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Local Area Agreement




Local Area Agreement Joint Scrutiny Panel
Summary of Panel Decisions 1 November 2007 – 3 June 2008

Full notes of all decisions and recommendations and all Panel agendas, papers and reports can be found on the Panel’s website at http://www.onesuffolk.co.uk/laa/scrutinypanel 
	MEETING OF 1 NOVEMBER 2007

	
	Election of Chairman and Vice Chairman

The Panel agreed to defer the election of Chairman and Vice Chairman until the next meeting of the Panel.


	
	Why Have a Scrutiny Process?  (Training and awareness item)

With regard to the setting of up to 35 local targets, a member commented that this would be a good place for the Panel to begin its work, and the Panel requested further information about these targets and the stage of negotiation that had been reached in agreeing them.  

It was agreed that:

i) the Panel would be sent information on the 35 targets via email outside of the meeting;

ii) arrangements would be made for Panel members to attend Block Board, ABG and Local Strategic Partnership Board meetings before the next meeting of the Panel.

	
	Future Meetings 

It was agreed that: 

i)   meetings of the Joint Scrutiny Panel for the coming year would take place on the following dates:

Thursday 10 January 2008

Monday 14 April 2008

Monday 14 July 2008
Tuesday 14 October 2008
ii)  that the Panel Administrator arrange times and venues for meetings for the coming year;

iii)  meeting times should be set in an assortment of evening, morning and afternoon time slots;

iv)  venues should be spread across the whole of Suffolk and have a good public transport link;

v)   that IpCity be considered as a possible venue for one of the meetings;

vi) once appropriate training and information gathering had taken place, Members would contact the Scrutiny officer with ideas and thoughts for items for the next meeting;

vii) that the Panel Administrator contact Optua and other local organisations regarding the publicity of meetings;

viii) that investigations be made into setting up web pages for the Panel

ix) the forward work plan could be focussed on each of the four blocks in turn, to give some structure to scrutiny 

x) arrange for presentations from the Local Strategic Partnerships to find out more about their work and their priorities, and how these fit with the work being done by the Block Boards

xi) to send out links to locations of all LAA key papers and meeting details and any other relevant information such as the work of Boards and their membership 



	MEETING OF 10 JANUARY 2008

	
	Election of Chairman and Vice Chairman

After being proposed and seconded it was resolved that Anthony Sheppard, Independent Community Member, be elected as the Chairman of the Local Area Joint Scrutiny Panel for the forthcoming year. 

After being proposed and seconded it was resolved that Councillor Helen Levack be elected as the Vice Chairman of the Local Area Joint Scrutiny Panel for the forthcoming year.

	
	Suffolk and Ipswich LAA from 2009/10 – Setting the Local Indicators
It was agreed that:

i) the Panel should be involved in the consultation process;

an additional meeting of the Panel take place on Monday 11 February 2008 at 2.00 pm in order to consider the proposed indicators when published.

	 
	Forward Work Programme

The Panel agreed that:

i) it was would be more appropriate to set out a work programme when there is more information about LAA2 in April.  In the meantime suggestions were received on including items on the LAA Indicators, Action Plans and targets; appointment of Area Based Grant and financial transition arrangements, and the planning process for moving money around; structure and work streams;

ii) forward planning meetings would take place after each Panel meeting with the Chairman and Vice Chairman together with key stakeholders;

iii) the updated forward work programme would be circulated to all members after each forward planning meeting.



	
	Publicity and Promotion of the Panel
The Panel agreed that:

i) publicity should be arranged issue by issue as they arise targeting the most appropriate organisations;

ii) priority should be given to publicising the existence of the Panel to statutory organisations, local partnerships and all other bodies involved in the LAA;

iii) the Panel should produce an annual report to go to all Councils;

iv) members should be provided with name badges and identity cards.

	MEETING OF 11 FEBRUARY 2008

	
	Suffolk and Ipswich LAA from 2009/10 – Setting the Local Indicators

The Panel agreed that the title of this item should read “Suffolk LAA from 2009/10 – Setting the Local Indicators”.

Some members of the Panel felt that the lack of supporting performance evidence for the indicators made scrutiny of the process and chosen indicators very difficult.  The Panel were willing to accept the expertise of those who had taken the process thus far but felt unable to make recommendations regarding some indicators that were very similar without supporting evidence.

The Panel considered the Suffolk LAA 2 – Selection of Local Indicators short list item by item and gave recommendations and comments for each where appropriate.  The full report of the Panel can be found at http://www.onesuffolk.co.uk/laa/scrutinypanel/Consultation+scrutiny.htm. 

The Panel agreed to meet again on 12th March 2008 to scrutinise the amended list of indicators following the consultation process and when supporting performance evidence was available.



	
	Forward Work Programme

The Panel agreed to look at funding in their April meeting.  This should include inviting an officer along to overview the budget situation and information on how funding of the previous LAA was apportioned.

The issue of Equality to be added to the Forward Work Programme.

The Panel did not wish to receive training on the Code of Conduct as they felt that the Code itself was comprehensive and self-explanatory.

The Panel requested that the two LSP presentations for the April meeting should include West Suffolk LSP.

	MEETING OF 12 MARCH 2008

	
	Suffolk and Ipswich LAA from 2009/10 - Setting the Local Indicators
The JSP considered the findings of the Core Group and compared these with the recommendations contained in their 11 February 2008 report.

The JSP noted that:

a) The paper submitted for their use contained performance data and background information that had previously been unavailable to them.

b) The paper also contained comments and details of the levels of support that each indicator had received from consultees, who had relevant expertise.

c) The paper contained much complex information, but was well presented and easy to understand, making this task simpler.  Officers were commended for this excellent piece of work.

