RESOURCES OVERVIEW AND SCRUTINY PANEL
TUESDAY 25 AUGUST 2009 AT 10.00 AM

PRESENT:

Councillor Allison (Chairman), Councillors Boaden (until 1.20pm), Mrs Geddes, Glover (as substitute for Cllr Cape), Hendry (from 10.30am to 12.20), Knapton and Layden.
ALSO

PRESENT:
Ian Smith – Representative of Unison

Councillor J Mallinson – Finance Portfolio Holder

ROSP.21/09
APOLOGIES FOR ABSENCE

Apologies for absence were submitted on behalf of Councillors Cape, Mrs Glendinning, the Performance and Development Portfolio Holder and Mr Caig of GMB.
ROSP.22/09
DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST
Councillor Knapton declared a personal interest in accordance with the Council’s Code of Conduct in respect of agenda item A.4 Revenues and Benefits Shared Services.  He stated that his interest was in respect of the fact that his daughter worked for Capita.

Councillor J Mallinson declared a personal interest in accordance with the Council’s Code of Conduct in respect of agenda item A.4 Revenues and Benefits Shared Services.  He stated that his interest was in respect of the fact that he was a landlord who had tenants who were in receipt of housing benefits.

ROSP.23/09
MINUTES OF PREVIOUS MEETINGS

The Chairman reminded Members that the meeting on 6 August 2009 was to scrutinise Carlisle Renaissance.  He added that Members had received copies of the Terms of Reference of various groups within Carlisle Renaissance and the Outturn reports for 2008/09.  He suggested that the issue of the future scrutiny of Carlisle Renaissance should be referred to the Scrutiny Chairs Group for further discussion.
RESOLVED – 1) That the Minutes of the meetings held on the 6 July, 16 July and 6 August 2009 be agreed as a correct record of the meetings and signed by the Chairman.

2) That the issue of the future scrutiny of Carlisle Renaissance be referred to the Scrutiny Chairs Group for further discussion.
ROSP.24/09
CALL-IN OF DECISIONS
There were no items which had been the subject of call-in.
ROSP.25/09

LEASE CARS
The Chair of the Lease Car Task and Finish Group presented the final report of the Lease Cars Task and Finish Group (OS.16/09).

The Chair explained that the report made a number of recommendations for action by the Executive.  The Task Group’s review had gone beyond the remit of the Lease Car Scheme due to links between the scheme and the Essential Car User Allowance and also the use of Pool and Hire cars.  The report contained six recommendations to the Executive which addressed the issues which arose during the review.
The Chair outlined the background to the review and summarised the features of the various schemes for business mileage usage.

The Chair added that the report set out the full findings of the Task and Finish Group.  The conclusion of the Group was that the Lease Car Scheme, as it stood, was not cost effective or equitable.  The Group further concluded that the reasons for the scheme’s introduction, recruitment and retention, were no longer a strong argument to continue with the scheme in its present form, as no conclusive evidence was produced.  Research showed that many Local Authorities did not have lease car schemes or were in the process of winding them up and in Cumbria only one other District Council, Barrow Borough Council, had a scheme, although this was under review.

The Chair further added that the Task and Finish Group were extremely mindful of the issues which had been affecting employees.  On that basis the Group recommended that employees who currently had a lease car should be offered protection; however there should be no new entrants to the scheme.
The Chair gave the Panel further information on the work carried out on the suppliers of the lease cars and the Essential Car User Allowance.  He added that the Task and Finish Group were pleased that the Green Travel Plan was starting to impact on the reducing the amount of business mileage across the Authority.

The Chair gave the Panel the Task and Finish Group’s recommendations as follows:

1. That the Chief Executive/Chief Officer scheme (to include Assistant Director and above) is addressed by the Employment Panel when considering the Transformation Programme.
2. As there was no conclusive evidence that the Principal Officer Lease Car Scheme is an effective recruitment and retention tool, the Task Group recommend that the Scheme for Principal Officers is progressively wound down.  No new entrants should be admitted to the Scheme and all current staff that have a Lease Car should be protected until such time they leave the Authority or opt out from the Scheme.

3. That if the scheme is to continue then:

a. an evaluation is undertaken by Procurement to determine whether using one lease car company would produce a saving to the Authority, and if so this should be implemented even if this narrows the choice of vehicles for officers.

b. the recommendation under the Green Travel Plan that ‘recommended that a carbon limit of Band D (151-165 g/km) be placed on lease cars’ be amended to a limit of Band C (121-150 g/km) or below.

