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Dear Partner,

HALTON STRATEGIC PARTNERSHIP – COMMUNITY STRATEGY EVENT, 9th NOVEMBER 2005

You have already received an invitation to this event which takes place in the River Suite at the Halton Stadium on 9th November.  The agenda for the event is as follows:


  9.30a.m.
Welcome and Introduction


  9.40a.m
Priorities for the Community Strategy


10.40a.m.
Governance and Partnership Arrangements


10.50a.m.
Break


11.05a.m.
Financial Arrangements


12.00p.m. 
Halton Together Performance Management Framework


12.30p.m.
Close and Lunch

In order to make best use of the limited time available I have attached a briefing paper to give a little background on the key issues.   It would be helpful if you read this before the event.  I have also attached responses on the process from the Wealth and Equality and Life Chances and Employment SSPs.  In addition, a copy of the draft Halton Together PMF is also being circulated.  Discussion of this by Partners is the final item on the agenda.

I hope this is helpful.  The event is important because it will inform the debate of the Halton Strategic Partnership Board later that day which will be making formal decisions on the Community Strategy.

I look forward to seeing you next week.  If you have questions beforehand let me know.

Yours sincerely,

Ian Grady

Head of Strategic Policy & Partnership

Community Strategy Priorities Process: Discussion Paper



Partners Event: 9 November 2005

ITEM A.  THE PRIORITIES

Introduction

The strategy and structure of the Halton Strategic Partnership is currently based on the five agreed priorities: 

• Health 

• Urban renewal 

• Life chances and employment 

• Wealth and equality 

• Safe and attractive neighbourhoods 

The current Community Strategy expires on 31 March 2006. The process to refresh, reinvigorate and refocus the strategic direction of the Partnership is underway, and going well.  The available research through the State of the Borough reports identifies a number of Key Priorities for the Borough over the medium term.  These include:

· Improving Health;

· Improving the skills base in the Borough;

· Improving educational attainment across the Borough;

· Creating employment opportunities for all;

· Improving environmental assets and how the Borough looks;

· Creating prosperity and equality of opportunity;

· Reducing crime and anti-social behaviour;

· Improving amenities for all age groups;

· Further economic and urban regeneration;

· Creating opportunities for children and young people;

· Improving urban environment.

The key challenge is how best to frame the response to this agenda through the Community Strategy. This has two stages;

· Decide the themes that encompass everything that needs doing (currently described as the 5 priorities), that then provide the framework for the strategy and the governance arrangements.

· Decide the priorities for investment within this framework and strike the right financial balance between them.

At its last meeting (in July) the Halton Strategic Partnership Board endorsed a tentative realignment of thematic areas around 4 key priorities. The suggestions were:

· Safer Halton 

· Healthy Halton 

· Halton’s People

· Living and Working in Halton 

The discussion on the issue has continued over the summer, and each of the SSPs has been taking a view at their current round of meetings. For information, written responses from two of the SSPs are attached as an Annex to this briefing note.
Consideration

It is worth reflecting on some of issues and options that need to be considered. The obvious option would be to continue with the five current themes. They have the advantage of being well established, mirroring current arrangements, and fitting with the agreed principle that consistency and perseverance are cornerstones of the Halton approach. However, are they still fit for purpose? 

Recently central and local government have agreed a set of shared priorities which encapsulate a joint commitment to improving life for local communities. These are: 

• Creating safer and stronger communities 

• Promoting healthier communities and narrowing health inequalities 

• Improving the lives of children and young people 

• Developing sustainable communities through improved housing, transport,

environment, and more vibrant economies 

The Government has signalled its intention to use these shared priorities as a vehicle for more joined up government. An example of this is in the Local Area Agreements (LAA). There are obvious dangers in accepting wholesale priorities prescribed centrally by Whitehall. The community strategy is about our aspirations for Halton and must reflect local conditions. Similarly, some concerns could arise from articulating priorities which are mixed in definition, for example around a mix of demographic groupings (e.g. children or older people), single thematic issues (e.g. health), or a basket of measures (e.g. sustainable communities). 

