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Gloucester Partnership Executive Group Meeting 

Friday 17th September 2010

MINUTES

Present

	Penny Liddicot
	VCS Representative and Stronger Communities Chair

	Sue Cochrane
	NHS Gloucestershire

	Amanda Wadsley
	Gloucester City Council

	Greg Smith
	Gloucestershire College

	Ahmed Goga
	Gloucestershire First


Non-Executive Members

	Ross Cook
	Gloucester City Council

	Tina Seymour
	Gloucester City Council

	Lorna Robinson
	Gloucester City Council

	Mary Little
	Gloucester City Council


Apologies

	Alice Walsh
	NHS Gloucestershire

	Steve Elway
	Aspire Trust

	Moira Swann
	Gloucestershire County Council

	Richard Burge
	Police Constabulary

	Mick Thorpe
	Gloucester City Council


	ACTIONS FROM MEETING
	WHO

	1
	Gloucester Partnership’s updated key contacts to be circulated to all members
	Mary Little

	2
	To produce report for Strategic Group’s October meeting including suggested amendments to draft Terms of Reference
	Ross Cook

	3
	Service Level Agreement with GAVCA to be amended and finalised
	Lorna Robinson

	4
	Risk Management champion to be elected at November meeting
	Executive members

	5
	Complete Risk Management Plan
	Thematic Group leads / Risk Champion

	6
	Include induction feedback and comments made at Executive meeting into proposal for Big City Plan
	Ross Cook

	7
	Agenda for November meeting to include presentation on NHS Gloucestershire’s Annual report of the Director of Public Health
	Lorna Robinson

	8
	Provide an update on Natural and Built Environment group at November meeting
	Lorna Robinson

	9
	To coordinate formation of a City Plan working group
	Ross Cook

	10
	CYPAG’s remit/title to be reviewed with input from the County Council
	Ross Cook / Moira Swann

	11
	Update 2010/11 Workplan
	Mary Little


1. Election of Chair and Vice-Chair

Nomination received for Penny Liddicot to be Vice-Chair. Sue Cochrane seconded this nomination. Penny confirmed she was happy to stand as Vice-Chair for coming year. As no Chair in place at present Penny agreed to chair meeting.

Nominations for Chair will be sought ahead of the November meeting, please send your nominations to Lorna.robinson@gloucester.gov.uk 

2. Introductions, Minutes and Matters Arising

2.1
The minutes of the meeting held on 21st May 2010 were approved as a correct record.

2.2
All outstanding actions completed or in hand.

3. Adoption of Terms of Reference
3.1
Lorna Robinson requested adoption of draft Terms of Reference already circulated.  This document is also available in members handbook.

3.2 

Comments:

· Amanda requested that a list of all key contacts be made available.

· Re 5th bullet point (commissioning of Thematic Sub-Groups) – Lorna confirmed that funds are available in the budget to cover this work.

· There is a need to be clear about the differences between Strategic and Executive groups terms of reference to avoid any overlap. Clarity required between the different roles of the groups. The Executive group should be gathering evidence which is communicated upwards to the Strategic group level (it should be a 2-way process of working)

· Timing of Strategic group meetings discussed. This is a real issue in order that the Partnership is able to have clear direction and take forward recommendations.

· The structure is still very new – timings of meetings may change. Strategic group will set direction and policy, the Executive group may need to make decisions to enable this to be taken forward.

· There is a danger that Strategic group members may not be aware of some actions taken by the Executive. Maybe a need for some additional briefings (possibly quarterly)

· It was pointed out that in the past individual members were unaware of some Thematic Sub-Groups actions and were not sure of their purpose at meetings. It is important that members of all groups know their purpose and remit.

· There is a danger that the Executive group may prove to be a waste of time if roles are not clearly defined.

· Strategic group Terms of Reference need to be clearer – a need to reflect a more governance role perhaps stating what their role does not include.

· Definition of roles is very important. Strategic group does not need to get involved in day-to-day issues.

· Terms of Reference for both groups highlight the need to have the right people on board who are able to make informed decisions i.e. good links with other organisations and opportunities for relevant funding.

· Terms of Reference for all groups to be reviewed on a regular basis.


3.3
DECISION – All comments to go to October’s Strategic group meeting.  Taking into account above comments, adoption of Terms of Reference agreed.

ACTION 1 – List of key contacts to be circulated to members

ACTION 2 – Ross Cook to produce report for Strategic group including request for clear relationship of groups and definition of roles. 

4.
Updated Budget Report 2010/11
4.1 Lorna explained the updated Partnership budget for 2010/11.

DECISION – Budget Agreed.
5.
Service Level Agreement
5.1 As shown in the 2010/11 figures, it is proposed that the Service Level Agreement with GAVCA be reduced from £5,000 to £4,000 for this year.

5.2 Comments:

· In future GAVCA will not have pre Executive meetings with representatives – Sally Pickering will sit on Strategic group. Penny stated she is concerned how future communication links will be maintained.

