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CONFIRMED MINUTES

	Title:
	Joint Suffolk Strategic Partnership Board & Development Group Meeting

	Date:
	16 January 2007

	Place:
	Elisabeth Room, Endeavour House

	Time:
	6.00pm to 8.00pm

	Members:
	Alastair McWhirter, Suffolk Constabulary – Acting Chair

Carole Taylor-Brown, Suffolk PCT

Clare Smith, Supporting People

David Barker, Environmental Representative

David Burnip, Forest Heath District Council

Cllr Doreen Savage, Suffolk Coastal LSP

Gulshan Kayembe, Suffolk Police Authority

Jacqui Martin, Suffolk Carers

John Dugmore, Suffolk Chamber of Commerce

John Williams, SSP Forum Chair

Judith Mobbs, Suffolk Learning & Skills Council

Kathleen Ben Rabha, Diocese St Edmundsbury and Ipswich
Martin Jelley, Representing Gwen Parsons, Waveney LSP

Mike More, SSP Development Group Chair

Pat Rockall, Suffolk Chief Executives Group 

Sandra Crawley, Representing Tina Ellis, Job Centre Plus

Shona Bendix, Suffolk Association of Local Councils

Stephen Baker, Suffolk Coastal District Council
Stephen Singleton, Suffolk Community Foundation

Steve Green, GO East

Terry Clark, Suffolk Development Agency

Wil Gibson, Suffolk ACRE



	Supporting Officers:
	Alex Hopkins, Suffolk Speaks Chair

Andrea Cronin, Waveney District Council

Iain Dunnett, Suffolk County Council

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

Rachel Thompson, Head of Partnerships, Suffolk County Council

Sally Hogg, Suffolk PCT


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



	1. 
	Apologies

Welcome & Introduction


	Andrew Good, Mid Suffolk District Council

Bud Simpkin, Young Suffolk

Clare Euston, SSP Board Chair

Deborah Cadman, St Edmundsbury Borough Council

Gwen Parsons, Waveney LSP

Cllr John Griffiths, West Suffolk LSP

Norman Foster, Suffolk PCT

Cllr Penny Clarke, Babergh East LSP

Tina Ellis, Job Centre Plus / SSP Forum

Tony Preston, Suffolk Learning & Skills Council

Not Present

Andrew Evans, Waveney & Great Yarmouth PCT

Brian Keeble, One Ipswich LSP

Chris Knock, Mid Suffolk LSP
David Brooks, Ipswich Town Football Club
David Wilson, EEDA

David Wood, Western Suffolk LSP

Glen Garrod, Waveney District Council

Jonathan Moore, Suffolk Association of Voluntary Organisations

Julian Wilson, Suffolk Development Agency

Terry Hayward, Ipswich Borough Council

Alastair McWhirter welcomed partners to the meeting and advised members that Clare Euston was unable to attend the meeting due to a family bereavement.  Alastair noted that he would therefore be chairing the meeting on Clare’s behalf.   All members offered their sincere condolences to Clare.


	

	2. 
	Minutes of the Last Meeting & Actions


	As this was a joint meeting of the SSP Board and SSP Development Group the minutes from both meetings were considered.  The following actions were discussed and the minutes were approved with the following amendments: 

Paper A – SSP Board on 26 September 2006

Alastair commented that his initials had altered from AM to AW during the minutes.

It was noted that name plaques were not available.  Action for name plaques to be prepared by the next meeting.


	KH


	
	
	It was advised that 2007 Board meeting dates had not been circulated due to the proposed restructuring due for discussion under Item 5.
Paper B – SSP Development Group on 15 November 2006

Stephen Baker noted that his initials had been recorded as SB rather than SBK in the minutes.  His comments had therefore been attributed to Shona Bendix.

All other actions had been progressed or would be covered during the meeting.

Carole Taylor-Brown noted that she was only representing Suffolk PCT and that a representative from Waveney & Great Yarmouth PCT was required to cover all PCTs in Suffolk.


	

	Actions Agreed: 

Katie Hazelton to amend minutes and issue confirmed versions on the SSP website.

Katie Hazelton to prepare name plaques for the next meeting.

Rachel Thompson to approach Waveney & Great Yarmouth PCT regarding representation.



