Better Government for Cumbria

Draft alternative approach for Cumbrian Governance

Summary of the model

The Better Government for Cumbria Group of District Councils’ outline model:

· A wide-ranging review of local government boundaries and democratic arrangements 

· 4 new “Most Purpose Authorities” with one-member wards and directly elected cabinets 

· Single member wards with an average of 35 councillors per MPA, including executives

· Highly devolved service delivery arrangements, with service responsibility given to new Local Service Forums, comprising flexible groupings of parish and town councils and other community interests; or, wherever possible service delivery devolved direct to parish and town councils

· New forums in each of the Most Purpose Authorities for older people, young people and an advocacy forum for vulnerable people 

· Cumbria to be 100% parished 

· A Cumbria Federation to provide cross-Cumbria shared services, Cumbria-wide service delivery where appropriate and to co-ordinate relationships with Cumbria-wide bodies, with an executive consisting of two representatives from each MPA plus a directly elected Mayor 

· A new Cumbrian Charter setting out the roles and responsibilities of each governance component, in particular spelling the powers and controls devolved to Local Service Forums and parishes from day one
An enhanced two-tier approach.  Most sovereign local government responsibility will be retained at local level and not transferred to a remote executive.  Power will be devolved to local communities from day one.  But the benefits of unified approaches, on shared services, Cumbria-wide issues and in dealings with government will be achieved through the creation of a new Cumbria Federation.  

A unified approach.  The model delivers benefits of unitary government, while recognising differences between communities and respecting their right to full independent decision-making, sovereignty and leadership.
Recommendation

Council is asked to consider:

· Adopting this outline approach in principle, mindful that a fully worked up version will be brought to Full Council in April 2007 for consideration and that further development of the model will be possible in meantime

· Authorising the Council Leader to write to Ruth Kelly MP, Secretary of State for Communities and Local Government, sending her the outline model and notifying her of the Better Government for Cumbria Working Group’s intention to develop the model further and submit a more complete version in April 2007, following its endorsement by the participating councils 

Background

The publication of the Local Government White Paper on 26th October 2006 was accompanied by an invitation to councils in two-tier areas to submit bids for unitary status or for consideration as “enhanced two-tier pathfinders” by 25 January 2007.  At this point, Cumbria County Council announced its intention to bid for unitary status.  Representations made by Cumbrian District Councils to the County to collaborate on other approaches were rebuffed.  This made it impossible for the Districts to come up with a credible pathfinder.

The Districts determined that the County’s unilateral decision to go for unitary status and its dismissal of other options has very serious consequences.  The Government has made clear that even in areas which are not bidding, the status quo is not an option and that plans should be developed on enhanced two-tier working.  The possibility arises that should the County bid fail, Cumbria would be left with a dearth of thinking about alternative governance approaches.

This lack would be especially strongly felt in Cumbria, not least because it is explicitly referred to in the Local Government White Paper.  In paragraph 3.1, the White paper states:

Two-tier Cumbria, for example, has seven council leaders and 62 other executive members for a population slightly smaller than unitary Sheffield which has one council leader and nine other executive members. Of course, these areas are far from comparable in many respects and each faces their own challenges. But a structure with nearly 70 local leaders, some with overlapping mandates, at the very least makes considerable demands on all involved.

Two conclusions should be drawn from this passage:

· The report’s authors regard the situation as unacceptable and are seeking an imaginative and radical response from the area

· They do not demand identical governance arrangements for Cumbria and Sheffield
In the event of the County bid failing, Government will plainly expect some developed alternative which robustly confronts the challenges of the Local Government White Paper.  

The County bid might fail. If the bid makes it through to the next stage of the process (a stakeholder consultation period, extending from the end of March until the Secretary of State’s decision in July) it is likely that this period will reveal the depth of public opposition.  The County Council has had some success in marshalling the support of Cumbria-wide bodies for its proposal, though some of that support is qualified as an endorsement of unitary government in general, rather than the Cumbria bid in particular.  But it has been less successful in demonstrating that it has the backing of the general public.  This is unsurprising.  Carlisle City Council’s Citizens Panel Survey of March 2007 showed only 9% support for a county-wide decision-making body for local matters.  South Lakeland District Council’s Citizens Panel survey showed only 10% of people in favour of a County unitary.  This lack of popular support relates in part to inherent problems in constructing any argument for a Cumbrian unitary, most notably its large geography and diverse, even divergent, communities.  At the publication of the Cumbrian bid, it was clear that the County and its advisers had failed to address these weaknesses and that there were other conspicuous defects.  This presents the prospect of a weak bid failing and leaving a governance vacuum.  

However, the County bid could well succeed.  In the absence of a developed alternative, it might be progressed by default, despite the level of public opposition.  Ministers are known to favour unitary solutions, have singled Cumbria out for criticism and have made positive noises about other county unitary proposals.  Public opposition, though real, could fail to penetrate the debate, especially as CLG propose no formal consultation with the public, but will only be asking for stakeholder views.  If the County and their allies make all the running in the consultation phase, should they get through to it, the bid may be progressed.  Senior officials at the Department have indicated that opposition to any proposed bid, especially during the stakeholder consultation phase, would be more credible, and more likely to carry weight, if it included a robust alternative.  They also confirmed that where bids failed, enhanced two-tier options would need to be developed.  

All these considerations pointed to the need for an alternative governance proposal.  Accordingly, five of the six District Councils (Allerdale, Barrow, Carlisle, Copeland and South Lakeland) agreed to collaborate on an alternative approach.  The sixth, Eden, opposes the County bid and has written to the Secretary of State to that effect, but have reserved their position in relation to the Districts’ work.  However, they have received all minutes and papers and are invited to comment on work at any time.  Similar invitations have been extended at member level.  

Following their examination of the County bid, the five Districts wrote to the Secretary of State outlining their objections to the County bid in a detailed critique.  They also set out the criteria that would inform the development of their alternative approach.  They then established the Better Government for Cumbria Working Group, comprising Chief Executives and senior officers from the Districts, together with expert advisers.

The critique of the County bid boils down to ten key themes.  These are set out below.

· Financial case.  The bid is not affordable.  The County acknowledges that it cannot afford transition costs (which intriguingly have risen from and estimated £19.6m in the County’s first draft to £21.3m in the latest – a trend we would expect to see continuing) unless it uses district reserves.  These are committed to other purposes including service improvements agreed by local communities.  Further, we believe that the County and their financial modellers have lacked ambition in their efficiency plans by predicating their savings simply on the removal of the district tier.  They have not taken a close look at the County’s own service provision.  As the biggest local government spender in Cumbria, with very high unit costs (according to the Audit Commission) this is a surprising omission.

· Strategic aim.  The bid fails to make a compelling, principled case as to why a cross-Cumbria unitary is the best option for the County.

· Sense of place and civic pride.  The bid makes frankly extraordinary claims for popular identification with Cumbria.  It cites Mori polling to suggest that people of Cumbria strongly identify with the county as a place.  The independent Boundary Committee used the same survey to draw exactly the opposite conclusion.  Cumbria is not a strong county identity, but an administrative unit within which there are a large number of distinctive and highly individual communities.  People identify strongly with their towns and villages, but the notion that the people of Barrow and Carlisle, separated by a two-hour drive, are united by a common commitment to their shared Cumbrian identity is absurd.  Indeed, Cumbria’s large geography and dispersed communities – containing pockets of affluence and deprivation, with quite different needs – pose serious challenges to service delivery.  These challenges are a contributing factor to the difficulties the County Council has in discharging its existing responsibilities. Further, while the bid acknowledges some of the real places in Cumbria and the civic pride associated with them, it makes rather silly proposals on how their feel and ethos might be sustained.  Thus, one thousand years of Carlisle history and identity, for example, is to be protected by allowing it a ceremonial mayor and responsibility for firework displays. 

