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Calderdale Forward Delivery Group
Date Of Meeting: 10 November 2009
Subject: Performance Management Proposals
1. Reason for Report


1.1 To review LAA performance management arrangements within the LSP, following comments made at the last Delivery Group meeting and the Board meeting in October.


2. Key Issues
2.1 The implementation of performance management arrangements for LAA2 reflected a desire amongst the audiences for progress reports – the LSP and Council Scrutiny Members - for more focused and up to date insights into performance and into progress against specific actions.  (Appendix 1 sets out the approach approved by the Delivery Group last September).

2.2 The roles and responsibilities of the three levels of the LSP are set out in Appendix 2 (Source: Calderdale Forward Partnership Agreement).  Roles in respect of performance management are not specific but have broadly operated as follows:
· Theme Partnerships regularly review performance and delivery for their theme, receiving progress reports and delivery plans.  In cases of lack of progress or underperformance, officers responsible for delivery are called to account.
· The Delivery Group has an overview of performance focussing in particular on under-performance or issues where problems or barriers are perceived by Theme Leads or Partnerships to be intractable, possibly requiring a collective response.  Theme Leads are called to account by the Delivery Group.
· The Board receives quarterly performance updates from Theme Leads through a combination of written progress reports and attendance at Board meetings. 

2.3 In addition to the LSP interest, consideration of LAA performance is also undertaken by: the Council’s Scrutiny Panels; Government Office, on behalf of central Government; individual Delivery organisations; and the Council’s Internal Audit service.   

· Overviews of performance are considered on a regular basis by the Use of Resources Scrutiny Panel which refers issues for closer consideration by other Scrutiny Panels;
· Scrutiny Panels consider LAA performance issues on an irregular basis linked to LAA specific reports and also as part of wider related issues such as obesity and worklessness; 

· Government Office undertakes an annual review and refresh of the LAA which comprises a performance review against annual and three year targets;

· Individual organisations such as the Council have their own performance management arrangements and individual Directorates monitor their performance against LAA indicators;    

· The LAA is a programme within Vision into Reality and delivery is monitored closely – process and performance – by the Council’s Internal Audit service which scrutinises progress reports and delivery plans.  

2.4 There is not a consistent approach across the Theme Partnerships to performance monitoring and improvement.  Discussions at the Delivery Group and particularly the Board have indicated a lack of clarity about their respective roles in reviewing performance.  Some members of partnerships and the Board see performance monitoring as a key part of their role whilst other members are less comfortable with this task.  


2.5 Because different people are involved at different levels in the LSP’s performance management arrangements – the exception being Theme leads who are involved at all levels - there is a danger of duplication in roles.  Ensuring that each level is perceived to add value to the process is a key issue.

2.6 There are two key elements to performance management arrangements – process and content (or presentation).  In terms of our arrangements both could be improved.
· Process: A more consistent approach to performance management across the Theme Partnerships will impact on the Delivery Group’s effectiveness in ensuring improved performance.  In addition there is a need to exploit the added value the Board can provide:

· It is suggested that guidance be circulated to Theme Partnerships on behalf of the Delivery Group advising them of the minimum expected in terms of performance arrangements, including the reporting cycle.
· Better engagement and co-operation with Theme Partnerships by officers responsible for delivery would help Theme Leads perform their role and it is suggested that Lead Officers also be advised of the Group’s expectations in terms of performance arrangements.

· A systematic and transparent process for the escalation to the Delivery Group of instances of under-performance should assist in tackling difficult and persistent problems.

· A unique and clear role for the Board needs to be identified, which builds on its role in holding Theme Leads to account and it is proposed that the Board be encouraged to focus on progress on the 24 priority outcomes set out in the SCS and LAA such as “The transport needs of residents, businesses and visitors in the district are met” and “Increase attainment levels of young people by age 19”. 

· Content (presentation): It is clear that effective performance management requires appropriate and timely information to be available to inform decision-makers.  This needs to be appropriate to the audience and to the performance issue.  As appendix 1 sets out, the absence of quarterly data has meant the focus needs to be on delivery and monitoring progress with actions rather than dwelling on past performance.  In terms of content, requirements therefore include: 

· an overview performance report which can provide an at-a-glance picture of performance and future prospects for achieving targets

· a more detailed, but predominantly visual, performance analysis by indicator which assesses performance against year-end and 3-year targets, in order to ensure potential under-performance is picked up, but also looks at performance compared to other areas to give a more rounded view of where we are.
· detailed analytical progress reports which look at actions, milestones, potential impacts on delivery and prospects for improvement.
3. Conclusions
3.1 Recent discussions have highlighted a lack of clarity on performance management roles within the LSP and are suggesting that changes to the arrangements for performance management would be beneficial. 


3.2 The focus in this report is on achieving more clarity and transparency in the current process and ensuring that the information and analysis provided is appropriate for managing and improving performance. 

4. Actions Required
4.1 That guidance on the minimum requirements expected of Partnership’s performance management arrangements, including a reporting cycle, is prepared for the next meeting of the Delivery Group.
4.2 A transparent and systematic process for the escalation of difficult and persistent LAA performance problems is prepared for the Delivery Group’s consideration.
4.3 The development of reporting tools along the lines set out in paragraph 2.6 (content) should be progressed and provide the basis of LAA performance reporting to the next meeting of the Group.
5. Recommendations
5.1 That the Delivery Group considers whether the suggested actions in paragraph 2.6 and paragraph 4 are sufficient and appropriate to address shortcomings in the current performance management arrangements.
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