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Economic Development - Report of the Scrutiny Sub Group
Background
1. On 9 June 2009 the Local Area Agreement Joint Scrutiny Panel received a presentation from Jai Raithatha, Suffolk County Council (SCC) Head of Economic Development, and Helen Utteridge, SCC Policy Officer about the work of the Economic Prosperity Delivery Partnership (EPDP).  
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 EPDP, and 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.  There were delays in securing members for the sub group and the scoping meeting could not take place in time to present the objectives to the 22 July 2009 meeting.
4. The sub group met on 26 August to scope the scrutiny and received further information about the work of the EPDP from Jai Raithatha, and Terry Clark of Choose Suffolk.  The sub group also had input from Paul Emeny from the Planning and Performance Improvement Team about the available data and information to help with this scrutiny.
5. Following this meeting an objectives of scrutiny document was produced and was reviewed and agreed by the Panel via e-mail.

6. As this report was being written the sub group learned that the EPDP Board made the decision to disband at its December meeting.  Decisions are to be made shortly on where any legacy work should go.  The Executive Group will continue to function as before and get any strategic direction it needs from the Supervisory Board of Choose Suffolk, which was set up as part of the restructure of Choose Suffolk.   Where possible recommendations have been amended to reflect this new structure.

7. 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.
8. 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
9. Despite the delayed start in establishing this sub group, because of slow responses to be a member of the sub group, the sub group has worked hard to produce this report of the scrutiny undertaken and to make the recommendations contained in the report.

10. I am grateful to Sarah Harvey, scrutiny officer at Suffolk County Council, for her invaluable help in conducting the scrutiny and writing the report and I should like to thank my fellow sub group members for their valuable contribution to the work of the sub group.
11. Suffolk County Council officers have been very cooperative in providing information and clarification to the sub group, when requested and selected members of the delivery partnership have provided excellent witness statements, when questioned and interviewed by members of the sub group.
12. The sub group would like to congratulate the delivery partnership on the cross partnership working that has been evidenced by the sub group during this scrutiny, because this work is essential for the success of all the delivery partnerships

13. Witnesses repeatedly reported problems with leadership for the LAA and the sub group have made a specific recommendation to address this.

14. As with all the sub group activity of the scrutiny panel to date, problems with the role of the LSPs within the LAA have been raised and there is a specific recommendation to address this.
15. Unfortunately Ipswich Borough Council, as a member of the delivery partnership, was unable to provide the sub group with any witnesses for questioning, despite repeated requests. The sub group was disappointed with this lack of engagement with the scrutiny by Ipswich Borough Council, because the sub group consider them to be an important member of this delivery partnership.

16. I look forward to working with the delivery partnership to monitor progress on the recommendations made.

Janet Royce




Chairman of the scrutiny sub group
Terms of Reference of the Scrutiny Sub Group 

17. The objectives of scrutiny for the sub group were agreed as:
“Transforming Suffolk” states that:

“By 2028 we want Suffolk to have:

· Used Suffolk’s unique selling points to capture emerging markets

· Reduced economic inequalities across the county
With particular reference to LAA2 indicators NI 166 and LT4, to what extent is there a coordinated approach, both within the Economic Prosperity Delivery Partnership and in joint working with other delivery partnerships, to:

· Using Suffolk’s unique selling points to capture emerging markets; and

· Promoting growth and expansion in key sectors and existing industry?

NI166 – Average earnings of employees in the area

LT4 – Increase the percentage of employment (Full Time Equivalent total) in Suffolk’s key sectors 

18. The full scrutiny scoping document, including the objectives of scrutiny, can be found at Appendix 1 of this report.
Recommendations of the Scrutiny Sub Group – Summary
19. The sub group members recognise how young the Delivery Partnership (DP) is and applaud 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 Jai Raithatha in driving EPDP forward.  Praise and respect for Jai and his work came from many of the witnesses.
20. The sub group have identified some recommendations that are common themes across the four sub group scrutinies conducted by the Panel.  

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.

