Appendix B 


CONSULTATION ON THE FUTURE OF LOCAL STRATEGIC PARTNERSHIPS

Executive Briefing – 30 January 2006

Executive – 7 February 2006

Resolution/recommendation required

Report of the Assistant Chief Executive (People and Partnerships)
Executive Summary

This report gives an overview of the proposals of the Government’s new consultation, “Local Strategic Partnerships: shaping their future”.  Proposed replies are given to the questions in the consultation to be submitted on behalf on the Local Spelthorne Partnership.

Main Issues

· LSPs may be required to produce “sustainable community strategies” and to link more closely to local area agreements.

· LSPs could be more closely involved in neighbourhood engagement.

· Closer links could be made with local development frameworks.

· Proposals are also made regarding two-tier areas, single delivery vehicles, local public service boards, a statutory duty on public bodies to engage in an LSP and to engage the voluntary and community sector, formal partnership agreements or protocols, roles of elected representatives in LSPs and the capacity of LSPs.

Options

(a) Approve the proposed response to the consultation.

(b) Amend the response. 

(c) Choose not to submit a response.

Corporate Priority

Making Spelthorne safer / Engaging younger people / Making Spelthorne a better place/ Improving customer satisfaction

Officer Recommendations

The Executive is asked to:

1. Approve the proposed response to the consultation.

REPORT

1. BACKGROUND

1.1 In December 2005, the Office of the Deputy Prime Minister (ODPM) released a consultation paper entitled “Local Strategic Partnerships: shaping their future”.  A copy of the consultation has been placed in the Members’ Room.

1.2 ODPM expressed a wish for local strategic partnerships (LSPs) to submit joint responses to the consultation rather than individual ones from each partner organisation.  The attached response has therefore been prepared by the Assistant Chief Executive, with the intention that it may be agreed by both Spelthorne Borough Council and the Local Spelthorne Partnership before being submitted to ODPM.

2. MAIN ISSUES

2.1 The proposed response is attached in Appendix A, including a covering letter highlighting the key issues.  Discussion has taken place with the LSP Executive and partners will raise the proposed response with their respective boards.  Some of the key proposals are discussed in brief below.
2.2 The consultation proposes that the role of LSPs should be:
(a) To be the overarching partnership in an area, providing strategic direction and linking with local, sub-regional and regional bodies and plans.
(b) To produce a sustainable community strategy, based on solid evidence.
(c) To develop and drive delivery of the local area agreement (LAA).
(d) To produce an action plan for achieving the sustainable community strategy, including the LAA outcomes.

2.3 It is felt that (a) and (b) are appropriate roles for an LSP although clarification is need over the role of district LSPs in relation to LAAs.  LSPs should also be given the opportunity to focus on delivering their sustainable community strategies, rather than being constantly engaged in reviewing them.

2.4 The consultation also suggests that LSPs have a key role to play in neighbourhood engagement and ensuring that neighbourhoods can influence service delivery and allocation of resources.  This is consistent with the approach currently being explored as part of the neighbourhood agenda at Spelthorne.

2.5 It is also proposed that closer links are made between sustainable community strategies and local development frameworks (LDF).  It is thought to be important that future reviews of the Spelthorne Community Plan include the factual evidence that the LDF and other strategy work is bringing forward so there is a stronger spatial element in the Community Plan as well as a more apparent linkage to the LDF.
2.6 Regarding two-tier areas, the consultation proposes that county LSPs could develop the community strategy while district LSPs focus on neighbourhood engagement.  This is not supported. It is felt that such an approach could lead to individual district priorities being lost in a county-wide strategy, particularly in a county as diverse as Surrey.  Our response therefore states that district LSPs would still need a sustainable community strategy in order to set out local priorities.

2.7 Other proposals relate to:

(a) Single delivery vehicles or partnerships as a means of joining up delivery through a joint contract and budgets.

(b) Local public service boards bringing together major public sector partners to plan public expenditure (as is being developed in Spelthorne in relation to young people and community safety).

(c) A statutory duty on public bodies to engage in an LSP and to engage the voluntary and community sector.

(d) Formal partnership agreements or protocols setting out each partner’s responsibilities.

(e) Roles of elected representatives in LSPs.

(f) The capacity and skills needed by LSPs.

2.8 Further resources are essential if LSPs are to develop in the ways suggested in the consultation. There is also a major concern over other public sector partners such as PCTs, police and county councils being able to offer sufficient capacity locally at a senior level especially at a time when they are all facing major change over how their services are to be configured.

3. OPTIONS

(a) Approve the proposed response to the consultation.

(b) Amend the proposed response.

(c) Choose not to submit a response.

