BROMSGROVE DISTRICT COUNCIL

SPECIAL MEETING OF THE SCRUTINY BOARD

TUESDAY 19TH JANUARY 2010, AT 4.00 P.M.

COMMITTEE ROOM, THE COUNCIL HOUSE, BURCOT LANE, BROMSGROVE

MEMBERS: Councillors D. L. Pardoe (Chairman), C. B. Taylor (Vice-Chairman),
A. N. Blagg, R. J. Deeming, S. R. Peters, C. R. Scurrell and

C. J. Tidmarsh
AGENDA
1. To receive apologies for absence
2. Declarations of Interest and whipping arrangements

3. Consideration of Call-in - Local Neighbourhood Partnerships (Pages 1 - 44)

4. To consider any other business, details of which have been notified to the
Head of Legal, Equalities and Democratic Services prior to the
commencement of the meeting and which the Chairman considers to be of so
urgent a nature it cannot wait until the next meeting

K. DICKS
Chief Executive

The Council House
Burcot Lane
BROMSGROVE
Worcestershire
B60 1AA

8th January 2010
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BROMSGROVE DISTRICT COUNCIL

SCRUTINY BOARD

19TH JANUARY 2010

CONSIDERATION OF CALL IN -

LOCAL NEIGHBOURHOOD PARTNERSHIPS

Responsible Portfolio Holder Councillor G. Denaro

Responsible Head of Service Mrs. C. Felton — Head of Legal,

Equalities and Democratic Services

Non-Key Decision

1.

1.1

21

3.1

SUMMARY

To consider a call in of the decision of the Cabinet made on 2nd December
2009 in relation to the closure of all Local Neighbourhood Partnerships as at
31st March 2010.

RECOMMENDATION

The Scrutiny Board is requested to consider the call in request received and
either:

211 dismiss the call in; or

2.1.2  refer the Decision back to the Cabinet for reconsideration, setting
out why it has decided that the Decision should be reconsidered.

BACKGROUND

At its meeting on 2nd December 2009 the Cabinet decided that:

(a) all Local Neighbourhood Partnerships (LNPs) be closed as at 31st
March 2010;

(b) that it be noted that the closure will produce a revenue saving of
£90,000 in 2010/2011 and £120,000 in 2011/2012;

(c) it be noted that the continued expansion of the LNPs would have
resulted in a saving of £150,000 in 2012/2013 if the LNPs had
continued to expand at a cost of £30,000 per annum (the existing
Medium Term Financial Plan runs until 2011/2012);

(d) the Charford LNP be closed with immediate effect and the resulting
2009/10 revenue saving of £10,000 be directed to The Trunk;
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3.2

3.3

3.4

3.5

(e) £25,000 of the annual revenue saving for 2010/11, 2011/12 and
2012/13 be used to fund the shortfall in the Medium Term Financial
Plan.

On 9th December 2009 the Decision was called in by five Members of the
Council who are not members of the Cabinet.

The Scrutiny Procedure Rules (“the Rules”) provide that the Chief Executive
shall call in a decision for scrutiny by the Board if so requested by the
Chairman of the Scrutiny Board, any three members of the Scrutiny Board
or by any five members of the Council who are not members of the Cabinet.
The call in will be considered by the Scrutiny Board at either the next
scheduled meeting of the Scrutiny Board, or a special meeting of the
Scrutiny Board to be convened by the Chief Executive within 10 working
days or receipt of the request to call in, or such other date as agreed by the
Chief Executive in consultation with the author of the call in and the
Chairman of the Scrutiny Board.

The rules state that call in should only be used in exceptional circumstances
when Members of the Board have evidence which suggest that the Cabinet
did not take a decision in accordance with the principles of Decision Making
in article 13. Those principles are:

a. proportionality (i.e. the action must be proportionate to the proposed
outcome);

b. due consultation and the taking of professional advice from officers;
c. respect for human rights;

d. a presumption in favour of openness;

e. clarity of aims and desired outcomes;

f. due regard for the Council’s environmental objectives;

g. due regard for the Council’s duties in relation to crime and disorder

h. clear explanations of the options considered and the reasons for the
decision reached.

The Decision has been called in on the basis that:

e there was no consultation with members involved in LNP’s .

e Respects of Human Rights, i.e. many of the (members of the)
committees are members of the public and should have the right
to comment.

e The decision demonstrates a lack of openness and transparency
and is against Council’s objective of Well Being and Community
Cohesion.
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3.6

3.7

41

5.1

6.1

7.1

7.2

It is therefore suggested that the Cabinet did not take the decision in
accordance with the principles of decision making set out in Article 13 as no
clear explanation was given as to the options it considered other than the
closure of all LNPs at 31st March 2010.

The constitution provides that the Scrutiny Board will determine the call-in in
such manner as it considers appropriate but in any event expeditiously and
within a maximum of 20 working days from the date of the meeting at which
the call-in is first considered by the Scrutiny Board. If more detailed
evidence or consideration of the issues is required to determine the call-in,
the Board may during that period hold one or more additional meetings to
determine the call-in.

In deciding whether to refer the Decision back to the Cabinet for
reconsideration the Board must decide whether or not the Decision was
taken in accordance with the principles of decision making. In reaching this
decision the Board may consider evidence, either written evidence or oral
evidence. The Assistant Chief Executive’s report to the Cabinet dated 2nd
December 2009 is appended and he has also been invited to attend the
meeting to answer questions.

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS

There are no significant financial implications of the call in.

LEGAL IMPLICATIONS

The call in process was introduced and is governed by the Local
Government Act 2000 and operated under part 8 of the Constitution —
Scrutiny Procedure Rules.

COUNCIL OBJECTIVES

Improvement — Reputation. A robust scrutiny process enhances public
confidence in local government.

