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WITHOUT WALLS PARTNERSHIP

Minutes

DATE
29 November 2006

VENUE
Committee Room 3, Guildhall

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




Brian Cantor, Vice Chancellor - University of York





Len Cruddas, Chief Executive – Chamber of Commerce




Mike Galloway, Principal – York College




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





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





Claire Suddaby, External Relations Manager – Jobcentre Plus





Bob Wood, Chair – Safer York Partnership

Secretariat:


Bill Woolley, Director of City Strategy, CYC





Nigel Burchell, Senior Policy Development Officer - CYC





Denise Simms, Senior Partnership Support Officer, CYC

APOLOGIES:



Cllr Viv Kind – Chair, YorOK Partnership


Cllr. Andrew Waller – Chair, LA21 Steering Group 

	
	


1
WELCOME AND APOLOGIES


Apologies were received from Viv Kind and Andrew Waller and Claire Suddaby, External Relation Manager for Jobcentre Plus, was welcomed as a new member to Without Walls.

2
ELECTION OF CHAIR AND VICE CHAIR

Partners had received paperwork, which confirmed that no nominations had been made for the positions of Chair and Vice-Chair.  In light of this it was proposed that the Leader of the Council took the Chair as an interim measure for the first meeting of the Partnership.  

Bill Woolley explained that Partners could defer the decision regarding chairing arrangements until the next meeting in February, when full Partnership membership would be in place.  In the meantime, the Secretariat would pursue potential candidates for the positions of Chair and Vice Chair.  Ideally they would be looking for an independent representative, who was not committed to one theme and would take a broad view of the work of the Partnership.

One Partner commented that if the Chair were not a politician, the credentials of the Partnership would be strengthened if the Vice-Chair were.

Action – it was agreed that Cllr Galloway should chair the meeting and that the Secretariat would bring forward nominations to the next (fully constituted) Partnership meeting in February 2007.
3
WITHOUT WALLS PARTNERSHIP – PURPOSE AND MEMBERSHIP 

The detailed purpose of the Without Walls Partnership, as agreed at the Executive Board Meeting on 28 September, was included in covering paperwork for this agenda item.  Bill Woolley confirmed that on the issue of Partnership membership, Partners had agreed that the group would be convened with an initial group of sixteen organisations.  This group would then decide how they might want to supplement these numbers, taking into consideration organisations suggested by the Secretariat and those included in the Government White Paper ‘Strong and Prosperous Communities’ as having a ‘duty to cooperate’.

Bill asked Partners to consider how big they would want membership of the Partnership to grow to.  He also clarified that several of the members currently present represented more than one organisation (The detail of which was set out under Agenda item 1).

Comments from Partners on the issue of Partnership Membership included:

· The original Without Walls Board had felt it useful to create the environment and inclusion fora, it should be a prerequisite to keep linkages with both and therefore ensure a place for both on the Partnership;

· In principle, the Inclusive York Forum could have another representative (rather than Colin Stroud who would represent both IYF and York CVS) since the governance handbook had stated that representatives would be agreed by partner agencies / sub partnerships or organisations.

· Current representation was mainly based on how we linked with the citizens of York rather than as representative groups of people in the city e.g. Federation of Residents Associations.  There was also a growing BME population in the city and a stronger presence from them was essential.  Other representatives could include disability groups, LGBT Forum and representatives of older / younger people’s forums;

· There had been an intention to set up an Environment Partnership.  Partners would need to know how this group was going to be to constituted in order to make an informed decision about representation on the Partnership, as a strong voice regarding the environment was required at this table;

· The Environment Partnership would have a delivery focus and proposals on the group’s role and constitution would be taken to the Environment Forum and LA21 Steering Group in January for comment;

· The size of the Partnership was important, large Boards could be unmanageable and lose focus.  

· The Partnership should give to the corporate voice of the city and, therefore, should be made up of a set of people who bring different perspectives;

· Partners shouldn’t undermine the work of the delivery bodies, they should decide who they want to speak for them;

· The Partnership shouldn’t try to replicate some kind of representative forum as it was not a democratically elected body;

· The Partnership need not be much bigger than the initial membership since the annual community conference would bring a wider group of people together;

· Partners could consider selecting only the agencies not currently connected into existing arrangements as the process for narrowing down suggested additional members;

· The Partnership should be seen as a representative group of people otherwise the group would have potent critics in the community;

· The Environment Forum was a diverse body and the only practical link to a wide range of interests.  Although not responsible for delivery, they should be able to feed into the Partnership as the body responsible for strategy and policy development.  It would be an enormous weakness for this group if it did not contain someone who was passionate about environmental sustainability;

· We should allow members representing more than one organisation to assess their position first and then decide on additional members, via informal correspondence before the next meeting;

· Membership should be kept manageable;

· The new Environment Partnership would have a place on the Partnership as one of the seven sub partnerships and they would decide who they would want as Chair.

Action – it was agreed that:

1. Partners present who represented more than one organisation would consider whether they were content to continue in this manner and report back to the secretariat their decision;

2. The secretariat would pursue potential candidates for Chair and Vice Chair and bring forward nominations to the next meeting;

3. The discussion regarding expansion of Partnership membership would be deferred to the next meeting.

Following the discussion Councillor Merrett registered his disagreement with the decision made, since the Environment Forum would see this as a fundamental downgrading of their role.  Colin Stroud agreed with Councillor Merrett’s comment.

