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Culture and Sport - Report of the Scrutiny Sub Group
Background
1.  On 22 July 2009 the Local Area Agreement Joint Scrutiny Panel (the Panel) received information and a presentation from Richard Hunt, regarding the work of the Culture and Sport Delivery Partnership (CSDP). 
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 CSDP, 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 1 September and received further information about CSDP, with particular reference to work being undertaken with other delivery partnerships to deliver against the key indicators.  This meeting was also attended by a member of the SCC Planning and Performance Improvement Team, to help identify additional data and information that might be available to the sub group 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 23 September 2009.  This is attached at Appendix 1.
6. The uncertainties surrounding the changes to the Suffolk Strategic Partnership (SSP) governance has made identification of who should take forward some of the recommendations difficult.  The sub group have used the titles SSP Board and Leadership Collaborative, but recognise that these may not be correct once the new structure is decided.
7. 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
8. This scrutiny of the Culture and Sport Delivery Partnership has been carried out by a sub group of the LAA Joint Scrutiny Panel and as chairman of the sub group I would like to thank all the witnesses for their time and for their openness and the officers of Suffolk County Council, who have speedily provided us with all the information which we have requested during the scrutiny process.

9. I would also like to thank all the members of the sub group,  who have devoted a great deal of time and thought to this scrutiny process and have all contributed to the final report and to the many interesting debates along the way.

10. The sub group are extremely grateful to the scrutiny officers for their guidance on the scrutiny process and for their invaluable support throughout.

11. During the scrutiny process all the members of the sub group have learned a great deal about the work of the Culture and Sport Delivery Partnership and have been impressed by new initiatives which are being nurtured by the Partnership.  In our report we have praised good work in the Delivery Partnership and have also made constructive recommendations for changes which we believe will lead to improvements in the CSDP.  We have also taken a wider view and made recommendations which we hope will also lead to improvements in the governance and organisation of the LAA as a whole, particularly to enable the LAA to achieve more through effective joint working between partners in the future.

12. The sub group gathered information and opinions from a variety of sources and our understanding of the increasing importance of both sport and culture has grown a great deal.    One witness described sport and culture as “the glue that holds communities together” and I believe that the CSDP is in a unique position to take an overview across Suffolk and to try to ensure that the provision of sport and culture will meet the needs of all our communities.  We hope that the CSDP will find our report useful and constructive and that our recommendations will help to enhance the work of this important delivery partnership in the future.

Helen Levack






Sub Group Chairman
Terms of Reference of the Scrutiny Sub Group 

13. The breadth of work of all the delivery partnerships is such that a time limited scrutiny cannot hope to cover every aspect of its activities.  To ensure effective scrutiny each sub group undertakes a scoping exercise to focus the scrutiny on one particular aspect of the DP’s work. The scoping exercise for this scrutiny identified indicator NI8 as the focus for the sub group’s work.
14. The sub group decided that its objectives of scrutiny would be to:

 “Transforming Suffolk” recognises that “a number of issues cut across these four themes and are critical to the community strategy priorities.”  It states that “It is important that these areas of work are not lost in the overall implementation of the community strategy and that sufficient emphasis is still placed upon their role in achieving the overall vision for Suffolk.  As one of the focus areas to progress this cross cutting work “Transforming Suffolk states that:
 “In 2028, Suffolk will have increased participation in culture, sport and recreational activities”
In order to investigate how this is working the scrutiny sub group have identified their headline objective of scrutiny as:
To investigate cross cutting work taking place to achieve the targets for LAA2 indicator NI8 - Adult participation in Sport and Active Recreation, between

· Delivery Partnerships, and their member organisations;

· Local Authorities; and

· Local Strategic Partnerships
Recommendations of the Scrutiny Sub Group – Summary
15. The scrutiny sub group recognises how young the Culture and Sport Delivery Partnership (CSDP) is and applauds what has been achieved in a short period of time.  They recognise the good work which is taking place and would like to make particular reference to the work of Denise King, Cultural Partnership Manager, in driving CSDP forward, with many witnesses taking the time to praise Denise’s work.  The sub group want the recommendations in this report to add value to the work taking place. 
16. This scrutiny has concentrated on LAA Indicator NI8 and therefore has only addressed sport and active recreation and not the cultural side of CSDP’s work. 

