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Local Area Agreement
           Joint Scrutiny Panel    


 Forward Work Programme 2010
	What is Scrutiny?

The Centre for Public Scrutiny (CfPS) sets out four basic principles for good public scrutiny: 

1) Provides a ‘critical friend’ challenge to executives as well as policy-makers and decision-makers. 

2) Enables the voice and concerns of the public and its communities.

3) Is carried out by ‘independent minded governors’ who lead and own the scrutiny role.

4) Drives improvement in public services.



	Terms of Reference for the Local Area Agreement Joint Scrutiny Panel

The role of the Panel is:

1) The Local Area Agreement Joint Scrutiny panel has been established to review and scrutinise: 

a) The performance of the Suffolk Strategic Partnership (SSP) Board, Delivery Partnerships (DP) and Local Strategic Partnerships (LSP); 

b) The delivery of the Local Area Agreement (LAA) against the agreed performance outcomes and targets; and

c) The delivery of the LAA against the outcomes and priorities for each of the four themes of “Transforming Suffolk”, the Community Strategy for Suffolk 2008 – 2028.



	For further information on any item appearing on this forward work programme or if you wish to discuss possible items for future scrutiny please contact Sarah Harvey, Scrutiny Officer on 01473 265553 or e-mail at sarah.harvey@suffolkcc.gov.uk.
Members of the public are welcome to attend those meetings held in public.  For more information, including access arrangements and facilities for people with disabilities, please contact Susan Millington, Committee Administrator on Ipswich (01473) 264372, or by e-mail at susan.millington@legal.suffolkcc.gov.uk or by writing to Endeavour House, Russell Road, Ipswich, IP1 2BX


Updated:
10 May 2010
Forward Work Programme
	Meeting Date:  

Venue:

Time:
	28 July 2010

Mid Suffolk District Council Offices
17.00 – 20.00

	

	Subject:  
	Performance Results for LAA Indicators – if available

	Objectives: 
	To receive and understand the latest set of performance results against the local indicators and to consider these when addressing the forward work programme for the Panel and sub group activity.

	Key areas of investigation:
	1. How can the data help the Panel to identify potential areas of scrutiny?

2. How does the data link with the Transforming Suffolk priorities?

3. What are the potential areas of concern?

4. Is there further information to come, or extra information that is needed?

	Expected Outcomes
	Panel are informed about current performance and use this information to aid decisions on future forward work programme items

	

	Subject:  
	Information session - Safer Suffolk update

	Objectives:
	To receive a further information presentation about the work of the Safer Suffolk Delivery Partnership, giving information about progress on new strategies and initiatives identified at the presentation to the Panel given on 27 January 2010.  

To give updated information about the key indicators and Community Strategy priorities for Safer Suffolk, and how the Delivery Partnership is addressing these.

To decide whether to take this forward as a sub group scrutiny and, if so, to identify members of this sub group.

	Key areas of investigation:
	1. What progress has been made since 27 January 2010

2. What have been the outcomes of the projects which had been set in motion to address the issues at 27 January 2010

3. What do current performance indicator results show?

4. How has the activity which has taken place made a difference for the people of Suffolk? 

5. Should the Panel take forward further scrutiny around Safer Suffolk

	Expected Outcomes:
	· The Panel make a decision on whether this should be a scrutiny item and, if so;

· Sub group members are identified and a date for an initial scoping meeting is agreed.


	Meeting Date:  

Venue:

Time:
	28 July 2010

Mid Suffolk District Council Offices
17.00 – 20.00

	

	Subject:  
	Public and Community Engagement 

	Objectives:
	To consider the findings of the Public and Community Engagement scrutiny sub group

	Key areas of investigation:
	The sub group have considered the following:

1. Who should be involved?

2. How can the Panel engage and reach communities and residents?

3. What work is already taking place?

4. What methods of engaging people are already in existence?

5. How could the Panel use any pre-existing involvement groups or forums?

	Expected Outcomes
	The Panel will decide how to take the issue of public/community engagement and involvement forward in future scrutiny

	

	Subject:  
	Recommendations and Outcomes Log

	Objectives:
	To review progress on previous recommendations and outcomes

	Key areas of investigation:
	1. Has expected progress been made?