RISK MANAGEMENT INCLUDING HEALTH & SAFETY
CONSIDERATIONS

The main risks associated with the details included in this report is the
possibility of a legal challenge to the decision of the Cabinet if the principles
of decision making were not followed.

These risks are being managed as follows:
Risk Register: Legal & Democratic

Key Objective Ref No: 2
Key Objective: Effective Ethical Governance

Page 3



8. CUSTOMER IMPLICATIONS

8.1 The call in of the Decision ensures the decision of the Cabinet is taken in
accordance with the principles of decision making which is in the interests of
all customers. The delay to the implementation of the Decision by reason of
the call in is not likely to cause any significant customer implications.

9. EQUALITIES AND DIVERSITY IMPLICATIONS

9.1 There are no implications directly relating to this report for the Council’s

Equalities and Diversity Policies.

10. VALUE FOR MONEY IMPLICATIONS

10.1 None for the purpose of this report.

11. CLIMATE CHANGE AND CARBON IMPLICATIONS

11.1 There are no implications directly relating to this report for the Council’s

Climate Change and Carbon policies.

12. OTHER IMPLICATIONS

Procurement Issues None

Personnel None

enables sound and robust decision making.

Governance/Performance Management  The call in process

1998 None

Community Safety including Section 17 of Crime and Disorder Act

Policy None

Biodiversity  None

13. OTHERS CONSULTED ON THE REPORT

Portfolio Holder Yes
Chief Executive Yes
Executive Director - Partnerships and Projects | No
Executive Director - Services No
Assistant Chief Executive Yes
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Head of Service Yes

Head of Financial Services No
Head of Legal, Equalities & Democratic Yes
Services

Head of Organisational Development & HR No
Corporate Procurement Team No

14. WARDS AFFECTED

All Wards

15. APPENDICES

Appendix 1 Report of the Assistant Chief Executive to Cabinet dated 2nd
December 2009.
Appendix 2  Minutes of the Cabinet meeting held on 2nd December 2009.

16. BACKGROUND PAPERS

None
CONTACT OFFICER
Name: Amanda Scarce — Committee Services Officer
E Mail: a.scarce@bromsgrove.gov.uk
Tel: (01527) 881443
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Appendix 1

BROMSGROVE DISTRICT COUNCIL

19th December 2009

CABINET

LOCAL NEIGHBOURHOOD PARTNERSHIPS

Responsible Portfolio Holder Clir. Roger Hollingworth, Leader of the
Council
Responsible Officer Hugh Bennett
Assistant Chief Executive
1. SUMMARY
1.1 To ask Cabinet to consider the attached business case for Local Neighbourhood
Partnerships (LNPs) attached at Appendix 1.
2, RECOMMENDATION
2.1  Itis recommended that Cabinet:-

i. Agrees to the closure of all LNPs at the 31 March 2010.

ii. Notes that this will produce a revenue saving of £90,000 in 2010/2011 and £120,000
in 2011/2012.

iii. Notes that the continued expansion of the LNPs would have led to a saving of
£150,000 in 2012/2013.

iv. Closes the Charford LNP with immediate effect, releasing a 2009/2010 revenue
saving of £10,000 and direct the saving to The Trunk.

v. Agrees that £25,000 of the annual revenue saving for 10/11, 11/12 and 12/13 be re-
directed to the LSP to allocate to local super output areas i.e. areas of relative
deprivation.

3 BACKGROUND

3.1 The White Paper, “Communities in Control” identified the need for local government to re-
engage with our local communities to combat the declining interest in local politics and
residents perception of their ability to influence decisions affecting them (see Place
Survey results).

3.2 In December 2006, two pilot Local Neigbhourhood Partnerships were established, initially
with an administration budget of £4,000 each.

3.3 A mid-term independent evaluation was undertaken and concluded the LNPs needed to

be put on a firmer footing, in particular, a delegated budget and a clear terms of reference.
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3.4

3.5

4.1

5.1

6.1

8.1

9.1

10.

10.1

Appendix 1

Both of these were put into effect and the 2009/2012 medium term financial plan included
a budget allocation of £60,000 (09/10), £90,000 (10/11) and £120,000 (11/12). The
budget figures were based on £5,000 per Member, with the delegation being to each LNP.
The eventual roll out cost would therefore be £195,000.

Currently three LNPs are in operation: Rubery, Alvechurch and Beoley and Hagley and
Rural. A fourth LNP was due to be established in Charford, but due to issues about
working in partnership between the district councillors and the county councillor, this LNP
has not gone live.

Cabinet will be aware that the financial climate has changed dramatically over the last
twelve months. The Council is predicting a revenue support grant reduction of 5% per
annum, a lower council tax rise, reduced interest income and reduced charges income.
As a consequence of this and regardless of the success or otherwise of the LNPs, the
report is recommending their closure from 31 March 2010.

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS

A revenue saving of £90,000 (2010/11) and £120,000 (2011/12). A revenue saving of
£10,000 based on the immediate closure of the Charford LNP.

LEGAL IMPLICATIONS

The Council has a legal “duty to involve” its residents, but LNPs are one of many
mechanisms for doing this and so closure of the LNPs does not cause any legal issues.

COUNCIL OBJECTIVES

The new priority — value for money — is the most relevant.

RISK MANAGEMENT
Corporate Risk Title Improvement Plan Reference
KO1: Effective Financial FP1 — Managing Finances
Management and Internal
Control

CUSTOMER IMPLICATIONS

The closure of the LNPs will mean a reduced service to the public, but the services
provided e.g. hanging baskets, signage etc. are discretionary and not core services.

EQUALITIES AND DIVERSITY IMPLICATIONS

No implications.

VALUE FOR MONEY IMPLICATIONS

See financial implications above.
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1.

12

13.

13.1

14.

141

15.

