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Community Cohesion and Inclusion - Report of the Scrutiny Sub Group
Summary

1. On 25 March 2009 the Local Area Agreement Joint Scrutiny Panel (the Panel) received information and a presentation from Allison Coleman, Suffolk County Council (SCC) Social Inclusion Co-ordinator, regarding the work of the Community Cohesion and Inclusion Delivery Partnership (CCIDP) and its Action Plan. A paper entitled “Community Cohesion and Inclusion Delivery Partnership:  Outcomes and Action Plan” was circulated at the meeting.
2. The Panel also received the latest set of performance data for the Local Area Agreement (LAA) indicators and targets, helping them to identify where scrutiny might contribute to or add value to LAA2 performance.  
3. As a result the Panel agreed to set up a sub group to scrutinise the work of the CCIDP, and it was agreed that this sub group would perform its own scoping of the scrutiny and present its proposed objectives of scrutiny to the Panel at its next meeting.  
4. The sub group met on 11 May and received further information about CCIDP, its Action Plan and outcomes from Allison Coleman and Shammi Jalota.  They also received information from Paul Emeny and Jonathan Chown, of the SCC Planning and Performance Improvement Team, about additional data and information that might be available to them to aid the scrutiny.  
5. Following this meeting an objectives of scrutiny document was produced and was reviewed and agreed by the Panel at its meeting on 9 June 2009.
6. This report gives the findings of that sub group and outlines their recommendations for the Panel to consider.
Introduction from the Chairman of the Scrutiny Sub Group
7. From 11 May to 10 September 2009 the sub group gathered evidence from a range of sources, to learn more about the setting up and proposed delivery of the Community Cohesion and Inclusion Delivery Partnership Priority Action Plan. The sub group decided to use action CC2* within the Action Plan as an example of how much the Action Plan “events are contributing to key LAA performance indicators NI2*, NI4* and LT1* and the Transforming Suffolk priority outcome “to create a place where everyone is safe, healthy and involved, no matter who they are, or where in the county they live.”
8. We held four meetings, held on 11 May, 8 July, 19 and 27 August where the sub group met with witnesses from Suffolk County Council, Suffolk Coastal District Council, CCIDP Board and Executive, the Faith Sector and Mid-Suffolk Community Board. Individual sub group members also held one-to-one interviews with representatives from the CCIDP Executive and Board.
9. The evidence received was valuable and we were pleased with the positive reaction to the scrutiny from everyone we spoke to, indeed one witness, summed it up when he said “The scrutiny process forces you to think about what we have done.  It is useful to make us stand back and take a look. Scrutiny can help us by bringing out the salient points and keeping us on course.” 
10. We were impressed with the amount of community cohesion projects that are already going on in Suffolk. The Action Plan captures highlights from over 180 activities listed by the organisations that were consulted. We accept the view of several of the witnesses that it is important to recognise the good work that is already happening in the county: work that could and has been linked to National Indicators. However, we are concerned that there seem to be few new projects inspired by the Local Area Agreement or that have been developed to take advantage of the new cooperation that partnership working should facilitate. 

11. We are also concerned that the activities listed in the Action Plan are projects with many admirable aims but few measurable objectives. 
12. With reference to activities in the Action Plan being SMART, we have also noted that CCIDP does not appear to have followed the terms of reference stated on their website.  

“To develop an action plan for the delivery of community strategy outcomes and LAA2 targets where actions must be SMART and reflect the needs of different localities.”

There also appears to have been no SWOT analysis of the Action Plan.

13. We fully accept that this Action Plan was written at an early stage in the life of the Community Cohesion Partnership and was intended as a starting point to be developed. However, we do feel that it is important to ascertain measurable objectives from the start and not just rely on anecdotal evidence to assess the success of the events and projects listed. 

14. The sub group also identified a lack of communication between partners regarding the Action Plan, and a need for more communication between the CCIDP and other delivery partnerships. 

