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Forest of Dean District Council

CAA self evaluation workshop

A report by the IDeA 

July 2009

Working better in Partnership 

 Introduction  

1. Gloucestershire County Council is in the process of preparing a self assessment to inform the new Comprehensive Area Assessment (CAA). The County have asked each of the Districts to complete a self evaluation template to feed into the county wide self assessment. In line with CAA guidance this templates focuses on three sections:

· What are the partnership’s priorities and how well do they reflect community needs and aspirations?

· To what extend is the partnership successfully delivering against the priorities and achieving desired outcomes in the area?

· Where are gaps that require more focused attention and how is the partnership planning to address them?

2. Forest of Dean District Council asked for support from the Improvement and Development Agency (IDeA) to ensure that the self evaluation is carried out robustly and is owned by the partnership. We were asked to:

· plan and deliver a half day self assessment workshop on the 3rd June 

· write up key messages and outcomes of the workshop; and 

· to support your improvement planning

3. This report provides a summary of the workshop outcomes and recommendations for further actions.

4. I would like to thank Lena Maller, Forest of Dean LSP Co-ordinator for her welcome, support and assistance in planning and delivering the workshop. We would also like to thank everyone who contributed to the workshop.
Overall findings

5. I was impressed with the openness and keenness of partners to work in partnership to deliver better outcomes for local people. The workshop enjoyed a good representation from all partners and an excellent engagement from all participants. It is clear that the forthcoming RDPE funding will provide a great opportunity to deliver a variety of projects for the local community. It will provide a good opportunity to re-vitalise the LSP.

6. Partners worked through the draft self assessment and articulated their comments and concerns. These were taken on board and integrated into the final draft which has been submitted to Gloucestershire County Council by 26th June 2009.

7. The self assessment and review against the partnership benchmark brought out some key issues for consideration. These include:

a. The need to improve links with the Gloucestershire wide partnership structure (the Gloucestershire conference), and relationships with the County Council. The LSP, as an entity, does not feel sufficiently aware of major county-led initiatives that will have a major impact locally (eg investments in a new school). Links between the LSP and the segments of the Gloucestershire conference are perceived to be weak and the LSP, as a collective, does not feel it can influence this appropriately

b. There was some debate about the purpose and structure of the LSP which partners interpret in different ways. While the LSP has made many improvements to its structure and partners are very committed, they are beginning to suffer from ‘jetlag’. It is appropriate to consider the purpose and structure of the LSP, particularly in view of the Gloucestershire partnership arrangements and the new governance requirements for the RDPE programme. A review of structure and alignment of the LSP with the segments of the Gloucestershire Conference needs to look at effective and appropriate communications between these segments, the Council and the LSP. This will ensure that the Council and LSP are able to influence the Gloucestershire Conference at the appropriate levels.

c. Partners felt that performance management arrangements are weak with a need to define clear measures in the Community Strategy, linking into the LAA where appropriate. Measures should focus, where possible on outcomes and impact (ie what has happened as a result?). Partner strategies are not aligned to the community strategy and the District Council felt that it needs to ‘put its own house in order’ before it can expect partners to do the same. Clearer measures and targets will enable to LSP to monitor and manage its performance and hold partners to account. The council’s Overview and Scrutiny Committee is keen to review the LAA and LSP which is positive.

d. There is a lack of communication and celebration of success. It is recommended that the LSP maps out stakeholders (including elected Members and parish councils) and identifies how to engage with stakeholders most appropriately. Effective engagement will ensure that stakeholders are positive about the LSP and will support its work.

Suggested Actions to move forward  

8. I have prepared a draft improvement plan, identifying some key actions for each of the above themes which is attached in the Appendix.

9. I would be pleased to continue to work with the LSP co-ordinator and the LSP. Future projects could involve

a. To facilitate a meeting between the LSP co-ordinator and the Council’s performance team to establish how to ensure better integration between the work of the corporate performance team and the LSP co-ordinator. Improved links are required at several levels: strategic planning (ie links between the Sustainability Community Strategy and the Council’s corporate plan); service planning (ie how LSP and LAA targets will feed into the Council’s service planning) and performance management arrangements (1 day)

b. To run a workshop with service managers on CAA, the LAA and the Gloucestershire Conference. The purpose would be to engage with and inform service managers and to highlight how their work impacts on the LAA and vice versa. This could be followed by small surgeries to ensure that service plans have appropriate links. This process ought to be part of the Council’s service planning process (1.5 days) 

c. To plan and deliver a workshop on CAA/LAA and the Gloucestershire Conference for elected members, using a member peer (1 day)

d. Facilitate a workshop with 5-6 LSP members to review and appraise the partnership structure, ensuring better links and communication with the Gloucestershire Conference (1 day)

e. Facilitate a workshop with LSP members to map our stakeholders, conduct a stakeholder analysis and draft a communication plan (1.5 days)

