[image: image1.png]Strategic Partnership






 

Local Area Agreement
  Joint Scrutiny Panel


	Agenda Item No


	Panel Meeting Date:
	9 June 2009

	Members of the Scrutiny Working Party:
	Tony Sheppard

Janet Royce

Martin Redbond

	Chair of Working Party:
	John Levantis

	Scrutiny Officer:
	Sarah Harvey
Contact details: 01473 265553, sarah.harvey@suffolkcc.gov.uk 


Delivering Reductions in Suffolk’s Carbon Footprint - Report of the Scrutiny Sub Group
Summary

1. On 28 January 2009 the Local Area Agreement Joint Scrutiny Panel (the Panel) received information and presentations from Bryn Griffiths, Strategic Commissioner, Environment and Transport Service Office and Sharon Bleese, Communications Business Partner, Environment Agency, regarding the identified outcome for Suffolk to be the county with the greatest reduction in carbon emissions.  During these presentations the Panel were told that the Greenest County Delivery Partnership (GCDP) is producing a specific Suffolk Climate Action Plan (SCAP).
2. The Panel also received the latest set of performance data for the Local Area Agreement (LAA) indicators and targets, and a presentation about the Comprehensive Area Assessment (CAA) from Edwina Childs, of the Audit Commission, helping them to identify where scrutiny might contribute to or add value to CAA.
3. As a result the Panel agreed to set up a sub group to scrutinise how the GCDP plans to deliver the proposed reductions in Suffolk’s carbon footprint, with particular reference to performance indicator NI 186 and priority 3 from “Transforming Suffolk” (see paragraph 13 below).
4. 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
5. From 5 March to 5 May 2009 the sub group gathered evidence from a range of sources, and through different methods, to learn how the GCDP is achieving reductions in Suffolk’s carbon footprint.  

6. From three meetings, held on 5, 19 and 25 March the sub group met with witnesses from GCDP members; Suffolk County Council, University Campus Suffolk, Radio Suffolk and Suffolk Association of Local Councils.  The sub group also met with witnesses from Greenest Sproughton and CRed Suffolk. In addition other witnesses were contacted on the telephone, on a one to one basis, by email and through questionnaires.

7. The evidence received was valuable and sometimes eye opening; from witnesses who spoke formally and candidly and who impressed the sub group with their energy and enthusiasm for the cause.

8. Whilst we were impressed with the number of successful initiatives and examples of good practice, we were disappointed with the fact that, as yet, this knowledge has not been shared with a wider audience. 

9. Critical to longer term success is the need to develop new and innovative ways to communicate with the many sections of the wider public and especially the younger members, or inheritors of either the solution or the problem.

10. In the meantime we see the need for closer working within the GCDP itself and its links with key organisations such as the voluntary sector and for the Panel to scrutinise the progress of the Suffolk Climate Action Plan on its completion.

11. I would like to thank all the witnesses who contributed to this scrutiny, the other members of the Working Party for their valuable contributions and commitment to this work and of course to the officers whose hard work provided the essential support.

12. Perhaps the single most valuable point we have learned is that for scrutiny to be most effective it must be about doing rather than passive observation.

John Levantis





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

13. “Transforming Suffolk”, the Suffolk Community Strategy, states that “By 2028, Suffolk will: Reduce its carbon footprint and adapt to the changing climate and geography.”
LAA Indicator NI186 is “A 12% per capita reduction in CO2 emissions in the LA area by 2010/11”
How is the Greenest County Delivery Partnership going to deliver these reductions?
14. In developing these terms of reference fifteen key questions were set out for the sub group to investigate.  As the Sub Group progressed with its scrutiny, these key questions developed into a scrutiny of the following areas, as reflected by the recommendations below:
a) Communications and Education

b) Greenest County Delivery Partnership (GCDP)
c) Local Strategic Partnerships (LSPs)
d) Measuring what has been achieved (NI 186)
e) Resources
f) Community Action
Recommendations of the Scrutiny Sub Group
15. In general these recommendations are around two main themes, which are common threads running through the sub group findings:

a) The need for the GCDP to move from a mainly passive to an active role, including closer working, both within the GCDP itself and in its work with other organisations, such as the voluntary and community sector organisations who are not already members of the GCDP; and

b) The need for better communications at all levels to ensure that messages reach as wide an audience as possible, and that good practice, initiatives and activities are captured, evaluated and shared.
16. Below is a summary of the recommendations of the sub group, which are then explained in more detail individually from paragraph 21 onwards.
	Recommendation 1 - Communications and Education