15. The sub group has made recommendations about the future work of CCIDP, the SSP Board and the Joint Scrutiny Panel and we look forward to returning to those recommendations in the future to see what progress has been made. Indeed it is very encouraging to the sub group members to hear that some of the issues highlighted in our recommendations are now being addressed by CCIDP. 
16. I would like to thank all the witnesses who contributed to this scrutiny, the other members of the Working Party for their valuable contributions and commitment to this work and of course to the officers whose hard work provided the essential support. 
Rachel Sloane





Chair, Scrutiny Sub Group
Terms of Reference of the Scrutiny Sub Group 

17. The sub group decided that its objectives of scrutiny would be to:

a) Investigate the setting up and proposed delivery of the Community Cohesion and Inclusion Delivery Partnership Priority Action Plan

b) Investigate how action CC2* within the Community Cohesion and Inclusion Priority Action Plan is being carried forward 

c) Investigate how action CC2 is contributing to key LAA performance indicators NI2*, NI4* and LT1* and Transforming Suffolk priority outcome “to create a place where everyone is safe, healthy and involved, no matter who they are, or where in the county they live”
* Definitions of actions and indicators:

Action CC2 
Build on existing activities across all the delivery partnerships to facilitate wider participation, engagement and to bring new and existing communities together

Indicator NI2

Percentage of people who feel that they belong to their neighbourhood

Indicator NI4

Percentage of people who feel they can influence decisions in their locality

Indicator LT1

Increased numbers of people volunteering in:

· Black and minority ethnic communities

· Supported volunteering

· Young people

· Older age groups

· Culture and sport
18. In developing these objectives of scrutiny a set of key questions were set out for the sub group to investigate.  The full objectives of scrutiny are shown at Annex A.
Recommendations of the Scrutiny Sub Group – Summary
19. In general these recommendations are around two main themes, which are common threads running through the sub group findings:

a) The content, progress and measurement of the action plan, ensuring that it can help the CCIDP to achieve its required outcomes and targets; and 
b) The need for better communications at all levels to ensure that messages reach as wide an audience as possible, and that good practice, initiatives and activities are captured, evaluated and shared.

20. Below is a summary of the recommendations of the sub group, which are then explained in more detail individually from paragraph 21 onwards.
	Recommendation 1

	What?  A full review of the current action plan to address gaps and areas for improvement, as well as highlighting good practice to be shared.

How?  A SWOT or gap analysis should be performed against the current action plan, and current action should be mapped and analysed to see what has been achieved to date.

Whom? CCIDP Executive and Board

When?  By March 2010


	Recommendation 2 

	What?  Identify new activities that will impact on targets and priorities and which will need and encourage joint working to succeed.

How?  Building on the review conducted under recommendation 1, include new, joint activities to address the weaknesses, threats and opportunities which are identified as part of the SWOT analysis.

Whom? CCIDP Executive and Board

When?  March 2010


	Recommendation 3

	What?  All actions in the action plan should be SMART

How?  Any actions decided following the SWOT analysis should carry SMART criteria, as stated in the Delivery Partnership’s Terms of Reference

Whom? CCIDP Executive and Board

When?  By March 2010


	Recommendation 4

	What? Internal and external communication of the messages, actions and work being done needs to be improved and increased to raise awareness, encourage recording and sharing of good practices, reduce duplication and promote interest and participation, including joint initiatives with other partnerships. 
How?  A single, shared, comprehensive and county wide communications strategy, which has sufficient resource to ensure it is widely known, acted on, measured and reviewed by all partners and stakeholders.

Whom? CCIDP Executive and Board for CCIDP and SSP Board for consideration as a wider issue across all DPs.
When?  March 2010


	Recommendation 5

	What? Current evidence should be recorded, analysed and used to target the activity within the reviewed action plan, both geographically and demographically.

