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UNCONFIRMED

	Title:
	Suffolk Strategic Partnership Board Meeting

	Date:
	26 September 2006

	Place:
	SALC Offices, Claydon

	Time:
	6.00pm to 8.00pm

	Members:
	Alastair McWhirter (AM), Suffolk Constabulary

Brian Keeble (BK), One Ipswich LSP

Chris Knock (CK), Mid Suffolk LSP

Clare Euston (CE), SSP Board Chair

Cllr John Griffiths (JG), West Suffolk LSP

David Barker (DB), Environmental Representative

Gulshan Kayembe (GK), Suffolk Police Authority

Gwen Parsons (GP), Waveney LSP

Jacqui Martin (JM), Suffolk Carers

Jonathan Moore (JMO), Suffolk Association of Voluntary Organisations

Judith Mobbs (JMB), Suffolk Learning & Skills Council

Kathleen Ben Rabha (KBR), Diocese

Mike More (MM), SSP Development Group Chair

Pat Rockall (PR), Suffolk Chief Executives Group Representative

Sandra Crawley (SC), Representing Tina Ellis, Job Centre Plus

Sherie Green (SG), on behalf of Cllr Doreen Savage, Suffolk Coastal LSP

Shona Bendix (SB), Suffolk Association of Local Councils
Stephen Singleton (SS), Suffolk Community Foundation

Tony Preston (TP), Suffolk Learning & Skills Council



	Supporting Officers:
	Alex Hopkins (AH), Chair of Suffolk Speaks

Andrea Cronin (AC), Waveney District Council

Katie Hazelton (KH), Partnerships Administrator, Suffolk County Council (Minutes)

Rachel Thompson (RT), Head of Partnerships, Suffolk County Council




	Item No.
	Item Description
	Relevant business considered, facts noted, the decision taken and its rationale
	Action



	1. 
	Apologies

Welcome & Introduction


	Clare Smith (CS), Supporting People

Cllr Doreen Savage (DS), Suffolk Coastal LSP

David Wilson (DW), EEDA

John Dugmore (JD), Suffolk Chamber of Commerce

John Williams (JW), Suffolk SSP Forum

Tina Ellis (TE), Job Centre Plus / SSP Forum

Not Present

Cllr Penny Clarke (PC), Babergh East LSP

David Brooks (DBR), Ipswich Town Football Club

Hazel Hole (HH), Strategic Health Authority

Terry Clark (TC), Suffolk Development Agency
CE welcomed partners to the meeting and offered sincere apologies for the large volume of papers provided.  CE noted this had been to ensure all members received full details of each bid and to confirm the transparency and robustness of the assessment process.

CE requested name plaques be prepared for the next meeting.  


	KH

	Actions Agreed: 

KH to prepare name plaques for the next meeting.



	2. 
	Minutes of the Last Meeting


	The minutes were approved with no amendments.  There were no issues relating to matters arising.  All issues would be covered during the meeting.
	

	3. 
	Allocating LPSA1 – Performance Reward Grant


	RT outlined to members the process that had been followed to assess all bids, as outlined in Paper B.  The bids were appraised first by the Norfolk Community Foundation and secondly by the LAA Blocks.  If any members require RT is able to advise who attended each LAA Block meeting.  RT highlighted the general comments made by the Blocks on the bids and the process, which were:

· The Block 2 sub-group were disappointed by the lack of innovation and engagement of new partners;

· With service changes within both health and social care the PRG provides a way to fund services that are innovative and seek to address the needs of the people in Suffolk in a different and imaginative way;
	

	
	
	· There was disappointment that there were not more bids from the voluntary sector, and a recognition that this may have been due to limited advertising of the opportunity to bid.

RT referred to Paper C, which categorises the bids based on their assessments and identified those bids recommended for award, these being the bids that scored the highest following both assessments.

RT noted that included in the papers circulated for the meeting there was a copy of each bid and the assessment summaries.  In case of discussion all members should have full details of each bid and the assessment.

CE commented that some members may have an interest in a bid or bids submitted and asked if members would be happy to declare an interest and leave the meeting for the duration of specific discussion.  All members agreed with this. 

RT referred back to Paper B and advised members the first recommendation was to “Approve all bids in Category 1” a total amount of £690,189.  RT noted applications 14 & 47 had been considered as a joint bid, for an overall amount of £80,000. 

