APPENDIX 1

local Area Agreement joint scrutiny PANEL 

Scrutiny of Suffolk Local Area Agreement 2 - Selection of Local Indicators held on 11 February 2008

Report of the Joint Scrutiny Panel
Introduction

1. Suffolk’s Community Strategy (SCS) sets out the twenty year ambition for the county.  One key method for delivery of SCS is in three year cycles through the Local Area Agreements.  Local Area Agreement 2 (LAA2) is the first of these and will include up to 35 local indicators to help Suffolk achieve its identified priorities and desired outcomes.  

2. Working with partners and stakeholders a shortlist of proposed indicators was produced and consultation on this list is taking place during the period from 4 February to 6 March 2008.  The Consultation guidelines for Appendix 2 of this report.

3. On 11 February 2008 the Local Area Agreement (LAA) Joint Scrutiny Panel (JSP) considered a paper providing the opportunity to scrutinise and take part in the consultation process for the proposed local indicators to be included in the LAA2.   

4. This report summarises the outcomes, recommendations and comments from that scrutiny and is for consideration by the Core Group, the Chief Executives Group and the Accountable bodies Group when the list of local indicators is being finalised.  It contains recommendations both about the process and about the actual indicators being considered.

Outcomes of Scrutiny
5. The JSP decided:

a. That it would need to see performance information, unavailable at the time of the scrutiny, in order to fully scrutinise the process and the chosen indicators.  

b. That the JSP did not have the expertise to make recommendations about some of the choices between similar indicators without more background information on the reasons for their inclusion, and more detail about definitions.  However, the JSP was willing to accept the expertise that had gone into the choices this far and make recommendations where it felt qualified to do so.  The JSP did have comments about some of the indicators, which are included in this report for consideration.

c. That it would like to meet again to scrutinise the amended list following the consultation process, and when the performance data and baselining information was available.  To allow for this and to ensure that the JSP could still influence the final decisions of the Chief Executive’s Group on 14 March and the Accountable Bodies Group on 28 March, a date of 12 March was set for an extra meeting for this purpose. 

Recommendations and comments

6. The JSP made the following recommendations and comments for consideration during the decision and approval process for the LAA2 local indicators, and particularly by the Core Group on 7 March, the Chief Executives Group on 14 March and the Accountable Bodies Group on 28 March:

a. Recommendations and comments relating to the Consultation Process in general

i. Current available performance data and some background to the process for selection of this shortlist should have been made available as part of the consultation and scrutiny processes. 

Reason for recommendation:

Although willing to accept the amount of work and expertise that had gone into the shortlist, the JSP felt that the consultation process would have been more transparent, and a fuller scrutiny possible, with this information.  Some information was available verbally at the meeting, but this was not sufficient to provide this background.

ii. The list of consultees should include individuals or organisations representing the views of employees as well as employers.

Reason for recommendation:

In the published list of consultees there was representation of employers in the area through several organisations and groups, but there seemed to be a lack of representation for employees, who may have a very different viewpoint on priorities.  Their absence from the process may mean that important opinion is lost.

b. Recommendations and comments relating to specific short listed indicators
i. NI1 and NI2

The JSP felt unable to make a recommendation between these two indicators, but would like to draw attention to the difficulty of setting a meaningful and achievable target for NI2. 

Reason for recommendation and comments:

The JSP was told that there is no baseline data for NI2, which would make it hard to ensure that the indicator was achievable.  However, there was some data to give a relative baseline for NI1, making it more possible to set a meaningful target.  The JSP noted that the group proposing these indicators, who have expertise in this field, gave NI2 as their preference and agreed that NI2 would allow focus on the important issues and challenges of many new people moving into the area.

ii. NI18 and NI30

NI30 was preferred by the JSP, although the JSP felt that they needed to look at this again following the results of the consultation process, as the cooperation of partners will be required to measure this and to achieve this indicator.

