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Notes on attached charts:
1.
Long-term ALMO Board structure (Chart 1)

This is similar to the model discussed by Officers and Johanna Holmes on 30 May.  

a)
The City-wide ALMO Board is generated "from the bottom up", comprising 5 each of elected members, tenant representatives and independent members, some or all of whom (see later notes and charts) are selected by local boards.  In the light of subsequent notes (and other considerations, perhaps) this principle may need to be revisited.

b)
There are five local boards, each comprising 5 elected members, 5 tenant representatives and 5 independent members (c.f. DETR Guidance para 2.11 "directors/board members (of area boards) should be drawn from the same range of interests as for a (arms length management) company"), one of each group being city-wide board members.

c)
There are two City-wide sub-committees:  a Special sub-committee, to whom responsibility would be delegated for Care on Call, Sheltered Housing, Supported and Short-term housing, and an Urgency sub-committee to deal with matters of internal administration, finance and contracts which require a more rapid response. Membership of, or co-option by, these might give members of Local Boards who are not on the main City-wide Board another role, or might offer a role to a few people currently on Area Housing Committees who do not become Local Board members (see below).

2.
Year 0 (2001-02) (Chart 2)
This and subsequent charts illustrate how we might get to the position shown on Chart 1. This financial year, beginning now, ther might be two phases of development centrally:

Phase 1:
The People's Forum plays a role (I'm afraid I didn't really get on top of who they are, or what exact role they might play - this chart reflects my notes of our discussion) as shown.  In due course, they select 5 tenants to be members of the shadow board from December (through until 2002, other things being equal - see below).  This has the merit of taking the decision outside the Area Housing Committees, but can it be managed?

What would be the longer-term role of the People's Forum as regards the ALMO?   Can we involve them now if there isn't one, or design one into the longer-term structure on the Council side?

Phase 2
A shadow City-wide Board is set up from December, with the 5 tenants, plus 5 elected members and 2 (this seemed more realistic than 5, given the uncertainties about the ALMO until DETR provisional approval and tenant support are both given) independents.  No one group has a majority, so DETR should be OK about this.  Two issues:

a)
We debated the membership of the Lead Member for Housing.  I had some reservations in principle, though I've shown him on the chart.  There are then issues which arise in the longer term about how, if one wants the Lead Member always to be a member of the ALMO Board, one ensures that, in the "bottom up" selection process for the City-wide Board he/she is appointed.  One option, looking at Chart 1, is for there to be 6 elected members in the long-term structure of the City-wide Board - 5 ward councillors nominated by their local boards, and the Lead Member, whoever he or she may be.  There would still be no majority on the Board.  The inevitable concomitant of this, I suppose, is that there would also have to be six tenants on the City-wide Board.  This may be useful, though, if, when we think through the non-ALMO structure which might be necessary, there is some need for a residual Council/tenant forum (maybe a very small one) to oversee the Tenant Participation compact or other inalienable landlord/tenant issues.  The sixth tenant on the ALMO board could come from that forum and reflect the Lead Member's position quite neatly (a sort of Lead Tenant!).

b)
I haven't addressed in any way how the 4 other elected members on the shadow board might be chosen.  I suppose there might be five of them (plus the Lead Member, as above, in which case, we want 6 tenants to be chosen by the People's Forum), selected for each having some connection with one of the proposed areas, and hopefully some commitment to seeing through the transition locally with Area Housing Committees.  I don't have any feel for how party politics and structures might play in this matter, though.

Meanwhile, we take a relatively gradual approach with the Area Housing Committees, persuading them to meet together in pairs and to review the business they discuss, in the light of the prospective ALM arrangements.