OTHER IMPLICATIONS

Procurement Issues: Will need to continue with procurement on

committed schemes to year end.

Personnel Implications: None.

Governance/Performance Management: Termination of terms of

reference for LNPs..

Community Safety including Section 17 of Crime and Disorder Act
1998: Potential reductions in services, in particular, divisionary

activities.

Policy: Removal of LNPs from Community Engagement Policy..

Environmental: None.

OTHERS CONSULTED ON THE REPORT

Portfolio Holder

Via E-Mail and at
Leader’s.

Chief Executive

Via E-Mail and at

Leader’s.

Executive Director (Partnerships and No.
Projects)

Executive Director (Services) No.
Assistant Chief Executive Yes

Head of Service No.

Head of Financial Services Via E-mail.
Head of Legal & Democratic Services No.

Head of Organisational Development & HR | No.
Corporate Procurement Team No.

WARDS AFFECTED

Appendix 1

Beacon, Charford, Waseley, Alvechurch, Hagley, Uffdown and Furlongs. Had the LNPs
been fully rolled out, all wards would have been affected.

APPENDICES
Appendix 1 Full Business Case.

BACKGROUND PAPERS:

Page 9



Appendix 1

15.1 Neighbourhood Area Committee Evaluation, Cabinet, 30 April 2009.

CONTACT OFFICER

Name: Hugh Bennett

E Mail: h.bennett@bromsgrove.gov.uk
Tel: (01527) 881400
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Appendix 1

Bromsgrove District Council

Corporate Communications, Policy and Performance Team

BUSINESS CASE

Local Neighbourhood Partnerships

Department CEO’s
Head of Service Hugh Bennett, Assistant Chief Executive
Authors: Hugh Bennett, Assistant Chief Executive
Document Ref: LNP Business Case
Document Version Number: Version 1
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Business Case History

Version History

Version |[Date Summary of Changes

no. issued

1 09/11/09 |First version.
Distribution

This document has been distributed to:

Version |(Name(s) Role within the project

no.

1 Cabinet and Chief Executive Business Case approval
Approvals
This document requires the following approvals:

Name Signature Title Date
Kevin Dicks

Project Sponsor 09/11/09

Hugh Bennett Head of Service 09/11/09

Finance sign-off levels:

¢ A member of Finance for business cases with specified costs up to £9,999

Head of Finance for business cases with specified costs £10,000 — £29,999

e Director of Resources for business cases with specified costs £30,000 and above
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Business Case

1.1

1.1.1

Executive Summary

Background

In December 2006 the Council established two “area committees”,
subsequently renamed Local Neighbourhood Partnerships, one in Rubery and
one in Alvechurch (a further pilot in Hagley and Rural was launched in
September 2009 and another have approval to go live in 2009/2010, but has yet
to do so). During 2007 the Council commissioned an independent evaluation of
the two pilots, through a “Learning to Deliver” grant. Broadly there was support
for the LNPs, but the evaluation pointed out that they lacked clear terms of
reference and a clear model. The Council subsequently drafted a terms of
reference for the LNPs and has gone out to consultation. The terms of
reference provided a clear framework for the LNPs to work, operating between
PACTs and the LSP Board, providing local neighbourhood partnerships, hence
the change of the name.

The LNPs are predicated on two key assumptions. Firstly, that we need to work
together at a local level, like we do at a strategic level through the LSP, in order
to solve the various problems our local communities want solving. This seems
completely reasonable and is why we already use PACT at an operational level.
Secondly, that local people know better what needs fixing in their local
communities.

The Chief Executive, Executive Director Services and Assistant Chief Executive
have actively supported three pilot LNPs. Both Members, senior officers of the
Council and partners involved in these pilots have seen the value of these
partnerships and wished to roll them out across the District. The financial
capacity (and Member and officer capacity) to deliver a high number of LNPs
has always been an area of concern. Ultimately this is a political decision,
within the context of setting a balanced budget, the backdrop to which has
changed dramatically over the last 12 months. A range of options are set out
below for Member to consider.

Council Priorities

LNPs would meet a number of the Council’s priorities including, the Town
Centre: an LNP for St Johns would assist the planned regeneration of the town
centre and possibly act as a starting point for further community engagement as
plans progress for the town; One Community, this would be the main priority to
which LNPs would contribute, providing enhanced local service provision,
based on resident concerns, through the use of the delegated budget.
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Although LNPs will make this contribution they are a significant financial
commitment. Complete roll out would cost the Council £195,000 and officers
have always expressed a concern about the financial capacity to deliver such a
roll out. The financial climate has changed dramatically as a result of the “credit
crunch” and with the predicted reductions in revenue support grant and council
tax, officers view is that the complete roll out of LNPs across all parts of the
District is not financially sustainable.

Benchmarking

What are other councils doing? There is no one approach to community
engagement or neighbourhood management; however, a number of points can
be made regarding the potential roll out of up to 12 LNPs in Bromsgrove
District:-

e The amount of money being allocated (£15,000 per LNP) is not unusual,
but the scale of the roll out (up to 12) is. For this size of district, we might
expect to see about four LNPs in other parts of the England.

e Other councils have tended to concentrate on areas with the greatest
deprivation or democratic deficit e.g. inner city, unparished areas.

e The scale of support the Council’s officers already provide to community
meetings is already unusually high e.g. 68 PACT meetings, while the
resourcing level low (for example, Stratford DC have a community
leadership team of 3 staff and a manager).

Recommendation
The business case recommends the closure of the LNPs at the end of this

financial year, with the exception of the Charford LNP for which immediate
closure is recommended.

