Agenda item 4

LSP Team Day – 2 March 2007
Report

1. Introduction

The Local Spelthorne Partnership (LSP) has held an annual team day since 2005.  The purpose is to consider how to take forward issues raised at the stakeholder conference (the Assembly), to consider how the partnership is working and to determine actions for the coming year.  An agenda for this year’s event is attached at Appendix A.
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Present

Margaret Newbigin



A2 Housing Group
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Bob Coe
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Spelthorne Borough Council
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Spelthorne Borough Council

Andrew Stanley



Spelthorne College

Elaine Bennett



Surrey County Council

Paul Sanderson



Surrey County Council
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Spelthorne Youth Council

Michael Baker



Surrey PCT

Apologies

Sue Metcalf




Age Concern Spelthorne
Ian Mackenzie



Ashford and St Peter’s Hospitals NHS Trust

Eileen MacDonald



Government Office for the South East

Nigel Lynn




Spelthorne Borough Council

Jeremy Rogers



Spelthorne College
Pauline Hedges



Surrey Chambers of Commerce

Julia Penfound



Surrey County Council

Cllr Denise Saliagopoulos


Surrey County Council

Annette Williamson



Surrey County Council

Viv Ottaway




Surrey LSC

Anna Raleigh



Surrey PCT
3. What the LSP has achieved since the last team day

Brian Harris summarised what the LSP Executive had achieved since the 2006 team day. This included:

· A new Chair

· Two new community representatives

· Taking forward priority issues from the last team day (Neighbourhood Watch, youth work, safety at railway stations, Getting Around Spelthorne, Stanwell)

· Around 40% of Community Plan targets achieved – although Spelthorne’s performance on quality of life indicators is declining and this needs to be addressed

· Various actions to improve the way the partnership works

Geoff Chilton reminded partners that the LSP Executive now needs to consider how to take forward the issues raised by the Assembly, which took place on 22 January.

4. Taking forward issues from the Assembly

The Assembly had highlighted what it considered to be the priority issues under each theme of the Community Plan. Following this, the Chairs of the thematic partnerships were asked to indicate whether their group needed the LSP Executive’s assistance on addressing the issue – see Appendix B for their responses. A discussion was held on the issues that were identified for the LSP Executive’s involvement.  The results of the discussion are summarised in the table below:
	Community Plan theme
	Issue
	Action

	Safer Spelthorne
	Fear of crime survey
	Agreed that the SSSP should invite partner organisations to complete the survey; measurements should be the same as used in previous years

	
	Activities for youths
	SSSP to work with YPP on this

	Young People’s Spelthorne
	Affordable playschemes
	Refer back to YPP

	
	Transport (school buses, safety)
	LSP Executive to take on board

	
	Safety
	YPP to continue working closely with SSSP

	Getting Around Spelthorne
	Transport (public forum)
	LSP Executive to take on board

	Healthy Spelthorne
	Mental health
	Refer back to HSCP

	
	Older people
	Refer back to HSCP

	
	Carers
	Refer back to HSCP

	
	Substance misuse
	Representatives from HSCP and SSSP to discuss where this best fits (possibly to require Drug and Alcohol Action Team to attend HSCP)

	
	Joining up on funding
	Refer back to HSCP

	Thriving Spelthorne
	Community cohesion
	LSP Executive to take on board

	
	Waste/recycling
	TSP to continue working with partners

	Learning Spelthorne
	No issues relevant for LSP Executive
	


Other issues

Issues not raised at the Assembly but thought to be relevant to the LSP Executive were also discussed:
	Issue
	Action

	Stanwell regeneration
	LSP Executive to continue to monitor this

	Road safety
	Pick up alongside transport issues

	Neighbourhood management/engagement
	Public sector organisations to work on this

	Pollution/planning/environment
	Refer to TSP


Key:

HSCP = Health and Social Care Partnership

SSSP = Spelthorne Safer Stronger Partnership

TSP – Thriving Spelthorne Partnership

YPP = Young People’s Partnership

5. Making a difference to people’s lives and results of recent surveys

Bob Coe gave a presentation on the results of the Council’s recent general household survey, which measures residents’ perceptions of the local area. See Appendix C for PowerPoint slides.

The top five issues that residents felt needed improving in Spelthorne are:

· Road and pavement repairs

· Level of traffic congestion

· Activity for teenagers

· Level of crime

· Health services

This confirms the LSP’s priorities of community safety and young people, although it suggests that the theme of Getting Around should be given greater importance within the partnership.