4. PROPOSALS

4.1 It is proposed that option (a) is selected.  The Executive may choose to amend the response (option b) although the responses have been based on what is thought would be of most benefit to a district such as Spelthorne.  Not to respond to the consultation (option c) would not be in the Council’s best interest as it is hoped that Government will take account of responses to the consultation and introduce measures that will improve partnership working and, ultimately, the services delivered to local people.

5. FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS

5.1 There are none.

6. LEGAL IMPLICATIONS / OTHER CONSIDERATIONS

6.1 There none.

7. RISK IMPLICATIONS
7.1 There are none.

8. SUPPORT FOR CORPORATE PRIORITIES

8.1 Responding to the consultation and involving partners in the discussion will contribute to all four corporate priorities as they are all affected by partnership working.

9. OFFICER RECOMMENDATIONS

9.1 The Executive is asked to approve the response to the consultation as set out in Appendix A.
Contact: 

Brian Harris, Assistant Chief Executive (People and Partnerships) (01784) 446249
Report Author:
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Appendix A – proposed response by Local Spelthorne Partnership
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Dear

Consultation of the Future of LSPs

I refer to the consultation on the above.  Please find attached our response on the various questions asked.  The replies have been agreed by the Spelthorne LSP and also Spelthorne Borough Council.  I am replying on behalf of both. 

I have been asked to highlight a number of issues within the consultation paper and I hope these will be taken into account as part of the process.

· While there seems to be validity in the main thrust of the proposals to make LSPs more effective by giving them more teeth, there are many concerns on how this will impact on Councils especially District Councils


· The whole question of LSPs in two tier authorities is brought into sharp focus by the proposals


· We feel very strongly that every local authority area should have its own LSP and that District Councils should be responsible for neighbourhood engagement in their area


· We have concerns that LSPs based on Districts will be hampered by the proposals to reconfigure certain public services at county and regional levels e.g. Police Forces, PCTs, Voluntary Sector (Change Up).  If LSPs are to work and be effective they will need key support from various public services at a local level.  Our experience has been that the ‘local’ partnerships are not given the priority by the county and regional levels largely due to lack of resources at a sufficiently senior level.


· We have major concern as to where the resources will come from for the strengthening of LSPs.  There is little information on this within the consultation paper.  If, as we suspect, it is expected from District Councils without further financial or people resources then, we think, this will severely restrict the effectiveness of LSPs to make an impact.  In NRF areas where they have had dedicated resources, proper accountability and proper performance management, there have been visible improvements in the area as anticipated in the consultation paper.


· Accountability is a key issue in LSPs in terms of legitimacy and who is on the LSP Executive and who they represent.  Because someone is from business or the voluntary sector are they representing all of that particular sector.  We would suggest that could put off a number of prospective candidates.

We, at Spelthorne, consider that we have a successful LSP based on a robust Community Plan.  There is the danger of this being undermined in these proposals by lack of resources and too much government regulation.  


Yours sincerely, 

Geoff Chilton 

Interim Chief Executive

Local Strategic Partnerships: Shaping their future

Proposed response by Local Spelthorne Partnership.

1. Do you agree that the key role of the LSP should be to develop the vision for the local area, through the Sustainable Community Strategy and the 'delivery contract' through the LAA (as set out in figures 1 & 2).

The LSP, with its diverse membership, is well-placed to develop the vision for the local area as it should be able to bring together the views of the whole community.  However, the link between district sustainable community strategies and county LAAs is unclear.  The local strategy needs the flexibility to reflect local as well as county needs – some county LAA priorities may not be relevant to particular districts and vice-versa.

2: We believe it is important that LSPs reflect regional/sub-regional plans where relevant in their Sustainable Community Strategy priorities and that regional organisations and partnerships take account of key local needs. How can this greater co-ordination best be facilitated?
Greater communication between LSPs and regional bodies is essential, e.g. more frequent attendance of LSP meetings by Government Office representatives, regional conferences and more regular contact with LSPs. This should be facilitated by the relevant GO.

3: Would a requirement on bodies producing theme or service-based plans to ‘have regard’ to the Sustainable Community Strategy in doing so and vice versa, increase the LSP's ability to take the over-arching view in an area?
Ideally yes, although this would only be useful if the community strategy was up to date at the time of plans being drawn up. There is an issue of the plans both being current – but also see answer to question 4 below.

4: Are the proposed steps in the development of a Sustainable Community Strategy correct? (See box on page 18)
What would be required when the strategy is ‘refreshed’ on an annual basis and ‘reviewed’ every three years? There is a danger of expecting short term fixes to long term plans.  LSPs must be given sufficient time to focus on delivery of their plans rather than having to constantly review them. Districts would need to ensure that their timetables for production and review fitted in with the county timetable and vice-versa.