3.
Year 1 (2002/03) (Chart 3)
In this model, the City-wide Board established as above would become the founder members of the company at registration and become the managing body under the agreement with the Council from 1 April 2002.  They would continue to manage throughout 2002/3, adding the remaining 3 independent members and setting up the City-wide sub-committees.  This is the year of change for the Area Housing Committees.  Some mechanism must be found for them to admit independent members, as required by DETR, and reduce to a size which can manage the local business plan effectively.  This  model proposes a way of them being replaced by the end of the year by a Local Board of 15 members, to which 5 tenants are elected (either by all local tenants or by Tenants' Associations), 5 local ward members are chosen by the local ward members, and 5 independent people are selected by the Area Housing Committee.  Although the reduction of scale looks draconian, there may be opportunities to channel people's contribution into other fora.  Without wanting to multiply too greatly the number of meetings and committees to be serviced by ALMO staff, there will be a large number of initiatives (e.g. the works programmes arising out of the ALMO programme, the service improvements arising out of the Best Value plan) which might involve working parties of tenants and ward members who are not Local Board members.  There are also ongoing roles (unclear to me as yet) for the Community Committees, issues around the role of the tenants' associations in a more centralised structure (which you're implementing anyway), and so on.  More positively, though, from the Members' point of view, we're looking at 25-30 elected members having a real management role on the ALMO Boards at City-wide and Local level, compared with the present situation of no central Housing Committee and Area Housing Committees of indeterminate remit.  Might they see it like that?

A major issue which I've pondered over relates to the need for continuity of expertise on the City-wide and Local Boards, together with the desirability of individuals serving for long enough to make a difference to their own satisfaction, on the one hand, with the generation of opportunity for as many people as possible to participate, if they wish to.  I've attempted to address this by proposing that, after the initial "everybody out" in Year 1, tenant Local Board members retire in rotation over three years (though the cycle might not start for two years, say), while ward  members may be selected afresh every year on the grounds that it's too small a group of candidates for there to be damaging turnover.  These thoughts need kicking around some more.

The independent members could be selected by the Area Housing Committees, so long as they include one of the members of City-wide Board.  In this scenario, we might have two members of the City-wide Board (an elected member chosen as in Phase 2 (b) above) and an independent member taking a role in each local Board's development.  This feels useful, but I haven't thought any more about it than that.

I'm not suggesting that the Local Boards become companies in their own right, since we're wanting to achieve a flexible and bottom-up structure - being subsidiaries of a group structure is a "top-down" framework.  Have I gone too far the other way, though?  As unconstituted bodies, I don't think they could employ staff or contractors, so there will always be restrictions on the scope of their authority and accountability.  Perhaps these issues should be left to develop over the longer term, though.  

I think there needs to be more incentive than the prospect of electing the City-wide Board to encourage the Areas Housing Committees to become Local Boards, and that there should be the prospect of a real delegation of authority for local services and budgets from Year 2.  I envisage the Area Housing committees working quite solidly throughout 2002/03 to agree the scope of delegation for the coming year (2003/04) and the Local Board's Business Plan.  I toyed with the idea, since there's a lot to get through, of their having an option of deferring for one year, depending upon their state of readiness, but when I moved on to think of the potential effect on the City-wide Board and the staff of so much potential coming and going of members, I thought this was just too complicated.  I think there's a case for delegating in a limited way at first, though, and developing over the years.  

In thinking about this, you might use the activities matrix attached (file title "transition of delegation"), where I've taken Appendix C of Harry's letter of 21 May and plotted out a possible Year 1 (2002/03) scenario, in which the Area Housing Committees oversee the administration of services delegated to local offices in the first year.  In subsequent years, strategy/policy and budget management on these, might be delegated to Local Boards.  In subsequent years, if/when the city-wide ALMO enters into or renews contracts in its own right, as client, Local Boards may also play a larger part in contractor procurement and performance management.

4.
Year 2 (2003/04) (Chart 4)
I feel that the founder members of the City-wide Board should have the best part of two years to do the setting-up and settling-in work, so I don't envisage the new Local Boards electing a new City-wide Board as the first thing they do.  During the year, though, I suggest that the transition take place.  Again, all the City-wide Board members would retire, to be replaced by nominees from the Local Boards.  As a precaution against a complete breakdown of continuity, I suggest that it be compulsory that at least one of the Local Boards' nominees should be an existing Board member.  This might be one of the Local Board's  independent, elected member or tenant members, or all three, so long as they are both members of the Local Board and of the previous City-wide Board.  I think this should not be too difficult.  In subsequent years, again, I suggest a three year cycle of rotating retirements, so each Local Board only has one potential change of representative each year. 

You may want to consider whether you want to place a limit on the number of terms which either tenant members of Local Boards or nominated City-wide Board members can serve.  I'd suggest three. 

5.
Constitution, etc.
Once you've had a think about this, you may want to run it past Ian Doolittle, for his views on prudence and constitutional pitfalls (since there's a fair amount of his £5,000 budget left and he hasn't billed for anything yet).  
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