
CORPORATE RESOURCES

OVERVIEW AND SCRUTINY COMMITTEE

WEDNESDAY 11 FEBRUARY 2009 AT 10.00 AM

PRESENT:

Councillor Knapton (Chairman), Councillors Allison, Boaden (until 12 noon), Cape, Mrs Glendinning (until 12.45 pm), Glover (as substitute for Councillor Hendry ) and Layden 

ALSO

PRESENT:
Councillor J Mallinson (Deputy Leader and Finance and Performance Management Portfolio Holder)

Councillor Mrs Bowman (Economic Development and Enterprise Portfolio Holder) 

Councillor Earp (Learning and Development Portfolio Holder) 


Mr Alan Harris (Montagu Evans) for the Property Portfolio Options Review item

Mr Christian Lexa (Unison)


CROS.26/09
APOLOGIES FOR ABSENCE

Apologies for absence were submitted on behalf of Councillors Mrs Clarke, Hendry and Mrs Styth (in respect of the Property Portfolio Options Review item).
CROS.27/09
DECLARATION OF INTEREST
Councillor Knapton declared a personal interest in accordance with the Council’s Code of Conduct in respect of Agenda item A.6 – ICT Shared Service and, particularly, any reference to CAPITA since his daughter worked for the company.
CROS.28/09
MINUTES OF PREVIOUS MEETINGS

RESOLVED – That the Minutes of the meetings held on 8 and 28 January 2009 be noted.
CROS.29/09
CALL-IN OF DECISIONS
There were no items which had been the subject of call-in.
CROS.30/09
WORK PROGRAMME

The Scrutiny Officer (Ms Edwards) presented the latest version of the Committee’s Work Programme.

Ms Edwards reported that:

· the Shared Management Arrangements with Allerdale Borough Council had been programmed for consideration today.  However, following Allerdale’s decision on 13 January 2009 to defer the matter until further work had been undertaken there was nothing to report as yet.  At the six monthly meeting with the Chairman and Portfolio Holder for Finance and Performance Management it had been agreed that consideration would be given to a special meeting of this Committee in March to consider the matter should that be required.
· A monitoring report on Carlisle Renaissance would be forthcoming.
· at the meeting referred to, discussion had also arisen on the issue of Leased Cars and it had been agreed that a Task and Finish Group be established to undertake that work.  Councillor Mrs Clarke (Vice‑Chairman) had volunteered to sit on the Task and Finish Group, and Ms Edwards sought a further two volunteers from the Committee.

Councillors Allison and Glover indicated their willingness to participate in the Task and Finish Group.

RESOLVED – (1) That, subject to the issues raised above, the Work Programme be noted.

(2) That a Task and Finish Group be established to investigate the issue of Leased Cars, to comprise of Councillors Allison, Mrs Clarke and Glover.

CROS.31/09
THE FORWARD PLAN – MONITORING OF ITEMS RELEVANT TO THIS COMMITTEE

There was submitted report LDS.18/09 highlighting the Forward Plan (1 February 2009 – 31 May 2009) issues under the remit of this Committee.  

RESOLVED – That the Forward Plan (1 February 2009 – 31 May 2009) issues within the ambit of this Committee be noted.

CROS.32/09
RESPONSE FROM THE EXECUTIVE – BUDGET – 2009/10 CONSIDERATION OF CONSULTATION FEEDBACK
The Chairman presented Minute Excerpt EX.014/09 setting out the decision of the Executive on 19 January 2009 in response to this Committee’s comments on the 2009/10 Budget, namely –

“(1) That the minutes of the consultation meetings with the Large Employers Affinity Group and Trades Union Representatives attached as Appendix E and F and the extract from the minute of the Corporate Resources Overview and Scrutiny Committee be received.

(2) That the consultation feedback be received, it being noted that the comments had been taken into account by the Executive when formulating its final recommendations for the City Council's 2009/10 budget to be submitted later in the meeting.”

