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	ITEM NO. 5



REPORT OF THE CITY TREASURER


TO THE: AUDIT COMMITTEE
ON 22nd April 2008

TITLE: Update on the joint work being done on Partnerships by the Authority and the Audit Commission 

RECOMMENDATIONS:

That the Members consider this report 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY:

The purpose of this report is to inform Members about the work being done in relation to Partnership Governance jointly by the Authority and the Audit Commission. 


BACKGROUND DOCUMENTS:

The Audit Commission Guide “Governing Partnerships”(2005)

ASSESSMENT OF RISK:


SOURCE OF FUNDING:

Existing revenue budget.

COMMENTS OF THE STRATEGIC DIRECTOR OF CUSTOMER AND SUPPORT SERVICES (or his representative):

1. LEGAL IMPLICATIONS


N/A

2. FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS

N/A

PROPERTY (if applicable): N/A

HUMAN RESOURCES (if applicable): N/A


CONTACT OFFICER:

Nikki Bishop 0161 793 2657
Email: nikki.bishop@salford.gov.uk 

WARD(S) TO WHICH REPORT RELATE(S): N/A

KEY COUNCIL POLICIES: N/A
DETAILS: See report below.


Introduction

Salford City Council has many and varied Partnerships which help us to deliver our services. These partnerships vary in size and complexity and the number of partnerships has increased greatly over the last few years.

The Audit Commission guide “Governing Partnerships” (2005) defines a partnership as “an agreement between two or more independent bodies to work collectively to achieve an objective.” In this context, partnerships should not be confused with contracts.
During the 07/08 financial year the Audit Commission and Internal Audit have been working with Senior Officers within the Authority with the aim of improving the governance systems in place over our Partnerships.

Work Performed  
The work in this area began with two workshops facilitated by an Audit Commission specialist in Partnership working. She was able to bring knowledge of best practise from other Authorities.  
The first workshop concentrated on “who are our partners” and “what are the risks from partnership working”. It was decided that there was a need to capture a full list of our partners in order to make sure that the Authority is exercising due care in its partnerships.
The second workshop looked at the process of starting up a partnership and closing down partnerships. It was recognised that the risks are different during these periods of change than they are during a stable partnership period. A series of three risk matrices were developed for the three states:

· Partnership Formation

· Steady State partnership (see example in Appendix A)
· Partnership closure.

It was also agreed that the set-up and closure phases of major partnerships were best managed through the new project and programme management standards which are being developed to manage change processes. 

Since these workshops a small group of senior officers within the Authority have been working to develop partnership governance procedures. A partnerships database has been developed to capture some key information in regard to our current partnerships. This has been developed to provide the key information required to score the partnerships on the risk matrix. The governance arrangements that are being developed will be designed to be flexible dependant on the risk score associated with the partnership in question. This will mean that the degree of rigor reflects the level of risk faced by the Authority. 

The next step in this process is to capture information about our partnerships in the database to enable them to be risk scored. The One Council Management Team is going to be asked to provide a basic level of information on all partnerships with a gross annual expenditure over £1 million.  Once the partnerships are recorded the Authority will have a complete picture of the larger partnerships and we will be able to introduce the standard governance procedures across the Authority.
Appendix A

Ongoing Partnership Assessment Matrix 

	
	Low
	Medium
	High
	Exceptional
	SCORE

	SCORE

CRITERIA
	2
	4
	8
	16
	

	Value
	<£100,000
	£100,000 - £1,000,000
	£1,000,000 - £5,000,000
	>£ 5,000,000
	

	Timescale remaining
	<2 years
	2- 5 years
	6-10 years
	> 10 years
	

	 Contract Complexity
	May have a service level agreement / contract not under seal / complies with Standing Orders and Procurement guidelines
	Multiple contracts (under seal) / known suppliers / tender process /complies with Standing Orders and EU Procurement & SCC procurement Guidance
	Tender process in accordance with SCC Procurement guidance and EU Directives / Project Management monitored


