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Retained funding ALLOCATION REPORT

whAt is the Board BEING asked to decide?

1. To identify the outcome or outcomes which the retained funding will be used to support.
2. To identify the process by which decisions about the commissioning of specific projects will be made.
WHAT ARE THE KEY ISSUES TO CONSIDER?
3. Resource Implications (Pooled/aligned funding, Human Resources etc)
The Safer Suffolk Board has available £43,704 in revenue funding and £11,575 in capital funding (total: £55,279). This capital/revenue split will need to be taken into account when commissioning projects.

Any capital funding will need to be spent by the end of the financial year 2010/11 and cannot be carried over.

4. Performance & Risk Implications 
The funding available can be used to improve performance.
5. Partnership Implications (SSP, LSP’s, Children’s Trust, CSP’s etc)
Some areas of work which fall within the remit of the Safer Suffolk Partnership Board are also being progressed by other partnerships, e.g. Local Strategic Partnerships. Efforts should be made to reduce duplication, and to explore synergies that could be exploited with existing work, when commissioning. These efforts should be considered within the context of the amount of funding available

WHAT ARE THE TIMESCALES ASSOCIATED WITH THese DECISIONs?

6. Any capital funding that the Board will utilise has to be spent by March 2011. Therefore it will be desirable to commission spend at the earliest opportunity within the financial year.
7. Introduction

In May 2009 the Safer Suffolk Delivery Partnership Board decided to retain 10% of the available Community Safety Partnership funding and use this money to support the delivery of LAA2 targets, specifically NI30, reduce the re-offending rate of priority and other prolific offenders (PPOs) and NI32 reduce repeat incidents of domestic violence. Three specific projects were commissioned: 
· a Family Intervention Project supporting families which include family members subject to the PPO scheme, operating within Ipswich, 
· a Specialist Alcohol Arrest Referral Worker providing support to Prolific and other Priority Offenders based within the Ipswich police custody suite and,

· Local Domestic Violence Co-ordinators within the Babergh, Suffolk Coastal and West Suffolk Community Safety Partnership areas.
Evaluation of the implementation of these projects has previously been made available.
In December 2009 a decision was made by the Safer Suffolk Delivery Partnership Board to devolve a decision about retention of central funding for 2010/11 to the Community Safety Partnership chairs. Through the telephone conference held in January 2010 it was determined that 10% of the available Community Safety Partnership funding would be retained. As a result of the Home Office decision to reduce the capital funding available to CSPs for 2010/11 this means that the Board have available £43,704 in revenue funding and £11,575 in capital funding for use in 2010/11.
At this teleconference a general preference that the funding be used to support delivery against Local Area Agreement 2 targets was expressed. CSP chairs also expressed a preference that the funding be used to support their geographical areas specifically.
At the Safer Suffolk Executive meeting in February the options for utilisation of the retained funding were discussed. Members of the Executive were asked to make suggestions as to how the process of allocating the retained funding could be developed. CSP representatives stated a desire to discuss with their CSP chairs before making recommendations. Feedback was as follows:
Babergh: We would suggest the following principles need to be adopted in terms of process:
· Any initiative agreed should have County-wide relevance and should not just be targeted on areas of high recorded crime. 
· The specific crime/ASB issues to focus on should be derived from the Strategic assessment and are thereby of direct relevance to issues in Suffolk. The rationale for this as a guide to agreeing initiatives, is that the SA's statutory purpose is to focus CSP work on locally relevant issues.   

· Although LAA2 targets are important this should not be the overriding driver for agreeing proposals (related to the point above). 
· Initiatives that have relevance to issues identified in the strategic assessment and have a dimension in building public confidence should be prioritised. 
· Performance monitoring of any agreed initiatives should be extremely robust to ensure value for money, and should form part of specific reports back to each RAG.
In terms of initiatives that we may put forward our initial thought is that a bespoke locally relevant marketing campaign to promote responsible drinking amongst young adults (18-25 year olds in the main) is something worth considering. This would have a clear connection to County-wide priorities, is likely to be more effective that national campaigns (because of the potential for locally relevant messages) and is a demonstrable sign to the public that a key issues has been recognised and that the Police/Local Authorities are trying to do something about it. Any such campaign would need to be very carefully put together and properly resourced to avoid yet another ineffective attempt via posters or beer matt messages, however marketing can clearly have an affect on people's attitudes (e.g. drink driving/using seat belts/smoking cessation) and we know that alcohol use is our most problematic drug issue.
Western Suffolk: any projects commissioned should

· support LAA priorities.
· support local priorities as identified in our performance reports if they are county wide issues e.g. criminal damage/NTE – with particular reference to supporting initiatives in areas which are affected by existing problems but not currently receiving additional support (e.g. support with dealing with the Night Time Economy in Bury St Edmunds which is not receiving support via Local Target 7 initiatives).
All decisions on funding allocation should be fed back to the Community Safety Partnership by the Board representative. This should include successful and unsuccessful bids with the reasons why. This would necessitate some kind of scoring mechanism to be introduced and it was suggested using the Western Suffolk LSP model.

 

A desire to reduce any potential duplication with resource allocation by Local Strategic Partnerships was also expressed.
 

The key thoughts from the RAG were the Board process should be timely and transparent with full evaluations available.
 

8. Supporting outcomes: options
To date feedback has indicated a range of preferences in terms of outcomes / targets and areas of concern that the retained funding will be used to support. The preferences expressed are:

Local Area Agreement 2 targets:

NI30: Reduce the re-offending rate of priority and other prolific offenders (PPOs)

NI32: Reduce repeat incidents of Domestic Violence
Local Target 6: Progressively increase the number of older people reporting that they feel their home is a safe environment.

Local Target 7: Reduce the number of serious violent crimes committed in a public place where alcohol and substance misuse was a factor
‘Confidence’ Target:
To increase the number of people that agree the police and local council are dealing with the anti-social behaviour and crime issues that matter in their area.
Local priorities identified through performance reporting which are relevant countywide (including issues identified through the Strategic Assessment):

Criminal Damage

Anti-Social Behaviour
Violent Crime

Terrorist Activity 
Elements within the different areas detailed above are cross cutting and there are degrees of overlap (e.g. criminal damage and violent crime overlap with Night time Economy and LAA2 Local Target 7). In addition to this an issues such as the ‘confidence’ agenda could be addressed explicitly (e.g. communications and press projects) or indirectly (e.g. by tackling criminal damage – which will in turn affect perceptions and feelings of confidence).
In making this choice the Board should consider the amount of funding available to support any projects: £43,704 revenue funding and £11,575 capital funding.

Decision: The Board to decide which outcome(s), target(s) or specific area(s) they wish to support by commissioning projects with the available funds.
9. Process for commissioning projects: options
With the exception of the suggestion from Babergh Community Safety Partnership that a bespoke locally relevant marketing campaign to promote responsible drinking amongst young adults should be considered no specific preference of specific projects has been indicated. 

One option suggested has been to utilise a scoring matrix as used by Western Suffolk LSP, although this may be overly bureaucratic bearing in mind timescales.
The Board may choose to progress this through a number of routes:

· Board members to identify a specific project, or projects, which they wish to commission.

· To delegate any decision on commissioning specific projects to the Board chair, or other nominated Board member.

· To select a subgroup from the Board to oversee the commissioning process and to delegate any decision on commissioning specific projects to that subgroup.

· To delegate any decision on commissioning specific projects to the Safer Suffolk Executive or a subgroup of the Safer Suffolk Executive.

Decision: The Board to decide how the allocation of funding should be progressed and to delegate responsibility as appropriate.