Reason for recommendation and comments:

The overriding consideration for these indicators is their fit with achieving the desired outcomes of the Community Strategy, and NI30 would appear to have a wider impact on communities and people’s perceptions about crime.  However, the views of consultees would be very important in actually indicating what is of most importance to communities in Suffolk.

iii. NI80, NI163 and NI165

The JSP again felt unable to make a recommendation between the options due to lack of performance data and background information, but wanted to highlight the importance using these indicators to help improve Suffolk’s current low level of attainment.  The JSP also believed these targets to be incremental, so that it would start with NI163 for GCSEs as a building block for to higher education targets.

The JSP also wanted to highlight NI174 for consideration as an alternative in this group.

Reason for recommendation and comments:

This is a key area for improvement for Suffolk and all indicators are important but care is needed in selecting the one, which will make the biggest difference.  This may need incremental progression concentrating on the GCSE level indicator first, and moving on to higher education targets once this level had improved.  Alternatively, a different approach would be looking at NI174, which concentrates on skills gaps in the current workforce, providing a wider area of focus, and allowing concentration of resources where the gaps are identified.

iv. NI139 AND NI141

The JSP again felt unable to make a recommendation between the options, which it thought were very different, but equally valuable.

Reason for recommendation and comments:

The JSP did not have the expertise to make choices and felt that expert knowledge and more background information was needed to do so.

v. NI171 and NI172

The JSP again felt unable to make a recommendation between the options, but drew attention to NI151, which is about overall employment rates, and asked for this to be considered.  

Reason for recommendation and comments:

The JSP did not have the expertise to make choices and felt that expert knowledge and more information was needed to do so. It did not accept that one of the shortlisted indicators in the next group, NI152, was the opposite of NI 151, so asked for NI151 to be considered, as overall employment rate would seem to be a key indicator.

vi. NI13, NI116, NI118, NI140, NI152 and NI166

The JSP did not have the expertise to make choices and felt that expert knowledge and more information was needed to do so.  However, the JSP commented that it believed NI166, tempered by NI16, to be key for the Community Strategy.  

Reason for recommendation and comments:

NI166 could be easily influenced by one or two instances of very high earnings, so NI16 would provide an alternative measure to temper this.

Members also felt that geographical differences would be important to this group of indicators and must be recognised and measured.

Members further commented that if NI140 was included, careful wording of questions in the place survey would be important, but members agreed that people’s perceptions were very important.

vii. NI6

The JSP asked for NI5 to also be considered.

Reason for recommendation and comments:

The JSP commented that NI6, while impacting on other community indicators, may not be the best measure for the third sector and felt that NI5 was also important as an overall indicator for the third sector.

viii. NI8

The JSP felt that this was not a high priority for Suffolk.

Reason for recommendation and comments:

The JSP felt that there were other much better and more inclusive measures for health and well being than this one, which, depending on definition, may exclude large categories of people who exercise but do not compete in sporting activities.

ix. NI20, NI28, NI111, NI32

The JSP did not have the expertise to make choices and felt that expert knowledge and more information was needed to do so, but highlighted the importance of NI20 in Ipswich and NI32 as an important area for improvement.  The JSP was unsure of the relative importance of NI28 for Suffolk.

Reason for recommendation and comments:

Although not grouped together the JSP felt that these indicators overlapped with each other, so considered them as a group.    Without data they were unconvinced of the need for levels of knife crime to be included, but recognised the importance of tackling repeat incidents of domestic violence.

x. NI40

The JSP commented that NI38 might be a better indicator.

Reason for recommendation and comments:

The JSP questioned the meaning behind the word “effective” and questioned the relevance of NI40 to Suffolk.  

xi. NI62

The JSP recognised the importance of this indicator.

Reason for recommendation and comments:

This issue had long term impacts on the lives of young people and the communities they live in.

xii. NI91

The JSP recognised that there is a need to address this serious issue, but commented that there may be other better indicators for this such as NI117.