	What? Communication of the messages, actions and work being done need to be improved and increased to raise awareness, promote interest and encourage recording and sharing of good practices.

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

Whom? GCDP, using particular expertise within GCDP eg Radio Suffolk

When?  Immediate, progress to be reviewed December 2009


	Recommendation 2 – Communications and Education

	What?  To reach young people, particularly in the 11-25 age group

How?  Improved and effective working with schools, colleges and University Campus Suffolk (UCS) to ensure that the messages about the need to reduce Suffolk’s carbon footprint reach young people

Whom? GCDP and Suffolk County Council (SCC)
When?  By September 2010, with a review of progress in December 2009


	Recommendation 3 - Communications and Education

	What?  Communication skills and expertise within the GCDP should be used to raise communications skills and ability of other GCDP members

How?  Members to share their expertise and resources to make communications stronger across the whole partnership eg Radio Suffolk

Whom? GCDP 

When?  June 2010


	Recommendation 4 - Communications and Education

	What?  To raise awareness and commitment by communicating the campaigns, projects and ideas from the GCDP board to help share outcomes, promote good practice, avoid duplication, maximise resources  and take actions forward

How?  1  Communications Strategy, as a function of the GCDP and its Board

2  Set up a central information database to record individual work, initiatives, progress, outcomes, learning and results

Whom? GCDP Board

When?  June 2010


	Recommendation 5 - Greenest County Delivery Partnership

	What? GCDP members to understand the targets that the GCDP has to deliver, and individual members to understand their role, and the role of the organisation they represent, in achieving those targets

How?  Clarify responsibilities and feedback mechanisms within the GCDP to ensure closer working – this could be done as part of the Communication Strategy (see recommendation 1 above)

Whom? GCDP

When?  December 2009


	Recommendation 6 – Greenest County Delivery Partnership

	What?  Members of GCDP should have sufficient seniority/authority to take actions forward 

How?  Partner organisations nominate representatives with sufficient seniority, authority and influence, and to be able to demonstrate commitment to the principles and objectives of GCDP

Whom? Suffolk Strategic Partnership (SSP) Board and GCDP Board,

When?  December 2009


	Recommendation 7 – Greenest County Delivery Partnership

	What?  The Panel scrutinise progress on the SCAP
How?  Placing the scrutiny of the SCAP on the Panel’s forward work programme

Whom?  The Panel

When?  June 2010 (one year after the final action plan is due to be launched)


	Recommendation 8 – Greenest County Delivery Partnership

	What?  Engagement of the voluntary and community groups in this work, bringing together individual plans, actions and initiatives to maximise effective partnership working, so recognising and sharing good practices and avoiding duplication

How?  Develop a strategy to engage and support the voluntary and community sector, with actions and outcomes, and an effective two-way channel of communication giving information and support, and receiving feedback on initiatives taking place

Whom?  GCDP and Voluntary and Community Sector

When?  December 2009


	Recommendation 9 – Local Strategic Partnerships

	What? LSPs need to link formally into the whole LAA process so that work being done is recorded and good practices shared 

How?  Establish clear lines of accountability, reporting responsibilities and feedback mechanisms 

Whom?  SSP Board, LSP Boards, GCDP Board
When?  December 2009


	Recommendation 10 – Measuring what has been achieved

	What –  NI 186 gives an incomplete picture, is difficult to achieve, is centrally measured, has 2 year old data and allows very little influence or information at local level
How?  Change the measurement of NI186 for LAAs from a national to a local measurement, reflecting local contributions and achievements

Whom?  The Panel and GCDP to make representations to the Department of Energy and Climate Change and the Audit Commission

When?  Immediately


	Recommendation 11 – Resources

	What?  To minimise the uncertainty and lack of funding information.