How?  The new Place Survey results should be analysed and used to help with targeting of particular geographic localities, communities or groups of people.  Other local evidence and activity from all partners, for example “The Suffolk Rural Community Cohesion Index: Mapping Community Cohesion Indicators - Suffolk’s Rural Areas” (Suffolk County Council, February 2008), should be captured and recorded to support and supplement the Place Survey evidence. 
Whom? CCIDP Executive

When?  Analysis by December 2009, with systems set up to record other evidence by March 2010.


	Recommendation 6

	What?  Continuity and equity in representation at CCIDP meetings, with all relevant organisations being represented, members of CCIDP attending regularly and having sufficient seniority/authority to take actions forward.

How?  Workshops or regular agenda items at CCIDP meetings to share concerns and table particular needs, so that a true partnership approach, and sharing or resources, can work for the benefit of all members, in both large and small organisations, encouraging attendance and participation.

Whom? CCIDP Board and Executive

When?  March 2010


	Recommendation 7

	What?  To create a system of formal links with other delivery partnerships and LSPs, enabling a two way process that shares good practice, expertise and achievements, for the benefit of all.

How?  A possible system of champions was discussed by the CCIDP Executive on 30 July, and may be one way forward.  CCIDP could pilot this system, and the results could then be evaluated and reviewed with a view to such interaction between all delivery partnerships.

Whom? CCIDP Board and Executive, with SSP Board considering this system for all delivery partnerships

When?  Initial trial system in place by December 2009, to be reviewed in June 2010


	Recommendation 8

	What?  That the funding issues, including equity and targeting of funding, and the barriers this presents to full participation in the partnership, should be investigated

How?  The LAA Joint Scrutiny Panel considers placing this as an item on their forward work programme.

Whom? The LAA Joint Scrutiny Panel 

When?  To consider at the 23 September 2009 meeting


	Recommendation 9

	What?  That LSP accountability and reporting mechanisms, including their role in the LAA, should be investigated

How?  The LAA Joint Scrutiny Panel considers placing this as an item on their forward work programme.

Whom? The LAA Joint Scrutiny Panel 

When?  To consider at the 23 September 2009 meeting


	Recommendation 10

	What?  That consideration should be given to reducing the number of Delivery Partnerships to address overlap and duplication and to encourage cross cutting partnership working.

How?  A review of the current Delivery Partnership arrangements is conducted.

Whom? Performance Management Group and Suffolk Strategic Partnership Board
When?  March 2010


Key Findings and Conclusions 

21. The sub group recognises that the CCIDP is very young, and that, at the time of the scrutiny, its action plan was relatively new.  The wide remit of CCIDP and the intrinsic difficulties of measuring achievements in this complex area of work are also recognised. This is a point that was made by many of the witnesses.  There is already evidence of good practice and the work that has been done should not be underestimated.  The witnesses were enthusiastic and had a real desire to see the work of the delivery partnership strengthen and move forward.

22. The sub group members note and commend what has taken place, recognising that more time is needed to see some of the outcomes from this work, but also believe that the recommendations in this report can enhance the process of building an effective working partnership as quickly as possible.

23. Much activity has been taking place since the start of the scrutiny.  At its final meeting on 27 August the sub group heard about outcomes from a CCIDP Executive Group workshop, which took place on 30 July 2009, during the course of this scrutiny.  The members were very pleased to hear about proposals being developed, which will go some way towards addressing some of the recommendations in this report, and look forward to seeing these proposals put into action.  These included:
a) Stronger links with other delivery partnerships, recognising synergy and overlap and avoiding duplication;

b) The possible development of a co-ordinating and enabling role for CCIDP, to embed community cohesion and inclusion in the work of the other delivery partnerships;

c) Exploring the  possible use of a system of CCIDP champions as representatives on other delivery partnerships; 
d) Developing outcome measures and timescales for the action plan; and
e) Using Place Survey information to help focus actions and priorities by location.
24. The CCIDP has just been awarded some Performance Reward Grant money for specific projects including the drama workshops identified in activity CC1 of the CCIDP action plan, and has also secured money from the Migration Impact Fund.  The sub group congratulates the CCIDP on securing this funding, whilst still recognising the continuing difficulties of undertaking the work needed to achieve the required outcomes and performance within existing resources.  With such a wide and complex remit it will be a considerable challenge to do this without other additional funding.

