Zitheda
s Seedat/PHE/DOH/GB@ SRO-C |
FIEEY S ERIVEITN bee:

Subject: Re: Section 6412
Gerard,

I have discussed the $64 bids with colleagues here to see how we might deal with the usual
dilemma of insufficient funding to meet all the bids.

Taking into account your comment about perhaps not funding new NHS Plus bids this year,
as you rightly identify we have only £197K to allocate to new bids.

This is insufficient money to meet the single largest bid for the MacFarlane Trust (£298K).
We may need to explore other options for this Trust and, whilst this is not my policy area (& 1
haven't had a chance to discuss with Richard Gutowski) my initial thoughts are below. If it
were possible to find an alternative means of funding for the administration of the
MacFarlane Trust, the situation would be much more tenable as each of the remaining 10 bids
could have around £20K each. Though, as vou say, we should ask policy colleagues to
review their bids and perhaps decide to decline some altogether so that the remainder can be
properly supported.

MacFarlane Trust
As you may know, the MacFarlane Trust administers the Government's scheme for

haemophiliacs who received infected blood products and are suffering from HIV. So whilst
there is a clear policy imperative to fund the scheme, it is perhaps not ideal that to date the
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administration costs of the scheme have been met through the Section 64 process.

The money that the scheme distributes (about £3million per year) is funded from a revenne
budget. One possible option might be to look to meeting the administrative costs from that
revenue budget. This would seem more appropriate than the MacFarlane Trust having to go
through the Section 64 hoops every year to obtain money to meet a Govt commitment.
However, I understand that the £3million revenue budget is itself under threat. Perhaps we
could argue to maintain the £3million on the understanding that we agree to transfer the
administrative costs to this budget.

Do you wish to explore further with Richard?

Eileen Lawrence

General Health Protection Branch
Standards and Quality Group
Room 6428 Skipton House

ext GROC |

GTN 396 21613

Tel. GRO-C

Fax GRO-C
Helen Hamlet

Helen Hamlet To: Eileen Lawrence/PHE/DOH/GBE GROC!
03/11/2004 15:40 e
bee

Subjectz Section 64
Dear Eileen

I am forwarding Gerard's email as requested. The NHS Plus commitments for 05/06 are
£330,000 with new projects in for £173,000. For this year they contributed £93k from their
programme budgets but they have not yet decided how to proceed for next year.

Hope this is helpful.

Regards

Helen Hamlet
General_Health Protection
Tel: GRO-C
Room 6318
Skipton House

Please note my new email address: helen.hamlet@ GRO

- Forwarded by Helen Hamlet/PHS/DOH/GE on 03/1 112004 15:39 v

Gierard Hetherington

DHSC0038526_024_0004



_ To: Helen Hamlet/PHE/DOH/GB@ESRO-C J;
1 02111/2004 16:26 o Steatham/NHEPLUS/DOH/GB@ ero<!

Subject: Section 64

Helen
James

Please see the attached proposal from Gareth.

Assuming Liz agrees (which is by no means certain) how would we cope with only £197k
new funding?

We should bear in mind that for some bids if we can only give a small proportion of what is
being asked for (so that the project may not be viable) we should grasp the nettle and give
nothing.

We should also consider the possibility that as we are looking for a new (probably non-DH)
home for NHS Plus, perhaps we should not embark on funding any new projects from 2005
onwards

Gerard

Gerard Hetherington
Head of Health Protection
Department of Health
Skipton House

80 London Road

London

SE1 6LH

Tel{ GRO-C |

Faxf GRO-C
~~~~~ Forwarded by Gerard Hetherington/TRRO-PERFC/DOH/GR on 02/11/2004 16:13 v

Gareth Jones To: Gerard Hetherington/T RRO~PERFC/DOH/GB@GRO-C_§ Elizabeth

02/11/2004 16:11 e e
[aleN

beo:
Subject: Section 64

RESTRICTED - Budget

[REVISED E-MAIL - PLEASE IGNORE MY EARLIER ONE}

Dear Liz and Gerard

I am due to discuss Section 64 issues with David at my one-to-one tomorrow. [ imagine your
policy leads are getting anxious for a resolution as they will be under pressure to reply to the
central unit. 1t would be useful to have your views, (or better still, agreement), on the
proposal below which 1 suggested yesterday - ie. to share the overall Directorate budget of
£1,050,000 between your two Divisions based on your share of last year's pot. The
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alternative would probably be to ask David to look closely at each bid and adjudicate.

Last year, your respective shares of the slightly larger budget of £1,300,000 were as follows:

@ Health Protection (including NHS Plus) = 69.86% [ie £886,000]

@ Scientific Development & Bioethics = 30.94% | ie. £397.000]

The same percentage split for next year (2005-2006) would give you each as follows:

& Health Protection (including NHS Plus) = £725,130
®  Scientific Development & Bioethics = £324,870

The Table below shows what this would mean for each Division:

Division Proposed Already New bids Total bid
allocation comumitied

Shortfall

Health £725,130 £527,900 £896,852 £1,424,752
Pro{ection
(incl. NHS
Plus)

£699,622

Scientific £324,870 £207,000 £247,000 £454,000
Development
& Bioethics

£129,130

Gareth

Gareth Jones

Assistant Director

Health Protection, International Health
& Scientific Development Directorate

Tel | GRO-C
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