4. That a review of the Essential Car User Allowance (ECUA) is undertaken by March 2010 and clear criteria for eligibility to the scheme be specified.  This clear criteria should then also be applied to all Officers including those who are currently paid on a Casual User Car Allowance (regardless of salary scale) to determine if an ECUA would be more appropriate.   

5. Following the review of ECUA a study should be undertaken to determine whether the authority should increase its fleet of pool cars.  

6. That the criteria for the use of Hire Cars of a journey of 90 miles or more is reviewed and lowered should this be more economically viable and environmentally friendly for the Authority.

The Head of Facilities (Mr Nicolson) stated that the carbon limit of Band C as stated in recommendation 4 had changed from 121-150g/km to 111-120g/km following a Government revision.

The Chair thanked the Members of the Task and Finish Group for their work in reaching the recommendations and he thanked Officers for their input and support during the Task and Finish Group.

In considering the final report Members raised the following questions and comments:

· Members thanked the Task and Finish Group for the detailed work they had undertaken.
· Recommendation 2 stated that no new entrants should be admitted to the Scheme, how would this affect staff who already worked for the Council, and were eligible, but were not using the Scheme?
The Chair responded that the recommendation was that no new eligible employees would be admitted to the Scheme irrespective of whether they were existing staff or new staff.

· Who would conduct the review of the Essential Car User Allowance as set out in recommendation 4b?
This was a matter for the Executive to decide, if they agreed with the recommendation and wished to implement it.

RESOLVED – That report OS.16/09 be agreed and forwarded to the Executive for a formal response to this Panel on the recommendations made.
ROSP.26/09
OVERVIEW REPORT AND WORK PROGRAMME

The Scrutiny Manager (Dr Taylor) presented report OS.15/09 providing an overview of matters related to the Corporate Resources Overview and Scrutiny Committee’s work.  Also included was the latest version of the work programme and details of Forward Plan items relevant to this Panel.
Dr Taylor reported that:

· The Forward Plan of Executive key decisions, covering the period 1 August to 30 November 2009 had been published on 17 July 2009.  All three items in the Plan would be considered at this meeting of the Panel.
· It had been agreed at the Resources Overview and Scrutiny meeting held on 9 June that a Development Session would be arranged for Members to develop the Panel’s Work Programme and map out ideas for subject review work over the next 12 months.  The Session took place on 15 July 2009 and notes of the session had been attached to report OS.15/09.  Dr Taylor asked the Panel to approve the notes of the session and the relevant amendments to the work programme.  The Panel was also asked to agree issues where the Panel would like to be further involved and, if appropriate, nominate Members for Task and Finish work.

· The Scrutiny Chairs Group had met on 28 July 2009 and agreed the following:

· That the Scrutiny Chairs Group be made up of the Chairman and Vice Chairman of the three Overview and Scrutiny Panels;

· That minutes would be taken for all meetings of the Scrutiny Chairs Group;

· That a brief Terms of Reference would be produced for the Scrutiny Chairs Group based on the content if the report previously circulated to the three Overview and Scrutiny Panels

· That the Scrutiny Chairs Group would meet as and when required and could be called by any Member of the Group;

· That the proposed process for agreeing the Scrutiny Annual Report be agreed with the Report being formally considered by each of the three subject based Overview and Scrutiny Panels.

RESOLVED – 1) That, subject to the issues raised above, the Overview Report incorporating the Work Programme and Forward Plan items relevant to this Panel be noted.

2) That the notes from the Development Session held on 15 July 2009 and relevant amendments to the 2009/10 Work Programme be agreed.
3) That a Task and Finish Group made up of Councillor Mrs Geddes and two other Members be set up to review the Policy Framework.   The two other Members would be arranged by the Chair via email.
4) That the future arrangements for the Scrutiny Chairs Group and process for approval of the Scrutiny Annual report be noted.

ROSP.27/09
ALLERDALE/COPELAND/CARLISLE REVENUES AND 


BENEFITS SHARED SERVICES DRAFT BUSINESS CASE
The Head of Revenues and Benefits Services (Mr Mason) presented report CORP.37/09 which asked Members to scrutinise the draft business case for Revenues and Benefits Shared Services between Allerdale/Copeland and Carlisle which had been agreed in principal by the Project Board on 29 July 2009.
Mr Mason gave a presentation to the Panel outlining the projects objectives, the progress to date, the financial summary, the four options appraised and Meritec’s, the independent verifiers, findings.