6. Role and purpose of the LSP and SWOT analysis
Partners had completed a SWOT analysis on the working of the LSP prior to the team day (see Appendix D for the results).  The three main areas of concern highlighted by the questionnaire were:

· Performance management

· The Health and Social Care Partnership (thematic partnership for Healthy Spelthorne)

· Partnership working, particularly communication, priorities/capacity and relationship between the different LSP groups including the role of the LSP as the “partnership of partnerships”
Representatives split into three groups to discuss these issues and reported back as follows.

Performance management

When the Community Plan is revised, it should have fewer targets and they must be SMART. Thematic partnership Chairs should be responsible for collating statistics and feeding back to the LSP Executive.  The Executive should also ensure that it feeds back to the other partnerships. A timetable for performance management could be as follows:
March – LSP sets priorities for the coming year

May/October – Executive considers progress and feeds back

January – annual performance report to Assembly

An agreed timetable should be published.

The existing performance management framework was considered to be a good basis, but greater commitment was needed from all partners and thematic partnerships to provide the data. A more proactive and robust performance management role was required from the Executive.  

Bob Coe and Margaret Newbigin agreed to lead on improving this area.

Health and Social Care Partnership

The partnership needs a clear purpose focussed on added value. Commitment needs to be secured from key organisations about how they will participate in the group, and also how the group will be serviced.  It also needs to build on the voluntary sector involvement and to re-engage Adults and Community Care and Children Services.  A mini away-day was proposed to discuss these issues (The PCT agreed to lead on this). It was also agreed that an LSP Executive representative should go to the next meeting to discuss this.

Partnership working
The LSP needs to truly become the “partnership of partnerships” and to hold the thematic partnerships to account. The role, meetings and membership of the Executive and the other groups needs to be clearly set out.  This will include rationalising meeting arrangements, and as Government guidance clarifies, will address the “neighbourhoods agenda”.The focus should be on tangible priorities. Brian Harris and Joy Willshire agreed to lead on improving this.

7. Local area agreement

Paul Sanderson gave a summary of the development of the Surrey local area agreement (LAA) (see Appendix E for slides).  The LAA is becoming increasingly important and the LSP will need to be more involved in the future. The Executive needs to consider whether it should be more active in scrutinising the LAA insofar as it affects Spelthorne, and should also consider how it can become involved in setting and delivering new targets to be finalised around January 2008.

8. Local government white paper and neighbourhoods

Brian Harris and Geoff Chilton gave a summary of relevant issues from the local government white paper. See Appendix F for notes. 

9. LSP Executive action plan 2007-08

Following the discussion at the team day, an action plan has been drafted (see Appendix G).  

The County Council (via Elaine Bennett) agreed that it would take a lead in progressing the transportation issues emanating from the Assembly, and from the thematic partnerships, to include the road safety issues raised at the team day.

A more detailed discussion was also held on partnership working, with key points of agreement as follows:

· Community Plan should have fewer targets

· Partners need to contribute support to the development of the partnership

· The LSP derives its authority from the community through the Assembly and consultation – the general household survey should be considered when revising the Community Plan

· Every Executive member should also sit on a thematic partnership

· The terms of reference for the LSP Executive should be amended

· Meeting dates within the partnership groups should be coordinated

· From the thematic partnership action plans, the LSP Executive should choose priority issues that it wishes to monitor more closely

· Performance on Community Plan targets should be reported by thematic partnership Chairs at each LSP Executive meeting rather than every six months. This should be an easy to read page, including traffic light colours; guidance will be given to the thematic chairs, linked to the production of their action plans for 2007/08.

· More business involvement in the LSP is necessary – I’d suggest “should be considered” rather than “is necessary”

· Branding must be reconsidered, for example whether a community safety project should be branded as LSP, SSSP or the partner organisations

10. Conclusion

It was agreed that progress had been made on a number of issues and a report would be submitted to the next LSP Executive meting on 19 March and an action plan developed. The LSP Executive should also feed back to the Assembly on the outcome of the team day.

Appendix A - LSP Team Day 2007 agenda

09.00
Arrival and coffee

09.15
Welcome and introduction


Nick Dunkley, Chair, LSP

09.20
Ice-breaker


Geoff Chilton

09.40
What the LSP Executive has achieved since the last team day 
General discussion on progress

Brian Harris, Spelthorne Borough Council (up to Assembly)


Geoff Chilton (Assembly)

10.00
Taking forward issues from the Assembly 
Strategy group chairs to each say  

1) What issues from the Assembly their group can take forward

2) Which are not appropriate for the LSP to take forward and why 

3) Anything else not covered

4) Whether any should be driven by the LSP Executive (if cross-cutting or difficult or very important). LSP Executive issues could also be important ones not discussed at the Assembly. 

