RESOURCES OVERVIEW AND SCRUTINY PANEL
THURSDAY 7 JANUARY 2010 AT 10.00 AM

PRESENT:

Councillor Allison (Chairman), Councillors Boaden, Cape, Mrs Geddes, Hendry (until 12noon), Layden and Mrs Styth

ALSO

PRESENT:
Councillor J Mallinson – Finance Portfolio Holder



Councillor Earp – Performance and Development Portfolio Holder 
ROSP.01/10
APOLOGIES FOR ABSENCE

An apology for absence was submitted on behalf of Councillor Knapton.
ROSP.02/10
DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST
There were no declarations of interest submitted at this meeting.
ROSP.03/10
AGENDA
The Chairman requested that the Panel give consideration to a verbal report from the Town Clerk and Chief Executive on the Transformation of Scrutiny as an urgent item.

Members discussed the matter in detail requesting clarification on why the matter would be considered in private and which officers should be in the room during the discussion.

RESOLVED – That a verbal report from the Town Clerk and Chief Executive on the Transformation of Scrutiny be accepted as an urgent item of business to be taken as a part B item with the Town Clerk and Chief Executive and Portfolio Holders in attendance.
ROSP.04/10
PUBLIC AND PRESS
RESOLVED – That in accordance with Section 100A(4) of the Local Government Act 1972 the Public and Press were excluded from the meeting during consideration of the following item of business on the grounds that it involved the likely disclosure of exempt information as defined in the paragraph number (as indicated in brackets against the minute) of Part 1 of Schedule 12A of the 1972 Local Government Act.

ROSP.05/10
TRANSFORMATION OF SCRUTINY
Further to the Scrutiny Chairs Group held on 16 December 2009 the Town Clerk and Chief Executive (Ms Mooney) responded to concerns raised regarding the transformation of scrutiny.
Ms Mooney outlined the background to the concerns and felt that each Overview and Scrutiny Panel deserved a full response to the concerns.
Ms Mooney understood that the main concerns for Overview and Scrutiny were the reasons for the reduction in scrutiny support and the practical implications of the reduction.  She stressed that she understood the importance of Overview and Scrutiny and felt that the enhanced role of the new Strategic Management Team along with the 1 FTE scrutiny support officer would provide the appropriate level of support needed for scrutiny to remain effective within the Authority.  She added that several other authorities worked in a similar way and had good scrutiny functions.  She stressed that the main driver for the restructure was the need to make significant savings and the concern that the Council did not make unnecessary cuts to their front-line services.
During discussion Members raised concerns about the support of the Strategic Management Team and how they would be available to Scrutiny during a time of major change.  There needed to be a mechanism to ensure that Scrutiny continued to be support effectively.  Members also had concerns about the impartiality and workload commitments of the new Strategic Management Team and highlighted past issues with support from the Senior Management Team  There were concerns that the proposal would result in the same outcome.

Members added that the way Overview and Scrutiny operated also needed to be examined to ensure they are working to their full potential and to avoid duplicated work.

Members spoke in support of the scrutiny officers and highlighted the support that they provided both to the Chairmen of the Panels and to individual scrutiny Members.

Ms Mooney reassured Members that she fully supported Overview and Scrutiny and that all officers in the Authority worked equally for all Elected Members.  She understood that the proposals may require a change in how some Officers currently worked, but all Senior Officers, including those newly appointed to the Strategic Management Team would be very clear about there support for Overview and Scrutiny and this key role was now an integral part of their job description.
The Finance Portfolio Holder addressed the Panel and gave support to the reasons for the change to scrutiny support.  He believed that the new system would work and would help improve scrutiny.
RESOLVED – The Panel noted the intentions of the proposal and how Overview and Scrutiny would be taken forward with the support of the Strategic Management Team.
The meeting continued in public
ROSP.06/10
MINUTES OF PREVIOUS MEETINGS

RESOLVED – That the Minutes of the meetings held on the 15 October and 10 December 2009 be agreed as a correct record of the meetings and signed by the Chairman.