17. The sub group had some difficulty in addressing what appeared to be two action or delivery plans which caused some confusion, with one for the identified priorities and one for CSDP’s indicators.  It would be clearer, and aid communications, if there was one action plan, with aims, objectives and activities to clearly demonstrate the links.  This is the case with most other DPs.
18. The sub group have identified some recommendations that are common themes across the four sub group scrutinies conducted by the Panel.  These are:
a.  Issues with leadership, both at DP level, and, equally importantly in the SSP and the LAA itself, where there is currently uncertainty over future governance arrangements and the roles of the LAA governing bodies;
b.  The high proportion of Local Authority (LA) representations on the DP governing bodies, compared to other sector partners;

c. The need for clarification of the role of Local Strategic Partnerships (LSPs) in relation to the LAA and the Transforming Suffolk priorities;

d. Issues with the relevance of some of the indicators as a useful indicator for measuring DP and LAA performance; and
e. The need for increased cross-partnership working.
19. Below is a summary of the recommendations of the sub group, which are then explained in more detail individually from paragraph 25 onwards. 
	Recommendation 1 – LAA Governance and  Delivery Partnerships

	What?  The current LAA structure is not delivering the best results in terms of joined up working and good outcomes.  Minimising duplication and overlap, addressing gaps in delivery, sharing the many good practices taking place, and ensuring proper resourcing, are all areas which need to be urgently addressed to ensure that the LAA is delivering effectively and efficiently,

How?  

a. The current governance and delivery partnership framework to be reviewed, to look at the role and function of each delivery partnership and the overlaps and gaps which are currently inbuilt in to the framework.  

b. As part of that review to: 

i. Share information and co-ordinate action plans and projects across all delivery partnerships.  This could be done, for example, through a forum of DP Chairmen.

ii. Use Healthy Ambitions Suffolk as a model for delivery partnership work being “real time”, not an add-on.

c. Clarify the situation regarding centralised support for the DPs and partnership working in general.

Whom?  Leadership Collaborative and SSP Board

When?  

a. By September 2010

b. By September 2010

c. By March 2010


	Recommendation 2 – The CSDP Executive Group and Board

	What?  The membership of the CSDP Executive Group and Board is too narrow and does not allow input and influence from the broad range of organisations who are working in the areas relevant to the work of CSDP.  This gives the impression of LA control and discourages other organisations from partnership working.

How?  CSDP to be more inclusive and encourage partnership working with other important stakeholders in this work, including the voluntary and community sectors, by urgently reviewing its Executive Group and Board membership, or establishing an alternative method for such representation on relevant issues.  

Whom?  CSDP Executive Group and Board

When?  By June 2010


	Recommendation 3 – Delivery and Action Plan

	What?  The style of the delivery plans is confusing in trying to obtain an overall view of the work of CSDP and see the links between the priorities and the achievement of the NIs.  The delivery plan also contains priorities which overlap with the activity of other DPs, so may not need to be a CSDP priority.

How?  Review of the current delivery plans, including the consideration of overlapping work by other DPs, and the development of one clear, SMART, action plan linking together the aims, objectives and activities of CSDP

Whom?  CSDP Executive and Board

When?  By June 2010


	Recommendation 4 – Use of proxy indicators

	What?  The extended use of proxy indicators to give a clearer, wider picture of the outcomes of the delivery partnership activities.

How?  

a. The current use of proxy indicators is expanded in CSDP to encompass a wider range of activity and outcomes from the DPs activities, and shared as a good practice with other DPs.

b. The information from the proxy indicators in analysed and used to inform planning and targeting for future activity and initiatives.