Depending on the number identified for the LSP Executive, vote on which ones to adopt

Geoff Chilton to facilitate
11.15
Coffee

11.30
Making a difference to people’s lives and results of recent surveys


Bob Coe, Spelthorne Borough Council

11.45
Role and purpose of the LSP and SWOT analysis 

How can the LSP be improved? Work to be completed by partners before the event. Actions to be developed from the results

Geoff Chilton to facilitate
12.45
Lunch

13.40
LAA 
Update on the LAA and how the LSP connects to it

Paul Sanderson, Surrey County Council

14.05
Local government white paper and neighbourhoods 

What this means for the LSP. 

Brian Harris, Spelthorne Borough Council, and Geoff Chilton

14.25
LSP Executive action plan 2007-08 

Working groups to develop proposals for action relating to the big issues identified e.g. who should be involved, what we want to achieve, how performance will be measured – complete pro-forma


Geoff Chilton to facilitate
15.20
Conclusions
Geoff Chilton to facilitate
15.30
Close

Nick Dunkley, Chair
Appendix B – Assembly recommendations
	Community Plan theme
	Priority issues
	Do you need the LSP Executive’s assistance on this issue? 
	How the thematic partnership is/will take this priority forward in 2007-08
	Cross-cutting issues and how they will be dealt with

	Safer Spelthorne
	Fear of crime
	Yes – assistance with the 2007 perception of crime survey.
	Upgrade Staines CCTV network.

Partnership Action Days.

Neighbourhood Panels

Neighbourhood Watch

Community Warden & Streetscene team.
	NA

	
	Anti-social behaviour
	No
	ASB Officer, Police Community Safety Team and ASBO Coordinator.

Graffiti project

Junior Citizens Scheme.

Mediation scheme.

Youth Engagement Scheme.

Surrey Together.

Arson Task Force.

CIAG and JAG groups.
	NA

	
	Anti-social driving
	No
	Community Speedwatch
	NA

	
	Burglary
	No
	Campaigns
	NA

	
	Anti-social behaviour
	------------------------------
	--------------------------------------------
	--------------------------------------

	
	Woundings
	No
	This is a group of crime types and a number of projects contribute to tackling it.

Alcohol Brief Intervention Programme.

Domestic Abuse Forum and Outreach Service.

Sanctuary and secured homes for victims of DA.

Licensing policy and Pubwatch.
	NA

	
	Reduce overall rate of crime
	No
	Prolific and Other Priority Offenders Scheme.
	NA

	
	Feeling safe
	SEE FEAR OF CRIME
	------------------------------------------
	-------------------------------------

	
	Activities for youths
	Yes – see cross-cutting issues.
	Youth Development Service programme.
	Possibility of small amount of capital fund available for joint project with Young People’s Spelthorne theme.

	Young People’s Spelthorne
	Consultation/communication
	No
	
	

	
	Affordable play schemes
	Yes
	
	

	
	Health information
	No
	
	

	
	Transport
	Yes
	
	

	
	More activities
	No
	
	

	
	Access to health advice
	No
	
	

	
	Transport
	Yes
	
	

	
	Quality of play
	No
	
	

	
	Safety
	Yes
	
	

	Getting Around Spelthorne
	Public transport forum
	
	
	

	
	Improved traffic flow
	
	
	

	
	Parking
	
	
	

	Healthy Spelthorne
	Mental health
	Yes
	
	

	
	Maintaining health and independence of older people
	Yes
	
	

	
	Carers
	Yes Strategy
	
	

	
	Substance misuse
	To CRDP
	
	

	
	Older people
	No
	
	

	
	Healthy lifestyle
	No
	
	

	
	Older people
	No
	
	

	
	Carers
	No
	
	

	
	Support for families
	No
	
	

	Thriving Spelthorne
	Housing
	No
	
	

	
	Community cohesion
	Yes (drop or change target?)
	