ROSP.07/10
CALL-IN OF DECISIONS
There were no items which had been the subject of call-in.
ROSP.08/10
OVERVIEW REPORT AND WORK PROGRAMME
The Acting Scrutiny Manager (Ms Edwards) presented report OS.01/10 providing an overview of matters related to the Resources Overview and Scrutiny Panel’s work.  Also included was the latest version of the work programme and details of Forward Plan items relevant to this Panel.

Ms Edwards reported that:

· The Forward Plan of Executive key decisions, covering the period 1 January to 30 April 2010 had been published on 17 December 2009.  The Review of Capital Programme has been removed from the Forward Plan as it is included in the budget process and did not need to be considered separately.
· A Special meeting of the Resources Overview and Scrutiny Panel will take place on 26 January 2010 to scrutinise Carlisle Renaissance.  Members were asked to note that a referral from Cumbria County Council had been made to the Scrutiny Chairs Group which requested that a Carlisle Member of the County Council Scrutiny be invited to attend future scrutiny of Carlisle Renaissance meetings.  It had been agreed by the Chairs Group but it was not known which Member would be attending the meeting.
· The minutes from the Scrutiny Chairs Group held on 16 December 2009 had been circulated to all Members along with copies of the letters the Group sent to the Chief Executive and Leader.

· The Chairs Group also responded to each of the recommendations made by the Budget Scrutiny Task and Finish Group.

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 minutes of the Scrutiny Chairs Group held on 16 December 2009 be welcomed.
3) That the response from the Scrutiny Chairs Group to the recommendations made by the Budget Scrutiny Task and Finish Group be welcomed.

ROSP.09/10
BUDGET 2010/11
(1) Executive’s response to the first round of Budget Scrutiny
There was submitted Minute Excerpt EX.262/09 detailing the response of the Executive to the comments made by the Overview and Scrutiny Panels in response to the first round of Budget scrutiny, namely:

“The Overview and Scrutiny Committees be thanked for their consideration of the Budget reports and their comments, as set out within the Minutes submitted, taken into account as part of the Executive’s deliberations on the 2010/11 Budget process.”   

RESOLVED – That the decision of the Executive be received.

((2)  Executive Draft Budget Proposals 2010/11
There was submitted the Executive draft Budget proposals 2010/11 which had been issued for consultation purposes.

The draft Budget proposals comprised –   

	Section
	Detail

	A
	Background and Executive Summary

	B
	Revenue Budget 2009/10 to 2014/15

· Schedule 1 – Existing Net Budgets

· Schedule 2 – Proposed Budget Reductions

· Schedule 3 – Recurring Budget Increases

· Schedule 4 – Non-Recurring Budget Increases

· Schedule 5 – Summary Net Budget Requirement

· Schedule 6 – Total Funding and Provisional Council Tax



	C
	Capital Programme 2009/10 to 2014/15

· Schedule 7 – Estimated Capital Resources

· Schedule 8 – Proposed Capital Programme

· Schedule 9 – Summary Capital Resource Statement



	D
	Council Reserves Projections to 2014/15

· Schedule 10 – Usable Reserves Projections



	E
	Budget Discipline and Saving Strategy

	F
	Statutory Report of the Assistant Director (Resources)

	G
	Glossary of Terms


The draft Budget proposals were based on detailed proposals that had been considered by the Executive over the course of the last few months.  In particular, reports of the Director of Corporate Services considered at the Executive meeting of 17 December 2009.