BK acknowledged the amount of work that had been done over the last few months to assess these bids.  He commented that the process had taken a long time and it felt as if it had been going round and round with no decision.  He therefore proposed accepting the recommendation would draw a conclusion to the process and lessons learned could be taken forward to the next round.  This statement met with a majority support from members.

GP commented that no bids approved were for Block 4 and a large proportion of the funding was being allocated to Block 2.  GP referred to the work of the Local Strategic Partnerships (LSPs) and their wish to engage the voluntary sector at a local level, this conflicted with the need to submit bids for countywide projects.

GP also noted there is no evidence what is decided at a local level has been reflected in this process.  

CE reflected on GP’s comments and stressed a huge amount had been learned from this process and improvements will need to be taken account of.

DB noted his support for BK’s proposal.  


	

	
	
	It was confirmed that the “Discover Suffolk” bid was renamed “Village Discover Days”.

JM advised that during the Block 3 appraisals there was some criticism of the Norfolk Community Foundation appraisals, it was also noted the timescales worked against the voluntary sector.   This should be improved for the next round.  JM also stressed there would need to be clear justification to the Blocks for the amount allocated to Block 2.

JG noted the Domestic Violence Advocate bid was seeking a large amount of funding, £280,500, for a number of new posts and queried what the impact on the project would be if only a proportion of the funding was granted.  JG also queried if SCC and Suffolk Police already did work within this area.

AM advised the project’s work did not form part of the core work already done.  AM felt that if a proportion of the funding was granted the remaining could be sought from other sources.

CE queried whether the Board would support a move to provide half the sought funding, being £140,250.  CE felt this would provide respectability for the project in seeking match funding.  CE also detailed to members work she is involved in with Domestic Violence and potential sources she could identify to provide the match funding.

The Board approved all bids in Category 1 - with only half funding, £140,250, for the Domestic Violence Advocate bid.

CE proposed the remaining £140,250 should be allocated to the projects that had ranked highest in Category 2.  The Board agreed and responsibility was delegated to RT. 

It was agreed RT would email out the results to SSP Board members for information only.

RT detailed Recommendation 3 “The four LAA Block Board sub-groups take a lead on behalf of the SSP to plan and implement the commissioning model for 2007/08.” 

GK queried what a commissioning approach looks like.  

AH advised it is envisaged the SSP Board would decide what it wants to achieve and would then work with providers to meet the objectives.  The Board would define the criteria for funding, with tight criteria being preferable.

JMB referred to the work the Learning & Skills Council carries out using this approach.


	RT

RT

RT

	
	
	It was noted this could be an area they could support, in the spirit of partnership by involving the LSC Contract Manager in developing the community approach for year 2.  

JMO advised the voluntary sector would also be able to provide support with this.

JM stressed the need to look at how the money supports the LAA Blocks and whether the total is divided equally, or if it is apportioned another way.

PR supported this point and stated that no matter how much each Board gets they should all be fully aware of the process.  The Board will need to pre-determine any apportioning and be upfront with the LAA Blocks.

The Board supported Recommendation 3.

CE referred to Recommendation 4 “Discuss and agree who will administer and monitor the PRG allocation”.  It was agreed that the Partnerships Team would provide the administration and monitor the PRG bids, using existing processes to perform this task.

Discussion returned to Recommendation 2 and RT referred to Paper D, stating that the papers seeks to outline the “in principle” basic funding that the partnership requires to deliver the Board’s ambition and consider how we sustain our partnership.

RT highlighted that the Board is requested to:

· Consider the SSP’s infrastructure requirements.

· Consider a structured approach to financing the SSP’s infrastructure requirements - in order to place the Partnership on a firmer and longer-term financial footing.
· Agree that Suffolk County Council continues in kind contribution through the funding of the Partnership Team.
· Agree that a proportion of the Suffolk Strategic Partnership’s Performance Reward Grant is allocated for ongoing partnership development (see Paper B).
· Discuss partner’s potential in-kind and financial commitment to the Suffolk Strategic Partnership.

Discussion ensued on how partners could support the SSP.

JG stated he would support a proportion of the PRG bid being retained for partnership development.


	RT

RT

	
	
	AW advised he would provide £10k for next year from the Police budget.  This was a one off but AW would review yearly to try and continue support.

