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Calderdale Forward Delivery group
Date Of Meeting: 14 July 2009 (from 16th June 2009)
Subject: Calderdale Approach to locality working
1. Reason for Report


1.1 In February 2009 the Delivery Group set up a partnership task and finish group with a clear remit to develop “a clear vision for neighbourhoods and locality working in Calderdale, an approach with a robust rationale, with a core “offer” to all communities.”
1.2 The work stems from the commitments in the Sustainable Communities Strategy and relates clearly to the targets set out in the LAA. A clear ambition of the partnership is to improve the way public services deliver for local communities and improve the way agencies listen to, engage   and respond to communities. 
1.3 The brief for the task and finish group also included the rolling out of  best practice demonstrated by neighbourhood management across the Borough, making practical recommendations on the agreements outlined in the CMBC Cabinet Paper (December 2008) / Calderdale Forward Paper January 2009. 
1.4 The task and finish group was mainly made up of colleagues working on the NI 4 Influence on decision-making sub group of the Safer and Stronger Communities Executive. The group was well attended, it met 3 times and undertook a workshop bringing together 45 front-line officers and community group representatives to test the recommendations included in this report. There is strong support from all for moving forward and making the proposed changes a practical reality.       


1.5 The group have worked together with colleagues supporting the Review of Area Forums and have made connections with the Calderdale Customer First developments. They have looked at best practice nationally and built these recommendations on what works locally. 


2. Key Issues
2.1 The principles of a Calderdale approach – a differentiated approach “co-ordinated” and managed.” The task group felt it was critical that any proposals should build on the existing model of neighbourhood management in Calderdale. There was overwhelming local partner and officer support for this and this is backed up by the national neighbourhood management evaluation in relation to best practice.
2.2 The group are recommending that a clear principle of the approach is that “no one size fits all” Calderdale adopts a differentiated “co-ordinated” and “managed” approach where it’s needed, based on evidence. All areas in Calderdale improve, but in areas of need, we will need a more intensive approach to delivery i.e. “managed”. In other areas we will have a “co-ordinated” approach. These approaches are illustrated in the core / co-ordinated” diagram 1 for Upper and Lower Valley and in the “managed” diagram 2 for Central / North/East. (See pages 6/7.)
2.3 How we listen / hear communities? There is a clear need for improved communication and a formal system for responding. People (and communities / groups of people) want to feed in where it suits them – as highlighted in the area forum review. Some community groups gave positive feedback about engagement and involvement with their local councillor and the need to ensure the frontline councillor link is strengthened. There appears to be no demands to merge groups together at this stage (although there maybe some opportunities further down the line.)

2.4 Improved accountability and accessibility are critical; feedback to the group confirmed this and that for many issues “it’s no-one’s job.” Other problems identified included lack of knowledge of how /who to influence; a need to build trust and confidence and see that partners mean business. Community representatives and service managers gave feedback that we are not making the most of what facilities and services we have in Calderdale and for many communities there is a lack of focus, no community hub. There is a mixed picture across Calderdale with many of these issues being significantly less of a problem where there is neighbourhood management.
2.5 How we respond to what communities are telling us? Service providers, especially front-line workers, are frustrated at issues not getting resolved, repeat problems not getting solved resulting in using up valuable time and resource (again this less of an issue in neighbourhood management areas). There were examples of duplication and lack of co-ordination on the ground – particularly around consultation and involvement. There is a gap around major changes, developments and flash point issues that arise in localities. A further issue identified by the group is the danger that gaps will increase during the recession and partners don’t act quick enough where new gaps or community needs emerge.
2.6 The group wanted to highlight the importance of getting the right values, behaviours, skills, accountabilities and system change in order to make any real change on these issues happen.
2.7 Benefits. The group worked on a new approach and some specifics of the core “offer” – detailed below and highlighted in two diagrams in the appendices (see pages 4 and 5 below.) The benefits of the proposed approach are based on actual benefits from existing neighbourhood work in Ovenden and Mixenden / Illingworth and Park / Central, they are seen as including:

· Actively engaged communities, improved links with local councillors, valued services and staff, partners working effectively and efficiently together. 

