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Board Meeting – 11th May 2006

6-8pm SALC offices, Claydon

Attendees:

	Clare Euston
	SSP Board Chair
	Jacqui Martin
	Suffolk Carers

	Mike More
	SSP Dev Grp Chair
	Deborah Cadman
	SCEG rep

	Gulshan Kayembe
	Suffolk Police Authority
	Sandra Crawley
	Job Centre Plus/SSP Forum

	Shona Bendix
	SALC
	Rachael Metson
	One Ipswich LSP

	Terry Clark
	SDA
	Kathleen Ben Rabha
	Diocese

	Jonathan Moore
	SAVO
	David Barker
	Environmental rep

	Catherine Sullivan
	Supporting People
	David Wood
	WS LSP

	Brian Keeble
	Health rep
	Leena Ghoshal
	SSP

	Guests:
	
	
	

	Rachel Thompson
	LAA lead, SCC
	Jeremy Schofield
	Governance lead, SCDC


MINUTES
Apologies:

	Bud Simpkin
	Young Suffolk
	John RG Williams
	SSP Forum

	John Williams
	SDA
	Penny Clarke
	BE LSP

	Tony Preston
	LSC
	Tina Ellis
	SSP Forum

	Nick Foster
	LSC
	Pat Rockall
	SCEG rep

	Gwen Parsons
	Waveney LSP
	John Dugmore
	Suffolk Chamber

	Doreen Savage
	SC LSP
	Chris Knock
	MS LSP

	Alastair McWhirter
	Suffolk Constabulary
	Hazel Hole
	Strategic Health Authority


	1
	Chair’s introduction
	Actions

	
	CE welcomed partners to the meeting and introduced herself as the new independent Chair of the SSP Board. 

CE apologised to members for not having had chance to meet with them all individually prior to the meeting, and promised to meet with those still outstanding in the near future. CE asked that plain language be used during the meeting.

CE acknowledged that the Partnership had already carried out a lot of hard work and that Suffolk is ahead of other counties in the work being done. A window of opportunity is now opening, that should mean exciting times for the Partnership. 


	CE



	2 &3
	Papers A and B - Minutes 9th February 2006 and matters arising
	

	
	Around Action 2, MM reported that the Performance Delivery Unit from No. 10 was interested in hearing Suffolk’s thoughts around the use of detailed performance targets. MM advised that although detailed performance management had at times benefited the public sector, it could also be over complicated and contradictory, with excessive related costs. The PDU was sympathetic, but responded that the mechanism for doing so was in place and had to be maintained.

Item 3 to be picked up by RT during meeting.

CE asked about the progress made around the Police Authority’s involvement with the Block Boards. GK confirmed that the PA had been invited to join, but had yet to finalise their arrangements.
	

	4
	Performance Reward Grant (PRG)

Verbal update - Mike More
	

	
	MM reminded the Board that the SSP would receive 25% of the entire PSA PRG money to spend on areas it considered priorities. Another 25% would be split between the six LSPs on a per capita basis. The remaining 50% would go to the local authorities, health and police.

The Board was advised that in April the Development Group had clarified the criteria for grants as follows: 

· Projects must demonstrate genuine partnership working

· Projects must be genuinely strategic, but acknowledging that there may be a need for local variation

· Possible synergies between the projects should be identified and addressed

· The projects should demonstrate how they will make an impact on Suffolk

· Projects should have considered sustainability beyond the PRG funding

· Projects should promote cross boundary partnership working (e.g. connection to other LAA Blocks)
· Projects must indicate where else funding has been sought, and the impact of a negative response
· Projects must demonstrate how vulnerable groups have been considered and engaged
In April, SSP Development Group had agreed that in addition to the assessment LG had carried out around the PRG applications, the four LAA Block Boards should also assess and prioritise them, based on their breadth of knowledge. The assessments from LG and the Block Boards should then be considered again by the SSP. 

MM assured the Board that the funds would not be equally divided across the four Blocks. 

Since then, the Block leads had met and discussed this, and felt that this was too onerous and sensitive a task for them. With this in mind, MM said that additional resources might be required to assess the applications further. 

It was agreed that an independent person or organisation should guide this process. A panel could be formed to include independent charitable funders with experience and expertise in this field to help the SSP with this particular task. A number of charities could carry out this task on behalf of the SSP.