	3. 
	White Paper Presentation


	Alex Hopkins gave a presentation on the White Paper and Suffolk’s Pathfinder Bid.  Hard copies were circulated at the meeting.  The presentation is attached.  

Following the presentation Alex welcomed questions from members. 

Clarity was sought on the Single Strategic Body referred to in the presentation and whether this would be equivalent to the SSP or in addition too.  

Alex advised that the Single Strategic Body would be a major service decision-making body with joint accountability.  It would be very different from the SSP.  Alex stated that the general consensus is that it would consist of political members only, for example the Council Leaders and significant Portfolio Holders.  There would not be officer involvement.

Jacqui Martin queried how the voluntary and community sector would fit into this proposed structure. 

Pat Rockall referred to Item 5 on the agenda and stated that it is essential to make sure that the review of partnership bodies is a co-ordinated piece of work.  She stated that the Single Strategic Body and the SSP would need to be brought together and that a lot more work and development was required.  
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	David Burnip assured members that there was no intention to back track on the partner work already done and stressed that there was a need for the detail to be work out.

Gulshan Kayembe noted that she did not see where the local people fit in and stressed that the service needs to be designed on what they require.

Alex reiterated that the Single Strategic Body is not necessarily another level; it could replace the Cabinet meetings.  Alex stressed that this was a very complex paper and that this presentation had only been a brief overview.  He reassured members that the people of Suffolk were at the heart of the paper.  

Alex confirmed that the presentation had been for information only and no decision was required.  Alex stated that he would attend a future meeting once a decision had been made on the bid to discuss issues.

It was noted that the bid would be circulated to all members. 


	

	Actions Agreed:
Katie Hazelton to ensure all members received a copy of the bid.



	4.
	Re-structuring the SSP


	Rachel Thompson introduced Paper C to members and noted that Clare Euston had seen the paper and was happy with the contents and recommendations, but had asked for the addition of the media under Appendix B.

Discussion ensued on the proposal to re-structure membership.

Jacqui Martin referred to the Family Carers representation on the SSP Board and stressed that she would like to see this included.

Wil Gibson referred to the strategic vision and questioned how the proposed changes would make the set up better.  Wil also stated that he could not see how the new structure kept the voluntary and community sector included.

Pat Rockall stated that there was a danger this would become a done deal and this would miss the chance to review alongside Pathfinder.  Pat proposed that the review should be undertaken as a single task in conjunction with the Pathfinder bid.  Pat stated that questions should be asked on how things could be improved, rather than jumping to a solution.

It was agreed that there was a need for clarity.


	


	
	
	Mike More stated that a process for review should be established and this should be worked through.  Mike stressed that the next six months are critical.  Mike proposed that principals and mechanics should be agreed and that any proposals should be consistent with these.  Mike also stated that there were some items in the White Paper, which were very clear and would need to be teased through.

Jacqui Martin stressed that the core values and principals have to have a positive impact on the people of Suffolk.

John Williams raised the status of the town/parish councils and stressed that these do not fit with another sector.  John queried where representation would come from in the proposed structure.  John requested that representation is recognised with the first tier involved, not included as the voluntary sector.

Mike More queried whether members would be happy for the work to be progressed through the governance strand established for the Pathfinder bid or whether they would like to see a steering group set up.

Pat Rockall supported Mike’s proposal, stating that the paper was not wrong; it just needed time to be worked through.

Discussion moved onto the roles of the varying meetings and their purpose.  Rachel Thompson stated that the roles of the meetings should be seen as:

Suffolk Strategic Partnership – Strategic

Accountable Bodies Group – Delivery

Single Strategic Body – Single political voice

Carole Taylor-Brown stated that from a health perspective there was concern on the meetings to attend.  Carole noted that clarity is required to enable the correct person to be sent and resources to be efficiently managed.

Stephen Baker proposed that members should work through the paper and recommendations, establishing those which need to be re-worked and those which could be progressed immediately, this would enable some action to be taken at the meeting.   

Recommendation 1 – Reconstitution to Partnership of Partnerships

This was agreed in principle, it was felt that more work was required.  To be progressed with Pathfinder.

Recommendation 2 – Senior Political Representation

This was agreed in principle, to be progressed later.