25. The sub group were very concerned to hear about the resignation of Jane Basham, Vice Chair of the CCIDP Board and withdrawal of the Ipswich and Suffolk Council for Racial Equality (ISCRE) from the delivery partnership.  Members were very therefore pleased to hear about the negotiations taking place at the time of writing this report to ensure that ISCRE is quickly brought back into the CCIDP. The sub group believes that ISCRE’s involvement is imperative, and supports these ongoing negotiations towards a satisfactory conclusion.
26. The following paragraphs look at each recommendation in more detail, giving an outline of the evidence which contributed to each of them.
Recommendation 1

27. The process for putting together the action plan involved compiling a log of activities and condensing and collating those activities into a plan.  It did not include a SWOT analysis, so the activities listed are examples of action already taking place, often highlighting good practices, but not necessarily addressing gaps or areas for improvement.  Although some of the original projects may have undergone such analysis through their originating organisation, this was not in the context of the outcomes and targets of the CCIDP.  
28. This recommendation suggests a review of the action plan by doing such an analysis to allow the plan to reflect more actions to fill gaps and move forward on areas which need development.  Ultimately this will help towards achieving against the relevant LAA2 indicators and achieving the priorities of “Transforming Suffolk”
	Recommendation 1

	What?  A full review of the current action plan to address gaps and areas for improvement, as well as highlighting good practice to be shared.
How?  A SWOT or gap analysis should be performed against the current action plan, and current action should be mapped and analysed to see what has been achieved to date.
Whom? CCIDP Executive and Board
When?  By March 2010


Recommendation 2
29. As the action plan is the product of condensing and collating a log of 180+ activities, the plan mainly contains existing activities, with very few new joint activities.  This tends to encourage members to continue working on their own projects, as they always have done, rather than working together to make a new activity work.  Working together to achieve a joint aim could help cement relationships and establish a better understanding of roles and responsibilities within the partnership, whilst ensuring good practice is shared and duplication avoided.
30. Witnesses have said that this action plan is “a guide”, “a framework”, “and a good starting point” and it does recognise much good work that is going on in Suffolk, and gives a focus for that work.  However, it does not contain many new activities which could potentially take the delivery partnership forward as a partnership rather than a group of individual organisations.
	Recommendation 2 

	What?  Identify new activities that will impact on targets and priorities and which will need and encourage joint working to succeed.
How?  Building on the review conducted under recommendation 1, include new, joint activities to address the weaknesses, threats and opportunities which are identified as part of the SWOT analysis.
Whom? CCIDP Executive and Board
When?  March 2010


Recommendation 3
31. The aims within the CCIDP Terms of Reference shown on their website state that “To develop an action plan for the delivery of community strategy outcomes and LAA2 targets where actions must be SMART...” 

32. The current activities in the action plan are not SMART (specific, measurable, achievable, realistic and timebound).  Many have no timescales or methods of measuring success, and some do not appear to be achievable.  Sub group members felt that the action plan was really a list of aims and aspirations with no real indication of how and when activities were going to be achieved, and how that achievement would be measured.  This view was echoed by some witnesses, who said that measuring some of the actions, such as CC2 was “too hard” or “really difficult”.
33. One of the objectives of this scrutiny was to examine progress against action CC2, but the leads on this had not met to discuss this at all and it was evident that this is not a realistic action, but is really a longer term aim.  It should not really be part of an action plan, but would be better as part of a longer term business plan for the delivery partnership, with detailed actions in the plan underpinning it.  It would be hard to write as a SMART action.
	Recommendation 3

	What?  All actions in the action plan should be SMART
How?  Any actions decided following the SWOT analysis should carry SMART criteria, as stated in the Delivery Partnership’s Terms of Reference
Whom? CCIDP Executive and Board

When?  By March 2010


Recommendation 4
34. Evidence received indicated confusion about the purpose of the action plan.  The plan is published on the website, as a public document, but some members of the Executive viewed it as an internal document only.  This also resulted in some difference of opinion over the need to communicate the plan beyond the CCIDP.  This confusion may have resulted in the action plan not being communicated by the leads for particular items.