· Alternatives.  The County has made no robust and serious consideration of other solutions as part of the process of making its case.

· Services. The bid fails to persuade on the question of improved service delivery. Its authors adopt a questionable line of argument: unitaries are good; things are not ideal in Cumbria and services are substandard; unitary status will therefore make them better.  The argument is especially weak when used in relation to services that the County already provides.  

· Public and stakeholder support. The bid shows very limited evidence of public support.  The focus groups that the County ran were inconclusive.  An online survey with a very low response level showed only a small minority in favour of the proposal.  Given the lack of a clear relationship of the proposed unitary boundaries to meaningful place, this is not surprising.  Further, the lack of meaningful involvement of key stakeholders (such as business groups and the third sector) in developing the bid is manifest in the bid’s lack of realistic engagement with their needs and interests.  Nothing substantial is offered to the voluntary sector, while the bid does not contain a single reference to small businesses.

· Governance.  The bid proposes a convoluted set of governance arrangements, with unclear decision-making responsibilities and interrelations.  Indeed, the two new tiers undermine the governance simplification arguments of the bid and also, in that they will attract their own bureaucracy, the financial case.

· Devolution.  Despite setting out new tiers of governance, the bid is lukewarm about devolved decision-making.  It is rarely explicit about the functions to be devolved to community boards and, contrary to the spirit of the White Paper, considers no significant new powers for parish and town councils.

· Radicalism.  Predicated as it is on the absorption of all service responsibility within a pre-existing (and failing) council, the County bid is inherently conservative.  The bid does not explore radical options for political governance (directly elected executives/mayors) or for service organisation, where a traditional directorate model is proposed. The bid also lacks innovation in the area of shared services, where its proposals are limited.  Overall, there is a conspicuous failure to reference best practice and mould it into appropriate solutions for Cumbria. 

· Government thinking.  Despite the importance of transport, skills, planning and environmental issues to the Bid, no reference is made to the Eddington, Leitch, or Stern reports and only a passing one to the Barker Review.
The letter to the Secretary of State also set out the principles which would underpin the development of the alternative.  These were:

· Principled analysis of needs of service users and communities;

· Assessment of what is required in service design to address the complex challenges of Cumbria, with its large geographic span, scattered and diverse population, and range of different communities with differing culture and ethos;

· A development of the most appropriate governance model to meet those needs and realities, and not vice versa

· A blank sheet of paper, nothing ruled in or out at this stage

· Radical ideas in political governance

· Streamlined governance, but not a remote governance structure

· Will make use of known experts and innovators

· Will refer to key government reports

· Will aim at more efficient services and thus at a bigger saving for tax payers than the County bid

The first phase of the project has concentrated on developing the outline alternative.  Following a clear steer from leading members at a recent Leaders’ Sounding Board (8 March 2007), the Secretary of State has been advised of the outline proposals by sending her the presentation accompanying this paper.  (She was also, of course, advised that the proposals had yet to be ratified by the participating Districts.)  If this draft is approved by the Districts, it will also be sent to the Secretary of State.  A meeting with her will then be requested.  A further version of the report will be developed in April for approval by Districts.  This will further develop some of the thinking and in particular show the scale of efficiencies possible from more integrated working and shared services.

Questions and answers

Q. Is this a bid and if so, why doesn’t it contain all the elements of a bid (for instance a financial case)?

No.  The District Councils are not putting in a bid.  Formal bids had to be submitted to Government by 25 January 2007.  What the Better Government for Cumbria Working Group is doing is preparing an alternative to the County Council’s proposal.  This will at once strengthen arguments against the bid and ensure that Cumbria is in a strong position if the bid fails.  The Group is also keen to ensure that the formal process does not stifle local debate and that the people of Cumbria get an opportunity to make a choice.  

As this is not a bid, the Working Group is not constrained, at this stage, by the criteria associated with bids.  While the Government has indicated the precise timetable for successful unitary and two-tier pathfinder bids, it has not yet set out timescales for enhanced two-tier work in general.  Since enhanced two-tier working will take a variety of forms, it is likely that different timescales will apply.  This is particularly important in the Cumbrian context.  If the Districts’ model found favour with Government, then external agencies would need to be engaged, not least the Boundary Committee, as the model requires boundary changes.  However, since there is a possibility that the ideas will receive a positive reception, not least owing to their radicalism, then the Working Group intends to apply the same “burden of proof” as that which relates to formal bids. Over the coming weeks, a detailed financial case will be developed, along with further information about the model’s practicalities.  

It is worth noting that even despite the fact that this is not a bid, it has many of the characteristics that one would have expected to see in the County’s, which sadly are missing.  These include a principled analysis of organisational and governance options, consultation with the community and stakeholders built into the process, and radicalism.  Most importantly, the work contains a clear and principled commitment to service devolution from day one, and not the very qualified form found in the County bid.

Q. Is this a final version of your work?

No.  The Working Group will continue work on the alternative over the coming weeks and months, involving a range of stakeholders and interests.

Methodology

With the advice of external experts, the Better Government for Cumbria Working Group set out a clear methodology to inform its approach.  The main characteristics of this approach are to date:

Literature review.  The Group’s experts reviewed a wide range of relevant literature, from Cumbrian reports, national government reports, and academic materials.  This has helped build up a picture of national best practice and also has helped the experts to understand the nature of Cumbria as a diverse agglomeration of places, an understanding supplemented by their engagement with a wide range of stakeholders.  The issue of Cumbria as places, rather than a place, has been central to their thinking about governance and service structures.

Service analysis.  The experts advised that given the complex imperatives of the White Paper (service personalisation and civic leadership on the one hand, shared services and efficiency on the other), a rational starting point would be to disaggregate the array of the services delivered by both the County Council and the Districts into component parts. Initial assessments were then made of key issues for the service, from their degree of visibility and sensitivity, to the accountability dynamics in which the services operate – from local expectations to national targets.  By reference to Audit Commission reports and other performance data, the Group then highlighted those services and service elements where performance is currently poor at both County and District level.  Comparison was then made with the service organisation and best practice in four star and beacon authorities.  Also armed with feedback from communities and stakeholders, the Group was then able to score the service elements in terms of the most appropriate geographical and institutional level of accountability and service organisation.  

This analysis has allowed the Group to be considerably clearer about the radical devolution it proposes from day one.  It has allowed the Group to be explicit about the range of services that will be delivered at localised level, rather than, as in the County bid, what might happen on a County unitary executive’s terms.  It has also allowed for clarity about the services that should be integrated and delivered at County level.

The Group has been particularly keen to assess where services could be shared, not just for traditional back office functions, but in other innovative ways.  Indeed, its analysis has allowed a distinction to be drawn between sovereign local control and accountability over service delivery and the use of shared integrated processes.  The analysis reveals indeed a range of sharable processes far beyond those hitherto identified in Cumbria.  The efficiency implications will be considerable.

The Group understands that the County considered undertaking a similar analysis itself as part of its bid, but did not do so.  Indeed, such a fundamental analysis is not to be found in any of the published bids, although the pathfinder proposals show some evidence of it.  As such, the Group has been genuinely innovative.

Stakeholder and community engagement.  The Group has commissioned focus groups with service users and with hard-to-reach groups.  A Carlisle Citizens’ Panel survey has been conducted.  Contacts have been made with a wide range of stakeholders and they have been kept abreast of developments, have received presentations and had their views canvassed.  A website on which people can post their comments, www.bettergovernmentforcumbria.org.uk, has been established.

Furthermore, workshops with key interests have been held or are planned.  Workshops with the town and parish council movement across Cumbria and with frontline staff have already been held.  Future events include a workshop with business representatives from across the County and a similar event with the voluntary sector.  Further community consultation will also take place on the proposal.