	


	
	
	Recommendation 3 – Thematic & Geographical Partnerships

Clarity was sought on the definitions of thematic and geographical.  It was agreed that this should be progressed with Pathfinder.

Recommendation 4 – Two Cycles of Activity

This was agreed.

Recommendations 5 & 6 – ABG to Continue in Current Form

This was agreed.  It was noted that parish councils are not currently represented at the ABG and it was agreed that Pathfinder would progress this.

Recommendation 7 – Single Strategic Body

Members agreed that the work should be progressed through the governance strand.

Recommendation 8 – Chief Executives Panel 

Following clarification of the roles of the SSP Board and Development Group it was agreed that the SSP Development Group would be reconstituted to the Chief Executives Panel with immediate affect.  

Recommendations 9 & 10 – Thematic & LSPs

This was agreed in principle, to be progressed with Pathfinder.

Recommendation 11 – SSP Cycle

It was agreed that this would be taken forward outside the meeting.

	

	Actions Agreed:

Chief Executives Panel to lead on the restructuring being progressed through the governance strand.

Chief Executives Panel to lead on the progression of all recommendations in accordance with the agreement reached.

Partnerships Team to co-ordinate change of SSP Development Group to Chief Executives Panel.



	5.
	Commission-ing Approach for PRG Round 2


	Iain Dunnett highlighted the main elements of the paper to members.

Discussion ensued on the benefits of employing a Contracts Manager and the benefits offered by a commissioning basis.  Clarity was sought on the commissioning arrangements. 

It was agreed that the Recommendation 2 should be re-written as “Funding projects in their totality, with PRG covering up to 100% of project costs”.


	


	
	
	It was agreed that there is a responsibility on the Block Boards to ensure commissioning offers opportunities to all sectors.  It was noted that other funding streams are available and Block Boards should look at alignment and dovetailing funding.

To reflect this discussion an additional bullet was added to Recommendation 3 stating “Block boards to achieve full understanding of funding streams”.

Discussion moved onto the proposed suppliers and Clare Smith queried whether Suffolk County Council could undertake the work.  Iain advised that they were not familiar with undertaking this kind of work but could be added to the list.

Judith Mobbs noted that the LSC would require additional resource to provide the support.  

Mike More stated that members firstly needed to agree the principle of needing someone and then discuss how this could be fulfilled.

Following discussion members agreed that there was a need for a Contacts Manager.  

Members were concerned by the cost implications of recruiting somebody, even on a short term fixed contract.  Members agreed that further information was required on costings.   It was agreed that Iain would circulate costings, with clear clarity, to members by email by Friday 2 February so that a decision could be reached before the next meeting.  

If any members had additional suggestions for consideration these should be circulated to Iain for inclusion.


	

	Actions Agreed:

Iain Dunnett to circulate full costing details by Friday 2 February, dependent on a response from the various options, to members for consideration.  



	6.
	Any Other Business


	Alastair McWhirter thanked board members for their support to Suffolk Constabulary during the recent major enquiry. This highlighted the practical effect of partnership working.  Alastair was thanked for his contribution to the SSP Board, in light of his retirement before the next scheduled meeting.  Alastair noted his new role as Chair of the Suffolk PCT and commented that he would still be “on the scene”.


	

	7.
	Date of Next Meeting


	SSP Board

To be advised.

Chief Executives Panel (SSP Development Group)
Thursday 8 March 2007 - 2.00pm to 4.00pm

Wednesday 13 June 2007 - 2.00pm to 4.00pm

Wednesday 12 September 2007 - 2.00pm to 4.00pm

Wednesday 5 December 2007 - 2.00pm to 4.00pm

Venues for all meetings to be confirmed.
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The Local Government White Paper and 

Suffolk’s Pathfinder Bid

“Seamless public services, shaped by the people and delivered in partnership”













White Paper - Headlines

		New Performance Framework

		Strategic Leadership and ‘Place Shaping’

		Cities 

		Political Leadership / Front-Line Councillors

		Scrutiny

		Devolution

		Community Cohesion



                                   …plus an invitation…



• A new performance framework that will cut the number of national performance

indicators to 200, and targets to around 50 and replace CPA with new assessment

arrangements with a reduced and risk-based role for inspection.