A number of issues have emerged in partner discussions in recent months: 

· One of the key tasks of the local strategic partnership was to rationalise partnership arrangements in the borough. This is partly about having fewer, fitter partnerships (and meetings), and developing ways of working that take the agenda forward. It is also about having a framework of relationships which helps to join up activities and adds value to a greater process of transformation. There is a sense that more could be done on this. 

· There are perceived to be certain tensions between agendas within certain priorities. This can lead to a feeling that particular issues are not being given due prominence. 

Discussion Suggestion

The decision on themes is pivotal, and the debate and discussion is vital. However, it needs to be brought to a close and a definitive decision made. In order to stimulate discussion the following structure for the Community Strategy is proposed:

Healthy Halton 

· Public Health

· PCT/Acute Trusts

· Prevention & Promotion

· Tackling Health Inequalities

Safe Halton 

· Policing/Crime

· Community safety

· Drugs & Alcohol

· Youth Nuisance

· Anti Social Behaviour

· Fire Service Issues

· Civil Contingencies/Emergency Planning

· Community Empowerment Network

Children & Young People

· Children’s Social care

· 0-19 Education

· Youth Offending

· Youth Service

· Teenage pregnancy

· Early years

· Integrating services

Halton’s Adults

· Adult Social Care

· Culture & Leisure

· Sports Development

· Prosperity & Equality

· Consumer Issues

Renewing Halton

· Physical Regeneration/Major Projects/Town Centres

· Enterprise & Employability

· Adult Skills & Community Learning/ lifelong Learning

· Tourism

· Housing

· Environment & Liveability

· Highways & Transportation

· Waste Management, recycling, environmental sustainability

Partners are asked to give their views on the strengths and weaknesses of this proposal; suggest amendments or additions; come to a view on whether it is workable and better fitted than the current structure; and, what challenges it would pose in taking forward such a Community Strategy over the coming years.

Item B.
GOVERNANCE & PARTNERSHIP STRUCTURE

Introduction

There is a well-established principle that form should follow function. The LSP in Halton has adhered to this by developing and refining partnership structures and governance arrangements over the last four years to meet the need of delivering the Community Strategy. A loose hierarchical structure has developed encompassing the Partnership Board, five thematic partnerships based around the 5 priorities, and subsidiary partnerships/task groups that support the LSP and 5 SSPs. Each of these has developed their own constitutions, protocols and ways of doing business. These have tried to acknowledge the diversity of partners and the challenges of the task in hand, whilst recognising the overarching objectives of the Community Strategy.

The process has been flexible and structures, membership and procedures have been amended in the light of experience and circumstances.  The development of the new Community Strategy presents a similar challenge: how can we ensure that governance and partnership structures are fit for purpose in the light of the new framework (yet to be decided) for the strategy, and wider demands to adhere to government strictures on engagement, diversity and service delivery mechanism such as local area agreements.

Consideration

Government has conducted some research into how LSPs operate across the country. This shows that LSPs are very diverse. They vary in size, age and membership and in the sorts of areas they cover and the problems they are trying to solve. Some are a single partnership, while others see themselves as a series of nesting or interconnected partnerships. Some make decisions and act on them; others simply exchange information and develop new thinking.

LSPs are voluntary arrangements and reflect the history and geography of different areas, the

length of time partnerships have existed and the different personalities, priorities and capabilities of leaders within the partner organisations. In reality, the level of power, resources, decision making and responsibility for delivery varies between partnerships. Not all LSPs are capable of, or indeed interested in, independent action and, while some have chief executives and staff of their own, others see their very dependence on agency agreement and support as part of their strength. This means that LSPs cannot be expected to respond in the same ways, or at the same speeds. Nor is there any virtuous hierarchy in the ‘modes’ of working. It would therefore be counter-productive – and, probably, impossible – for government to dictate a particular governance form or structure for all LSPs. What is important, however, is that each sort of partnership creates its own, effective governance arrangements, appropriate to the approach it has chosen. LSPs that are badly ‘governed’ will fail.

