Joint DP and LSP Co-ordinators meeting

13th July 2009

Britten Room, Endeavour House
Attendees:

Luke Bennett, Suffolk Coastal LSP

Jonathan Free, Mid Suffolk LSP

Renu Mandal, One Ipswich

Debra Smith, Waveney LSP 

David Wood, Western Suffolk LSP
Jenny Wilson, Localities and Partnerships Team

Clair Harvey, Localities and Partnerships Team

Susanne Anderson, Adult Learning & Skills

Allison Coleman, Community Cohesion & Inclusion
Jo Cowley, Care, Health & Independence
Iain Dunnett, Greenest County
Tina Hines, Children’s Trust
Sally Hogg, Healthy Ambitions

Elspeth Gibson, Healthy Ambitions

Alan Keely, Safer Suffolk

Denise King, Culture & Sport

Hazel Mackintosh, Adult Learning & Skills
Helen Utteridge, Economic Prosperity
Ian Barton, GO-East

Sara Blake, Localities and Partnerships Team

Lynda Bubb, GO-East

Laura Hack, Voluntary and Community Sector

Clair Harvey, Localities and Partnerships Team

Jenny Wilson, Localities and Partnerships Team
	1. 
	Apologies: 

Helen Utteridge, Economic Prosperity DP
Sally Hogg, Healthy Ambitions DP (Rebecca Hams attending)

	2. 
	PRG - feedback from PMG
There was a discussion about the concerns raised by the SSP Board, in a letter to PMG, regarding the PRG process. These included:

· The openness and transparency of the process

· The limited ‘joint working ‘ that seems to have been achieved through the process

· Post assessment of PRG and how projects would be monitored.

PMG concluded that they had delivered the process that the SSP had originally set out and that the PRG process should not be stopped at this stage. PMG did not look at each proposal in detail and did not make specific comments on the content of proposals, they did however provide overall comments which included;

· DPs had done the job they were tasked to do

· some good projects identified but they felt there was a lack of innovation

· disappointment that no joint bids were put forward by Delivery Partnerships (no joint working across the DPs could be identified)

JW informed the DPs that PMG had agreed to fund all projects and that each DP is likely to receive £145k. This recommendation will now go forward to SSP Board by the end of July. DPs should not spend any money until final conformation is given.
DK - tried to put joint bids forward but too difficult to get proposals through two different DPs within four months. The process of getting DP Board agreement was too bureaucratic.

EG - tried to put together a joint bid around ‘the pub is the hub’ but had similar issues and found that people did not have the capacity to work on a joint bid outside of meetings.

RH - asked for detailed feedback from on the bids from PMG. CH explained that PMG had not gone through each proposal in detail and therefore would not be in a position to do that, however the Partnerships Team would be happy to feedback comments from those that reviewed the proposals if that would be useful.
ID - Greenest County had worked with some DPs and that had led to agreement on which areas DPs would take forward, but agreed that time and capacity was an issue.

DP co-ordinators agreed that the lead in time was not long enough to allow joint working across DPs.

It was suggested that DPs need to think now about possible future projects in preparation for future funding rounds.

ID - projects put forward by the Greenest County were aimed at levering in more funding from other sources and this meant that innovation wasn’t always a key factor in the projects identified. 

Feedback from PMG Workshop
JW fed back from the PMG workshop part of the meeting where they looked at their role and how it might work in the future. Key points from discussions included;

· More joint working across DPs is needed
· Cross cutting issues aren’t being adequately addressed (by all parts of the SSP structure)

· Huge amount of performance information and data meant that PMG couldn’t always see the bigger picture about what we’re trying to achieve.

· Focus of performance clinics on a single DP meant that cross cutting issues weren’t being considered

· PMG want to learn from the leadership programme – to become change managers, to be the place where barriers and blockages are removed to enable DPs to deliver their outcomes.

· PMG have asked each DP to identify one issue that cuts across the DPs that they would like to see PMG address. These will be considered along with issues identified by members of PMG.