J.Martin asked that the criteria reflect implicitly that the process is considerate of engaging with and mindful of vulnerable groups (as above). Those involved in process to take forward.

J.Moore hoped that there would be a lesson learned about the process, clarity and transparency required around decision making. The process required action to be allocated now and not left.

MM said that this allocation process would be applied to Year 1 funds only, and that a commissioning approach should be for the allocation of Year 2 funds. 

J.Moore asked who will be responsible for making decisions around funding, and suggested that three-quarters of the funds be allocated in Year 1 to allow for the deferred timescale. No decision was made.

GK said it was essential to assess the potential and wide ranging success of projects.

MM responded that this was a part of assessing the impact on Suffolk, already in the criteria.

DW asked who will assess the applications if the recommendations put forward by the Block Boards still exceeds the amount available.

MM responded that giving an indicative amount to each Board could result in substandard application being put through.

CE suggested that a sub-group be convened within the Partnership to oversee the process. There was support for this proposal.

J.Moore said that this issue will arise again and a clear process is required the sub-group should be representative of different parts of the Partnership. The synthesised learning could be useful to the LSPs. J.Moore offered to join the sub-group and asked CE to also be a part of the sub-group. CE agreed to do so.

DW also volunteered to join the sub-group.

CE said she would contact members in due course about these arrangements and will also contact MM to work out a system.


	CE

	5
	Paper C - LAA scrutiny arrangements – Jeremy Schofield, SCDC
	

	
	The SSP Board agreed at the last meeting that it should not undertake the scrutiny of the LAA. Since then, SSP Development Group had endorsed one of three options; option C, proposed by JS.

The options were:

A) To use existing scrutiny arrangements – this option didn’t recognise the breadth of the LAA.

B) To use SCC scrutiny arrangements, inviting others to participate – this option would mean an inequality between members.

C) To convene a LAA scrutiny panel made up of independent members and LA representatives (determined by the LGA mechanism) – this process mirrored that of the LA Standards Committee.

JS said that although the LAA is not a statutory arrangement, it is hoped that partners would become involved in this process.

JS asked that MM, as Chair of the Development Group, would sort out the details of this arrangement. 

JS raised the issue of paying incurred expenses to Scrutiny Panel members and advised that total expenses could amount to around £3,000 pa (six independent members @ £500 each). This would cover support costs, using existing capacity, not creating any new posts.

The Group discussed scrutiny issues. There was support for covering Panel members’ associated expenses, including reading and learning time.

BK felt that as the ABG had no overall power over the LAA, it was reasonable for SCC as the decision making body, to cover scrutiny expenses.

JS told the Group that the Leader of SCC has said that he would look for SCC to agree the findings of the ABG. JS advised that SCC could not hold the LAA purse and scrutinise the process.

J.Moore felt that the local authorities should fund the arrangements.

GK supported the Standards Committee approach, but advised that early thinking around the recruitment of independent members was required to ensure that members represented a wide range of communities.

The Board agreed to an independent scrutiny panel. It was not decided who should pay scrutiny expenses. Could this be discussed at the next SCEG meeting and/or the next Development Group?


	MM

MM



	6
	Paper D - LAA Blocks update – Rachel Thompson, SCC
	

	
	RT advised that the Block Boards had met in May.  Membership had changed over recent months, with additional members joining the Block Boards.

RT reported that it had been agreed that the Block Boards would make geographical links to the LSPs, working with their co-ordinators to look at additional options for consideration. 

The annual resource plan had been agreed by the ABG and would go to SCC on the 16th May.

Around Block 1, RT reported that this was moving towards a Children’s Trust, with a wider remit than the LAA. Block 1 is looking to analyse countywide data at a district level. It is hoped a similar approach will be taken across all the Block Boards. Now B1 has a more aligned structure, less administration is now required.

RT reported that B2 has a wide remit and has focussed around crime during Year 1. Funding is now being allocated on a needs basis and target leads have established links around different target areas, e.g. litter reduction with anti-social behaviour, and volunteering and road safety.

Block 3 is looking wider than the LAA targets and more towards preventative measures. Five areas have been identified as a common goal, and B3 are assessing spend against these areas.

Block 4 is still a new Block and has been widened to include prosperity for all. It is looking to break into European and international funding streams and is developing an action focussed work plan. 

CE asked RT if there was any area of work that the SSP could help with. RT responded that complicated areas would benefit from partnership involvement. RT would bring any such issues to the Board for discussion in the future.