The research identifies four different modes (‘ideal types’) of LSP, each requiring different governance arrangements. Few LSPs will operate entirely in any one mode, but the balance between them varies widely. None of the modes is inherently better than any other; each can have ‘strong’ versions that work well, and ‘weak’ versions that do not. The four types are:

• Advisory: the LSP acts as a consultation and discussion forum and often forms the basis for consensus building, but has no independent power to act. It draws its accountability and legitimacy entirely from member organisations, particularly the local authority

• Commissioning: the LSP has its own staff and authority, is able to implement decisions and commission projects, and therefore has to create its own forms of accountability and legitimacy

• Laboratory: the prime focus is on generating new ideas and new ways of designing local services, drawing on the combined thinking of senior managers and community leaders

• Community empowerment: attention is focused on creating strong networks within the community rather than on the key public agencies.

Each mode raises different governance issues, and the right governance approach depends on the balance between the modes.

Way Forward

It is vital that governance arrangements are put in place which will best enable the aspirations of the new Community Strategy to be realised. Given the current stage of discussions on priorities, frameworks and finance, it would be premature to attempt to make any sort of suggestions on what partnership arrangements should look like. However, it would be helpful for partners to recognise the vital importance of this issue. It is suggested that a partner event be held in late January specifically to explore future governance arrangements for the partnership. Using an external facilitator that event could look at key questions, such as:

· Purpose – what are we trying to achieve?

· Membership – who do we want to involve in the LSP?

· Roles – What roles do the different members play?

· Rules of engagement – what are the formal or informal ‘rules’ that govern engagement.

· What are the rights and responsibilities of members?

· Accountability – how is the LSP held to account?

· Scrutiny, monitoring and evaluation – how is LSP performance judged?

· Servicing – how is the LSP supported?

· Outcomes, delivery and ways of working – how do we have to work to achieve the

· desired outcomes?
Partner views on this proposal would be welcome and SSPs could usefully reflect on partnership issues and lessons at forthcoming meetings by way of preparation for the event.

Item C.
FINANCIAL ISSUES

Introduction

The core task of the LSP is to manage the strategic agenda in Halton and meet the overall aspiration that by 2020 no one will be seriously disadvantaged by where they live. Given the historic intractable concentration of poverty in certain parts of Halton that is highly ambitious. The purpose of the LSP is to add value to the regeneration efforts of the partner organisations through joint planning and working.

The LSP deploys considerable resources behind this effort, amounting to hundreds of millions of pounds and involving thousands of staff. These resources are under the specific control of individual partners. However, the LSP has quite a small resource of its own to deploy in the form of Neighbourhood Renewal Funding (NRF). Since its inception the NRF budget for Halton has been as follows:

2002/03
£3,236,128

2003/04
£3,928,410

2004/05
£5,045,350

2005/06
£6,720,760

Government has committed itself to continuing with this funding for two more years. A decision on funding mechanisms beyond April 2008 will have to wait until the Treasury public spending review in 2007. At this stage it will be prudent to assume that NRF will cease by 2008, and we should plan accordingly.

Halton’s NRF allocations for the next two years are as follows:

2006/07
£6,048,684

2007/08
£5,376,608 (indicative)

It can be clearly seen that allocations now start to taper down. This presents a challenge in managing the programme forward. In particular it sharpens the need for robust exit strategies for all initiatives.

Issue

Given Halton’s position in the deprivation league tables the LSP is tasked with two almost impossible objectives. Firstly, to move Halton closer to regional and national averages on a range of factors, and secondly, to ensure a more equitable distribution of social progress and decent living conditions across the borough. The latter task in particular, as measured by impact on Floor Targets, is the key criterion by which Government judges the use of NRF.