· Penny’s declaration of interest re backfill payments noted

5.3 DECISION – Reduction in SLA payment agreed. Note:  VCS reps will be expected to  prepare for Executive meetings and attend the VCS forum but GAVCA will be responsible for the written report from the forum to the executive.  Service Level Agreement to reflect this.

ACTION 3 – Service Level Agreement with GAVCA to be amended to reflect above and Lorna is to sign on behalf of the Partnership.

6.  Risk Management Strategy
6.1 Lorna advised that she has worked with Ashley Green to produce Draft Risk Management Strategy. Explained different responsibilities and the need to elect a risk champion – (deferred to November Executive meeting).  Risk register is similar to previous risk document but with the addition of a risk action plan.  This action plan needs to be populated by Thematic Group leads and risk champion. 

6.2
DECISION - members agreed that the Risk Management Strategy should be adopted 

ACTION 4 – Risk champion election to be included in November’s Executive meeting agenda

ACTION 5 – Risk Management action plan to be completed

7.
Local Transport Plan
7.1 County Council have requested that all district LSPs contribute to this paper.  Lorna expanded on some of the issues.

· Co-ordinated parking strategy – concern over how changes to parking may affect people’s travel habits and how this could have a knock on effect for the city’s economy / environmental issues.

· Standard of roads and road repairs

· Bus routes primarily into and out of the city centre.

This transport plan is of particular importance as it links into the proposed Big City Plan and Joint Core Strategy.  Members were asked for their views on concerns contained in the paper together with any additional comments to be fed back to the County Council.


7.2
Comments:

· Circle line bus route very good idea. Also a route required between business parks (loop service). There is also a need to encourage usage of recently launched Centrebus 101 circular service. 

· Priority for Gloucester is to get more footfall in city centre.

· Designer outlet centre charges for parking. This was decided at early stages of planning. There is a danger that jobs in the outlet centre could be lost if people are not encouraged to visit.

· Sue advised that work is being done to encourage walking as an attractive option and report should be out at end of October.  Suggested that this be included in agenda for November’s Executive meeting.

· Penny advised that parking in nearby residential areas by visitors to outlet centre is having a detrimental effect on local residents. 

· Amanda pointed out that community transport is an issue due to potentially reduced funding from local authority. Maybe an opportunity to link into the Big Society plan.

8. Induction Feedback

8.1 Lorna expanded on induction feedback report and commented that there is a need to focus on future short-term delivery bearing in mind the Big Society agenda. 

8.2 Comments:

· Wish list for Section 106 funds discussed. Concern expressed about spending money wisely. A need to identify what is required strategically for Gloucester. It was pointed out that ideas are required in advance of funds being made available.

· There is a need for health services to be kept informed of possible increased demands for services. There could be implications for Gloucester services involving the proposed Big City Plan.

· The report states that ‘neighbourhood plans could feed into City Plan idea’. Language to be stronger – with localism agenda in mind wording should be amended to state that plans have to be in place. Ross commented that softer wording is required at present but a ‘partnership’ approach and closer communications will help in the future.

· Neighbourhood partnerships have a need to know where they fit in. They need to be encouraged and well supported.

· All proposals and comments contained in the induction report now need to be taken forward and linked to the Big City Plan with the involvement of the Thematic Sub-Groups.

· It was noted that in the past GHURC’S initial role was primarily physical regeneration but more and more it became important to address community issues. City Plan must take this into account.

8.3 Big City Plan Update – Ross introduced and explained this paper stating that there is a need to look at what Gloucester is now and what it wants to be in the future, i.e. what are it’s specific requirements.  This is an evolving document and an outline proposal will be going to Planning Policy Sub Committee on the 30th September.  

8.4 
Comments:


· A considerable amount of work already done for the JCS.

· How practical is The Big City Plan – will it be effective.  

· The city vision (Big City Plan) will be main overall document but more specific areas will sit underneath. 

· Gloucester neighbourhoods and the city itself all have very different requirements.

· GHURC focussed on specific sites, not about the overall city of Gloucester. There is a need to recognise parts of the city that have in the past been neglected and ensure there is an overall vision for all parts of Gloucester.

· A need to include different elements in plan i.e. tourism, leisure etc.

Ross suggested that a sub-group be formed to take this forward and work alongside planning policy team.  There is a need to identify a custodian of the plan as at present it is a city council document.  Question raised whether this should be ‘owned’ by partnership. 

Amanda agreed that this is a good model for a future Sustainable Community Strategy and puts Gloucester Partnership at the heart of the city.

ACTION 6 – Include all induction feedback and above comments into Big City Plan proposal.

DECISION – The Executive agreed to take ‘ownership’ of the Shared City Vision.