Savings

Revenue Expenditure 2009/10 2010/11 2011/12 2012/13
£ £ £ £

Rubery, Alvechurch and (50,000) (50,000) (50,000)
Beoley and Hagley and
Rural
Further roll out as yet (30,000) (60,000) (90,000)
unallocated.
Charford (10,000) (10,000) (10,000) (10,000)
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2.2
2.21

Purpose of Document

The purpose of this document is to:

Define how the solution will support Bromsgrove’s business strategy, plans
or programmes.

Outline the reasons why a solution is needed.
Provide outline costs and benefits for the various options.

To form the basis for agreeing whether a project to deliver the
recommendation can commence.

2.3
2.3.1

232

Solution Objectives

The key aims of the solution are as follows:-

“To create a forum where the tiers of local government, local strategic partners
and residents can work together on tackling local issues and improve resident’s
satisfaction.”

Specific objectives included:-

To strengthen local political leadership through joint working between
each tier of government.

To produce a short annual action plan, based on resident’s views.

To act at a tactical level between the Bromsgrove Partnership and PACTs,
to provide local leadership on issues that cannot be resolved by PACT, but
which are not sufficiently strategic for Bromsgrove Partnership.

To commission parish plans, where appropriate.

To endorse parish plans, prior to them being sent to the Bromsgrove
Partnership and District Council.

To spend the allocated LNP budget on local resident’s priorities, subject to
agreement from the Assistant Chief Executive that the planned
expenditure is consistent with the Council’s Financial Regulations and
other relevant policies and procedures.

To interface with the organisations that make up the Bromsgrove

Partnership and other local agencies where appropriate, to resolve local
issues and improve resident satisfaction.
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2.3.3 The above bullets are taken from the LNP terms of reference, which were
consulted on.
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24 Solution Scope

241 Inline with the findings described and based on discussions with key individuals
about their vision, the following key deliverables for the solution are proposed:

e Closure of all LNPs by 31 March 2010.
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2.5

2.5.1

Findings from the Investigation

Independent Evaluation

An independent evaluation of the two LNPs was commissioned in 2007 and
progress reported to Cabinet in April 2008. The following recommendations
were made:-

e A set of core objectives and terms of reference needs to be agreed for all
NAC pilots. Response: agreed and delivered.

e The emphasis of the LNPs should be to operate tactically between the
strategic role of Bromsgrove Partnership and individual partner agencies
rather than duplicating the effort of either and the operational and local
role of PACT and other community fora. Response: agreed and
delivered.

e The Council rolls out the pilots to a further two areas, in consultation with
local Members and key partners and with a clear commitment to the
agreed objectives of the LNPs. Response: Planned roll out two per year
agreed in the medium term financial strategy.

e As different opinions exist about the use of devolved budgets, we
recommend that Bromsgrove District Council consider devolution of a
small local budget to one of the pilots to enable it to deliver small scale
local projects. Response: provided the two existing pilots in Alvechurch
and Rubery with budgets of £15,000 each and Hagley with a budget of
£20,000 and Charford £10,000.

e The important role of local members at Parish, District and County
Council levels both as key links with their councils and as facilitators of
local community action within the LNPs needs to be clarified. Response:
ensured the primacy of elected Members (all tiers) was built into the core
objectives and terms of reference of the LNPs.

e Where Parish Councils exist they need to be encouraged to take part in
the LNPs, influencing key local decisions and in some cases taking
action to address these. Work needs to be done to clarify the respective
roles of the LNPs and Parish and Town Councils. Response: two
consultation events were undertaken and a number of visits to parish
councils.

e In the original paper to Cabinet (January 2007) the concept of Area or
Neighbourhood Plans was proposed as a key output from the LNPs. To
date no progress has been made on these in either pilot. Simple, clear

10
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2.5.2

253

254

255

2.5.6

and measurable Area Plans which build on locally agreed priorities help
to focus LNPs and aid clarity about the role and purpose of these groups,
which is important in ensuring ongoing community support. Response:
agreed, plan developed for Rubery and in draft for Alvechurch.

e National best practice suggests that some dedicated officer support for
neighbourhood management processes is important. We would consider
that this support falls into two categories: administrative support and
senior level officer support. Response: support to be provided by
Corporate Communications, Policy and Performance Team; however,
continued expansion will eventually require further support and a review
of the he number of evening meetings that senior officers are being
asked to attend.

Progress Post-Evaluation

Since the evaluation was reported to Cabinet, the recommendations set out
above have largely been delivered, in particular, the establishment of budgets
for each LNP, based on £5,000 per councilor in each LNP, the development of
a terms of reference (after consultation) and the roll out to “Hagley and Rural” of
a third pilot.

The one area that has not progressed has been the establishment of the
Charford LNP. The Labour Group’s view has been that the LNPs are a District
Council initiative and that therefore the County Councillor should not have
voting rights. The terms of reference start with an explicit statement about the
three tiers working together for the good of local residents, so on this basis the
Charford LNP has not gone live. Recently, the Labour Group has stated that
they are prepared to work with the County Councillor.

Further Evaluation of Pilots

The independent evaluation concentrated on the governance of the two initial
pilots, which included developing the terms of reference. A terms of reference
were subsequently developed and these stated explicitly that the overall aim of
the LNPs was to:-

“To create a forum where the tiers of local government, local strategic partners
and residents can work together on tackling local issues and improve resident’s
satisfaction.”

The officer view is that this aim has been achieved in the non-parished area of
Rubery and in the parished area of Alvechurch and Beoley, but that the LNP
model remains difficult to operate in the parished setting, simply because of the
number of people around the table.

Both Rubery and Alvechurch and Beoley can point to successes like
diversionary activities on Halloween, the improvement and maintenance of a car

11
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257

258

2.5.9

park, improved signage, hanging baskets, traffic calming and so on, as
examples where the LNP has made a difference to the local area. From an
officer perspective, the LNPs provide each senior officer with a “patch”, which
improves local knowledge and keeps the strategic and operational/outcomes on
the ground connected, which is surely a good thing.