In considering the draft proposals, Members made the following comments and observations:

· Members had concerns that the consultation process was not comprehensive enough and highlighted some problems that members of the public had encountered with the consultation process.
The Finance Portfolio Holder agreed that there was the potential to improve the budget consultation process and he hoped that the Panel could assist in doing this.  He added that it would be useful in future years to for the budget consultation to be more inclusive and extensive at an earlier stage.
· A Member sought clarification with regard to paragraph (iii) on page 4 of the proposal and asked if the issues had been addressed in the proposal document.
The Assistant Director (Resources) responded that over the course of the 5 year period, taking into account savings and changes, the reserves would be back up to an acceptable level at the end of the period.
The Portfolio Holder added that the figures would only be relevant if the authority exercised strict discipline.
· The budget proposal document stated that supplementary estimates of £931,000 had been approved during 2009/10.  Given the authorities financial situation supplementary estimates such as these would have a huge impact on the budget. How would the Council try and future proof its future budget position?
The Portfolio Holder responded that there was no provision for supplementary estimates of this scale in the future.  He explained that if a supplementary estimate was required it would require either a virement from another budget, alternative funding or it would not go ahead.
· The proposed increase for the Council Tax was 2% in 2010/11 and increasing to 3.5% in 2011.12 until 2014/15, should the budget be calculated on the lower figure for the future years rather than the higher figure?
The Portfolio Holder explained that the Council Tax had been the subject of considerable debate.  The financial future was uncertain and if the increase dropped below 3.5% there would be major implications on the five year projections.  The Executive felt that a 2% increase was appropriate this year and understood the impact of the increase on the community.  He added that he did not have confidence in the economic climate to project a 2% increase across the board but hoped that when the time came they would be able to.

· A Member commented that the loss of car park income was due to the closure of the Viaduct car parks and highlighted that the Authority did not have a strategy for car park provision.
The Portfolio Holder stated that work was being carried out by the County Council on this matter.

RESOLVED – 1) That the observations of the Panel, as detailed above, be conveyed to the Executive;
2) That the Panel supports the suggestion that a review of the budget consultation process be carried out to provide more scope for Overview and Scrutiny and the public to be involved in the budget process.

(3)  Background Information reports


(a) Revenue Estimates: Summary of Overall Budgetary Position 2010/11 to 2014/15
Report CORP.54/09 – providing a summary of the Council’s revised revenue base estimates for 2009/10, together with base estimates for 2010/11 and updated projections to 2014/15.   Also included were details of the impact of the new savings and new spending pressures currently under consideration and the potential impact on the Council’s overall revenue reserves.

The decision of the Executive on 17 December 2009 (EX.266/09) was:

“That the Executive noted the updated budget projections for 2009/10 to 2014/15 and make recommendations, in the light of the budget pressures and savings submitted to date, together with the potential use of balances and reserves, in order to issue a draft budget for consultation purposes.”

(b) Provisional Capital Programme 2010/11 to 2014/15   

Report CORP.55/09 – providing revised details of the Capital Programme for 2009/10 together with the proposed method of funding.  Also summarised was the proposed programme for 2010/11 to 2014/15 in the light of the capital bids submitted to date for consideration and summarised estimated capital resources available to fund the programme.    

The Executive had on 17 December 2009 (EX.267/09) decided:

That the Executive:

“(i)
Note the revised Capital Programme and relevant financing for 2009/10 as set out in Appendices A and B of Report CORP.55/09.

(ii)
 Make recommendations on the Provisional Capital Programme for 2010/11 to 2014/15 contained in the report in the light of the capital bids submitted to date, together with the estimated available capital resources for budget consultation purposes.

(iii)
Note that any capital scheme approved by Council may only proceed after a full report, including business case and financial appraisal, has been approved.”

(c) Draft Treasury Management Strategy Statement, Investment Strategy and Minimum Revenue Provision Strategy 2010/11
Report CORP.57/09 – setting out the Council’s Draft Treasury Management Strategy Statement for 2010/11 in accordance with the CIPFA Code of Practice on Treasury Management.  The draft Investment Strategy was incorporated as part of the Statement, as were the draft prudential indicators as required within the Prudential Code for capital finance in Local Authorities.    

The final version of the Strategy would be issued following the consultation period on the draft Budget for 2010/11.  There were no substantive changes to the formal content of the Statement as compared to the previous year. 