9. Theme / Delivery Group Review

9.1 Ross Cook introduced paper and emphasised the need for effective communications and contact between the Executive group and the Thematic Sub-Groups. Feedback on the groups was provided as follows:

9.2 Healthy City Partnership – Sue Cochrane.

· There is a need to identify where HCP can add value on specific issues affecting Gloucester. Penny commented that the benefit of doing action cards (mapping exercise) may show up where the gaps are.  A need to decide on what health issues in the city are already being addressed.

· Annual report of the Director of Public Health 2009 - 2010 is now available either in hard copy or it can be downloaded from the publications page of www.nhsglos.nhs.uk. Sue suggested a presentation on this be included in the agenda for November’s Executive meeting.

· A need for greater ownership of the HCP.

· A report will be brought to the Executive detailing past work and future priorities.

· Would a neighbourhood partnership representative be useful on Healthy City Partnership?  

ACTION 7 – Agenda for November’s meeting to include presentation on healthy living report (Report of the Director of Public Health 2009-2010)



Stronger Communities Group – Penny Liddicot 
· Penny commented that the Stronger Communities Group has carried out specific mapping and research work and neighbourhood partnership representatives have really good local knowledge but when issues of confidentiality and data protection need to beaddressed we must support residents with appropriate training and up to date understanding of the legal frameworks these subjects come within The Stronger Communities Group have in the past identified some short-term actions i.e. credit unions.  Suzanne Wigmore has been a very useful member of this group around financial inclusion etc.

· The question was raised of how much can be planned locally against what will be imposed on Gloucester by the Government’s new Big Society agenda. Amanda advised that there is still a lot to emerge from Government. Big Society is coming along at the same time as the Comprehensive Spending Review and may help in decision-making process of how to allocate spending.  There is a need to decide fairly quickly how we can address the Big Society agenda strategically.  The role of local LSPs will have a high priority; therefore the Partnership will become more important in delivering services through partnership working taking into account future spending cuts.

· Some of the entrenched local issues require skill and specialist workers and this must not be overlooked (specific community issues). The voluntary sector needs to know there is support from the local authority.

· The Gloucester Partnership’s role is to identify needs and avoid duplication of efforts – the Big City Plan should be part of this and be area specific, focussing on places and localities.

· GL Communities concentrates on super output areas. Cannot spread resources too thinly.



Natural and Built Environment Group

This group is still to be developed. The Executive agreed that a small working group could look again at the validity of progressing this group.

ACTION 8 – Provide an update on this group at November meeting

Economic Development and Regeneration Group

· Greg pointed out that the URC will be disappearing so the City Council may in future take the lead in this area. There is a need to review this when URC structure is clearer.

· Amanda stressed the importance of this group but commented that it should not just be about the physical regeneration of the city.

· Ahmed pointed out that, for various reasons, this has in the past been a difficult group to pull together and develop. The City Plan needs to include City Employment Plan. It is not just a document – what does the City Council want to do to address economic development?

· Ross Cook suggested City Plan working group and asked for volunteers. This will be a short term working group who will hand over results to Executive group.

ACTION 9 – To coordinate formation of a City Plan working group not at this point a wider Regeneration Group.



Children and Young Peoples’ Action Group 

· Observation made that this group has in the past concentrated on a small set of issues, which did not address education.  It was felt that this group should also cover the issue of Gloucester’s schools/colleges.

· There is a need to link into the educational side of children and young peoples’ lives in addition to vulnerable children and out of school hours activities?

· Therefore, should CYPAG have a wider remit and is this something for the Strategic group to decide on?

· CYPAG will need the right membership in order to address this issue.

· How does the city affect County Council education policy? It is thought that focus and mechanisms are not present and this should in fact be a role for the Gloucester Partnership

· The Big City Plan should address this issue.

· Should a working group be set up? Is there a need to look at existing group capabilities? 

· Should Healthy City Partnership also be aligned to this group?

· Moira Swann from the County Council may be the person to comment more fully on this issue.

ACTION 10 – CYPAG’s remit/title to be reviewed with input from the County Council.  Note: the County Council is not accountable to the Gloucester Partnership.

Safer Gloucester

This is a statutory partnership – a police representative sits on the Executive and Strategic group.

10. Draft Workplan 2010/11

10.1 Include:

· Comprehensive Spending Review – 20th October

· HCP presentation – November Executive meeting

· Meeting dates for Thematic Sub-Groups

ACTION 11 – Update 2010/11 Workplan

11.Strategic Group and County

11.1 To be taken to Strategic Group meeting on 22nd October


As already detailed in above notes (see Action 2):

i. Terms of Reference – who does what

ii. Big Society / Localism issues

iii. CYPAG remit

iv. Report from today’s Executive meeting

12.A.O.B.

12.1
Sue Cochrane reminded members that hard copies of NHS Gloucestershire’s Director of Public Health Annual Report now available.  This publication can also be downloaded from site www.nhsglos.nhs.uk/ 
Meeting closed at 11:40am

Next Executive meeting:

Thursday 11th November 9:00am – Oxstalls Indoor Tennis Centre
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