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FOREWORD

These proposals have been commissioned by the Surrey Strategic Partnership Programme Board on behalf of the Surrey Strategic Partnership (SSP).  This follows the broad support given at the SSP annual conference (November 2005) to the principle of reviewing and rationalising partnership working across the county.

All stakeholders have a vested interest in this work as it will allow public, voluntary and private organisations and community representatives to better understand the role of groups with respect to local, countywide, regional and national objectives.  As a result, all stakeholders will be able to make informed decisions about their association with such groups and determine the added value that they bring to their organisations and the communities they serve and/or represent.

The SSP Programme Board would welcome comments (see page 7) on these proposals by 10th March 2006, during which time, LSP and other officers from key partner organisations will agree on the detailed action plan and timetable for implementing the review pending reaching consensus on these proposals.

Several partners in the county have already initiated preliminary reviews of multi-stakeholder groups and this co-ordinated, countywide review will build on this work.

Please send your comments to Michael Edley (contact details below).  You should also contact Michael for further information about these proposals.

The following web addresses link to key related documents:

Government guidance relating to community strategies and Local Government Act 2000

http://www.odpm.gov.uk/index.asp?id=1163200
Governing Partnerships:  Bridging the accountability gap, Audit Commission, Oct 2005

http://www.audit-commission.gov.uk/reports/NATIONAL-REPORT.asp?CategoryID=&ProdID=1CDA0FEF-E610-463c-B3F3-220F607B1A2C
Into the Mainstream: Partnerships that make a difference, IDeA/LGA 2005 

http://www.lga.gov.uk/Publication.asp?search.y=0&search.x=0&lsection=0&ccat=28&id=SXD08E-A78345D0
Copies of these together with additional information can be obtained on request from:

Michael Edley

Room 115

County Hall

Surrey County Council

Kingston upon Thames

KT1 2DE

020 8541 7001

Community.planning@surreycc.gov.uk
1. Introduction

1. The aim of this paper is to set out proposals for the rationalisation of countywide and potentially local, partnerships, networks and forums (collectively referred to as groups in the rest of this paper).  The proposals will need to be endorsed by the majority of public service organisations in the county.  The leadership given by the chief executives of key public agencies, council members and senior officers will be crucial to the success of these proposals.

2. Background 

2. In Surrey there are estimated to be over 120 countywide groups, partnerships, forums or networks and probably over 300 local groups.  Surrey County Council (SCC) directly supports the majority of the countywide groups through provision of administrative support. Many of the local groups are similarly supported by borough and district councils. SCC is also represented by members and/or staff at all levels of the organisation on the majority of both countywide and local groups.   In addition there are regional groups and sub- county groups that are also supported by the County Council. 

3. It would be hard to argue that the current situation is sustainable.  We should therefore seek to review the structures through which public, voluntary and business organisations come together to shape the development and delivery of services and improving quality of life in Surrey with the aim of rationalising the number of groups whilst at the same time bringing clarity and focus to the roles of different groups to make them more relevant, transparent and effective.  This is one of the key objectives of community planning
 that has been re-emphasised in a recent paper by the Audit Commission
 and the Local Government Association (LGA) and Improvement and Development Agency(IDeA)3. Both the Commission and the LGA/IDeA suggest that partnership work needs to be improved. The Commission also suggests that partnership work needs to be rationalised, and that the councils’ approach to this will feature in the next Comprehensive Performance Assessment (CPA). Partnership working has also been the focus of the current SCC Business Delivery Review (BDR) for which the countywide community planning team provided much of the data.  

4. The development of the Vision for Surrey in 2020 with associated aspirations across 6 key themes has enabled the Surrey Strategic Partnership to begin to identify those groups which have the potential to deliver key elements of the Vision as well as areas where no countywide alliance currently exists.  Proposals to review partnerships with a view to rationalising them were put before the full Surrey Strategic Partnership at the annual conference in November and to the SSP Programme Board in December and received broad general support.  Further to this it is clear that many other public agencies, including voluntary organisations would welcome rationalisation to enable them to focus resources more effectively and efficiently.

5. In the recent review by the BDR team it was estimated that SCC alone could conservatively save some £0.5m a year if partnerships in the county were rationalised.  It is likely that similar burdens are experienced by other partner organisations.  Cost efficiencies would be further enhanced by bringing greater focus and impact to the work we undertake in partnership through there being fewer partnerships with clearer and more well defined measurable outcomes.  In this way public, voluntary and private organisations would be able to evaluate better the added value of partnership working to both their own organisations and the communities they serve.  