Mr Mason reminded Members that Carlisle, Allerdale and Copeland had been undertaking detailed investigations on whether there was a business case for shared Revenues and Benefits Service encompassing the three authorities.

Mr Mason explained that a Project Initiation Document (PID) had been produced in July 2008 which had set out the principal drivers for merging the three Councils’ Revenues and Benefits Services.  A Project Board was then set up with the terms of reference to progress the actions set out in the PID in producing a Revenues and Benefits Business case for member consideration.

Mr Mason added that the draft business case adhered to the Council’s Shared Service Policy and gave reasons why Allerdale, Copeland and Carlisle should agree a Revenues and Benefits Shared Service.

Mr Mason outlined the Service Delivery Arrangements and the ICT Arrangements.  He added that the business case was robust enough to support the recommendation that shared service business case should be progressed.  However there were a number of issues still to be finalised:

External Verification – Mr Mason had circulated an addendum of Meritec’s Validation of revenues and benefits Shared Working report.  The report provided a comprehensive report on the draft business case.  Mr Mason outlined the main messages in the report and drew particular attention to the key recommendations in progressing the business case and the Projects Board Response to the Meritec Verification of the business case.
Redundancy and Protection Costs – These could not be determined accurately until staff had been assimilated into the new structure.  The worse case scenario suggested redundancy costs in the region of £415,000 (up to 5 staff).  Carlisle’s potential share of these costs being £160,000   The protection costs of £11,000 had also been included in the 2010/11 financial year.

Employing Authority – The employing Authority had not been determined.  Selection criteria were being set out based on the ICT shared service criteria but took into account lessons learned.  The issues would need to be addressed urgently once the draft business case had been considered by the three authorities.
Mr Mason outlined the financial summary and the consultation that had been carried out.  He went on to explain the Phase 1, design stage, implementation and the implications.

In considering the draft Business Case Members raised the following questions and comments:

· Carlisle had a larger team in the Work Package Teams than Allerdale or Copeland and Carlisle had a higher number of senior staff.
Mr Mason responded that Carlisle had provided most of the resources to progress the Shared Service Business Case and although it had more senior managers it actually managed two services.  There were 8 managers in the current organisation charts and under the proposed organisation structure there would be three.  Each district would continue to have local manager presence but the manager would have a dual role in providing a strategic lead in the areas of performance of Revenues and Benefits.
· The Shared Service would result in a downturn in performance, how long would this last?
Mr Mason stated that he hoped there would be no downturn in performance but admitted it was a possibility.  He added that the main issue was around a potential backlog.  If a backlog occurred it would take a long time to get out of and required extra resources.  Such resources would be funded by a DWP ringfenced contingency.
A Member commented that the Council managed services in Copeland and one reason for that was that their service was failing and ours was good.  There was concern that Shared Service would impact on the good service that the Council provided.
· There was concern that the Council’s service would drop to meet the other partner’s level rather than develop a new service.  If the proposal reduced the service of Carlisle than perhaps option 1(outsourcing the service) would have been a better option.
Mr Mason responded that Copeland now operated at the same level as the City Council.  The City Council provided management and technical support to Copeland but could not carry on supporting Copeland in the long term.

· The Meritec report stated that three managers would be under an enormous amount of pressure.  The roles were pivotal to Shared Services and there was concern how the roles could work in a highly pressured environment.
Mr Mason stated that the pressured environment happened when there was a backlog and there was work in considering readjusting staff resources to place three deputy managers into the structure.  The three managers could deal with strategic and policy work and the three deputies would be more office management focused.  He added that the Council was trying to address the issue with current resources.