	

	
	Waste
	Yes (involving schools)
	
	

	
	Housing
	No
	
	

	
	Waste/air quality
	No
	
	

	
	Local economy
	No (drop target)
	
	

	Learning Spelthorne
	Information, advice, guidance
	No
	
	

	
	Vocational learning
	No
	
	

	
	Premises
	No
	
	

	
	Vocational learning
	No
	
	

	
	Basic skills level 2
	No
	
	

	
	Children’s centre to provide outreach
	No
	
	


Appendix C – general household survey results
See separate attachment

Appendix D – SWOT analysis results

SPELTHORNE LSP – QUESTIONNAIRE

Scoring

1 =  Poor - action is needed

2 =  Fair - action already in hand to improve this

3 =  Good - but needs improving further

4 =  Excellent – working well

A  Leadership – a common vision, working well together, achieving outcomes

	
	Average score
	Actions needed

	(a) Partners share a common vision and how to achieve progress
	2.6
	All thematic partnerships need action plans clearly linked to Community Plan. 

	(b) Partners do focus on the added value from the LSP
	2.5
	LSP Executive also needs its own action plan.

We all still think of our own organisation’s interests first (although this might be unavoidable!)

	(c) Partners willing to make changes to achieve results
	2.6
	As above.

	(d) Partners ensure support in their own organisations
	2.4
	Although what does this ‘support’ actually amount to, other than gestures?

	(e) Partners are clear how they all can contribute to LSP objectives
	2.3
	Need to involve voluntary and community representatives better.


B Trust – how well we support one another, share risks/successes, and are collectively accountable

	
	Average score
	Actions needed

	(a) How collectively accountable are we for our inputs, and sharing LSP successes
	1.9
	LSP Executive needs to take performance management more seriously

Hard to hold each other to account, because we tend to fall back on our own organisations being sovereign…

	(b) How well do we respect one another’s differences and what we can offer
	3.2
	

	(c) How well do we handle conflicts and frustration
	2.4
	

	(d) How well do we communicate with each other?
	2.3
	

	(e) How well do we encourage all partners to contribute equally
	2.6
	


C Learning

	
	Average score
	Actions needed

	(a) How well do we review the way we work and seek improvements
	2.9
	Need stronger performance management

	(b) Learning from other partnerships
	2.8
	

	(c) Using our strengths – do we draw in the right people
	3.1
	

	(d) How well do we handle success e.g. celebrate, publicize improvements
	2.4
	Not sure if other partners send out LSP press releases prepared by SBC


D Performance

	
	Average score
	Actions needed

	(a) Our roles, contributions, responsibilities – are they clear
	2.3
	Clearer action plans required

	(b) Are objectives, SMART targets, milestones set
	2.9
	

	(c) Do resources match our ambitions – capacity
	1.8
	Too many targets in Community Plan

In my view, we will only achieve this if funding for all partnerships is held by the LSP.

Difficulties with Thriving and Transport

	(d) How well do we “project manage”
	2.5
	

	(e) How well do we “manage” our performance against targets
	2.3
	


E Which 3 of the following do you consider most important to the continued success of the Spelthorne LSP 

	
	Total no. votes

	(a) clear vision and commitment to it
	6

	(b) “comfortable” working arrangements between partners
	

	(c) clear priorities
	3

	(d) adequate resources/capacity to deliver
	7

	(e) proper targets and performance management
	3

	(f) good communications
	2

	(g) making our achievements/improvements “real” and relevant to the community
	9

	(h) synergy with other “must do” elements eg work on LAAs, White Paper on Local Gov’t
	3

	(i) addressing areas of frustration
	


F The last 12 months – what are the 3 most satisfying features/successes of the LSP

· Stanwell project

· Some monies available for projects

· Change of emphasis from processes to actions (getting there)

· More focussed chairing

· Progress on transport issues

· LSP documents (A-Z guide, Accessible Transport Guide, newsletter)

· High attendance of Assembly 2007

· A real sense of participation by the LSP in the life of the community

· The sense of purpose that I hope we all share

· New faces – it is good to see new representatives coming on board 

· Agreement to focus geographically on Stanwell.

· Overseeing the development of the Spelthorne Safer, Stronger Partnership.

· Having a little more funding to play with than the previous 12 months!

· Good working relationships.

· Understanding one another.

· Awareness of difficult areas to progress.

· The dedication of staff at ground level across organisations committed to working together in certain areas.

· Engagement with young people.

· Partnership working in Stanwell.

G The last 12 months – what are the 3 areas of greatest concern/frustration where progress has not been as desired

· Changing faces/restructuring of SCC/PCT not helped

· Health and Social Care Partnership – lack of progress

· Lack of time to devote to LSP work

· Partners’ lack of capacity to lead on certain themes

· Disconnection between LSP Executive and thematic partnerships

· Getting about Spelthorne 

· Thriving Spelthorne 

· Learning partnership

· A lack of financial resources.