How?  Produce a full funding statement showing current and future funding

Whom?  GCDP Board

When?  December 2009


	Recommendation 12 – Resources

	What?  To further increase advice for SMEs through Business Advisers

How?  Increase investment in the Business Advisor role, which is making a  making a measureable difference locally with positive outcomes

Whom?  GCDP Board

When?  Immediately, with a review of progress in December 2009


	Recommendation 13 – Community Action

	What? Current community initiatives, good practices and outcomes should be recorded to promote further local interest and action.

How?  Capture, analyse and disseminate the information and share this with other organisations and communities – could utilise current processes such as the Suffolk Association of Local Councils (SALC) survey

Whom?  GCDP

When?  December 2009


	Recommendation 14 – Community Action

	What? There are planning issues related to making changes and improvements to the energy efficiency of listed buildings and conservation areas

How?  Ask “Communities and Local Government” to provide appropriate national guidance

Whom?  GCDP

When?  Immediately, with a review of progress in December 2009


Key Findings and Conclusions 

17. The sub group recognises that the GCDP is very young, and many of the GCDP members interviewed praised the achievements of Iain Dunnett and his team in bringing the partnership so far in such a short time.  There is already evidence of good practice and the work that has been done should not be underestimated.  The sub group members note and commend what has taken place, recognising that more time is needed to see some of the outcomes from this work, but also believe that the recommendations in this report can enhance the process of building an effective working partnership as quickly as possible.

18. Whilst the sub group was performing this scrutiny the SCAP was still undergoing its approval process, and members were unable to see it until approval had taken place.  As this report is being written the sub group understands that the SCAP, subject to some minor changes, was been approved by the GCDP Board on 30 April 2009, and will be launched on 5 June 2009, World Environment Day.  
19. The sub group were not made aware that the SCAP was going to the GCDP Board for approval, nor were they given sight of the agreed final draft prior to the Board meeting, therefore the revised SCAP may contain actions relating to some of the recommendations in this report.  Without sight of the SCAP, the sub group proceeded with the evidence available, which provides the basis for these recommendations.  

20. This SCAP is crucial to the ongoing work of Suffolk to reduce its carbon footprint and the sub group has recommended that the Panel scrutinises the outcomes of the SCAP in a year’s time.  The sub group recognises that a Partnership Manager has just been appointed who will have responsibility for the SCAP, and the sub group supports this appointment, which should drive the SCAP forward to deliver effective outcomes.

21. The following paragraphs look at each recommendation in more detail, giving an outline of the evidence which contributed to each of them.
Recommendation 1
22. Good communication is the key to delivering outcomes from the SCAP.  This will ensure that consistent messages are being delivered throughout Suffolk and aid the publicising and sharing of the learning from current initiatives like Greenest Sproughton and good practices that are taking place all over the county.  It was clear from evidence received during presentations and interviews, and from the questionnaire responses received from LSPs and Local Authorities (LAs) that there is no county wide co-ordination of communications. There is a danger of duplication and re-inventing the wheel, so wasting precious resources that could be better used.  

23. Within the GCDP there is expertise in communications from members, such as Radio Suffolk, and there are organisations, such as SALC and Suffolk Association of Voluntary Organisations (SAVO) who could share information and good practices across many communities and community organisations, if such information was recorded and available.  Closer working of GCDP members could make a huge difference to communications and therefore to what could be achieved.  A shared communication strategy, with clear, SMART outcomes, and which all members are signed up to, would be a good starting point.

	Recommendation 1 - Communications and Education

	What? Communication of the messages, actions and work being done need to be improved and increased to raise awareness, promote interest and encourage recording and sharing of good practices.