5: What more could be done to ensure Sustainable Community Strategies are better able to make the links between social, economic and environmental goals and to deal more effectively with the area’s cross-boundary and longer-term impacts?
To some extent, LAAs will address this. Action plans associated with different themes of a community strategy should acknowledge links with other themes and cross reference linked targets and actions.  County-wide or regional meetings and conferences could be used to bring together common concerns and look at how to address long term issues.  There is no reason why district LSPs should not work together on similar issues.

6: What should be the role of the LSP in supporting neighbourhood engagement and ensuring the neighbourhood/parish voice, including diverse and minority communities, is heard at the principal local level?
The LSP, led by the local authority, should provide a framework for the key public services and their partners to address neighbourhood issues in partnership.  There should be a clear link to the delivery of the sustainable community strategy at the neighbourhood level.

7: In two-tier areas, is it most appropriate for the responsibility for neighbourhood engagement to rest with the district level LSP?
The district LSP is best placed to lead on neighbourhood engagement due to its more in depth knowledge of local areas and communities and political setup.  However, county councils, as well as other public sector partners, should be fully involved in the process given the importance of the services they deliver.

8: How can spatial planning teams best contribute to Sustainable Community Strategies through the LSP and ensure that LDFs and Sustainable Community Strategies are closely linked?
The factual evidence used during preparation of the LDF should be considered when setting the priorities of the sustainable community strategy.  Planning teams should be consulted during the preparation of the strategy to ensure close links.

9: How could revised guidance and accompanying support materials best ensure that Sustainable Community Strategies and Local Development Frameworks join up effectively?
Suggestions and examples regarding how they can join up would be useful.  The LDF will be a key document covering many of the themes within our community plan. Guidance will need to emphasise the importance of the link up between the two documents.

10: Should every local authority area have its own LSP?
An LSP should serve each district if this what the districts wish.  That is not to say some districts may wish to combine with other districts.  If only county LSPs existed, then individual district concerns may be overlooked. District LSPs are also best placed for neighbourhood engagement.

11: Would the establishment of a greater delineation of roles between county and district LSPs as suggested be sensible? (See paras 65 to 69)
Clarification of roles is essential. However, district LSPs would still need a sustainable community strategy in order to set out the local priorities.

12: We believe that it is important that the LSP is made up of the thematic partnerships in the area together with an LSP board. What is your view?
It is appropriate that thematic partnerships monitor their section of the community strategy, as it allows greater input by experts in that area. However, clear communication and accountability mechanisms are needed up to the LSP board.  A clear role and accountability for the board are also important.

13: We believe that a rationalisation of local partnerships would help the LSP executive take an effective overview. Would clustering partnerships around the four LAA blocks be a sensible way to achieve this?
This may work better for top tier LSPs than district LSPs.  This decision should be left to individual LSPs as they may have themes that are cross-cutting or do not fit well with the LAA blocks.

14: We believe that the geographic boundaries of partners within LSPs is important. What do you see as the opportunities for, and barriers to, co-terminosity shared geographic boundaries?
Partner organisations should be able to contribute effectively to district LSPs. The move away from smaller structures, such as to county wide PCTs and regional police forces, and the way county councils are configured, will make this harder e.g. the ability of these organisations to take account of the sustainable community strategy of each district in their area in their plans.

15: Within the LSP framework and its established priorities, would the creation of single delivery vehicles to tackle particular issues be helpful?
It would be useful for the LSP to have the freedom to do this if necessary.  Does this allow for single delivery on a district or other geographic basis?

16: How can the neighbourhood and parish, tiers be involved most effectively on the LSP on a) the executive and b) individual thematic partnerships?
They should be invited to send representatives to each of the partnerships.  These people would be champions for the neighbourhood level and represent the whole community rather than their specific neighbourhood.  At least one local councillor should also sit on each of the partnerships.

17: How can the private, voluntary and community sectors be involved most effectively on the LSP as a) the executive and b) individual thematic partnerships?
An individual approach should be taken regarding whether an umbrella organisation or individual organisations should take part in the different partnerships, although representatives should be clear regarding whether they are there to represent their own organisation or the whole sector. LSPs should give due consideration to the best use of all partners’ time and resources when asking them to join partnership groups.  This is particularly important in maintaining the commitment of the private sector and avoiding draining the capacity of the voluntary/community sector.