21. Below is a summary of the recommendations of the sub group, which are then explained in more detail individually from paragraph 27 onwards. 
	Recommendation 1 - Leadership

	What?  Strong leadership is imperative for the overall success of all DPs in the Suffolk LAA.  Currently the lack of leadership within the LAA is giving rise to different levels of engagement and coordination of activity and making cross DP working difficult, with contradictory messages and actions.  

How?  

a. Governance issues within the LAA are urgently resolved, to give a strong, recognisable governance structure which will lead and drive the LAA and the delivery partnerships within it.  

b. Each DP Board and Executive to have clear roles and responsibilities, both for the body itself and the individuals within it.

c. Good communication channels between the DPs to ensure they work together to achieve Suffolk’s performance targets and the Transforming Suffolk priorities and outcomes.  This could be done, for example, through a forum for DP Chairmen, led by a “Chair of Chairs”.  

Whom?  The SSP Board and the Suffolk Collaborative

When?   A structure should be in place by March 2010


	Recommendation 2 – Indicator NI166

	What?  The national indicator NI166 is not a good indicator for measuring average earnings for Suffolk.  It only gives a partial picture of the situation, missing information about many jobs which could have an effect on average earnings and being subject to strong influences outside EPDP control.

How?  

a. Consideration should be given to use of proxy indicators using data which covers a wider range of employment types.  Proxy indicators are currently used by the Culture and Sport Delivery Partnership.

b. In the next round of LAA renegotiation representations are made about the inadequacy of the measurement of this indicator and a better measure identified.

Whom? 

a. The EPDP Executive

b. The EPDP Executive and SSP Board

When?  

a. By June 2010, with an update on progress in March 2010

b. At renegotiation of the LAA in 2011


	Recommendation 3 – Cross-partnership working

	What?  Current cross-partnership working with ALSDP and CT 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 partnership cutting areas and develop these through joint projects and initiatives, 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? 

EPDP 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 4 – Partnership working with UCS

	What? The development work being done by UCS to address the challenges for Suffolk’s future workforce is integral to the success of Suffolk’s economic prosperity, and to many other priorities and aspirations from Transforming Suffolk.  EPDP need to look at how further partnership working with UCS can help them move forward.

How?  EPDP to identify and develop specific projects which will expand and develop the role of UCS in EPDP.  Other DPs also to look at how partnership working with UCS can help them.

Whom? EPFP Executive Group for EPDP partnership working

   Leadership Collaborative and SSP Board for wider DP work

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


	Recommendation 5 – 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, therefore 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


	Recommendation 6 – Partnership working with Business and Employee sectors

	What?  The business sector is a very important part of Suffolk’s economic prosperity and is not currently engaged as an equal partner in the work of the EPDP.  Recent experiences are discouraging such engagement and this issue needs to be urgently addressed. 

How?  EPDP to increase the balance of business sector representation and include employee representation on the DP by reviewing its Executive Group membership, or establishing an alternative method for such representation on relevant issues.  

Whom? EPDP Executive Group

When?  By March 2010


	Recommendation 7 – Choose Suffolk

	What?  EPDP to develop a strategy on the use and role of the various development agencies and Choose Suffolk in order to provide effective and coordinated information to support economic development in Suffolk.
How?  

a. Review of the services provided by all relevant agencies, including Choose Suffolk, to minimise overlap and duplication, and provide an effective and coordinated service to potential developers in Suffolk.

b. Use this information to identify where Choose Suffolk should concentrate and develop its service provision.

Whom?   EPDP Executive Group

When?  

a. By June 2010 

b. By September 2010


	Recommendation 8 - Unique selling points

	What?  To give a realistic and credible view of Suffolk, clarity is needed on Suffolk’s unique selling points and those that are chosen need to be evidence based, not aspirational.

How?  Identify a set of unique selling points which give a consistent, realistic and credible view of Suffolk.

Whom? EPDP Executive Group

When?  By June 2010


	Recommendation 9 - Planning

	What?  

Prospective employers considering Suffolk as a location need to receive reliable, accurate and consistent planning information.

How?  

Clarification and implementation of a Suffolk wide approach to ensure provision and communication of a consistent, accurate planning information service, which is easily accessible.

Whom? 

The Suffolk Planning Officers’ Group

The EPDP Executive

When?  