RESOLVED – That the decision of the Executive be welcomed.
CROS.33/09
PROPERTY OPTIONS REVIEW
The Head of Economy, Property and Tourism (Mr Beaty) submitted report DS.16/09 following on from the Workshop on the Montagu Evans’ report on the Property Options Review held on 13 October 2008.  A copy of a note summarising that report was attached.

This session was designed to give Members the opportunity to revisit some of the fundamental issues arising from the Montagu Evans report, to receive the findings of the consultation with businesses and to discuss the way forward.
Mr Alan Harris of Montagu Evans was present at the meeting and gave a detailed presentation on the Carlisle City Council Asset Portfolio Analysis, outlining why he believed that some form of change was needed; the analysis of existing assets and strategies; the results and ideas for the way ahead and consultation feedback.

Copies of the presentation were tabled at the meeting.
The Executive had on 22 September 2008 considered the matter (EX.236/08) and decided:
“That the Executive

1.
Receive the report by Montagu Evans LLP.

2.
Agree that the establishment of a single Carlisle Local Asset Vehicle, incorporating all, or a significant proportion of the City Council's asset portfolio would not be the best way forward for Carlisle.

3.
Commit to a consultation process with interested parties, including the Carlisle Partnership Executive, on Montagu Evans LLP’s recommendations.

4.
Refer the report to the Overview and Scrutiny Committee for its comments and views on the future strategy for the City Council’s assets; and

5.
Receive a further report from the Director of Development Services on the options for Carlisle City Council’s property portfolio to a future meeting of the Executive.”

Mr Beaty then drew Members’ attention to the key issues for the Council which would set out the direction of travel for property.
In scrutinising the matter, Members raised the following questions and observations:
(a) The ‘Divest Bucket’ comprised only non‑operational assets and reference had been made in the presentation to opportunities to rationalise the portfolio, realise capital values and invest into assets that would deliver greater return.  The Lanes retail development was one of the City Council’s success stories.   In that context, it was surprising to note from the proposed Capital Structure the shift from retail into operational.
In response Mr Harris emphasised the need to examine the asset base to determine whether the Council was getting the most out of it for the future.  It may not be necessary to change control to bring ‘gearing’ down.  The level of gearing could be affecting performance at the moment.  It was not a decision for now, but rather a concept/idea for the future.

(b) What timeframe was envisaged for moving from the present to the proposed Capital Structure?  That was important in terms of the current economic climate.
Mr Harris said that would take a minimum of five years.  It was important to put in place the front end work to secure dividends for the future.  He would like to see the City Council in a position to make decisions when the economy picked up again.

(c) The proposed structure identified three buckets (industrial, land and strategic) as being the subject of external control.  Would those be controlled by three different organisations; and were specialist skills required?
There could be a loss of economies of scale which would make governance more difficult since the Council would be dealing with a greater number of partners.

Mr Harris did not wish to make a decision on that issue today.  His own view was that all assets and the funding elements were very different and there was a need to focus on finding specialist skills to address those issues.
A Member indicated his agreement, commenting upon the need to be clear as to the arrangements being established and priority given to those since that would ultimately affect the Council’s priorities.

In response, Mr Harris explained that prioritising would come out of the next stage of work.  The first priority for the Council would be to get its own house in order.  His preference was for industrial as having the most potential to bring increased income in to cross fund assets.
(d) There were currently significant issues around public sector land with the City Council., County Council and others all trying to divest and draw more value for their assets. The proposed Shared Management Arrangement with Allerdale Borough Council was a further issue.  Had that latter issue been looked at?
Mr Beaty commented that there were two issues, i.e. the City Council was going through a period of structural change and integration of the Property Review was essential.  In addition, a joint Property Review with the County Council, currently focussing on Brampton, was being undertaken.  That had stalled somewhat, but the need for closer working particularly on operational assets generally was recognised.
Mr Harris added that the strategic bucket could take that forward.