With this extra information the JSP re-visited its recommendations and compared these with the recommendations of the Core Group.  

The JSP noted that many of their findings concurred with Core Group recommendations.  However, where they did not concur the JSP considered the new information submitted to them and were able to agree with the decision of the Core Group as the JSP believed that accepting these recommendations would enhance the consultation and scrutiny processes.

The JSP agreed to support the recommendations of the Core Group for the selection of local indicators to go forward to the Chief Executives’ Panel and the Accountable Bodies Group for consideration.

	MEETING OF 14 APRIL 2008

	
	Communications with Local Councillors

The Panel considered how best to establish and develop internal mechanisms by which information could be fed back to local members.

It was noted that most of the councils within Suffolk had not carried out any significant work on providing information to Councillors regarding the LAA.  Councillor Levack advised the Panel that briefings had taken place at St Edmundsbury Borough Council, which had been well supported.  All Councillors had also been provided with the IDEA booklet ‘LAAs – Preparing to Negotiate and Deliver‘ which they had found to be very informative.

It was agreed that the Panel should write to the Chief Executive’s Panel and the Core Group to ask what they were proposing to do in order to implement the St Edmundsbury Borough Council model elsewhere in Suffolk.

	
	Delivering LAA2
The Panel heard that a meeting would be held on 15 April where governance arrangements for LAA2 would be discussed.  It was agreed that the outcomes from this meeting would be sent to Sarah Harvey for circulation to the Panel.

The Panel requested to be sent a copy of the report which went to the Accountable Bodies group which gave information on how funding had been spent.

	MEETING OF 3 JUNE 2008

	
	Suffolk and Ipswich LAA from 2009/10 – Governance Proposals

Structure Diagram

The Panel agreed:

i)       that the diagram needed to:

a)     show the lines of accountability and levels of responsibility, including reporting requirements, between the groups shown to ensure that there was a clear illustration of how this works;

b)   clearly show which groups were decision-making groups, which were service delivery groups and which were advisory/support groups;

c)    include the Local Area Agreement Joint Scrutiny Panel.  Although the Panel was not part of the governance mechanisms, it was a fundamental part of the accountability process and the Panel and its lines of reporting should be shown to illustrate its role in LAA2.

d)  that consideration should be given to the position of the Local Strategic  Partnerships (LSPs) and their relationship with SSP Board and the Delivery partnerships (DP).

e)    the line between the LSPs and the SSP Board should be annotated to show this relationship was strategic and between LSPs and DPs to show that this relationship was in delivery of services and performance.

f)    LSPs should not be shown on the same level as DPs as their concern was local to their area and they did not address such wide-ranging delivery and performance issues as DPs.  

g)   to note that there was a separate DP for learning and skills development. The Panel considered whether this was necessary when there were already agencies like the Learning and Skills Council that were delivering in this area.  The Panel concluded that this appeared to be duplication of effort.

Key Issues

The Panel agreed:
Membership of all the groups needed to be closely reviewed and consideration be given across the whole range of involved organisations to who was/was not represented and why;

a)     Membership of the SSP Board should include all strategic partners;

b)   All groups needed similar clear definitions as provided in the first paragraph under the heading of the Suffolk Strategic Partnership Board;

c)    The second paragraph under the heading of the Suffolk Strategic Partnership Board should say “monitor performance and take appropriate action” instead of “oversee performance”.

d)    Membership of the SSP Steering Group should include a representative from Suffolk County Council and at least one representative from the Borough and District Councils to ensure representation of the two very different perspectives were represented.

e)  The final two lines of the second paragraph under the heading Delivery Partnerships should read “the new Delivery Partnerships” instead of their new role as Delivery Partnerships”.

f)   The “allocating of cross cutting principles” discussed in paragraph 4 under the heading Delivery Partnerships should make clear who will make this allocation.

g)   The proposals shown under the heading “Local Strategic Partnerships” do not reflect reality.  Currently DPs and LSPs are not on an equal level.

h)   In order to avoid duplication, there are two distinct models and one of these should be chosen:

i)     Delivery in appropriate areas is delegated to LSPs and LSPs are supported to develop to a level where they can deliver these, or

j)    Delivery is not delegated to LSPs, and consideration should then be given to whether LSPs should be in this governance structure chart at all.

k)   This relationship needs to be clearly defined and is crucial in ensuring good performance in delivery of services.

l)     The Scrutiny Panel agrees that it should include the Community Strategy in its remit, but recognises the magnitude of this task and would like to discuss and consider if this can be achieved, and, if so, how.

m)    Scrutiny should be an automatic part of the process, so that proposals come to the attention of scrutiny for consideration automatically.

n)    The Panel would like to scrutinise the terms of reference for the various groups as these are clarified.  These could be a regular agenda item to catch each group as progress is made.

Role of Partnerships (appendix 2)

Rather than making individual recommendations for the many bullet points, the Panel made these general recommendations following their scrutiny on 3 June:

a)    The passive word support is used frequently, and should be replaced with an  active word.

b)   The language in the bullet points is very woolly in many places and needs tightening up.

c)      Management speak should be avoided wherever possible.

d)   These bullets should link to the first two parts of the paper eg under LSP  section there is no mention of delegation.

e)     There must be transparency in the role of DPs and funding.

f)     The issues of communications with the public and information provision must be represented by commitment and direction at a strategic level, to ensure that the work is given appropriate importance by the LAA management group and other groups.
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