3. Progress to date

6. Over the last 2-3 years the community planning team has carried out , on behalf of the Surrey Strategic Partnership (SSP), a survey of partnerships networks and forums (see Annex C).  Several districts and boroughs have also undertaken similar reviews at a local level.  From these reviews it is clear that, in many, if not the majority of cases the roles and objectives of these groups are not explicit or necessarily well focussed and the delivery of outcomes is not widely or consistently reported.   It is also clear that the nature and quality of reporting lines and linkages between groups with potentially similar objectives are varied.  Performance reporting on achievements against outcomes by groups to key stakeholders is also virtually non-existent.

7. There are probably 3 key activities that groups undertake:

· The delivery of particular outcome improvements through service improvements or through significant changes to services in partnership;
· The coordination of services being delivered by different organisations to citizens and customers through co-operation and communication; and
· Discussion and debate amongst representatives of key stakeholders for engagement purposes in the development of services.
8. A few of these are required by statute or are central to the delivery of statutory requirements.
9. There are also different membership patterns, governance arrangements and organisational structures of these groups:

4. Membership

10. There appear to be four basic membership arrangements:

· Groups made up of representatives of public service, voluntary and business organisations responsible for service delivery together with stakeholders such as customers and affected/interested citizens;

· Groups made up of representatives of multi-sector service delivery organisations;

· Groups made up of staff from different organisations within  a single sector; and

· Groups primarily made up of customers’ and or citizens’ representatives.

11. In many cases criteria for membership is poorly documented.

5. Governance

12.  Linked to the issue of membership, there should be a clear understanding of the governance and accountability arrangements (given some partnerships are  statutory, whilst most are not, and most do not have a separate legal entity):

· Clear, well documented governance arrangements setting out roles and responsibilities of membership, clarity around representation of sectors and communities; and 

· Clarity regarding decision making procedures and links to individual member organisations’ own decision making procedures and structures

13. This is only true in the minority of cases and performance reporting is patchy and poorly communicated.

6. Structures and linkages

14. There appear to be six basic types of structure:

· Broad membership with no core group with responsibility for delivery;

· Broad membership with core ‘executive’;

· Sub-groups;

· Stakeholder reference groups;

· Representatives to act as link to other group/s with reporting responsibilities; and

· Informal links between groups.

15. However, outside the Local Strategic Partnerships, there are often poor links between related local, sub-county, countywide and regional groups.

7. Proposal for rationalisation

16. It is proposed, with the leadership and support of public, voluntary and private public service organisations in Surrey, to review, groups, networks and forums in the county at regional and countywide level, and potentially at sub-county and local levels, where, for one of the purposes outlined above, a number of organisational representatives meet as partners. 

17. This would need to undertaken at 3 levels:

· Regional and countywide groups:  To be undertaken, on behalf of the SSP Programme Board (SSPPB), by the countywide community planning team (based initially on those groups identified in Annex C);

· Sub-county groups:   To be undertaken on behalf of the SSPPB and LSPs by either the countywide community planning team, district and borough officers or other partners depending on respective lead roles; and

· Local groups:   To be undertaken by District and borough officers with the support of officers from SCC and other partners where appropriate.
18. It would clearly advantageous that these reviews were undertaken under broadly the same timetable, not least to ensure the resources committed towards the review were used to best effect and that the results and recommendations could be considered collectively by all relevant partner organisations.  Such a joint and inclusive exercise would also serve to ensure the establishment of appropriate linkages between different groups at all levels.  
19. Key aims of the review would be to:

· Establish the primary function of the group;

· If recognised as a delivery partnership, record the current effectiveness of the partnership (in relation to key criteria set out in Annex B); and

· Establish the role of groups in relation to delivering countywide, local and national outcomes.

20. This will be achieved through:

· Reviews of existing groups as set out above to better understand their primary functions and the benefit they bring to our joint activities (see Annex A).  It should be noted that for many partnerships, at both countywide and local level, much of this information has already been collected.  In many cases therefore, the review will entail updating current information and supplying additional information where necessary;

· Assessment of groups, based on criteria set out in Annex B, to determine role, relevance and effectiveness of groups;

· Making recommendations on revisions, mergers, changes to structures and working and governance arrangements in discussion with relevant group representatives;

· Consulting on the proposed changes with key stakeholders;

· Agreeing on the final proposals (primarily through the 12 LSPs); and

· Implementing and communicating these changes.

