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Partnership Review Report 
 
 

Name of Partnership: Breckland Crime & Disorder Reduction 
Partnership 

Lead Authority: Breckland District Council 

Lead BC Officer Grahame Green 

Date Reviewed: May 2008 
 

 
Introduction 
 
Norfolk County Council has been contracted by Breckland Council to carry out a 
review of some of its significant partnerships.  The contract brief was to critically 
review against best practice the governance, risk, performance and financial 
management of each partnership and provide a report on each individual partnership 
and a summary collective report. 
 
The best practice used as the standard in this project is the Audit Commission 
National Report: Governing Partnerships – Bridging the Accountability Gap, and 
Norfolk County Council’s own Partnership Management Guidance.  In addition for 
this partnership the document ‘Delivering Safer Communities – A Guide to Effective 
Partnership Working’ was used as reference material. 
 
This report relates to the Breckland Crime & Disorder Reduction Partnership.  The 
scope of review included: 
 

1. Appraisal of significant partnership documents including; 
 

a. The Breckland Partnership Plan 2008-2011  
b. Breckland Community Safety Strategy – 2005-2008 
c. Completed Partnership Health Questionnaire  

 
2. Further questions put to Grahame Green (Community Safety Officer) via e-

mail 
 

 
Executive Summary  
 
The Crime & Disorder Reduction Partnership is a statutory partnership. It is 
functioning effectively with a number of management processes in place.  However, 
there were some areas where we feel improvements could be made.  These are 
effectively split into three headings, governance, financial management and risk 
management. 
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Governance  
 
The partnership operates a number of governance arrangements including SPARKS 
management software, regular meetings, and official funding bid procedures. It is felt 
however that to ensure all partners are aware of their roles & responsibilities, and 
have clarity over the decision-making processes and reporting arrangements that 
these should be written into the partnership plan, or a separate Terms of Reference 
should be developed. This would help ensure that all partners are clear on the 
following: 
 
Aims & Objectives of the Partnership 
How decisions are made 
How value for money is assessed 
The partnerships approach to management of finance, performance & risk 
 
Financial Management (including resource management) 
 
Whilst the partnership has procedures for financial management in place, these are 
not clear from the partnership plan. What is also not clear from the plan is how the 
priorities are to be resourced. In order to deliver the partnership plan it is important to 
understand what resources are available.  Understanding the availability of resources 
helps to ensure that the partnership plan is realistic and achievable; it also 
encourages the partnership to look for ways to improve value for money by delivering 
solutions in the most cost effective way. Resources in this section refer to financial 
resources as well as personnel & management resources. 
 
Risk Management 
 
There is no obvious system for managing risk to the partnership. The partnership 
should outline the risks and issues that can influence or impact on successful 
delivery of the individual projects or the partnerships ability to ensure it can deliver its 
priorities. 
 
 
 
Background 
 
The Crime and Disorder Act of 1998 required the establishment of statutory Crime & 
Disorder Reduction Partnerships (CDRPs) in each local authority area. In 
accordance with this legislation, Crime & Disorder Reduction Partnerships were 
established across Norfolk. The Breckland and Kings’s Lynn and West Norfolk 
Responsible Authorities Partnership is a joint CDRP covering the Western Basic 
Command Unit (BCU). 
 
 
Rationale 
 
Crime and Disorder Reduction Partnerships (CDRPs) in England are statutory 
partnerships. Responsible authorities have a statutory duty to work with other local 
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agencies and organisations to develop and implement strategies to tackle crime and 
disorder including anti-social behaviour as well as the misuse of drugs in their area. 
The responsible authorities are the police, police authorities, local authorities, fire & 
rescue authorities, and primary care trusts. 
 
CDRPs are required to carry out a collaborative Strategic Assessment, which 
presents a strategic overview of the issues affecting the area. Following the 
assessment, priorities for the partnership are drawn. The priorities for the Breckland 
and Kings Lynn and West Norfolk Responsible Authorities partnership for 2008-2011 
are as follows: 
 

• To improve the level of public confidence 

• To reduce the incidence of anti-social behaviour 

• To reduce the level of criminal damage 

• To reduce the levels of violent crime 

• To reduce the adverse effects of alcohol and drug misuse on communities 

• To reduce the adverse effects of prolific and priority offenders on communities 
 
Review Comment 
The partnership has undertaken the strategic assessment and clear priorities for the 
partnership are recorded. 
 
