CORPORATE SERVICES DIRECTORATE

REVIEW OF DEMOCRATIC SERVICES

25th September 2002

INTRODUCTION

A review of the activities providing support to Salford City Council's democratic process has been undertaken. The purpose of the review was to evaluate the effectiveness and efficiency of support to Members following the changes to the Council's decision making process as a result of the introduction of the new Constitution.
This report outlines the process that has been adopted and details proposals for service improvements and changes in service delivery as a result of the review undertaken.

In presenting this report, the Review Team would like to acknowledge the input from the following individuals who have participated in the review of Democratic Services:

EXTERNAL CHALLENGE PANEL MEMBERS
Colin Thompson, Elected Member for Rochdale

Jeff Shaw, Best Value Officer for Stockport MBC

Paul Jones, Principal Democratic Services Officer for Bury MBC

John Dean, Charter 88 representative

Councillor Merry, Deputy Leader of Salford City Council

John Willis, Chief Executive of Salford City Council

Dave McGovern, Facilitator from Salford City Council

TERMS OF REFERENCE

Purpose

To examine the activities providing support to the democratic process following the recent changes to the Council's Constitution and the associated revisions to officer support arrangements.  The review aims to provide an opportunity to evaluate the effectiveness of the new arrangements and ascertain whether they are satisfactorily providing Elected Members with the support they require.

Scope

The functions defined under Democratic Services are:

(a) Committee Services;

(b) Elections;

(c) Mayoralty;

(d) Members' Services;

(e) Members' Secretariat;

(f) Executive Services Unit;

(g) Law and Administration Word Processing Support;

(h) Other Directorates' support to Members.

Whilst not directly specified in the Terms of Reference, the Review Team considered that only those aspects of the Elections Service which support elected and prospective Members be included in this Review rather than the whole of the Elections function.  This issue was raised again by the External Challenge Panel, and once again, the Review Team confirmed their original decision on the grounds that it was felt that the remainder of the service was more closely connected with the Community Engagement Best Value Review.

In so far as word processing  is concerned it was recognised that activities associated with the democratic process formed only a small part of the work of the word processing team and due to the changing of pattern of work during recent years it was felt that it would be appropriate to review the whole of the word processing team separately.
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Timescale

The review commenced on 7th February 2002 with a remit to conclude by the end of July 2002.  This report will be subject to a final round of consultation on the proposals contained within it.

Service Description

One of the first tasks of the Review Team was to profile the services.  This included producing a description of each service, resources available, performance information and issues facing the service both now and in the future.  As such, it provided the basic information required for subsequent stages of the review.  The Service Profile documentation is attached at Appendix A to this report, and explains in greater detail how the services are provided.  However, the key service areas can be summarised as follows:

(a) Committee Services provides a full range of support services to the decision-making and other bodies of the Council, and other organisations in which the Council has an interest.

(b) The Elections service conducts local, parliamentary and European elections and is responsible for the compilation and publication of the Register of Electors.  This is a statutory service.

(c) The Mayor's office provides a full secretarial service to enable the Mayor to discharge civic responsibilities.

(d) Members' Services currently provides a predominantly administrative service to Members that aims to support them in their democratic role and in community involvement, whilst the Members' Secretary processes correspondence and undertakes the production of the weekly Members' Bulletin.

(e) The Executive Services Unit provides high level of support to the Chief Executive, Leader and Deputy Leader of Council, and offers a certain amount of support to other Cabinet Members.

Linkages 

There are currently links between Members' Secretariat, Members' Services and Mayoralty, with cover being provided by the Members' Secretary when the Mayor's Secretary is unavailable.  The Members' Secretarial service is covered by the Word Processing Operators in similar circumstances.

How Services Are Provided

Currently the above services are provided by discrete units who operate independently of each other apart from the linkages mentioned previously.  

Committee Services

The team is headed by two Senior Committee Services Officers. There are four Committee Services Officers, two Assistant Committee Services Officers, one Committee Services Assistant and one Committee Administration Assistant. Responsibility for servicing decision-making bodies etc is shared amongst the teams and is usually distributed according to Directorate.

Elections
Headed by an Elections Officer with a deputy entitled Elections Assistant.  The rest of the team comprises an Administrative Assistant, Clerical Officer, Clerical Assistant and two casual Clerical Officers.

Mayoralty

Headed by Mayor’s Secretary and assisted by two Mayor's Officers.

Members’ Services

All services provided by an Administrative Assistant

Members’ Secretary

One Secretary provides secretarial support to Members.