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

Whom? GCDP, using particular expertise within GCDP eg Radio Suffolk

When?  Immediate, progress to be reviewed December 2009


Recommendation 2
24. It is clear from the Greenest County Award entries and from evidence gathered that primary schools in Suffolk are already being engaged.  Work is also taking place at UCS to try to engage students, but this is happening in isolation.  Cultural change is necessary to combat climate change, and changing the habits and actions of young people is very important for achieving this in the future.  Joint working to reach the 11-25 age group is therefore a priority.  Where initiatives are taking place they need to be shared, making the most of resources and giving the same messages to all young people.  Where they are not there needs to be concerted effort to engage this important age group.
	Recommendation 2 – Communications and Education

	What?  To reach young people, particularly in the 11-25 age group
How?  Improved and effective working with schools, colleges and UCS to ensure that the messages about the need to reduce Suffolk’s carbon footprint reach young people
Whom? GCDP and SCC
When?  By September 2010, with a review of progress in December 2009


Recommendation 3

25. How messages about climate change, and information about what residents and communities in Suffolk can do about it and how the message is communicated can make a big difference to the number of people who get involved.  Getting good results can help to maximise resources available.  Evidence received by the sub group indicated good work was being done by individual GCDP members and by community groups, but most of this was happening in isolation.  Examples of effective campaigns such as “Don’t be a Tosser” (Radio Suffolk) illustrate how the use of local media can be a very effective tool, and the skills and knowledge from this are available within GCDP.  Sharing these skills and expertise with all GCDP members, and their organisations, would enable good, effective progress for any communications strategy.
	Recommendation 3 - Communications and Education

	What?  Communication skills and expertise within the GCDP should be used to raise communications skills and ability of other GCDP members

How?  Members to share their expertise and resources to make communications stronger across the whole partnership eg Radio Suffolk
Whom? GCDP 

When?  June 2010


Recommendation 4

26. Using an effective communications strategy and shared skills and expertise the GCDP would be better equipped to promote and progress new ideas and projects which come from the GCDP Board, ensuring strong, consistent messages, and raising interest in taking forward new ideas.  Evidence received did not show much awareness of the role of the GCDP Board or outcomes from it, yet it is clearly important for people to know about, and take interest in, new ideas and projects in order to guarantee their success.
27. The sub group heard about good practices and initiatives occurring within organisations, communities and LAs, but seldom were these being shared or communicated to others.  The sharing of this knowledge, expertise and the outcomes from these are imperative to avoid duplication and promote more interest and activity.  There was always a willingness to share and inform if asked, but no mechanism in place to promote active sharing and no mechanism, which the sub group were made aware of, for recording such activity.  Sharing of good practice would be made much easier by the creation of a database where all such initiatives could be recorded as a valuable source of information and inspiration for others wishing to do similar work.  This could also be used to access information about people or organisations with particular skills and expertise.

	Recommendation 4 - Communications and Education

	What?  To raise awareness and commitment by communicating the campaigns, projects and ideas from the GCDP board to help share outcomes, promote good practice, avoid duplication, maximise resources  and take actions forward

How?  1  Communications Strategy, and as a function of the GCDP and its Board
2  Set up a central information database to record individual work, initiatives, progress, outcomes, learning and results

Whom? GCDP Board
When?  June 2010


Recommendation 5
28. Whilst the sub group recognises that the GCDP is new, there was evidence from some members who were interviewed that they did not understand the targets which the GCDP needs to deliver against, nor did they understand their role within the partnership.  Members were working hard within their own organisations, but this related to their own targets or outcomes and there was a lack of understanding of how they could contribute to the GCDP targets.  Again this reflects the need for better communications, and the need for shared understanding and consistent messages.
	Recommendation 5 - Greenest County Delivery Partnership

	What? GCDP members to understand the targets that the GCDP has to deliver, and individual members to understand their role, and the role of the organisation they represent, in achieving those targets

How?  Clarify responsibilities and feedback mechanisms within the GCDP to ensure closer working – this could be done as part of the Communication Strategy (see recommendation 1 above)
Whom? GCDP
When?  December 2009


