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	Background

· In March 2010 a peer review of the SEP was undertaken by the IDeA (also involving representatives from the NPIA). One of the themes in the recommendations included the need for a review of the existing partnership structure.

· The Audit Commission also flagged this issue in an earlier CDRP governance review

· Further to this there is a general view that there are currently too many sub-groups under the SEP and that it needs to be restructured in order to meet emerging demands



	Purpose of report

· To outline the proposed new structure and stimulate discussion at the meeting

	Contribution to LSP and SEP objectives

· Improved Partnership Working

· Effective delivery of Ealing LAA and Sustainable Community Strategy 

· Improved efficiency 



	Impact on Equalities/Community Cohesion 

· Current priorities within the Sustainable Community Strategy are to reduce inequalities and balance community interests. 

 

	Financial/Resource Implications

· There are no Financial/Resource Implications arising at this stage from this report. 




Proposed structural changes to the Safer Ealing Partnership:

Why is a change needed?

There are currently 11 sub-groups that report into the Safer Ealing Partnership. The sub-groups range from the Hate Crime sub-group and Domestic Violence Sub-group to the Drug and Alcohol Action meetings and Joint Action Group meetings.

The Safer Ealing Partnership Operational Group sits directly underneath the SEP Board and oversees the sub-groups.

There have been concerns raised about the sheer volume of groups that are aligned to the SEP, making it hard for effective oversight, performance management and clear strategy setting. Many of the sub-groups have been in existence for many years and there are views that there may no longer be a need for all of the groups – or that the issues they address can be tackled in a more co-ordinated and streamlined fashion.

The issue of the sub-groups was first flagged up in an Audit Commission Governance Review in late 2007 and this resulted in the creation of the Operational Group to try and provide monitoring and direction to the sub-groups. However the Group has struggled to gather standardised information from all of the sub-groups and has suffered from a change in staff across its member agencies meaning the Group has not met consistently for the last 8 months.

The IDeA Review picked up on these issues and flagged some concerns about the number of meetings that members might be required to attend as part of the SEP as well as the issues with effective monitoring and direction setting. There were also concerns raised about the current deployment and tasking arrangements across the Partnership. Details about the IDeA review can be seen at Appendix 3 and 4.

Since receiving the IDeA feedback, a number of SEP partners have been consulted about streamlining the current structure. The proposals have been developed to ensure:

· There are fewer sub-groups that are focused on the most important priorities and also address the longer term crime generators
· There are less meetings for people to attend – many officers are currently expected to attend up to 6 or 7 of the sub-groups 
· That duplication of effort is prevented
· There are clearer partnership tasking structures in place to deal with immediate and short term issues
· That it will be easier to monitor outputs, evaluate effectiveness and refocus efforts
· The partners will be able to react more quickly and flexibly to emerging problems
· That the production of reports and statistical information for the SEP Board is more evenly shared amongst partners

Proposal for consideration:

Appendix 1 of this report shows the current structure of the Safer Ealing Partnership.

Appendix 2 of this report shows the proposed new structure for the Safer Ealing Partnership. The new structure is designed to have fewer sub-groups, be able to focus more clearly on the key priorities for Ealing and allow for more effective performance management. The structure also clearly incorporates mechanisms for tasking.

The structure includes:

· The SEP Executive Board (as required by the Crime and Disorder Act 1998)

· The SEP Management Group (to provide performance management of the sub-groups, oversee the allocation of funding, prepare reports for the Executive Board and oversee intelligence gathering, public confidence actions and joint communications)

The following sub-groups will have strategic responsibility for a particular issue and will be required to develop plans and feed back to partners as to progress and joint opportunities. In addition to this they will oversee smaller more operationally focused meetings (such as the ASB Early Interventions Panel) to ensure action is being taken in relation to specific victims, offenders and locations. They will be expected to provide a brief report on progress every quarter to the Executive Board:

· Anti-social Behaviour sub-group (as above also includes the Early Intervention Panel, Enforcement Panel and ASB Problem Solving Group)

· Drug and Alcohol Group

· Priority Crime Group (to address volume and emerging crime types)

· Joint Action Group (problem solving tasking group)

· Inegrated Offender Management Group

The following (existing) sub-groups not listed above will continue to meet and fit into the structure as networks:

Hate Crime, Domestic Violence, CCTV group, Counter Terrorism Group, YOS meeting

The network groups expertise and activities will be drawn upon when required though they will not be expected to report quarterly to the SEP Board however they will be expected to contribute to an annual report to the Executive Board and will still be able to flag emerging issues or concerns to the Executive Board through the Management Group.

Next Steps:

Partners are asked to consider the structure outlined in Appendix 3 and feed back their views by the 25th of June. If agreed it is proposed that a revised structure would commence at the end of July.



Appendix 3:

IDeA – background to the review:

In September 2009 the SEP Board was presented with a paper in which a proposal for a peer review by the IDeA was outlined. The review would allow the SEP Board to consider the performance of the partnership, register and build upon what was working well and identify areas for improvement going forward.