21. The key outcomes of such an exercise would be:

· A significantly smaller number of key Partnerships whose aims will be to deliver clearly established outcomes (of a short term or long term nature) linked to local, countywide, and national priorities (primarily countywide and local Community Strategy Visions and national strategies such as Every Child Matters and Community Safety strategies).  It would also be beneficial if more substantial, well defined links were established between local groups and relevant countywide groups;

· Linked to these will be time-limited, task-focused Project Delivery Groups commissioned to deliver certain projects in support of the agreed objectives;

· Networks, linked to partnerships whose main objective will be to ensure ongoing co-operation and communication between agencies regarding development and delivery of shared services or functions for citizens and customers.  It is likely that these groups will meet less frequently than currently if alternative means of communication can be adopted (newsletters, web-based partnership information sites etc).

· A number of Reference Groups each linked to a partnership that will consist of representatives of relevant communities of place and interest, including relevant user groups, voluntary and business organisations.  These will most likely exist as virtual groups being brought together through physical or virtual engagement exercises.  These groups will be established on the recommendation of the Community and Voluntary Sector Communication and Engagement group established as part of the Surrey Strategic Partnerships programme of work.

22. In addition Partnerships will be encouraged to:

a. Adopt explicit and transparent structures, processes and governance arrangements, particularly in relation to decision making, delivery against outcomes, engagement and communication;

b. Be clear about the long and short term outcomes they are focussed on; and

c. Report on progress towards these outcomes to all key stakeholders

8. Benefits

23. The following benefits would arise as a result of this exercise:

· A much simplified partnership structure explicitly linked to community and national priorities that will allow a clearer linkage between our shared and corporate priorities, capacity and resources;

· The opportunity for organisations to make an informed decision about the support they provide to particular groups

· Support for staff in all partner organisations through providing a clear mandate for the time and resources committed to supporting countywide and local groups

· Performance reporting that would enable partner organisations to evaluate the added value of countywide and local groups with respect to ongoing support and/or membership

· Groups are not established in Surrey if they are unable to set out their role in the delivery of key national, countywide and/or local outcomes (we would suggest that proposals for the setting up of new groups should be passed to relevant LSPs for endorsement)

· Groups will not be sustained if they do not add value or are fit for purpose.

9. Timetable

24. It is intended that following the support of the Surrey Strategic Partnership and its programme Board, and to the views of Surrey Chief Executives that these draft proposals will be circulated to wider SSP partner organisations with request for responses by end of February.

25. It might then be possible to undertake the review in March with a view to producing recommendations by the end of April.  Clearly, given the benefits that would arise from a co-ordinated approach at all levels in the county, this timetable is provisional being dependent on the sign-up of partners.

26. The following responses are now sought from key stakeholders:  

a) Endorsement of the proposed review of regional and countywide groups to be undertaken by the countywide community planning team on behalf of the SSP;

b) Consider agreeing to pursue a review of sub-county groups by those organisations that have the relevant lead; and

c) Respond to the proposal that districts and boroughs undertake a similar review at a local level (with support from SCC and other partners where appropriate).

d) Identify a contact in your organisation who the review team might contact in relation to this work.

Please send your responses and comments to Michael Edley (contact details on page 2).

ANNEX A:  REVIEW OF COUNTYWIDE AND LOCAL GROUPS

Part 1

	1.  General details
	

	Name of Group:
	

	Is this a group explicitly or implicitly required by statute?
	Yes / No

	Is this group legally established to hold funds in its own right?
	Yes / No

	Name of lead organisation:
	

	2.  Primary Function of Group

Please indicate the primary function of this group from the options below                                                                   √
	

	a.  Development and co-ordination of delivery of services/activities.


	
	If you answer yes to this please fill in the remainder of this table and Part 2 of this questionnaire

	b.  Co-ordination and cooperation of existing services/functions.
	
	If yes please give a brief description of the focus of this group and complete this table only.

	c.  A stakeholder group of representatives of communities of place and/or interest.
	
	If yes – please give a brief description of the focus of this group and complete this table only.

	3.  Structures and Governance
	

	Group Chair (name and organisation)
	

	Please list the Member Organisations.

(please separate entries with a comma)
	

	How often does the full group meet?
	

	Is there an executive or core group with specific responsibilities? (please give it’s name if different to group)
	Yes / No

	Please list names, organisations and roles.
	

	How often does the executive or core group meet?
	

	Please indicate if membership and governance arrangements have been documented.
	Yes or No

If Yes please enclose a copy

	Please indicate which if any county or district and borough council Members are formal members of this group.
	