Recommendation 6

29. Evidence received by the sub group indicates that there was a difficulty for some of the representatives who attended GCDP meetings in progressing work and taking forward actions needed for the GCDP to deliver the outcomes required.  It seemed that, in several cases, the members themselves were not senior staff within their organisations, and did not necessarily have the support of their senior managers, so it was difficult for them to make any progress as part of GCDP.  To ensure success it is necessary to have members of the appropriate seniority within member organisations, or who have the mandate of senior staff to make decisions and take actions forward.  
	Recommendation 6 – Greenest County Delivery Partnership

	What?  Members of GCDP should have sufficient seniority/authority to take actions forward 

How?  Partner organisations nominate representatives with sufficient seniority, authority and influence, and to be able to demonstrate commitment to the principles and objectives of GSDP
Whom? SSP Board and GCDP Board,
When?  December 2009


Recommendation 7

30. It is clear from all the evidence received that a dynamic action plan, agreed and taken forward by all parties involved, is crucial to facilitate and focus work being done, and to co-ordinate and target future activity.  The sub group are pleased that the SCAP has now been agreed and suggest that it should be active as quickly as possible.  The sub group would have welcomed the chance to comment on the final draft of the SCAP before it went to the Board for approval, but were not informed that it was being presented to the Board and were not given sight of it.  The Panel should review progress against the SCAP a year after it is available.  
	Recommendation 7 – Greenest County Delivery Partnership

	What?  The Panel scrutinise progress on the SCAP
How?  The Panel places the scrutiny of the SCAP on its forward work programme

Whom?  The Panel
When?  June 2010 (one year after the final action plan is due to be launched)


Recommendation 8

31. Evidence gained through interview suggests that voluntary and community groups are not yet engaged in GCDP work.  Some good initiatives are in place and local action is having good effects in some communities. The voluntary and community organisations are key stakeholders in this work, and it is crucial to ensure their engagement so that the full potential of their contributions can be released.
32. The long term reduction in Suffolk’s carbon footprint requires a cultural shift in behaviours and lifestyles.  This has to be achieved at all levels, but it is particularly important to foster local community involvement and encourage initiatives which also raise local awareness and understanding, making outcomes tangible and immediately beneficial.  However, currently it is hard to find out where such initiatives are happening, and, equally it is hard for new initiatives to find help with starting up, securing funding and accessing support. New initiatives could be helped by sharing the experiences of those that have already been set up, and recognition could be give for success if there was an effective way of capturing and recording what is happening locally in Suffolk.

33. There are several organisations within the GCDP and within the local government sphere who could work together to achieve this, such as SAVO, SALC, Suffolk ACRE and the SLGA.  Current methods of communication could be used to achieve a two way information system for all voluntary and community organisations to access.

	Recommendation 8 – Greenest County Delivery Partnership

	What?  Engagement of the voluntary and community groups in this work, bringing together individual plans, actions and initiatives to maximise effective partnership working so recognising and sharing good practices and avoiding duplication
How?  Develop a strategy to engage and support the voluntary and community sector, with actions and outcomes, and an effective two-way channel of communication giving information and support, and receiving feedback on initiatives taking place
Whom?  GCDP and Voluntary and Community Sector
When?  December 2009


Recommendation 9

34. LSPs were asked to complete a questionnaire, and the questions were also discussed with a number of people who supplied evidence.  Not all LSPs responded to the questionnaire, but of those that did there is a huge difference in their level of engagement with the Greenest County work in general, and particularly the work to reduce Suffolk’s carbon footprint.  They are free to choose their own priorities and do not seem to necessarily link into SSP activity.  
35. Within Suffolk the LSPs are also very different in terms of activity and achievement.  There is quite a lot of confusion about what they contribute to the outcomes the SSP and LAA need to achieve.  The sub group felt that this situation was not satisfactory, and that, for work such as the SCAP to be taken forward LSPs need to be formally linked into the process.  In their report of 3 June 2008 “Scrutiny of Suffolk Local Area Agreement 2 – Proposed Governance Arrangements”, the Panel have previously identified issues with the positioning of LSPs within the LAA governance framework.
	Recommendation 9 – Local Strategic Partnerships