· A Member had serious concerns regarding the Meritec response to the Business Case.  He felt that the Council should be re-considering the Business Case as there were a number of holes in it, as highlighted by the Meritec report.  He also had concern that the risks had been understated and asked the Portfolio Holder for his views.
Members all had serious concerns that the proposal would result in a deterioration of services.
The Finance Portfolio Holder responded that he had taken on board the concerns of Meritec and the Panels but he was confident that the proposal would work.  There were a lot of issues surrounding performance and he had his own concerns regarding them as he did not want the Council’s performance to drop and he felt this was the main issue.  He added that the work supporting Copeland had helped to build the ability to carry out the proposal and make it work.  He added that the Council had to do the Shared Service.  He agreed it did not have to be this way but he felt that the Council had chosen the best option.
· A Member commented that he was in favour of the shared service and this showed the Government that the Districts were willing to work together.
· The Business Case did not look strong and the timescale was short, how would scrutiny be involved in the future?
Mr Mason advised that the Project Board had considered the Meritec report and had agreed to extend the timescale.  The design phase of the process would address the questions raised in the Meritec report along with other issues such as potential risks.  The timescales for the design phase had four months added to the beginning of the process to address the issues.
· Had there been any consultation with the Registered Social Landlords (RSLs) or third sector benefits advice agencies?
Mr Mason responded that consultation with RSLs or advice agencies would happen if the proposal went ahead.  There were resources available to ensure a backlog position was avoided.
· The presentation stated that the savings had reduced and there was concern that if they continued to deteriorate then the financial case would not stack up.  The cost had increased and there was a fear that the shared service would result in a loss to the Council.  Should the financial aspect be reviewed?
Mr Mason responded that the savings to the Council had been higher but the Transformation Agenda had taken away some of the savings.  The additional costs for Shared Services were around the ICT.  The projected savings from staff was 9% and Mr Mason felt this figure would not alter.  He added that the financial summary had been prepared as a worse case scenario, and if there was no savings the Business Case would still stack up.  He explained that the Government was cutting grants to the Council and this would affect the Council in the short term.
· A potential drop in performance could happen at the wrong time.  Due to the economic climate the number of people who required the Council’s service had increased.
Ms Mason explained that resources would be made available if a drop in performance occurred and resulted in a backlog.
The Finance Portfolio Holder stated that the Council needed to look at all issues in going through with this Shared Service but also needed to consider the impact of not doing it.  He agreed that the Council provided an excellent service at a relatively low cost but it was clear, given the reduction in Government grants that the Service could not continue as it was.  He felt that the figures provided were robust and had been prepared on the basis of a worst case scenario.  He added that the Shared Service was the best way of reducing costs and maintaining the service.  
· A fundamental issue was about the way people access the services and there was still work needed on this.
· Although there had been some reassurances during the discussion there were still some concerns that the timescale was unrealistic.  The Meritec report had only been produced in the previous week and so had not been fully accommodated into the Business Case.  One Member described it as a ‘sobering’ document.  Members felt strongly that there were a number of issues in the Business Case that needed to be completed especially the risks, the costs and the timescale and they felt that to scrutinise the matter fully they would need an updated Business Case and they hoped that Scrutiny would have other opportunities to consider this project.
Mr Mason informed Members that the Business Case had been scheduled to be signed off in September but this was not necessary now provided the Council agreed the Business Case in principle and the ICT proposals were agreed, the sign off could happen at a later date.  He added that Scrutiny would have further opportunities to be involved after the design phase which would address the issues raised by Meritec including timescale issues.
· Will the timeframe allow for any suggestions or amendments made by Scrutiny to be included?
Mr Mason responded that Scrutiny would have plenty of opportunities to scrutinise changes agreed to the Business Case and the only time restraint was for the ICT, he added that if the Business Case did not progress for any revision then the ICT proposals could be progressed in isolation as they would be needed for any future Shared Service agreed between the Councils.. 

RESOLVED – 1) That the Panel is in general agreement that there is a need for change and accept that Shared Service is part of that agenda.
2) The above is on the basis that the proposals set out in report CORP.37/09 will deliver savings of £120,000 per annum with estimated set up costs, i.e capital, termination and protection costs of £160,000 being paid back in 1.6 years.
3) That a supplementary estimate will eventually be required to fund the up front cost currently estimated at £160,000 be noted.

4) The Panel has significant concerns about the Business Case as it stands and urges the Executive to take full account of the Meritec report in developing its plans.

5) That the Panel look forward to seeing a revised Business Case that takes full account of the issues detailed in the Meritec report.
ROSP.28/09
DRAFT MEDIUM TERM FINANCIAL PLAN (INCORPORATING THE CORPORATE CHARGING POLICY) 2010/11 TO 2014/15
The Head of Financial Services (Miss Taylor) reported (CORP.35/09) on the draft Medium Term Financial Plan (incorporating the Corporate Charging Policy) 2010/11 to 2014/15.  
Miss Taylor gave a presentation to the Panel.  She advised Members that the Medium Term Financial Plan set out the framework for planning and managing the Council's financial resources, developing its annual budget strategy and updating its current five year financial plan.  She added that the Plan sought to link the key aims and objectives of the Council, as contained in the Corporate Plan, to the availability of resources thereby enabling the Council to prioritise the allocation of resources to best meet its overall aims and objectives.

