Appendix 4

Future of District LSPs (DLSPs)
Introduction
During 2010 the Worcestershire Partnership consulted upon and then implemented changes to its structure to enable it to effectively respond to the changed circumstances it found itself in.  In particular a focus on:

a)
the need to streamline arrangements in the Partnership to be more cost effective and time efficient;
b)
the need to sharpen the focus of the Partnership on delivering improvements and greater clarity of the functions and membership of the different parts of the Partnership structures;

c)
enabling Worcestershire to look outside County boundaries as well as within the County and to engage in the sub-regional agenda;

d)
Partnership structures should be "good enough" but we should recognise that there is no neat and tidy structural solution which meets all needs and ties up all loose ends.

Since that point the focus on efficiency has sharpened even further with significant reductions in grant spend confirmed for most public sector partners, structural changes particularly in the NHS/PCT and Government Regional Office arrangements, and the agreement of political leaders to focus on delivering the agreed top priority for Worcestershire.  This review also reflected the need to ensure the Worcestershire Partnership had strong democratic accountability.  It is right therefore to review both the purpose and operation of DLSPs in light of the new reality we face and consider how we ensure value for money is achieved in the future.
This paper looks at the general structures of DLSPs and presents a SWOT analysis of the existing arrangements.  The paper then proposes a number of recommendations that should reshape DLSPs to drive efficient, locally relevant delivery.  

Consideration
The duty on local authorities and other partners to prepare a Sustainable Community Strategy is now discharged through the Countywide SCS currently being prepared by the Worcestershire Partnership.  As part of the previous changes it was agreed that each district area would have a 'chapter' in this document to highlight key local priorities that might not make the wider county-wide priority list.  The Countywide Strategy aims to be evidence led, focused on a much smaller number of priorities and, through explicitly detailing success measures, the Strategy should compel delivery.

The outstanding question then is what purpose do DLSPs have in the future?  This question is particularly pertinent bearing in mind the resource pressures of many partners mean they cannot resource multiple standing meetings in the future. These points may suggest some additional principles to observe (to points a-d above):
· It is not possible to work in isolation at a District and County level – a joint structure which recognises the different but mutually dependent roles of organisations with these different focuses is imperative;

· County based organisations are not able to resource all 8 DLSPs and need to be able to prioritise against the strategy those where they are required;

· Currently not all of the key players are necessarily around the right tables at the right time in order to direct change for our communities and we urgently need to fix this before there is a loss of momentum and disengagement;

· District areas are the obvious geographical sub county areas on which we should focus activity.  Existing structures and work should be properly linked into the work at a county level to produce a more robust programme of action based on sound evidence;

· The DLSPs are all different and must within this work maintain their individual characters and local features while agreeing a consistent set of common functions to be carried out.

To enable understanding of the functions and responsibilities of partnerships in a generic sense I artificially applied some standard functions and mapped a framework to demonstrate what functions drive differing outcomes.  It should be noted that such functions are not standalone and exclusive but for the purpose of advancing the agenda they are modelled in that way.  The six functions considered are listed below.

Strategy
Top down objectives, evidence based, political will;
Bottom up objectives, engagement based, locally responsive.
Coordination
Theme groups to refine strategy, set detailed priorities and tactical approaches

Programme management that coordinates and modifies delivery to maximise efficiency.
Delivery
Project management, specific outcomes and resources, monitor and intervene in delivery.
Tasking, make a single partner responsible and performance management delivery.
By applying these six conditions in differing measures to a range of partnership formations, a crude mapping of the impact of each measure can be made.  Appendix A
The refresh of the Worcestershire Partnership does place some expectations upon DLSPs.  We have for example already agreed that DLSPs will develop the ‘bottom up’ priorities at a district level to inform the SCS through the District Chapters.  We have also agreed that we will focus theme groups at a county level.  We have also, outside of single organisations being tasked on particular projects, not placed any joint project delivery resources within the partnership.

