CORPORATE RESOURCES

OVERVIEW AND SCRUTINY COMMITTEE – SPECIAL MEETING

MONDAY 4 FEBRUARY 2008 AT 2.00 PM

PRESENT:
Councillor Earp (Chairman), Councillors Allison, Bainbridge (as substitute for Cllr Mrs Clarke), Boaden, Mrs Fisher (as substitute for Cllr Lishman), Mrs Glendinning, Stockdale and Mrs Styth

ALSO
Councillor Mitchelson (Leader and Promoting Carlisle

PRESENT:


Portfolio Holder)



Councillor Bloxham (Environment and Infrastructure




Portfolio Holder)


Councillor Mrs Bowman (Economic Development and




Enterprise Portfolio Holder)


Mr John Nixon (Carlisle United FC)


Mr Allan Haile (Cumbria County 




Council)


Mr Mark Hodgson (Cumbria Vision)


Mr Peter McHugh (Eversheds)


Mr David Tuck (Genecon)


Mr Trevor Hebdon (H & H Group)


Mr Andrew Sproat and Mr Chris Wilkinson (North West Development Agency)

CROS.19/08
WELCOME
The Chairman welcomed all those present to the meeting and asked that Members of the Task and Finish Group introduce themselves to the Committee and members of the public.

CROS.  20/08
APOLOGIES FOR ABSENCE

Apologies for absence were submitted on behalf of Councillors Mrs Clarke and Lishman.

CROS. 21/08
DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST

There were no declarations of interest submitted.

CROS. 22/08
DELIVERING CARLISLE RENAISSANCE

The Director of Carlisle Renaissance submitted report CE.06/08 providing the final report of a Task and Finish Group established to prepare the case for a new Delivery Model for Carlisle Renaissance.

The Executive had, on 28 August 2007 (EX.204/07), endorsed expenditure on a project to prepare the case for a new Delivery Model for Carlisle Renaissance and for the priorities arising from the emerging Carlisle Economic Strategy.  A Task and Finish Group had been established to oversee the project, comprising representatives of the City Council, Cumbria County Council, Cumbria Vision, English Partnerships and the private sector led Economy and Enterprise Priority Group of the Carlisle Partnership.  

The Council had appointed Genecon and legal advisors, Eversheds, to assist them to appraise the range of delivery options and develop a “preferred” Delivery Model, defining its governance, legal, financial and operational management structure and a programme for establishment.

The delivery model had four basic components:

(a) Carlisle Renaissance Board – private sector led with responsibility for the delivery of an action plan based on the priorities of the Economic Strategy.

(b) Delivery Team – accountable directly to the Board and led by a new Programme Director.

(c) Action Plan – setting out the priorities of the Economic Strategy, projects to address these priorities, milestones, costs and funding, economic outputs and benefits.

(d) Collaboration Agreement – an agreement between the City Council, County Council and North West Development Agency the Founding Partners which would underpin the legitimacy and operation of the Board and the Delivery Team, including a commitment to revenue funding support.

The delivery model would be the subject of a seminar for all Members of the Council on 7 February 2008.

The Executive had on 21 January 2008 (EX.002/08) welcomed the final report of the Task and Finish Group as an important step forward in the delivery of Carlisle Renaissance and forwarded it for consideration at this meeting.

The Town Clerk and Chief Executive (Ms Mooney) thanked the Corporate Resources Overview and Scrutiny Committee for giving the Task and Finish Group the opportunity to present their findings for the development of the preferred model.

Mr Tuck, Genecon, then gave a short presentation outlining the overview of the proposed governance arrangements for the delivery mechanism of Carlisle Renaissance. 

Discussion arose, during which Members raised the following questions and observations:

(a) Who were the members of the Task and Finish Group?

The Director of Carlisle Renaissance (Mr McNichol) replied that all members of the Task and Finish Group were in attendance at the meeting apart from David Chilton of English Partnership.

(b) How was the Task and Finish Group set up?  Had organisations such as the Chamber of Commerce or Carlisle United been invited to be representatives on the Group? Elected Members had not been consulted on the document.

Mr McNichol stated that a request for private sector membership of the Task and Finish Group had been sent to the Economy and Enterprise Group of the Carlisle Partnership Group and that the rationale and membership of the Task and Finish Group had been included in portfolio holders reports to Council and Executive reports.

He explained that there had been a stakeholder workshop held in the Civic Centre which involved Group Leaders and Deputy Leaders of each Party, the Chairman of Corporate Resources Overview and Scrutiny and the County Portfolio Holder on 15 November 2007 as well as members of the Executive.

Ms Mooney added that there had been a briefing session for Members in November 2007 where Mr McNichol had presented the need for the delivery model and representatives of the private sector.  From the briefing there had been a request for members on a range of Carlisle Renaissance topics including the delivery mechanism and this would take place on Thursday 7 February 2008.