	Which other group/s is this group formally linked to?

Please indicate the nature of the relationship (e.g. regular agenda item, member with linkage role, sub or parent group)
	

	4.  How to contact the group:
	

	Chairman’s contact details:
	

	Key Officer contact details:
	

	Does this group have an associated Web site address
	www.


If you answered Yes to 2a above please continue to Part 2 of the review overleaf

Review of countywide and local groups

Part 2

PART 2


	Outcomes 
	 Source strategies

	· 
	· 

	Objectives
	Outputs 2005/6
	Planned Outputs 2006/7

	· 
	· 
	· 

	In scope
	Out of Scope

	· 
	· 

	Performance indicators 
	Targets

2005/6                                                  2006/7                                      2007/8

	· 
	· 
	· 
	· 


	    Funding streams:  Amounts (£)                                              
	  Source (organisation/granting body)

	· 
	· 

	Key Milestones 2005/6
Date                       Milestone
	Key Milestones 2006/7                                                                                              

Date                       Milestone

	
	
	
	

	Project Governance                Name                                       Organisation                                 
	 Stakeholders: Identify citizen or user/customer groups which this group engages with on a regular basis

	Board members:
	
	
	

	Reporting Arrangements
	Which organisations demand or receive a regular report on progress/performance from this group 
	What is the frequency of this reporting

	· 
	· 


Partnership Charter - explanatory notes

1. Purpose 

The Partnership Charter aims to provide a simple summary of the work of a delivery partnership.  It will enable stakeholders to understand the work of each partnership and act as a marker by which to assess progress. 

The following notes provide some guidance on how to complete the Project Charter.   Don’t worry if you are unable to fill in all the boxes.  Just complete those elements for which you have accurate information.  If you need help or advice then please contact: Michael Edley (020 8541 7001, Michael.edley@surreycc.gov.uk) or your local LSP Officer or Area Director.

2. Outcomes/Source Strategy

What are the high level outcomes that this partnership is aiming to deliver? How will the quality of life of people living and working in Surrey be improved as a result?

In general, the high level outcomes should already be set out in existing agreed strategies. For example:-

· Surrey in 2020 Community Strategy

· Strategies of partner organisations

· National Strategies (Every Child Matters, community safety, Choosing health etc)

Insert both the outcome and the source document.

3. Objectives

What is the partnership doing in order to achieve the outcomes. Objectives should be expressed in active terms - for example, ‘Establish…’ ‘Implement….’

Anything stated in the objectives must be achievable by the partnership and preferably under the control of a Project Board.
4. Outputs

What are the tangible “things” that must be produced or acquired by the partnership to meet the objectives? 

Outputs can include a report, a publication, an event, a major decision, the launch of a new or improved service. They can also include less tangible things such as ‘Trained users’ or ‘Number of people using…’

5. In scope/out of scope

What does the partnership cover and what does it not cover? For example: 

In scope: Work related skills development.
Out of scope: Life skills development

Clarity here will help to identify and avoid “scope overlap ” by partnerships and also identify any areas/issues that are not being addressed.

6. Performance indicators/improvement targets

How does the Partnership/Project Board know whether the project is delivering its stated outcomes and objectives?

Identify a small number of the measurable performance indicators for each outcome or objective. These will probably be existing indicators – for example Best Value Performance Indicators, Surrey’s Quality of Life Indicators - or new indicators specifically agreed by the partnership.  Identify a combination of qualitative and qualitative indicators if possible.

For each indicator, identify the current baseline and then the improvement targets for the next 2 years.

7. Potential funding streams

What funding is available to the delivery of the work of the partnership?

Identify both the funding stream and the source and include:-

· Government funding streams

· Contributions of partners

· Other sources


8. Key milestones

What are the key milestones set out by the partnership for this year and for 2006/7? 

Include dates of any key events/milestones of partners or of the Board, as well as any relevant key dates in national processes/timetables.

9. Project governance

What are the governance arrangements for the project?

Identify which group is acting as the Project Board and its members.  Include their names and the organisations they represent.   Identify who takes overall responsibility for chairing the board?

10. Reporting arrangements
Identify those organisations that receive regular reports on the progress/performance of this partnership.  This may be local, countywide, regional and/or national organisations or indeed another partnership/group.  Include the frequency of such reporting arrangements.