The Partners need to agree a mechanism for investing NRF behind the Community Strategy and the agreed priorities for investment. Obviously demand is great and NRF resources are modest. However, some attempt has to be made at “prioritising the priorities” and making a judgement about which investments will have the biggest impact in the long term.

It has to be remembered that we are not starting with a clean sheet. The LSP has been pursuing its agenda for over 4 years. NRF is currently supporting over 100 projects, which employ over 200 people. Undoubtedly some of these projects are making a real difference and will present a strong case for continuation next year. (In these cases projects need to take account of tapering NRF and have robust forward strategies in place). Others will be complete by the year-end or are not worthy of continuation. Partners need to identify mechanisms to come to these judgements. This needs to be done promptly to identify the scale of the legacy projects being carried forward, and by implication the balance then available for new commissioning. At this point steps can be taken to develop next years priority action plans (LAAs possibly) in time for initiatives to be developed and start promptly next year.

Consideration

In previous years the Partnership has not been able to differentiate the merits of competing priorities and reflect that in allocations. The available NRF resource has largely been divided pro rata across the five SSPs. An open question is whether an objective mechanism can be found to prioritise the priorities either at the level of the five themes, or within the themes themselves.

There are certain key principles that could be applied, including:

· Prevention is preferable to remedial action

· A robust evidence-based approach is essential

· Actions that cut across multiple priorities should be favoured

· A focus on outcomes and adding value

· Clear targeting of the most deprived geographical areas

· Clear impact on Floor targets with perhaps greater emphasis on those with the farthest to travel

· Innovative and novel solutions could be favoured

· NRF must lever other resources and gearing thresholds applied

The list is not exhaustive and Partners are welcome to contribute others. The task for Partners is to provide advice to the Board on approaches, which can be adopted, to better direct NRF over the next two years. This includes whether to allocate the both years allocations, with appropriate caveats to allow redirection if performance falters, to provide a greater certainty in planning.

ANNEX 1 – SSP CONTIBUTIONS

REPORT TO:
 
Community Strategy Event 

DATE: 

9 November 2005
SUBJECT: 

Community Strategy Priorities Process 

1.
PURPOSE OF REPORT 

1.2 This paper has been produced by the Life Chances & Employment SSP coordinator and sets out some initial thoughts on the areas to be discussed at the Community Strategy event to be held on 9 November 2005 at the Halton Stadium. It should be used in conjunction with comments from the SSP members in attendance on the day and should not be seen as superseding the points raised by these members.

1.2 In line with the anticipated programme for the day the paper covers the three areas of:    


Framework and Priorities

Governance and Partnership Structure

Finance and Process

2. FRAMEWORK AND PRIORITIES

2.1 There has been a great deal of discussion on the development of the framework of the LSP and its thematic groups, the essence of which was set out in the paper on the Community Strategy Priorities Process presented to the Life Chances & Employment SSP on 11 October 2005. However, the latest suggestion is of a continuation of a structure containing five thematic groups, albeit that these groups vary slightly from those currently in operation. The suggest groups being:

· Healthier Halton

· Safer Halton

· Children & Young People 

· Renewing Halton

· Adults

2.2 Whilst the first two, Healthier and Safer Halton, are likely to be similar to the current Heath and Safer & Attractive SSPs, and the Children & Young People is seen as a logical step given the development of the Every Child Matters initiative, the positioning of adult skills remains an issue when considered against the last two options, Renewing Halton and Adults. 

2.3 In considering Renewing Halton the issue is around the integration of infrastructure (capital build) and people (individual skills, enterprise and workforce development). It is essential that a balance be maintained between establishing an infrastructure that satisfies the needs of employers rather than creating an impression of economic development without including the drivers of the economy. There is a potential for tension should the emphasis be on regeneration through prioritising capital build before investment in skills and enterprise.

2.4 Initial thinking around an adult SSP appears to focus on social care. Should adult skills and employment be considered as part of an adult SSP not only would there be potential tension between prioritising individual employment skills and personal social skills, there would also be potential for duplication with activities under the Healthier Halton SSP.  