The Leader of the Council stated that the Chief Executive of Cumbria Chamber of Commerce had been involved in the stakeholder workshop which had helped set the direction of the formation of the structure and how it fitted in with the Economic Strategy which was the basis for the work carried out by the consultants.  The session on 7 February was to ensure all Members were involved in the process for Carlisle Renaissance.

(c) Who agreed to set the Task and Finish Group up?

Ms Mooney stated that the Task and Finish Group had been set up at her request to look at the appropriate models to deal with Carlisle Renaissance.  She knew the City Council would lead but the Council required guidance in terms of what had worked elsewhere, expert advice with the imperative to get it right and get it moving.

(d) It was not a City Council Task and Finish Group but a partnership Task and Finish Group which the Town Clerk and Chief Executive asked for. Members should have had an input into the membership of the Group.  

(e) What was the rationale for the decision regarding the number of members on the Board?  The proposed Board was made up of 9 people, 2 Elected Members, 1 NWDA, 1 Cumbria Vision and 5 from the private sector.  What was the definition of private sector?  In view of the importance and controversy of Carlisle Renaissance it was felt that the Council should be properly represented.

Mr Nixon, Carlisle United FC, responded that he sat on the Task and Finish Group as a representative of the Economic and Enterprise Group because he wanted to be involved in the delivery of the Economic Strategy.  There was significant business expertise in the private sector and the Board was a way of putting the expertise to good use to improve and develop the City.

Mr McHugh, Eversheds, added that practise had shown that having the private sector involved would help Carlisle achieve what it wanted on the basis of the private sector bringing skills that complement the activities of the Board, this was counterbalanced by the 3 Founding Members (City Council, County Council and Northwest Development Agency).

A Member responded that there was still no justification why the delivery should be private sector led.  Carlisle should be moving on because of the will of locally elected people and the document did not have the mechanism and scrutiny for Members to make the decisions.  There had been no justification for the number of people on the Board, 2 Elected Members were not enough.

Mr Tuck responded that he had worked with programmes such as this and  there was no perfect model that could guarantee success.  Government guidance made it clear there was not one model and it should depend on local circumstances.  Similar models had been used in Sunderland and Derby and both showed the benefit of bringing the public and private sectors together.  It was agreed that the public sector could lead but bringing in the private sector created something more dynamic.

(f) There was evidence in Carlisle of successful projects that had been public sector led and concern was raised that there may not be enough local expertise in the private sector.

(g) Carlisle Renaissance had to be seen in the context of Carlisle as a sub regional centre and the relative economic decline in the North West Region.  It would be useful to have some examples where long term projects or models such as this one had been successful.

(h) There was serious concern that there was a lack of communication with Members and that the model had been developed before Members had been consulted.  It was felt that there was no ownership of the document and Members had not had enough input into the document.  There were serious concerns regarding the role of the Council and the Council’s membership on the Board and the lack of opportunity for the City Council to scrutinise the Renaissance development and consequently Members did not feel they had ownership of the project.

The Leader responded that the recommended model was in accordance with Government guidance and it would be public authority led.  Each Council had statutory responsibilities such as planning approval and a decision could not be made without coming back for the statutory decisions.  The Council had to approve the action plan, which the Board would carry out and Overview and Scrutiny could challenge the Board and scrutinise the action plan.

Ms Mooney added that it had been assured that Group Leaders would report back to Members following the workshop held in November.  Ms Mooney wanted to make it clear that no decision had been made and this meeting was the start of the political process.  There had been a Members briefing session and there had been enthusiasm for private sector involvement.  The general feeling, however, had been for the project to move forward.  Ms Mooney apologised that Overview and Scrutiny had not been embedded in the document but it was very important that Overview and Scrutiny Members were involved in the whole process.

In response a Member stated that it was politicising the process by expecting Group Leaders to report back to Groups.  The Groups would then discuss the document as a political group when it should be a Council matter.  There should be a better way to inform Members.

(i) Page 6, 5.2.5 – Observers should have the right to attend meetings of the Board.

Mr McHugh explained that Observers did have the right to attend the meetings but they had to give notice that they were attending.

(j) The mechanism of holding the Board to account was not clear.

Mr Tuck responded that the Founding Members would receive reports on the progress of the delivery of the action plan.  It was expected that the Council representatives would feedback reports on progress and there would be an annual review of the action plan.  The Founding Members were the shareholders of the original Board and no decisions could be taken unless the Founding Members agreed.  A Founding Member was the City Council.

Mr McHugh added that the collaboration agreement outlined what the three Founding Members set out to achieve together with the action plan and the funding.  The decision making would come back to the City Council.  The Board was executing the action plan that had been agreed by the Council and the strategy set out by the Council as one of the Founding Members.