Whom?  CSDP Executive and Board

               Suffolk Performance Improvement Officers’ Group

    Leadership Collaborative and SSP Board across delivery partnerships

When?   By September 2010


	Recommendation 5 – Great East Swim

	What? The Great East Swim was a large scale single event, which was successful, but the outcomes of such initiatives could be better for the people of Suffolk if a range of targeted supporting activities throughout Suffolk were developed as part of the project.  

How?  

a. When planning the next Great East Swim, or similar large scale initiatives, work in partnership with all sectors, public, independent, voluntary, community and charities to develop a range of supporting local, targeted events throughout Suffolk

b. Publish the results of the evaluation of the 2009 event and use those results to inform the plans for future events, such as the Great East Swim 2010

Whom? CSDP Executive Group and Board

When?  As part of the planning cycle for the Great East Swim, or other large projects, with a progress report to the Panel in June 2010


	Recommendation 6 – Joint working to reach young adults

	What? There is an urgent need for joined up working across DPs, other partner organisations, the independent and community and voluntary sectors to address the issues of physical activity for young adults.

How?  The artificial divisions of the DPs, and those additionally created by age-related NIs, to be addressed and a clear, SMART, joint action plan put in place, identifying activities and projects, and using resources and expertise to best effect to target this important group.
Whom? All relevant DP Executives and Boards, in partnership with other relevant sectors

When?  Action Plan in place by September 2010, with a progress report by June 2010


	Recommendation 7 – Cross-partnership working

	What?  Current cross-partnership working needs to be developed and expanded to explore important overlaps and links, and establish further projects that will help Suffolk to build a skilled and desirable workforce.  This will be of value to all the DPs concerned.

How?  Identify further cross cutting areas and develop these through joint projects and initiatives, particularly with Healthy Ambitions Suffolk, building on the good ideas and practices already in place, with Performance Reward Grant (PRG) funding being made available particularly for such joint projects which share resources and outcomes.

Whom? 

CSDP Executive Group, working with other relevant DP Executive Groups.

Suffolk Collaborative and SSP Board for future PRG allocation.

When?  By September 2010, with a progress report in June 2010


	Recommendation 8 – Geographic targeting of activity

	What?  The effectiveness of actions and initiatives to deliver against priorities and targets would be maximised by some geographical targeting.

How?  Use geographic and proxy indicator data to target particular areas of low achievement against indicators and work with local groups, other DPs and partners to identify and focus activities in those areas.

Whom? Executive Groups and Boards of all relevant DPs

When?  By June 2010


	Recommendation 9 – Partnership working with LSPs

	What?  If they are to continue to receive 50% of the PRG LSPs need to link in to the LAA and show how they are contributing to its achievements against indicators and targets, and against Transforming Suffolk priorities and outcomes, allowing their work and good practices to be shared and captured.  

How?  The role and relationship of LSPs to the LAA is clarified and documented.

Whom?  Leadership Collaborative and SSP Board

When?  By June 2010


Key Findings and Conclusions 

20. The CSDP is achieving well against target NI8 and some good work is taking place in terms of working with other delivery partnerships and new initiatives such as the Great East Swim.   The latest Comprehensive Area Assessment report states that “Physical and cultural activity is promoted well in Suffolk. Local people from all groups can take part in a range of physical activity”.  Delivery of such outcomes is due to the work of many bodies and organisations, but this is also a direct a reflection of work being done by CSDP.
21. The scrutiny sub group were impressed with the work being done on the proxy indicators, but would like to see more analysis of the results from these, particularly around the issue of geographic targeting as there are clear areas of Suffolk where much could be achieved to improve participation.