11. NEXT STEPS
Over the next few weeks all delivery partnerships in Surrey are being are asked to complete this charter.  

These will then form the basis of an integrated review of partnerships to evaluate the added value that they bring to the work of our organisations and the communities we serve.   We hope in the long run to make these charters (or the information contained in them) accessible to all interested stakeholders.

ANNEX B:  EFFECTIVE PARTNERSHIPS

A FRAMEWORK FOR PAERSHIP WORKIN
INTRODUCTION

1. Effective partnership working is now a basic component of public service delivery. Working collaboratively with colleagues across the wide range of public, private and voluntary public service providers can lead to excellent and cost effective services. However, successful partnerships that add real value, are difficult to achieve and involve significant investment of time and resources. 

2. The most recent introduction by the government of Local Area Agreements - a formal agreement between the County Council, its strategic partners and central government – puts effective partnership working even higher on the political agenda.

3. This document provides a framework for effective and sustainable partnership working. It can be used as checklist to ensure that the key components of a partnership are in place.

DEFINITION OF PARTNERSHIP

4. “Individuals from various organisations or from different parts of one organisation come together to develop and take forward particular activities or services in support of a common purpose and mutual benefits
”

BENEFITS OF PARTNERSHIP

5. The benefits of partnership fall into four categories

Greater impact

· A higher profile for the project or activity across a range of partners

· Wider reach to target audiences

· Increased benefits to citizens and communities

· Ability to deliver beyond the capabilities of any one partner

More resources

· Resources from many sources brought together

· Wider pool of skills, knowledge and expertise

· Potential to access external partnership funding 

· Greater negotiating powers

New ways of working

· Innovative ideas

· New perspectives and approaches

· Constructive challenge

Shared risk

· Greater flexibility to manage risk

· Shared costs, approaches

THE EFFECTIVE PARTNERSHIP FRAMEWORK

6. There are five key elements of effective partnership working:

· Vision

· Culture

· Structure

· Engagement

· Performance Management














Vision

7. Central to effective partnership working is the need for every member of the partnership to share a single clear vision of the future. This might be specific (for example to build a new community sports centre) or it might be aspirational (for example to work together to improve the delivery of social care in Surrey). 

8. Whilst it is important to have the same vision, individual partners may not necessarily have the same objectives or motivations and it is important for all members of the partnership to understand this. 

Culture

9. The culture of the partnership and the quality of the relationships within it will have a major impact on the effectiveness of the partnership and its ability to deliver results

Openness  
Encourage members of the partnership to be open about their priorities and motivations from the outset to engender trust and avoid surprises as time progresses.

Pace
Keep the partnership moving forward with clear actions arising out of discussions and decisions taken forward.  

Personal contact
Invest – and continue to invest - time to build personal relationships with other members of the partnership at all levels

Mutual benefits
Identify shared benefits at the outset and focus on delivering those benefits and achieving a win/win for all. 

Governance

10. Keep the governance arrangements and the structure simple, easy to understand and appropriate to the shared vision of the partnership.

Partnership agreement
Develop and agree a clear partnership agreement or terms of reference. The level of detail will vary according to the purpose partnership. 

Clear roles accountabilities
Ensure each member of the partnership understands and commits to their role on the partnership. For example if they are representing an organisation, they must keep that organisation informed and engaged with the work of the partnership.

Good project management
Apply project management principles and approach – but don’t alienate members of the partnership with jargon. 

Engagement

11. An effective partnership concentrates on engagement rather than consultation.

Clear communication
Ensure all communication is clear, straightforward, timely and jargon-free and gives the partners the information they need to fulfil their role. 

Inclusive approach
Keep the needs of all the partners in mind – avoid the trap of assuming that everyone shares the same level of understanding or expertise. 

Imaginative involvement of all
Be creative about how to effectively engage all partners and stakeholders – do not assume that a one size fits all approach will work

Performance Management

12. An effective “plan-do-review” performance framework ensures that partners know how effectively the partnership is operating and can report outcomes rather than discussions.

Evidence-based priorities
Define and agree the priorities and outcomes of the partnership based on clear evidence not anecdote.

Simple measures/plan
Identify a simple set of performance measures, which will enable the partnership to determine whether they are progressing towards the agreed outcomes. If implementing a project, ensure that there is a project plan with key milestones against which to track progress.

Monitor outcomes
Monitoring outcomes at each meeting and agree actions and accountabilities in response to slippage or significant deviations in performance. 