(e) A Member commented upon the lengthy decision making processes within Local Government.  Organisations were ‘land banking’ which could be a danger if the City Council sold land too soon.  He emphasised the need for a more strategic way of working.
In response, Mr Harris said that there was no rush to sell assets now, but it was a good time to buy.
(f) It had been suggested that an external Integrated Property Team be appointed.  There was considerable professional expertise within the authority and consideration should first be given to that knowledge and potential gaps.

Mr Harris agreed that internally the Heads of Service did possess skills.  Currently there was not, however, an individual who could understand how all the property functions came together, as was the case in the private sector.  It was a question of how skills were managed in‑house and prioritising what was not a core service for the Council.
The Economic Development and Enterprise Portfolio Holder felt privileged to have had the opportunity of working with the Head of Economy, Property and Tourism; and Property Services Manager whose skills should be acknowledged and supplemented in future.  She was very heartened at the work undertaken by the Officers and Montagu Evans which was important for the people of Carlisle going forward.

(g) Establishing the recommended strategic framework and resourcing the Portfolio Management and Asset Management functions was likely to cost in the region of £200,000 per annum which could be funded by the proceeds of disposing of divest assets,  Could that money be ring-fenced to ensure it was not used to plug gaps elsewhere?
The Director of Corporate Services (Ms Brown) explained that £2m had been earmarked for asset investment, £1m of which was for property.  It was a capital fund, but could be used to obtain assets.  NWDA funding was also being explored.
Referring to NWDA funding, Mr Beaty said the issue was around the ability to invest and do something with the assets once they had been acquired.

(h) The emphasis appeared to be on industrial, however, Carlisle Renaissance was retail.  That appeared to be a contradiction, particularly bearing in mind the limited resources available.
(i) The Portfolio Analysis did not include any reference to Willowholme Industrial Estate which was not providing a return for the Council.  Could that be addressed?

Mr Harris acknowledged the need for something to happen at Willowholme.  He would like the Council to focus on and control those types of projects in the future and make a difference. 
The Chairman thanked Mr Harris for his informative presentation and responses to Members’ questions.

RESOLVED – That the Executive be advised that:
· The Corporate Resources Overview and Scrutiny Committee was broadly in favour of the Asset Portfolio Analysis provided;

· The Committee looked forward to having the opportunity to scrutinise further steps when the priorities were established; and

· Action be taken to ensure a co‑ordinated approach to property between the City and County Councils.
CROS.34/09
ICT SHARED SERVICES UPDATE
Councillor Knapton, having declared a personal interest, remained within the meeting room and took part in discussion on this item.

The Director of Corporate Services (Ms Brown) submitted report CORP.77/08 providing a further update on Phase 2 of the implementation of the Allerdale/Carlisle ICT Shared Service.  

The ICT Shared Service business case had been approved by the Allerdale Executive on 6 August 2008 and by the Carlisle Executive on 26 August 2008.  Report CORP.42/08 was subsequently presented to the City Council on 9 September 2008, at which time questions were raised over a number of outstanding issue.   This report provided information on how those issues had been, or were being, addressed and updated Members on the funding issues associated with potential employee termination costs.

Ms Brown informed Members that the Executive would be meeting on 16 February 2009 to review the report and consider any comments made by this Committee.
During their scrutiny of the matter, Members raised the following questions and observations:
(i) The report set out that staff consultation had ran up until 9 January 2009, but no information had been provided as to the findings.

Ms Brown stated that, although the comments were not attached to the report, those had been taken on board on the job descriptions.

(ii) Clarification was sought in terms of the employing authority status.  
Ms Brown replied that the Project Board had considered in detail the factors that needed to be considered in reaching a recommendation on whether either Allerdale or Carlisle acted as the employing authority for the new IT shared service.  On the basis of the results of the evaluation exercise the Project Board recommended that Allerdale Borough Council were designated as the employing authority.  It was, however, fair to say that the City Council’s staff had concerns over terms, conditions and protection of employment.  TUPE did apply and discussions were ongoing with Trade Unions and staff in that regard.
A Member was surprised to note that the main deciding factor was deemed to be “the current issue of workload within the Personnel Section at Carlisle which would not enable the project to meet existing timescales.”