Westminster London Borough Council

As part of the development of LNPs, the Assistant Chief Executive attended a
learning event at Westminster. Westminster did have a similar model in place,
effectively mini-LSPs for various areas of the Borough (although less than
proposed in our District) and that these worked successfully and were valued by
Members. The key point to emerge from this learning event was that the
Borough Council concentrated on empowering Members through these mini-
LSPs, rather than community engagement.

Conclusions

Officers have expressed four major reservations from the start which,
regardless of the success of the pilots remain a concern:-

¢ the financial viability of a the full roll out, which would cost £195,000;

e the ability of officers to support LNPs, particularly, in a single
management team and the administrative support required;

e the need for this level of expenditure in the more wealthy parts of the
District; and

e the potential difficultly of getting LNPs to work in parish settings.
Theses questions cannot really be answered by the pilots because these are
bigger questions concerned with a political choice about where to allocate

budgets and a managerial choice about the impact on senior managers in a
single management team of attending LNPs.

12
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2.6

2.6.1

2.6.2

2.6.3

Options for the Defined Method of Approach

Given there is a lack of clarity nationally about the number of models of
community engagement available, there are a considerable range of options
open to the Council. The advantages and disadvantages of 7 options are set
out below:-

Option 1 — LNP (PACT)

This would involve the creation of nine LNPs to mirror the existing police PACT
boundaries.

Advantages

- Aligned to existing boundary used for community meetings.

Disadvantages

- PACT boundaries do not configure well with community boundaries e.g.
there are six parish boundaries in “Hagley and Rural”, “Rubery and Rural”
has very different communities and Alvechurch and Wythall would have to

be combined.

- Expensive. Based on the assumption of £5,000 per Member, the total roll
out would still cost £195,000.

- The ex-Improvement Director strongly argued for using a boundary that is
either parish, district or county, to keep things more administratively
simple.

Option 2 - LNP (PLUS)

This option would expand the number of LNPs by three to deal with the issues
raised above. The proposed areas would be:-

e Alvechurch and Beoley
e Rubery and Beacon
e Hagley, Hunnington, Clent, Romsley, Frankley

e Belbroughton, Dodford with Grafton, Bournheath
and half of Furlongs

e Charford

13
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e Sidemoor and Whitford

e St Johns, Slideslow, half of Norton and one third of
Linthurst.

e Cofton Hackett, Barnt Green and Lickey and
Blackwell (Hillside and two thirds of Linthurst)

e Catshill, Lickey End (Catshill and Marlbrook)

e Finstall, Tutnall and Cobley and Bentley
Pauncefoot

e Tutnall and Cobley and Bentley Pauncefoot
e Wythall
Advantages
- Boundaries that are consistent with actual communities.

- Boundaries that are consistent with parish boundaries and in line with the
ex-Improvement Director’s point.

Disadvantages

- Expensive. Based on the assumption of £5,000 per Member, the total roll
out would still cost £195,000.

- Twelve LNPs would create considerable capacity issues both for senior
officers and administratively.

Option 3 — Discretionary Ward Budgets

2.6.4 These are used by the County Council and recommended in the White Paper
“‘Communities in Control”. An annual budget of £1,500 per Member is
proposed, giving a total cost of £58,500.
Advantages
- Easy to administer.

- Relatively cheap, compared to options 1 and 2 above.

Disadvantages

14
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- £1,500 not sufficient to make a difference on the ground, but a large
amount would make this option expensive.

- Does not encourage joined up delivery.

Option 4 — PACT Budgets
This would involve providing £15,000 to each PACT area, as per option 1, but
administering directly through the PACT meetings, with the PACT attendees
voting on what they want the money spent on.
Advantages

- Easier to administer.

- More open and democratic than existing LNP model.

Disadvantages

- While it may be easier to administer, the differences between some
communities, may make allocating the money more difficult in practice.

- Expensive. This option would cost £135,000.
Option 5 - LNPs (no budgets)
The original proposal for LNPs did not include a delegated budget. Like the LSP,
LNPs were originally designed to meet and encourage joined up working. This
option would be a reversion to the original model.
Advantages

- Cheap. It would only require administration costs.

Disadvantages

- LSPs take a long time to become effective. Concern that LNPs would be
seen as talking shops if no budget allocated.

- Those who shout loudest will be able to bend existing resources available
to the Council towards their LNP area.

In the original model, consideration was given to delegating existing budgets,
rather than using “new money”. Officers do not believe this is viable, as most of
the costs for services e.g. streetscene, are fixed or semi-fixed (machinery and
staff). Delegating existing budgets would actually reduce the services available
across the District as a whole.

15
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2.6.9

Option 6 — LNP (non-parished areas)

In this option, four LNPs would be created, for each non-parished area: Rubery,
Sidemoor, St Johns and Charford.

Advantages

- Consistent with White Paper focus.

- Cheaper than some options, with the total cost being £61,650.

- Provides focus on areas of relative deprivation and on town centre.
Disadvantages

- Provides no focus on parished areas, which may create problems with the
parish councils and issues of equity.

Option 7 — Closure of LNPs

In this option, the existing four LNPs would be closed down by 31 March 2010.
There is an option to not start the Charford LNP, as it has not convened yet in
2009/2010.

Advantages

- Would deliver savings as the base budget already includes £120,000 for
2011/2012.

- Would free up senior officer capacity to concentrate on delivering shared
services.

Disadvantages

- Will stop the existing work going on in Rubery and Alvechurch and Beoley,
which is delivering outcomes on the ground for residents.

- May cause some dissatisfaction amongst the parish councils, however, the
financial situation due to the “credit crunch” has radically changed and every
council is going to have to make savings over the coming years.

