Agenda item 13


LSP Executive 

13 November 2006 

Update on Children and Young People’s Trust consultation
Purpose of Report

1. To agree a response to the above consultation.

Background

2. At the last meeting the LSP received a presentation from Surrey Children & YP’s Strategic Partnership (CYPSP) on the proposals for a Children and YPP Trust in Surrey including four main agencies – Surrey County Council, Connexions Surrey, PCT and Learning and Skills Council, Surrey (Minute 13 refers).  It was agreed that the proposals should be referred to the Youth People’s Partnership (YPP) for consideration before reporting back to the LSP Executive. 


3. The YPP received a similar presentation at its meeting on 5 October.  It was generally felt that Spelthorne’s current framework with YPP/Young People’s Implementation Group (YPIG), the Youth Council and the links with the LSP could be adapted to link to the Children and YP’s Trust at local level.  Some concern was expressed that resources were already stretched and that the new regime would place an unbearable strain on the infrastructure and caring side of the work. 


4. YPP, also, felt that work should be done to ensure that the key organisations in Spelthorne should reply to the consultation namely: 


· The Borough Council 

· Local Spelthorne Partnership (LSP) 

· Young People’s Partnership 

· Youth Council 

· Confederation of Spelthorne Schools
 

The Borough Council is co-ordinating this to ensure it happens. 

Proposed Action


5. The suggested reply to the consultation is attached at Appendix 1.  Generally there is support for the proposals although the response does emphasise the need for local involvement and better consultation at local level.

6. In addition, the CYPSP have asked if any area would be interested in acting as a ‘local’ pilot for the Trust from April 2007.  It is felt this would be a good idea especially in view of Spelthorne’s partnership infrastructure on Young People.  The Borough Council will be considering this in December. 

Recommendation

7.
The LSP is asked to comment and agree a response to the draft at Appendix 1 and endorse the proposal for Spelthorne to be a pilot for the Trust. 
Brian Harris 

06/11/06  
Appendix 1

Questions

Thank you for taking the time to fill in this questionnaire. Your views will be used to help shape the future of the Surrey Children and Young People’s Trust.  Please make sure you have read the consultation document before completing the questionnaire. Please tick the box next to your chosen answer or write in the space provided. If you require more space please attach further sheets as necessary. 

You can fill out this questionnaire online at www.surreycafis.org.uk/cyptrust
Contact Details 

Please note no personal identifiers will be used in the consultation report

	Name 
	Nick Dunkley



	Organisation
	The Bishop Wand School

Laytons Lane 

Sunbury on Thames 

TW16  6LT

	Email
	n.dunkley@bishopwand.surrey.sch.uk

	Telephone

	01932 778600




Would you like to be contacted by a member of the Trust team to discuss your responses?

YES 
(please delete as appropriate)

Q1.  Are you responding to this consultation:

	As a child or young person


	
	As an elected representative
	

	As Parent or Carer
	
	As a school governor
	

	On behalf of an organisation or group
	(
	In some other capacity (please state)
	

	As an individual involved in planning or delivering services to children and young people
	
	
	


If you are responding on behalf of an organisation or group please write its name below

	1. Spelthorne Local Strategic Partnership




Q2. If you are involved in planning or delivering services for children or young people please tell us what sector you work in

	Education and Social care
	
	Health
	

	Childcare
	
	Youth Service
	

	Probation
	
	Police


	

	Voluntary Sector
	
	Other (please State)
	


Q3. What are your views on the proposed Trust arrangements?

	On the face of it, the proposals seem to be a good idea especially if they can ensure that services are focussed on the individual needs of the child or young person.  The danger is how the proposals are put into practice and whether a ‘true’ partnership approach can be achieved. 




	
	Agree Strongly
	Agree Slightly
	Disagree Slightly
	Disagree Strongly
	Don’t Know

	Q4. Do you think the proposed approach will improve outcomes for children and young people?
	
	
	
	
	


Q5. What would you do to improve the proposal?  