In response Ms Brown said that the Project Board were aware of the heavy workload of both HR Units, principally due to Job Evaluation, but that their view was that Allerdale Borough Council was better placed to provide the necessary input to allow the project to proceed.
The Head of IT Services (Mr Nutley) stressed that, although staff concerns were understood, Allerdale was also a Local Government employer who aspired to do the best for their staff. 

Were terms and conditions of employment better at Allerdale?

Ms Brown commented that it was a matter of swings and roundabouts.  One issue of contention was Car Leasing which Allerdale did not do.  It was fair to say that staff wanted harmonisation upwards.  The Project Team had spent a considerable amount of time looking at the differences between the two authorities. 

The Head of Personnel and Development (Mr Williams) added that the pressure on his Department was no secret.  This Committee had monitored the workload over recent years on large issues.

The Learning and Development Portfolio Holder added that the City Council employed twice as many staff as Allerdale, therefore the pressure here was greater.

Members expressed concern that Allerdale had not yet completed its job evaluation exercise and therefore may not have the capacity to undertake this additional work in the future.
(iii) A Member expressed significant concern regarding equality issues, since implementation of the shared service was taking place alongside the conclusion of the City Council’s Job Evaluation process.  He emphasised the need to look very hard at the risks in terms of legal challenge and the importance of undertaking a clear audit so that the process did not result in claims of discrimination.

(iv) The report detailed that it would be the responsibility of the employing authority to undertake job evaluation for all the employees of the new ICT shared service.  This job evaluation exercise would commence in January and be completed prior to staff being assimilated into new roles.  Had this process started or was it being held back pending TUPE arrangements?
Ms Brown replied that Allerdale’s Human Resources had undertaken the bulk of the work they were tasked to do.  Work was ongoing and TUPE a key factor at the moment.  Additional resources had been provided to work in conjunction with the Head of HR at Allerdale and it was felt that sufficient resources were in place to meet the 1 April 2009 deadline, subject to agreement on ongoing negotiations.

(v) Ms Brown outlined the diagram at Appendix A to the report which set out the proposed governance arrangements.  Reporting to Overview and Scrutiny, and Council would take place as before.

A Member acknowledged the response in terms of scrutiny of the Service Plan, but strongly believed that the Committee needed to look at and review the broader issue of shared services in the future.

The Chairman said that he wished to see a template detailing the various stages of the process to assist with scrutiny of future shared services.

Ms Brown replied that governance arrangements had been set up so that other shared services could be added.  Harmonisation of terms and conditions, and transfer issues would, however, crop up time and time again. 

(vi) 2008/09 and 2009/10 funding arrangements -  the major cost elements relating to pension related charges had recently been amended by Capita following the discovery of an erroneous calculation.   What effect would that have on savings and how secure could the Council be in relation to the figures provided?

In response Ms Brown indicated that savings and service improvements were sought from the Shared Services arrangement.  It had been necessary to made a best estimate in terms of savings since that was dependant upon the staff who actually left.  The cost of deleting posts had still to be determined.  Attempts were being made to train the City Council’s own staff to verify figures which came from organisations such as Capita.

(vii) What was the fall back position should the transfer not take place by the due date?
Ms Brown acknowledged that was the biggest risk.  The transfer of staff would not take place until agreement was reached.  It would still be possible to partake a shared service without transferring the staff, but that would be more difficult to manage.
(viii) There was concern that staff who were unhappy with the agreement may seek alternative employment which would impact upon capacity to deliver the Shared Service.  Contingency plans required to be built into the process.

Mr Nutley acknowledged that it was important to understand all the issues and the Project Board was focussed upon trying to engage staff in moving the process forward.

(ix) Recharge Administration – How long had that been agreed for; who controlled the levels of recharges; and what would happen if it proved to be unsustainable?