16
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2.6.10 The current MTFP for the LNPs is set out below:-

09/10 10/11 11/12

£000 £000 £,000
Rubery 15 15 15
Alvechurch 15 15 15
Charford 10 10 10
Hagley 20 20 20
Unallocated 30 30
Unallocated 30
Total Budget 60 90 120

2.6.11 The costs (based on a full roll out) for each option are set out below:-

Option Option Description XXIXX

1. LNP (PACT) 135,000
2. LNP (PLUS) 180,000
3. Discretionary Ward Budgets 58,500
4. PACT Budgets 135,000
5. LNPs (No budgets)

6. LNPs (non-parished areas) 61,650
7. Closure of LNPs 0

2.6.12 There are no capital costs.

Recommendation

2.6.13 It is proposed that option 7 is adopted with Charford LNP not going live this year.

Subsequent sections describe the costs and benefits associated with the
recommended option only.
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2.7

271

Solution Benefits and Costs

Benefits

Please describe the full benefits of the proposed solution and any return on investment that may result (these
may be cash based but could also be efficiency/non-cashable)

The closure of the LNPs at the end of this financial year, would deliver revenue saving of £90,000 in 2010/2011 and
£120,000 in 2011/2012. An additional saving of £10,000 would be achieved if the Charford pilot is suspended in

2009/2010.

09/10 10/11 11/12

£000 £000 £,000
Rubery (15) (15)
Alvechurch (15) (15)
Charford (10) (10) (10)
Hagley (20) (20)
Unallocated (30) (30)
Unallocated (30)
Total Budget (10) (90) (120)
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2.8

Key Milestones

2.8.1 The key milestones that the solution needs to achieve are as follows:
Milestone Estimated Target Date
Report to Cabinet 02 December 2009
Inform existing LNPs. 03 December 2009
Continue to use outstanding delegated monies. | Dec 09 to Mar 10
Closure. 31 March 2010

29 Solution Organisation and Structure

2.9.1  The Project Board will be structured as follows

Solution Sponsor

Kevin Dicks, Chief Executive

Senior User

Roger Hollingworth, Leader of the Council

Senior Supplier

Not applicable.

Project Manager

Hugh Bennett, Assistant Chief Executive
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2.10 Risks

2.10.1 The key risks to implementation of the solution identified at this stage are as follows:

No Risk Date Risk Resolution Date Mitigated | Owner
Raised Score Closed Risk
Score
1 Lack of “buy in” from parish councils in pilot 05-01-09 8 Stakeholder events with each 30-09-09 3
areas. proposed new pilot area. HB
2 Lack of “buy in” from Members in pilot areas. 04-01-06 5 As above plus further pre-meeting | 30-09-09 3
with District councillors in each HB
pilot.
3 Lack of understanding of concept, in 05-01-09 5 Stakeholder event plus further pre
particular, governance framework. meeting with District Councillors - - | HB
in each pilot.
4 Lack of public accountability and public 04-01-06 4 Website, posters, public meetings
awareness. and public consultation. - - | HB
5 Lack of budget funding. 05-01-09 7 Staggered approach over 6 to 8 HB
years. - -
6 Lack of senior management time to attend 04-01-06 7 Middle managers to take over KD
meetings. PACT duties (which needs to be - -
funded).
7 Confused relationship between LNPs and 05-01-09 5 Work with Legal and Democratic 2 CF
Council’'s Constitution. to ensure appropriate wording. 30-09-09
8 Inappropriate use of funds. 04-01-06 6 Budgets technically delegated to 1 JP/HB
senior officers. 31-12-08
9 Lack of support from partners. 05-01-09 5 Discussion at LSP Board. 3 HB
30-09-09
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The risks are ranked in the order of how likely they are to occur, with the number reflecting the actual likelihood based on
previous experience in similar projects. Action is proposed to mitigate the risk therefore decreasing the impact.

Risk Scoring

The risks are ranked in the order of probability/impact of the risk occurring (gross score). Action is proposed to mitigate the
risk therefore decreasing the overall score (1 — 9), giving the mitigated risk score.

Risk:

¢ The things that could stop objectives being achieved
e Measured in terms of Probability & Impact

Impact
- High

Low

Low Probability High
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Communication Plan

3.1 Purpose of Section

3.1.1  To define all parties with an interest in the solution and the means and frequency of communication between them
and the solution.

3.2 Communication Processes

Stakeholder Communication

When

Who

Existing LNPs Letter to participants

Verbal item.

03 December 2009
Next available LNP meeting.

Hugh Bennett
Allocated senior officer.

Parish Councils Letter from ACE on behalf of

03 December 2009

Hugh Bennett

Leader
Members Cabinet Report 02 December 2009 Hugh Bennett
E-Mail 03 December 2009 Hugh Bennett
Press/Media Press Release 03 December 2009 Anne Marie Darroch
Partners Verbal item Next available LSP Board Hugh Bennett
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Quality Plan

4.1 Purpose of Section
4.1.1  The purpose of this section is to define the quality techniques and standards to be applied within the project and the
various responsibilities for achieving the required quality levels.
4.2 Customers Quality Expectations
4.2.1  Product quality requirements to be delivered by the solution include:-
e See communications plan.
« Senior officers continue to work with remaining three pilots until 31 March 2010.
4.3 Acceptance Criteria
4.3.1 Project Management
« Monthly highlight report until 31 March 2010.
e Lessons learnt report.
e Closure and evaluation report.
4.3.2 Implementation (if applicable)
e Deliver communications plan.
e Support existing pilots until 31 March 2010.
e Ensure accounts closed down at year end.
4.3.3 Acceptance (not applicable)
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4.4
441

Quality Responsibilities

The Project Manager will implement the following activities or processes to ensure quality standards are met.

« Continue to meet with the three existing LNPs, produce agendas and minutes.