The Executive had on 17 December 2009 (EX.268/09) approved the draft Treasury Management Strategy Statement, incorporating the draft Investment Strategy and the draft Minimum Revenue Provision Strategy, together with the Prudential Indicators for 2010/11 for draft budget consultation purposes as set out in Appendix A to Report CORP.57/09.
RESOLVED – That the reports and decisions of the Executive be noted.

ROSP.10/10
PAY AND WORKFORCE STRATEGY REVIEW
The Strategic Director and Deputy Chief Executive (Governance & Resources) (Dr Gooding) presented Report CE.26/09, report by the former Head of Personnel and Development following his review of the Pay and Workforce Strategy Project (PWS).
Dr Gooding gave an overview of the PWS Project which included Job Evaluation, Equal Pay Review, Review of People Policies and Terms and Conditions, Single Status, Workforce Development Plan and the PWS implementation.  The overview included details of the consultation that had taken place with employees, Unions and Members and the key PWS Project outcomes.
Dr Gooding explained the methodology for the review and the reviews findings.  He reported that the key findings were presented within nine themes and he outlined the aims and achievements of each theme and the reviews recommendations.

In considering the report, Members made the following comments and observations:

· At what stage was the career support and development package? 
Dr Gooding explained that the Employment Panel had requested a report outlining details of the proposed package and this would be considered by the Strategic Management Team then the Employment Panel.

A Member added that Scrutiny would like to be given the opportunity to scrutinise the report.
· Were exit interviews carried out when employees left the Authority? It would be useful to have the statistics and an understanding of any issues for employees leaving the Authority.
Dr Gooding responded that the Authority did not conduct exit interviews.

· The report stated that female employees were disproportionately represented among the staff due to take a cut under Job Evaluation.  Were the exact figures available?
Dr Gooding agreed to circulate the figures to Members of the Panel.

· The report highlights a potential breach of the Member Code of Conduct by Members who had become further involved in Job Evaluation.  Members felt that this should not have been included in the report and asked that Dr Gooding investigate the matter in more detail.  If there was evidence to support the statement then it would be subject to due process.  But if there was none then a further report should be submitted to the Panel.
· Recommendation 2 had been welcomed but concerns were raised that the Authority may be open to positive discrimination.  Members believed that all staff should have the opportunity to benefit from the career support package if they chose to.
· A Member asked for clarification with regard to recommendation 4, a great deal of work had been undertaken by the Council to ensure Unions were active partners.
Dr Gooding responded that the recommendation was intended to ensure that whenever an important organisational change was taking place, the Authority worked as closely as possible in partnership with the Unions as they represented the people that mattered most during times of change.
A Member highlighted the Unions involvement in the Job Evaluation (JE) process and asked if more involvement with the national Union could have helped avoid the issues that happened locally.
Dr Gooding responded that the situation changed nationally during the JE process and there were high profile legal challenges which affected the local position.  Dr Gooding added that he felt that Unison did everything that they could and he understood that the local agreement was not auctioned due to the national situation.
· There was real concern that there had been mixed ownership from managers of the project.  Members felt that it was not acceptable that any managers within the organisation ‘appeared not to want to know’ on such an important project.  It was hoped that this would never be allowed to happen again.
· There was concern that the Unions had not contributed to the review given their involvement in the project.
· It was felt that recommendation 3, regarding staff moral, was meaningless.  The recommendation had no substance or direction.  This Panel had to monitor the issue on a regular basis to see how it was being addressed.  Members understood that it would take a great deal of resource and time.
· Was it necessary for the Authority to have a dedicated member of staff to deal with Job Evaluation?

Dr Gooding responded that a dedicated member of staff was required to ensure a level of dedication, skill and consistency was maintained in dealing with Job Evaluation.

