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Local Area Agreement

  Joint Scrutiny Panel


19 November 2009

Agenda Item 2

Notes of the meeting held on 23 September 2009 at 2.00pm, Brandon Town Council Offices, Old School House, Market Hill, Brandon, Suffolk
Present:

Councillors:  Richard Cave, Helen Levack, Geoff Holdcroft and Martin Redbond. 

Independent Community Members: John Levantis, Tony Sheppard, Rachel Sloane and Graham Steel.
Officers:  

Jill Korwin (Head of Performance Improvement, Suffolk County Council), Julia Stephens Row (Assistant Director Social Inclusion and Diversity, Suffolk County Council), Shammi Jalota (Social Inclusion and Diversity Manager, Suffolk County Council), Allison Coleman (Social Inclusion Co-ordinator, Suffolk County Council), Sarah Harvey (Scrutiny Officer, Suffolk County Council) and Katie Earnshaw (Legal Services, Suffolk County Council).
Apologies were received from Janet Royce and Councillor Bill Bishop.
	1. 
	Welcome and Introductions/Declarations of interest

	
	The Chairman welcomed members and officers to the meeting and asked everyone to introduce themselves.
There were no declarations of interest.



	2.
	Confirmation of Notes of Meeting held on 22 July 2009

	
	The notes of the meeting held on 22 July 2009 were agreed as an accurate record of decisions.



	3.
	Suffolk Local Involvement Network (LINk)

	
	Prior to the presentation the Panel were provided with a copy of the latest Suffolk LINk newsletter and PowerPoint handout. Michelle Carr and Liz Hill began by providing an overview of Suffolk LINk and then went on to discuss the role of the network in more detail. After the presentation concluded, the Panel raised the following questions:-
Q -   How will the Locality Groups operate and how do they see their role being? 
A – It was noted that the Locality Groups will be going out into the community and gathering information and that the Core Group will be looking at recommendations.
Q -    How are Locality Groups elected?
A -   It was confirmed that a Core Group will be formed and 21 members will be elected. It was also noted that it will be up to the Core Group to decide.

Q -    Where does the money come from?
A -   It was confirmed that £1m will be allocated by Central Government over the next 2 years and that LINk members are not paid as they are volunteers (although expenses can be claimed).
Q -   What is the difference between the work of the Ipswich Hospital User Group/Patient User Group and LINk?
A -   It was noted that the main difference is that Suffolk LINk have more powers over other User Groups as it is a statutory led organisation which can implement recommendations and refer to Scrutiny when necessary.  The Suffolk LINk is also about networking, linking, adding value and inviting members of the community to join in. It was also noted that there is an obligation for NHS Trusts to respond within 20 days.
The Panel fed back to Suffolk LINk that there needs to be greater emphasis placed on the fact that Suffolk LINk have more powers over other Groups and Networks and that this is not currently made clear.
Martin Redbond advised that there is a Scrutiny review of health issues taking place at Mid Suffolk District Council shortly and questioned whether Suffolk LINk should be involved. Michelle Carr and Liz Hill advised that once the Core Group is up and running someone will be elected to attend meetings. 
Q -     What type of relationship does LINk have with the NHS?
A -   The feedback received has been good. The NHS are keen to work with LINk members and get people to share their views and work more with the community.

Q -     What types of people are members?
A -     People working in health and social care such as carers and nurses    in addition to people from the wider community.  
Q -   In respect of organisation and Service providers, is there anything in     place regarding possible conflict of interest scenarios? 
A -  It was noted that this has been looked at and a detailed Governance document is in place.

Suffolk LINk also fed back to the Panel that Borough and Districts vote for 2 general members and that Suffolk Coastal have been particularly active but Suffolk LINk needs representatives from different areas of the county.  It was also noted that Locality Groups will be formed in addition, due to the size of Suffolk.

It was noted that Suffolk LINk have written to Graham Gatehouse re PPI lead and Anna McCreadie has been confirmed as the named person. 
The first meeting of the Suffolk LINk is scheduled to take place on 8 October. 