ANNEX C:
COUNTYWIDE PARTNERSHIPS, NETWORKS AND FORUMS AS OF NOVEMBER 2005
	Community Networks and Forums

	· Adult carers network

· Churches together


· Electric Business Club

· Surrey 50+ network

· Passenger Transport Forum 
	· Surrey Chambers of Commerce 

· Surrey Users Network

· Surrey County Association of Town and Parish Councils
	· Surrey-wide Involvement Group 

· Woking Community Relations Forum 

· Young carers network

· Youth Parliament

	Public Service Elected/Appointed Chairs Groups

	· Local Government Association
	· 5 PCT Chairs
	· Association of School Governors

	Public Service CEX and Senior Manager Groups

	· Local Authority CEX Group
	· 2010 Network of public service CEX
	· 5 PCTs CEX group

	· College Principles Group
	· Head Teachers Forum
	· 12 LSP Officer Group

	Partnership
	Federation

	· 14-19 Board

· Aim Higher Partnership

· Archives and Local History Group

· Biodiversity Partnership

· Children and Young People’s Partnership

· Child Protection Committees

· Community Safety Coordinating Group

· Compact working group

· Community Legal Services Partnership

· Connexions Board

· Decriminalised Parking Enforcement Group

· Domestic Violence Funders Group

· Domestic Violence Training  Task Group

· Drug Action Team

· E-partnership

· Early Years and Childcare Partnership

· Economic Partnership 
	· Education Business Partnership

· Farmers Market Steering Group Green Arc Partnership

· Health and Social Care Partnership

· Heritage Group

· Historic Environment Group

· Housing Benefits Managers Group

· Joint Municipal Waste Partnership 

· Learning Disabilities Partnership

· Lifelong Learning Partnership

· Local Skills for Productivity Alliance

· Local Transport Plan Partnership

· Museums Consultative Committee

· Physical Activity Alliance

· Safety Camera Cost  recovery

· SEMSIC
	· Social Inclusion Group

· Sports Partnership

· Supporting People Commissioning Body

· Supporting People JMB

· Surrey Bridges Board

· Surrey Hills AONB Partnership

· Recovery project Board

· Surrey and W. Sussex Tourism Committee

· Surreyjobs Management Board

· Sustainable Business Partnership 

· SWELTRAC

· Thameslink 2000 Consortium

· Voluntary Sector Action Planning group 

· Widening Participation Partnership

· Woodlands Working Group

· Workforce Partnership

· Youth Offending Team




Cont….

Table 4 Cont…

	Officer Networks

	· Air Quality Group

· Airtrack Forum

· Blackwater Valley Network

· Countryside Access Forum

· Chief Housing Officers Group

· Chief Leisure Officers Forum

· Chief Technical Officers Association

· Countryside Conservation and Access group

· Data Protection and FOI Officers Group
	· Domestic Violence Forum Economic Forum

· Emergency Planning Liaison Group Emergency Planning Voluntary organisations

· Energy and Environment Group

· Equality Partnership

· Gatwick Area Transport Forum

· Health Provider Network

· Heathrow Area Transport Forum

· IT Managers Network

· Nature Conservation Working Group

· Personnel Officers Group


	· Planning Officers Association

· Planning Policy Action and Campaigning

· Rural Communities Group

· Sustainability Practitioners Network 

· Supporting People Chief Officers Gp

· Tourism Officers Group

· Treasurers Association

· Tree Officers Group

· Working in the countryside Group




These Groups are presented under each theme of the Community Strategy in APPENDIX 1

APPENDIX 1


COUNTYWIDE PARTNERSHIPS, FORUMS AND NETWORKS

IN SURREY

November 2004

SURREY’S COMMUNITY STRATEGY AND THE ROLE OF PARTNERSHIPS

The ultimate success of both the Vision for Surrey and the Community Strategy will depend on the work of the numerous partnerships that are in place across the county.  During the Surrey in 2020 debate we established contact with a wide range of partnerships in Surrey and as part of the development of the strategy we undertook to attempt to map these partnerships. This document sets out the results.

The partnerships and networks are categorised using the 6 overarching themes of the Vision for Surrey. The list is not exhaustive and we anticipate further additions and amendments. The aim is to put in place a mechanism for identifying the key groupings and the linkages between them. The SSP will then be in a better position to enter into a dialogue with key partnerships to develop and implement strategies and partnership action in relation to specific elements of the countywide vision.  Ultimately one might expect to see a clear link between the countywide vision and the work of all partnerships in the County.