3. GOVERNANCE AND PARTNERSHIP STRUCTURE

3.1 From April 2005 the SSPs were given more authority and responsibility to manage their NRF and commission activities relating to the specific SSP. This has meant SSP coordinators taking a strategic, as well as an operational, role in SSP development.  Whilst this has taken some authority from the central team it has not removed the need for central direction and coordination for such activities as marketing and promotion of LSP achievements, sharing good practice and facilitating coordinator meetings. It is important that SSPs do not become so independent that the any overall promotion of LSP achievement is diluted through separate SSP marketing, and that good practice in one SSP remains the ‘property’ of that SSP to the detriment of the development of others.

3.2 Utilising the increased influence of coordinators could result in developing a more robust and standard approach to reviewing project documentation, monitoring NRF projects and deciding on potential penalties for projects missing deadlines or underachievement on targets. The coordinators’ meeting is an ideal vehicle for discussions on these areas and can be used to produce papers for approval by the respective SSPs.

4. FINANCE AND PROCESS 

4.1 Quarter 2 returns indicate expenditure close to the anticipated level. However all project managers will be giving a short presentation to the Life Chances & Employment SSP NRF Review Panel over the 21, 22 and 23 November 2005.  This will be the first opportunity to have an accurate picture of the progress, and to assess the potential of all the 28 Life Chances & Employment projects. Further complications in deciding on the future of projects arise from the unclear direction of the adult element of the SSP as projects are set within three age range boundaries, 0-13, 14-19 and 19+. This gives the potential of three new SSPs, Children & Young People, Renewing Halton and Adults vying for relevant projects. Each of which could have their own criteria for continuing with projects.

4.2 There may also be some interest in certain projects, such as the Sports Partnership, Disability Sports and Health & Physical Activity Development Projects, by the proposed Healthier Halton SSP.

Points made by the Wealth and Equality SSP regarding the Community Strategy Priorities Process, at its meeting on 3rd October 2005 

· The members agreed with the paragraph written in the paper put to the HSPB meeting:

“Wealth and Equality presents a challenge. Many partners feel that its agenda is fundamental to the success of the partnership. However, some feel it is marginalised and the major decisions that can really make a difference in addressing poverty are made elsewhere. However, Wealth and Equality has been exemplary in its approach to partnership working and its genuine commitment to commissioning new activity. It could be that action on poverty and equalities has to be an implicit commitment in all of the priorities as a cross-cutting theme perhaps. In this case partners could form a Scrutiny/Evaluation Grouping to provide an overview function on the SSPs. Alternatively it could be part of a new Jobs and Prosperity Priority”

· Members did not want to see the strength of this partnership being lost or watered down if its members were dispersed among other partnerships.

· Members want to strengthen the voluntary and community sectors’ involvement in all of the new partnerships, however many there are – it has been evident that some SSPs do not involve them enough currently and it is a perception that others seem to make crucial decisions outside of the SSP meetings, using the meetings as a rubber stamping process. This will be encompassed by the new Community Engagement Strategy, which needs to be taken on board and implemented by each partnership

· Members were not too concerned about how many partnerships there are at the end of the consultation period as long as the membership of each is relevant to the priority ie that the present membership of the SSPs should not just be taken over into the new ones without a considerable examination of fitness for the new purpose

· Members were concerned to ensure that cross cutting issues were dealt with, in the new structure, in a more effective manner than at present eg disability, older people. This will mean that partnerships will no longer be able to act independently from others and must work in partnership with each other more. It must be agreed which partnership takes a lead on what eg Healthy Halton could lead on older people or disability but must work in partnership with the others to deliver projects which will have more positive outcomes for these groups

· Local area agreements, with joint budgets, joint commissioning etc will help with the above

· There has been a significant commitment from VCS partners, as well as those members from statutory partners, to making the W+E SSP work – the members are willing to continue this commitment if the above is taken into account