A good way of DPs demonstrating that they are addressing cross cutting issues will be to follow up the actions from the Action Planning Workshop in February, which resulted in each DP being tasked with some questions about cross cutting issues. DPs are due to respond by September. (Workshop results can be found at: http://www.transformingsuffolk.co.uk/information-centre/action-planning-workshop )
Similarly, at a previous DP co-ordinators meeting in March each co-ordinator had considered the outcomes of other DPs and identified two or three areas where they could work with another DP. Again this work could be another way of demonstrating that DPs are working together and addressing cross cutting issues.

HM - focus for the Adult Learning and Skills Partnership had been LAA targets and not cross cutting issues.
It was agreed we need to work together to provide evidence on how DPs are working together and what they are achieving to better inform PMG and the SSP Board.

Several DP co-ordinators identified where they are already working together and the Ageing Well conference was held up as one of the best examples.
CH suggested that the next edition of the Transforming Suffolk Newsletter be dedicated to highlighting how DPs are working together. 

ACTION: DP Co-ordinators to send JW the issue they would like PMG to consider.

ACTION: Next Transforming Suffolk newsletter to be dedicated to DPs. 
Communication
JF informed the group that the SSP Chair has received a letter from a DP asking for a meeting to take place between all DP chairs. This has previously been discussed at the co-ordinators meetings. DP co-ordinators agreed at that time that a Chairs meeting would not be a productive use of time, but in light of the letter to the SSP Board chair, DP co-ordinators were asked for their views again.

The suggestion of a Chairs meeting has been raised at one DP meeting where the DP agreed there are already a huge amount of meetings and that they would not want to see any more. 

DK - Culture and Sport DP would be supportive of a Chairs meeting.

JC - asked if Chairs could be invited to sit on the SSP Board and whether that would remove the need for a separate chairs meeting. RC to consider this for future SSP Board meetings.
ACTION: RC to speak to Clare Euston about DP chairs attending the SSP Board meetings
LSP and DP joint working

CH fed back from the LSP co-ordinators meeting where it was identified that LSP and DPs still have some way to go in working together. It was agreed that DPs need to have a better understanding of what LSPs are doing to contribute to DP outcomes.

EG - attended the Suffolk Coastal LSP forum which she found really useful.

LB - Suffolk Coastal undertakes forward planning for projects and it would be useful to engage DPs in the initial stages.

JF - DPs shouldn’t wait for an invite to LSPs – if they need/want to go along to meetings just need to ask.
TH - The Children’s Trust want to consult LSPs on the CYP Plan and asked what the best way to engage was. It was agreed that each LSP would be different, some would take it to there Board, some would have a working group that would engage. TH to contact LSPs to organise engagement.

RC – asked, if the PRG wasn’t split and LSPs and DP had to bid for the same pot, would that promote more joint working?
It was agreed that DPs focus on larger projects over a wider area and LSPs on smaller projects at a very local, micro-level and therefore projects aren’t comparable. It was also agreed that LSPs are not equally placed in terms of capacity to work up bids for funding. LSPs also deal with issues that may not be countywide priorities.

It was agreed that communications across partnerships still needs improving and this should be an item on the agenda for the next meeting. Utilising existing links between DPs and LSPs also needs to be improved.
ACTION: TH to contact LSPs re. consultation on CYP plan.

	3.
	RIEP Update
The Regional Improvement and Efficiency Partnership (RIEP) have identified 4 areas that they would like to put money into:
1. Community Empowerment – being dealt with through the Regional Empowernent Partnership which both Renu and Clair sit on.

2. Skills and Worklessness – a number of workshops have been run on this across the region and the results are currently being analysed
3. Climate Change  - 2 people have been appointed at EEDA to lead on this for the region
4. Community Cohesion– Community Cohesion and Inclusion DP have received £428K from the migration fund. This is less than the original bid and the DP are yet to agree which elements of the bid will be taken forward.

For more information on what the RIEP is funding this year please visit the Inspire East website: www.inspire-east.org.uk 

	4. 
	Representational website for VCS
LH explained that SAVO have been working with LSPs and DPs on VCS representation and they were now looking at how they support those VCS representatives. 