	Partnering / Landmark Schemes / process via  Corporate Programmed and Project Management systems
	

	Original Risk rating
	Minimal impact
	Impact upon Directorate Budget/Chief Officer
	Corporate Financial Impact
	Corporate Financial  Impact / potential damage to partner(s) organization(s)
	

	Reputation Risk
	None
	Individual issue / Board Member
	Political Impact and Citizen Perspective
	Adverse National and Local Press/Media 
	

	Contribution being made to Strategic Targets

(internal)
	Direct contribution to all strategic targets and regularly reviewed to meet revised targets/objectives.

	Direct contribution to more than one strategic target but expected to deliver against more targets.

Partnership outcomes still viable


	Direct contribution to a specific strategic target but will deliver less that originally expected due to changing priorities
	Contributed to other work that is linked to a strategic target but unlikely to deliver.

Will not deliver benefits expected but contractual obligations remain. 
	

	Number of partners in the partnership
	1
	1-2
	2-3
	4 or more
	

	Track record of partnership to date
	No issues
	Some issues but amicably resolved to the satisfaction of all parties
	At least one issue occurred which affected the dynamics of the partnership
	Ongoing legal involvement
	

	Effective use of resources
	Partnership has effective support, administration arrangements, funding and strategic involvement.
	Some inadequacy in resourcing which is known and being addressed.
	Inadequately resourced but impact acceptable at this stage.
	Inadequate resources which are having an adverse affect on overall delivery.
	

	Stakeholder involvement
	Partnership actively involves all key players at the right level to ensure delivery of objectives
	A single set of stakeholder (e.g. voluntary sector) missing on occasion but is not affecting overall partnership
	Some key stakeholders missing from meetings and/or replacement unable to make decisions.

Starting to impact on delivery of the partnership
	Limited involvement with stakeholders, no obvious lead, partnership unlikely to deliver against objectives if the situation remains.
	

	Overall partnership status
	On target to deliver partnership goals, mutual trust and respect between members.
	Reviewed vision and focus with clear roles and responsibilities after some minor problems.
	Review meetings cancelled, limited enthusiasm from several members – doubts about overall delivery against original objectives
	Partners feel “in a fog” doubts about what each partner brings, “blame” culture starting to emerge, clear indications partnership will not deliver against original objectives
	

	Learning & development
	Partnership learns from all stakeholders & applies knowledge to service delivery, is able to adapt to the changing environment.
	Some sharing of ideas and changes made to reflect current/ongoing position.
	Limited review meetings, partners rigidly stick to original specification with no account of changing business needs.
	No governance in place to review, learn and suggest/approve changes.
	

	Track Record against KPIs (for ongoing)
	Local indicators / always met
	National and Local Indicators /always met
	National or Local indicators missed occasionally 
	National and local indicators missed regularly
	

	Performance management
	Performance management process includes clear milestones, outcomes, indicators and delivery dates. partnership on target and all members aware of current position
	Partnership is in a known position but some slippage in expected outcomes/delivery timescale but plans in place to address this. 
	Performance disappointing is unlikely to realise 70% of objectives in time agreed.
	Unknown position.
	

	Financial position
	Financial position on target against original estimates, information regularly reported an monitored with escalation procedures in place to discuss any changes.
	some changes but will deliver additional benefits not originally envisioned. All partners signed up to changes.
	Financial position not regularly reported or “surprises” in financial position occur. 
	>15% increase against original estimate.

and/or financial position not regularly reported 

and/or expectation that additional funding will be required to meet original objectives.
	

	Measure against original risk status
	no change – still low

Now classified as Low
	Now classified as Medium
	Now classified as High
	Now classified as Exceptional
	

	How to Use: Decide which statement for each criteria best applies to your project, and give it that score.  Add all the scores together to get an overall score to help asses level of risk facing your project.


	Total


	

	
	
	

	Total Score
	
	
	

	Level of Risk
	Low
	Medium 
	High
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