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 (b) ICT Shared Services Update

The Head of IT Services (Mr Nutley) gave a presentation updating Members with progress with the North Cumbria Shared Services ICT project.

Revised report CORP.42/08 on the Joint Development of the ICT Shared Service Business Case with Allerdale Borough Council was also submitted.

The Local Government White Paper had emphasised the importance of authorities sharing services to achieve efficiencies and the comprehensive Spending Review had also reinforced the need for authorities to consider sharing services.  Allerdale Borough and Carlisle City council had a proven history of successful collaboration on ICT projects at a local and countywide level and in April 2008 had agreed to explore the potential of creating a single shared Information and Communications Technology service.  A project initiation document covering 17 work packages had been drawn up and investigations had been carried out into potential delivery options for the project.   The preferred delivery solution had been subjected to financial analysis which had examined both the capital and revenue aspects of the proposal.  The Business Case had then undergone an external review by Aperia Government Services to ensure that it was adequately robust and that had been completed in July.

Mr Nutley set out the key issues arising from the Business Case.  He indicated that there was a compelling Business Case for going forward into a joint ICT Service with Allerdale and that of the six options considered Joint Service delivery with one authority operating the ICT Service but the service being jointly managed had been chosen as the most suitable option.  The financial projections for the joint Service Delivery had demonstrated that there would be savings for both Carlisle and Allerdale over the existing arrangements in both revenue and capital terms.  Capital expenditure was forecast to reduce from £2.854m to £1.376m over a six year period in the Joint Service Delivery Model and over a similar six year period there would be a combined reduction in the ICT revenue budget of £754,000 from £19.482m to £18.728m with annual revenue savings of £250,000 from year 4 onwards.

For Carlisle the model projected total savings in both revenue (£377,000) and capital (£983,000) over the next six years.  There would potentially be an up front cost in the current year to cover termination costs.

Mr Nutley added that over a two year period the overall number of ICT staff across both Councils would reduce from 38 to 32 with staff reductions falling across the full breadth of the service.  There were a number of issues on which the Business Case had not yet reached a conclusion, which included governance of the service and, in particular, which Council would host the service; how recharges for the new service would be administered and the internal recharging arrangements; the impact of Job Evaluation and other HR aspects covering transfer of staff; a management strategy; and further work on independent verification of the proposed capital investment.

The Executive had on 4 August 2008 (EX.204/08) considered the matter and decided that:

“1.  The report of the Director of Corporate Services regarding the ICT Shared Services update be received and referred to the meeting of the Corporate Resources Overview and Scrutiny Committee on the 7 August for their comments.

2.  The report then be referred back to the Executive at their meeting on 26 August to enable a final recommendation to be made to Council in September on the proposals including the budget implications.”

During their scrutiny of the matter Members raised the following questions and observations:

(i)  Members thanked Mr Nutley for his presentation and very comprehensive report.

(ii)  A Member sought clarification as to future staffing levels, structures, working arrangements and management of change outlined in the presentation.

Mr Nutley explained that a new IT Unit would be created which would provide IT Services to both Councils.  Decisions on human resources aspects remained to be discussed with Trade Unions and no action had yet been taken in that regard.

It was his understanding that Allerdale Borough Council’s Executive had approved the Business Case on 6 August 2008.

(iii)  Staff consultation would take place until 26 August; the City Council’s Executive would consider the Business Case on 26 August 2008. Did that allow sufficient time to consult with Trade Unions?

In response Mr Nutley advised that a comprehensive communication plan for staff was formed as part of the project.  Joint staff meetings had taken place and therefore staff were up to speed on the matter.

The Director of Corporate Services (Ms Brown) indicated that this was the Committee’s opportunity to provide comments to the Executive.

(iv)  Total savings of £2.232m were projected over the next six years with marginal staff reductions.  Where would the savings come from?

Mr Nutley outlined the considerable amount of detailed work undertaken by Financial Services, commenting that savings would be both revenue and capital.