The sincerity of the engagement with stakeholders is reflected in its bottom-up dynamic.  Workshops have not merely been asked what they think of the Group’s ideas, but have been asked for their own views.  Significantly, the thrust of certain early elements in the Group’s thinking have shifted as a result of these sessions.  The precise relationship of Local Service Forums to parishes now reflects parish contributions, while the views of frontline staff have informed our determination to reduce the “distance” between strategy and operations in the new Most Purpose Authorities.  We would expect sessions with business groups and the voluntary sector to have an equal impact in shaping the work.

For the next phase of work, further analysis and consultation will be supplemented by more detailed financial analysis and further work on shared services.  Input from experts on shared services issues in particular has set some parameters for this and in the coming weeks we expect to produce a radical model.

Questions and answers

Q. Why has your methodology not looked at other options for Cumbrian governance?

It has.  As part of the Service analysis and in the course of the literature review, experts considered a range of models, including unitary Cumbria, two and three unitary models.  Issues of place-shaping, geography and identity led to the first being rejected.  The second two models were rejected on two counts.  First, any practical solution needed to retain a Cumbrian dimension, owing to the need to maintain engagement with a range of public sector bodies organised at Cumbria level. Further, opportunities for sharing services in a reconfigured Cumbrian context are considerable.  In the two and three unitary model, pooling of resources and services would not be formalised, to mutual detriment, while relations with the Cumbria bodies would be more complicated.  Secondly, the geographies arrived at through the two and three unitary model seem arbitrary, compromising the ability of the emergent authorities to take a clear role in community leadership and place shaping.  

Q. What’s so different about your methodology?

The Working Group has undertaken a unique analysis of the services delivered across Cumbria.  The model has been developed collaboratively, with a range of inputs.  The approach has been underscored by the need to improve services and meet customer and community needs.  It has not taken as its starting point any preference for a particular governance model.  Rather, the governance model flows from the imperative of meeting the needs of service users and communities and a clear sense of the importance of place.

Q. When you consult, aren’t you just ticking the boxes?

No.  At every stage, the Working Group’s consultations have made a significant impact on our thinking.  It is a principle of evidence-based policy making that policy should be the consequence of a managed dialogue in which people are not merely asked what they think of a proposal, but are also asked about their ideas and aspirations.  The Working Group has taken this principle very seriously indeed.  As a result, it has captured some extremely strong thinking from across Cumbria.  The model is the better for them.  

Cumbrian Local Government Review and Cumbrian Charter

The Boundary Committee, together with an advisory group comprising local people, politicians, the parish and town council movement, community and voluntary sector bodies and the business community, will be invited to conduct a Cumbrian Local Government Review.  This will determine the exact boundaries of the proposed new governance structures.  A set of criteria will be agreed, illustrations of which are set out in part in the following sections, such as endeavouring to ensure that wards or ward groupings align with natural communities.  The Review will determine on:

· the exact boundaries for the Most Purpose Authorities

· ward boundaries for the new reduced number of wards (all single member)

· the boundaries of Local Service Forums

· the possible composition of other forums (older people’s, young people, vulnerable persons’ advocacy forum)

· the boundaries of any new parishes and town councils required to achieve 100% parishing across Cumbria

If parishes and town councils affected request it, the Review might also look at their boundaries where they are felt to be outdated.

The Review’s advisory group will also consider relations between the governance components and assess whether the proposals set out by the Better Government for Cumbria Working Group’s model are sufficiently radical.  The Group has set out an ambitious programme of devolution to Local Service Forums from day one, and, unlike the County bid, will not muddy this by engaging in an incremental approach that occurs on the terms of a remote executive.  However, there may be scope for even further devolution and the Review’s advisory group will look at these matters.

Following the review, a Cumbrian Charter will be published.  The Charter will set out not merely the new boundaries.  It will state the subsidiarity and devolutionary principles on which the new system for Cumbria will operate, specifying the responsibilities of each governance element and their interrelations.  This will ensure that any devolution of responsibility to parishes/town councils and LSFs occurs on day one of the new arrangements.  It will also make it difficult for future Most Purpose Authority administrations to renege on these arrangements.  The Charter will also set out the purposes for which the MPAs will federate into the Cumbria Federation and on what terms they will do this.  In line with the White Paper’s vision of local charters, the Charter will also set out some of the key customer care standards that people should expect from the new arrangements.

Questions and answers

Q.  Why is a Cumbrian Local Government Review needed?

The proposals in the new model require boundary changes.  The Working Group believes that the boundaries of the Districts as currently configured, while they make some sense, do not correspond with patterns of communities as well as they might.  Neither do ward boundaries.  New groupings of wards and parishes will be needed to address the model’s commitments on devolution.  

Q.  Isn’t this Review the same as the Community Governance Review Board proposed in the County’s unitary bid?

No.  The Local Government Review will look at a wider range of boundary questions.  Further, the involvement of the Boundary Committee will ensure that its advice is robust, impartial and binding.

Most Purpose Authorities

In the model, four Most Purpose Authorities (MPAs) would be established.  These would be established broadly along the following geographies, reflecting the four main broad Cumbrian geographies and groupings of interests:

· Greater Carlisle (including North Allerdale and North Eden)

· West Cumbria (including North Copeland and South Allerdale)

· Barrow & Furness (including Barrow, South Copeland and West S. Lakeland) 

· Lakeland (including remainder of S. Lakeland and Eden)

With the Boundary Committee, as part of the Cumbrian Local Government Review, criteria for determining the precise boundaries of the MPAs would be determined.  These might include a weighted mix of the seven suggested criteria set out below.   

1. The boundaries as far as possible should bound a coherent place or set of clearly linked places.  In line with Boundary Committee guidance, exiting local boundaries (natural, historic, conventional, customary etc) and local ties should be borne in mind.  As well as residential and community ties, boundaries should relate at least in part to work and leisure catchments.

2. Population.  While no likely scenarios for the size of MPAs would make them the smaller than the smallest unitary authority in population, they would still be comparatively small.  A target minimum could be set, say of 105 000.

3. Geography.  Challenges of unmanageable geographic size, difficult topography, travel times should be mitigated as far as possible, in line with Boundary Committee guidance.

4. The boundaries should help promote strong local leadership and place-shaping by the MPAs.

5. Disruption and inconvenience should be minimised.

6. Relationships with the organisation of other public bodies (command units, devolved and local structures) need to be considered

7. The relationship of any new boundaries to constituency boundaries needs to be considered

Weightings could be attached to each of these elements to derive an index.  This could then be used to determine how a set of boundary proposals stacked up against a basket of considerations.

MPAs would have all out elections every four years for single member wards.  At those elections, direct elections of MPA Cabinets would take place.  This will mean that the people and not politicians will hire and fire local decision-makers.   (Should this approach find favour with Government, the Group will explore with them ways of making the approach of having Cabinet slates simpler and more flexible so that the bureaucracy associated with bye elections can be avoided.)  Each MPA will have around 35 members, including the Cabinet members.  Appendix A sets out some of the ways in which the additional burdens on members associated with the new arrangements would be mitigated. 

As the name Most Purpose Authority implies, they would be the main sovereign local government bodies in Cumbria. 

The MPAs would have primary roles in:

· Children’s services
· Adult Social Care
· Housing
· Transport
· Culture
· Local strategy and place shaping
In line with the last bulletpoint, the MPAs will be the primary planning authority for their area.
  The West Cumbria MPA would grant consents relating to the nuclear industry.  The Greater Carlisle MPA would grant consents relating to the Carlisle Renaissance programme.  In line with the thrust of the Barker Review of planning, some disputed domestic cases could be devolved to LSFs and parish/town councils, to take the burden off MPA planning committees.  Likewise, again in line with Barker, for strategic issues relating to cross-Cumbrian, inter-MPA infrastructure, there will be a Federal-level strategic planning function.