Clarification by June 2010

Implementation by September 2010


Key Findings and Conclusions 

22. Good leadership is crucial to the success of any DP and the issue of a lack of leadership was highlighted by many witnesses, giving rise to frustration and lack of engagement.  Despite this, it was reported by some witnesses that progress was being made and targets were being achieved by EPDP, but through the work of particular individuals or groups, rather than the EPDP as a whole. 
23. This view of individuals working within the DP highlighted the need for better and wider partnership working, both within EPDP and across other DPs.  Comments were made about the issue of the imbalance between the public and business sector in the membership of the EPDP Board and Executive and the view was expressed that a better balance would aid partnership working.
24. Performance results against targets have improved, but the sub group members were not convinced that this was a measure of the success of the partnership, questioning whether these indicators encourage wider thinking and cross partnership working or actually constrain the work of the DP.  Whilst recognising that relevant indicator targets must be achieved to attract performance reward grant, the sub group also recognise that these indicators are affected by influences outside EPDP control.  For example, several witnesses drew attention to the influence of the economic recession on the results for NI166, with the loss of lower paid jobs driving up average earnings.
25. Choose Suffolk seems to be a focus for much of the EPDP’s work, so the sub group ensured that scrutiny included evidence about the organisation and its work.  This is reflected in the recommendations.  It became evident that there is concern about the overlap of some of the work done by Choose Suffolk with other local and regional bodies.  The sub group would like to see work done to identify sources of information to eliminate overlap and duplication.
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. A stronger leadership of the Suffolk LAA is needed to ensure that everyone is linked up and working together to the same ends.  Good governance is crucial and current uncertainty over future governance arrangements and the roles of the LAA governing bodies needs to be resolved urgently.  Witnesses spoke of a lack of strategic direction and coordination.
28. Within EPDP Executive there was clear evidence of very different levels of engagement and participation between the local authorities in Suffolk.  Representatives interviewed varied from being totally committed, knowledgeable and involved, to having very little knowledge or understanding of the work of the delivery partnership.  An example illustrating this was the variable response from EPDP Executive members concerning questions about the EPDP’s action plan.  
29. Witnesses also told the sub group about issues with the size of the EPDP Board, making it unresponsive and giving rise to a lack of project management, although within EPDP willing individuals were taking projects forward as “champions”.
30. Witnesses highlighted the contradictory outcomes of Greenest County DP and EPDP, an issue which needs to be addressed by the leadership to find the compromise which gives the best outcomes for Suffolk.  This again highlights the need for stronger cross DP working.
31. Partnership working between DPs needs to increase in order to recognise overlap and reduce duplication.  This would be of benefit to all DPs in achievement of their performance targets and Transforming Suffolk priorities and outcomes.  Strong leadership is imperative to drive this forward.  To address this several witnesses suggested a regular forum where the Chairmen of the DP Boards and Executives met to reduce duplication, encourage sharing of resources and ensure that action plans and delivery plans reflect this.

32. Taking this further it was also suggested that there could be a “Chair of Chairs” to head this forum and give the required leadership to move this important joint working forward.  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.
	Recommendation 1 - Leadership

	What?  Strong leadership is imperative for the overall success of all DPs in the Suffolk LAA.  Currently the lack of leadership within the LAA is giving rise to different levels of engagement and coordination of activity and making cross DP working difficult, with contradictory messages and actions.  

How?  

a. Governance issues within the LAA are urgently resolved, to give a strong, recognisable governance structure which will lead and drive the LAA and the delivery partnerships within it.  
b. Each DP Board and Executive to have clear roles and responsibilities, both for the body itself and the individuals within it.

c. Good communication channels between the DPs to ensure they work together to achieve Suffolk’s performance targets and the Transforming Suffolk priorities and outcomes.  This could be done, for example, through a forum for DP Chairmen, led by a “Chair of Chairs”.  

Whom?  
The SSP Board and the Suffolk Collaborative

When?   