Ms Brown added that the projected savings figures of £377,000 (revenue) and £983,000 (capital) had been the subject of external checks and were considered to be prudent.  It was not possible to identify an absolute figure until such things as the termination costs were known.

(v)  Was the suggested ‘go live’ date of April 2009 realistic bearing in mind that data would require to be loaded and checked?

In response Mr Nutley said that a high power network link would be provided and after the new structure was embedded there would be a convergence of the two existing technical infrastructures.  It was clarified that the proposal for a shared ICT system was limited to core ICT systems at his stage.  It was envisaged that shared applications would be considered once this platform was in place. 

(vi)  Report CORP.42/08 provided a great deal of information on the rationale (scoring and weighting methodology) behind the chosen option E.   However, the scoring at options C (formation of a joint venture for the provision of ICT) and D (one authority out sources all ICT to another) was relatively similar.  

No comparative cost analysis work had been done in respect of those two options.  Why was such work not done and could more savings have been achieved if such an exercise had been undertaken?

Ms Brown advised that the Project Board had given serious consideration to that issue but, in the four months available, could only go into detail in respect of the top ranking option.  Accordingly a decision had been taken by the Board to progress only that option.

(vii)  No decision had yet been taken as to which authority would host the new service, but that was an important consideration in that it raised a series of potential implications for Carlisle, including job evaluation, capacity issues and costs.  A risk analysis would be required if the City Council was to become the host authority.

Ms Brown replied that the matter had been discussed by the Project Board.  One local authority would act as employing authority, but both Councils would hold control and share the risks.

There was a great deal of work to do around Job Evaluation which raised significant issues.

(viii) Would service users notice any difference in the service provided?

Mr Nutley commented that there would be a difference and expected an improvement in service provision.

(ix)  If joint service delivery proved successful did scope exist to extend that to other districts?

In response Mr Nutley acknowledged that was a possibility for the future, however, at the moment the focus was on a shared service with Allerdale.

(x)  Section 5.2 of the business case set out a pictorial representation of the proposed governance arrangements.  What would the future scrutiny role and monitoring arrangements be?

Mr Nutley replied that typically issues for scrutiny would include the joint ICT Strategy, joint Service Plan and performance issues.

The Finance and Performance Management Portfolio Holder expressed the view that scrutiny arrangements would continue.

The Scrutiny Manager (Dr Taylor) suggested that Members may wish to give consideration to informal joint scrutiny arrangements with the relevant Allerdale Scrutiny Committee.

Mr Nutley acknowledged that was a key issue which he would require to discuss with Legal and Democratic Services as arrangements being agreed now could serve as a template for future shared services.

(xi)  Would the work undertaken on the ICT Shared Services be of assistance if and when the unitary debate reappeared?

The Town Clerk and Chief Executive said that would be the case.

The Learning and Development Portfolio Holder stressed that the business case was a template for the future operation of shared services and it was essential that the Council made the correct decision.  He added that if Members had any concerns they could speak to him.

(xii)  Members were concerned to note that there were a number of issues upon which a decision had not yet been reached (section 4.9 of report CORP.42/08).

Ms Brown explained that the Executive would on 26 August be asked to recommend the Business Case to full Council on 9 September 2008.  If approved a delivery project would be established.  It was recommended that the final decision on the matters identified at section 4.9 be delegated to the Leader, Portfolio Holder and the Director of each Council.

Whilst accepting what had been said, a Member indicated that he was unclear as to the process.  The issues at section 4.9 included issues which he considered to be beyond operational issues.

The Director of Legal and Democratic Services outlined the requirements of the Budget and Policy Framework.  He did not envisage that the decision regarding hosting the service for example would be taken an Officer level.  Such decisions should be taken by the relevant Portfolio Holder or, more properly, by the Executive.

The Leader indicated his agreement with the Director’s statement, emphasising the need for transparency of decision making.

RESOLVED – That the Executive be advised:

(1) That the Committee welcomed the presentation and submission of the ICT Shared Services Business Case.

(2) That the Committee would like clarification on the issues at Section 4.9 of report CORP.42/08 upon which the business case had not yet reached a conclusion.







