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LOCAL STRATEGIC PARTNERSHIP – EXECUTIVE BOARD

Minutes

DATE
28 September 2006

VENUE
Committee Room 2, Guildhall

PRESENT
Board Members:
David Atkinson, Chief Executive - City of York Council




Brian Cantor, Vice Chancellor - University of York





Cllr. Stephen Galloway – City of York Council (Chair)





Pat Hill, - PCT Patient Forum





Rachel Johns – Director of Public Health - SYPCT





Keith Jones - Dean of York





Iain Spittal, Chief Superintendent – North Yorkshire Police





Cllr. David Merrett – City of York Council





Colin Stroud, Chief Executive – York Council for Vol. Service





Jonathan Tyler, Chair – York Environment Forum





Cllr. Andrew Waller – City of York Council


Secretariat:


Bill Woolley, Director of City Strategy, CYC





Nigel Burchell, Senior Policy Development Officer - CYC





Denise Simms, Senior Partnership Support Officer, CYC

APOLOGIES:



Ron Cooke – Co-opted Partner


Len Cruddas, Chief Executive – Chamber of Commerce


Ken Dixon – Joseph Rowntree Foundation


Mike Galloway, Principal – York College


Bob Wood, Chair – Safer York Partnership

	
	


1
WELCOME AND APOLOGIES


Apologies were received from Ron Cooke, Len Cruddas, Ken Dixon, Mike Galloway and Bob Wood.

2
MINUTES OF THE MEETING HELD ON 23 MAY 2006

Minutes of the meeting held on 23 May were agreed.  In addition, Cllr Merrett asked whether there had been any progress made in investigating solutions outside the planning system to meet housing need.  Bill Woolley confirmed that a paper on alternative solutions would be circulated (Attached as Appendix A) and suggested that Partners may wish to discuss the issue further at a future meeting.

MATTERS ARISING
LPSA2 Reward Grant – Following a request at the Board meeting in May, Partners had received clarification of LPSA2 performance reward grant allocation, including allocation of pump – priming grant and potential reward payout.  David Atkinson explained that the maximum reward available to services delivering stretch targets would be £442k.  The remaining performance reward balance, which would amount to a maximum of £2,397k, would be paid to the council.  The council would take a decision in 2008 regarding how these funds might be spent.  

David reported that most targets were being led by council departments, apart from three that were the responsibility of Safer York Partnership.  It was open for these departments to share any reward grant that may be accrued (Max £50k per service) with Partners.

Comments from Partners regarding LPSA2 funding included:

· Voluntary organisations may assist in the achievement of some targets, for example, increasing benefit take up;

· If this was the case then services would be encouraged to share reward;

· It should be clear what an organisation would do to contribute to the targets;

· The voluntary sector might not have known about LPSA and this could be as a result of the way it was originally handled;

· The LPSA2 process was too closed and we would aim to be much more open in the future;

· Partners would have to set out if they could contribute to targets, when and what the outcome would be – clearly defined actions and outcomes;

· North Yorkshire Police may contribute to several of the targets led by council departments;

· The same principles would apply to statutory bodies.

The Chair made it clear that any partner organisation wishing to benefit financially from an LPSA2 grant, must agree with the Council the nature, extent, objectives, methodology, targets and appropriate outcome measurement techniques, for their proposed contribution, before the start of the project.

Action – it was agreed that the secretariat would circulate a letter that clarified these principles for Partners.

3
AN ANTI-POVERTY STRATEGY FOR YORK 

Colin Stroud reported that the Anti-poverty initiative had started 18 months ago, following a presentation by Jonathan Bradshaw regarding child poverty in York.  A similar event, organised by CVS, took place in April 2005 and delegates requested that the idea of an anti-poverty strategy for York be explored.  A small working group had met regularly since and had produced a draft document, the content of which had evolved in light of comments from some Partners’ Heads of Service.  Colin explained that there were several initiatives that could be implemented as part of the Strategy.  These included:

· York Plus (Discount) Card – which could either involve establishing a paper-based entitlement card or as an addition to the existing York Card initiative; 

· Anti-Poverty Case conference policy and practitioner forums – which would involve agencies working more closely together and sharing knowledge regarding e.g. debt-collection actions;

· ‘Free in York’ bulletins.

Colin explained that a bid had been put forward to the Council’s IT development fund to undertake a feasibility study regarding the York Plus Discount card.  This work would take some time to complete, however, Partners could consider contributing to start the scheme initially with the paper-based solution.  

Partners’ comments regarding the draft Anti-Poverty Strategy included:

· The report should include analysis / evidence and set out priorities to ensure that effort was directed towards the most urgent issues;

· Performance indicators should be checked to ensure they matched with the LAA;

· That discounts offered through the York card should be vetted so as not to include, for example, discounts for off-licences or loan sharks;

· Were York’s child poverty rates in line with other similar cities?;

· Debt and low income were big issues in the city, which would need to be addressed through different means i.e. advice and lifelong learning;

· It would be straightforward to bring together a small group of experts to produce a more rigorous analysis before deciding on priorities

Action – it was agreed that Partners would feedback further comments direct to Colin Stroud.

4
INVEST TO SAVE BID 

Colin Stroud reported that, at very short notice, a small project team were putting together a bid for funding from the Government’s Invest to Save Budget.  The proposal, summary details of which had been circulated, would involve the community and voluntary sector providing preventative and support services to older people in their own homes.  Colin explained that the bid was an opportunity to salvage ideas from a previous failed funding bid.  Local areas were permitted to submit one bid and each should have the endorsement of the LSP.  From the voluntary sector’s perspective the bid would assist in meeting LAA targets and also help to develop better commissioning processes.   

