Committee Title

	Local Area Agreement Joint Scrutiny Panel

Local Strategic Partnerships and their use of Performance Reward Grant Funding
Sub Group Scrutiny
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Objectives of scrutiny

	Headline objective
Using some selected examples:

1. Investigate the allocation of Performance Reward Grant (PRG) funding to Local Strategic Partnerships (LSPs) and examine whether this funding has been effectively used.
2. Examine the selection, evaluation and outcomes of LSP projects funded from PRG money.

3. Examine the reasons for gaps in projects addressing LAA targets and indicators which the LSP has identified in its priorities.

Key questions to be answered
a) How are decisions made concerning allocations of PRG funding to LSPs?
b) How is the allocation system evaluated, and by whom?

c) Was an Equality Impact Assessment conducted either on the process for allocation or on the projects chosen?

For each project funded or part funded by PRG money:

d) Why was this project put forward?

e) What are the expected levels of participation in decision making and target outcomes?

f) What are the actual levels of participation in decision making and outcomes?

g) Was an equality impact assessment conducted?

h) How are the outcomes monitored and evaluated and by whom?

i) What was involved in making the project happen?

j) Who benefitted?

k) Was it value for money?

l) What were the social benefits?

m) Is there partnership working and are Delivery Partnerships involved?
n) What follow up and development takes place from each project?
o) How are good practices and lessons learned shared and with whom?

For the gaps in projects addressing priority areas:

p) Are there projects taking place using funding from elsewhere?

q) If not, how is the priority being addressed?
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Relevant background 

	The Panel has conducted four in depth sub group scrutinies and each of those sub groups have made recommendations concerning the role and accountability of LSPs in relation to the LAA and Transforming Suffolk, the Suffolk Community Strategy.  These were:

Delivering Reductions in Suffolk’s Carbon Footprint report recommendation 9;

Community Cohesion and Inclusion report recommendations 7 and  9;

Culture and Sport report recommendation 9; and

Economic Development report recommendation 5.

These recommendations are shown in full at Appendix 1.

The Community Cohesion and Inclusion report recommendation 9 was that “The LAA Joint Scrutiny Panel considers placing this as an item on their forward work programme”.

On 27 January 2010 the Panel had further information about LSPs, their role, their relationship to the LAA and their funding.  Following this, the issue of the use of Performance Reward Grant funding by LSPs was explored in more detail on 24 March 2010.  On 26 May 2010 the Panel considered the evidence received and agreed the following:
i) To set up a Sub Group to look at how LSPs have used PRG funding;  

ii) To look at two projects where money had been allocated and to consider the outcomes achieved;

iii) To examine: 

a. the outcomes from use of the PRG funding, 

b. how PRG funding has been used to address the LAA areas identified as priorities by LSPs,

c. the gaps where those priorities were not being addressed;

iv) That the Sub Group consider which LSPs should be looked at;

v) The membership of the Sub Group as follows:

Rachel Sloane, John Levantis, Janet Royce, Frank Warby and Paul Light;      

vi) That the Sub Group should report back to the Panel at its November 2010 meeting.

Since the 26 May a decision has been made for SCC to remove its support of the Panel after 1 August 2010.  With this in mind it was agreed that members would proceed with the scoping of this scrutiny and that the Panel would consider how to progress this work at their final meeting on 28 July 2010.  The sub group met on 21 June to scope this scrutiny.  
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Why this is a scrutiny item

	Currently the Local Strategic Partnerships receive 50% of the Performance Related Grant (PRG) in Suffolk.  This was agreed by the Suffolk Strategic Partnership Board in June 2008.

The scrutiny sub group work undertaken by the Panel indicates that it is difficult to measure how the LSP projects which are funded through this money contribute to the achievement of LAA indicators and the priorities and outcomes for Transforming Suffolk, Suffolk’s Community Strategy. 

The Panel also had concerns about the allocation process for PRG money in Suffolk. 

The scrutiny sub groups also had difficulty clarifying role and relationship of LSPs to the LAA as a whole, and were concerned with the issues of accountability for, and monitoring of, the use of the PRG funding.

The work of the LSPs could impact on many of the LAA indicators and on achieving the outcomes and priorities of Transforming Suffolk, but there does not appear to be a system in place which monitors and reports on this.

There are also good practices, relevant expertise and achievements from the LSPs that could be shared across the organisations involved in delivering LAA2 in Suffolk
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Who the Panel can influence

	The Panel could make recommendations:

· To the Suffolk Collaborative, particularly with a view to informing the future PRG allocation process;

· To individual Delivery Partnership Executive Groups and Boards;

· To Local Strategic Partnership Boards; 

· To Suffolk Performance Improvement Officers Group; or
· That aspects of this item are looked at in detail by other Committees.