In December 2009 the Board was presented with a further paper in which details of how the review would be carried out were explained and a number of discussions took place as to the nature and scope of a peer review. The Board agreed to proceed with the review and members agreed to take part in a self-assessment exercise by completing a questionnaire.

Members were given over 3 weeks (until the end of January 2010) to complete the questionnaire and offered support from the Community Safety Team to complete it. The questionnaire went to all members that are currently listed on the attendance list.

Returns were received from 10 different agencies including representatives from the statutory and voluntary sectors and all of the responses were considered by the IDeA  team and helped to shape some of the areas for further questioning as part of the on-site element of the review.

The review team was made up of a number of peers from the fields of crime and community safety including officers from the National Policing Improvement Agency, IDeA, borough councils, Police Forces and also a Lead Member for Community Safety. The team were on-site in Ealing for one week in March 2010. And during that week reviewed evidence such as strategies, policies, procedures, crime statistics, minutes from meetings and also the findings of the self-assessment as well as carrying out over 20 interviews and 8 focus groups to discuss key issues with a range of partners.

Those interviewed included a range of representatives from the police, council community safety team, DAAT, voluntary sector, elected members, YOS, Ealing Homes, and the Metropolitan Police Authority.

Key findings:

There were a number of key recommendations that were based around the National Hallmarks for CDRPs. They are contained in Appendix 4 of this report.

The recommendations were put forward based on evidence that was submitted though focus groups, individual interviews and the self-assessment. Evidence was triangulated in order to ensure the recommendations reflected the views of a number of participants rather than just one or two individuals. 

The interviews were carried out in a confidential environment and comments were anonomised to allow participants to be able to speak freely.

Feedback from partners:

In April 2010 the SEP Board members were presented with the findings of the review including the recommendations. As they were only presented on the day of the meeting, members were given three further weeks to review and feedback any comments.

Feedback was received from 4 agencies and included more general comments as well as some clarifications and objections to some of the findings.

The points and concerns raised by those 4 agencies that gave feedback will be added as points of clarity in the final report. For example of an agency does not agree with a statement about them and have fed this back, their feedback will be shown as a ‘Point to Note’.

Final report:

The feedback from those 4 agencies referred to above has been sent to the IDeA to go in the final report. It is anticipated a final version will be issued by the end of June however the bulk of any action to incorporate changes or improvement as a part of the review have already begun.

Appendix 4:
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The recommendations against each area of the IDeA Safer Communities benchmark are set out for the partnerships consideration:

Achievement and outcomes

· The SEP should avoid complacency and aim to raise the bar and ensure they are performing with the best

· The SEP should assess its achievements and communicate these to ensure they understand their achievements, build on them and to share the work of the partnership

· Partners should consider how they can sustain the current level of provision and also how they can further engage with the third sector and increase the use of volunteers

Empowered and effective leadership

· Inconsistency in Police leadership and the allocation of police resources is causing concern for partners and some stability should be sought

· Improve communication to ensure all partners understand their role in community safety and are fully committed

· Ensure the council and its key partners have the managerial leadership capacity to deliver the community safety vision for Ealing and ensure all relevant partners properly contribute

Effective and responsive delivery structures

· Consider the effectiveness of the SEP strategic and delivery groups – a wide ranging review may be useful to help improve the effectiveness of the partnership

· Improve the links between the strategic aims and operational delivery – the golden thread in order to focus on the delivery of key priorities 

· Evaluate the effectiveness of decision making processes, action planning and work smarter across the SEP

· Ensure all partners are fully engaged through improving communication, holding partners to account and being clear about the vision for improving community safety in Ealing
Intelligence led business processes
· The Tactical Crime Tasking Group (TCTG) format is inaccessible for most key partners and their participation could be improved through reviewing the whole partnership tasking process to make it more effective and inclusive – JAG?

· The SEP could improve the use of data to support decision making and planning

· Improve accessibility of some data including that from the Drug and Alcohol Action Team (DAAT) and Ealing Homes

· Analyst capacity is currently an issue and the SEP should review data requirements and agree a programme of data requests

Engaging communities

· There is little opportunity for engagement on strategic issues with the community -  the Ealing Community Police Consultative Group could take on this role more rigorously in the future

· The SEP should prioritise the delivery of a community safety engagement strategy

· Develop communications to improve effectiveness and efficiency

Visible and constructive accountability

· Consider how the LSP can better hold the SEP to account

· Hold all partners to account, from both within the council and external agencies – currently a small number of partners appear to do the vast majority of the work required

· All council teams should be made aware of and helped to understand section 17 responsibilities

· Improve the way the SEP is accountable to the public

Appropriate skills and knowledge

· Improve the general understanding of the causes of crime and awareness of LAA Indicators

· Improve the take up of further partnership training

· Educate partners as to their legal duties in relation to the SEP

* ECPCG currently attend the SEP Executive Board
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