· Better results on National Indicators – as evidenced by neighbourhood management to date. Practical improvements particularly in the safer, cleaner, greener agenda but increasingly in education / NEETS and others.

· Better results on some elements of the Place Survey where neighbourhood management areas perform better on a range of perception based indicators.

· Efficiency savings and a focus on prevention, that is likely to be quantifiable. 

2.8 The business case. A full business case is currently being developed. There is a health warning but these estimates reflect the national picture. Some of the useful information emerging from Ovenden, Mixenden and Illingworth includes:

· Reduction in local authority and police time on Safer, cleaner, greener = estimated £144k per year (equivalent to Kendray results.) 

· Plus reductions in ASB, criminal damage, arson, youth nuisance – directly related to summer activities = estimated £20k 

· Actual reduced turnover and void rates in NM areas = not yet costed but evidenced.
· Reduction in project development costs = e.g. PH2K DV in Lower valley

· Increased speed of response / reduced delivery costs on ASB e.g. 6 serious issues reported in Mixenden took 2 days to resolve in Lower Valley a similar situation took 4 weeks (as reported by PH2K.)
· Examples of more effective services and preventative work that could release savings Health – increased take up of flu jabs, research into men’s health and increase in take up of sporting activities.

· A Sure Start health project was successfully re-designed leading to significant increase in programme take up.

· Improvement in NEETS / KS3/4 and exclusions = £30k saved in 2 years (based on Kendray figures where there are similar improvements in OMI.)

· Services provided to partners – e.g. Halifax Academy, the Dudley’s consultation, Abbey Park (a further list is available.) 
· £’s external funds brought into the area are 
Further examples from Park Neighbourhood Management will be provided at the meeting.

3. Proposals and actions required
3.1 The task and finish groups proposals and recommended actions are as follows. That the common “offer” to all communities should include:
3.2 Hearing communities priorities:
· A single point of contact in each area – including  customer first, a central hub and satellites together with a full time senior named officer for each area focusing on delivering for the community, clear links to local councillors
· An influence map – to set out what communities can influence when and how (including accessible format to understand and engage in statutory decision making structures) 
· Quick wins from locally identified key priorities –  involvement from councillors, based on localised “call for actions” 
· Access all areas – a rolling programme of opening up and encouraging access / usage of local public facilities, co-ordinated through local teams.
· An LSP pledge – building on the success of Police Pledge.

· Other proposals are to: drawing together an Area Forum Budget (existing money plus other small budgets and some sort of participatory budgeting process? A community hub where engagement takes place and includes customer first. Town and parish councils empowered to deliver (upper and lower valley) with a clearer linked in role

3.3 Joining up agencies to respond :

· Area delivery leads in 4 areas (this would be similar to the role of the neighbourhood manager but covering an area)

· A delivery team of 2 Service Co-ordination Link Workers and at least 1 Community Engagement Worker 
· A virtual team including Safer, cleaner, greener officer task groups (already successfully modelled in North Halifax and rolled out to all 4 areas) older people neighbourhood schemes and cyp structures including children’s centres/extended schools and youth support work, PH2K and tenant participation.

3.4 In addition there are further developments to be explored. For example regeneration involvement is needed. There has been a start on this in North/ East but the group would want it as part of the core / virtual team. PCT – could have other health workers in virtual team? (E.g. there are health trainers in neighbourhood management areas and opportunities to link to practice based commissioning.) Some partners are interested in the possibility to have one to one conversations with individuals in small areas e.g. door knocking. Finally there is the national Total Place initiative to look at the whole of the public sector spend in an area. The group felt it would be useful to have this type of approach in Calderdale.
3.5 The “core offer” described here should be introduced everywhere. The group are recommending that the co-ordinated areas are the Upper and Lower Valley. 