A structure should be in place by March 2010


Recommendation 2
33. The sub group was unsure of the usefulness of either target, both of which are subject to strong influences outside EPDP’s control, particularly during the current period of recession.  They do not appear to be a true measure of partnership working and therefore do not encourage improvements in partnership working within EPDP and across other DPs.
34. Although the sub group looked at both NI166 and LT4 members were particularly concerned about NI166.  The difficulties with the measures for this indicator were mentioned by several witnesses, particularly the fact that there are likely to be more losses of low paid jobs during the recession, effectively driving up average earnings and so improving performance.  In addition, it does not include part-time employment or self-employed people, so is missing information about many jobs involving highly skilled people, which could have an effect on average earnings.  NI166 is not a measure of EPDP success or achievement.  
35. To better measure EPDP achievement different measures are needed.  The introduction of proxy indicators, measuring more relevant and local changes would give a better picture of the effects of EPDP work.  Proxy indicators are currently used by the Culture and Sport Delivery Partnership and give more relevant data, giving both a measure of achievement and good local information to enable future planning and targeting.
	Recommendation 2 – Indicator NI166

	What?  The national indicator NI166 is not a good indicator for measuring average earnings for Suffolk.  It only gives a partial picture of the situation, missing information about many jobs which could have an effect on average earnings and being subject to strong influences outside EPDP control.

How?  
a. Consideration should be given to use of proxy indicators using data which covers a wider range of employment types.  Proxy indicators are currently used by the Culture and Sport Delivery Partnership.
b. In the next round of LAA renegotiation representations are made about the inadequacy of the measurement of this indicator and a better measure identified.
Whom? 

a. The EPDP Executive

b. The EPDP Executive and SSP Board

When?  

a. By June 2010, with an update on progress in March 2010
b. At renegotiation of the LAA in 2011


Recommendation 3
36. Good work is taking place between Adult Learning and Skills DP (ALSDP) and EPDP, and this should be encouraged and expanded as the need for Suffolk’s workforce to have the right skills is very important for Suffolk’s economic prosperity.  There are also strong links to the Children’s Trust (CT) in terms of educational attainments and relevant skills being taught to children and young adults, and again cross partnership working needs to be encouraged and developed.  Leadership issues identified earlier in the report make this more difficult.
37. One witness spoke of identifying shared challenges and identifying cross cutting actions to address these.  The sub group applauds this sort of initiative and would encourage much more of this shared working to common objectives.  This need for cross cutting action is a recurring theme identified in all the Panel’s sub group scrutinies.
38. Such partnership working has given rise to good practices and initiatives, showing the potential of collaborative working.  These include “Backing Young Suffolk”, new apprenticeships and £1.3 million funding secured from the “Future Jobs Fund”, and the sub group applauded all these initiatives.  
39. Learning and Enterprise Access Points (LEAPs) are a really good example of collaborative working, using Children’s Centres and Libraries throughout Suffolk as points to compliment the main centres, formed in partnership with organisations like University Campus Suffolk (UCS) and the Chamber of Commerce.
	Recommendation 3 – Cross-partnership working

	What?  Current cross-partnership working with ALSDP and CT 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 partnership cutting areas and develop these through joint projects and initiatives, 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? 
EPDP 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 4
40. The sub group were impressed with the development work being done by UCS to address key challenges for Suffolk:

· Low levels of achievement and progression

· Graduate retention/brain drain

· Skills deficit

· Low levels of economic activity
41. The sub group recognise the importance of this work not just for EPDP, but also for many other DPs.  EPDP need to develop and expand the current partnership working with UCS, and other DPs should be encouraged to investigate working in partnership with UCS, which is a valuable resource in shaping the future for Suffolk. 
42. The work on LEAPs, mentioned in paragraph 37 above is a really good example of successful joint working involving UCS.
	Recommendation 4 – Partnership working with UCS

	What? The development work being done by UCS to address the challenges for Suffolk’s future workforce is integral to the success of Suffolk’s economic prosperity, and to many other priorities and aspirations from Transforming Suffolk.  EPDP need to look at how further partnership working with UCS can help them move forward.
How?  EPDP to identify and develop specific projects which will expand and develop the role of UCS in EPDP.  Other DPs also to look at how partnership working with UCS can help them.
Whom? EPFP Executive Group for EPDP partnership working
   Leadership Collaborative and SSP Board for wider DP work

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


Recommendation 5
43. As with all of the Panel’s previous sub group scrutiny outcomes, this sub group found difficulty in positioning the work of the Local Strategic Partnership (LSPs) within the structure of the LAA, and in understanding how the work they are doing contributes to achievement of the indicators.  LSPs are a resource and closer working with them should be encouraged.
44. 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. 
45. Evidence was given of clear crossovers from the work of some LSPs to the work of EPDP, and there needs to be a coordination of such activity to avoid duplication and promote good practice.  LSPs are working on a geographical basis targeting local needs and it is important to understand and capture this work.