Ms Brown informed Members that the issue of recharges had been parked for the time being since a great deal more work required to be done and it would be impacted on by any future shared management arrangement / internal restructure.
(x) The proposed ICT capital investment in certain areas would result in a measurable energy saving, which had been identified and incorporated into the business case.  What was that?
Mr Nutley indicated that energy savings would arise via the use of joint servers which would result in around a 5% energy saving.  Detailed figures had been obtained from the manufacturers.

(xi) Would there be a drop in service?  If so, how would that impact upon customers and how long would it be before improved performance was evident to customers?

In response, Mr Nutley said that every effort would be made to minimise the effect upon customers.  
The Learning and Development Portfolio Holder added that it was a question of communication so that people knew who to contact, what was happening, etc.

RESOLVED – (1) That the Executive be advised that:  
(i) The Corporate Resources Overview and Scrutiny Committee was pleased to note progress to date in terms of implementation of the Allerdale / Carlisle ICT Shared Service.
(ii) The Committee wished to be assured that all personnel issues would be fully resolved to the satisfaction of employees before the transfer of staff to Allerdale Borough Council (as the employing authority for the new IT service) took place.
(2) That the Committee wished to scrutinise the quality of the service and savings being made on a twice yearly basis commencing in July 2009.
CROS.35/09
PAY AND WORKFORCE STRATEGY PROJECT UPDATE
The Head of Personnel and Development (Mr Williams) submitted report CE.05/09 concerning the Pay and Workforce Strategy Project which was in its final (implementation) stage and on schedule.  
The outcome of the Trade Unions’ ballot of their members on the new Pay Policy, which incorporated the outcome of job evaluation and single status, was awaited.  That outcome had been fully costed and approval by elected Members of the financial package would need to follow.  The Employment Panel would meet on a date yet to be arranged in order to make a recommendation to Council.    
Employees had been made fully aware of the impact of the project upon them personally, and sensitive and comprehensive support arrangements had been put in place for anyone affected.  In addition to the project itself, a great deal of work was underway to implement the outcome of any agreement.
Mr Williams informed Members that the third bullet point at paragraph 2.4.5 should read Grades ‘G and H’.

In considering the matter, Members raised the following issues and concerns:
(a) The ballot of Union members was critical.  Had a date been fixed yet?
Mr Lexa advised that a date had yet to be set because issues had been flagged up to Unison’s Regional Office.  

How long would it take to resolve those issues?

Mr Lexa replied that he had not seen the whole report, but the matter would be a priority for the new Regional Officer and it may be possible to turn it around in two weeks.

A Member said therefore that Job Evaluation would not happen on 1 April 2009.
Mr Williams stated that the GMB would proceed to ballot its members shortly.  Implementation of Job Evaluation was still designed to go ahead on 1 April 2009.  It there was a delay it would be necessary to issue new guidance and consider the implications for the authority.  The ballots of Union members would be separate.

Why was the ballot of Union members scheduled to take place prior to approval of the financial package by elected Members scheduled for February or March 2009?

In response Mr Williams explained that Members had a role in approving the budget including the implications of Job Evaluation.  Officers had taken the view that it was more logical for Members to be asked to approve an outcome that was confirmed.

(b) What contingency plans were in place should there be a ‘no vote’?

Mr Williams indicated that should the ballot of Union Members result in a ‘no vote’ them further thought would have to be given to the financial implications.

(c) Members expressed serious concerns that the majority of ‘losers’ under Job Evaluation appeared to be lower paid staff (some losing substantial sums of money); the inequality between lower and higher paid staff was considerably greater and substantial numbers of staff were very unhappy and demotivated which would have a major impact upon staff morale and retention, and the authority’s ability to deliver services.

In response, Mr Williams advised that there was no evidence to suggest that Job Evaluation had impacted negatively upon lower paid staff, and that had not been identified as an issue.
The Director of Community Services emphasised the need to be clear on the process which sought to reward employees fairly, equitably and competitively for the work they did.  He was not aware of any specific set of pay bands which had been hit harder than others in terms of reduced pay.
A Member would have liked Appendix 1 to the report to have included a column showing current pay scales which would have made it easier to identify those who would lose pay as a result of job evaluation.