4.5
4.5.1

Standards

Corporate, departmental or industry standards that need to be applied to the project:

e Produce minutes within 7 working days.
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A Abbreviations

Abbreviations used in this document are detailed below:

MTFP

Medium Term Financial Plan

LNP

Local Neighbourhood Partnership

PACT

Partners and Communities Together
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PRESENT:

111/09

112/09

113/09

114/09

115/09

Appendix 2

BROMSGROVEDISTRICT COUNCIL

MEETING OF THE CABINET

WEDNESDAY, 2ND DECEMBER 2009, AT 6.00 P.M.

Councillors R. Hollingworth (Chairman), G. N. Denaro (Vice-Chairman),
Dr. D. W. P. Booth JP, J. T. Duddy, Mrs. J. Dyer M.B.E.,

Mrs. M. A. Sherrey JP, R. D. Smith, M. J. A. Webb and P. J. Whittaker
Observers: Councillors D. L. Pardoe and C. B. Taylor

Officers: Mr. K. Dicks, Mr. T. Beirne, Mr. P. Street, Mr. H. Bennett, Mr. M.

Bell, Mrs. C. Felton, Mr. D. Hammond, Ms. J. Pickering, Ms. J. Pitman,
Ms. D. Poole, Mr. J. Godwin, Mr. A. Coel and Ms. R. Cole.

APOLOGIES
No apologies for absence were received.

DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST

Councillor R. D. Smith declared a personal interest in agenda item 10 (Choice
Based Lettings Scheme) as an employee of a housing association.

MINUTES

The minutes of the meetings of the Cabinet held on 4th November and 18th
November 2009 were submitted.

RESOLVED that the minutes be approved as a correct record in each case.

SCRUTINY BOARD

The minutes of the meeting of the Scrutiny Board held on 27th October 2009
were submitted.

RESOLVED that the minutes be noted.

OVERVIEW BOARD

The minutes of the meeting of the Overview Board held on 3rd November
2009 were submitted.

The Leader referred to the recommendations of the Board relating to the

Communications Strategy Review. Whilst these had been considered at the
previous Cabinet meeting, he stated that the Portfolio Holder for Community
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Cabinet
2nd December 2009

and Customer Engagement would be considering the recommendations
further and reporting to the next meeting if appropriate.

RESOLVED that subject to the above the minutes be noted.

PERFORMANCE MANAGEMENT BOARD

The minutes of the meeting of the Performance Management Board held on
16th November 2009 were submitted.

RESOLVED that the minutes be noted, including the recommendation that
Portfolio Holders continue to work with Heads of Service to ensure overspend
is managed and brought back into line with the budget.

TO RECEIVE VERBAL UPDATES FROM THE LEADER AND/OR OTHER
CABINET MEMBERS ON ANY RECENT MEETINGS ATTENDED IN AN EX-
OFFICIO CAPACITY

The Leader reported on three meetings he had recently attended:

e Joint Commissioning Board for New Children’s Trust
e Meeting on Areas of Highest Need for Funding
e Central Technology Belt Board meeting

Councillor G. N. Denaro reported on an Award Ceremony he had attended
together with the Head of Legal, Equalities and Democratic Services in
relation to the Member Development Charter. Reference was also made to an
additional award presented in recognition of the success of a recent
procurement project undertaken jointly with other Districts, which had resulted
in a significant saving in insurance costs.

Councillors R. D. Smith and Mrs M. A. Sherrey JP reported that they had
attended a meeting of the Bromsgrove Arts Centre Operating Trust.

Councillor Mrs M. A. Sherrey JP reported that she had attended a meeting of
the Citizen’ Advice Bureau.

Councillor P. J. Whittaker reported that he had attended a meeting on Climate
Change.

The Leader confirmed that Portfolio Holders would be able to answer
questions from other Members on the meetings they had attended and that
further information would be placed in the Members’ Room where appropriate.

MEDIUM TERM FINANCIAL PLAN REVIEW (DRAFT REVENUE BASE
BUDGET)

The Cabinet considered a report on the current position with regard to the
Medium Term Financial Plan 2010/2011-2012/2013. The Portfolio Holder and
the Head of Financial Services also gave a verbal update.

Page 40



119/09

120/09

Cabinet
2nd December 2009

RESOLVED that the current position be noted and Heads of Service be
requested to continue to review the budget with a view to presenting a
balanced budget to the Cabinet meeting in January 2010.

SCRUTINY BOARD REPORT ON HOT FOOD TAKEAWAYS

The Cabinet considered the report of the Scrutiny Board on Hot Food
Takeaways. The Leader welcomed the Chairman of the Scrutiny Board,
Councillor D. L. Pardoe to the meeting. Councillor Pardoe briefly introduced
the report and highlighted some key points. Following discussion it was

RESOLVED:

(@)  thatin relation to Recommendation 1, the Strategic Planning Section be
requested to scope the extent to which the issues identified in the
report contribute to the negative impact on a sense of community and
well being and the environment and how these issues can be
addressed by the adoption of a Supplementary Planning Document on
Hot Food Takeaways, with a report detailing the findings and the draft
policy being submitted to the Cabinet;

(b)  thatin relation to Recommendation 2, consideration of the adoption of a
draft Supplementary Planning Document on Hot Food Takeaways be
referred to the Local Development Framework Working Party to be
considered at the next possible meeting of the Working Party;

(c) that in relation to Recommendation 3, officers be requested to carry out
further research into healthy eating and healthy lifestyles and the
means by which through working with partners in the Local Strategic
Partnership, the Council could contribute to the delivery of services to
address the Local Area Agreement targets on obesity in children,
mortality rate from circulatory diseases for under 75s, adult participation
in sport and children and young people’s participation in high-quality PE
and sport. It was requested that the report be submitted to Cabinet by
June 2010.

