Unconfirmed

MINUTES of the EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE held in the Committee Room, Endeavour House, Ipswich on Thursday, 13 January 2005 at 10.30am.

Present:

Bryony Rudkin – Chair 

David Rowe – Vice-Chair

Kevan Lim, Kathy Pollard, Ray Nowak and Julian Swainson.

Apologies for absence were received from Terry Green, Tony Lewis and Peter Monk.

1. DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST AND DISPENSATIONS

There were no matters reported under this item.

2. ConFIRMATION OF MINUTES

The minutes of the meeting held on 7 December 2004 were confirmed by the Committee as an accurate record and signed by the Chair. 

3. COMPREHENSIVE PERFORMANCE ASSESSMENT 2004 AND IMPROVEMENT PLANNING 2005 

Paper E05/1 by the Director of Resource Management set out the results of the Audit Commission’s Comprehensive Performance Assessment for 2004 together with the areas for improvement to be addressed in 2005 (a copy of the report appears in the Minute Book).  

Decision
The Committee:

(i) noted the outcomes of the Audit Commission’s Comprehensive Performance Assessment Improvement Report 2004;

(ii) endorsed the main themes for improvement planning 2005-2008.  

Reasons for Decision
It was noted that the Comprehensive Performance Assessment (CPA) guidance requested that local authorities make public the improvement report each year and consider further areas for improvement.  Furthermore the County Council had annually included CPA findings within the financial and strategic planning cycle at this same stage of the year.

The Committee was very pleased that the County Council had been judged to have significantly improved both its core service scores and its corporate effectiveness and corporate ability to improve and had been categorised as “excellent”.  Suffolk County Council was now one of 41 “excellent” local authorities in the country and it was recognised that a key milestone had been in November 2004 with the announcement of a two star rating for social care services.  Despite the classification it was important that the County Council continued its improvement agenda and a number of the areas in Appendix 3 were highlighted including the need to be more effective with new technology and information systems and the service improvements around roads and footpaths and adult services. Reference was made to the findings from the Peer Review, which also identified areas for improvement at a more practical level, and it was important that they were also addressed.  The Chief Executive said that the Corporate Performance Overview & Scrutiny Committee had asked for a report on improvement planning and it would be possible to bring this all together.

There was also a discussion as to how the areas identified for improvement dovetailed with the aspirations of District and Borough Councils and the Chief Executive commented that it was important to work closely with them on areas such as public access to services and support them in their own efforts to achieve an “excellent” rating.  A good example of the close working relations was through the development of the Local Area Agreement for Suffolk which was aimed at achieving local solutions that met local needs.  It would be important to deliver on the targets and the dependency on a wide range of partners was highlighted as an issue in terms of the Council retaining its “excellent” rating.  

There was some disappointment expressed that the media had not really given justice to the Council’s achievement and it would be important to continue to put the message over in the Council’s publications.  It was recognised that there were opportunities that arose from the classification, particularly around the requirements to complete statutory plans and trading powers.  The Chief Executive did say however that it would be important to ensure that disciplines brought about by the completion of statutory plans were not relaxed.  

Alternative Options

The Committee could have proposed amendments to the revised improvement plan priorities but there were no proposals put forward.  A suggestion that the findings from the Peer Review should also be incorporated in the improvement planning process would be followed up.  

Declarations of Interest

There were none declared.

Dispensations

Not applicable.  

4. LOCAL AREA AGREEMENT FOR SUFFOLK

Paper E05/2 by the Chief Executive referred to the development of a Draft Local Area Agreement for Suffolk.  In October 2004, it was announced that Suffolk was one of 21 areas to pilot this new initiative aimed at simplifying funding streams and targeting services directly at those communities that needed them most.  A copy of the draft Agreement was attached to the report and this appears in the Minute Book.

Decision

The Committee agreed:

(i) the high level outcomes and proposed performance targets contained within the Local Area Agreement as a basis for negotiation with Government;

(ii) to authorise the Chief Executive to negotiate targets contained within the Local Area Agreement with the Government Office for the East of England;

(iii) to authorise the Chief Executive to finalise the Local Area Agreement for Suffolk in consultation with Group Leaders.  

Reasons for Decision 
It was noted that pilot Local Area Agreements (LAAs) would need to be finalised by the end of February 2005 and agreement on the key high level outcomes was a necessary pre-cursor to negotiation with Government.  Furthermore, GO-East required Suffolk’s initial submission by 17 January in order for negotiations to commence.  

Recognising that Local Strategic Partnerships across the county had not, in the main, made a great deal of progress, particularly in terms of accessing resources, there were some concerns that progress with the LAA might be hampered both by a lack of clarity around funding and the difficult financial situation faced by partners such as PCTs.  The Chief Executive said that he did not under-estimate the challenge and there would be a period of time before the funding issues were worked through.  As far as partners were concerned, there was no indication that they were not willing to sign up to the LAA.  

There was a detailed discussion on Priority 5 around the target to increase the availability of affordable housing in Suffolk.  There were concerns that the indicator to measure progress, which related to the percentage increase of affordable dwellings in the development pipeline, would be difficult to judge.  There were clearly difficulties in determining what might be regarded as affordable and it was highlighted as an area for further discussion with District and Borough Council colleagues so as to develop an indicator that was sufficiently robust.  The fact that it could mean something different in different areas of the county was highlighted.  It was concluded that the target to increase the availability of affordable housing should be included and further work on the indicator would be reported by the Chief Executive to Group Leaders when finalising the Agreement.  