Miss Taylor commented that some of the figures in the plan would be affected by external influences and would be subject to amendment during the Council's Budget cycle.

Miss Taylor added that the Medium Term Financial Plan was reviewed annually commencing with the assumptions made in the Budget resolution approved by Council on 3 February 2009.  In addition, the Corporate Charging Policy had been reviewed and included within the Medium Term Financial Plan.  The Charging Policy provided a framework for potential policy options for each charging area, but recognised the different approaches that might be required for different services and the various influences which needed to be acknowledged in setting individual charges.

Referring to the key dates, Ms Taylor added that the draft Plan would go for formal approval by Council on 15 September 2009.

The Executive had on 27 July 2009 considered the Plan (EX.149/09 refers) and decided:

“1. That the report of the Director of Corporate Services on the draft Medium Term Financial Plan 2010/11 to 2014/15 be received.

2.  That the report be referred to the Resources Overview and Scrutiny Panel at its meeting on 25 August 2009, and the comments of the Panel be referred back to the Executive for consideration on 1 September 2009.”

Miss Taylor informed Members that, if possible, the outcomes of the Budget Scrutiny Task and Finish Group would be included in the Budget process for 2010/11.

In considering the Plan Members raised the following questions and comments:

· The Current Revenue Assumptions included 2.5% for the pay award, What stage was the pay award at?
The Deputy Chief Executive (Dr Gooding) responded that the employers had submitted a revised offer of 1% which the Unions were considering.  
· The Budget Reductions under the Recurring Revenue Expenditure included the Transformation Proposals.  What was the remainder of the balance made up of?
Miss Taylor explained that the balance incorporated numerous smaller savings such as additional income from the Lanes.
· The report stated that the MTFP assumed an overall increase in income from fees and charges of 3.8.  Was this based on just the charges going up as it was unclear?  There were also signs of considerable shortfall in income elsewhere in the report.  How realistic was the Plan?
Miss Taylor explained that the current MTFP occurred a 3.8% increase on income generated from charges but that the increase, and any shortfalls would need to be considered as part of the budget process, as part of the individual charges reports.
· Other Authorities set aside money for opportunities such as the Capital of Culture bid, did the Council have a similar budget?
Dr Gooding said that there was a small budget available, with approval, for initiatives or innovative ideas to help save money.
· The report indicated that there would be a reduction in the Formula Grant.  There was concern that this would draw down on reserves.  Should the Council build a financial plan without incorporating the worse case scenario?  This could be quite profound.
The Finance Portfolio Holder agreed that it would be preferable to know the position but it was understood that next year’s grant would be honoured.  He agreed that the Council did need to be prepared but did not agree that a plan should be drawn up at worse case scenario.

· Where would Vacancy Management fit into the Authority when the Transformation Programme was completed?
The Finance Portfolio Holder responded that Vacancy Management had not been as successful as anticipated and had not met the targets.  But he did feel that there would still be a place for a Vacancy Management process in the future, although it would have a different objective with a more opportunist way of working.  When a post became vacant it would be assessed to see if there was a better or different way of working as an alternative to a straight replacement.
Dr Gooding added that the Transformation Programme would need to produce a workforce plan of skills in the new look Authority.  There were a lot of options open to the Authority.  Some savings could be achieved through redundancies however there may be some circumstances where Vacancy Management was a better option.  Dr Gooding added that the Transformation Programme was at a very early stage and there was significant work needed throughout the organisation.  He stated that the Authority needed to make substantial savings but there was also a need for further redirection of resources.

· The presentation stated that there would be staff savings of £2.5 million through the Transformation, Vacancy Management and staff turnover.  Was this correct
Dr Gooding confirmed that the figure was correct as there was a need to reduce the running costs of the Authority.  There was only so much that could be saved through efficiency so there was a requirement for more Shared Services and partnership working.

· As the cost of redundancies were not known, were there sufficient resources to cover potential depleted reserves or the capacity to borrow to cover the cost of redundancies? 
Dr Gooding responded that the Authority could capitalise expenditure subject to Council approval, to cover some element of the redundancies.  He agreed it was challenging but stated that the Transformation programme was at an early stage and officers were involved in the plans.
RESOLVED – That the comments and concerns of the Panel be referred to the Executive.
ROSP.29/09
DRAFT CAPITAL STRATEGY 2010/11 TO 2014/15 

The Head of Financial Services (Miss Taylor) reported (CORP.36/09) on the Draft Capital Strategy 2010/11 to 2014/15.  She informed Members that the Draft Capital Strategy was a key policy document, intended to direct the Council's Capital Programme and the allocation of resources for the five year period 2010/11 to 2014/15.  This would supplement the Medium Term Financial Plan.  The Capital Strategy was reviewed annually alongside the Medium Term Financial Plan, commencing with the assumptions made in the Budget Resolution approved by Council on 3 February 2009.  The position had been updated to reflect any known changes since that date.