Executive Services Unit

Currently headed by the Executive Manager (within the Chief Executives Directorate) and assisted by support officers and secretarial staff.    The unit also has a wider administration and IT support remit but these functions are outside the scope of this review. 
Budgetary and staffing information for 2002/03

The budgets relevant to the services contained within this review are detailed as follows:

Service
Salaries  Budget
Staffing

Committee Services


£305,184


2x PO3/4

4x PO1

2x Scale 6/SO1

1x Scale 4/5

1x Scale 2/3

Elections
Permanent    £77,000

Casual
£61,500


1x PO2/3

1x Scale 5/SO 1

1x Scale 2/4

1x Scale 2/3

1x Scale 1/2

2x Scale 1/2 (6 weeks only)

Mayoralty
£62,000


1x SO 1

2x Scale 5

Members' Services
£20,258


1x Scale 6

Members' Secretary
£20,820


1x Scale 4/5

Executive Services

(Estimated cost relating to supporting the leader and deputy leader of the Council)
£39,130


Percentage time of

1x Local scale (15%)

1x PO3/4 (50%)

1x PO1/2 (50%)

2x Sc 3/4 (15% & 10%)

Service Aims and Objectives

The aims and objectives of the service areas can be seen in the service profile information attached in Appendix A.

Overall Service Developments in last 5 years

Examples of the type of developments taking place within the last 5 years are:

· Introduction of SOLAR (Salford's online Agendas and reports)   

· Introduction of new Constitution and decision-making process.  

· Business Process Re-engineering (BPR) review of Elections Service with a view to elements of the service being dealt with via the Call Centre.

Key Stakeholders

Key stakeholders for these services include:

· Members of Council

· Co-opted Members

· Prospective Members and their Agents

· Directors and their staff

· Local community

· Partners

· Trades Unions

National and Local Context

The introduction of the Local Government Act 2000 with its expectation that Councils would change the way they organise their decision-making processes saw Salford City Council move to the introduction of a new Constitution and Cabinet style government.   Following a pilot period of 20 months, Salford formally adopted this style of decision making in September, 2001.  After a short period of time, a Scrutiny Support Team was established in order to boost this aspect of the decision-making structure, with the aim of ensuring that those Members performing the scrutiny role, monitoring the way the Council works and examining decisions to check they meet the needs of residents, are fully supported.

With the exception of the above change, no further structural changes were made pending a review of how the new Constitution was working by the Monitoring Officer and this review.  It became apparent as Members and Officers accustomed themselves to the new ways of working that a closer examination of how support services were being provided for Members was required, in recognition of their changing roles either as Cabinet Members or as guardians of the scrutiny function.  There was also an understanding of how Members’ role within the community was changing and growing given the move to increased community engagement, and it was felt that a review of the support provided to them was required to be sure that support services matched Members changing needs.

Senior Members and Officers therefore commissioned this review be undertaken according to the principles of best value in December, 2001.

REVIEW PROCESS

In applying the principles of best value to this review, one of the key elements has been establishing the extent to which the services under review meet the test of the 4C’s – challenge, compare, compete and consult – and will be capable of showing continuous improvement in the future.

It is worth noting at this stage in the report that the Review Team had difficulty in obtaining meaningful data to test the efficiency of the services under review as there was a poor response to our invitation to other local authorities in the Greater Manchester conurbation to enter into benchmarking arrangements with us. In addition, there appears to be no uniformity in the way that these services are organized and provided by other authorities. At the time of the commencement of the review, there was only 1 National Best Value Performance Indicator in Elections and Electoral Registration, so national comparisons were limited, and not meaningful in the context of support services to Elected Members.

We have not been alone in experiencing difficulties in this area, as evidenced by the summaries of the findings of Darlington and Redbridge given in Appendix B.

Review methodology

The following sections of the report detail the exercises undertaken with a general synopsis of findings under the respective headings.

COMPARISON

Background

A sub-group of the review team was established to attempt to collate together performance indicator and benchmarking information to provide meaningful comparisons with other organisations, and to determine how well the services perform in relation to costs and service performance. 

 This group consisted of:


Owen Topping 
- 
Executive Services Unit (Chair)


Paul Templeton 
- 
Committee Administration


Keith Clare 
- 
Committee Administration

The group were later joined by Councillor D.Antrobus (Lead Member, Corporate Services) and Andy Roberts (Strategic Development Team).

Service profile documents for all services forming part of the review had been developed previously as part of the high level strategic review of support services.  These documents were updated and analysed to provide an accurate baseline of the composition of the services and the issues they are currently facing, (See Appendix A).  The documents identified that there were gaps in the availability of performance management information across the majority of services.