Mr Williams commented that extracting that information may be problematic since it included details of job titles, etc.   He could, however, arrange to provide details of pay scales to Members.

(d) For those staff whose pay moved to a higher grade as a result of job evaluation back pay would be provided for 32 months.  However, pay protection for staff whose pay would decrease would only be provided for 12 months.  Members wished to recommend that the issue of pay protection be revisited to determine whether there was scope to increase pay protection.

Mr Lexa indicated that he had no problem with increased pay protection, but not to the detriment of back pay.  The Union was looking into the legality of the package.
Mr Williams added that there was a relationship between back pay and pay protection and, if the Committee was in agreement with the Member’s recommendation, he suggested that should be tempered with affordability since any increase in pay protection would come at a cost.

The Member further stated that the Committee had a responsibility to monitor the capacity to deliver services.   He sought details of the budget, costs of pay protection and whether increased pay protection could be provided within budget.

Mr Williams replied that pay modelling had been undertaken and he could provide that information.

The Director of Corporate Services outlined the budget position, which included an estimated £1m ongoing.  It was anticipated that the cost would fall within that figure.

(e) The Committee wished to receive a regular update on staff turnover figures.

(f) Why was there no indication of the pay structure for Directors and the Chief Executive?
Mr Williams explained the process undertaken in terms of the Chief Executive / Directors’ pay structure.  The process did not involve the production of job evaluation points.  For pay modelling purposes points had to be assumed.  A report including greater detail would be submitted to the Employment Panel.  In general terms job evaluation had no effect upon those Officers’ pay. 
Referring to the new pay structure, a Member noted that certain spinal points had been completely deleted, and at the top (Grade M) there was a considerable increase in salary between new pay points 36 and 37.
Mr Williams advised that the Member was describing ‘head room’ gains and losses which was a feature of any negotiated settlement.

The Learning and Development Portfolio Holder added that Job Evaluation had been forced upon the authority.  He referred Members to sections 5 and 6 of the report which set out the Budget implications and Risk Management arrangements.

(g) At the previous meeting Mr Lexa had been optimistic of a positive outcome to the ballot of Unison members.  Was that still the case?

In response Mr Lexa said that he was now less optimistic.

RESOLVED – (1) That the Committee had serious concerns:

· That the majority of ‘losers’ under the Job Evaluation process appeared to be lower paid members of staff which had resulted in substantial numbers of staff being demotivated; and the impact upon staff morale and retention, and the ability of the authority to deliver services; 
· Regarding the outcome of the ballot of Union members and the contingency plans should the ballot return a ‘no vote’; and
· The perceived lack of transparency regarding job evaluation and outcomes for Directors and the Chief Executive.

(2)  Members therefore requested that the Head of Personnel and Development provides analysis of post type and movement of salary (both upwards and downwards) within the Job Evaluation scheme.  This information should be provided to Members of the Committee by way of a confidential letter.

(3) Members would also request that this letter also includes the grading structure and pay points for Grades N-Q.

(4)  That Officers be asked to revisit the issue of pay protection to determine whether there was scope to extend the pay protection period beyond the 12 months identified within budget and to report to the Committee via the above confidential letter in the first instance.
(5) That the Deputy Chief Executive be requested to update the Committee on staff turnover figures over the next 12 months to enable Members to monitor the impact of job evaluation.
CROS.36/09
CORPORATE PERFORMANCE MONITORING REPORT, THIRD QUARTER, APRIL – DECEMBER 2009
The Head of Policy and Performance (Ms Curr) submitted report PPP.07/09 presenting the performance of the Council for the third quarter of 2008/09 for the service areas covered by the Committee.  Measures from the National Indicator Set (NIS) were included alongside Residual Best Value Indicators.
Ms Curr reported that, with one exception, overall performance was performing ‘on target’ or within ‘5% of the target’.  The performance exception was BV12 (Working Days Lost Due to Sickness Absence) where the predicted performance for the end of the year remained over target.  It was worth noting, however, that the predicted end of year figure now stood at 10.5 days, bringing the Council’s predicted performance into the third quartile group.