Report written by:

Anne Brinkhoff, Improvement Manager, Improvement and Development Agency 
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Forest of Dean Local Strategic Partnership

Working better in Partnership, 

3rd June 2009

4.30pm @ FoDDC – in the Restaurant

Workshop objectives:

· To provide an overview of the national context on partnership working and the role of partnerships in the forthcoming Comprehensive Area Assessment (CAA)

· Critically appraise the self assessment of the LSP with regard to:

· Understanding local needs and translating these into local priorities and plans for action

· Local delivery (what has been achieved)

· Effectiveness of partnership arrangements and ‘fit’ into the Gloucestershire Conference

· Identify areas for improvement

	4.15
	Arrival and Coffee


	

	4.30
	Welcome 

Introduction and ice breaker

Objectives of the workshop


	Steve Kendall/Lena Maller

Anne Brinkhoff, IDeA

	
	Warm up – high level healthcheck:

· Clarity of purpose (strategic or operational)?

· Effective leadership?

· Effective structure?

· Good links into the Gloucestershire Conference?

· Good arrangements for PM (systems and mindset)


	All

	4.50
	Session 1: Setting the scene

Partnership working and CAA

Questions 


	Anne Brinkhoff, IDeA



	5.00
	Session 2: Partnership delivery

· What are the partnership priorities and how well do they reflect the local community needs and aspirations?

· What has the LSP delivered? How well? How has it changed people’s lives?

In Groups (dealing with different themes)

Consider self assessment – gaps?

Provide critique

Identify top improvement priorities - (must do; can do; want (to) do

Gallery style feedback


	All

	5.45
	Coffee


	

	6.00
	Session 3: Improvement planning

Rank improvement priorities (dots)

Agree for each:

· What needs doing

· Who can do it

· When can it be done by?

Plenary or smaller groups – depending on attendance


	Anne Brinkhoff, IDeA

	6.50 
	Recap and workshop evaluation


	Anne Brinkhoff

IDeA

	7.00
	Workshop close 


	Steve Kendall/Lena Maller


Workshop Write-ups

Bugbears (grouped)

Structure

· Complexity of Partnership

· Not having the right people at the LSP Board

· Gaps in representations (eg Education)

· Linkage with Gloucestershire Conference

Relationship with Gloucestershire County Council

· County not fully engaged in the LSP (eg community consultation)

· Lack of ‘joined up’ between County and Forest LSP – who’s fault?

· Better engagement with LAA at a District level

Strategic framework for planning and service delivery

· Partner strategies vrs LSP strategy (links; what comes first?)

· Engagement with full Council/all Members and Wards

Performance Management

· Better performance management

· Sometimes not keeping our eye on the ball

Meetings (focus and running of)

· Timings need improving (finish on time)

· Tendency to drift into detail rather than Strategy vision

Culture

· Speed of action

Must do

1.  Improve the links with Gloucestershire CC and the GSP. 

There is a need to:

· Improve working relationships

· Ensure that the FoD LSP is aware of major county-led initiatives that impact on its LSP area (eg investments in a new school) without being swamped with information and proposals. Inputs needs to be selective and appropriate

· Develop the LSP’s influencing powers at the segments of the Gloucestershire Conference (eg Accountable Bodies Group; Community Strategy Executive Board; Gloucestershire Strategic Partnership)

· Ensure good quality and regular representation from GCC at the FoD LSP

Key improvement actions

· Review, define and communicate how the FoD LSP fits into the Gloucestershire Conference. Include these linkages into the LSP structure (ie diagrammatical representation) and ensure this is understood by all partners; Set out lines and methods of communication (two-way) to ensure that the LSP can fully input into and benefit from the GSP

· Review and determine how the LSP Board wants to be kept abreast of LAA developments – how frequently? At what level? (what do they need to know? How do they need to input into key decisions?) Remember that the structure is (naturally) too complex for the LSP Board to know and control everything

· Ensure that communication works but that it is proportionate and appropriate for this structure (not everyone needs to know everything) – identify the key issues that are being determined at GSP/ABG and CSEB level and ensure that attendees have the right information that enables them to participate in discussions. The LSP co-ordinator needs to provide this ‘information and knowledge hub’ and she needs to be kept in the loop – both internally (ie feedback from CSEB and ABG) and LSP wide (ie feedback from GSP and from delivery groups). 