22. Although indicator NI8 is about adults, the sub group identified issues about the drop off in take up of physical activity for young adults and, given the influence this can have on family activity and future individual adult activity, this seems an area that would benefit from further cross DP working with Children’s Trust, Healthy ambitions and Adult learning and Skills, all of who would benefit equally from such work.
23. The Great East Swim was highlighted to the sub group as a successful cross cutting initiative and the members recognise the amount of work that has gone into this event, but had some reservations about the value of this for the people of Suffolk.  For this reason the sub group were very interested in seeing the evaluation and outcomes of this event but, at the time of writing this report, this was not available.   
24. The following paragraphs look at each recommendation in more detail, giving an outline of the evidence which contributed to each of them.
Recommendation 1
25. This scrutiny highlighted some general issues with the delivery partnership structure.  There is overlap and duplication, and there are also gaps, and there is not enough cross delivery partnership working to minimise these.  The sub group also noted how it appeared that delivery partnerships had different roles, with some being more advisory, some being deliverers of services and some marketing the work being done.  Other LAA Joint Scrutiny Panel sub group scrutinies have highlighted similar issues.

26. The Executive Groups and Boards of the delivery partnerships are primarily local authority people, with minimal representation from the voluntary and community sector and the independent sector.  One witness, talking about this issue, said “LAA is not just LA”, and there is a need for a better balance of partner representation.

27. There is also an issue regarding officer time and support of most DPs, which tends to be in the form of an add-on to their “day job”, but witnesses highlighted a need for what was described as “real time” to do the delivery partnership work, giving it the importance it deserves.  Healthy Ambitions Suffolk was highlighted as an example of how much can be achieved with dedicated resources.

28. Witnesses also highlighted a need for stronger leadership to co-ordinate delivery partnership activities, share good practice and minimise overlap.  There is a need for a method of highlighting issues which impact on more than one DP and where joint working could enable wider problems to be identified and addressed.  SSP Board was not seen as a forum that took on this role.  One suggestion was to have a Board and/or Executive Group Chairmen’s Group, who would share information and work together to encourage cross DP working and sharing of good practice.  Whilst agreeing with these sentiments, the sub group recognise the need to reduce bureaucracy and would welcome other, less bureaucratic, methods to achieve the same important outcomes. This could give rise to stronger, shared priorities to take partnership working to the next level.

29. Currently there is uncertainly over the future of centralised support for the DPs and partnership working.  This was a real concern for some witnesses who see this support as crucial, both to the future of partnership working and to the co-ordination of the work of the DPs.  This could have a detrimental effect on DP development.
	Recommendation 1 – LAA Governance and  Delivery Partnerships

	What?  The current LAA structure is not delivering the best results in terms of joined up working and good outcomes.  Minimising duplication and overlap, addressing gaps in delivery, sharing the many good practices taking place, and ensuring proper resourcing, are all areas which need to be urgently addressed to ensure that the LAA is delivering effectively and efficiently,

How?  

a. The current governance and delivery partnership framework to be reviewed, to look at the role and function of each delivery partnership and the overlaps and gaps which are currently inbuilt in to the framework.  

b. As part of that review to: 

i. Share information and co-ordinate action plans and projects across all delivery partnerships.  This could be done, for example, through a forum of DP Chairmen.
ii. Use Healthy Ambitions Suffolk as a model for delivery partnership work being “real time”, not an add-on.

c. Clarify the situation regarding centralised support for the DPs and partnership working in general.

Whom?  Leadership Collaborative and SSP Board

When?  

a. By September 2010

b. By September 2010

c. By March 2010


Recommendation 2
30. Many of the witnesses interviewed by the sub group commented on the fact that the CSDP Executive and Board are primarily LA people, with minimal representation from the voluntary and community sector and the independent sector.  One witness, talking about this issue, said “LAA is not just LA”, and there is a need for a better balance of partner representation.  There is historic reason for this in that the previous organisation, the LA based Cultural Officer Group for Suffolk (COGS), moved on to become the Executive Group.  This allowed experience and expertise to be carried forward, but it also meant that the Executive continued to have a narrow membership, which is almost exclusively LA, although some LA members bring the experience of also serving on other bodies.  
31. The Board is also very LA focussed, and witnesses told members that it had originally been suggested that the Board needed six independent members, but this had been restricted to four.  This is seen by many as LA control and other organisations feel excluded, continuing their work outside the DP.  This results in the DP losing out on valuable partnership working to broaden its work, for example, in areas such as working with the voluntary sector in looking at sport and recreation for people with disabilities and their carers.