 
Governance 
 
In September 2007, ‘Delivering Safer Communities – A Guide to Effective 
Partnership Working’ was issued by the Home Office to raise performance across all 
CDRP’s to a higher level. Part of this guidance included the ‘six Hallmarks of 
effective practice’, these Hallmarks include; Empowered and Effective Leadership, 
Intelligence-led Business Processes, Effective and Responsive Delivery Structures, 
Engaged Communities, Visible and Constructive Accountability, Appropriate Skills 
and Knowledge. 
 
The Hallmarks are used to identify if there are any improvement needs at every stage 
of the partnerships work and to target improvements accordingly. The guidance sets 
out the role of the partnership, the way in which the partnership identifies its priorities 
to produce a strategic assessment, what partnerships should do to produce a 
partnership plan and what partnerships should do to deliver the plan and evaluate its 
effectiveness. 
 
There are reflections within the Breckland CDRP Partnership Plan of the Home 
Office guidance, however there are also areas that could be improved. 
 
The partnership operates a number of governance arrangements including SPARKs 
management software, regular meetings, and official funding bid procedures. It is felt 
however that to ensure all partners are aware of their roles & responsibilities, and 
have clarity over the decision-making processes and reporting arrangements the 
partnership plan should be amended to include clarity on these issues, or a separate 
Terms of Reference could be developed.  This would help ensure that all partners 
are clear on the following: 



Report Ref:  Partnerships 04/08 

 

 

4 

 
 
Aims & Objectives of the Partnership 
How decisions are made 
How value for money is assessed 
The partnerships approach to management of finance, performance & risk 
 
Review Comment 
The Partnership Plan is adequate in most respects but would benefit from including 
specific detail as listed above 
 
 
Added Value 
 
The partnerships key stakeholders and decision makers are able to shape strategy, 
policy and have accountability for delivery of action plans. The partnership provides a 
forum for sharing knowledge and best practice. 
 
Added value is demonstrated through the media, press releases, Breckland Voice 
and conference/meetings and public consultation.  
 
Review Comment 
There is clear evidence that the Partnership has achieved reductions in recorded 
crime in a number of areas, in addition the publics’ perception of anti-social 
behaviour has also reduced as a result of initiatives undertaken by the partnership 
within the community, such as open days and the Canons Walk Restart Initiative.  
 
 
Value for Money 
 
Each stakeholder evaluates projects; on projects exceeding £5000, the lead will 
undertake a competitive process. 
 
Review Comment 
It is suggested that the partnership plan makes clear how the partnership assesses 
the economy, efficiency and effectiveness of the money that they spend carrying out 
their business. Is it suggested that a section on cost benefit analysis is included 
within each individual project plan, or information on cost benefit analysis is included 
within regular reports produced as part of the performance management framework. 
 
 
Performance Management 
 
The partnership plan sets out how the partnership is to measure its performance in 
terms of linking priority areas to performance indicators (both NI’s and PSA’s). 
  
Review Comment 
It is suggested that the partnership plan sets out a timetable for reporting 
performance to the partnership board. This will ensure that any issues in regards to 
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performance are regularly reported and evaluated so that decision can be made on 
how targeting resources for improvement. 
   
 
Financial Management 
 
The partnership has procedures that need to be followed; these are based on SARA 
(Scanning, Analysis, Response, Assessment) principles that are documented on the 
SPARKs systems. Currently proposals at the LAG are referred to the Core team for 
approval. Strategic decisions are made at RAP/CSG.  
 
Applications for funding are made on an official bid form. This is referred initially to 
the LAG and then the Core team. Once approved the project is entered on the 
SPARKs project management system. 
 
Review Comment 
Whilst the partnership has procedures for financial management in place, these are 
not made clear in the partnership plan. What is also not clear from the plan is how 
the priorities are to be resourced. In order to deliver the partnership plan it is 
important to understand what resources are available. Understanding the availability 
of resources helps to ensure that the partnership plan is realistic and achievable; it 
also encourages the partnership to look for ways to improve value for money by 
delivering solutions in the most cost effective way. Resources in this section refer to 
financial resources as well as personnel & management resources. 
 
 
Risk Management 
 
There is no obvious system for managing risk within the partnership. The partnership 
should outline the risks and issues that can influence or impact on successful 
delivery of the individual projects, or the partnerships ability to ensure it can deliver 
the priorities as listed in the partnership plan. 
 