What would distinguish them from traditional unitaries would be their collective “federation” together for the delivery of shared services and for services best delivered Cumbria-wide, as well as the high degree of devolution to Local Service Forums and parish/town councils.  A range of generic processes will be shared by MPAs at Federal level, without compromising MPA decision-making responsibility.  So for planning, while planning sovereignty will sit almost entirely with the MPA, the processes (application forms, online applications, preliminary assessments) as well as scarce officer resources will be shared and pooled.  Likewise, a range of service components, associated budgets and decision-making responsibilities will be devolved to Local Service Forums and Parish/Town Councils.

The establishment of new organisations offers the chance to develop new paradigms for strategy and operations.  In line with best practice, the MPAs will have the opportunity to develop “flat” and dynamic structures, which reduce the distance between strategy and frontline operations.  They will be able to reduce radically the numbers of local targets and focus on priority goals.  They will be able to introduce multi-functional operating patterns and teams, especially at Local Service Forum level.  The MPAs will also be able to share processes, functions, and also certain categories of expertise, from scarce professional resources to strategic capabilities.  In line with these objectives the MPAs will fundamentally assess job descriptions, working patterns, training needs and address recruitment and retention issues.

As the primary sovereign authorities in Cumbria, the MPAs will be tax raising.  In the forthcoming financial analysis, the Working Group will take steps to  ensure that this does not lead to adverse consequences for needs-based services like social care.  For example, Barrow and Furness and the West Cumbria MPA are likely to have the highest levels of deprivation.  At present, they thus receive a large share of County-wide social care expenditure.  As unitaries, owing to their housing profile, their tax-raising powers might prove restricted.  Given their needs, this fact would most likely be offset by the fact that their spending assessments for social care would rise and that the ratio of spending grant to locally raised resources would rise with it.  Indeed, they might be better off.  However, it is important to be certain that neither authority loses out under the new arrangements.  So, as part of the financial modelling, the Working Group will study the impacts of two scenarios.  In the first, responsibility for tax raising and also receipt of grant aid for needs-based services is vested in the MPA.  In the second, the Federation precepts for these services and distributes the resources across the County according to need.  The model chosen will be the one which most obviously addresses the needs of Cumbria’s most deprived and needy communities.

Each MPA will devise their own Local Area Agreements and maintain their own Local Strategic Partnerships, over time developing linked Local Service Partnership Boards.  

Questions and answers

Q.  The expression Most Purpose Authorities is an unusual one.  Why have you chosen it? 

The description Most Purpose Authority seems to describe the character of the main sovereign authorities in the proposed governance model.  However, the working Group is not wedded to it.  If a better descriptive term can be found, the Working Group will adopt it.

Q. Aren’t the MPAs really unitaries?  

The MPAs have certain unitary characteristics, but are different in that for reasons of logic and efficiency, they will share support services, and to address shared or Cumbria-wide objectives they will pool their sovereignty.  They will also devolve a range of functions and decision-making down to Local Service Forums and parish and town councils in principle.  Thus, there are similarities and differences between them and traditional unitaries.

Q. Won’t the MPAs be too small to function effectively?

Given Cumbria’s population, the average MPA population will be around 120 000.  Barrow and Furness MPA may be at the smaller end of the scale, with around 105 000.  As such, it would be by no means the smallest authority carrying out similar functions in England and Wales.  Around a dozen authorities would be smaller.  Further, the pooled capacity of the MPAs and the depth to which the proposed model would take collaboration between them on shared services, as well as the degree of integration at Federal level, will significantly ease the burden of service delivery.

Q.  Why these four sets of boundaries?

The Cumbrian Local Government Review will determine the exact boundaries according to agreed criteria.  However, the Group is suggesting these boundaries since they appear to recognise four distinctive groupings of communities and interests across the County.

Q.  Aren’t they the same as the County Council unitary’s proposed Area Committees?

No.  The Area Committees will have certain functions devolved to them on terms set out by the Cumbria Unitary Executive and Council.  This will mean that the degree to which a Western Area Committee can manage its own affairs will be determined by members predominately drawn from outside that area.  By contrast, the MPAs will be sovereign bodies, making the critical decisions that affect their areas and devolving decision-making and budgets to smaller communities.

Q.  Won’t this approach be more expensive than the County Unitary proposal?

The depth of the shared services identified in our analysis points to considerable savings potential.  Further, the reorganisation of current County Council responsibilities introduces the possibility of reducing some of the County’s very high unit costs, through shared approaches or greater contestability.  This would help derive savings from areas on which the County bid is silent.

Q. The proposed model makes a marginally less stark reduction in the political representation across Cumbria than the County Council bid.  Why?  

The Group believes it has achieved a reasonable balance in this proposal between the need to reduce the number of members and the need for the geographies they represent and the duties they discharge to be manageable.  Even with around forty more members across Cumbria than are proposed in the County model, the responsibilties of executive and frontline members alike will be exacting.  In Appendix A, ways are proposed to address this.

Parish and town councils, Local Service Forums and other forums

As part of the Cumbrian Local Government Review, all of Cumbria will be parished.  This will ensure that highly localized representation and access to influencing services will be available across the County.

From day one of the new arrangements, in line with the principles set out in the Cumbria Charter, certain categories of decision-making and service responsibilities, as well as the resources and support teams to discharge them, will be devolved from the MPAs.  Devolution will be either to willing and able parish and town councils directly or, where parishes do not wish to take on direct responsibility for more services, but want to influence how services carried out in their parishes are shaped, to groupings of parishes in Local Service Forums.  The boundaries of the Forums will reflect distinctive communities, but will also be flexible: there is no reason why the Forum boundaries that might predominate for local environmental issues could not be changed for matters relating to education catchments.  

The precise delineation of Local Service Forum boundaries will be a matter for the Cumbrian Local Government Review, especially since they will be critically impacted by any changes to ward boundaries, new parishing and any voluntary changes to parish boundaries that arise.  However, some indication of the principles that would govern their size and composition may be set out.  Given that there would be roughly 104 wards across the MPAs (this assumes around 9 executive members per MPA), then the average ward population would be just under 5 000.  Accordingly:

· A binding principle for LSF composition should be that they reflect, as far as possible, real communities and localities.  

· They should be coterminous with ward and parish boundaries if possible

· They should comprise a manageable number of wards (say a minimum of four and a maximum of eight)

· As far as the issue of sparseness of population permits, and the associated question of manageable geographies, LSFs should tend to cover a mean population.  Assuming an average number of wards in an LSF of 6, this would mean an average population of 30 000.

As with establishing the MPA boundaries, some kind of weighting system may be required to balance the issues and in particular address how LSFs should work in sparsely populated areas.  The involvement of the local representatives on the advisory group for the will be critical to ensuring that local knowledge is a key determinant in establishing boundaries.

LSFs will have parish representatives, frontline councilors, co-opted community representatives, as well as business and voluntary sector representatives.  They will have a board chaired by a frontline councillor and a wider plenary.  They will meet in public.  They will hold the MPA executive to account by exercising a geographically based scrutiny function, with powers to call executive members to hearings.  

Parishes and town councils wishing to discharge the direct service functions carried out predominately by Local Service Forums will need to meet certain quality standards.  LSFs may have a role in supporting and monitoring parishes and town councils in meeting these standards over time. Where a parish within an LSF area has some devolved service responsibilities, it will nevertheless be represented on the LSF for purposes of collective decision-making.  Moreover, their attendance will be vital as LSFs will be the primary conduit for Community Calls to Action.