Miss Taylor reminded Members of the objectives of the Capital Strategy.  This was to ensure that capital investment decisions and capital resources contributed to the achievement of the Council's corporate and strategic priorities.  Also to ensure that investment opportunities were maximised.   Additionally, performance management and decision making processes were maximised to make the best use of capital resources.  The Strategy defined processed for the maintenance and evaluation of proposed and actual spend on projects, to secure value for money.  She added that the strategy had been developed using a number of overarching strategic guidelines.

Miss Taylor outlined the current capital programme forecasts, reminding Members of the key assumptions which had been considered in making the projections including the Capital Programme of £8.829 million for 2009/10 and £3.667 million for 2010/11.  Since the budgets were approved in February, the impact of the 2008/09 outturn and the carrying forward of budgets into 2009/10 and 2010/11 had increased the programme by £4.071 million and £0.030 million respectively.

Miss Taylor indicated current Capital Programme forecast spending on projects of around £1 - £4 million per annum for years 2010/11 to 2014/15.  Past experience had indicated that actual spending would be much higher due, in the main, to the fact that a number of initiatives were still at an early stage of development and had not therefore been included in the projections.  She identified a number of schemes currently under review including Carlisle Renaissance, Tullie House Governance Options, Theatre and Arts Study, Asset Review Programme, Sands Development, Environmental Enhancements, Morton Land Development, Caldew Riverside and Housing / Homelessness.  She commented that the position on those schemes would need to be updated during the budget process when an indication of the outturn of capital schemes coming to fruition and their timing could be made more accurately.

The report also set out an estimated level of capital finance resources which would be generated over the next five years.  It highlighted the current position regarding borrowing, capital receipts, reserves and balances, Government and other capital grants and external funding, and revenue contributions.  Miss Taylor summarised the level of capital spending and available financing for the period 2010/11 to 2014/15.  This indicated that there was currently approximately £3 million uncommitted estimated capital resources available to support any future capital programme.

The Executive had on 27 July 2009 considered the Plan (EX.150/09 refers) and decided:

“1.  That the report of the Director of Corporate Services regarding the draft Capital Strategy 2010/11 to 2014/15 be received.

2.  That the draft Capital Strategy be referred for consideration by the Resources Overview and Scrutiny Panel on 25 August 2009 and the comments of the Panel be referred back to the meeting of the Executive on 1 September 2009.”

In considering the Strategy Members raised the following questions and comments:

· The future forecast list was very long and some items were aspirational.  Should this be reviewed so some items are put on a longer timescale, and be reflected in this report?
The Finance Portfolio Holder agreed that the current capital programme did need to be more realistic and some things would need to be taken out but likewise new forecasts would be added.

RESOLVED - That the comments and concerns of the Panel be referred to the Executive.

ROSP.30/09 SUSPENSION OF COUNCIL PROCEDURE RULE
It was noted that, during consideration of the above item of business, 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.

ROSP.31/09
DRAFT ASSET MANAGEMENT PLAN
The Head of Economy Property and Tourism (Mr Beaty) reported (DS.70/09) on the draft Asset Management Plan 2009 - 2014.  He informed Members that the Asset Management Plan had been updated from 2008 to reflect the key issues and changes affecting the management framework for the future use of the City's property resources.  The City Council's Corporate Improvement Plan 2007 - 2010, developed with an overarching commitment to the Carlisle Renaissance agenda, was currently undergoing review, as a result of which the Council had recently identified the two new priority areas of Environment and Economy.

The Asset Plan described how the Council's strategies and policies for property ownership would support those emerging corporate priorities and Directorate Service Plans.  The Plan also set out information on the overall performance of the asset base, and how it was being used and reviewed.  In addition, it took account of and linked into the Council's Medium Term Financial Plan and the Capital Strategy, which provided guidance on the Capital Programme and use of capital resources.