COUNTYWIDE PARTNERSHIPS, FORUMS AND NETWORKS IN SURREY

For the purposes of this exercise, a partnership is defined as:

A group of representatives from more than one organisation where they collectively:

· Bid for and manage resources donated from an independent source;

· Manage resources donated to them by one or more of their respective organisations; and/or

· Have recognised significant influence over the resources held by one or more of their respective organisations
A network or forum is defined as:

A group of representatives from more than one organisation where they:

· Act in an advisory capacity to one or more organisations or a partnership; and/or

· Share information and best practice to inform/support themselves and their organisations.
A web-based database of countywide partnerships, networks and forums can be viewed at:

www.surreyonline.info
Go to the blue box and click on Partnerships in Surrey.

Not all partnerships are currently listed on the database, as we have not yet received information about them.

If you know of a countywide partnership that has not been included and can provide the relevant information, then please contact Jane Whitfield (jane.whitfield@surreycc.gov.uk or 020 8541 9020).
ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT



TRAVEL ACCESS AND MOBILITY



 HOUSING AND ASSOCIATED INFRASTRUCTURE



CHANGING LIFESTYLES



COMMUNITIES, CULTURE AND IDENTITY




COMMUNITIES, CULTURE AND IDENTITY CONT.



PUBLIC SERVICE DELIVERY AND DEMOCRACY



 Key:



Statutory partnership/forum




Key Multi-Sector Partnership (Officers of public, voluntary and business orgs)




Key single sector Officer Network or forums




Senior Officer Groups and Networks




Citizen’s networks or forums



Partnerships/groups of elected leaders or chairmen

Name:

Chair of partnership/network

Organisation:
Chair’s organisation

Chair in:

Bold:

Member of Surrey Strategic Partnership

Normal text:
Their organisation is represented on the Surrey Strategic Partnership

Italic:

Their organisation is not represented on the Surrey Strategic Partnership

TBE

To be established

TBC

To be confirmed




















































Association of School Governors


?


TBC






























































V1.0





Surrey LA CEX Group


Paul Russell


Woking BC





Proposal to Rationalise Partnerships in Surrey








Proposals to Review and Rationalise Partnerships, Networks and Forums in Surrey





JANUARY 2006





Inclusive approach


 











Imaginative involvement of stakeholders











PCT CEX Group


Jane Dale


Surrey Heath and Woking PCT





Clear evidence based priorities











Simple measures








Mutual benefits and win/win














Head Teachers Forum


??


TBC








IT Managers Network


Stuart Mitchenall


Tandridge DC





Personnel Officers Group


TBC





Surrey e-Partnership


Mike Lockwood


Elmbridge BC





Workforce Partnership


Debbie Ellis


SCC





 2010 Network


Richard Shaw


SCC





Surreyjobs Management Board


Nigel Hannam


SCC





Data Protection and FOI officers Group


Peter Driscoll


Waverley BC





Surrey Treasurers Association


Mike Taylor


SCC





Learning Disabilities Partnership


Roger Deacon


SCC





DEMOCRACY





SLGA


Christine Stevens


SCC





Youth Parliament


TBC





50+


Pam Elven





Surrey County Association of Town and Parish Councils


Graham Saunders





Surrey Users Network


TBC





PUBLIC SERVICE DELIVERY





CHILDREN AND YOUNG PEOPLE





Children and Young People’s Partnership


Paul Gray


SCC





Early years And Childcare Partnership


Shirley Maxwell


UniS








Surrey 14-19 Board


TBC








Surrey Bridges Board


Bob Linnel


Ash Manor School








Area Child Protection Committees


Felicity Budgeon


SCC





Surrey 14-19 Partnership Coordination Group


TBC











Surrey Bridges Forum


TBC











LANDSCAPE, BIODIVERSITY AND HERITAGE





Heritage Group


Mike Dawson


SCC





Archives and Local History Group


TBC





Surrey Hills AONB Partnership


Lavinia Sealey


SCC





Young Carers Network


Rachel Evans


Action for Carers





Connexions Board


TBC








Children and Young People Partnership Forum


Roger Booker


SCC








Woodlands Working Group


Bridget Bloom


Countryside Agency





Biodiversity Partnership


Paul Wickham


SCC





Green Arc Partnership


Mike Dawson


SCC





Nature Conservation Working Group


John Edwards


SCC





Countryside Conservation and access group (RS)