35. As the action plan is published on the website the sub group members took that view that is an external document.  As such it needs to be more clearly communicated, both within the organisations that comprise the CCIDP and more widely with communities, voluntary sector groups, and other interested bodies and groups.  Witnesses spoke about promoting understanding and dispelling the myths, and this can only be achieved with the help of good communication.
36. Good communication will ensure that consistent messages are being delivered throughout Suffolk and aid the publicising and sharing of the learning from current initiatives and good practices that are taking place all over the county.  It was clear from evidence received during presentations and interviews that there is no county wide co-ordination of communications. Some of the witnesses interviewed, from important partner organisations had very little awareness of the action plan or its content.  There is an obvious danger of duplication and re-inventing the wheel, so wasting precious resources that could be better used.  
	Recommendation 4

	What? Internal and external communication of the messages, actions and work being done needs to be improved and increased to raise awareness, encourage recording and sharing of good practices, reduce duplication and promote interest and participation, including joint initiatives with other partnerships.

How?  A single, shared, comprehensive and county wide communications strategy, which has sufficient resource to ensure it is widely known, acted on, measured and reviewed by all partners and stakeholders.

Whom? CCIDP Executive and Board for CCIDP and SSP Board for consideration as a wider issue across all DPs.
When?  March 2010


Recommendation 5
37. During the course of the scrutiny the first parts of the results of the Place survey became available.  The sub group recognise that this data is not comprehensive and that it has limitations in terms of what is measured, and how it is measured.  Such perception based surveys will always be subjective and subject to influence from current national news stories, but this is the data that will be used to measure Suffolk’s success.  Currently there is very little geographic targeting within the action plan and the Place Survey data should enable this to happen. 
38. Place Survey data can be analysed and used to inform the action plan as soon as possible, so that activities can be targeted to localities and areas where improvement is needed.  In addition, evidence of other activities not measured by the Place Survey can be gathered and recorded, to aid other activity such as Comprehensive Area Assessment.
39. In addition, the aims within the CCIDP Terms of Reference shown on their website state that “To develop an action plan for the delivery of community strategy outcomes and LAA2 targets where actions … reflect the needs of different localities.” 
	Recommendation 5

	What? Current evidence should be recorded, analysed and used to target the activity within the reviewed action plan, both geographically and demographically.

How?  The new Place Survey results should be analysed and used to help with targeting of particular geographic localities, communities or groups of people.  Other local evidence and activity from all partners, for example “The Suffolk Rural Community Cohesion Index: Mapping Community Cohesion Indicators - Suffolk’s Rural Areas” (Suffolk County Council, February 2008), should be captured and recorded to support and supplement the Place Survey evidence. 
Whom? CCIDP Executive

When?  Analysis by December 2009, with systems set up to record other evidence by March 2010.


Recommendation 6
40. It became evident during the scrutiny that there is not always continuity in who represents partner organisations at CCIDP meetings.  This hampers progress and makes good communication of the right messages through partner organisations difficult, particularly where substitutes do not have the authority to make the necessary decisions or take responsibility for pieces of work. The sub group recognise that there is a resource issue for some smaller organisations, particularly those in the voluntary and community sector, with people who are already very busy trying to achieve their own targets and priorities.  

41. It also became evident that some members of CCIDP, although they attended meetings, did not have the same level of engagement as others.  These included representatives of some of the larger partners, who are very important to the work and success of the partnership.  