	Recommendation 5 – 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, therefore 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


Recommendation 6
46. To ensure growth of Suffolk’s economic prosperity the business sector need to be much more engaged in the work of the delivery partnership.  Witnesses interviewed pointed out the imbalance in membership of the DP which is overwhelmingly local authority, as are most of the DPs.  However, witnesses also said that, to engage the business sector they need to see that there is “something in it for me”, particularly in the case of small businesses.
47. Several witnesses cited Suffolk’s Economic Summit as an example of a missed opportunity to take this forward.  At a forum which was well attended by interested business representatives the outcomes were taken away to a separate exclusively local authority meeting, excluding business sector representatives form any decision making.  They found this disappointing and frustrating, and it will strongly influence future decisions regarding engagement with DP work.
48. In addition, the sub group heard from a Trade Union witness and it became clear that employee representation is missing from this delivery partnership.  This is an important voice in the economic development of Suffolk.  Trade Unions were a part of the regional government structure, recognising the importance of this sector.
49. This recommendation was originally for both the EPDP Board and the Executive Group.

	Recommendation 6 – Partnership working with Business and Employee sectors

	What?  The business sector is a very important part of Suffolk’s economic prosperity and is not currently engaged as an equal partner in the work of the EPDP.  Recent experiences are discouraging such engagement and this issue needs to be urgently addressed. 
How?  EPDP to increase the balance of business sector representation and include employee representation on the DP by reviewing its Executive Group membership, or establishing an alternative method for such representation on relevant issues.  

Whom? EPDP Executive Group
When?  By March 2010


Recommendation 7
50. Much importance is placed on Choose Suffolk by EPDP as a tool for improving the economic prosperity of Suffolk.  The sub group is aware that the organisation has recently undergone internal review and a restructure of its governance and it is clear that the organisation now has clear positive expectations and objectives.  Mention was made by some witnesses of the hard work of the new Chief Executive, Celia Hodson, which was seen as driving the organisation forward.  However, there was also some very definite evidence of dissatisfaction and concern that there is duplication and overlap with other similar local, regional and European agencies.  
51. Of seven questionnaires sent out to Choose Suffolk customers, only two were returned and those responses were very negative.  However, the sub group members recognise that although these responses were relevant at the time of the scrutiny, this was prior to the restructure referred to in paragraph 48.
52. Two local authorities are currently not funding Choose Suffolk, although still using some of its services, which is both difficult for the organisation to manage, and indicative that Choose Suffolk is not seen by all as the single organisation to focus economic development for Suffolk.  The sub group understand that one of those local authorities, Waveney District Council, will be resuming funding in the new financial year subject to budget commitments, indicating that economic constraints may have been the main reasons for withdrawing funding.

53. The second of these local authorities, Ipswich Borough Council, did not engage with the scrutiny sub group in their work, so members were unable to ascertain their reasons for their withdrawal of funding.
	Recommendation 7 – Choose Suffolk

	What?  EPDP to develop a strategy on the use and role of the various development agencies and Choose Suffolk in order to provide effective and coordinated information to support economic development in Suffolk..
How?  
a. Review of the services provided by all relevant agencies, including Choose Suffolk, to minimise overlap and duplication, and provide an effective and coordinated service to potential developers in Suffolk.
b. Use this information to identify where Choose Suffolk should concentrate and develop its service provision.
Whom?   EPDP Executive Group
When?  
a. By June 2010 
b. By September 2010


Recommendation 8
54. Much emphasis is placed on Suffolk’s unique selling points but, although the sub group used those mentioned in the CAA self assessment as a starting point, every witness the sub group members spoke to had a different view on these.  The Choose Suffolk website allows choice from 20 different key facts, which included some good and relevant points which were not highlighted or made enough use of.  The sub group members felt that some of the other key facts quoted by Choose Suffolk were not backed by the evidence they received and were oversold.  Care needs to be taken to give a realistic and credible view of Suffolk.
55. As an example, “excellent communication and transport links” is shown as a key fact, yet witnesses repeatedly told sub group members about the ongoing issues with broadband access and the transport infrastructure.  Another key fact is “high quality of life” and whilst this is the case in some parts of Suffolk there are also areas of deprivation to be addressed.