Action –Partners approved the scheme proposal for the Invest to Save bid and agreed that the Chair had delegated authority to sign off the final application. 

DEVELOPMENT OF THE LAA:

5
LSP GOVERNANCE PROPOSALS

Bill Woolley introduced a paper that outlined the proposed structure for Without Walls and included draft constitution and terms of reference.  The proposals built on the paper, discussed at the board meeting in May, regarding separation of the long term planning role from delivery.  It was agreed that a partnership forum, which would take on the longer-term strategic role and an executive board, responsible for delivery, would be developed.

In developing the partnership forum, it was suggested that Partners consider a list of ten organisations as initial members.  It was noted that further members would be sought once the group was in existence.  The Executive Board had a delivery focus and therefore membership suggested was concerned with delivery of each of the themes.

It was recommended that the Executive meet four times per year and that the Forum meet on a similar basis, three times per year plus a community conference.  

Partners’ comments on the governance proposals included:

· The existing terms of reference were disjointed and needed to be better integrated;

· The lead agency to deliver the CYP block of the LAA was the YorOk Partnership;

· The seven community strategy themes and four LAA blocks were all represented by the eight suggested members of the Executive Board;

· There needed to be a guarantee that the voluntary sector would be represented on the Executive Board;

· The wording ‘Chair or nominated representative’ should be refined to indicate that the representative would be responsible for delivery;

· The Environment Forum supported the idea of the two separate bodies, but had reservation about the detail and were unsure of their position / status;

· Terminology for the groups should be changed to, for example, Without Walls Partnership and Executive Delivery Board;

· The PCT’s new title was the North Yorkshire and York PCT;

· It was not always clear who was a ‘Partner’, was it individuals or organisations?  This should be clarified;

· The governance handbook should include procedures for co-opting individuals onto the Forum;

· The Executive Board should be convened and meetings scheduled as soon as possible to replace the Strategic Monitoring Group;

· Without Walls had been started by a small group who got the process going and then modified the structure.  The initial ten organisations seemed to be a good start and precise membership details could be fleshed out later or at the first meeting;

· Use of the word ‘core’ to describe the initial ten members should not imply that they would have ongoing superior status within the group;

· Forum membership should be broader than just representatives of statutory bodies as it wouldn’t then be an LSP;

Action – it was agreed that:

1. The Secretariat would review the Without Walls terms of reference to ensure that they reflected current circumstances;

2. The Secretariat would report back on revised titles for the Forum and Executive Board;

3. The Executive Board be convened as soon as possible and a schedule of meetings agreed;

4. The Forum would be convened with the initial organisations suggested (1-10 within paragraph seven of the governance paper) and this group would decide on further representatives at the first meeting.

6
DRAFT LAA DOCUMENT

Partners had received the first draft LAA document, which included introductory text, outcome framework and Statement of Voluntary and Community Sector involvement.  Nigel Burchell explained that the document should be classed as work in progress, following four months of intense activity from Partners and the wider community.  There would be an opportunity to make further amendments to the current version before dispatch to Government Office by 6 October.  Further work was then required to ensure submission of the final document by 1 December, in particular with regard to inclusion of funding and governance arrangements.

Nigel reported that a wide range of Partners had willingly fed into what had initially been thought of as a cumbersome, bureaucratic process and they had made it their own.  The York Story had given the LAA expression and meaning and cross-cutting themes were integrated through the whole and not relegated to a separate block.  The Government Office liked the document and, using their traffic light system had rated it as amber.

Nigel listed areas for improvement, required before final sign-off in November, as:

· The text requiring a good edit and sharpen up;

· Production of a summary version;

· Skills references needed to be refined;

· The indicator regarding delivery of services by the voluntary sector needed to be included and all references to volunteering should be brought together;

· Inclusion of the cultural text, governance and performance management arrangements and funding schedules.

Comment from Partners on the draft LAA included:

· Thanks should go to all of those involved in putting the document together;

· The document needed to be more accessible;

· There were too many performance indicators included, which would make it difficult to monitor, we would have to pick out the ones we felt were key;

· There was a lot more work to be done on the PIs, some were outputs and others targets;

· The Government Office role would be to challenge and check whether we had included only key partnership targets;

· The level of detail discussed by sub-partnerships, the delivery board and the partnership should be tailored to suit the meeting;

· ‘Sustainability’ and ‘environment’ had been referred to throughout the document, however, concern was expressed about apparent confusion regarding the meaning of sustainability and the fact that these words had been used interchangeably;

· Detailed comments were circulated by the Environment Forum, however, their central concern was that the Ecofootprint target was unambitious i.e. to be maintained at current level;

· Following the first evaluation of the footprint using the new software, a more ambitious strategy to reduce the footprint could be agreed;

· Work was ongoing with the Energy Advice Centre to transform sustainable partnership working and reduction of the Ecofootprint, particularly with businesses;

Action – it was agreed that Partners would accept this first draft of the LAA for submission to Government Office.

7
ANY OTHER BUSINESS

None


There being no other business, the meeting ended at 17.45pm

Date of next meetings (to take place 4-6pm in Committee Room 2 at the Guildhall):

Without Walls Partnership


Executive Delivery Board

29 Nov 2006




24 Jan 2007

22 Mar 2007

