Appendix 2

	Unconfirmed


MINUTES of the meeting of RESOURCES, FINANCE AND PERFORMANCE SCRUTINY COMMITTEE held on 7 November 2007 at 10.30 am in the Rose Room, Endeavour House, Ipswich.

Present:  
Councillors Peter Bellfield (Chairman), Colin Hart (Vice Chairman), Clare Aitchison, John Goodwin, David Grutchfield, Rae Leighton, Kevan Lim (for Agenda Item 3), David Lockwood and Colin Spence.

Also present:  Councillors Jeremy Pembroke (Leader of the Council) and Jane Storey (Portfolio Holder, Resource Management and Transformation.

15.          apologies for absence and substitutions
No apologies for absence were received.  

16.          declarations of interest and dispensations
David Lockwood declared a personal interest in Agenda Items 3 and 4, as his partner was an employee of Customer Service Direct (CSD).  Colin Hart declared a personal interest as he was a member of Suffolk Coastal District Council.

18.      pre-cabinet decision scrutiny of budget proposals 2008-2009 – corporate context
The Committee considered Agenda Item 3, a report on the Pre-Cabinet Decision Scrutiny of Budget Proposals 2008-2009 – Corporate Context.  The aims and objectives of bringing this report to the Committee were to understand the process for making decisions about how and what services are delivered.

The Chairman on behalf of the Committee congratulated the officers on the extremely informative paper provided to them.

The Portfolio Holder, Resource Management and Transformation was in attendance together with the following officers: 

Director of Resource Management 

Head of Strategic Finance

Strategic Financial Planning Manager 

Head of Commercial Division 

The Chairman invited the Head of Strategic Finance to introduce the paper.  The Portfolio Holder and officers were then invited to answer the Committee’s questions.
Decision: The Committee agreed that:

i) the process for making decisions about budgets had been  extremely clear however the Committee wished to highlight the following points for referral to the other Scrutiny Committees:

a) the effect of the Comprehensive Spending Review 2007;

b) the percentage split between Council Tax, grants and other income for 2007/08 should be provided as part of the information on pre-decision budget scrutiny;

c) it was satisfied that the budget was cost pressure driven and appropriate methodology was used to arrive at the proposals presented and linked to corporate priorities;

ii) it was clear about the Administration’s priorities;

iii) the question appearing on page 2 paragraph 4 c) was more relevant for consideration by other Scrutiny Committees in relation to the budget proposals of each Directorate;

iv) it was satisfied that the priorities were being applied to the budget proposals;

v) with regard to whether there was clear information about the financial constraints and the scale of the savings that needed to be made, the Committee was of the opinion that the impact of the Comprehensive Spending Review (Annex 1, paragraph 2.3(a) should be clearly identified for all scrutiny committees;

vi) it was of the view that the process for identifying the cost pressures was robust;

vii) that the initial consideration given to the impact of the budget proposals on future saving needs was robust;

viii) it should recommend to the Environment, Waste Management and Economic Development Scrutiny Committee that they consider the issue of the significant expenditure increase in relation to parks/recreation sites (Annex 2, page 44);

ix) it should recommend to the Roads and Transport Scrutiny Committee that they consider further the issues of Capital Programme approval to ensure that they include revenue implications in accordance with corporate policy.

Reason for decision: 

i) The Committee whilst complimenting officers on the clear and informative paper were of the opinion that it should pass on its recommendations that these issues be looked at by all other Scrutiny Committees that were considering budget savings proposals.

ii) The Committee was happy that, from the evidence provided within Appendix 1, paragraph 3 of the report and by officers at the meeting, it was very clear on all of the Administrations priorities;

iii)–iv) The Committee had been requested, in the report, to comment on whether there had been a satisfactory explanation as to why the priorities had been chosen.  It however felt that this could not be answered until the other Scrutiny Committees had considered their Directorates’ budget proposals.  It did however, feel there had been enough evidence provided for it to be able to comment that it was satisfied with the explanation of how the size of savings had been identified and that the priorities were being applied to the budget proposals.    

v) The Committee recognised the importance of other Scrutiny Committee’s understanding fully all the Comprehensive Spending Review.  

vi) The Committee was happy that, from the evidence provided within the report and by officers at the meeting, that the initial consideration given to the impact of the budget proposals on future saving needs was robust.  It had flagged up future savings needs for which detail could not be given.  It recognised that other Scrutiny Committees may wish to ask for further information when it was available especially in relation to the review of the Customer Service Direct contract and Ipswich Unitary Status.