• An enhanced role for councils as strategic leaders and place-shapers through

stronger Local Strategic Partnerships and next-generation Local Area Agreements (LAAs)

with wider scope and importance, and a duty to cooperate between councils and local

partners

• Stronger cities, strategic regions, reforming Passenger Transport Authorities and the

development of LAAs into sub-regional Multi-Area Agreements.

• Stronger political leadership by requiring all councils to opt for a directly-elected

mayor, directly-elected executive or indirectly-elected leader for a four-year term.

• An invitation to councils in shire areas to bid for unitary status or enhanced two-tier

working.

• A strengthened role for front-line councillors including powers to respond to

community calls for action on local issues and greater freedom to speak up on planning

and licensing issues affecting their wards.

• A wider and stronger role for scrutiny including the power to require evidence from

all local service providers and a duty on them to have regard to scrutiny

recommendations.

• Devolution of powers, including removing the requirement for Secretary of State’s

consent to bye-laws and the creation of parish councils.

• Community cohesion – councils encouraged to put integration and cohesion at the

heart of community strategies and LAAs.









The Pathfinder Journey

SCC Localities PDP:

Terms of Reference:

		 Improve engagement and empowerment

		 Strengthen leadership

		 Strengthen local influence



Suffolk Concordat:

Signed by council leaders in Suffolk:

		 Drive down costs  

		 Accept principle of devolution

		 Share back-office functions





Councils in Suffolk will not seek restructuring but will look to optimise the two-tier model

Local:Vision:

National debate. Key themes:

		 Clear, strong and accountable leadership

		 Empowerment & engagement

		 High quality and value for money public services

		 Possible restructuring



Localities PDP:

Work adjusted to reflect Suffolk Concordat 

Localities PDP:

ToR adjusted to reflect possible  White Paper

Localities PDP and SCEG:

Convergence into a single project:

		 New forms of governance. 

		 Shared locality arrangements between SCC and district and borough councils, 

		 Possible Integration with the LAA/SSP/LSPs into a single public service model

		 Reconfiguration of services 

		 Reflect requirements of White Paper

		 Suffolk Implementation Group
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SCEG:

Joint project between councils, based on principles of the Concordat and proposed White Paper looking to maximise opportunities of existing legislation to optimise the 2-tier model

Local:Vision:

Anticipated White Paper retains focus on Key Themes. Opportunity for those councils that wish to submit proposals for restructuring in their area

Local Government White Paper:

Invitation for councils to submit bids for pathfinding improved models of 2-tier local government. Based on:

		  Unified service delivery

		 Stronger leadership 

		 Effective accountability

		 Shared back-office functions

		  Integrated delivery mechanisms





3 workstreams:



SCC Localities PDP

		 Cross-Party Policy Development Panel convened to look at improving how local councils engage with and empower local communities; 

		 Also look at strengthening role of coucnillors as leaders of local communities





SCEG

		 Took principles of Suffolk Concordat and anticipated contents of White Paper  - began to explore how existing 2-tier system of local government could be made maximum use of, but within current legislation





Local Vision

		 National debate, fostered by government  on future form and function of local government. White Paper, published in October 2006, included invitation for councils to submit proposals for reform





Pathfinder Bid

		 Workstreams converged into Pathfinder Project. Final proposals worked up over Christmas and New Year for approval by councils in Jan. 2007 and submission to DCLG by January 25th.











What’s the Problem?

Fractured and 

fragmented 

local leadership

Facilitates 

inefficiency  

and 

double-working

Confusing for

service users and

lack of accountability

Inhibits partnership 

working

Does not develop

sense of place



By describing what is ‘broken’ in the current model we can ensure weaknesses are addressed in the new model of governance.

 

Fractured and Fragmented leadership: 

		 Residents represented by two, or more councillors - confuse accountability and inhibit clear leadership. 

		 Weak/centralised democratic arrangements prevent delegation of some very local decisions.





Confusing for service users and lack of accountability: 

		 Two (three, inc. parishes) councils serve an area - people have difficulty in identifying who is responsible for what. 

		 Services split between tiers not organised in a way that allows accountability, strategic planning, or economies of scale to be optimised. 





Does not Develop a Sense of Place: 

		 Communities differ significantly from one another in character. But governance and service delivery have little ability to respond to local variation, restricting ability  to develop a unique sense of ‘place’.