32. Community Sports Networks (CSNs) are a good example of voluntary sector involvement.  Members of the sub group attended a CSN meeting and spoke with members and evidence from them suggested a need for better communications to and from CSDP to enable them to feed into its work.

	Recommendation 2 – The CSDP Executive Group and Board

	What?  The membership of the CSDP Executive Group and Board is too narrow and does not allow input and influence from the broad range of organisations who are working in the areas relevant to the work of CSDP.  This gives the impression of LA control and discourages other organisations from partnership working.

How?  CSDP to be more inclusive and encourage partnership working with other important stakeholders in this work, including the voluntary and community sectors, by urgently reviewing its Executive Group and Board membership, or establishing an alternative method for such representation on relevant issues.  

Whom?  CSDP Executive Group and Board

When?  By June 2010


Recommendation 3
33. The sub group had some difficulty in identifying an action plan for CSDP.  There are two delivery plans, one for the identified priorities and one for CSDP’s NIs, with information on the proxy indicators to support this.  The sub group felt that the priority delivery plan seemed to represent the aims of CSDP and the NI delivery plan the objectives, with supporting SMART activities.  It would be clearer if there was one action plan, with aims, objectives and activities to clearly demonstrate the links.  This would also aid communications with other DPs, LAs, current and prospective partner organisations and for the CSDP website.  The sub group also felt that it would be helpful to have a Communications Plan which ensures that there is appropriate feedback from partners.
34. The priorities in the delivery plan are the result of an exercise to choose the most important areas for the DP, and the sub group recognise the valuable work that was done in the new and planned audit review and the gap analysis that formed part of this prioritisation process.  The process was good, but the final part of it was rushed and the sub group are not convinced that the outcomes did justice to the process and background work.

35. Some of the priorities and activities overlap with the work of other DPs.   Where work is being done by other DPs these items could be removed from the Delivery Plan to allow another priority to be targeted by CSDP.  An example of this is priority 2a and the work currently being done by Healthy Ambitions Suffolk.  New data and proxy indicator work will inform this process.

36. It was noted that the Delivery Plan is headed NI 8 – Active participation in sport.  The sub group would like to see this given its full title to include the important area of “active recreation”.

	Recommendation 3 – Delivery and Action Plan

	What?  The style of the delivery plans is confusing in trying to obtain an overall view of the work of CSDP and see the links between the priorities and the achievement of the NIs.  The delivery plan also contains priorities which overlap with the activity of other DPs, so may not need to be a CSDP priority.

How?  Review of the current delivery plans, including the consideration of overlapping work by other DPs, and the development of one clear, SMART, action plan linking together the aims, objectives and activities of CSDP

Whom?  CSDP Executive and Board

When?  By June 2010


Recommendation 4
37. The sub group had difficulty with the narrowness of the definition of indicator NI 8 in terms of what is meant by “sport and active recreation”. The definition includes mainly sporting activity, although there is some milder activity included for older people. The sub group felt that this was a problem in terms of making incremental improvements to the activity level of people not currently involved in sport and active recreation, excluding some physical activity, which is not classed as “sport”, but could clearly contribute to improved health and wellbeing. The questions in the Active People survey therefore reflect this narrow definition.  
38. Although the sub group recognise that NI 8 is important in terms of measuring the success of the delivery partnership and attracting PRG funding, it also welcomes the innovative development and use of the proxy indicators to give a wider view of the outcomes from the delivery partnership’s activities, giving information on a much wider range of participation in physical and recreational activity.  This is a good practice that should be encouraged and shared with other delivery partnerships.
39. However, the information obtained from these proxy indicators still needs to be analysed and taken forward and the sub group urge CSDP to do this as soon as possibly in order to ensure effective targeting of activity and initiatives in Suffolk.
	Recommendation 4 – Use of proxy indicators