ACTION –  Suffolk LINk to forward Governance Guidance to the Panel.



	4.
	Community Cohesion and Inclusion Sub Group – Final Report

	
	Rachel Sloane talked the Group through the report with the aim of finalising and agreeing the report.  Julia Stephens Row, Shammi Jalota and Allison Coleman were also in attendance.
Recommendation 1 – The recommendation was AGREED. 

Under ‘when’ amend December 2009 to March 2010.
Recommendation 2 – The recommendation was AGREED 

Recommendation 3 – The recommendation was AGREED

Under ‘when’ amend December 2009 to March 2010.
Recommendation 4 -  The recommendation was AGREED

It was noted that a newsletter has been produced and circulated by Allison Coleman which included information about the Indian Mela, Red Cross, activities across the county and examples of what the partnership are doing. This was highlighted as an area of good practice. It was also pointed out that under the Terms of Reference, communication is important and everyone has a responsibility to take the lead on this.
ACTION – refer to the SSP Board. Comm’s as an overall issue. 

Recommendation 5 – AGREED

Witnesses have fed back that this is not comprehensive and that an extra column needs to added in the action plan to show geographical issues as this has been drawn on in the past. 
It was pointed out that there is a typo error under ‘when’. The date should read December 2009 not December 2010.
Recommendation 6 – The recommendation was AGREED

It was noted that continuity and equity came through in Scrutiny and it was acknowledged that an important part of this is changing parts of thinking.

Julia Stephens-Row was surprised about the recommendation but felt it was helpful to remind people of it. 

Recommendation 7 – The recommendation was AGREED

It was noted that under ‘How’ note could be made of a possible system of champions from this delivery partnerships who could sit on different partnership boards. Having made a start on identifying links between delivery partnerships and where there are gaps. Jill advised that she feels that links are very important, particularly at PMG Level with links to Chief Executives’ Group. Jill also said will be looking at this at an ‘awayday’ in January.  
Recommendation 8 – The recommendation was AGREED

Members discussed this and notes that this is an issue that keeps coming up. This is not just about funding but how everyone should feel equal, in building the partnership.  It was also recognised that this is not always about money but also about sharing other resources. 
Recommendation 9 – The recommendation was AGREED
Recommendation 10 – The recommendation was AGREED

It was accepted that there needs to be a review of the current organisation but the thinking was that this should be done at the end of the current Area Agreement. 
Kind findings and Conclusions

It was acknowledged that we can learn from LA2 and that cross cutting issues are not always being picked up.
It was highlighted that under paragraph 26 (page 8) of the report, Indicator N135 - The Board agreed not to have it as a separate activity. It is represented within other activities in the Action Plan.
ACTION – Sarah Harvey to go to Sub-Group and ask for agreement to delete paragraph 26 of the report.



	5.
	Outcomes from Performance Reward Grant (PRG) allocation Process

	
	In the absence of Jenny Wilson, Jill Korwin updated the Panel in respect of the outcomes from the Performance Reward Grant allocation process.
Jill advised that the Performance Management Group divided the money up and everyone was allocated 1/9th of the money. This was decided in July 2009.
It was also noted that the projects should go beyond what was currently being delivered by the Partnerships. Proposals were put forward to PMG at its July meeting.
Concern was also raised at the Board regarding robustness of process and the allocation of money. It was suggested that the Suffolk Foundation could be a helpful body in future years as progress can be tracked.
Jill advised that a system is in place to track projects to show how money is currently used but highlighted that there is minimal evaluation against criteria. 

Discussion also included focusing on next year’s performance grant allocation which could possibly include looking at low performing areas and cross-cutting work.
At an ‘awayday’ in January discussion will take place about reviewing the roles of SSP Board and PMG. Discussion will include the role of the Suffolk Performance Officer Group which will include:-

· Working together with performance managers, SCC & Borough and District Councils.

· Bringing LSPs in.

Discussion will also include linking to the Scrutiny Work Plan. 

It was noted that the SCC external funding information can be found on the Transforming Suffolk Web Page and we can use this to monitor progress.