2. Are the relevant Sub Group and Panel members content with actions and progress?

3. Does the recommendation need more time or further action?

	Expected Outcomes:
	Panel members decide whether: 

· The item is finalised and closed;

· Further action is required; or

· A different timescale is to be set

	

	Subject:  
	Forward Work Programme

	Objectives:
	To add or remove items as decided at the meeting

To agree the forward work programme

	Key areas of investigation:
	1. Does the forward work programme reflect the current work of the Panel?

2. Are there any additional items or updates the Panel wish to have programmed in?

	Expected Outcomes:
	The forward plan is amended and updated

The forward work programme is agreed 


	Meeting Date:  

Venue:

Time:
	29 September 2010

West Suffolk House, Bury St Edmunds
14.00 – 17.00

	

	Subject:  
	Performance Results for LAA Indicators – if available

	Objectives: 
	To receive and understand the latest set of performance results against the local indicators and to consider these when addressing the forward work programme for the Panel and sub group activity.

	Key areas of investigation:
	1. How can the data help the Panel to identify potential areas of scrutiny?

2. How does the data link with the Transforming Suffolk priorities?

3. What are the potential areas of concern?

4. Is there further information to come, or extra information that is needed?

	Expected Outcomes
	Panel are informed about current performance and use this information to aid decisions on future forward work programme items

	

	Subject:  
	Suffolk Climate Action Plan – a year on

	Objectives:
	To review the findings of the Greenest County Sub Group on the progress with the Suffolk Climate Action Plan (SCAP)

	Key areas of investigation:
	1. What progress has been made against the SCAP?

2. Have the Panel’s recommendations from the scrutiny sub group been taken forward?

3. How is the SCAP being taken forward for the next year?

	Expected Outcomes:
	Panel members decide whether: 

· They are content with progress

· Further action or scrutiny is required; or

· A further item is scheduled in the forward work programme to review the SCAP

	

	Subject:  
	Recommendations and Outcomes Log

	Objectives:
	To review progress on previous recommendations and outcomes

	Key areas of investigation:
	1. Has expected progress been made?

2. Are the relevant Sub Group and Panel members content with actions and progress?

3. Does the recommendation need more time or further action?

	Expected Outcomes:
	Panel members decide whether: 

· The item is finalised and closed;

· Further action is required; or

· A different timescale is to be set


	Meeting Date:  

Venue:

Time:
	29 September 2010

West Suffolk House, Bury St Edmunds
14.00 – 17.00

	

	Subject:  
	Forward Work Programme

	Objectives:
	To identify subject for the November Information session

To add or remove items as decided at the meeting

To agree the forward work programme

	Key areas of investigation:
	1. Does the forward work programme reflect the current work of the Panel?

2. Are there any additional items or updates the Panel wish to have programmed in?

	Expected Outcomes:
	The subject for the November information session is decided

The forward plan is amended and updated

The forward work programme is agreed 


	Meeting Date:  

Venue:

Time:
	24 November 2010

Council Chamber, Forest Heath District Council, Mildenhall
10.30 – 13.30

	

	Subject:  
	Performance Results for LAA Indicators – if available

	Objectives: 
	To receive and understand the latest set of performance results against the local indicators and to consider these when addressing the forward work programme for the Panel and sub group activity.

	Key areas of investigation:
	1. How can the data help the Panel to identify potential areas of scrutiny?

2. How does the data link with the Transforming Suffolk priorities?

3. What are the potential areas of concern?

4. Is there further information to come, or extra information that is needed?

	Expected Outcomes
	Panel are informed about current performance and use this information to aid decisions on future forward work programme items

	

	Subject:  
	Greenest County Delivery Partnership Communications Plan

	Objectives:
	To review the findings of the Greenest County Sub Group on the progress with the GCDP Communications Plan 

	Key areas of investigation:
	1. Is the Plan addressing all the relevant recommendations from the Greenest County Scrutiny Sub Group Report of 9 June 2009?

(Recommendations 1, 2, 3, 4 5 and 8)

2. How are key messages being communicated?

3. What is the timetable for communications?

4. Who is receiving those communications?

5. How are the public being engaged?
6. What has been achieved?

	Expected Outcomes
	The Panel decide if the Communications Strategy addresses and answers the relevant recommendations and questions; and

The Panel decide if they have any suggestions or comments to be considered when finalising and publicising the plan.