Work of the Sub-Group

The sub-group drafted an outline project plan identifying the tasks which needed to be undertaken to obtain information which could be fed into and inform the best value process.  Broadly this consisted of all service areas:-

· Revisiting and updating service profiles

· Obtaining benchmarking information including (where possible) from organisations other than just local authorities

· Using information from previous reviews to inform the process

In addition, the sub-group considered information which had been published on the Audit Commission's website following best value inspections in other local authorities.

Summary of Information Gathered

Benchmarking
Most service areas within the scope of the review did not have current benchmarking information available to inform the review.  A questionnaire was therefore devised which covered all of the services within the review.  This questionnaire was sent out to the following organisations:-

· Bolton MBC
· Blackpool MBC
· Kirklees MBC

· Oldham MBC
· Tameside MBC
· Bury MBC

· Salford University
· Wigan MBC
· Trafford MBC

· Rochdale MBC
· Stockport MBC




Other private sector organisations had been previously approached (United Utilities, Salford Royal Health Trust and the Co-op Bank) but replies were not forthcoming.  This possibly illustrates the difficulties in making meaningful comparisons where there is no real external market.

The sub-group felt that given the time constraints in completing the review and the relative lack of detailed information, statistical benchmarking was to be preferred over process benchmarking.  The statistical information could then be used as a "can opener" to look in more detail at information if and as required.

Completed questionnaires were received from Bolton, Tameside, Trafford and Rochdale. Salford University also supplied some limited information but their structures and roles and responsibilities bear little correlation to those of a Local Authority.

Committee Administration/Executive Services

Salford's committee administration team seems to service more meetings than our benchmarking partners with broadly commensurate staffing resources.  The latest information from the team calculates that they service 726 meetings together with 100 officer meetings these figures include 260 school admission appeals, per annum.  Oldham MBC with the same staffing, services 187 meetings, plus 251 school admission appeals.

However, it is difficult to clarify specifics when making these comparisons due to different activities being undertaken by different authorities.

Historical analysis also shows that whilst the number of meetings being serviced by Salford’s committee administration team has diminished following the establishment of the new constitution, the frequency and duration of meetings has actually increased.  An analysis of the impact of the new scrutiny support team however has yet to be carried out.

Out of a previous survey of eight neighbouring authorities most have introduced IT systems capable of electronic delivery of some elements of committee administration.  The majority of authorities, however, have yet to achieve 100% of agendas, minutes and reports being available electronically (except Stockport MBC).  The Salford 'SOLAR' system therefore compares favourably, although there remains further work to roll out the system.

It is calculated that since the introduction of 'SOLAR' there have been savings of approximately £12,300 per annum by virtue of reductions in printing and postage costs.  This is in addition to the improvements in members' accessibility to information and the (so far) unquantified savings in accommodation and storage.  The system also contributes towards achievement of the centrally prescribed E-government targets.

In order to achieve further savings and greater public access to committee agendas, reports and decisions, the 'SOLAR' system roll out programme should be identified as a priority and timescales not be allowed to slip.

Members' Secretariat/Services

Some of the benchmarking information received for these services is now 12 months old and focussed specifically on secretarial support.  What seems apparent, however, is that many authorities do not distinguish between member services and member secretariat in the way in which Salford currently does.

Information obtained from eight neighbouring authorities indicates that most have similar sized structures but the cost of Salford's secretarial support is cheaper than some.

There are however, differences in the activities which are undertaken by the different authorities with dedicated support being provided to the Council Leader (and deputy leader and opposition leaders in some cases).

One authority which does take a different approach is Kirklees MBC which has significant additional resources in comparison to Salford.  The authority structure is headed by the Committee Services Manager and embraces reprographics, elections, local land charges, committee administration as well as member services.  The member services co-ordinator heads four different sections, including:-

· Leadership and Members' Services

· Scrutiny Office

· Civic Office

· Members' Allowances

A total of 21 FTE staff make up the members' services section.  Obviously that level of staffing has cost implications but presumably Kirklees feels that this is an acceptable use of resources and can be justified in terms of allowing members to carry out their roles more effectively.

Mayoralty

Benchmarking information for the Mayoralty service is not currently developed but information received from other Authorities concerning the Mayor’s Secretaries duties show that Salford compares favourably. This is because at Salford the Mayor’s Secretary is responsible for all aspects of the Mayoralty including the budget, staff management and Civic events whilst this is not the case in other Authorities.  The service has also been recognised as providing best practice by the National Association of Civic Officers and commended on its web site.

A review of the Mayoral Officers duties was conducted approximately one year ago and this resulted in more effective use of the officers time which is spent at the Civic Centre. The Officers now carry out varied administrative duties when the Mayoral diary allows.     