	What?  The extended use of proxy indicators to give a clearer, wider picture of the outcomes of the delivery partnership activities.
How?  
a. The current use of proxy indicators is expanded in CSDP to encompass a wider range of activity and outcomes from the DPs activities, and shared as a good practice with other DPs.
b. The information from the proxy indicators in analysed and used to inform planning and targeting for future activity and initiatives.

Whom?  CSDP Executive and Board
               Suffolk Performance Improvement Officers’ Group

    Leadership Collaborative and SSP Board across delivery partnerships

When?   By September 2010


Recommendation 5
40. Large initiatives like the Great East Swim are to be applauded and the sub group recognise the work and effort that went into the 2009 event.  However, the sub group also recognise the expense of such an initiative and believe that it is important for Suffolk to see evidence of real returns on such an investment.  Analysis of the evaluation of the event is currently taking place and, at the time of writing this report the sub group had not been able to see the outcomes of this.  Members await the results of the evaluation with interest to see how successful the event has been from a Suffolk perspective.
41. For the future the sub group would like to see a range of cross county associated events aimed at improving the participation of the people of Suffolk.  Some of these could be geographically targeted, helping to address the needs of parts of Suffolk where participation is poor, and bringing real benefits to the people of Suffolk.
42. This would also encourage more partnership working with the independent and voluntary and community sectors, and encourage the involvement of charities, allowing use of more facilities and encouraging the participation of all of the diverse population of Suffolk. 
	Recommendation 5 – Great East Swim

	What? The Great East Swim was a large scale single event, which was successful, but the outcomes of such initiatives could be better for the people of Suffolk if a range of targeted supporting activities throughout Suffolk were developed as part of the project.  
How?  
a. When planning the next Great East Swim, or similar large scale initiatives, work in partnership with all sectors, public, independent, voluntary, community and charities to develop a range of supporting local, targeted events throughout Suffolk

b. Publish the results of the evaluation of the 2009 event and use those results to inform the plans for future events, such as the Great East Swim 2010
Whom? CSDP Executive Group and Board
When?  As part of the planning cycle for the Great East Swim, or other large projects, with a progress report to the Panel in June 2010


Recommendation 6
43. The sub group heard form several witnesses about the drop-off in activity levels in the 18-25 year old age group.  Witnesses also spoke of the danger of teenagers from age 13 also withdrawing from activity which is competitive or seen as “uncool”.  The sub group heard about the “Fit for the future” initiative, aimed at the age group, but did not manage to find much evidence of other targeted activity with sixth forms in schools, who sit at the centre of these two recognised age groups.
44. The sub group recognised the important potential impact of working with younger people in order to influence both their behaviour as adults and adults within their families through family activity and the “nag factor”.  Much more cross DP work is needed to address this.

45. This is a gap which needs to be addressed and the current division of the DPs and the NI indicators they have to achieve discourages such joined up activity.  Healthy Ambitions Suffolk is working with the Children’s Trust and Sport Suffolk, and both are doing work with CSDP on some initiatives, but this important area needs a joint, concerted effort.  The sub group did not see evidence of this.
	Recommendation 6 – Joint working to reach young adults

	What? There is an urgent need for joined up working across DPs, other partner organisations, the independent and community and voluntary sectors to address the issues of physical activity for young adults.
How?  The artificial divisions of the DPs, and those additionally created by age-related NIs, to be addressed and a clear, SMART, joint action plan put in place, identifying activities and projects, and using resources and expertise to best effect to target this important group.
Whom? All relevant DP Executives and Boards, in partnership with other relevant sectors
When?  Action Plan in place by September 2010, with a progress report by June 2010


Recommendation 7
46. The sub group recognise the good cross DP work being done by CSDP, which is better than many other DPs the Panel have scrutinised, but there is still room for development and further joint working.  The links and crossovers with Healthy Ambitions Suffolk could be developed to the advantage of both DPs, and the people of Suffolk.
	Recommendation 7 – Cross-partnership working

	What?  Current cross-partnership working needs to be developed and expanded to explore important overlaps and links, and establish further projects that will help Suffolk to build a skilled and desirable workforce.  This will be of value to all the DPs concerned.

