
Calderdale Safer and Stronger Communities Partnership
Report of the Review Day held  at Shibden on 19th Jan. 2009

Executive Summary / Conclusions

Looking back on the day as a whole, a number of conclusions emerge:

1. There is broad consensus that the current organisational structure of the Partnership should be simplified

2. There is some support for the idea that the Safer and Stronger Executives should be merged, and a determined effort made to ensure that the Stronger theme is fully integrated into all aspects of the Partnership’s work

3. There is also considerable support for the view that without the separate Stronger Executive, this element of the work would not have developed as well as it has, and the role of the voluntary and community sector might not have been fully recognised

4. Localisation – the need to implement the partnership priorities in ways that fully recognise the differences between neighbourhoods and areas across Calderdale – was a theme which was evident throughout the day

5. There was broad agreement that a map should be produced of all the relevant funding sources potentially available to meet the Safer and Stronger Communities agenda, including information about relevant areas of mainstream budgets

6. This leads on to the question of who decides on the eventual allocation of resources – the Local Authority as accountable body? Individual partners deploying their individual budgets to meet partnership objectives? Or the Safer and Stronger Communities Partnership deploying its own pooled budget?

7. Most people want the partnership to develop and implement a transparent commissioning process which covers all key areas of the Safer and Stronger Communities Partnership working, not just drugs and alcohol. In doing so it should ensure that the process enables local providers to compete on a level playing field (i.e. does not unfairly advantage larger regional or national organisations)

8. There is a need to invest time in building a culture of partnership, based on better understanding of each other’s organisations, so that people really trust each other to deliver. 

Introduction

The Calderdale Safer and Stronger Communities Partnership Awayday was organised as part of a full review being undertaken by all of the different strands which make up Calderdale’s Local Strategic Partnership, Calderdale Forward.

The aim of the awayday was to establish what, if anything needs to change to ensure that the Safer and Stronger Communities Partnership is fit for purpose and able to address the issues set out in the Local Area Agreement, and other relevant strategies and plans.

A list of those who attended is set out in Annex 1

Independent facilitation of the day was provided by Jenny Lynn, who said that she hoped that the day would provide an opportunity for challenging and constructive discussion about how the partnership could improve its decision-making and become more effective in the future.

The day began with introductory remarks from two of the key stakeholders in the Partnership: Chief Superintendent Alan Ford of West Yorkshire Police, and Calderdale Council Executive Director for Community Services, Kersten England. They spoke briefly about the real progress which has been made in areas such as crime reduction and community cohesion - and the ongoing challenge posed by survey results which indicate that many people in Calderdale still worry about these issues and do not have confidence that the situation is improving as it should. The review day should be the start of a process that will sharpen up how the Partnership does business, and ensure that decisions are taken and implemented promptly in the most effective way.

Achievements so far – a basis for moving forward

Before getting down to thinking about the need for organisational change in the Partnership, participants were asked to review the progress which has already been made in relation to the safer and stronger communities’ agenda. These ranged across both the process of partnership working and the practical outcomes that make Calderdale a safer and stronger place:
· Partners coming together – several groups highlighted that getting so many diverse agencies and organisations in the same room willing to work together was an achievement in itself


· Calderdale Forward as LSP of the Year – partnership working had helped Calderdale Forward to develop consistent messages about Calderdale and to get partners to share priorities and resources


· Neighbourhood Management and Area Forums – neighbourhood management is now well advanced in the areas where it has been established - and progress is being made in extending consultation and partnership working to other areas through Area Forums


· The need to strengthen communities is being taken more seriously now – developing the Stronger Communities Executive has given more profile to this agenda


· Third Sector Forum involvement beginning to make an impact – opportunities for real participation, by voluntary and community organisations to raise issues and have their views listened to in re-shaping strategies and planning of services, are starting to open up, helped by the existence of the Calderdale Compact (though this process of involvement is still felt to be at in its early stages)


· Real reductions in crime – there had been 8000 fewer victims of crime in Calderdale since 2004 (including 4,500 fewer victims of acquisitive crime and crimes of violence)


· Integrated Offender Management Programme – nationally recognised programme contributing to reduction in offending rates through comprehensive approach to tackling offenders’ drug use


· Hate crime partnership – making progress in raising public awareness 

· Joint approach to dealing with counter-terrorism issues – enhanced responses

· Kickstarting some effective new projects – e.g. women’s network  and BME network
Understanding and communicating partnership priorities
Groups then moved on to consider how clearly people understood the priorities which had been set by the Safer and Stronger Communities Partnership, and how well they go down within the organisations which make up the partnership.