	Recommendation 8 - Unique selling points

	What?  To give a realistic and credible view of Suffolk, clarity is needed on Suffolk’s unique selling points and those that are chosen need to be evidence based, not aspirational.
How?  Identify a set of unique selling points which give a consistent, realistic and credible view of Suffolk.
Whom? EPDP Executive Group
When?  By June 2010


Recommendation 9
56. There was evidence of issues with local authorities turning down planning permissions needed to bring new industries and investment to Suffolk, highlighting the lack of coordination with the work of, and information given by, Choose Suffolk and other parts of the EPDP.  This delivered conflicting messages to people considering a move to Suffolk.  One such witness described his company as succeeding in spite of the issues and negativity he had encountered.
57. A similar recommendation was also made in the Panel’s scrutiny sub group report on Suffolk’s Climate Change Action Plan.  This may be another area which would benefit from joint working with other relevant DPs to ensure consistent, pertinent information.
	Recommendation 9 - Planning

	What?  

Prospective employers considering Suffolk as a location need to receive reliable, accurate and consistent planning information.

How?  

Clarification and implementation of a Suffolk wide approach to ensure provision and communication of a consistent, accurate planning information service, which is easily accessible.

Whom? The Suffolk Planning Officers’ Group

             The EPDP Executive

When?  Clarification by June 2010

              Implementation by September 2010


	Summary of Scrutiny Evidence Considered  
58. Over the period of time from 26 August to 13 January 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 EPDP is working.  

59. Over a series of four meetings, held on 29 September, 12 October, 5 November and 3 December the sub group met with witnesses from:

Suffolk County Council

EPDP Board

EPDP Executive

Business Link East
Choose Suffolk

Federation of Small Businesses

Adult Learning and Skills Delivery Partnership

University Campus Suffolk

Unison

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

Waveney District Council

St Edmundsbury Borough Council

Suffolk Acre
Haven Gateway Partnership
61. Fifteen questionnaires were sent out as follows:
4 to Local Authorities (LAs)
6 to LSPs

7 to Choose Suffolk customers

Of these the following were returned:

1 LA
2 LSP

2 Choose Suffolk customers
62. Additional written evidence, specific to EPDP 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

63. The scrutiny, which was agreed at the Panel’s meeting held on 9 June 2009, was undertaken by a sub group of initially four members of the Panel, increasing to five in September 2009.  There was difficulty in getting volunteers for this sub group, which led to a delay in starting this scrutiny.

64. The scrutiny was scoped and the objectives of scrutiny agreed by the sub group at a meeting on 26 August.  Approval for these by the full Panel was obtained by e-mail to avoid further delays.

65. The sub group agreed to obtain evidence from a range of members from the EPDP Board and Executive, LAs within and outside Suffolk, LSPs within Suffolk, Choose Suffolk customers, the Adult Learning and Skills Delivery Partnership and Unison.  

66. Gathering this evidence was done through receiving witnesses at sub group meetings, one to one interviews, questionnaires and written submissions.  These different methods were used to ensure that evidence was obtained from a range of members representing different interests with in and outside the EPDP.
67. All the evidence received was analysed and was considered at two sub group meetings held on 3 December and 13 January.  The recommendations contained in this report form the findings of the sub group.
68. 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

ALSDP – Adult Learning and Skills Delivery partnership

CT – Children’s Trust

DP – Delivery Partnership

EPDP – Economic Prosperity Delivery Partnership

LA – Local Authority

LAA – Local Area Agreement

LEAP – Learning and Enterprise Access Point

LSP – Local Strategic Partnership

(The) Panel – Local Area Agreement Joint Scrutiny Panel

PRG – Performance Reward Grant

SCC – Suffolk County Council

SSP – Suffolk Strategic Partnership
UCS – University Campus Suffolk


	Background Information
Economic Prosperity Delivery Partnership Action Plan
http://www.transformingsuffolk.co.uk/partnerships/delivery-partnerships/economic-prosperity 