Reason for recommendation and comments:

NI117 covers 16-18 year olds, and covers those in employment.

xiii. NI110

The JSP questioned the definition of “positive”, but agreed that this was an important indicator.  

Reason for recommendation and comments:

This indicator could be used to harness the results of many activities going on in Suffolk and is important for long term health and well-being.

xiv. NI51

The JSP recognised the importance of this issue, but did not feel they could support this indicator.

Reason for recommendation and comments:

This is an interim measure, to be replaced in 2009, and the JSP felt that they could not properly consider this without definitions and an indication of targets.

xv. NI56

The JSP recommended that this should be a priority.

Reason for recommendation and comments:

The JSP agreed that this is a very important issue affecting long term health and well being.

xvi. NI112

The JSP did not have the expertise to make a recommendation, but commented that, although this is a very important area, it may not be relevant for Suffolk alone.

Reason for recommendation and comments:

There is already a high input from Suffolk into this work, but it is recognised as a national issue and may not be something that can be impacted locally.

xvii. NI121

The JSP does not support the inclusion of this indicator, but suggests either NI120 or 123 as an alternative.

Reason for recommendation and comments:

This would appear to be a long term goal, and it would be hard to have much impact in 3 years, so it does not seem relevant to a 3 year Local Area Agreement.  There are other mortality indicators, as above, which could be included.

xviii. NI124

The JSP agreed that this indicator should be included.

Reason for recommendation and comments:

The JSP agreed that this was important for overall health and well-being.

xix. NI135

The JSP recommended that this should be a priority.

Reason for recommendation and comments:

Carers are an important part of society and their support is an important area for consideration.  The JSP highlighted the particular issue of young carers.

xx. NI148

The JSP agreed that this indicator should be included.

Reason for recommendation and comments:

The JSP agreed that this was one indicator in a very important wider issue.

xxi. NI154 and NI155

The JSP did not have the expertise or information to make a recommendation and agreed that if experts in this area wanted this target, they would support it, but asked those making the choices to consider the possibility that this was duplication of regional targets already in place.

Reason for recommendation and comments:

The JSP felt that this area was well covered in regional targets, and that there were other targets that were more of a priority for the LAA.

xxii. NI186

The JSP did not have the expertise or information to make a recommendation, but commented that they supported the aspiration, but would need to know much more about how this could be measured locally to support this particular indicator.

Reason for recommendation and comments:

Members of the JSP explained the complexity of measuring this locally, as it involves a complex formula using some national data, so this would be hard to impact.  The Greenest County group put this indicator forward and members suggested they would need to see the proposals for measurement before they would support it fully.

xxiii. NI188

The JSP supported the inclusion of this indicator

Reason for recommendation and comments:

The JSP received additional information about this indicator, and understood that this was about the process, and related to action planning and delivery of those plans, which is measurable and achievable.

xxiv. NI193

The JSP supported inclusion of this indicator.

Reason for recommendation and comments:

This indicator would include commercial and industrial waste as well as household waste and is therefore an important indicator.

c. Recommendations and comments relating to suggested local indicators
i. Volunteering

The JSP questioned how this would be different to NI6, which it commented on above.

ii. Alcohol – harm related admissions

The Panel supported this important suggested local indicator.

iii. Access to services and facilities

The Panel supported this fundamental suggested local indicator.

iv. Greenhouse gas emissions

See comments for NI 186 above.

v. Flood and coastal erosion

The Panel supported inclusion of this indicator.

d. Recommendations and comments relating to top 5 local indicators
The JSP decided that it did not have the expertise to make recommendations about some of the choices of between the individual indicators without more performance data, background information on the reasons for their inclusion, and more detail about definitions.   Therefore the JSP felt that they were not in a position to prioritise the top 5 indicators.

Glossary

LAA

-
Local Area Agreement

LAA2 

– 
Local Area Agreement 2 (2008-2011)

JSP 

– 
Joint Scrutiny Panel

SCS 

–
Suffolk Community Strategy 
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