Most groups felt that there was general acceptance of the shared  priorities at the level of the leadership of key organisations within the partnership. The process of target setting within the Local Area Agreement, choice of National Indicators etc. is accepted, and the strategic assessment has a broad measure of support.
However, several key issues about the nature and impact of this process of priority-setting were also identified:

· Individual organisational targets still often take priority – people are not always clear about the new partnership performance framework in which they are working – and so are still driven primarily by individual organisational targets and preoccupations


· Nationally set targets and priorities do not always pick up key local issues – so there is a key question about how nationally set priorities can be integrated and delivered effectively in localities across Calderdale which may well have differing needs.  Priorities sometimes need a more refined application to demonstrate how they achieve local objectives (this ‘localisation’ agenda is not fully accepted by everyone either)


· How does this high level signing up to priorities translate into strategies and plans that deliver practical action on the ground? – and is the delivery process quick enough? (There may be different ideas about how to do this in different ‘high level’ heads!)



· Leadership has to be willing to say ‘No’ as well as ‘Yes’ – if an agenda or proposal falls outside the agreed priorities, the Partnership has to be willing to say so – a commissioning process based on clear application of priorities could overcome some of these difficulties (Certain agendas seem to get through regardless of priorities, depending on who is driving them)


· How do people communicate these priorities within their respective organisations – and work to secure the active commitment of their people to them? Could work exchanges or co-location help? (Some on the front line still question the value of ‘airy-fairy, pink and fluffy’ partnership working – and one group admitted to not being able to articulate the partnership priorities with confidence)


· Middle management has to take responsibility – so knowledge of the priorities and aims of the partnership has to be communicated at the right level within each organisation – and sometimes it gets ‘lost in translation’


· The priorities also affect ( and are affected by) people outside the Partnership – the Voluntary and Community Sector can play a key role in getting the message across about priorities to a wider group of stakeholders, thus extending  the ‘reach’ of the partnership
 

· A culture change is needed across all the partnerships within the LSP about the value of community involvement in the priority-setting process –  support is needed to enable the sector to contribute at all levels, to be clear where they sit in the structures, and to find tangible ways of evidencing their value (some within the Voluntary and Community Sector still need convincing that they can contribute.)

· How can organisations prove that they contributed to achieving a partnership outcome? – Proving cause and effect can be difficult, as can disaggregating the relative resource contributions to particular programmes of action


· Targets and indicators are not the end of the story – some of the best work done by partner organisations has not been triggered by National Indicators – and measuring some activity does not always reflect the quality or sustainability of the changes that are being delivered

Making decisions and allocating resources
Having agreed that there is work to be done on improving the understanding and communication of priorities across the partnership, groups were then asked to look at the crucial question of how decisions about resource allocation to address these priorities are made. 
Set out below are some of the positives about the current decision-making processes, followed by some of the perceived weaknesses and aspects which need to change.

POSITIVES:

· There is accountability and the process is easy to understand


· It makes efficient use of the existing processes for resource allocation and is quick and practical


· All the partners are seeking every opportunity to secure additional funding


· The Partnership can influence resource allocations within organisations


· The commissioning round for Supporting People is good, with clear priorities and services being delivered well – so it is positive that a debate is now underway about extending the commissioning process within the Safer and Stronger Communities Partnership


WHAT NEEDS TO CHANGE?
· How are resources allocated?. At the moment this is not a Partnership responsibility, but one which ultimately resides with the local authority as accountable body – does that need to change?


· A gap exists between setting priorities and actual service delivery to address them – there seem to be too many layers and the decision-making process is perceived as unwieldy


· Safer and stronger communities work is now funded through area-based grant (mainly allocated already to existing commitments) – so reviewing or changing levels of funding makes it a painful process for the partnership


· The funding situation is not transparent. The partnership needs to know about all the money potentially available to address its priorities, including pots held by individual organisations. (“the truth is out there!”)


· Lack of integration and genuine pooling or resources – so opportunities for joint working may be missed, and there is a risk of duplication and overlapping decision-making processes (NB this is not just about money, but about sharing resources and expertise)


· Variety of bids for new initiatives with short deadlines – decisions on how they are to be handled can seem a bit chaotic (“whether they get through is more by luck than judgement”)

· The real money is in the mainstream, not in area-based grant – can these be brought to the table?