42. There is a need to change the way some partners are thinking and encourage achievement of their own organisation’s objectives through partnership working, so that expertise, time and other resources are used to the best advantage for all partners.  Again this would also minimise duplication and promote sharing of good practice throughout Suffolk.
	Recommendation 6

	What?  Continuity and equity in representation at CCIDP meetings, with all relevant organisations being represented, members of CCIDP attending regularly and having sufficient seniority/authority to take actions forward.

How?  Workshops or regular agenda items at CCIDP meetings to share concerns and table particular needs, so that a true partnership approach, and sharing or resources, can work for the benefit of all members, in both large and small organisations, encouraging attendance and participation.

Whom? CCIDP Board and Executive

When?  March 2010


Recommendation 7

43. The remit of the CCIDP is very wide and very complex.  Some of the aims of the CCIDP could be delivered by other delivery partnership, and also potentially through some community and parish activity, such as parish planning, and some areas of its remit can only be measured through the work of those other delivery partnerships.  There are activities happening within other delivery partnerships and Local Strategic Partnerships (LSPs) and other initiatives being piloted or taking place throughout local authorities in Suffolk, which could impact on or be impacted on by the CCIDP work.  Equally CCIDP could have expertise to share with these activities.

44. There is an urgent need for links to be built with other delivery partnerships, local authorities and community organisations outside those partnerships to both influence and benefit from the activities taking place.  This is a daunting task given the size of the remit, but a good starting point would be to formalise the links with other delivery partnerships and with LSPs.  This should also encompass the work being done within particular LAs and should benefit all concerned.

	Recommendation 7

	What?  To create a system of formal links with other delivery partnerships and LSPs, enabling a two way process that shares good practice, expertise and achievements, for the benefit of all.

How?  A possible system of champions was discussed by the CCIDP Executive on 30 July, and may be one way forward.  CCIDP could pilot this system, and the results could then be evaluated and reviewed with a view to such interaction between all overlapping delivery partnerships.

Whom? CCIDP Board and Executive, with SSP Board considering this system for all overlapping delivery partnerships.
When?  Initial trial system in place by December 2009, to be reviewed in June 2010.


Recommendation 8
45. There are issues with the absence of particular funding for initiatives and activities.  Some additional funding has been secured for particular activities, but many activities in the action plan are being contained within the organisation’s current resources.  There is a question mark over the equity of the situation, with some partners having much more resource in terms of people and funding.  This is of particular relevance to the voluntary and community sector, who often have very limited funding and few paid staff.  Several witnesses spoke of the need for some equity in funding being necessary for such organisations to function on equal terms within the partnership.

46. One witness remarked on the historical nature of some funding and talked about current funding sometimes not hitting the mark.  With particular reference to the voluntary and community sector it was stated that “In the allocation of grants, other funding and the awarding of contracts by partners in the DP, the DP should ensure that they reflect the aspirations of the Community Cohesion and Inclusion agenda and that, where applicable, recipients should have or be working toward appropriate quality and performance management standards."
47. The question of funding has arisen in all of the Panel’s sub group scrutinies so far and this would appear to be a wider subject than this scrutiny of just one delivery partnership, but is a very real issue if all members are to function on an equal basis.
	Recommendation 8

	What?  That the funding issues, including equity and targeting of funding, and the barriers this presents to full participation in the partnership, should be investigated
How?  The LAA Joint Scrutiny Panel considers placing this as an item on their forward work programme.
Whom? The LAA Joint Scrutiny Panel 

When?  To consider at the 23 September 2009 meeting


Recommendation 9
48. The question of the links with LSPs, and how their activity is reported back and captured, has also been raised in each of the panel’s sub group scrutinies so far, and has also come up in other panel discussions.  There does not seem to be a satisfactory mechanism of reporting back or accountability from the LSPs into the LAA or SSP system.  This is also a wider subject than this individual scrutiny can cover, but has been identified as an issue. 
	Recommendation 9

	What?  That LSP accountability and reporting mechanisms, including their role in the LAA, should be investigated

How?  The LAA Joint Scrutiny Panel considers placing this as an item on their forward work programme.