The Executive had on 27 July 2009 considered the draft Plan (EX.151/09 refers) and decided:

“That the Executive approve the draft Asset Management Plan and refer it for consideration by the Resources Overview and Scrutiny Panel, before coming back to the Executive and full Council in September 2009.”

In scrutinising the draft Plan Members raised the following questions and concerns:

· It was difficult for Members to carry out a comparison for figures for 2008 and 2009.  It would assist the scrutiny process if there was some comparison information included in the report.
The Property Services Manager (Mr Simmons) responded that the breakdown of assets and figures from last year had been undertaken in a different way to this year.  There had been issues in the reconciliation and presentation of property and financial information, this had been resolved with the adoption of Financial Service’s figures, which would allow comparisons to be made in the coming years.
· There was no benchmarking information in the report and it was difficult for scrutiny to look at information in isolation.
Mr Simmons stated that here had been no benchmarking in the past but the Council had adopted a new set of National Indicators and the information from them would be used for benchmarking purposes in the future.
· The report highlighted some issues around maintenance and a backlog.
Mr Nicolson responded that maintenance issues had risen due to the age and condition of the some of the Council’s building.

· The special project fund has items from previous years.  Had there been some slippage?
Mr Nicolson responded that some of the projects were rolling programmes, for example the Civic Centre had a programme of re-wiring throughout the building which covered more than one year.
· Members had very serious concerns that most of the non operational assets had been categorised as bad and questioned how this had happened.
Mr Simmons said that the Performance Indicator was new and it was the first time the Council had looked at non operational assets.  There were a couple of buildings with large floor areas which were in poor repair and as a result the figure was high.
· Was there any evidence of success with regard to Carlisle Renaissance attempting to increase interest in the property market in the City?

Mr Beaty stated that there was no evidence; but that the downturn in the economy had impacted on output.  There had been some work done on land but it was an issue on how to present Carlisle.
RESOLVED –1) That the Panels comments and observations are referred to the Executive with particular attention drawn to concerns raised regarding the very poor condition of 75% of the non operational assets.

2) That future Asset Management Plans include comparison information from previous years, targets were appropriate and benchmarking information from comparable authorities.
ROSP.32/09
REVENUE BUDGET OVERVIEW AND MONITORING REPORT: APRIL TO JUNE 2009
The Head of Financial Services (Miss Taylor) submitted report CORP.31/09 providing an overview of the Council's overall budgetary position for the period April to June 2009 for revenue schemes.  Miss Taylor summarised the budgetary position as at June 2009 which showed a net underspend of £337,216.  She highlighted the key issues, including performance against the Vacancy Management Savings budget; the Salary Turnover Savings budget; and employee budgets for 2009/10.  She also drew Members' attention to the main variances in the Revenue Budgets of the various Directorates.

Miss Taylor added that whilst it was early in the year to forecast an outturn position, the indications pointed to difficulties in the year ahead in containing expenditure within budget.  She added that the Council's financial position was affected by a number of external factors, and the impact and long term consequences of those issues, would be provided in future budget monitoring reports.  These would feed into the 2010/11 budget process.  Miss Taylor added that the overall projected position was negative and improvements would need to be made to avoid any significant variance at the year end.

Members' attention was further drawn to a number of high risk budgets which had been identified as requiring detailed monitoring throughout the year.

The Executive had on 27 July 2009 considered the monitoring report (EX.163/09 refers) and decided:

“That the Executive:

1.  Noted the budgetary and performance position of the Council to June 2009.

2.  Noted the potential forecast year end position for 2009/10, and that options to address any variances would be considered as part of the 2010/11 budget process; and 

3.  Noted the planned efficiencies.”
In scrutinising the monitoring report Members raised the following questions and concerns:

· The key issues identified savings from vacancy management and salary turnover but both were also identified as potential shortfalls against the estimate.
Miss Taylor responded that the potential shortfalls reflected the worse case scenario and would be reviewed on a monthly basis and that any shortfalls would be addressed as part of the budget process.

· The report stated that Carlisle Renaissance had not achieved its full establishment of staff and consequently would have an under spend on operational costs if it was not addressed.  There was concern that Carlisle Renaissance was not considered part of the authority and that it was still building staff compliment.  Why had the money not been brought back into the authority?
Miss Taylor stated that she would gather all the information and provide a written answer to Members.

· The on street parking income had a shortfall, how did this happen and what would happen if the Council did not break even?
The Finance Portfolio Holder responded that if the Council did not break even, one option that the City Council might consider was to serve notice to the County Council to withdraw the service.  He added that there was work being carried out and it was hoped that a resolution would be reached.