How?  Identify further cross cutting areas and develop these through joint projects and initiatives, particularly with Healthy Ambitions Suffolk, building on the good ideas and practices already in place, with Performance Reward Grant (PRG) funding being made available particularly for such joint projects which share resources and outcomes.

Whom? 

CSDP Executive Group, working with other relevant DP Executive Groups.

Suffolk Collaborative and SSP Board for future PRG allocation.

When?  By September 2010, with a progress report in June 2010


Recommendation 8
47. Evidence given to the sub group highlighted the issues with geographical differences in the achievement of the target for NI8.  The sub group consider it important for future planning that some activities are targeted geographically to ensure that their impact is maximised.  Information from the proxy indicators will inform this process.  

48. Such geographic targeting must involve joint initiatives with other DPs and partners, and join up with the activities of local groups such as the Community Sports Networks, who have local knowledge and expertise.  This would benefit all in terms of maximising the outcomes from any initiative.
	Recommendation 8 – Geographic targeting of activity

	What?  The effectiveness of actions and initiatives to deliver against priorities and targets would be maximised by some geographical targeting.

How?  Use geographic and proxy indicator data to target particular areas of low achievement against indicators and work with local groups, other DPs and partners to identify and focus activities in those areas.
Whom? Executive Groups and Boards of all relevant DPs
When?  By June 2010


Recommendation 9
49. As with other Panel sub group scrutinies, this sub group had difficulty identifying how the activities of the Local Strategic Partnerships (LSPs) fit in with the work of CSDP and the LAA.  They seem to be delivering what was described as the “bread and butter”, local, geographically based activities, but the link into CSDP activities, as with other DPs, is hard to find.  It is hard to see how the work being done by LSPs and the good practices of both LSPs and DPs are being shared and encouraged.
50. Other sub group scrutinies have identified issues with LSPs and their links into the LAA.  The members recognise that LSPs exist in their own right, outside other statutory agreements and governance, and that they establish their own priorities.  However, LSPs receive 50% of the PRG money and therefore need to be more clearly linked to the achievement of LAA targets.  There needs to be a clear line of accountability or report back which links their activities to the LAA and the relevant indicators and targets
	Recommendation 9 – Partnership working with LSPs

	What?  If they are to continue to receive 50% of the PRG LSPs need to link in to the LAA and show how they are contributing to its achievements against indicators and targets, and against Transforming Suffolk priorities and outcomes, allowing their work and good practices to be shared and captured.  

How?  The role and relationship of LSPs to the LAA is clarified and documented.

Whom?  Leadership Collaborative and SSP Board

When?  By June 2010


	Summary of Scrutiny Evidence Considered  

51. Over the period of time from 1 September 2009 to 14 January 2010 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 CSDP is working.  

52. Over a series of four meetings, held on 5 October, 9 November, 27 November and 2 December the sub group met with witnesses from:

Suffolk County Council

CSDP Board

Children’s Trust

NHS Suffolk

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

Waveney District Council

Mid Suffolk District Council

Healthy Ambitions Suffolk
Anglia Community Leisure

Suffolk Coastal Community Sports Network

54. Additional written evidence, specific to CSDP activity and the objectives of this scrutiny, was also received from Edwina Childs of the Audit Commission, with regard to the Comprehensive Area Assessment.