(k) How would the democratic accountability work?  This was not a debate on public versus private but about getting something credible in the eyes of the public.

(l) The presentation had emphasis on the physical regeneration side of the project and concern was raised that it was not clear how the right mix of representation could be guaranteed.   The model of 9 members was not broad enough.

Mr Tuck responded that Carlisle Renaissance was about more than the physical elements of the Economic Strategy, it was about how the Strategy would be delivered.  The Programme Director would be responsible for the co-ordination of the delivery team and would co-ordinate with the wider economic activities in the County.

(m) How many posts would be involved in the new model?  What was the total staff costs and where would the funding be from?

Mr McNichol explained that there would be a minimum of two new posts as well as resources within the Council which would be deployed.

The Leader added that the cost would be £300,000 per year.

(n) There was concern that the level of representation on the Board would be too narrow and the Board would end up with poor representation on both sides.  The Board needed to have a good range of representation to ensure a broad range of expertise was reflected.

(o) It was reassuring to hear Overview and Scrutiny would be accommodated in the report but there was only one chance to get the whole process right.  There needed to be proper political input into the process to ensure mistakes from the past were not repeated.  The document stated that there was a clear desire to depoliticise Carlisle Renaissance but it was only mentioned once but the partners should insist on it.  

(p) By not allowing local developers to sit on the Board, were we missing an opportunity to have local expertise on the Board?

Mr Tuck responded that the observation of other regeneration programmes or Boards had shown that there had been problems having local developers sitting on the Board or in governance roles.

In response to a further question Mr Tuck stated that the percentage of public/private representation on other Boards varied a lot.  Regeneration boards were based on Government advice and the private sector leadership model was based on experience and the evaluation of other models.

(q) On page 5 of the report it mentioned the proposed Local Asset Vehicle (LAV), how would the two work?

Mr Tuck explained that the LAV was still evolving but he saw it as a possible part of the overall mechanism to deliver projects.

(r) How did the existing Economic Development team fit into the proposals?

Mr McNichol explained that the Economic Strategy covered a broad range of issues and that there was requirement for a wide range of economic development to deliver it, and some of which were retained in the existing team.

Mr Nixon reported that the Economic Enterprise Group had lots of people in the private sector that wanted to give their expertise.  

Mr Hebdon, H&H Group, added that the mandate for the programme lay with the citizens of Carlisle.  The action plan would need to be endorsed by the City Council.  The Strategy was an aspiration of the City and people were interested in the Strategy.

(s) In response to a Member’s question Mr McNichol stated that the people who made up the Board would be people who would champion Carlisle and deliver the action plan.

Mr Hebdon added that members of the Board must be passionate about Carlisle but would not be the people who were funding the project.

The Leader also stated that the Board was about bringing the relevant skills together to drive forward the project with people who would champion Carlisle and its future.

(t) Concerns were raised regarding accountability.  Councillors had a mandate for local people but the people of Carlisle did not feel that their views were being properly represented.

(u) There was an imbalance as to democratic input.  There had to be a better stake on the Board so the people that elected Councillors knew they were being represented.  There was no room to amend the report or for Members to fully scrutinise it.

Ms Mooney responded that this meeting was only the first step in the process.  Amendments from this Committee and the session on 7 February could be made to the report.  The document would go through the Council process and any concerns would be addressed.

The Director of Legal and Democratic Services (Mr Egan) outlined the process that would be followed and explained that if the Executive thought the report needed to come back through Overview and Scrutiny then they could agree to take it back through.

Mr Haile, Cumbria County Council, explained that there was successful regeneration work being carried out in the County that was private sector led.  This reflected the national approach to regeneration.

Mr Wilkinson, NWDA, stated that the private sector could bring in better value for money but the project did not have to be private sector led because members of the private sector sat on the Board.

Mr Hodgson, Cumbria Vision, added that private sector involvement was a way of accelerating activity.

(v) It would be useful if Members could see action plans or documents from other authorities that had similar models.

Ms Mooney stated that the Overview and Scrutiny meeting had been helpful and agreed that it would be useful to present models used by other authorities.  Ms Mooney reminded Members that there was a sense of urgency in terms of the timetable and that there was a need to appoint the programme director as soon as possible.

RESOLVED – 1) That all members of the Task and Finish Group be thanked for their attendance at the meeting;

2) That the Committee had serious concerns regarding the level of the Council’s representation on the Board;

3)  That there should be an invitation circulated and, if possible, a presentation from other authorities that had used a similar vehicle in their development;

4) That satisfactory scrutiny arrangements needed to be incorporated;

5)  That the observations and comments of the Committee on Delivering Carlisle Renaissance be conveyed to the Executive.

(The meeting ended at 3.55pm)
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