David Davies


SCC





Tree Officers Group


TBC





Historic Environment Group


David Bird


SCC





Museums Consultative Committee


Nigel Petrie


SCC





Community Safety Coordinating Group


Rotates





Surrey Drug Action Team


David Smith


Epsom and Ewell BC








Emergency Planning Voluntary Organisations


Jerry Marsh


SCC





Supporting People Commissioning Body


David Munro


SCC





Supporting People Joint Management Board


Ian Swift


Elmbridge BC





COMMUNITY COHESION AND INCLUSION





Voluntary Sector Action Planning Group


Rotates





Supporting People Chief Officers Steering Group


Mike Lockwood


Elmbridge BC








Community Legal Services Partnership


Stephen Hughes


Legal Services Commission





Social Inclusion Group


Barry Catchpole


Surrey Heath BC





Surrey Youth Offending Team Management Board


TBC


SCC





SEMSIC


Bob Quick


Surrey Police





Domestic Violence Forum


TBC





Compact Working Group


TBC





Equality Partnership


Rotates





Rural Communities Group (RS)


David Davies


SCC





 BME Forum


TBC





 Churches Together


Revd Sue Loveday








Domestic Violence Funders Group


Christine Pointer


Waverley BC





Domestic Violence Training Task Group


Beryl Blizard


E. Surrey DV Outreach 





Emergency Planning Liaison Gp


Jerry Marsh


SCC





COMMUNITY SAFETY





Healthy Lifestyles





Health and Social Care Partnership


David Munroe/Alan Adams


SCC





Learning for Life





Provider Network


Alan Adams


SCC





Physical Activity Alliance


TBC





Surrey Sports Partnership


TBC





LEISURE AND AMENITY





SUSTAINABLE LIFESTYLES





Surrey Joint Municipal Waste


Partnership


Sam Rosborough


Reigate and Banstead BC





Sustainability Practitioners Network


Jill Harris


SCC





Surrey Chief Technical Officers Association


David Searle


Mole Valley DC





The Air Quality Group


Robert Muir


Tandridge DC





Surrey Energy & Environment Group


Allan Jones


Woking BC





Lifelong Learning Partnership


Kevin Delf


Lifelong Learning Partnership 





Widening Participation Partnership


Kevin Delf


LLP





Adult  Carers Network


John Thornton


Action for Carers





Aim Higher


TBC





Planning Policy Action and Campaigning for Surrey


Janet Deal


Surrey Community Action





Surrey Sport


Gerry Ceaser


Spelthorne BC





Chief Leisure Officers Forum


TBC





Chief Housing Officers Group


Deborah Blowers


Runnymede BC





Blackwater Valley Network





TBC





Housing Benefits Managers Group


TBC





Surrey-wide Involvement Group


Michelle Mundy





Planning Officers Association


Elizabeth Mitchell


Guildford BC





Safety Camera Cost Recovery Project Board


Sue Warren


Surrey Police





Airtrack Forum


George Burnett


SCC





Heathrow Area Transport Forum


Janis Kong


BAA





Gatwick Area Transport Forum


Tim Lockwood


BAA





Passenger Transport Fora 


Local Committee Chairs


SCC





Local Transport Plan Partnership


TBC





Decriminalised Parking Enforcement Group


Peter de la Bertauche





Thameslink 2000 Consortium


Mark Miller


West Sussex CC





SWELTRAC





Tony Arbott


London Borough of Richmond





Countryside Access Forum 


Mike Dawson


SCC





Sustainable Business Partnership


Steven Dulmage


SCC





Surrey Economic Partnership


Nigel Horton Baker


SEP





Education Business Partnership


TBC





Working in the Countryside Group (RS)


David Davies


SCC





Local Skills for Productivity Alliance


Louise Punter


Surrey Chambers of Commerce





Farmers Market Steering Group


Angus Stovold


NFU





Surrey and West Sussex Tourism Committee


Pam Foden


West Sussex Tourism initiative





Surrey Economic Forum


Alan Elder


SCC





Surrey Tourism Officers Group


Preetie Bindra


SCC





Electric Business Club


Rita Kelly


SCC





Surrey Chambers of Commerce


Ken Bone





Good project management 








Clear roles & accountabilities 














 Openness 








Partnership agreement











Pace 








College Principles


??


TBC





PCT Chairs Group


?


TBC





Monitoring outcomes











Personal contact








Shared vision 





Simple, clear communication


















































Chairman:


Lead Officer:





Partnership Name:











� Government guidance relating to community strategies and Local Government Act 2000


� Governing Partnerships:  Bridging the accountability gap, Audit Commission, Oct 2005


3  Into the Mainstream: Partnerships that make a difference, IDeA/LGA 2005


� Jenny Jones, Partnership that Works.


� LGNTO Smarter Partnerships
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