Elections

As this review is concentrating on support to elected members the extent to which the elections function is caught within the remit of the review is fairly limited.  Comparison benchmarking data is therefore not appropriate for consideration at this juncture.

Aggregated comparison data for Democratic Services

It was very difficult to obtain comparable information but in Appendix B are included some high level details of aggregated costs and staffing numbers and some information from recent Best Value Reviews of similar services. It can be seen that of the Authorities who supplied information (providing all costs have been included within the calculations which the figures are based upon), Salford is at the upper end both in terms of total cost and staffing numbers. It may be worth looking in greater detail at why e.g. Rochdale are able to provide services which are £120 k cheaper than Salford and with fewer staff. The reasons may of course be linked to both volume and quality factors.

Conclusion

Overall, the comparative data received seems to indicate that the services falling within the scope of the review appear to be performing effectively, given the level of resources deployed.  There are, however, many different variations in the way in which other organisations are structured and it may be that combining related functions will lead to more efficient methods of working.  Alternatively, if this is not considered to be appropriate it would seem necessary to strengthen lines of communication between the services to ensure that issues are shared and progressed in a more integrated manner.

COMPETE

Background
A sub-group of the review team was convened to consider the 'Competition' element of the review. This team was required to look at whether a market for the provision of these services exists. If it does exist, how do we compare with this? If a private market does not exist, could anything be done to develop one?

Membership of the group was as follows:


Cathy Pickup
-
Mayoralty (Chair)


Alan Heason 
-
Support Services


Councillor Mrs. Garrido

The group identified at an early stage that examination of potential alternative external providers was problematic as there was not an established market for the services under consideration.  In addition the services are intrinsically bound up in the workings of the Council and only discrete elements of services would be likely to be attractive to the private sector.

Work covered by the Sub-Group

Private Sector

Enquiries were made of each service team leader to ascertain the extent to which there was an established market and scope to explore whether others could deliver services more effectively or efficiently.  The only response came from the mayoralty section who had managed to obtain information from private chauffeur companies.  This information indicated that the private sector were significantly more expensive than the in-house service.

Certainly on the face of it, there would appear to be other service areas which may be potentially attractive to the market.  For example secretarial and administrative work is often commissioned through employment agencies.  Given the core and often very sensitive information which the Authority deals with, to seriously consider using such agencies may undermine the need for confidentiality and continuity.

Collaborative Working
Despite the difficulties in considering private sector involvement in services, there may be opportunities to collaborate with other public sector organisations.  Certainly, most other local authorities carry out similar democratic support functions to ourselves and there may be scope to do so in partnership working.  To date two replies have been received both of which expressed some interest in pursuing this matter:-

· The Head of Legal and Democratic Services at Trafford MBC has indicated that they would be willing to consider sharing resources in this area subject to member approval

· GMPA are currently engaged on their own best value review although their timescales are not aligned to our own.  They too would be happy to examine joint working, particularly with regard to member information/research facilities, training and co-ordination of committee administration matters.

Conclusions and Options arising

Whilst there appears to be little private sector alternative for the services under consideration, those that do exist are probably not suitable or desirable for market testing due to confidentiality issues and the esoteric nature of the duties involved.

There does seem scope for greater collaborative working with neighbouring public sector organisations however, and it is recommended that those options be thoroughly investigated.

CONSULTATION

Background

The Democratic Services Review Team established a Task Group to oversee the consultation element of the review.  The Task Group comprised:

Councillor Boyd

Graham Chinn

Chris Ravenscroft 

Allison Lobley

After an initial meeting of the Group to discuss what consultation results were already available, it became apparent that previous exercises had concentrated on customer satisfaction surveys, which had covered all of the customers who accessed those services.  As this review was concerned with support to current and potential Elected Members, it was agreed that further, more focussed consultation would need to be carried out.

There follows a summary of our findings across the exercises we carried out. A full report of the consultation task group is available separately.
Additional Consultation Undertaken

Survey of Members

A questionnaire was devised for Members to complete covering:

(a) Importance of the services

(b) Satisfaction with the services

(c) Quality of the services

(d) Timeliness of the services

(e) Assistance with casework

(f) Effectiveness of Members' Advice Bureaux

(g) Support in connection with Area/Community Committees

(h) Support during elections

(i) Knowledge and operation of the Constitution

Findings

Fifty five completed questionnaires were returned out of a total membership of sixty (91.6%).

However, not all Members answered all questions, so we calculated our results under each heading by using the total number of respondents for that particular question, thereby giving a % result out of the actual number of Members who responded.