From the model and the expectations already in play we can deduce what the Worcestershire Partnership needs the DLSPs to become, as the two elements together should function as a coherent co-ordinated organisation. 

By mapping new Worcestershire Partnership to be top down (i.e. evidence based, driven by political will) and to operate theme groups that refine strategy and develop tactical approaches what is required from DLSPs is revealed.

DLSPs must:
Provide ‘bottom up’ local evidence to add nuance to strategy;
Programme manage across the ‘place’ the delivery activities thereby ensuring operational co-ordination;
Project management individual outcomes. 

This exercise accords well with the expectations the new Partnership structure places on DLSPs, and would appear to meet the needs of partners to:
· streamline arrangements in the Partnerships;

· be more cost effective and time efficient;

· sharpen the focus of the Partnership on delivering improvements; and 

· generate greater clarity around the functions and membership of the different parts of the Partnership structures.

A SWOT analysis of the existing position is attached as Appendix A.
Variability
It was noted when the Worcestershire Partnership changed its own structures that “...we should recognise that there is no neat and tidy structural solution which meets all needs and ties up all loose ends.”

This reflects the fact that there is no single model currently for DLSPs.  Some for example include the local Community Safety Partnership and some are heavily engaged around the Children and Young People agenda.  Some do not/are not. Whilst the template set out above would drive the Partnerships needs it is recognised that local partnership may wish to operate a different structure.  Any such structure should deliver the requirements of the Worcestershire Partnership in addition to local needs. Local partners could not expect, by right, the support and engagement of other partners.  Existing DLSPs also have existing programmes of work that are delivering results.  None of the changes here should damage or detract from such work.  It would be sensible to review such projects however to retain the engagement of wider partners. 
A question of how the DLSPs will relate to the LEP as it emerges also remains unanswered.  It maybe more sensible to link the LEP through to the Worcestershire Partnership and through that use the theme groups to determine priorities on the ground?
A worked example showing how a particular outcome might emerge and be dealt with is attached at Appendix B.
Proposal
It is proposed that refreshed DLSPs have the following areas of responsibility and should be recast and re-skilled to enable to deliver fully in these roles.  
A
Setting the Vision and Agreeing Shared Priorities

Worcestershire is made up of many different communities and our recent work to share evidence and data has placed us in a good position to understand where priority focus needs to be placed obviously.  Not all areas within our county have the same issues.  We have already accepted that some of our neighbourhoods require more direct intervention if the people who live there are ever going to maximise their potential and reach the quality of life of the rest of our communities.  Critically however we have also accepted that we need to maintain focus on the rest of the county to ensure that all of our citizens continue to prosper.

In order to tackle our issues it will never be enough to determine strategic priorities from a county viewpoint alone, local knowledge, connection with communities and experience of neighbourhood problems and issues is vital information which we need to capture and use to determine the strategies we agree.  

The suggested approach is designed to make best use of our resources, to avoid duplication wherever possible and reflect the real priority issues in different parts of the County balancing county wide activity with a more tailored localised approach in different areas.

We accept that the SCS is the key document and all DLSPs have already agreed that a chapter within the Strategy will reflect the key issues for each District area.

Recommendation 1  All partners recognise the role of the Worcestershire SCS in setting the long-term vision for the county.  DLSPs need to be fully involved in the sifting of the consultation outcomes and evidence for their areas and will contribute local knowledge and information in support of strategy development.

Recommendation 2  Each DLSP will identify a limited set of high level priority issues.  These can be reviewed in line with the regular review of the SCS but we need to remain focused on the key issues and not attempt to do everything.

B
Agree Activities, Identify Partners and Shape and Steer Delivery/Commissioning 

Responsibility for agreeing what, who and how action is to be taken on the big themes is the responsibility of the Theme Groups aligned to the Worcestershire Partnership.  However only if local action is properly coordinated and directed will outcomes be achieved.  Thus it is critical that these theme Groups generate clarity for each DLSP in setting clear priorities and that Delivery Plans incorporate these success measures.  Clearly not all DLSPs will be tasked in the same way (if at all) by the theme groups.