	1. Ensure better accountability for every organisation

2. Ensure roles and responsibilities are clear 

3. Ensure the partnership is on an equal basis for every organisation involved

4. Ensure all relevant organisations are involved e.g. Schools Confederations/Borough Councils/LSPs

5. Ensure proposals and actions taken are regularly checked/monitored by Young People

6. Ensure the service is universal and not just geared to one or two specific strands of young people e.g. looked after/disaffected young people 

7. Ensure intervention is at the earliest opportunity and not before children become young people 




Q6. There are a number of changes currently happening across partners which look at how services and will be provided, including extended confederations of schools and consultations on the future shape of health provision. We would welcome your views on the priority areas for the integration of delivery services for the Trust

	We think in our particular area, it would be imperative to link up with the Spelthorne Confederation of Schools. 

We understand that there is a North East Plan for Children and Young People.  We have never seen this, leave alone be consulted on it.  Young people are a key priority in the Borough for both the local Council and the LSP thus there must be local ‘join up’. 

There are a number of initiatives within Spelthorne Community Plan which involve Children and Young People and cut across all six themes in the Plan – Community Safety, Learning, Getting About, Thriving, Health and Young People specifically:  we would see these as priority areas for any integration of delivery of services.




	
	Agree Strongly
	Agree Slightly
	Disagree Slightly
	Disagree Strongly
	Don’t Know

	Q7. Do you support the age-banded approach for advisory boards?
	  (
	
	
	
	


If you do not support the age-banded approach to the advisory boards can you suggest an alternative model?

	While supporting the age-banded approach, we would emphasise the need for proper handling arrangements to ensure that children/young people are not lost in the system.  Agencies need to be certain there are robust systems in place to ‘ensure that children and young people benefit from the most effective support and services to meet their needs’ and do not fall through any ‘bureaucratic cracks’.




Q8. What are your views on the proposed local neighbourhoods approach through local partnerships?
	Although a number of local authorities are starting to work together in a cluster arrangement across Surrey, we feel that in Spelthorne there are clear established partnerships that could interrelate with the Trust very quickly.  The LSP is already consulting on a number of Children/YPP initiatives across several agencies.  We, certainly would not wish to form yet another partnership. 

We would be happy to pilot the local neighbourhood approach. 




Q9. What are your views on using District and Borough boundaries as building blocks for these local partnerships?

	We would support this as set out in 8) above.




Q10. What services do you think could be best commissioned at a local level? 

	This depends on the services that are required and the identified priorities in that particular locality.  Spelthorne, for instance, has high rates of teenage pregnancy.  We would expect services to be commissioned at a local level, which could involve agency delivery with our neighbouring authority Runnymede which also has high pregnancy rates.  There needs to be sufficient flexibility on commissioning especially if the statement “the aim is not to achieve a ‘one size fits all’ service but to meet the needs of individuals” is to be achieved.




	
	Agree Strongly
	Agree Slightly
	Disagree Slightly
	Disagree Strongly
	Don’t Know

	Q11. Do you support the proposed outline governance arrangements?
	
	
	 (
	
	


If not what improvements or changes would you suggest? 

	We are disappointed that LSPs/Borough/District Councils are not specifically mentioned.  Again, as stated previously the test is how these things work in practice and whether they achieve the stated aim for the young person.  This can only be achieved by the willingness of partners to work together and share resources. 




Q12. How do you think the Trust could involve children and young people, parents and carers?

	By regular engagement with them either at a County or local level.  Children and young people are already engaged at local level in a number of ways e.g. Youth/School Councils.  Parents could be engaged either through membership of local partnerships, through schools or focus groups.  Carers might be more difficult and less conventional because of their circumstances – again this could be done through schools or modern technology (internet/texting). 




Q13. Are there any other comments you would like to make about the proposed developments of the Trust?

	There needs to be a clear timetable for achieving the Trust and then an action plan to which all partners are signed up. 