LSFs and able parish and town councils will: 

· Work with local groups on location of cultural and community facilities, running them or acting as client

· With parishes and other  MPA forums act as a conduit for intelligence about needs of vulnerable communities and individuals

· Have budgets for car-parks, street furniture, signage, local environmental services, some local transport services, war memorials, toilets, local parks and community green spaces 

· Oversee roll out of parish lengthsman scheme and service access pilot

· Oversee work of multi-functional highways maintenance teams 

· Influence the shape of any local transport services over which they do not have direct control

· Ensure that waste prevention, collection and recycling strategies are locally tailored

· Subject to addressing statutory considerations, to be investigated with CLG, act as regulatory committees for limited categories of licensing decision

· With Parishes, provide alternative dispute resolution on contested domestic planning issues and, if permissible as above, act as planning committee for very limited categories of domestic planning decisions to take pressure off MPA committees, in line with the findings of the Barker Review

· Coordinate local partnership working

· Hold prime responsibility with other forums for the duty to “involve citizens in the design and delivery of services”

All parishes, whether they provide this range of services themselves or through LSFs, will provide local intelligence on service provision.  Relevant parishes will participate in a service access pilot.  This pilot, similar to work being carried out in Lincolnshire, will provide resources to ensure that parish facilities in remote areas can be used to access all MPA and Federal services and act as an accessible conduit for enquiries and complaints.  MPA-wide lengthsman schemes will particularly target remote parishes without the capacity to carry out services for themselves, and will build on best practice from other authorities (Devon, Lancashire, Herefordshire, for instance).

Forums for youth, older people will be established in each MPA, together with an advocacy forum, bringing together the representatives of vulnerable and hard-to-reach groups.  These forums will have budgets and, where appropriate, directly manage facilities.  Most importantly, they will champion the role of the people they represent in the design of local services.

The precise responsibilities of the Forums, the parish and town councils, their interactions and relationship to the MPA, together with an account of the service and decision-making responsibilities to be devolved to them, will all be set out in the Cumbria Charter.

Questions and answers

Q.  Won’t there be considerable confusion between the responsibilities of the LSFs and MPAs, especially where parish and town councils are involved in service delivery?

The respective responsibilities will be set out in the Cumbria Charter and in locally tailored information.  More importantly, for routine contacts with local authority services, to enquire or to complain, the general public will use various access points (telephone, email, letters, libraries and service centres) which, through shared systems will route them to the responsible body.  The service elements will have distinctive responsibilities, but, interfacing with the general public, will act as part of a concerted and seamless whole.

Q.  Won’t these new arrangements be very expensive?

Four factors will mitigate the expense.  First, the LSFs, parishes and town councils will be supported by the redeployment and reorganisation of existing resources.  Secondly, those resources will work multi-functionally.  In other words, the expense of having different specialists in separate divisions carrying out broadly similar tasks will be addressed.  Thirdly, one of the primary costs to the public sector is associated with the failure to get things right first time.  By bringing service delivery under the accountability and control of very localised structures, the prospects of getting things right first time are increased.  Finally, to a considerable degree, the local teams will be supported by an array of shared service processes.  These will significantly mitigate cost.

Q.  Is there any evidence that parish and town councils want to provide these sorts of services?  In any case, aren’t parishes sleepy and unrepresentative institutions unfit to deliver services?

Some parish and town councils will want direct service responsibilities and the resources to discharge them.  Others will not.  All however will want influence over service delivery in their areas.  Where parishes and town councils are interested in delivering services, they will be reviewed to ensure that they have the right capacity and skills to be able to carry out the services in question and to determine what support they might need.  

The role of parishes and town councils in the local government hierarchy is certainly poorly understood by the general public.  At the publication of the Cumbria Charter, a cross-MPA publicity campaign, focusing on parishes’ and town councils’ new roles in LSFs and direct service delivery will occur.  As more parishes become directly involved in service delivery, we would anticipate that more people would engage with their work.  Indeed, by making a clear commitment to devolving service delivery wherever possible to the parishes, the Working Group is attempting to meet head on the challenge of the Local Government White Paper of reinvigorating the parish movement.

Q.  Aren’t the Local Service Forums the same as the County’s proposed Community Boards?

The main difference is that the Community Boards in the County’s model will only undertake service delivery on terms set by the County Executive, with Area Committees overseeing devolution over time.  By contrast, Local Service Forums and able parishes will deliver services from day one of the new arrangements.

Q.  Aren’t Youth Forums etc an expensive distraction?

Neither Cumbria County Council nor the Districts currently do enough to ensure that service users are involved in the design of the services that affect them.  The purpose of these forums is to ensure that the needs of the users of adult social care and children’s services, together with those of people from very vulnerable groups, are championed in the new arrangements.  By giving these forums responsibilities, for instance running some facilities and events (with MPA and LSF support), we will ensure that they are practically engaged and not just talking shops.  The benefits of ensuring that young people in particular are engaged are many.  Equipping young people with life-skills and addressing issues such as teenage pregnancy, drugs and crime in ways that resonate with them can repay in reduced offending rates, improving attainment and reducing reliance on the benefits system in later years.  

Cumbria Federation

To secure the benefits of shared services, to deliver service Cumbria-wide where logic and efficiency suggest, and to engage with Cumbria-wide bodies and Whitehall, the MPAs will “federate”.  The Cumbria Federation will have an appropriate secretariat to develop policy and manage contractor relationships.  The Federal Executive will be composed of the leaders and deputy leaders of each of the MPAs.  Chairing the Executive will be a directly elected Mayor of Cumbria (or similarly titled figure).  The Federation will:

· Sustain service and area specific scrutiny functions, with committees of frontline councillors from MPAs

· Act as a cross-Cumbria strategic planning authority, with a planning committee also drawn from MPA members, looking at issues of inter-MPA infrastructure (in line with the thrust of the Barker Review)

· Hold a twice-yearly all Cumbrian Assembly for MPA councillors and the general public to hold the Executive to account

The Mayor will chair the Cumbrian Executive.  They will have no separate powers from the Cumbrian Executive and will draw their authority from its collective decision-making.  However, in order to ensure that occasional disputes between MPAs are resolved, they will have a persuading, influencing and networking role, focused on seeking collective agreements where they are needed for more effective concerted action.  The Mayor will chair relevant Cumbrian partnership bodies, act as an advocate for Cumbria with Government and have a key role in attracting new investment and initiatives to the County.

The Federation will:

· Interface with Cumbria-wide bodies, including appropriate strategic relationships with the National Park, and help coordinate MPA inputs into Cumbria-wide strategies (for instance relating to strategic approaches to tackling crime)

· Provide a range of “next generation” shared services allowing generic support processes or common service elements to be efficiently and collectively delivered, without compromising local decision-making or service tailoring. 

· Shared services include integrated back office and service processes for social services, planning, licensing, transport, most support services inc. ICT, HR, finance, revenues and benefits, and for procurement and commissioning

· Pool sharable expertise and information

· Provide integrated regulatory and enforcement service, in line with the ambitions of the Hampton Review

· Operate Cumbria-wide standards and service procurement vehicle for children’s services to help support MPAs in their ambition to drive up standards in Cumbrian schools

· Coordinate Cumbria’s response to the Leitch agenda, aiming to pilot the business-led Employment and Skills Boards and encourage training “pledges”

· Support the Cumbria Strategic Partnership and Cumbria MAA

· Provide an integrated waste management service 

· Act as a cross-Cumbria strategic planning authority with a planning committee of members drawn from MPA frontline councillors for relevant inter-MPA infrastructure (in line with Barker and Eddington)

· Seek new powers to support MPA aspirations on transport in line with Eddington

The Federation will lead a Cumbria Strategic Partnership, bringing together Cumbria-wide bodies.  It will oversee a Multi-Area Agreement, comprising the LAAs developed by the MPAs, together with any relevant cross-Cumbria considerations (for instance related to strategic transport infrastructure).  

Questions and answers

Q. Are you proposing the removal of the County Council?

The County Council would not exist.  It current responsibilities would be distributed between the MPAs and the Federation.  

