
EXCERPT FROM THE MINUTES OF THE

CORPORATE RESOURCES OVERVIEW AND SCRUTINY COMMITTEE

HELD ON 1 DECEMBER 2005

                                                                                                                                                                                                       

CROS.122/05
MID-TERM REVIEW OF THE CITY VISION PARTNERSHIP AND LOCAL STRATEGIC PARTNERSHIP DEVELOPMENT
There was submitted Minute Excerpt EX.251/05 in response to the resolution made by this Committee on 20 October 2005 concerning the mid‑term review of City Vision and proposals for the development of a Carlisle Local Strategic Partnership (LSP) (Minute CROS.108/05 refers).

The Executive had read with interest the comments of the Committee and agreed with some of the points raised.  The Town Clerk and Chief Executive was preparing a report for submission to the Executive on 19 December 2005 and the comments of the Committee would be considered in the context of that report.

Ms Gillian Connolly, Consultant, submitted Report CE.29/05 and began by referring to the grave concerns expressed by Members at their October 2005 meeting, particularly as regards the “Commissioning Model”.    She stressed that the LSP was not about any model in particular. 

Members’ opinions were sought on the following questions raised in order to help develop the City Vision Partnership into the local strategic partnership for Carlisle –

1. From a City Council point of view were those still the right priorities?

2. “Safe, clean and attractive” – could that be Cleaner, Greener, Safer – was there enough emphasis there on the environment?

3. The most obvious gap was around “health” – was there a need for a stronger emphasis on health?

4. Should Learning City be a Priority in its own right?

5. Would “Housing” fit under Sustainable Communities and link from there to the Carlisle Housing Partnership?

6. Should “Tourism” be a priority?

7. What about “Transport” and movement?

8. “Rural” – in the Vision for City Vision rural was explicitly mentioned - was that a theme that should cut across all the Priorities?  Were there other cross‑cutting issues?

9. Any other issues?

Ms Connolly then gave a detailed presentation to the Committee on the LSP priorities and structure.

She reported that she had attended a meeting the previous week with the Town Clerk and Chief Executive, Director of Development Services and Acting Head of Strategic and Performance Services as a result of which the following suggested priorities had emerged and upon which Members’ views were welcomed –

· Cleaner, Greener, Safer communities (with the CDRP underneath it)

· Learning City

· Healthy communities (including housing)

· Transport and movement

· Economic development

· Celebrating Carlisle through tourism

Cross cutting –

· Rural issues

· Health inequalities

· Equality and diversity

· Children and young people

In considering the matter, Members made the following comments and observations –

(a) A Member queried the make up of City Council representation on the LSP and whether the Council would have a place on the Executive. Cross-Party representation had not occurred in the past and, unless her Group could bring a direct influence to bear, there was little point in commenting.

Ms Connolly responded that that was a political decision.

(b) A Member stressed that the issue must have a ‘political steer’ and questioned the Executive’s involvement.

In response Ms Connolly advised that it would be a policy decision which had been discussed at Joint Management Team and would be reported to the Executive on 19 December 2005.

(c) Members expressed concern that the content of Report CE.29/05 differed from Ms Connolly’s presentation (which they had only just had sight of).  They believed that they should have been provided with a range of options or, alternatively, a recommendation from the Executive which they could then consider.

Ms Connolly commented that the only difference was the suggested priorities.

A Member suggested that consideration be deferred pending the receipt of updated information, including comments from the Executive.

Whilst in no way wishing to influence Members’ decision, the Overview and Scrutiny Manager stressed that he had, on behalf of the Committee, fought long and hard (from a policy development point of view) to ensure that the Committee was involved at an early stage prior to decisions being taken.  He would be concerned if Members moved to a negative position whereby their views could not be taken into account in the development of Council policy.   He also advised that the LSP constitution report itself was, in his view, part of the Policy Framework under the Council’s constitution and as such was required to come to the Committee for comment prior to the Executive decision.

Members agreed to comment upon the priorities suggested, but stressed that they also wanted an opportunity to comment upon the proposals which the Executive would put forward on the constitution of the LSP.

(d) A Member queried why Celebrating Carlisle through tourism was a separate priority.

Ms Connolly indicated that Celebrating Carlisle was a separate Carlisle Renaissance objective, but recognised that tourism could be part of the Economic Development brief.

The Member continued that part of the Learning City aspiration was to achieve a better qualified and skilled workforce.  If tourism was separate it was not contributing to the improved status or conditions of the City’s workforce and she therefore considered that it should not be a priority.

Another Member cautioned that the Council had too many priorities and questioned whether staff had the capacity to meet those.

In response, Ms Connolly advised that most LSPs had five to eight priorities but a balance had to be struck.

(e) A Member asked what action the LSP could take on transport and movement, questioning whether it required to be a priority.

Ms Connolly stated that transport and movement was a key issue in Carlisle and the County Council would be represented on the Group, giving other organisations an opportunity to lobby.  Performance monitoring was key to making it work.

(f) A Member suggested that the priorities be narrowed down to three i.e. Economic Development (including transport and movement), Learning City and Healthy Communities.  The Committee confirmed its agreement with that suggestion. 

Referring to the suggested cross-cutting priorities, a Member further noted that there was no mention of ‘deprivation’ which cut across the whole district and must be taken into account.  She considered that deprivation fitted with all four cross-cutting priorities. 

(g) Details on how the LSP would be managed and indicative costs to the authority must be provided, bearing in mind that the Council was facing a large shortfall in the Budget.

RESOLVED –  (1) That Members’ comments and concerns, as detailed at (a) – (g) above be referred to the Executive as this Committee’s observations on the mid term review of City Vision and proposals for the development of a Carlisle Local Strategic Partnership.

(2) That it is the expectation of this Committee that it will be given the opportunity to scrutinise the Executive’s proposals on the constitution of the LSP. 