Economic Delivery Partnership “Our Ambitions” http://www.transformingsuffolk.co.uk/partnerships/delivery-partnerships/economic-prosperity 
Transforming Suffolk: Suffolk’s Community Strategy 2008-2028

http://www.onesuffolk.co.uk/NR/rdonlyres/CF573D6D-3AC0-4249-9917-7A6BEE0C98CD/0/SCSFinal2280108.pdf
Economic Prosperity Action Plan monitoring and impact form, Economic Prosperity Delivery Partnership Board, 3 June 2009  http://www.transformingsuffolk.co.uk/files/delivery_partnerships/economic%20prosperity/3rd%20june%20board/2009-05_performance_monitoring_-_collation_of_outcomes_board_version.doc 
LAA2 Indicators and Targets 

http://www.transformingsuffolk.co.uk/vision-and-priorities/laa2-2008-2011
Economic Prosperity Delivery Partnership, Terms of Reference, Membership and meeting papers http://www.transformingsuffolk.co.uk/partnerships/delivery-partnerships/economic-prosperity 

Suffolk: Our Area – An assessment for submission to the Audit Commission, June 2009 http://www.transformingsuffolk.co.uk/files/performance%20management/CAA%20Self%20Assessment/suffolk_area_assessment_master.pdf 
Expanding Suffolk’s Horizons, Economic Strategy, Taking Suffolk forward to 2013, Suffolk Development Agency http://www.choosesuffolk.com/downloads/SDA-Report-for-PDF.pdf 

Economic Development and Strategic Planning – PowerPoint presentation, SCC Environment, Waste Management and Economic Development Scrutiny Committee, 8 September 2009, 

http://apps2.suffolk.gov.uk/cgi-bin/committee_xml.cgi?p=detail&id=1_13098 
European Funding, Environment, SCC Waste Management and Economic Development Scrutiny Committee, 24 March 2009 

http://apps2.suffolk.gov.uk/cgi-bin/committee_xml.cgi?p=detail&id=1_12489 

Ness Point, Lowestoft, SCC Waste Management and Economic Development Scrutiny Committee, 20 January 2009

http://apps2.suffolk.gov.uk/cgi-bin/committee_xml.cgi?p=detail&id=1_12173 

2012 London Olympics and Paralympics Games, SCC Waste Management and Economic Development Scrutiny Committee, 3 September 2008

http://apps2.suffolk.gov.uk/cgi-bin/committee_xml.cgi?p=detail&id=1_11586 

The Economy of Mid and West Suffolk, SCC Waste Management and Economic Development Scrutiny Committee, 3 September 2008

http://apps2.suffolk.gov.uk/cgi-bin/committee_xml.cgi?p=detail&id=1_11586 

Visitors to Suffolk, SCC Waste Management and Economic Development Scrutiny Committee, 17 June 2008

http://apps2.suffolk.gov.uk/cgi-bin/committee_xml.cgi?p=detail&id=1_11343 

Haven Gateway Partnerships, SCC Waste Management and Economic Development Scrutiny Committee, 22 January 2008

http://apps2.suffolk.gov.uk/cgi-bin/committee_xml.cgi?p=detail&id=1_10596 

Graduate Opportunities in Suffolk, SCC Waste Management and Economic Development Scrutiny Committee, 22 January 2008

http://apps2.suffolk.gov.uk/cgi-bin/committee_xml.cgi?p=detail&id=1_10596 

Report to Performance Management Group 29 January 2009: http://www.transformingsuffolk.co.uk/files/pmg/2009/january/paper_b_-_performance_focus_-_economic_prosperity.pdf
Latest performance information against LAA Indicators 9 July: http://www.transformingsuffolk.co.uk/partnerships/performance-management-group/meeting-papers 

Information regarding the Suffolk Observatory

http://www.suffolkobservatory.info/ 
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