· Formalise the above in a communication protocol – but make it practical and short

· Invite the GCC LAA lead officer (Jane Burns) to a future LSP meeting – explain in a constructive way the issues (real and perceived) and invite her to consider these

· Support the new GCC officer (Nigel Riglar) so that he can play his role effectively, ie:

· Make early contact

· Set up a pre-meeting to brief him on the local LSP

· Use the officer network (eg LAA lead officer group; Policy/Performance group) effectively to ensure that District input into the LAA is appropriate and effective

· Tackle the perception of poor local/county communication by reporting to the LSP Board when the LSP has been successful in influencing the county wide LAA – there could be a danger of a ‘downward self fulfilling prophecy’

· Ensure a stronger local voice at key decision making stages of the LAA – eg:

· LAA refresh (via GSP; ABG and CSEB) – ensure that the respective delivery groups input into the refresh to ensure that local priorities feature at county level

· Allocation of Area Based Grant 

· Performance reporting and evaluation – ensure that the CSEB representative can report on successes / failures re: local targets and local issues

· Allocation of Pump Priming grants – see above

2. Strategic (re)focus and clarity of purpose and structure. There is a need to

· Define role and purpose of the LSP. One workshop group saw this as primarily operational (‘actions; achievements; outcomes’) while other participants felt that the LSP had a key strategic role. It is important that Members of the Board are clear about their roles and that the structure reflects the role (in reality it is likely that the LSP is both strategy and operational and that this is reflected in its structure)

· Given the purpose, ensure that the LSP has a structure that can deliver its purpose

· Ensure that partner strategies are aligned to the Community Strategy

Improvement Actions: These are covered in the current LSP refresh and improvement recommendations

3. Improve Performance Management – there is a need to:

· Define clear performance measures in the Community Strategy. These should, where possible focus on outcomes or impact (ie how good? What has happened as a result) and not input (how much did we do?). It is possible for local actions to feed into impact measures of agencies (eg smoking cessation; obesity targets) or the LAA. The LSP needs to make a ‘zero result’ an acceptable result.

· Define a trajectory of performance and achievements over time, ie:

a. Where do we want to be in 5 years time?

b. What do we do today to get there?

c. Will our action today impact on where we want to be in 5 years time (is there a causal and plausible link?)

· Monitor achievements at different levels ie:

a. Delivery groups – monitor how we they deliver their actions and question plausibility/causality of actions with regard to the planned longer-term achievements

b. Board (or Support Group) – monitors how well the community strategy is being delivered and what impact actions have had on the District; whether strategic priorities are being met and/or if there are new issues that need to be tackled

c. Board (Support group) is likely to play a key role in high level monitoring achievements/delivery of programmes in receipt of external funding (eg RDPE). They will hold the relevant partners/delivery group to account for underperformance

Improvement Actions: Partners were confident that these are being addressed – is this included in the LSP refresh recommendations?

4. Improve engagement with Parish Councils and elected Members

There is a need to:

· ensure that partnership consultation captures information/local issues and intelligence that have been identified through ward Councillors and Parish Councils

· ensure that elected members and Parish Councils are clear about the purpose and role of the LSP and what it can do for them (and what it can’t..). 

Improvement Actions:

· Provide clarity for Parish Councils and elected Members about purpose and role of the LSP – convey simple messages

· Identify the key points of interaction (what is it about and when does it happen?)

· The LSP Board needs to decide how it wants to market the LSP – and recognise Parish Councils and elected Members as key stakeholders

Want to do

5. Enable the stronger group to scrutinise the work of the Board

Improvement Action: this is covered under the performance management section above and is also addressed in the LSP refresh recommendations

Could do

6. Promote and celebrate work being done. There was a discussion whether and to what degree the LSP should promote and market itself. Partners agreed that this was dependant on its role and purpose and may well change given the RDPE funding

Key improvement actions:

· Prepare a stakeholder analysis – identify the:

· Key stakeholders

· Their level of interest (high/low)

· Their level of influence on the LSP

· Following on from the above, identify for each stakeholder how best to engage with them and prepare a communication plan, outlining for each stakeholder

· What are the critical factors for engagement

· How is this best done – which medium is most effective

· How frequent?

7. Other improvement actions that are covered by the LSP refresh recommendations were:

· No more jetlag – meetings too long and too frequent

· Ensure that the Housing Delivery Group adds value

· Need the right partners at the right meetings (structure)

· LSP strategy not reflected in partner strategies (see above, performance mgt)

· Improve the speed of action (see above, performance mgt; purpose)
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