CE stressed help in kind is also appreciated, and is very useful to the partnership.

JM offered the support of SAVO with conference organisation. 

RT clarified SCC would continue to cover the costs incurred by the Partnerships Team.  The funding sought would be in addition for research, strategic work etc.

JM queried whether any money would be dissolved to the Blocks to contribute to their supporting costs and discussion ensued. 

The Board agreed that a proportion of the SSP Performance Reward Grant would be allocated for ongoing partnership development, being £63,794.

It was agreed RT would provide a breakdown of costs, this would enable partners to see whether they may be able to support in kind.

With regards to Recommendation 5 it was agreed RT would lead on this.  CE stressed the letter for unsuccessful bids should offer contact to discuss why.


	AW/

RT

JM/RT

RT

RT

RT

	Actions Agreed:
RT to advise all successful bids in Category 1 by telephone and letter. 

RT to co-ordinate allocation of remaining £140,250 to highest scoring bids in Category 2.  Advise successful bids by telephone and letter.  

RT to email SSP Board to inform them which bids in Category 2 are allocated funding.

RT to advise all unsuccessful bids by letter.

RT to lead on the SSP Board using a commissioning process for Year 2, involving the Learning & Skills Council and SAVO.

RT to co-ordinate administrating and monitoring projects allocated PRG funding.

RT/AW to co-ordinate contribution of £10,000.

RT to liaise with JM regarding support on conference organisation.



	RT to co-ordinate the proportion of the SSP Performance Reward Grant being allocated for ongoing partnership development.

RT to circulate breakdown of costs to members.

RT to lead on the wording of the letters to successful and unsuccessful bids.



	4.
	Partnerships Infra-structure


	This item was covered by discussion within Item 3.
	

	5.
	Revising the Community Strategy


	RT made a short presentation on the revision of the community strategy (copies available if required).  Following the presentation members were asked to envisage how they would like to see Suffolk in 20 years and what will the characteristics of a successful Suffolk would look like?  Each member gave feedback on their view and this was recorded on post it notes which were then displayed.  Each member was asked to vote at the end of the meeting for their two highest priorities.  The information will be collated and used for the Awayday on 7 November 2006. 

RT referred to the Timetable / Process and queried with members whether they felt this was appropriate.  RT stressed that the SSP would own the 20-year vision and the LAA would deliver the vision in three year chunks.

Discussion ensued on district LSP community strategies and both JG and GP advised community strategies had been created in their areas.  Both were happy to provide this documentation to the SSP to assist and ensure all are linked together.

JM noted consideration should also be given to how the strategy will fit with the regional vision.

The timetable was agreed and CE noted progress would be assessed after the Awayday to see if it could be progressed sooner.


	RT/

JG/

GP

RT

	Actions Agreed:

RT to liaise with JG and GP regarding their areas community strategies.

RT to lead on timetable and Awayday for the Community Strategy.



	6.
	Links between SSP and Suffolk Speaks
	AH presented to members on the Suffolk Speaks Partnership (copies available if required).  


	


	
	
	Following the presentation there was brief discussion on consultation and how to engage with hard to reach groups.  Members also discussed the methods for consultation and noted that questionnaires are no longer a successful method.

AH referred to Paper E, which asked members to consider the three options for consulting for the Sustainable Community Strategy.  AH informed members Option 3 was the preferred option if funding was available.

It was agreed JM and AH would meet to discuss the developments within the voluntary sector.

The Board supported Option 3.


	JM/

AH

	Actions Agreed:

JM and AH to discuss developments within the voluntary sector on consultation.

AH to progress Consulting for the Sustainable Community Strategy.



	7.
	Suffolk Community Foundation


	Stephen Singleton briefed members on the Suffolk Community Foundation and provided handouts of further information.  For more details members should contact Stephen by email at stephen.singleton@suffolkfoundation.org.uk

	

	8.
	Any Other Business


	RT advised members that there was an Invest to Save – Round 9.  Bids require the support of the SSP, it was agreed that any submissions would be passed via CE as the Chair of the SSP Board for approval.

There was no further business.


	

	9.
	Date of Next Meeting


	It was agreed that for the time being the board would meet three times a year and dates would be circulated for meetings next year.


	KH

	Actions Agreed:

KH to circulate dates for 2007 Board meetings.
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