CHOICE BASED LETTINGS SCHEME - UPDATE

The Cabinet considered a report which detailed the progress made during the
first year of operation of the “Home Choice Plus” Choice Based Lettings
Scheme for the allocation of social housing across the District.

The report also suggested that Members consider the possibility of introducing
a charging mechanism for Registered Social Landlords (RSLs) who wish to
advertise their properties through the Scheme.

RESOLVED:

(@) that the success of the Home Choice Plus Scheme in raising
awareness of the Housing Register and the 14% increase in the
number of applicants registered since the implementation of the
Scheme be noted;

(b)  that the introduction of a charging mechanism for RSLs who make use
of the Scheme be approved in principle; and
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(c) that authority be delegated to the Head of Planning and Environment in
consultation with the Portfolio Holder, the Section 151 Officer and the
Head of Strategic Housing to determine the level of charges for all
RSLs, subject to separate arrangements being agreed in respect of
Bromsgrove District Housing Trust, in view of its role as a Large Scale
Voluntary Transfer organisation and its partial funding of the Choice
Based Lettings Scheme.

COUNCIL TAX BASE CALCULATION 2010/2011

The Cabinet considered the Council’s Tax Base Calculation for the financial
year 2010/2011. The Head of Financial Services circulated an amended
appendix 1 to the report.

RESOLVED that in accordance with the Local Authorities (Calculation of Tax
Base) Regulations 1992, the Council’s Tax Base for 2010/2011, assuming a
collection rate of 99%, be calculated at £36,416.56 for the area as a whole,
with individual Parishes as shown at the amended Appendix 1 of the report.

LOCAL NEIGHBOURHOOD PARTNERSHIPS - TERMS OF REFERENCE
AND BUSINESS CASE

The Cabinet considered a report on the Business Case for Local
Neighbourhood Partnerships (LNPs).

It was felt that the operation of the three existing pilot LNPs covering
Alvechurch and Beoley, Rubery and Hagley and Rural had proved to be costly
in terms of finance and of officer time. It was noted that the LNP in Charford
had been agreed but had not “gone live”. In view of the change in the
economic climate and the Council’s current financial position together with the
reduction in the level of attendance at the LNP meetings, it was

RESOLVED:

(@) that all LNPs be closed as at 31st March 2010;

(b)  that it be noted that the closure will produce a revenue saving of
£90,000 in 2010/2011 and £120,000 in 2011/2012;

(c) that it be noted that the continued expansion of the LNPs would have
resulted in a saving of £150,000 in 2012/2013 if the LNPs had
continued to expand at a cost of £30,000 per annum (the existing
Medium Term Financial Plan runs until 2011/2012);

(d)  that the Charford LNP be closed with immediate effect and the resulting
2009/2010 revenue saving of £10,000 be directed to The Trunk;

(e) that £25,000 of the annual revenue saving for 2010/2011, 2011/2012
and 2012/2013 be used to fund the shortfall in the Medium Term
Financial Plan.

CORPORATE SAFEGUARDING POLICY (CHILDREN, YOUNG PEOPLE
AND VULNERABLE ADULTS)

The Cabinet considered a report on a draft safeguarding Policy for Children
Young People and Vulnerable Adults. It was recognised that it was essential
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that the Council had suitable arrangements and procedures in place to
safeguard and promote the welfare of children, young people and vulnerable
adults.

RESOLVED:

(@) that the draft Safeguarding Children, Young People and Vulnerable
Adults Policy as attached as an appendix to the report be approved;

(b)  thatin the context on a Shared Services Corporate Management Team,
an appropriate Senior Officer be nominated as the Corporate
Safeguarding Officer and that they receive appropriate training;

(c) that those staff who have regular and on-going contact with children,
young people and vulnerable adults receive appropriate training in
respect of the Corporate Safeguarding Policy.

IMPROVEMENT PLAN EXCEPTION REPORT (OCTOBER 2009)

Consideration was given to the Improvement Plan Exception report for
October 2009 together with the corrective action being taken.

RESOLVED:

(@) that the revisions to the Improvement Plan Exception report together
with the corrective action being taken be approved;

(b)  that it be noted that for the 94 actions highlighted for October within the
plan 74.5 percent were on target (green), 9.6 percent were one month
behind (amber) and 2.1 percent were over one month behind (red). In
addition it was noted that 13.8 percent of actions had been
reprogrammed or suspended with approval.

PERFORMANCE REPORT (OCTOBER 2009)

The Cabinet considered a report on the Council’s performance as at 31st
October 2009 (period 7).

RESOLVED:
(@) that it be noted that 68 percent of Performance Indicators were stable
or improving;

(b)  that it be noted that 73 percent of Performance Indicators that had a
target were meeting their target as at the month end and 89 percent
were projected to meet their target at the year end;

(c) that the performance figures for October 2009 as set out in the report
be noted;

(d)  that the particular areas of improvement as set out in section 3.5 of the
report be noted;

(e) that the particular areas of concern as set out in section 3.6 of the
report be noted.

LOCAL GOVERNMENT ACT 1972

RESOLVED that under Section 100 | of the Local Government Act 1972, as
amended, the public be excluded from the meeting during the consideration of
the item of business the subject of the following minute on the grounds that it
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involves the likely disclosure of “Exempt Information” as defined in part 1 of
schedule 12A to the Act, as amended, the relevant paragraph of that part
being as set out below and that it is in the public interest to do so.

Minute No. Paragraph
127/09 7

COUNCIL TAX AND BUSINESS RATES WRITE OFFS

The Cabinet considered a report on a request to write off a number of debts in
relation to Council Tax and Business Rates.

RESOLVED that the Council Tax and Business Rate debts listed in the
appendix to the report be written off as irrecoverable in accordance with the
Council’s Write Off Policy.

The meeting closed at 7.30 p.m.

Chairman
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