RESOLVED – 1) That the budgetary position for the period April to June 2009 be noted.

2) That the Panel urged the Executive to reach a resolution to address the income shortfall from the On Street Parking.

ROSP.33/09
CAPITAL BUDGET OVERVIEW AND MONITORING 


REPORT: APRIL TO JUNE 2009
The Head of Financial Services (Miss Taylor) submitted report CORP.30/09 providing an overview of the budgetary position of the City Council's capital programme for the period April to June 2009.

In accordance with the City Council's Financial Procedure Rules, Miss Taylor provided details of the overall budget position, including the monitoring and control of expenditure against budget allocations and the exercise of virement on a regular basis.  She added that the 2009/10 programme had been kept to a level that took account of the Council's ability to deliver schemes with regard to capacity and available resources.  She drew attention to the level of carry forwards that had been agreed and added that work was ongoing to monitor the profiling of budgets which would be adjusted to reflect progress in current capital schemes.  That would inform the level of budgets which might need to be carried forward at the end of the year.

Miss Taylor added that the Corporate Projects Board continued to monitor the whole capital programme, pointing out that progress against those schemes that were behind schedule or were underspending (which was generally a timing issue) had been highlighted.  In conclusion, she informed Members that a review of all capital expenditure incurred was ongoing to ensure that the expenditure had been correctly allocated between revenue and capital schemes.  That work would facilitate the year end classification of assets.

The Executive had on 27 July 2009 considered the monitoring report (EX.162/09 refers) and decided:

“That the budgetary position and performance aspects of the capital programme, as set out in Report CORP.30/09, be noted.”

RESOLVED – That the overall budgetary position for the period April to June 2009 be noted.

ROSP.34/09
CORPORATE PERFORMANCE MONITORING REPORT, 


YEAR TO DATE, APRIL – JULY 2009
The Head of Policy and Performance Services (Ms Curr) submitted Report PPP.38/09 presenting the City Council's performance for the first quarter for the service areas covered by this Panel. 

Ms Curr informed Members that the report marked the transition from the Best Value regime to the new performance framework and National Indicator (NI’s) set.  Many of the national indicators, including the Place Survey data, were reported for the first time and would provide baseline data for future years.  Satisfaction results from the Place Survey were included for the first time in the report which contained comparisons with other Cumbrian Councils and all England District Councils.  She also commented upon the intention to undertake further analysis of the data which would enable conclusions around smaller localities or geographies in Carlisle to be reached.  Other Place Survey results regarding local peoples’ views on their own priorities were yet to be released.

Members' attention was drawn to the Indicators which were on target and those Indicators which were currently off target as detailed within the report.

Ms Curr added that the City Council continued to develop its performance management framework in order to ensure a robust platform on which to base decisions about corporate priorities and resources and, particularly, to inform the current Transformation Programme.

The Executive had on 27 July 2009 considered the monitoring report (EX.165/09 refers) and decided:

“That the Executive:

1.  Noted the performance of the City Council as presented in report PPP.36/09 with a view to seeking continuous improvement in the management of Council performance.

2.  That the Head of Policy and Performance Services arrange for the relevant Portfolio Holder to be shown against the various indicators shown in the performance tables, provide some clarification with regards to the comments included on the measurement of the indicator relating to the number of units let as a percentage of total units available to let and arrange for future performance tables to include a separate section in relation to those services which were delivered by an authority other than the City Council.

3.  Referred the relevant parts of the report to the Community, Environment and Economy, and Resources Overview and Scrutiny Panels for consideration.”

In scrutinising the monitoring report Members raised the following questions and concerns:

· Were the figures in the cause of absence table up to date and could they be produced monthly?
Ms Curr stated that the figures were up to date and could be produced monthly but there would still be a gap in the reporting time.

· Could the figures for the stress related absences be split into work related stress and non work related stress?  This would help the authority identify issues which they could influence in the workplace.
Dr Gooding responded that there had been some work carried out, one piece of work was a Stress Audit.  This allowed officers to work with staff to identify areas of stress and to work out solutions to the issues raised.  He added that the Return to Work Interview, which was carried out by the line manager, should identify stress issues and allowed the employee and the manager to discuss possible solutions.  There was a counselling service available to all staff and the Council was making more support available.

RESOLVED – That the Corporate Performance Monitoring Report, Year to Date, April to July 2009 be noted.
(Meeting ended at 1.25pm)