Q.  I’m confused by the term “Mayor”.  Will this person be ceremonial?  Will they be like Ken Livingstone?  Why can’t a chair simply be appointed by the Federal Executive?

The Mayor will chair the Cumbrian Executive and be directly elected by the people of Cumbria and answerable to them.  Unlike the Mayor of London however they will not have executive powers separate from those of the Federation Executive.  

However, in order to chair the Executive credibly, the Mayor will need to have a similar mandate to the other Executive members.  The Working Group take the view that an appointed chair would be seen as being at a remove from the people of Cumbria, selected by politicians and not by them.

Q.  Would the Mayoral arrangement be legal?  Would a federal arrangement be?

The Mayor would be different from those elsewhere, and while it could be argued that their authority would derive from the pooled sovereignty of four councils, the Working Group is conscious that the model would need the support of CLG to progress.  The Group notes that the Secretary of State is seeking powers to permit a range of imaginative responses to the Local Government White Paper’s imperatives on governance, and that the Bill progressing through parliament could be amended to support an array of approaches.  It is worth noting that the Barker Review of Planning and the Eddington Review of Transport advocated arrangements for strategic planning issues of the sort vested in the Federal Executive here.  To that extent, the model seems to go with the grain of current government thinking.

Q.  How will the work of the four local LSPs and the development 

The LAAs and LSPs work will be the responsibility of the individual MPAs to oversee. In this model, the LAAs come together in a Multi-Area agreement, allowing a clear acknowledgement of difference on the one hand and common interest on the other.  The LAAs are four jigsaw pieces.  By looking at inter-MPA issues, such as infrastructure and relations with Cumbria-wide bodies, the Federal tier can ensure that these four elements are fully coordinated to mutual advantage.

Enquiries and complaints handling

Customer access to information and advice will be integrated across the Federation through a shared services model.  In effect the aim will be to ensure that wherever you are in Cumbria you can access information about a service delivered by any of the LSFs, parishes and town councils, MPAs or the Federation.

Features would include:

· Local service access points (parish, LSF, library, housing office) providing access to all service information across the county, including links to issues in other MPAs

· Issues and complaints raised in any MPA geography referred to correct MPA, LSF, parish/town council or to the Federation 

· Integrated complaints management system, escalation and, where needed, arbitration hierarchy, from LSF/parish level, through to MPA and, where appropriate, federal level

· Single telephone number for complaints handling and service access across MPAs (with enquiries referred to relevant MPA or contractor)

· Client/contractor responsibilities in handling complaints clarified, with confusions caused by branding and image removed (partly through integrated procurement processes, and where appropriate, common branding
Questions and answers

Q. Won’t the proposed new system cause confusion for people trying to access services or make complaints?

In line with Sir David Varney’s report on Transformational Government and examples such as Directgov, the aim will be to have a single integrated system of information management and complaints handling.  In effect, the citizen would not have to concern themselves with bureaucratic niceties, but simply make an enquiry or complaint through any service access point in Cumbria.  The item will then be routed to the responsible body for action.  

Q.  Would this mean that if I made an enquiry about the Barrow MPA in the Lakeland MPA, for instance dropping into a library in Kendall on my way to work, it would be dealt with?

Yes.

Q.  How would the escalation of complaints work?  

Where a complaint had not been dealt with adequately by an LSF or parish/town council, the complainant would have recourse to the MPA.  Since the MPAs would have sovereign responsibility for most matters, should the MPA fail to discharge its responsibilities, the complainant would be directed to the Ombudsman. Where the Federation is directly responsible for service delivery – for instance in waste management – enquiries would be routed to them in the first instance.  Use of the Federation for escalation and resolution of disputes will also be introduced, subject to the agreement of MPAs.  This could extend to areas where the Federation has a major role in services delivered at MPA level, or more generally as mechanism for providing peer review and arbitration.  
General Questions and Answers

Q.  What are the key distinguishing points between this approach and the County bid?

This is a radical, enhanced two-tier model.  It provides an integrated set of relationships between its various components.  It ensures that real places are sovereign and predominate in terms of service delivery.  But it also exploits the advantages of service sharing and integration and acknowledges that the existence of Cumbria-wide bodies requires a Cumbrian dimension.  In addressing this dimension, it ensures that collectively the MPAs can punch above their weight and do better for Cumbria than the previous arrangements have allowed, while making sure that their very different interests are not inappropriately constrained by the imposition of Cumbrian perspectives in areas where that perspective is not appropriate.  In effect, though two-tier it offers the benefits of unitary government.

The model offers a clear commitment to devolution.  Services will be passed down to parishes, towns and LSFs as set out in a Charter from day one.  By contrast with the arrangements in the Cumbria unitary bid, where devolution takes place only on terms that are acceptable to a remote executive, in these arrangements devolution will be immediate and governed by clear subsidiarity principles.  

The model has built in the concerns and preoccupations of key stakeholders from the outset.  It tackles head on major preoccupations for the government and relevant government reports (Barker, Eddington, Leitch). It is based on a radical approach to shared services that would take Cumbria from a near standing start to the cutting edge in service delivery.  Finally, it sets out modern proposals for political governance.  As such it would place executives under the direct control of citizens.  The people of Cumbria, and not politicians, would thus hire and fire their decision-makers.

Q.  These are radical proposals.  Would they be legal?

If the model were to be progressed, it would include new arrangements in planning and licensing decision-making, the former in line with Barker, the latter in line with the aspirations of the parish and town council movement.  The permissibility of these arrangements would be looked at with CLG.  And the status of the Federation, the elected Mayor, would all have to be considered.  CLG has indicated its desire to see radical proposals come forward.  These are radical ideas.  If the County bid fails and CLG is attracted by these ideas, then steps could be taken, particularly in relation to the Health and Local Government Bill, to make them legally workable.  If CLG, for whatever reason, is not interested in these ideas, then issues of legality are irrelevant.

Q. Is this really an enhanced two-tier model?

Some of the enhanced two-tier bids that have been sent to government show some of the characteristics of this approach.  However, it is easily the most radical version currently on offer and the concept of federation is new to local government.  

Q. How do Cumbria-wide bodies fit into the new arrangements?

Cross-Cumbria bodies, such as the police, the PCT and others, on the whole would be dealing with the Federal level.  

Benefits may emerge from this especially in the area of shared services, where the capacity developed at Federal level may be offered to other Cumbrian bodies as a appropriate.

As indicated, as a planning authority, the National Park’s powers and responsibilities are untouched in these arrangements.  Strategic, cross-MPA engagement for the Park would be with the Federal tier. The MPAs and the National Park would engage with each other directly for such matters as balancing their interests on local planning questions.  

Appendix A

Member issues

Introduction

Concern has been expressed that under the proposed Cumbria Federation, the burden on members might increase.  Further, members are keen to ensure that the new arrangements promote diversification of members.

The first issue has been partly addressed by increasing the guideline number of members to 140.  However, there remain further issues to be addressed.  This discussion paper raises some of the issues and proposes some possible solutions.

Rationalising the burden on members

· Review and reduction of number of partnership bodies on which members sit at MPA and federal level.  Strict “gateway” procedures for the introduction of new bodies

· Opportunity cost review of current meetings patterns.  Do all the existing meetings members attend in the course of their duties contribute to real outcomes?  

· Reviews of the effectiveness of meeting conduct, including training for meeting chairs, to avoid excessive time being devoted to minutes and housekeeping matters.

· Separation of responsibilities.  As far as possible, frontline councillors chairing LSFs should not also chair planning or licensing committees.  Neither should they be involved in federal level scrutiny responsibilities.  As far as possible, federal level scrutiny should be the responsibility of frontline councillors who are not LSF chairs and do not have chairing roles in LSFs or other committees.  Likewise, the strategic planning committee at the federal level should comprise neither LSF chairs, nor anyone involved in an MPA planning or licensing committee.