18: Would a duty to co-operate with the local authority, in producing and implementing the Community Strategy, help to set LSPs on a firmer footing and better enable their enhanced delivery co-ordination role?
This could be useful if statutory agencies are not playing their full part in the LSP, although it could sour relationships within the partnerships if some organisations were forced to take part.

19: If so, what obligations, such as attendance, financial or staff support, would be useful to place on partners?
These should be agreed locally between partners according to local need.  There is clearly a need for financial and staffing resources to enable the LSP to develop and be successful in the non-NRF areas.  Quite how the private and voluntary and community sectors will react to this is likely to vary.

20: If so, which public sector agencies would the duty be most sensibly placed on?
District and county councils, police, PCT, hospital trusts, but again this brings into question capacity and resource issues.  Some of the current or proposed public service agency’s borders are not necessarily conducive to local working as envisaged in an LSP based on a district.

21: Should there be a statutory duty on local authorities and named partners to promote the engagement of the voluntary and community sectors in the LSP?
Yes, it is important that we enable the voice of the voluntary and community sector to be heard.

22: Should each partnership be encouraged to produce protocols or ‘partnership agreements’ between partners to ensure clear lines of accountability for the delivery of agreed outcomes?
These could be a useful tool, although informal terms of reference may be sufficient. There is a danger of turning this into a bureaucratic and process-driven exercise.

23: We believe that if partnership working was included as part of other key agencies’ assessments it would be effective in securing greater commitment from other public sector agencies. What are your views?
Partnership working is already a key element of many agencies’ work. This could promote partnership working where it is currently weak.  Alternatively, it could disaffect key agencies if the approach is too heavy handed.

24: What do you see as the key role for executive councillors within LSPs?
Ensuring that the council is properly represented at the LSP and takes a full part.  That corporate and community strategies reflect the needs of the particular community.  Ensuring that both plans are actioned.

25: What do you see as the appropriate role for backbenchers particularly in ensuring a high quality of local engagement?
Backbenchers have key role in ensuring that the neighbourhood agenda happens and develops into a two-way engagement between the council and the public.  Also ensuring issues identified at neighbourhood level are transmitted and acted upon at the appropriate level of delivery. 

26: What would make councillors' powers of overview and scrutiny more effective in scrutinizing the 4 blocks of the LAA?
The four blocks may not necessarily fit the themes of the sub-partnership and plans within the LSP.  Therefore, overview and scrutiny should focus on the community strategy and LSP as a whole.

27: What would be the most appropriate way for a Member of Parliament to be involved with the LSP and how can we ensure that it is complementary to the role of local councillors?
It is up to the LSP how to involve the local MP, although the MP should be aware of the priorities of the sustainable community strategy and have a channel of communication to the LSP.

28: How can we promote effective community engagement and involvement, from all sections of the community in shaping local priorities and public services?
Wide consultation with the community in developing partnership plans and a commitment to keep them informed. LSPs to see the community as part of the solution and to commit to engage and work with them.

29: How can we maximise the opportunities for joint policy and joint activity on community engagement, including the LDF, the LAA and the Sustainable Community Strategy?
Commitment and leadership on this is needed from the top i.e. chief executives and council leaders.  Again this will depend on the relationship between the LSP and the public service sector.

30: How can accountability to local people and businesses be enhanced?
Local people and businesses to be made aware of the commitments made and the action taken by the LSP and to have a regular opportunity to input to community planning at various levels.

31: What are your LSP’s key support/skill gaps?
Capacity of LSP Executive representatives to attend meetings, read documents etc in addition to the ‘day job’. Non-public sector representatives need to understand and keep up to date with new initiatives e.g. LAA and to see how they are relevant.

32: What extra or different support would be most helpful in shifting to a more delivery focused role?
Performance management training for LSP Executive and thematic partnerships would be of use.  Some sort of funding for capacity building and also projects to be undertaken would be most helpful.

33: How would LSPs prefer to receive information and support; through guidance, toolkits, sign-posting to existing information, practical learning opportunities etc?
All of these would be useful, brought together on a website similar to www.renewal.net but designed for non-NRF LSPs.

34: How can LSPs ensure that adequate learning and support provision is available to build the capacity of communities to engage with the LSP and its partners at the various levels?
Lessons learned from community empowerment networks should be disseminated to LSPs.  Again, funding would be useful and partners taking a more coordinated approach to engaging with the local community.

35: What learning or development do you feel is required by LSPs in order to deliver sustainable communities that embody the principles of sustainable development at the local level?
Information on what sustainable development is required as well as examples of best practice and clear guidance as to what should be included in a sustainable community strategy.  Regular information and conferences through the local GO would also help LSPs understand what is happening with other LSPs and how they are dealing with issues that are likely to be fundamentally similar.
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