4
STRONG AND PROSPEROUS COMMUNITIES WHITE PAPER AND NORTH YORKSHIRE COMMUNITY LEADERSHIP PROJECT 

Nigel Burchell gave a presentation on the implications of the Local Government White Paper, Strong and Prosperous Communities, for Without Walls (Slides attached at Annex A).  

Key implications for the LSP included:

· Reinforced Community Leadership role of LSPs;

· Strengthened political leadership of LSPs;

· LAAs to become statutory, with a duty for local authorities and partners to work together to agree priorities and to deliver on targets for improvement;

· Option of Multi-Area Agreements to be introduced which cross local authority boundaries (Possibly linked to City Regions);

· LAAs to become the core vehicle for prioritisation and performance management in local areas (Comprehensive Area Assessment to be introduced from 2009).
Jenny Parkin, CYC Learning and Development Advisor, then gave a short presentation regarding funding, which had been secured by the North Yorkshire Improvement Partnership, to build community leadership capacity within the sub-region.  Jenny explained that the Project Board proposed establishing action learning sets for each LSP in North Yorkshire, which would focus on a particular priority with the assistance of a trained facilitator.  

Issues that Partners could focus on for the York specific and North Yorkshire wide action learning sets were discussed. 

Partners comments on the Community Leadership project included:

· North Yorkshire Police would support the LSP becoming engaged in this piece of work and would suggest that Partners support a cross cutting theme, such as anti social behaviour, for the York focussed action learning set (ALS);

· If another ALS were dealing with a similar issue they could link up and share learning;

· This programme would be good to get involved in as it would make us focus on how we make a difference, the topic was secondary, as long as it was an issue that required a multi-sectoral input;

· The project could be used as an opportunity to work with North Yorkshire on Independent Living;

· It would be helpful to see the budget breakdown for the full £800k of capacity building funding;

· Action learning had a mixed track record – were we confident that we would get the impact we were looking for?

· North Yorkshire Chief Executives had agreed to use ALS methods.

Action – it was agreed that:

1. Jenny Parkin would confirm Without Walls’ willingness to take part in the programme with the North Yorkshire Improvement Partnership;

2. Partners would submit expressions of interest to Denise Simms to be a member of the Action Learning Set for York;

3. Partners would submit ideas for the issue to be used as the focus for the ALS, to add to the suggestions of anti-social behaviour and independent living.

5
FINAL DRAFT LAA DOCUMENT AND EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Partners had received a copy of the final draft LAA document, which was due to be submitted to GOYH on 1 December.  Nigel Burchell explained that the draft document had also been considered by the Multi-Agency Steering Group, chaired by Colin Stroud.  The group had endorsed the LAA and contributed the following key messages:

· There were a good range of inequalities indicators across the agreement;

· The LAA process had been a useful exercise in fostering better working relationships with a wide range of partners, particularly the voluntary and community sector;

· The process had highlighted tensions between themes and the LSP was the ideal forum to recognise and debate these issues;

· The LSP needed to discuss how it would ensure all agencies worked together to achieve the LAA’s complex targets;

· Leadership and accountability were key now that the document was in place;

· Indicators and outcomes should sit within partner’s strategies to ensure operational delivery.

The LAA had also been considered by the Without Walls Executive Delivery Board, which had met for the first time on 21 November.  They were comfortable with the document, although they accepted that a public document should be produced and that the LAA should be made available on the Without Walls website.  The Government Office had made some minor comments, but overall were happy to recommend the LAA to Whitehall.

Partners comments regarding the final draft Local Area Agreement included:

· The final version should include those comments made by MASG members;

· Housing did not stand out in the main document, despite being a major social issue for York.  The predicted increase in employment numbers would place further strain on availability of housing and businesses could find it difficult to recruit;

· The MASG had worked hard to include housing as an issue;

· Housing was certainly an economic issue across the board, not just in terms of affordable housing, but availability of family accommodation was also an issue;

· New opportunities were now available to the city due to land that had recently become available;

· The tensions referred to by MASG in their feedback included environmental and economic, economy and inclusion and the hotspots of deprivation;

· These were not necessarily tensions, since Partners were joining things up effectively through this process, exploring the connections and how they worked together;

· The position was changing, as long as we recognised that around this table we could support the notion that we would make the connections and not let issues develop into tensions.

Action – it was agreed that, subject to the amendments previously discussed, the Local Area Agreement would be supported by Without Walls and submitted to Government.

6
FORWARD AGENDA AND FUTURE MEETINGS

Bill Woolley circulated a discussion paper, which set out a proposed meeting schedule for 2007.  Bill explained that Partners needed the opportunity to discuss the forward agenda for this group in order to gain agreement in terms of sequence and agenda items.  

Comments on the forward agenda included:

· Individual Partners would each produce their own strategies, however, it would be difficult to get sign-off / input across all partners;

· We should ensure that Executive Delivery Board and Partnership meetings were in the right sequence for reporting purposes;

· The purpose of the Partnership was to consider options for the future of the city, the way those options were considered would be very important;

· It would be important to use the Community Conference to drive things forward, we should also bear in mind that commissioning / planning processes start around September for most Partners.

Action – it was agreed that the meeting schedule proposed would be accepted as a broad basis for planning purposes. 

7
ANY OTHER BUSINESS

None


There being no other business, the meeting ended at 17.25pm

Date of next meetings - to be confirmed