The performance for NI 180 (the number of changes of circumstances which affect customers’ HB/CTB entitlement within the year) and NI 181 (time taken to process Housing Benefit/Council Tax Benefit new claims and change events) was marked as poor due to disruption in capturing the performance information during a software upgrade.  More robust information should be available in time for the next meeting of the Committee. 

During discussion Members raised the following issues:
 BV12 - working days lost due to sickness - Members had previously asked for a breakdown of the figures split between short and long term sickness.  Was that information now available?
The Scrutiny Officer advised that the information would be provided to the April 2009 meeting of the Committee.

The Learning and Development Portfolio Holder added that further detail should be provided by way of comments to assist the Committee in scrutinising the matter.  In addition, all Members should be given training on Covalent so that they could access up to date performance information.  A guide to the use of the system would also be helpful.

Ms Curr undertook to follow up the issue of Member training.

RESOLVED – (1) That the performance of the City Council as presented in report PPP.07/09 be noted.
(2) That future reports should include a breakdown between short and long term sickness absences.

(3) That the Head of Policy and Performance Services be requested to follow up the issue of Member training on the Covalent system.

CROS.37/09
PERFORMANCE REPORTING TO SCRUTINY COMMITTEES
The Scrutiny Officer (Ms Edwards) submitted report OS.16/08 providing details of the work undertaken by the Performance Reporting Task and Finish Group.  The conclusions of the Group were provided to inform all Overview and Scrutiny Committees which Performance Indicators were available to be reported to scrutiny from April 2009.

The Task Group had concluded that:

1.1
Task Group Members have agreed the list of Performance Indicators  that should be recorded by the Authority.  However, Members agreed that the individual Scrutiny Committees should be responsible for deciding which indicators they wished to monitor in 2009/10.

1.2
That Task Group agreed to the new template for performance reporting (from April 2009) which would include more data, for example, people and financial performance alongside an overall indictor of performance.

1.3
The Task Group agreed that reporting performance information to scrutiny would be via a ‘live’ Covalent presentation from April 2009 by Officers from Policy and Performance.  That would ensure that Members received the most up to date information and that also resolved the concerns regarding printing in colour.  Members could access Covalent prior to their Committee meeting if they wished to undertake prior preparation.

1.4
If Committees had concerns regarding the performance of a particular Indicator then an exception report should be requested, whereby a relevant Officer could be present, or a Task and Finish Group be set up to undertake further detailed work.

Members were asked to:

· note the agreement on how Scrutiny Committees would receive performance information for the monitoring period beginning April 2009; and

· Decide which Indicators should be presented to the Committee in 2009/10.

Referring to BV14 (Early retirements – staff) and BV15 (Ill health retirements – staff) a Member questioned whether exit interviews were held to track why people left the authority’s employment, and whether that could also be reported.
The Policy and Performance Team Manager advised that information was available by Directorate under corporate health performance.  It was a question of how that information could be refreshed on a quarterly basis and made available to Members and Officers.
RESOLVED – (1) That the agreement on how Scrutiny Committees would receive performance information for the monitoring period beginning April 2009 be noted.
(2) That the Indicators detailed at Appendix 2, together with an Indicator on staff turnover, be reported to this Committee in 2009/10.
(3) That, in accordance with the recommendation of the Task and Finish Group,  performance information be presented on screen at future meetings of the Committee.

CROS.38/09
SUSPENSION OF COUNCIL PROCEDURE RULE

It was noted that the meeting had been in progress for three hours and it was moved and seconded, and

RESOLVED – That Council Procedure Rule 9 in relation to the duration of meetings be suspended in order that the meeting could continue over the time of three hours.