J.Martin suggested that the SSP could assist in improving communication across the Blocks. 

DB said that this kind of update was useful to partners outside the LAA.

J.Moore agreed and suggested that progress around the LAA Blocks should be a rolling agenda item for the SSP Board, particularly looking at the actions and impacts around each. Agreed by members.

BK said that some clarity around the roles of the SSP Development Group and the ABG was required.

DC said it would be pointless to have two committees if the same people were on both. If different people and organisations were involved, it made sense to have both. DC felt that updates to the Board were useful. 


	RT

RT

MM/RT



	7
	Paper E – Discussion paper: Future direction of the SSP – Leena Ghoshal
	

	
	CE suggested that the Community Strategy had been superseded by the LAA. CE said the SSP had been a victim of its own success and partners now had an opportunity to put forward pointers for the future. 

MM identified a changing landscape. Initially, the SSP had been confused, looking at countywide and local issues. It had then moved onto concentrating on countywide strategic issues. 

MM said that there was a huge amount still to do in terms of safety, looking after vulnerable people, raising skills and major structural improvements. There is still a need for promoting partnership working, undertaking an advocacy role, and creating a compelling and challenging vision for what Suffolk faces. MM’s opinion was that the LAA should be responsible for delivering that vision.

MM said that the SSP has tended to include only the usual suspects, e.g. public sector organisations, and he acknowledged that other partners and partnerships may be put off by the way the public sector is reluctant to engage with others. MM felt that the SSP needed to develop holistic polices bringing in key players, and act as an umbrella under which to take huge strides for the County. Perhaps the time has come to liberate the SSP from the delivery side, to promote genuine partnerships, and by using task and finish groups, challenge the statutory sector more effectively.

DB felt these were sound words. He said that there are huge changes taking place and we need to be better equipped to engage others, pull together to provide better access and better opportunities.

J.Martin felt it was important for the SSP to pull people together to lobby across Suffolk.

SC said that Cambridgeshire and Peterborough were desperate for something similar to the SSP Forum to engage with, which those who attended were very positive about.

GK said she agreed with the paper’s suggestion to strengthen the working between the public/private and public/voluntary sectors.

LG suggested that the SSP uses facilitated away days to work through some of the issues being discussed, such as purpose and roles. Partners agreed that this would be a very useful approach to take.

BK said he felt that the SSP shouldn’t be a talking shop, but said there was a value in that if the talking lead to something. BK said the SSP/LSP relationship should also be considered carefully.

CE said she would like to reduce the number of topics discussed and the numbers of reports seen.

KBR said that an away day would allow partners to think creatively.

CE said she liked the wording ‘ambitious for themselves and their County’. 

MM said he thought it was right to refresh the community strategy at this point. He will work through with CE and the Development Group a process to take this forward.

CE stated that the government’s agenda should not have to be the focus of the SSP’s strategic planning. 

J.Martin said we should ask others what their vision outside their own organisations are and use that vision.

CE said she would continue to visit partners and pull together their comments. She will circulate these comments for further discussions.

LG added that with new partners on the Board, such as the Chamber and the Diocese, it should take the opportunity to listen to what they wanted from the partnership. By doing so, the SSP could become credible with the private and voluntary sectors, and really begin to make a difference. This would not happen working in a public sector way.

LG reminded the Board that the SSP’s current objectives laid out in the Community Strategy are:

· To provide a coherent ‘one-Suffolk’ approach to countywide strategic issues through partnership working, to meet local needs and priorities and address cross cutting themes

· To prepare and implement a Community Strategy for Suffolk, informed by relevant agencies and local strategies 

· To monitor and review the progress of Community Strategy targets

· To ensure that partners work together in developing and delivering local PSA targets and in the distribution of PRG monies

· To strengthen negotiating power through partnership influence

· To encourage innovation and challenge within the partnership to find the most effective strategic approach for achieving the vision

· To remain flexible to partners’ complementary strengths and perspectives and to deal with issues promptly and constructively

	RT/MM

MM/CE

CE

	8
	AOB – MM thanked LG on behalf of the Board for all her hard work with the SSP in taking it forward to its present highly respected position in the County, and presented her with flowers.
	


Next meeting:  

26th September @ SALC offices, Claydon IP6 0AJ, 6-8pm
5

- 8 -