Recommendation 3  The Theme Groups charged with refining strategic objectives in programmes of delivery will identify which DLSPs have such priorities and ensure partners support delivery in these DLSPs.  Representatives from the theme groups must be engaged with the DLSP structures to ensure effective ‘place shaping’ happens at a local level and projects are properly resourced and managed. 

Commissioning of action can be at either a county or DLSP level depending on the issue at hand.  The level at which commissioning takes place on particular subjects will be determined through links between the Theme Groups and DLSPs.

C
Partnership Structure and Membership/Skills
As implied above each DLSP should be made up of local partners plus any other members supplied by the theme groups.  The DLSP should continue local engagement as it sees fit, programme manage delivery at a place level and project manage to deliver the outcomes assigned to that place by the theme group.  It would be vital that a shared project management skill set is developed.
Recommendation 4  That all delivery should be properly project managed by either the theme group or DLSP but that on a district basis DLSPs programme manage the range of activities undertaken.
Recommendation 5  That the Worcestershire Partnership delivers a County-wide project management methodology training for Partnership and DLSP members.
Appendix 4A

Strengths, Weaknesses, Opportunity, Threat of LSP’s
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	· Increased awareness of cross cutting initiatives across the county. 

· Provides a wider perspective of all public bodies.

· Partners willing to work together.

· A means of communication with partners/major players in the city/county.

· Improved relationships with third sector 
	· Variety of PM frameworks.

· Measures in PM not smart and only play a slight role for influencing and demonstrating impact.

· No clear link how partner organisation can contribute to improving organisational objectives.

· Some key business leaders and landowners not included in the partnerships.

· Membership of LSP around the table is not democratic, it sometime poorly reflects the key issues.

· No real buy-in to the LSP concept and poor attendance at meetings, however issue based interest higher and even worse delivery on agreed actions.

· Lack of clarity/respect for the role of wider Worcestershire LSP too many targets and not enough resources/funding, also LEP.
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	· Gives an opportunity to engage leaders from other organisations – who deliver services.

· LSP could be a more effective vehicle for Worcestershire, an overview in terms of expenditure ideas.

· Engaging/getting a better balance to match what’s in the interest of Worcestershire.

· Burning issues – potential likelihood of more citizen and member involvement (depending on the correct issues).

· Concentrate resource across Worcestershire to address priority needs eg not necessary “slicing up the cake” for all but placing resource where its needed eg obesity, teenage pregnancy etc not competing.

· Useful networking opportunities for those working across the public, private, voluntary and community sectors.

· Joining (merging?) the vibrancy of community engagement forum with LSP.

· Opportunity to focus on the delivery mechanism on what are the needs of the community to debate further and inform policy development.

· Test the strength of the partnerships.

· Save time and effort by disbanding
	· Poor reflection – Are we doing what Worcestershire needs?

· If no ‘real’ result – potential withdrawal of external funding.

· Less funding around to improving Worcestershire.

· Stop the Worcestershire vision being achieved due to being parochial.

· Partners pulling out resources.

· Changes within partner organisation.

· Policy changes.

· Politics (i.e. LSPs were the last government’s initiative – will the new one abolish?).




Appendix 4B
Sustainable Community Strategy

Objective [a skilled and prosperous economy]


County Economic Strategy

Objective [to enhance employability levels removing barriers to employment and improving skills]




Tasking





District Local Strategic Partnerships



Partners on a project basis

Example:

Worcestershire Partnership 
County Economic Strategy 
PSTG 

DLSP/Partners

Economic Priority
Create jobs in private sector
6000 new jobs in multiple sectors
1200 in sic industry in Worcester



Place Shaping Theme Group


Prioritise/target set objective