How the Scrutiny was undertaken

55. The scrutiny, which was agreed at the Panel’s meeting held on 22 July 2009, was undertaken by a sub group of initially four members of the Panel, increasing to five in September 2009.
56. The scrutiny was scoped and the objectives of scrutiny agreed by the sub group at a meeting on 1 September.  The approval the full Panel for these was obtained by e-mail.

57. The sub group agreed to obtain evidence from a range of members from the CSDP Board and Executive, LAs within Suffolk, LSPs within Suffolk, Children’s Trust, Healthy Ambitions Suffolk and NHS Suffolk.  

58. Gathering this evidence was done through receiving witnesses at sub group meetings, one to one interviews, and written submissions.  These difference methods were used to ensure that evidence was obtained from a range of members representing different interests with in and outside the CSDP.

59. All the evidence received was analysed and was considered at two sub group meetings held on 27 November and 14 January.  The recommendations contained in this report form the findings of the sub group.
60. Ipswich Borough Council was identified by the sub group as an important witness for this scrutiny, but, despite repeated efforts for representatives to attend meetings, for a member to go to IBC and interview them on a one to one basis, or to provide written information, no response was received.  Sub group members were disappointed and frustrated by this and believe that they were unable to obtain potentially important evidence because of this.


Appendices
Appendix 1 – Objectives of Scrutiny
	Abbreviations used in this report

CT – Children’s Trust
COGS - Cultural Officer Group for Suffolk
CSDP = culture and Sport Delivery Partnership

CSN – Community Sport Network
DP – Delivery Partnership

LA – Local Authority

LAA – Local Area Agreement

LSP – Local Strategic Partnership

(The) Panel – Local Area Agreement Joint Scrutiny Panel

PRG – Performance Reward Grant

SCC – Suffolk County Council

SSP – Suffolk Strategic Partnership


	Background Information used in scoping this scrutiny
Culture and Sport Delivery Partnership Action Plan
http://www.transformingsuffolk.co.uk/files/delivery_partnerships/culture%20and%20sport/2009-04-06_culture_and_sport_laa_delivery_plan_priorities_draft.doc 
Transforming Suffolk: Suffolk’s Community Strategy 2008-2028

http://www.onesuffolk.co.uk/NR/rdonlyres/CF573D6D-3AC0-4249-9917-7A6BEE0C98CD/0/SCSFinal2280108.pdf
LAA2 Indicators and Targets 

http://www.transformingsuffolk.co.uk/vision-and-priorities/laa2-2008-2011
Culture and Sport Delivery Partnership, Terms of Reference, Membership and meeting papers http://www.transformingsuffolk.co.uk/partnerships/delivery-partnerships/culture-and-sport 
Suffolk: Our Area – An assessment for submission to the Audit Commission, June 2009, Agenda item 4 http://www.transformingsuffolk.co.uk/files/performance%20management/CAA%20Self%20Assessment/suffolk_area_assessment_master.pdf 
Suffolk County Council, Environment, Waste Management and Economic Development Scrutiny Committee, 17 June 2008, Agenda item 5, Visitors to Suffolk 
http://apps2.suffolk.gov.uk/cgi-bin/committee_xml.cgi?p=detail&id=1_11343
Suffolk County Council, Environment, Waste Management and Economic Development Scrutiny Committee, 3 September 2008, 2012 London Olympics and Paralympics 

http://apps2.suffolk.gov.uk/cgi-bin/committee_xml.cgi?p=detail&id=1_11586
St Edmundsbury Borough Council, Policy Development Committee, 11 March 2009, Cultural Strategy http://www.stedmundsbury.gov.uk/sebc/live/cabinetandcommittees/report_display.cfm?Report=4863&themeeting=1102&com=102&datecom=2009-03-11%2000:00:00.0&timecom=1900-01-01%2016:00:00.0 
Taking Part: The National Survey of Culture, Leisure and Sport: Headline findings from the 2008/09 Taking Part child survey http://www.culture.gov.uk/reference_library/publications/6409.aspx
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