3.6 The “managed” areas (where there is existing neighbourhood management North /East Central) the group are building on current arrangements in place. It is recognised that in the main the core offer is already in place but there would need to be some re-assessment of roles required (particularly for the Neighbourhood Managers who are effectively the Area Delivery Leads). There is also likely to be some development activity to ensure that there are no elements of the “core” offer missing. 
3.7 Next steps in the process are: 

· Further consultation and testing with partners, elected members and staff. More work with the Customer First team and Area Forum Review teams.
· Work to be completed on the business case.
· Full costings and one to one discussions with partners to be carried out.
· Implementation plan to be drafted.
Should the reports recommendations be approved it is envisaged that there will be a rolling programme of developments flowing from the implementation plan.
4. Recommendations
4.1 That the delivery group approves the approach to locality working as described.  


4.2 That the actions highlighted in section 3 are approved including the next steps.      
	For further information on this report, contact:

	MACROBUTTON NoMacro [Click here and type Name]
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Appendix 1 Upper and Lower Valley Diagram
Appendix 2 Central / North / East Diagram
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How we listen





Other communities of interest and vcfs groups
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Community voices





E.g. Elland District Partnership





E.g. Town and Parish Councils








E.g. Todmorden together








E.g. Area Forums








E.g. Brighouse


 Forum








“Core” Offer Co-ordinated  Areas





Single point of access 


Customer first hub and satellite points (as a minimum joint managers meetings and info sharing and ideally co-located)





How we respond





Reports to LSP Delivery Group and a partner for pay & rations. LSP to set outcomes and objectives, governance linked to area /ward forums or appropriate partnership








Gaps in virtual team


RegenerationNHS Calderdale 





Minimum delivery team


For each area – Upper and Lower Valley: 


1 Area delivery lead


2 Service link workers co-ordinators 


1 Community engagement (plus safer cleaner support)





Core virtual team includes:


Safer, cleaner, greener officer groups (including local tasking’) older people neighbourhood schemes and cyp structures, children’s centres/extended schools, youth work and PH2K teams/tenant participation 








Engagement and involvement


Work with community and voluntary sector to build self reliance and capacity, to resolve service issues and develop local groups to influence decision-making, clear links to local councillors





Supported by





How we listen





Area Forums including Young People’s Forum








Boothtown  Partnership etc


 PParnershipDPartnership





Other communities of interest and vcfs groups – and events and activities constructed to engage on NTG priorities eg health, aspiration








North and East and Central


Community voices





Sowerby Bridge Forum and other SB based locality groups








British Muslim Assoc, HOT, Healthy Living Partnership, St Augustine’s, neighbourhood and women’s groups








Neighbourhood Boards








Managed areas





Single point of access 


Customer first hub(s) and satellite points (as a minimum joint managers meetings and info sharing and ideally co-located) – and a neighbourhood base





How we respond





Leads for other NTG/targeted activity; examples in past


Migration, Healthy Halifax neighbourhood co-ordination, Aspiration, Summer University











Minimum delivery team


For each area – Managed: 


1 Area lead; NTG, projects and programmes strategic development


Operational lead plus link workers, street wardens, other front line staff, and needs based eg performance, communications


Other locality workers from services (currently libraries, VAC, NPT)











Gaps in virtual team


Regeneration


NHS Calderdale 





Engagement and involvement


Of community and voluntary sector to build self reliance and capacity, to resolve service issues and local group development / partnership issues


More first rung engagement, citizen/community responsiveness and one to one signposting/advice and personal support


Additional help in accessing services, and delivery in localities. Narrowing the Gap initiatives and programmes. Links to local councillors.








Core virtual team includes:


Safer, cleaner, greener officer groups (including local tasking’) older people neighbourhood schemes and cyp structures, children’s centres/extended schools, PH2K and tenant participation, narrowing the gap leads on thematic issues eg jobs and skills, health








Supported by
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