	What? LSPs need to link formally into the whole LAA process so that work being done is recorded and good practices shared 

How?  Establish clear lines of accountability, reporting responsibilities and feedback mechanisms 

Whom?  SSP Board, LSP Boards, GCDP Board
When?  December 2009


Recommendation 10

36. NI 186 is not an effective or accurate measure of what is being achieved in Suffolk.  The sub group heard concerns about this indicator on several occasions.  It has a national focus, produces data which is two years old, and is set at levels that are difficult to achieve.  It does not incorporate or record work being done locally and data from it is not available at local level, so is hard to use effectively to monitor or measure progress.  This is not helpful in terms of recognising the achievements of GCDP or for engaging communities in the work being done.
37. The sub group believe that changes are needed in the measure if it is to be of any help to LAs and partnerships in working towards a reduction in their carbon footprint.  If it is to be a fair measure of local success and achievement, the indicator should act as an incentive as well as a measure.  Currently, the lack of demonstrable influence that local action can have is a disincentive for supporting community action.
	Recommendation 10 – Measuring what has been achieved

	What –  NI 186 gives an incomplete picture, is difficult to achieve, is centrally measured, has 2 year old data and allows very little influence or information at local level.
How?  Change the measurement of NI186 for LAAs from a national to a local measurement, reflecting local contributions and achievements
Whom?  The Panel and GCDP to make representations to the Department of Energy and Climate Change and the Audit Commission
When?  Immediately


Recommendation 11

38. Funding is a difficult issue, with many sources and constant changes in terms of what is available.  This makes it very difficult for anyone to fully understand what money is available, how it is best used and where future funding is coming from.  When the sub group was talking with GCDP members and others it was clear that there is funding promised or committed in principle from a variety of sources, but the sub group felt that it would be very useful for all concerned if there was a statement showing funding to give a full understanding of the situation.  Resource and expertise could then be put into seeking out other external avenues of funding to support the work of the SCAP.
	Recommendation 11 – Resources

	What?  To minimise the uncertainty about funding and address lack of funding information.

How?  Produce a full funding statement showing current and future funding
Whom?  GCDP Board
When?  December 2009


Recommendation 12

39. It was clear to the sub group that tangible, measurable outcomes had been achieved through CRed, particularly through the work done by the Business Advisor working with local Small and Medium Enterprises (SMEs).  This work is making a measureable difference locally but appears to have reached capacity, although it has only reached a small percentage of the SMEs in Suffolk.  The sub group were informed on 6 May that agreement has been reached that all LAs except Waveney and Suffolk Coastal District Councils will contribute towards funding the Business Adviser post for Suffolk, and, additionally, Suffolk Coastal District Council will fund an additional Business Adviser post to work in their area only.  The Suffolk Business Adviser will not work in Suffolk Coastal or Waveney areas.  

40. Although this is a small increase in provision, it would seem sensible to invest further resources in this established, proven initiative, which is showing good results.  This would give valuable support to more SMEs on a one to one basis, and allow exploration of other ways of getting the messages out to a wider audience.  
	Recommendation 12 – Resources

	What?  To further increase advice for SMEs through Business Advisers
How?  Increase investment in the Business Advisor role, which is making a  making a measureable difference locally with positive outcomes

Whom?  GCDP Board
When?  Immediately, with a review of progress in December 2009


Recommendation 13
41. It was hard for the sub group to know the extent of current community initiatives, as members had to rely on information from a range of sources.  Community projects such as Greenest Sproughton are having an impact, not just in measurable outcomes, but also in raising awareness and changing attitudes. It is very important that such initiatives, together with experiences and lessons learned from them are captured and recorded.  This would allow those considering a new initiative to learn from and build on those, therefore avoiding unnecessary duplication.
42. The sub group understands that SALC perform a local survey involving Parish and Town Councils, and this would be one possible way of capturing some of this information, using a system which is already in place.