CROS.39/09
REVENUE BUDGET OVERVIEW AND MONITORING REPORT:  APRIL TO DECEMBER 2008
The Director of Corporate Services (Ms Brown) submitted report CORP.84/08 providing an overview of the Council’s overall budgetary position for the period April to December 2008 for revenue schemes.  Also included were details of balance sheet management issues, high-risk budgets, performance management and progress against efficiency requirements.

Details of the position for each directorate, together with efficiency savings targets for 2008/09 to 2010/11 were appended to the report

Ms Brown drew attention to the budgetary position as at the end of December 2008 which showed a shortfall of approximately £293,000 against the income target for fees and charges.  However, at this stage, the updated forecast outturn position showed that there was capacity to contain the shortfall within the overall budget for the year.
Unfortunately, the position was likely to be more difficult in future years and assumptions on income generation and other budget pressures identified in the report had been considered as part of the 2009/10 budget process.

During discussion Members raised the following issues:

(a) The Council’s financial position was affected by a number of external factors which would have a financial impact during the course of the year and ultimately at the year-end, one of which was Concessionary Fares.  
Ms Brown informed Members that an increase of 6% had been built into next year’s budget projections in terms of Concessionary Fares.

(b) Balance Sheet Management – there appeared to be a significant difference in the balances at 31 March 2008 and 31 December 2008.
In response Ms Brown explained that the cash available to invest did fluctuate throughout the year and the £10m referred to was the low point.

(c) The cost of managing debt, in terms of interest payable, was at a fixed rate at £1,325,100 in 2008/09 and costs were currently on target.  What provision was made for capital provision on top of that?

Ms Brown said that the minimum revenue provision strategy had recently been approved by Council and was still based on 4% of the Capital Financing Requirement.

(d) Were Officers aware of any other Supplementary Estimates coming forward?

The Director of Community Services referred to the decision by Council on 13 January 2009 to approve a Supplementary Estimate of £375,700 to implement the outcome of the Building Maintenance Efficiency Review.

RESOLVED – That the budgetary position for the period April to December 2008 as detailed in report CORP.84/08 be received.
CROS.40/09
CAPITAL BUDGET OVERVIEW AND MONITORING REPORT:  APRIL TO DECEMBER 2008
The Director of Corporate Services (Ms Brown) submitted report CORP.83/08 providing an overview of the budgetary position on the City Council’s capital programme for the period April to December 2008.    Also provided were details of the capital resources available to the authority, how the 2008/09 programme was financed, and information regarding balance sheet management.

At this stage, the capital programme was expected to remain within the annual budget.

RESOLVED – That the overall budgetary position for the period April to December 2008 as detailed in report CORP.83/08 be received.
CROS.41/09
CORPORATE RISK MANAGEMENT
The Director of Corporate Services (Ms Brown) submitted report CE.01/09 providing the latest quarterly update on risk management arrangements.  Members’ attention was drawn to the Corporate Risk Register appended to the report which was presented in a slightly different format from previous reports, and reflected the move towards using Covalent as standard software for monitoring risks within the authority.

During the last quarter, the Current Action Status / Control Strategy sections of the Corporate Risk Register had been addressed and updated where applicable and scoring of certain risks amended accordingly.

In addition to scrutinising and commenting on the Risk Register, Members were invited to suggest emerging risks for consideration by the Corporate Risk Management Group.  If appropriate those would be incorporated and Members would be able to track their management at the next quarterly update.

A Member expressed concern at the presentation of the report, commenting that he would like to see an indication of the effect which the risk management strategy had on the risks identified to determine whether risks were being controlled.
The Director of Community Services explained that the report included details of the previous and current risk matrix and if there was no movement then the risk rating would not have moved.    He added that certain control measures were outwith the City Council’s control e.g. flooding and the Carlisle Northern Development Route.
RESOLVED – (1) That report CE.01/09 be noted.
(2) That future reports should identify the impact which controls had upon the likelihood of risks occurring.

(3) That the updated Corporate Risk Register be displayed on screen at future meetings of this Committee.

[The meeting ended at 1.05 pm]

