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Previous Delivery Model:

The previous Sustainable Community Strategy delivery model was based heavily on Government guidance and mirrored the County Structure. 
Some of the groups were inactive or delivery occurred through other mechanisms. 
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This model of delivery is quite extensive and resource intensive. Having theme groups works well for networking but it was hard to pull together genuine partnership projects.  

Lessons learnt from this method and the Healthy City review include:

· The Stronger Group worked well because it was a smaller group with a single key aim which all partners had a stake in delivering.
· The HCP review showed that networking was important to groups, to learn about funding, activities that were going on and to help develop partnership working outside of the meeting.

· The review also suggested that groups should have a rolling annual chair and that some members/experienced chairs could mentor others. 
· Because of the thematic nature, people often dipped in and out of meetings depending on the theme of the meeting. For reliable delivery, members need to be more committed.

· There were often complaints from thematic members that the Executive lacked direction and that clear messages were not communicated in either direction. Executive champions were appointed for each theme but this wasn’t developed enough in most cases. 

· Providing support and administration for this structure did take a lot of time which could be spent on project development. 

· The current members of the theme groups should be involved in the change process.

· The thematic model often lead to a lack of cross cutting work, issues like deprivation need to be addressed in a multi themed way. 

· The representation on the Executive and Strategic board works well but the relationship between the two boards e.g. who can make decisions still isn’t clear.

Proposed Models:
Based on best practise models and conversations held at the Executive meeting in July, the following delivery options have been drawn up for discussions: 

Option one: Thematic
Keep the thematic approach to delivery but reduce the scope of each group to concentrate delivery. This would keep the networking element that partners have said they like but could mean that we face similar issues as last time. 

This option would mean keeping the current theme groups but reviewing membership and activities.


Option two: Three Themes
Another option would be to turn the previous 6 theme groups into the three themes in the City Vision. Networking groups based on Your Prosperity, Your Community and Your Environment. These groups could meet a few times a year to network and debate key issues and pass recommendations up to the board. Task and Finish groups could be formed around key issues with partners pooling money/staff/resources to deliver.

This option might lead to cross cutting issues being looked at in silos and would create extra work to organise theme networking events. 
Option three: Task Forces/Action Groups
This option strips out the networking element of the partnership and purely looks at delivery. 

The City Vision consultation and previous LSP work has highlighted some areas which are priorities for residents and partners. 

This delivery method would involve the Partnership looking to see what is happening to address these issues and if needed bringing together a group of interested partners who have a shared interest in tackling the issue. 

Some issues, such as Deprivation, cannot be tackled by any one partner in isolation, so a Deprivation Working Group could be pulled together to look at what is happening, what works and what still needs addressing.

Option four: Mapping
This option would involve a large mapping exercise to plot what is happening against each priority in the City Vision and just monitor the progress made.

Some mapping would be needed in any option but not to deliver anything in partnership is not in line with how LSP’s work nationally. 

Questions and decisions:

· What level of delivery is required and what is achievable given the current financial situation?
· Should there be a limit to the number of task and finish groups the Partnership can support at any one time?

· What priority areas would Board members like to see addressed?

· What proposals are the Executive suggesting to the Strategic group?