· No consistent mechanism at the moment to sustain time-limited programmes of work  - however much they are addressing partnership priorities – impact felt especially within the voluntary and community sector


· Relevant funding decisions are not always reported through the partnership e.g. Supporting People and Area Based Grants – resulting in some partners finding it hard to understand the reasoning behind resource allocation

Three specific proposals emerged at the end of this session:
1. Produce a map of all the relevant funding sources potentially available to meet the Safer and Stronger Communities agenda, including information about relevant areas of mainstream budgets



2. Develop and implement a commissioning process which covers all key areas of the Safer and Stronger Communities Partnership working, not just drugs and alcohol


3. Plan how to improve communications about how decisions are made and resources allocated, both across the partnership and within partner organisations
Performance Management and Accountability
The Safer and Stronger Communities Partnership is responsible for monitoring progress against the outcomes set out for this theme within Calderdale’s Local Area Agreement. Participants were asked next to look at how effective this process of performance management is within the Partnership. Is the partnership really making a difference, and how accountable do organisations feel to it?
There was broad support for the view that the existence of the Partnership has made a difference by improving joint working, resulting in a positive impact on many of the outcomes agreed within the Local Area Agreement. However in some cases, it was felt that individual organisations preferred to ‘take credit’ for what they saw as their own successes, rather than communicating to the public that they were the result of partnership working involving a number of contributing organisations. 
In addition, within jointly resourced programmes the precise level of individual contributions can sometimes be hard to determine – and so it may be difficult to make people accountable for their specific contributions. One group suggested that the partnership needs to move towards a more action-based performance management system, which goes beyond relying on high-level indicators alone.
Performance management was felt to be a more straightforward process in relation to the Safer Communities element of the partnership’s agenda, where statistics such as crime levels and offending rates offer clear indicators of impact.  Assessing progress in relation to the Stronger Communities work was seen as more perception-based, for example by reflecting views collected as part of the Place Survey, which should provide some insights into changes in attitude.
Yet both dimensions of the partnership’s work need to focus on long term change, as well as short term impact, and on tackling the underlying causes as well as their effects. There may be a need for more recognition that some things will require action over the long term, and as a consequence may also be difficult to measure. So activity such as the development of positive relationships between police community support officers and schools, or measures to reassure local communities after high-profile incidents should contribute to long term improvements in feelings of safety and security – but may be difficult to fit into the existing performance management system.
 One group suggested that there is a need for the partnership to experiment with more informal ways of measuring progress over time, partly to capture this kind of experience. Another group suggested getting regular feedback from staff working in partner organisations about their perceptions of impact on outcomes, and ideas about emerging issues to be tackled. 
During this discussion, the issue of how to engage with different localities across Calderdale emerged as a theme again. Simply interpreting statistical data or survey outcomes on a district-wide basis risks glossing over the differences between neighbourhoods and localities, which may well call for different approaches to tackling the priorities identified for Calderdale as a whole.

Partnership structures – are they fit for purpose?

Groups began their discussions about partnership structures by trying to draw a map of how the partnership is currently organised, as a starting point for thinking about possible changes that could make the partnership more effective.

A cross section of views about aspects of partnership organisation and structure which need to change is set out below:

The current structure is seen as too cumbersome and top heavy 
There are overlapping agendas and the same very busy senior people end up attending too many meetings.
 

Governance needs to be lean and with representation at the appropriate levels. 
There may also be a case for checking that all the relevant stakeholders are involved (some services may have direct or indirect impact on Safer and Stronger Communities outcomes, yet are not necessarily part of the partnership)


The Delivery Board agenda is sometimes swamped by too many issues There is no dedicated formal support for its co-ordination -  and there is a perception that it is dominated by the Safer Communities priorities, with the work on Stronger Communities tending to be sidelined


Why have two executives? 
The existence of the Stronger Communities Executive was felt to have been a good way to strengthen work on the ‘Stronger’ priorities, and the Community Forum and the voluntary and community sector feel that their profile has been raised by being involved in it, so that they would be afraid of being subsumed if it did not exist. On the other hand, some participants advocated merging the two executives now, because the task of strengthening community resilience and cohesion and involving the voluntary and community sector in taking decisions should be seen as integral to the work of every single group in the partnership


Uneven Implementation? 
There is a perception that the Safer Communities strand is able to function more smoothly, because it has actual teams leading implementation on the ground, whereas partners working on the Stronger Communities strand have to operate in ‘virtual’ teams, whilst remaining located in their own organisations. 