· Using the shared services support functions, coordinated meeting rosters.  This will help ensure that as far as possible where members are travelling significant distances to meetings, they do so to attend more than one.

· Shared, cross-MPA approach to handling member casework.  Standardised online casework forms to be centrally processed and diverted to the relevant function/tier

· Frontline councillors to have a dedicated member of staff to act as their “first port of call” for information and conduit for casework.  This will be particularly important in ensuring that they can respond quickly and effectively to Community Calls to Action

· Use of new mobile technologies to ensure that members’ contact with the general public can be rapidly translated into action and that members can access information readily

Diversifying membership

The Mayor, together with the dual executive members (MPA leader and deputy leader acting in MPA and federation executives), will almost inevitably be well paid full-time roles.  For the other MPA executive members, there will be a case for full-time responsibility, but both a degree of flexibility and a differential between dual executive members and themselves.  With frontline councillors, even those chairing LSFs or sitting on regulatory committees or carrying out Federal Scrutiny functions, the case will be more finely balanced.  A presumption in favour of full-time and appropriately remunerated councillors could lead to the exclusion of certain groups (professionals, carers, single mothers), while also potentially encouraging some under-represented groups to get involved.  It could also dilute the necessary executive/frontline differential, which reflects not just the huge time demands placed on all executive members, but also their responsibilities.  

Furthermore, even if their reintroduction were permissible, attendance allowances, while superficially reflecting the respective workloads of members, tend to have perverse consequences by encouraging serial, and not necessarily productive, meeting attendance, as opposed to valuable community activity.  

The following steps might help to resolve these issues:

· Establishing a Cumbria-wide independent member remuneration advisory panel

· Extensive public consultation should be undertaken to establish what patterns of remuneration would suit them, given the demands of the various councillor roles

· The impacts and opportunity costs of particular remuneration scenarios should be modelled

· Time and motion studies should be conducted early in life of new arrangements, including assessment of impacts of new variables, such as the community call to action

· Sabbatical and secondment arrangements could be piloted for those choosing to leave jobs and become councillors

· Political parties could be encouraged to sign “pledges” about diversifying candidate recruitment

Appendix B

Shared services and financial issues

Cumbrian local government can go much further in the area of shared services than has happened to date.  The service analysis carried out by the Better Government for Cumbria Working Group shows that in addition to those services that can be delivered at Federal level, there are at least 150 functions and generic service processes that can be shared.

Together with an exercise to ensure that those services provided by the County Council at currently very high unit cost are subject to the benefits of sharing or contestibility, shared services will be the proposed route to securing major savings in the model.  Over the coming weeks, the Working Group will develop a financial analysis of the implications of sharing and other service innovations.  Since the experience of the group’s expert advisers suggests that sharing processes can realise very substantial savings (in some scenarios in the order of 20-30% off baseline costs), and since the Group will also be looking at core County services, not considered in depth in the County proposal, there is high expectation of radical efficiency proposals.

In addition to Federally organised service provision, such as waste management, there is potential to share services in three main ways:

· Shared Services - Transactional Delivery Services / Non-Citizen Contact (back-office functions)

· Shared Services - Transactional Delivery Services / Citizen Contact (Customer Services/complaints handling, integrated licensing and planning processes)
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Centres of Excellence - Highly Skilled / Citizen Contact (pools of highly skilled service experts shared by the MPAs)

In order to achieve the level of efficiencies mentioned above, the Federal Model for these three types of functions would leverage:

· Business Process Standardisation

· Technology Innovation and Efficiency Tools

· People and Organisational Management

· Governance for implementation of Policies and Strategy

· Governance for Strategic Sourcing and Procurement

· Service Delivery Suppliers managed by councils’ outcomes (not only by SLAs) through Strategic Partnerships and Joint Ventures
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A common misconception about shared services is that they promote centralisation of decision-making.  This is not the case.  For example, information processes can be shared, but used in tailored ways by the MPAs.  The MPAs may control the bulk of planning and licensing decision-making, but could use a shared process and have access to pooled expertise to support good decision-making.  The Federation’s approach to shared services will, through appropriately developed governance arrangements, be careful to distinguish between decision-making sovereignty and efficient centralisation or pooling of capacity.

Appendix 3

Service Areas
The following tables derive from a detailed analysis of the existing service provision across Cumbria.    While by no means binding or authoritative, they start to flesh out how some of the service responsibilities will work and how the governance components will interact.  They also reference best practice examples the new arrangements could learn from.  The finalised version of the model will include the full service analysis covering around 500 services.  

Children’s Services

Proposed Organisation
Governance Implications

Schools get bulk of funding and are primary service commissioners with considerable flexibility and freedom

4 MPAs have a Director of Children’s Services responsible for local inter-agency working and joining up (including between schools).  See Joint Access Teams approach in West Sussex

Directors have small multi-skilled teams 

Cross-sector working at local level might be supported by Joint Commissioning approaches (as in Telford and Wrekin) 

4 Directors are on the Board of the Cumbria Strategic Children’s Services support, procurement and standards vehicle. This will have a prime contractor (as in Education Walsall) or be operated as a Trust, and will feature as part of the Cumbria-wide shared services suite. 

Vehicle will 

· Provide shared processes

· Standards hit squads

· Targeted interventions

· Pooled specialist expertise

· Share generic information

· Provide shared procurement and commissioning for those schools and support functions that need it

The vehicle will work closely with the MPAs and schools to ensure standard processes are locally tailored

Schools can opt into Cumbria-wide procurement arrangements or to operate their own subject to robust consideration of value for money and service quality
All MPAs have lead Member for children’s services

All MPAs have a Youth Forum (this has advisory functions and some budgetary control)

Youth Forum and lead Member will champion the involvement of young people in service design

Parishes, flexible Local Service Forums (constructed to fit with catchments) and Youth Forum advise on and where appropriate operate youth centres, sports facilities 

Regional governance structure for support, procurement and standards vehicle to promote liaison with Cumbria-wide agencies for e.g. PCT and police. Accountable to Mayor and Executive

New Cumbria skills partnership develops with MPAs 4 locally tailored strategically integrated approaches as a Leitch pilot

Adult Social Care

Proposed Organisation
Governance Implications

4 Directors of Social Cares in MPAs

Develop local partnership working and manage multi-functional intervention and assessment teams (drawing on County-wide pool of specialists)

Local assessment teams support devolved user-led commissioning supported by Cumbria-wide shared services and expert pools

Intervention and assessment teams organised at Local Service Forum level

Parishes and Local Service Forums provide conduits for complaints and intelligence on vulnerable individuals and groups

4 Directors sit on governance structure for Cumbria Federation’s integrated commissioning, standards and support services vehicle (possibly outsourced or Trust body), as part of shared services suite

Cumbria-wide vehicle takes lead on needs analysis, data gathering and statistics


All MPAs have Lead Member for Adult Social Care

Each MPA has an Old People’s Forum (CF Nottinghamshire and Shropshire)

Al MPAs have a Vulnerable People’s Advocacy Forum

Both Forums have devolved budgets for running some community facilities and activities and to support user involvement in service design

Cumbria Federation’s Social Services Care Director’s Board oversees work of commissioning standards and support services vehicle and manages interfaces with Cumbria-wide health and other agencies. Reports to Mayor and Executive



Housing

Proposed Organisation
Governance Implications

Types of social housing arrangements vary widely across Cumbria. Where social housing has transferred to RSLs primary liaison is MPA responsibility. However where stock not transferred, and for services to the private sector, service delivery should be structured around LSF boundaries to maximise user involvement, with service teams operating at that level.

Where appropriate, MPAs or housing providers could opt into Cumbria-wide shared services vehicle e.g. for rent collection.