ACTION – Jill to come back with further information about next years PMG allocation.

ACTION – Sarah Harvey to put Forward Work Plan on 19 November agenda and an item on the Suffolk Performance Officers Group.


	6.
	Outcomes from the Presentation of Suffolk Carbon Footprint Report to SSP Board and PMG

	
	Tony Sheppard shared his observations with the Panel regarding the outcomes from the presentation of Suffolk’s Carbon Footprint Report to the SSP Board and PMG. It was noted that there was a mixed response by both Groups in respect of the length of the report and number of recommendations. There was also discussion around processes and whether the current process is too bureaucratic, however both Groups agreed with the recommendations. 

At the PMG meeting, it was noted that the Chief Executives are not fully aware of what the Scrutiny Panel are currently involved in and would like to see the Scrutiny Panel’s Forward Work Programme.
A query was raised by a member of the Panel regarding who the report currently goes to and what response it has received. Tony advised that he has received direct feedback from officers which has been positive.

DECISION – All agreed that the report should go initially to the Delivery Partnership Board and Executive Group. PMG and SSP Board would be notified of the publication of the report which could be emailed electronically.
It was also suggested that the Panel could consider video conferencing as an alternative means to meeting up, in addition to maintaining contacting by email. 


	7.
	Review of Sub Group Scrutiny Process and Forward Work Programme

	
	It was noted that Sarah Harvey has started an outcomes log and advised that she will be reviewing the log on a regular basis on the Forward Work Programme.
The members discussed the current system of Sub-Group working and considered the alternatives presented in the paper and the recommendations to set up a sub-group every other meeting as necessary.
Although this is not set in stone, all agreed about the importance of being responsive and agreed to accept Appendix 2.

Information Sessions

The Panel discussed the possibility of incorporating an information session into the next meeting and the following suggestions were put forward:-

· Add night time economy to January 2010 agenda.
· Add to November agenda Children’s Trust, focussing on areas of concern.

· Schools (Children’s Centres) and their contribution to achieving these targets.

· Pupil attainment – 2 tier/3 tier.

· Aspirations of children going on to further education.

· Performance figures and attainment.
· Violet crime.
· Care, health and independence. 

· Public Involvement – The Panel asked if this could be added to the Forward Plan

A member of the Panel queried if there has been a change in national indicators and whether criteria is being developed on an ad hoc basis?

ACTION Sarah Harvey to check whether there is overlap of other scrutiny taking place and then to discuss with the chairman the focus.

ACTION – Panel to email Sarah Harvey their ideas on what they want included in the information sessions.


	8.
	Communications sub group update Recruitment update

	
	Recruitment 

Sarah Harvey advised that the advert went out on 7 September and was advertised on the community pages in newspapers rather than the job section as it is a voluntary role.
It was noted that Sarah Harvey is working with the Borough Council to share work done and good practice as they are currently looking for an independent person for standards committee and is joint working. The closing date is 30 September 2009.
Communications. 
Sarah Harvey updated the Panel on communications generally and advised that in respect of internal processes, an induction package has been put together, which everyone agreed was a key priority. The information covers the role of the Panel and that County Scrutiny training is taking place in several councils which will be incorporated into the induction process.

Reports and other scrutiny committees.

ACTION – Sarah Harvey to actively ensure that other Scrutiny Committees are aware of what the Panel are currently doing and share with others areas of achievement.
External communications

A question was raised by a member of the Panel whether there is an annual report and if so, who it goes to?

Martin Redbond had provided the Committee with Mid Suffolk’s Annual Report as an example. Rather than sending out an annual report there was a suggestion that a leaflet be circulated. 
ACTION – Sarah Harvey to make enquiries with SCC’s communication unit to see whether this could be an option for the Panel but emphasised that cost will play a huge part in the final decision. All agreed that the Transforming Suffolk website needs to be changed to ensure that there is a direct web link to Scrutiny.
The next meeting is scheduled to take place on 19 November, 10.30am in Lowestoft and will include an information session.
The first meeting of 2010 will take place at Suffolk Coastal.



The meeting closed at 17.10pm
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