Whom? The LAA Joint Scrutiny Panel 

When?  To consider at the 23 September 2009 meeting


49. In addition the Panel asked witnesses about their biggest challenges and what they might like to see changed.  Most of the answers to these questions are captured in the recommendations above, but there was one additional suggestion and one comment which the CCIDP may want to consider, and which seems an appropriate way to end this report.
50. The comment was “Success is difficult to measure, but if people working together can decide what success looks like, and say when it has happened, we will make Suffolk better and stronger.”
51. The request, which links directly to that comment, was for the CCIDP to have a way of celebrating success and affirming good practice.  There is lots of good practice and praiseworthy activity happening, and this was obvious from the evidence of all witnesses.  In such a complex and wide ranging area of work, this may be a small way of recognising achievement and promoting good practice.

Recommendation 10
52. Several witnesses expressed the view that the large number of separate delivery partnerships made cross cutting partnership working extremely difficult.  The sub group suggest that consideration should be given to reviewing the current delivery partnership arrangements and examining the benefits of reducing the total number of delivery partnerships.

	Recommendation 10

	What?  That consideration should be given to reducing the number of delivery partnerships to address overlap and duplication and to encourage cross cutting partnership working.

How?  A review of the current delivery partnership arrangements is conducted.

Whom? Performance Management Group and Suffolk Strategic Partnership Board

When?  March 2010


Summary of Scrutiny Evidence Considered  

	53. Over the period of time from 11 May to 10 September the sub group gathered and analysed evidence from a range of sources, and through different methods, to allow them to form a broad picture of how the CCIDP is working to progress and deliver against its action plan.  
54. Over a series of four meetings, held on 11 May, 8 July, 19 August and 27 August the sub group met with witnesses from:
Suffolk County Council

Suffolk Coastal District Council

CCIDP Board

CCIDP Executive

Faith Sector

Suffolk Acre

Mid Suffolk Community Board

Suffolk Police

55. Members of the sub group also met on a one to one basis with witnesses from:

Mid Suffolk District Council

Suffolk Association of Voluntary Organisations

CCIDP Executive

Suffolk Constabulary

56. Additional written evidence, specific to CCIDP activity and action plan was also received from Edwina Childs of the Audit Commission, with regard to the Comprehensive Area Assessment.
How the Scrutiny was undertaken

57. The scrutiny was undertaken by a sub group of four members of the Panel, which was set up at the Panel’s meeting held on 25 March 2009.  The scrutiny was scoped and the outline objectives of scrutiny agreed at initial sub group meeting on 11 May and these were approved by a full Panel meeting on 6 June 2009.

58. The sub group agreed to obtain evidence from a range of members from the CCIDP and LAs within Suffolk.  In addition members met with additional members of the CCIDP Executive on a one to one basis.  This was done to ensure that evidence was obtained from a range of members representing different interests with in the CCIDP.
59. The sub group were also interested to find out about links into other community activity, such as the locality pilots currently taking place in Suffolk, and set up an additional meeting to hear from witnesses who were  directly involved in the Mid Suffolk pilot..
60. All the evidence received was analysed and was considered at a sub group meeting held on 27 August.  The recommendations contained in this report form the findings of the sub group.


Annexes
Annex A – 
Community Cohesion and Inclusion Scrutiny Sub Group Objectives of Scrutiny
	Abbreviations used in this report

CCIDP – Community Cohesion and Inclusion Delivery Partnership
ISCRE – Ipswich Council for Racial Equality
LA – Local Authority
LAA – Local Area Agreement
LSP – Local Strategic Partnership
(The) Panel – Local Area Agreement Joint Scrutiny Panel

SAVO – Suffolk Association of Voluntary Organisations
SCC – Suffolk County Council

SMART – Specific, Measureable, Achievable, Realistic, Timebound
SSP – Suffolk Strategic Partnership

SWOT – Strengths, weaknesses, opportunities and threats
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