Alternative options: None considered.

Declarations of interest: David Lockwood declared a personal interest as his partner was an employee of Customer Service Direct (CSD).

Dispensations: None reported.

19.
Pre-cabinet decision of budget proposals 2008- 2009 – resource management and chief executives directorates

The Committee considered Agenda Item 4, a report on the Pre-Cabinet Decision of Budget Proposals 2008-2009 – Resource Management and Chief Executive’s Directorate.  The aims and objectives of bringing this report to the Committee were to consider the potential impact of the proposed savings.

The Chairman on behalf of the Committee congratulated the officers on the extremely informative paper provided to them.

The Chairman noted that the Portfolio Holder, Public Protection had given her apologies and had expressed concern regarding the removal of part of the Portfolio to this Committee for budget scrutiny purposes.

The Leader of the Council, Portfolio Holder for Communications and Diversity and the Portfolio Holder, Resource Management and Transformation were in attendance together with the following officers: 

Chief Executive

Head of Communications

Director of Resource Management 

Head of Strategic Finance

Strategic Financial Planning Manager 

Head of Commercial Division 

Assistant Director for Social Inclusion & Diversity

The Chairman invited the Portfolio Holder, Resource Management and Transformation to introduce Appendix 1a of the paper and the Chief Executive to introduce Appendix 1b of the paper. The Portfolio Holders and officers were then invited to answer the Committee’s questions.

Decision: The Committee agreed that:

i) subject to recognising the need for the issues within Appendix 1b relating to community safety to be considered by the Public Protection Scrutiny Committee the Committee was of the opinion that the proposals did reflect the corporate and service priorities;

ii) the information given to the Committee provided evidence that there had been a thorough consideration of opportunities and risks of the proposed changes;

iii) the key risks to service users had been identified;

iv) it did not consider the question of risk to service users of direct relevance for the Resource Management or Chief Executive’s budgets;

v) there were no additional risks identified in relation to Resource Management and Chief Executive’s Directorates that should be considered before Cabinet made its decision.

Reason for decision: 

i) The Committee shared the concerns of the Portfolio Holder, Public Protection that a part of her Portfolio had been removed for budget scrutiny to the Resources, Finance and Performance Scrutiny Committee and considered that it did not have the expertise to comment on the Public Protection Portfolio’s proposals.  

However, the Committee was of the opinion that other than not being in a position to comment on the Public Protection Portfolio it was happy from the evidence provided within the report and by officers at the meeting that all other proposals reflected the corporate and service priorities.

ii)- iii)  The Committee was happy that, from the evidence provided within the report and by officers at the meeting, there had been a thorough consideration of opportunities and risks of the proposed change and that the key risks to service users had been identified  The Committee did not identify any other risks but recognised it would be able to reconsider this at its meeting on 17 December 2007.

iv)
Due to the very small amounts of money being considered in comparison to the much larger sums that would be considered by other Scrutiny Committees, the Committee
was of the opinion it was not relevant to answer the question of whether it was clear in what was proposed to reduce the risks to service users in this instance.

v)
After the Assistant Director for Social Inclusion & Diversity had explained that it would not be possible to know until at least April 2008 whether there would be any real likelihood of potential risk to the Community Safety Budget and therefore what any likely impact would be, the Committee was satisfied there was no other additional risks to be considered by the Committee or forwarded on to the Public Protection Scrutiny Committee.

Alternative options: None considered.

Declarations of interest: David Lockwood declared a personal interest as his partner was an employee of Customer Service Direct (CSD).  Councillor Colin Hart declared a personal interest as he was a member of Suffolk Coastal District Council.

Dispensations: None reported.

The meeting closed at 12.57 pm.
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