 

Facilitates inefficiency and double-working: 

		 Complementary services  often delivered by different tiers - opportunities for efficiency are lost. Double working occurs as each council has own back-office functions and own executive management. 



 

Ad Hoc Partnership Working: 

		 Joint working and joint decision-making makes local governance more accountable, and more responsive and locally relevant. But because complementary services often delivered by different tiers, partners/stakeholders have to forge relationships with  more than one accountable body, and may have to deal with different priorities in different organisations. 



 









The Proposed Solution:

Governance, Leadership and Accountability

		At a strategic level, bringing issues of ‘place’ into service decisions





		At a local level, working together to improve local outcomes





		Brings the tiers together to promote joint accountability





		Provides clarity of leadership















The Proposed Solution:

Service Delivery



		Integrated services as the default





		Customers and communities at the heart of all we do





		Shared back office





		Unified front office





		Reduce costs and improve efficiency





A Fundamental Shift

		 Integration across tiers and beyond e.g. 



 - Trading Standards and Environmental Health, 

 - ACS, Health and Housing



		 Genuine united customer strategy





		 Back office efficiencies and greater standardisation and BPR





		 Unified front office to make things simpler for customer





		 Massive increase in value for money











The Proposed Solution:

Why Not Unitary?



		Evolution, not revolution





		Transition costs





		Downturn in performance





		 A process of gradual change rather than ‘big bang’





		 Transition from to a unitary can be expensive as it involves two changes:



 - A structural change from two-tier from unitary, followed by;

 - A need to create locality structures in order to facilitate devolution



		 Shift from two-tier to unitary tends to generate downturn in service performance as authorities begin to wind down













The Pathfinder Bid…

		Asks questions; raises issues





		Outlines our thinking to date





		Proposes areas of focus to take the work forward





		Is not a ‘done deal’





A combination of direction of travel (building on work already done or underway) and a declaration of intent









Issues

(i) The Single Strategic Body



		What will be the composition of this?





		How will it be scrutinised?





		How will decisions be ‘called in’ or challenged?





		What will the political makeup be?





		What will be its relationship to:



The SSP?

LSPs?

Other partnerships?













Issues

(ii) Locality Arrangements



		How will the role of the ‘local’ councillor change?





		How will communities engage in decision-making?





		How will localities be held to account?





		How will they relate to LSPs?





		 Looking to strengthen the ‘community champion’ role of local councillors:



 - Leaders

 - Advocates

 - Facilitators

 - Community Call for Action



		 Need to determine scope and extent of local influence and decision-making. Allow for local variation in willingness and capacity





		 Decision-making at a local level will need to be matched by accountability and scrutiny at a local level





		 Need to clarify role of LSPs and relationship to locality arrangements. Consider whether LSPs themselves could become the locality arrangements











Issues 

(iii) Devolution



		Which ‘services’ will be devolved?





		Which elements of service will we devolve? 



	(e.g. decision-making, commissioning, procurement, delivery)



		How can we build-in variety to meet local needs and priorities?





Devolution may include communities owning and managing their own assets in their own community. Could this be affected through local partnership working?









Issues

(iv) Funding Changes



		Will we be able to pool government grant?





		What might this mean for financial decision-making and budget setting?





		How do we strike the right balance between ‘need’ and ‘efficiency’?















Issues

(v) Performance Management Framework



Pathfinder Performance Management Framework (PMF) would bring together national, regional and local priorities into one delivery and measurement/measurement framework. 











The next six months…

		Submit bid to DCLG by 25 January

		Announcement in late March







		Working through proposals



Cross-tier, cross-party working group

Wider partner involvement (Police, Health)





		Involvement of all partners in taking this forward





		 Status quo is not an option – we will need to find the same level of savings and efficiencies regardless





		 Localities PDP and Concordat committed to shared locality arrangements and devolution anyway





		 So we can’t sit and wait for DCLG – need to push on regardless





		 Should position ourselves to move quickly if successful





		 District elections in May mean that some of the personalities involved and the composition of the councils may change





		 Involvement of other partners – what is the direction of travel on this? How to keep partners informed/involved?



 - SSP? ABG?







@ Suffolk

County Council
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