The partnership should document the severity of the risks, the likelihood that the risk 
will happen, actions relating to the risks identified and which partners will have 
responsibility for management and monitoring the risks identified. 
 
Assessing risk to the partnerships priorities can help aid resource planning as 
mentioned above. 
 
Review Comment 
 
The partnership should develop a risk management plan that sets out the following: 
 
The risk management process (including scope, context and objectives)  
Responsibilities for risk management 
Risk Appetite/Aversion 
Recording of risk 
Review of risk 
Reporting of Risk 
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Following development of the plan, the partnership should go about identifying, 
assessing, evaluating and treating risks to the partnership and recording them in a 
risk register. 
 
 
Serving the Public 
 
A joint communications policy for the partnership is in development.  
 
Current methods of community engagement which relate to community safety include 
the following: 
 

• The annual Local Government User Satisfaction Survey.  

• Open Days 

• Surveys 

• Safer Neighbourhood Teams 

• ‘Face the People’ sessions (at least 1 session is planned for 2008/09) 

• Community Action Group Meetings 

• Community Call for Action 
 
In particular, Safer Neighbourhood Teams (SNT) have been established for every 
neighbourhood in the Western area. The SNT works to listen to communities to 
identify their concerns, give local people an opportunity to influence the decision on 
local priorities and increase public reassurance. 
 
Review Comment 
Excellent initiatives are in place, which help to serve the public. Members of the 
public effectively work in partnership with the Safer Neighbourhood Teams to tackle 
issues and help achieve long-term solutions using a problem solving approach. 
 
 
Conclusions 
 
The Breckland CDRP operates effectively and has proven to reduce reported crime 
rates as well as reducing the publics’ perception of anti-social behaviour. Many of the 
recommendations included within this report are issues where it is probable that 
there are already existing procedures (formal or informal), however it is felt that 
having a clear Terms of Reference for the partnership which sets out these 
procedures in terms of governance, financial, performance and risk arrangements will 
strengthen the partnership. 
 
It must be noted that the Partnership Plan 2008-2011 with which the author had been 
provided, was only in draft form, therefore many of the issues above may have 
been/or are planned to be included in the final version. In addition, the author was not 
able to meet with the Lead Officer, and further questions sent to the Lead Officer via 
e-mail had not been responded to at the time of drafting this report. 
 
The author is happy to amend the report following the receipt of further information. 
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Recommendations 
 
Recommendations for improvement are listed in the attached Partnership Develop 
Plan at Appendix 1. 
 
 
 
Jessica Reeve  
Senior Risk Officer 
Norfolk County Council  
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                                             Partnership Development Action Plan                                             Appendix 1 

 

Partnership Name:…Breckland Crime and Disorder Reduction Partnership……………………………………………………………… 

 

Date completed:…May 2008………Completed by:. .Jessica Reeve…………Position: Senior Risk Officer (Norfolk County Council) 

 

Note: When completing this Action Plan, please bear in mind the evidence you need to underpin your answers 

Section 2 of the 
Partnership 
Questionnaire 

What action(s) do you need to take? Who needs to 
agree this or be 
involved? 

When will the 
actions be 
completed?  
(Planned date) 

Date 
completed 
(Actual) 

B. Governance 
 

The Partnership Plan should be amended or a separate 
Terms of Reference should be developed to ensure clarity 
on the following: 
Aims & Objectives of the Partnership 
How decisions are made 
 

Partnership 
Board 

  

D. Value for 
Money 

The Partnership Plan should:  

• Make clear how the partnership assesses the economy, 
efficiency and effectiveness of the money that they 
spend carrying out their business   

• Include a section on cost benefit analysis within each 
individual project plan, or information on cost benefit 
analysis could be included within regular reports 
produced as part of the performance management 
framework. 
 

Partnership 
Board 

  

E. 
Performance 
Management 

The partnership plan should set out a timetable for 
reporting performance to the partnership board.  

 

Partnership 
Board  
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F.  
Financial 
Management 

The Partnership Plan should include: 

• Clear procedures for financial management 

• The process for prioritisation of resources 
 
 

Partnership 
Board 

  

G. Risk 
Management 

The partnership should develop a risk management plan or 
include within the Partnership Plan, the following: 

• The risk management process (including scope, context 
and objectives), responsibilities for risk management, 
risk appetite/aversion, recording, review and reporting 
of risk,  

The partnership should identify, assess, control and 
monitor all risks to the successful achievement of its 
objectives. 
  

Partnership 
Board 

  

 
 