	Recommendation 13 – Community Action

	What? Current community initiatives, good practices and outcomes should be recorded to promote further local interest and action.
How?  Capture, analyse and disseminate the information and share this with other organisations and communities – could utilise current processes such as the SALC survey
Whom?  GCDP
When?  December 2009


Recommendation 14

43. Several witnesses who spoke with the sub group mentioned the difficulties with work being done to reduce the carbon footprint of older and listed buildings.  There appear to be issues with planning regulations and the interpretation of these, making it very difficult and expensive to do such work in some cases.  There is not always consistency between planning authorities and these difficulties sometimes mitigate against action being taken.  The sub group believe that some national guidelines about these issues would be useful for LAs and those wishing to undertake such work.
	Recommendation 14 – Community Action

	What? To address planning issues related to making changes and improvements to the energy efficiency of listed buildings and conservation areas
How?  Ask “Communities and Local Government” to provide appropriate national guidance

Whom?  GCDP
When?  Immediately, with a review of progress in December 2009


Summary of Scrutiny Evidence Considered  

	44. Over the period of time from 5 March to 5 May 2009 the sub group gathered evidence from a range of sources, and through different methods, to allow them to form a broad picture of how the GCDP is working to deliver reductions in Suffolk’s carbon footprint.  
45. Over a series of three meetings, held on 5 March, 19 March and 25 March the sub group met with witnesses from:
Suffolk County Council

Greenest Sproughton

University Campus Suffolk

Radio Suffolk

Suffolk Association of Local Councils 

CRed Suffolk
46. Members of the sub group also asked to talk with representatives from Suffolk Chamber of Commerce and Suffolk Preservation Society, but the organisations concerned were not available.

47. Members of the sub group also met on a one to one basis or talked on the telephone with witnesses from:

Ipswich Borough Council

St Edmundsbury Borough Council

Suffolk Association of Voluntary Organisations

Mid Suffolk Local Strategic Partnership

Woolpit and Onehouse Parish Council
Elmswell Parish Council

Shotley Parish Council

Hemingstone Parish Council

Barham Parish Council
48. Members also attended the Greenest County Awards Ceremony on 18 March 2009

49. Questionnaires were sent out to all District and Borough Councils in Suffolk and all Local Strategic Partnerships in Suffolk.  Responses were received from:

Mid Suffolk District Council

St Edmundsbury Borough Council

Suffolk Coastal District Council

Waveney District Council

Ipswich LSP

Mid Suffolk LSP

Suffolk Coastal LSP

West Suffolk LSP

Waveney LSP

How the Scrutiny was undertaken

50. The scrutiny was undertaken by a sub group of four members of the Panel, which was set up at the Panel’s meeting held on 28 January 2009.  The outline objectives of scrutiny were agreed at that meeting and these were refined by the sub group at their first meeting.

51. The sub group agreed to meet with a range of members from the GCDP and from the LAs within Suffolk.  It proved very difficult to get all of the required witnesses to attend the meetings and individual members of the sub group went out to interview others members on a one to one basis, or spoke with them over the telephone.  This was done to ensure that evidence was obtained from a range of members representing different interests with in the GCDP.
52. The sub group were also interested to find out about knowledge and understanding within local communities, so also spoke with members and clerks of parish and town councils, and some were asked to complete the questionnaire.

53. All the evidence received was analysed and was considered at an additional sub group meeting held on 6 May.  The recommendations contained in this report form the findings of the sub group.


	Abbreviations used in this report

ACRE - Action with Communities in Rural England
CAA – Comprehensive Area Assessment
CRed Suffolk – click here for further information
GCDP – Greenest County Delivery Partnership
LA – Local Authority
LAA – Local Area Agreement
LSP – Local Strategic Partnership
(The) Panel – Local Area Agreement Joint Scrutiny Panel

SALC – Suffolk Association of Local Councils
SAVO – Suffolk Association of Voluntary Organisations
SCAP – Suffolk Climate Action Plan
SCC – Suffolk County Council

SLGA – Suffolk Local Government Association
SMART – Specific, Measureable, Achievable, Realistic, Timebound
SME – Small and Medium Enterprises
SSP – Suffolk Strategic Partnerships
UCS – University Campus Suffolk
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