· Many within the community are still unaware of the existence of the  LSP.

· It is a personal concern that crime levels have risen slightly, and in particular, that we have been unable to impact much on vehicle crime (but I’m not sure how much more the LSP itself could have done, in fairness).

· Haven’t managed to attract any meaningful substantial funding / financial support.

· There is still an element of ‘talking shop’, e.g. hearing updates on County or national initiatives, but not actually leading to any specific action ourselves – it’s almost more of an exercise in appeasing partner organisations who tell staff, “go and tell your LSP about this” in order to tick a box! But perhaps I should add that I’m not unduly concerned about any of the above – partnership evolution is always a slow and painful business!

· SCC lack of commitment

· Work load.

· The lack of evidence of executive support from key partners in the area of Health and Social Care Planning. 

· Continued unilateral organisation working when it comes to funding third sector services needed to support the Health and Social Care Agenda. This could improve when guidance comes out this month.

· The lack of Support from Area Committee in H& S Care Partnership working group. It is administered by a member of A C  staff who does not have the time to do the job. 

H The next 12 months – what 3 areas/features do you want the LSP to focus on – be it new opportunities, greater attention than previously given, removal of barriers to effective working, addressing risks – or whatever

· Clear commitment from key organisations especially SC/PCT to the LSP

· Clearer priorities/fewer targets

· Better pooling of resources to develop projects

· Opportunities from local government white paper

· Performance management

· Revising the Community Plan

· Greater connection between LSP Executive and thematic partnerships

· Fostering better two-way communications between all strands of society –  checking that the message is being understood. 

· Promoting the relevance of the LSP system – Benefits –  The point

· Nurture and build cohesion between all agencies to reduce waste of resources – greater trust built on tangible evidence of fitness & purpose

· Do less and better
· Get the ‘movers and shakers into the LSP.
· Minutes and communications and follow up has improved with the Lsp executive.
· Consolidate on the good work that has already been done
· Raise the profile of the LSP
· Play an active role in the Stanwell redevelopment.
· Cementing itself as the Partnership of Partnerships, with all other partnership arrangements in the borough reporting into the LSP.
· Pooling more partnership funding within the LSP rather than resting with constituent partnerships (following from the above).
· A continuity one here…  Really making a difference in Stanwell.
· Reduce targets
· Joint funding on projects
· More joint working on crime – police, SBC, SCC, A2, PCT etc.
Appendix E – local area agreement slides

See separate attachment

Appendix F – white paper issues

Summary of local government white paper

· Much greater focus on stronger local leadership, area improvement and area inspection – implies need for more streamlining and collaboration. Local Government role as convenor of public services. 

· Increasing importance of LAA – significant additional funding being channelled through them – suggests organising thematic partnerships around the LAA blocks

· Duty on partners to agree LAA targets and to have regard to these – targets need to be reflected in partners corporate and strategic plans

· Strong focus on neighbourhood and community engagement and involvement – partnership structures will need to enable this. 

· Increasing role for O&S – potential for role in relation to LAA and in performance management of themed partnerships

· Revised governance – including roles for leading Councillors on Partnership Structures and involvement of “named” public sector partners

· Health and Well Being partnership to be established

· Greater neighbourhood engagement

· Roles of Parish/Town Councils and the third sector highlighted

· Much additional guidance anticipated on a number of important areas

· Increased emphasis on commissioning in partnerships – guidance to be issued

· Duty to co-operate – better integration across organisations/tiers

What Spelthorne has done/is doing

· Area Forums / Local Committees / Neighbourhood Panels

· Better Neighbourhood Grants 

· Your Shout – Residents Association 

· Stanwell project inc. Stanwell Moor 

· Public Overview and Scrutiny e.g. Ashford Hospital 

Reflections on district LSP roles

The role is to look ahead, plan and set priorities; make sure things happen; and review performance – consider roles of Assembly, Executive and themed partnerships

· Become more clearly the partnership of partnerships in Spelthorne

· Assist and performance manage the themed partnerships more effectively

· Deliver community engagement/community planning through community area partnerships/area committees

· Exert influence – Community Leadership at the District level

· Performing a greater Scrutiny role – managing performance locally – monitoring how the Community Strategies, LAA and community plans are delivering 

· Identifying local priorities and opportunities for joint delivery/working locally, identifying resources and commissioning activity

· Directing and delivering services locally

Appendix G – draft LSP Executive action plan

LSP Executive Action Plan 2007-08
This action plan has been developed following the LSP Executive’s team day on 2 March 2007.  It is intended to be a flexible document and should be amended and added to as necessary following agreement by the Executive.