Can the structure be slimmed down and simplified?  
One group suggested that a whole tier should be taken out of the structure, leaving a single Delivery Board or Executive, which should be tasked with delivering the priorities agreed by the LSP, using pooled resources to achieve objectives, commissioning work as necessary. Other people felt that this Board would become totally bogged down in detail without another layer that was able to examine the various strands of work more closely and then report up to the Board.
 

Any changes in organisational structure or roles need to take into account the various statutory responsibilities, including the changing role of elected members 
For example the Drug Treatment Plan requires annual approval by an appropriately constituted partnership, and the role of the relevant cabinet portfolio-holder and scrutiny committee in holding the partnership to account is also a key element.
Priorities for Change
Finally, each of the four groups was asked to identify their top priorities for change:
	BLUE
	GREEN
	RED
	YELLOW

	Change management structure – clear statement
	New structure and appropriate support
	Streamlined structure – clearer understanding of each level
	Timetable for change (structures) & Improve terms of reference

	Work programme that is time lined, smarter, includes budgets based on priorities
	
	More transparency of funding –decisions – accountability
	Plan Agendas – Expand capacity and make fit for purpose

	More co-location, secondments etc – PCT, Pennine Housing, police – any member of LSP
	
	Engagement between different partners (IN) –
Make connections between different partnerships (OUT)
	Keep up this conversation with events that focus on substance rather than process

	
	Joint Commissioning (Sharing Resources)
	
	Transparency of Resources

	
	Stronger sits across all agendas
	
	Balanced Service Delivery Plan – Stronger & Safer


JENNY LYNN 
4.2.09

                                                                                         ANNEX 1 

Calderdale Safer and Stronger Communities Partnership Review Day held at Coffee Culture at Shibden Park 
On 19th Jan. 2009

Attendees:

	NAME
	E-MAIL

	1. 
	Alan Duncan
	Alan.duncan@calderdale.gov.uk

	2. 
	Andrew Pitts
	Andrew.pitts@calderdale.gov.uk

	3. 
	Chris Rogers Thomas
	C.rogerthomas@vswestyorkshire.org.uk

	4. 
	Cllr. G. Horsfall
	Councillor.Ghorsfall@calderdale.gov.uk

	5. 
	Dawn Gaukroger
	Dawn.gaukroger@calderdal-pct.nhs.uk

	6. 
	Derek Benn
	Derek.benn@calderdale.gov.uk

	7. 
	Irene Naylor
	Irene.naylor@sky.com

	8. 
	Janette Dunne
	Janette.Dunne@ph2k.org.uk

	9. 
	Jayne Leech
	Jayne@calderdalecommunityforum.co.uk

	10. 
	Jo Richmond
	jo.richmond@calderdale.gov.uk

	11. 
	Joan Scott
	Joan.scott@west-yorkshire.probation.gsi.gov.uk

	12. 
	Kate Hinks
	Kate.hinks@cht.nhs.uk

	13. 
	Kay Hobson
	Kay.hobson@calderdale.gov.uk

	14. 
	Kersten England
	Kersten.england@calderdale.gov.uk

	15. 
	Lee Benson
	Lee.benson@westyorksfire.gov.uk

	16. 
	Liz Broadley
	Liz@ovenden-initiative.org.uk

	17. 
	Mags Bryson
	Mags.bryson@calderdale.gov.uk

	18. 
	Mark Thompson
	Mark.thompson@calderdale.gov.uk

	19. 
	Martin Iles
	Martin.iles@goyh.gsi.gov.uk

	20. 
	Martin McGroarty
	Martin.mcgroarty@calderdale-pct.nhs.uk

	21. 
	Michael Snee
	Michael.snee@talk21.com

	22. 
	Neil Hunter
	Neil.hunter@westyorkshire.pnn.police.uk

	23. 
	Nigel Hotson
	Nigel.hotson@westyorksfire.gov.uk

	24. 
	Sarah Manfredi
	Sarah.manfredi@calderdale.gov.uk

	25. 
	Sophie Johnson
	Sophie.johnson@lifeline.org.uk

	26. 
	Steve Toye
	Stephen.toye@calderdale.gov.uk
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