	Meeting Date:  

Venue:

Time:
	24 November 2010

Council Chamber, Forest Heath District Council, Mildenhall
10.30 – 13.30

	

	Subject:  
	Information session

	Objectives:
	To receive initial information presentation for the next possible scrutiny area, giving information about the key indicators and Community Strategy priorities, and how the Delivery Partnership are addressing these.

To identify members of this sub group.

	Key areas of investigation:
	1. Scrutiny should be conducted to ensure that the Panel address both the performance against indicators and the delivery of “Transforming Suffolk”.

2. Priority should be given to subjects where scrutiny could make a difference by having a positive impact and adding value to the work of the SSP.

	Expected Outcomes:
	· The Panel make a decision on whether this should be a scrutiny item and, if so;

· Sub group members are identified and a date for an initial scoping meeting is agreed.

	

	Subject:  
	Recommendations and Outcomes Log

	Objectives:
	To review progress on previous recommendations and outcomes

	Key areas of investigation:
	1. Has expected progress been made?

2. Are the Panel members content with actions and progress?

3. Does the recommendation need more time or further action?

	Expected Outcomes:
	Panel members decide whether: 

· The item is finalised and closed;

· Further action is required; or

· A different timescale is to be set

	

	Subject:  
	Forward Work Programme

	Objectives:
	To add or remove items as decided at the meeting

To agree the forward work programme

	Key areas of investigation:
	1. Does the forward work programme reflect the current work of the Panel?

2. Are there any additional items or updates the Panel wish to have programmed in?

	Expected Outcomes:
	The forward plan is amended and updated

The forward work programme is agreed 


Schedule of Sub Group work
	Sub Group:  

To start work:

To report back:
	Public and Community Engagement in Scrutiny
April 2010

Interim - 26 May 2010          Final – 28 July 2010

	Subject:  
	Public/Community Involvement in Scrutiny

	Objectives:
	To investigate how the Panel can engage communities and residents in scrutiny work

To decide how to incorporate this into the Panel’s scrutiny activity

	Key areas of investigation:
	1. Who should be involved?

2. How can the Panel engage and reach communities and residents?

3. What work is already taking place?

4. What methods of engaging people are already in existence?

5. How could the Panel use any pre-existing involvement groups or forums?

	Expected Outcomes:
	Sub group members to report back to main Panel to enable members to decide how to take the issue of public/community engagement and involvement forward 


	Sub Group:  

To start work:

To report back:
	Greenest County

September 2010
24 November 2010

	Subject:  
	Greenest County Delivery Partnership Communications Plan

	Objectives:
	To scrutinise Progress on the GCDP Communications Plan

	Key areas of investigation:
	1. Is the plan addressing all the relevant recommendations from the Greenest County Scrutiny Sub Group Report of 9 June 2009?

(Recommendations 1, 2, 3, 4 5 and 8)

2. How are key messages being communicated?

3. What is the timetable for communications?

4. Who is receiving those communications?

5. How are the public being engaged?
6. What has been achieved?

	Expected Outcomes
	To report back to the Panel to enable members to:

Decide if the progress with the Communications Plan is satisfactory and addresses and answers the relevant recommendations and questions; and

Decide if they have any suggestions or comments to be considered in progressing the Communication Plan.


	Sub Group:  

To start work:

To report back:
	Greenest County
July 2010
29 September 2010

	Subject:  
	Suffolk Climate Action Plan – a year on

	Objectives:
	To progress on the SCAP, which has now been in place for a year

	Key areas of investigation:
	1. What progress has been made against the SCAP?

2. Have the Panel’s recommendations form the scrutiny sub group been taken forward?

3. How is the SCAP being taken forward for the next year?

	Expected Outcomes:
	To report back to the Panel to enable members to decide whether:

· They are content with progress

· Further action or scrutiny is required; or

· A further item is scheduled in the forward work programme to review the SCAP


Membership
Greenest County

John Levantis

Tony Sheppard

Martin Redbond

Janet Royce

Public and Community Engagement in Scrutiny

Caroline Smith

Geoff Holdcroft

Rachel Sloane

John Levantis

Graham Steel
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