5
Who will be involved

	Within Local authorities
· Relevant LSP co-coordinators;

· Relevant officers and elected members, particularly those who:
· Are project bidders or owners;

· Made the relevant project selections

· Monitored and measured project outcomes; 

· Conducted project evaluation; or

· Are member of Boards and Executive Groups of the relevant LSPs and Delivery Partnerships
	Partners, stakeholders and witnesses
· Members of the Suffolk collaborative involved in the allocation process;

· Relevant officers and elected members, particularly those who:

· Are project bidders or owners;

· Made the relevant project selections

· Monitored and measured project outcomes; 

· Conducted project evaluation; or

· Are member of Boards and Executive Groups of the relevant LSPs and Delivery Partnerships;

	Public and Community Involvement

This will depend on the projects chosen and any outcomes or evaluation results, but should include:
· Beneficiaries and end users of the projects; 
· Any individuals or groups with identified unmet needs; 
· Members of the communities affected by the outcomes of the projects; and
· Any other witnesses who are identified as the scrutiny progresses.
	Initial Equality Impact Assessment (EIA)
An initial EIA screening was conducted at the meeting on 21 June and members were satisfied that the scrutiny would not adversely impact or discriminate against different groups in the community and would make a positive contribution to equalities.
More detailed information about EIAs is available on the Improvement and Development Agency website.
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Scrutiny Format
	As part of the scoping exercise for this scrutiny the Panel’s direction to the sub group, as outlined in 2 above, was to identify two possible projects for the scrutiny and one area where there was a gap in projects.  The sub group identified the following LSP projects for scrutiny:
· West Suffolk - SOS Bus Project; and

· Suffolk Coastal – Developing the capacity of Voluntary and Community Sector organisations.

The sub group suggested the following gap in projects for scrutiny:

· NI112 Under 18 conception rate, which was identified as a priority by five LSPs (Ipswich, Mid Suffolk, Suffolk Coastal, Waveney and West Suffolk), but with only one LSP (Waveney) undertaking a project to support this.
The sub group suggest that, as well as scrutinising the reasons for the four LSPs not running supporting projects for this identified priority, Waveney be asked why they did and how well this worked.

In terms of best practice and experience from previous sub group scrutinies this sub group suggest the following:

· Using a selection of witnesses from a range of partners, organisations and communities involved, including input from organisations such as Trade Unions and the voluntary and community sector;

· Using one to one interviews as much as possible, preferably by visiting witnesses on their “home territory” as all sub groups achieved their best witness input in this way;

· Obtaining relevant officer input at meetings and on a one to one basis;

· Selective and considered use of questionnaires – previous sub groups found these to be of limited value, needing a lot of input for a small result
This scrutiny would require a reasonable timescale of four to five months to be conducted thoroughly, with an interim report on progress to the “parent” Committee or Panel to show progress and to canvass help with any issues arising.
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Linked scrutiny or review

	Local Area Agreement Joint Scrutiny Panel, 9 June 2009, Delivering Reductions in Suffolk’s Carbon Footprint - Report of the Scrutiny Sub Group

Local Area Agreement Joint Scrutiny Panel, 23 September 2009, Community Cohesion and Inclusion - Report of the Scrutiny Sub Group
Local Area Agreement Joint Scrutiny Panel, 27 January 2010, Agenda Item 5, Economic Development - Report of the Scrutiny Sub Group
Local Area Agreement Joint Scrutiny Panel, 27 January 2010, Agenda Item 6, Culture and Sport - Report of the Scrutiny Sub Group
All sub group reports are available at the following link:

http://www.transformingsuffolk.co.uk/partnerships/laa-scrutiny-panel/joint-scrutiny-panel-reports
Local Area Agreement Joint Scrutiny Panel, 19 November 2009, Agenda Item 4, Local Strategic Partnership Question and Answer Sheet and Agenda item 3, Performance Reward Grant Funding

Local Area Agreement Joint Scrutiny Panel, 24 March 2010, Agenda Item 5, Local Strategic Partnerships and Performance Reward Grant Funding

All Panel meeting papers are available at the following link:

http://www.transformingsuffolk.co.uk/partnerships/laa-scrutiny-panel/meeting-papers 


Appendix 1
Local Strategic Partnerships 

Relevant recommendations from Panel sub group reports

Delivering Reductions in Suffolk’s Carbon Footprint (Greenest County Delivery Partnership) report

	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


Community Cohesion and Inclusion report

	Recommendation 9

	What?  That LSP accountability and reporting mechanisms, including their role in the LAA, should be investigated

How?  The LAA Joint Scrutiny Panel considers placing this as an item on their forward work programme.

Whom? The LAA Joint Scrutiny Panel 

When?  To consider at the 23 September 2009 meeting


	Recommendation 7

	What?  To create a system of formal links with other delivery partnerships and LSPs, enabling a two way process that shares good practice, expertise and achievements, for the benefit of all.

How?  A possible system of champions was discussed by the CCIDP Executive on 30 July, and may be one way forward.  CCIDP could pilot this system, and the results could then be evaluated and reviewed with a view to such interaction between all delivery partnerships.

Whom? CCIDP Board and Executive, with SSP Board considering this system for all delivery partnerships

When?  Initial trial system in place by December 2009, to be reviewed in June 2010


Economic Development report Recommendation 5 and 

Culture and Sport Report Recommendation 9

	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
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