Issues relating to crime to be dealt with by Cumbria-wide for strategic and generic issues and at MPA level through local partnerships/LSPs

Demolition and health and safety services pooled at Cumbria Federation level.

Licensing decisions made at LSF level but licensing services provided through Cumbria-wide enforcement model.
LSFs, with suitably tailored boundaries, where appropriate have considerable say in matters relating to private sector housing support and interventions; where appropriate, LSF and neighbourhood social housing forums and other structures should be aligned



Transport and Highways

Proposed Organisation
Governance Implications

4 MPAs have Transport Directors with responsibility for operating most transport and highway services.

Highly devolved delivery structure including key features most notably the Lengthsman Scheme. 

LSFs and capable parishes car-parks, street furniture, signage, local environmental services, some local transport services, war memorials, toilets, local parks and community green spaces 

LSFs provide mechanism for grouping parishes, supporting small parishes unable to deliver own services, and quality assuring service delivery by capable parishes

MPAs use Cumbria Federation for sharing capacity and drawing down generic services (information, abandoned vehicles, gritting and surface dressing)

4 MPA transport strategies comprise main pillars of Cumbria-wide strategy with issues of strategic integration and interfaces with national transport strategies addressed by Cumbria Federation Executive

MPAs develop needs assessment models for highways services.  Analysis supports devolution of budgets to LSFs and capable parish/town councils, who oversee operation of local multi-function teams (See Redcar and Cleveland Beacon model for multi-skill teams and their relationship to area environment committees).  Resources allocated on the basis of need to parish groupings and individual parishes for use of Lengthsmen programme.  (This to build on existing Cumbria pilots and comprehensive programmes in Devon, Lancashire, Herefordshire etc)

LSFs and parishes have significant influencing role on public transport arrangements

All LSF activities have clear lines of sight with, and are aligned with, environmental health, waste management and street cleaning services operated by Cumbria Federation
New powers sought by Cumbria Federation (franchising, transport planning consents, in line with Eddington).

LSF role on transport and highways issues among most important roles for Frontline Councillors.

Support for parishes and parish groupings in determining programmes for and monitoring success of lengthsmen programme. 

Libraries, Culture, Sport and Leisure

Proposed Organisation
Governance Implications

MPAs have primary responsibility for cultural services however highly devolved decision-making using parish, LSF and  other MPA forums, on structure of provision with delivery outsourced to social enterprise providers or run directly by LSFs and suitable parishes where appropriate

Possible role for shared services in areas such as mobile library service

Shared information provision and systems integrated complaints process.
Capacity support to LSF, Parish and cross-MPA forum structures where they run services or act as client to social enterprise vehicles.

Support Services, Revs and Bens, Finance, Audit, ICT and Democratic Services

Proposed Organisation
Governance Implications

Shared services for vast majority of support functions, largely coordinated at federal tier (although other options on lead authority delivery can be looked at, especially in transitional phases eg Registrars and Crems and Cems, diversity and could be shared or run by best MPA provider with or without Cumbria Federation involvement)

Integrated information and complaints handling across all tiers

LSF / MPA / Cumbria Federation customer interfaces

All MPAs raise tax but share collection process

Performance, QA, disaster recovery, civil emergency planning, finance, internal audit, legal all shared 

Encouragement of development of MPA based local asset vehicles
Shared services delivered at Federal level

Planning, Building Control, Trading Standards and Environmental Health

Proposed Organisation
Governance Implications

4 planning departments at MPA level with primary planning responsibility

Generic planning processes pooled through Federal level shared services

1 strategic planning function at Cumbria Federation level (for inter-MPA infrastructure)

Single set of planning information, common web-based portal for planning applications (intelligent IT portal)

4 MPAs devise local development plans integrated by Cumbria Federation into Regional Spatial Strategy

Integrated Hampton-compliant regulatory and enforcement system, regionally organised providing single regulatory interface for business. 

Triage enforcement and inspection presence in 4 MPAs supported by shared resource of regional specialist. Clear lines of sight with Business Link enabling generic advice and packages for business and integrated data collection. Clear lines of sight with retail enforcement pilot and Defra whole farm approach.

MPA to retain strategic licensing decisions, but certain highly localised categories of licensing devolved down to LSFs and capable parishes
MPAs have planning committees and take major planning decisions for their area (eg West Coast to oversee permissions relating to nuclear, Gtr Carlisle to oversee permissions relating to Carlisle Renaissance)

Cumbria Federation oversees provision of generic planning advice, integrates development plans into regional spatial strategy operates planning committee for strategic, Cumbria-wide planning issues (inter-MPA infrastructure) 

LSFs and Parishes pilot dispute resolution for contested domestic planning issues (Barker) and have advisory role on local planning questions.  If legally permissible, this should evolve into LSFs and able parishes taking certain limited categories of domestic planning decisions.

Cumbria Federation sponsors pilot of Barker principles, including presumption in favour of a development if compatible with local development plan; economic benefits paramount; regional spatial plan and regional economic plan integrated; and integrated waste and energy strategies. [West Coast guaranteed autonomy on nuclear issues]

Comprehensive and compulsory programme of training for planning committee members at all levels in line with Barker

Waste Management

Proposed Organisation
Governance Implications

Cumbria-wide shared service approach

Primary contractor model

Local (LSF) level organisation and delivery of shared information modules and common delivery processes; as in best practice examples (Daventry and Lichfield) local tailoring and adaptation of centrally provided processes, and relentless information provision and campaigning, essential

Funding co-ordinated through shared vehicle

Needs based resource allocation to service delivery areas ideally coterminous with LSFs

LSF based monitoring 

Centralised complaints system, fleet management and sale of recycled products

Partnership working with Envirowise and Business Link

Provision of on street bins overseen by LSFs and parishes

Regional composting strategy tailored to LSF/parish needs

Co-ordination of civic amenity sites and recycling points by MPA tier

Clinical waste regionally co-ordinated with PCT and delivered at MPA level
Cumbria-wide strategic vehicle takes main operational decisions under strategic oversight of Mayor and Executive

LSF and parishes have advisory role and devolved decision-making on tailoring information provision and assisting with needs-based prioritisation of waste management interventions

Strategic and Discretionary Roles including Economic Development, Civic Leadership, Regeneration and Tourism
Proposed Organisation
Governance Implications

Responsibility for local aspects of tourism, economic development held at MPA level together with policy and strategy, skills, E-Gov.

Pooling of expert strategic capacity 

Shareable elements in these developed by Cumbria Federation which also controls interfaces with relevant Cumbria-wide bodies

MPAs also responsible for civic leadership, ceremonial and most aspects of community legal service

Single Cumbria-wide crime and disorder strategy built from bottom-up of 4 elements corresponding to 4 MPA boundaries. As part of this Cumbria Federation working with police Authority provides robust statistics and needs assessment
4 MPA based LSPs and LAAs

Consideration to be given to the merits of setting up Local Service Partnership Boards

1 Cumbria strategic partnership for liaison with Cumbria-wide bodies

1 Cumbria MAA being the sum of the 4 LAAs integrated at Cumbrian Federation level plus areas of Cumbria Executive responsibility e.g. shared services, waste management, regional spatial planning etc

Other MAAs to be developed with external; authorities to cover cross-border issues

Cumbria-wide Employment and Skills Board to drive Leitch based “pledges” on training and to secure an agreed plan with business leaders and the MPAs on targeted responses on training needs

Building on Lincolnshire model for involving parishes in information provision and as access points into the public service system for remote communities parishes will be given training and resources to run pilots

Process owners/MPA and Federal desired outcomes
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� Note: there are no plans in this model to change the planning powers of the National Park.  The relationship of the National Park to the four MPAs for planning issues would be the same as its current relationship to the districts.  For strategic issues and matters of inter-MPA infrastructure and spatial planning, the National Park will interface with the Cumbria Federation. 
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