LH circulated a briefing paper and talked through the key areas, including;

· training sessions for VCS members to help them understand there role

· a website containing all the relevant information on SSP and LSP as well os the VCS.
CH - it would be useful to consider how the training could be utilised to help support officers within the SSP/LSP structures.

ACTION: CH/JF/LH/RC to meet to consider how VCS training could be utilised across the partnerships


	5. 
	Future Jobs Fund Update
HM informed the group that as part of the budget announcement there were a number of proposals around supporting 18-24 year olds to get jobs. There is £1bn jobs fund to create 150,000 new jobs across the country. The funding will be focused on the hardest to reach and economic hotspots.
SA circulated a handout containing details on the jobs that Suffolk will look to create. A bid for £1,260,000 will be developed for Suffolk which aims to create 15 jobs by 1st October 2009. A further 50 post will be create in December/January and another 20 in March 2010.

The funding will pay for the posts for a year and employers showing an interest have to show some sort of sustainability, either in continuation of a job or training.

	6. 
	Locality Pilots Update
SB outlined the three locality pilot areas in Suffolk:

· Haverhill – looking at devolvement of budgets

· Brandon and Lakenheath – focused on hard to reach and testing a neighbourhood panel approach

· Stowmarket – three community boards based on Safer Neighbourhood Team areas (two SNT areas, one of which is split in two)

The pilots have been developed in response to the Duty to Involve and CAA.

Engagement in Stowmarket has included ‘grumpy hour’ in pubs in the Stowmarket area to gain people’s views and consultation at Stowmarket rail station at 6.15am to engage commuters. Community Boards made up of cllrs (CC,DC and PC), local residents, community groups, the police and PCT are now considering the results of the consultation to set priorities. A pooled budget is also being put together to which will be used to test Participatory Budgeting in the Autumn, where the public will vote on which projects get funding.

SA asked how the locality pilots could work with DPs and LSPs in delivering strategic priorities.

JF - Community Boards are a good consultation group to test ideas and scope for local delivery.

EG - Saxmundham have initiated a ‘Ministry of Food’ street party through a GP surgery and suggested that this might be something that could be replicated with the community boards.
DW asked if the Haverhill Partnership existed and whether work on the Haverhill pilot included them or not. SB explained that the pilot is trying to reinvigorate the existing partnership and is not replacing it with a Community Board.

CT asked how closely the pilot areas are working with CYP clusters. SB explained that the boundaries aren’t co-terminus, but that the clusters were engaged, mainly through the extended schools officers.

It was asked how parish plans are linked to the pilots. SB explained that in Stowmarket they had worked with parishes to identify issues in the parish plan that could be translated in into a consultation response.

Further information can be found at: http://www.suffolk.gov.uk/CouncilAndDemocracy/AboutSCC/SpecialistSupportFunctions/ CorporateStrategyAndPartnerships/LocalityPilots.htm


	7.
	Local Children’s Trust Partnerships
TH explained that the Children’s Trust is one of the nine Delivery Partnerships, but that it was also a statutory partnership around all services that are provided to children and young people. The structure includes a Board, Executive and 18 community clusters.

The Children’s Trust is looking to improve links between strategic and local commissioning in Community Clusters through 3 pilot areas in Thurston, south Ipswich and Waveney and Blyth. 
A reference group is being set up to take the pilots forward and we need to make sure the right representatives are around the table, including LSPs.

There was a discussion about how LSPs might want to engage with the pilots and LSPs agreed that each is different and will have a different way of engaging – some through Boards and some through working groups. TH needs to discuss engagement with LSPs on an individual basis.

There was a discussion about whether the pilot work would include a review of boundaries as they are not co-terminus with other boundaries. TH explained that the boundaries are based on school pyramids and are therefore difficult to change. Boundary changes have been discussed many times prior to the pilots and will not be part of the scope for the pilot project. 

ACTION: TH to contact LSP co-ordinators to establish links to pilots.



	8. 
	AOB

None


