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1
PURPOSE
1.1
To ask members to endorse the new county-wide children’s and young people’s plan, and to consider proposals for the future management of Children’s Trusts.

1.2
   Relevance to the Council’s Ambitions/Priorities:

· Aims – To be a well-managed Council, providing efficient and responsive  services based on identified customer needs.

· Ambitions – To make people’s lives safer and healthier and, more specifically, to improve outcomes for children and young people.

2
BACKGROUND
2.1 Children’s Trust has now been established in law to take the strategic lead in the future development of services for children and young people.

2.2
Within Lancashire, the structure includes a county-wide trust, cascading down to trust arrangements based on each district footprint.

2.3 To show how Children’s Trusts will deliver improvements for young people, the County Council has produced a Children and Young People’s Plan, based on the ‘Every Child Matters’ outcomes:

·  Be Healthy

·  Stay Safe

·  Enjoy & Achieve

·  Positive Contribution

·  Economic well-being

Please refer to the enclosed plan.

3 CURRENT SITUATION

3.1 In order to support the future role of Children’s Trust arrangements across Lancashire, the County Council has recognised that more robust management and support arrangements need to be developed.

3.2 This need has certainly been identified at a local level as increasing pressures build on individuals due to a lack of dedicated support.

3.3 In October 2009, the County Council tabled proposals for the future governance of trust arrangements to the Lancashire Chief Executives’ Group.  The proposed structure is enclosed in Appendix 1.  The key posts to note are:

· Countywide Children’s Trust Manager

· Support Managers based on each cluster

· 12 District Co-ordinators

3.4 The County Council has asked that District Councils take responsibility for the appointment and management of each district co-ordinator, along with any further support that may be required.

3.5 In order to facilitate this, the County Council has proposed the following funding/support arrangements:

(a) All districts contribute £5,000 towards the county level management arrangements, along with other partners such as the PCTs.

(b) The County Council will allocate £25,000 to each district to provide dedicated support to the local children’s trust.

(c) The district councils will match the county council through in kind support via officer time, accommodation etc.

3.6
The County Council is also asking that partners endorse the Children and Young People’s plan as a way to take services forward.  Although we are not directly responsible for the delivery of any particular aspect, we do contribute to elements within it, particularly around providing positive activities. 

4 ISSUES

4.1 The first issue is that children’s trust arrangements are still developing and so the real extent of the future support required is a bit of an unknown.

4.2 It must be recognised, however, that children’s trusts are the blueprint for future service provision and, under the new legislation, district councils are ‘duty to co-operate partners’.  This does not necessarily mean that we have to fundamentally change the way we operate but, through children’s trust arrangements, we have the opportunity to have a greater influence on the provision of services across the Ribble Valley.  The County Council is also likely to actively seek the support of districts in local management arrangements.

4.3 When discussed at the Council’s Corporate Management Team, it was agreed that:

The Council should agree, in principle, to support the County proposals, provided there is a review built in to assess workl
oads.

4.4 It was also felt that, where possible, the dedicated support should be found from within the existing workforce.  It would, however, require re-designating an existing post(s) in order to demonstrate dedicated support, rather than merely tacking on children’s trust duties within an existing post.  It would be important that there was some existing knowledge of children and young people’s issues, and so it is likely that the resource would need to come from within the community development section.

4.5 It is also thought that the dedicated support would need to be provided on 2 levels – a senior officer with the ability to liaise with county staff and support the chair at the local trust, plus someone to provide administrative support to the local trust.

4.6 Whilst we recognise that there is a level of expertise within the section, we are also aware that there would be a training/support requirement for the individuals concerned.

4.7 In terms of in-kind support, this is likely to come from a variety of sources – senior manager, hosting meetings, taking minutes etc.

5
RISK ASSESSMENT
The approval of this report may have the following implications:

· Resources – although there will be a cash contribution from the County Council, we need to be confident that this is sufficient and not result in increased costs on our part.

· Technical, Environmental and Legal – there will be a requirement to designate a specific lead officer.  This is not likely to be full time, but will have to be clearly identified within revised job descriptions etc.  It may also mean that other duties will need to be re-designated elsewhere.
· Political – overall, the majority of districts have supported these proposals but there are some who either feel that the resource is insufficient or that districts should not be taking such a leading role.  The county Council will undoubtedly put pressure on those who are undecided, as they feel they need a consistent model across the county.

· Reputational - although the County Council still has the statutory responsibility for children and young people, the responsibilities of trust will increase.  Districts will therefore need to ensure that any increased responsibilities do not create an unmanageable burden.
6
RECOMMENDED THAT COMMITTEE
6.1 Notes the contents of the report and supports the adoption of the Children and  Young People’s Plan.

6.2 Considers whether to move forward with the Council’s involvement in Children’s Trust arrangements, as described in the report.

JOHN C HEAP

DIRECTOR OF COMMUNITY SERVICES

For further information please ask for Chris Hughes 01200 414479         
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