	Issue to be addressed
	Action
	Lead officer
	Resources required and source
	Risks and how mitigated
	Deadline
	Outcome

	Spelthorne transport forum
	Convene an initial meeting with key organisations to discuss what the remit for a forum would be and determine way forward
	Elaine Bennett, SCC
	Officer to coordinate forum if established, plus associated administration costs - TBA

Cost of meetings - TBA
	Raising expectations too high – be clear at outset what the group’s remit will be

Organisations unable to commit time/resources – ensure sign up from start and realistic targets
	TBA
	

	Community cohesion
	Thriving Spelthorne Partnership to ensure that action is coordinated across all thematic partnerships
	Nigel Lynn, SBC
	
	Other groups do not see it as part of their remit
	
	

	Stanwell New Start
	LSP Executive to receive an update at each meeting 
	Cllr Ted Culnane, SBC
	None
	
	Ongoing
	

	Road safety
	TBA
	
	
	
	
	

	Neighbourhood management
	SBC, SCC and SP to discuss how to join up community engagement activities more effectively (area forums, local committee, neighbourhood panels)
	?
	None
	Organisations not willing to make changes – need organisations to sign up to improving coordination on these meetings
	?
	

	
	LSP Executive to be kept informed of policy developments on neighbourhoods through Local Government Bill etc.
	Joy Willshire, SBC
	None
	
	Ongoing
	

	
	Spelthorne Borough Council to pilot local community action plan in Stanwell Moor with input from partners
	Joy Willshire, SBC
	Officer time – SBC to lead plus input from others

Funding to address issues – from mainstream budgets plus councillors’ ward budgets
	Services unable to support action – obtain agreement on any actions to be included

Raising public expectations – clear communication plan
	March 2009
	

	Community Plan revision
	Revise the Community Plan including fewer targets for 2009
	Thematic partnership Chairs (RT, DG, WP, NL, BH)
	Funding to publish new plan - SBC
	Some thematic partnerships not yet able to support this process – support them to improve
	??
	

	
	Spelthorne’s performance eon quality of life statistics to be reviewed when revising Community Plan
	Thematic partnership Chairs (RT, DG, WP, NL, BH)
	None
	Some thematic partnerships not yet able to support this process – support them to improve
	
	

	
	Results of general household survey to be considered when revising Community Plan
	Joy Willshire, SBC
	None
	
	
	

	Performance management
	Introduce a system of updates on targets and activities from each thematic partnership at every LSP Executive meeting
	Margaret Newbigin and Bob Coe to design format 

Thematic partnership Chairs (RT, DG, WP, NL, BH) to provide updates
	None
	Some thematic partnerships not yet able to support this process – support them to improve
	
	

	
	LSP Executive to act as the “partnership of partnerships”  (hold thematic groups to account for performance, resolve problems etc)
	LSP Executive Chair, Nick Dunkley
	None
	LSP Executive feels disempowered  - raise profile and importance of the Executive within the partnership structure
	Ongoing
	

	Keeping stakeholders informed
	Feed back to the Assembly on outcome of team day
	Joy Willshire, SBC
	Staff time and resources – SBC
	
	May 2007
	

	
	Feed back to Assembly on action taken to address priorities and projects proposed at 2007 Assembly
	Thematic partnership Chairs (RT, DG, WP, NL, BH)
	
	
	January 2008
	

	
	Annual LSP newsletter to be sent to Assembly and made available in community locations
	Thematic partnership Chairs (RT, DG, WP, NL, BH) to contribute articles; Joy Willshire to coordinate
	Printing and postage costs – SBC

Design costs – SBC Communications Team
	
	Annually - August
	

	Being the “partnership of partnerships”
	Hold a central list of all LSP meeting dates, venues, attendees
	Joy Willshire, SBC
	None
	
	May 2007
	

	
	Every member of the Executive to sit on a thematic partnership
	ALL
	None
	
	July 2007
	

	
	Update terms of reference
	Joy Willshire, SBC
	
	
	May 2007
	

	
	Agree branding to be used for LSP projects
	Joy Willshire to prepare report
	None
	May not reach agreement
	May 2007
	

	Local area agreement
	Keep informed of developments and potential for involvement
	Joy Willshire, SBC
	None
	
	Ongoing
	

	Increase business involvement
	Invite chair of Spelthorne Business Forum to sit on LSP Executive
	Brian Harris, SBC
	None
	
	May 2007
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