Alternative Options

The opportunity to pilot a Local Area Agreement could have been declined, but the Committee recognised that the pilot offered a real opportunity to influence the nature of this key initiative.  

Declarations of Interest

There were none declared. 

Dispensations

Not applicable.  

5. 
COUNTY COUNCIL IMPLEMENTING E-GOVERNMENT RETURN 

Paper E05/3 by the Head of Public Access, Customer Service Direct, referred to the requirement to submit Implementing E-Government returns on an annual basis.  The purpose was to summarise the Council’s progress against the Government’s national strategy for local E-Government and a copy of the return for 2004 was attached to the report which appears in the Minute Book.

Decision

The Committee agreed the County Council’s implementing E-Government return (IEG 4).  

Reasons for Decision
It was noted that the Office of the Deputy Prime Minister required that all IEG returns should be agreed by Councillors.  This was an important process as the ODPM had indicated that satisfactory completion of the return would attract £150,000 in Government funding.  

The fact that the establishment of CSD was beginning to make a difference in terms of the national E-Government targets was highlighted.  It was hoped that the services being provided to the Council by CSD would be seamless and at the same level.  There was some concern that the relationship felt more at ‘arms length’ and that point was noted.   It was suggested that there was a need for ‘champions’ to promote and raise awareness of E-Government activities and that this should include Councillors.  That point would be given further consideration along with the need to address training for Councillors on IT.  The fact that training had to be provided at a range of levels to recognise the varying needs of councillors was highlighted. 

Alternative Options
The Committee could have suggested amendments to the IEG submission but there were none put forward.  The option of not submitting an IEG return was also noted but in that event it was highly unlikely that funding would be awarded.  

Declarations of Interest
There were none declared.

Dispensations

Not applicable.  

6. RECOMMENDATIONS FROM THE RIGHTS OF WAY SUB-COMMITTEE

Paper E04/4 by the Director of Environment & Transport set out recommendations from the Rights of Way Sub-Committee on a number of traffic regulation orders that had been subject to objection.  The report also included the draft minutes of the Rights of Way Sub-Committee from its meeting on 9 December 2004 in respect of each of the cases and a copy appears in the Minute Book.  

Decision

The Committee:

(i) agreed to approve the making of the Traffic Regulation Orders as listed below notwithstanding the objections:

(a) Suffolk County Council (Byway 7 Sapiston, Byways 3 & 4 Euston, Byway 10 Bardwell, Byways 6 & 7 Coney Weston and Byway 5 Knettishall) (Prohibition of Driving with exemptions) Order 200-;

(b) Suffolk County Council (various roads, Lowestoft) (Prohibition and Restriction of Waiting and Loading, Additional Measures and Consolidation) (Experimental) (No 2) Order 2004;

(c) Suffolk County Council (B1121, Benhall, Saxmundham and Kelsale-cum-Carlton) (40mph speed limit and revocation) Order 200-;

(d) Suffolk County Council (Parish of Palgrave) (C550) (prohibition of driving with exemptions) Order 200-;

(ii) endorsed the decision of the Rights of Way Sub-Committee to not proceed with the following traffic regulation order:

Suffolk County Council (parishes of Barton Mills and Mildenhall) (Various Roads) (50mph speed limit) Order 200-

(iii) agreed to the withdrawal of the item relating to the experimental no entry for heavy commercial vehicles in Bungay.  

Reasons for Decision

The reasons set out in the report for supporting the making of the orders were noted along with the views of the Rights of Way Sub-Committee that had considered the various objections.  The reasons for rejecting the advertised proposals for speed limits in Barton Mills and Mildenhall because of the nature of the road and the congestion of traffic caused by the Five Ways roundabout on the A11 were also noted.  

The Committee was advised that as far as the No Entry for HGVs in Bungay was concerned, this was a proposal for a permanent order following an experimental order and bringing the matter to the Executive Committee was premature.  The process was different in that the Rights of Way Sub-Committee could agree the making of a permanent order which would then be advertised and there was the statutory objection period.  Only after the Sub-Committee had considered any objections to the permanent order would it come back to the Executive Committee.

A letter in support of the proposed speed limit on the B1121 from residents in Kelsale-cum-Carlton was reported.  This led to a discussion on the public being allowed to make representations on traffic regulation orders similar to that process adopted by the Development Control Sub-Committee for planning applications.  It was important for the Executive Committee to be assured that there was a robust system for making representations to the Rights of Way Sub-Committee and that matter would be looked at further.   

In coming to a view on these traffic regulation orders, the Executive Committee had to balance the rights of individuals which might be adversely effected by the decisions against the benefits to the community as a whole.

Alternative Options

There were no alternative options put forward although the item in respect of the banning of HGVs in Bungay was withdrawn.  The alternative options considered by the Rights of Way Sub-Committee were noted.  

Declarations of Interest

There were none declared.  

Dispensations

Not applicable.  

7. ISSUES ARISING FROM OVERVIEW AND SCRUTINY
There were no matters to report under this item.

The meeting ended at 11.33am

Chair.
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