· In response to a question Dr Gooding explained that recommendation 2 would provide staff with an opportunity to develop their skills to they could apply for different roles as the organisation changes.  This would be benefit those staff who were due to lose pay under JE.
RESOLVED – 1) That the Panel be given the opportunity to scrutinise the report on the career support and development package which was scheduled to be considered by the Employment Panel;
2) That the Strategic Director and Deputy Chief Executive (Governance & Resources) investigate the allegations made within in the report with regard to potential breaches of the Member Code of Conduct and report back his findings to a future meeting of this Panel;
3) That the Panel was disappointed that there had been mixed ownership of the project by managers and hoped that this issue would be addressed in any future projects;

4) That the Panel commended the work that had gone into the review and the enormous amount of effort that had been carried out to bring the whole project together.

ROSP.11/10
SHARED ICT STRATEGY
The Shared ICT Services Manager (Designate) (Mr Kirkpatrick) presented report RD.65/09 which provided an update on progress towards the implementation of the Shared ICT Service between Carlisle City Council and Allerdale Borough Council.

Mr Kirkpatrick reminded the Panel that the Shared ICT business case had been approved by both Council in August 2008 with an anticipated implementation date of April 2009.  The Panel had previously scrutinised the Shared ICT Strategy and Service Plan and had asked to be kept updated on the progress.
Mr Kirkpatrick explained that the implementation date of 1 April 2009 had not been achieved due to delays in the agreement and implementation of the new staffing structure required by the Shared ICT Service.  The reduction of staff numbers agreed in the business case had been achieved ahead of schedule and a great deal of focus had been given to progressing the necessary staffing changes and Mr Kirkpatrick added that the final collective agreement had been reached with the Union and contracts could be signed and the staff transfer could go ahead.  He added that the initial pay protection for staff had been 3 years but this had been changed to be closer in line with both Councils pay protection policies with 1 year full pay and 1 year pay.  It was also agreed with the Union that staff from Carlisle would receive an increment in April 2010 in line with the Allerdale staff.
He added that the delays to the staffing migration, which had resulted in delays to contract signature, had meant that each Council was maintaining a separate budget rather than being merged to a single budget for both Councils.  The cost implications of the new staffing structure following the competitive interview process, which included the protection period agreed, were within the boundaries originally set out within the Shared ICT Business Case.

Mr Kirkpatrick explained that the delays due to staffing issues had affect progress against the shared aspects of the Service Plan and it would have to be revised early 2010.  He added that all current Carlisle and Allerdale committed projects had continued as planned and operation support matters had not been delayed.
Mr Kirkpatrick highlighted the impact of the Shared Revenues and Benefits Service on the ICT staff and explained that this major project had been receiving full support from the service and was resulting in an ideal opportunity for staff to work together across both Councils.  He also added that an additional piece s of work had been carried out which included  the Cumbria Improvement and Efficiency Programme case study and the rebranding of the ICT section to ictCONNECT.
In considering the report, Members made the following comments and observations:

· Was the delay to the staffing changes due to problems with the assimilation process or because of the grievances staff raised?
Mr Kirkpatrick responded that virtually all staff had been slotted in to a post following the assimilation process, however, when an appeal was successful it moved that employee up and required a further interview.  The appeals process resulted in an interview situation for most staff.  The appeals that had been raised either challenged the score or the process.  Where the process had been challenged, and the Appeals Panel felt that they would uphold the grievance, they recommended not to complete the appeals process and move to competitive interview.

· The report did not contain the implications the delays would have on the budget.  When would the Panel expect to see a further update?
Mr Kirkpatrick responded that the financial structure could not be produced until the collective agreement had been reached; work had now started on the financial process and would be available after the year end when the new budget levels would be set.
· There had been discussions that Joint Scrutiny would take place on this project, had this progressed?
The Performance and Development Portfolio Holder stated that the Joint Member Steering Board would meet on 20 January for the first time and he would be chairing the meeting.

RESOLVED – That the Panel welcome update on the Shared ICT Strategy and look forward to a future update.

ROSP.12/10 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.

(Meeting ended at 1.05pm)