Which of the following services supports you in your role as an Elected Member?

Service
%

Secretarial
41

Elections
41

Committee Services
45

Mayoralty
25

Members' Services
49

Executive Services' Unit
26

Other Directorates
34

Questions on importance, satisfaction, quality and timeliness of services

Service
High Importance
High Satisfaction
Good Quality
High Satisfaction with Timeliness

Secretarial Support
69%
77%
81%
60%

Elections
76%
68%
78%
69%

Committee Services
78%
71%
84%
64%

Mayoralty
34%
45%
64%
55%

Members' Services
84%
81%
84%
78%

Executive Services' Unit
44%
43%
45%
36%

Other Directorates
63%
48%
56%
38%

Survey of Candidates and Agents during last election

All candidates and their agents for the last local election held on 2nd May were sent a questionnaire seeking their views on the services they accessed during that time. Out of a possible 120 questionnaires, 30 were returned.

New Members' Consultation

All newly elected Members were consulted on their views as to the support and advice they had received in the run up to the election, and the induction arrangements welcoming them into the organization.

Conclusions

Members' Survey

· Overall, Members appear to be satisfied with the support services provided by Democratic Services, although timeliness does not rate as highly as quality or importance.

· With regard to support whilst attending Area/Community Committees, improvements could be made concerning the general administration of these bodies.

· Responses regarding satisfaction with support at Area/Community Committees from other services across the Council was mixed, and this information needs to be disseminated to other directorates to be acted upon.

· It appears that some work needs to be done to clarify Members' understanding of the roles/responsibilities/duties of attendees at these Committees.

· The idea regarding a Central Directory of contact details was supported by 94% of respondents.

· Members' Advice Bureaux seem to be considered to be of low effectiveness by a majority of respondents, with most only generating between 0-3 constituent enquiries – This leads to support for consideration of alternative means of public access to elected members.

· Whilst almost half of respondents were satisfied with the support they received from Democratic Services staff when they were candidates for election, almost equal numbers of respondents were not satisfied with the support they received immediately after election. Checks need to be made to ensure that the work recently done to improve this support has addressed this perception.

· A large proportion of respondents (77%) do not feel that decisions made in Cabinet are effectively communicated to them. This must be addressed as a matter of urgency.

· Conversely, a high % of respondents do feel that they have sufficient knowledge of the new Constitution, with the exception of the Scheme of Delegation. Some publicity as to where advice might be sought on the Constitution is required.

Candidates' and Agents' Survey

· Satisfaction with support provided by the elections office is high and of good quality.

· Some suggestions for improvement of the service were made and could be acted upon quickly e.g. information packs for prospective candidates;  clearer induction procedures

· The main concerns expressed by prospective Councillors tended to focus on how they would manage to be effective whilst working full time, and consideration needs to be given to the needs of this group.

New Members’ Survey (specific comments are shown in italics)

· Generally felt that the level of support received prior to the election was appropriate, however there was a lack of information on where the count would be on the day of the election.

· Excellent service from Members'  Services and IT staff.

· Induction process not inclusive and a huge amount of information was crammed into a very short space of time.

· Officers in other departments have dealt with enquiries courteously and by staff who are very keen to help.

· Would value a "ready reference" document to point councillors in the right direction when they're following up constituent issues.

· Would like clarification as to whether feedback mechanisms are in place to keep a check on the progress of casework.

· Surgery attendance is sparse - perhaps greater publicity would help.

· Meetings being cancelled are a problem as are the re-arranging of meeting times which must be more acute when juggling work commitments.

· Each directorate should provide a nominated point of contact to progress Members' queries/casework.

See Appendix E for details of how these suggestions have been incorporated into our proposals for Service Improvements.

Every elected member will have the opportunity to comment on these proposals either through the meeting before Quality and Performance Scrutiny Committee on 23rd September or at a specially convened workshop.

CHALLENGE

Under challenge we are required to fundamentally challenge the need for the service, the way we currently provide the service, and consider alternative service provision.

Background

The task group on “Challenge” was established to assess current service provision as identified by the terms of reference of the review.  The aim of the group was to firstly determine the services and to fundamentally challenge the need by establishing:

· Why we provide the service

· Whether we need the service

· How we provide it

· What benefit the community gets from it

· Whether there are alternative ways of providing it

The group decided to hold internal challenge/critical friend sessions to:

· Obtain a clear understanding of the service

· Assess/challenge service profiles

· Review whether the constitutional changes that had been running for 12 months had worked

· Ascertain whether the service is justified

· Challenge on duplication and other ways of providing the service

Team leaders and members of senior management group were invited to the sessions.  The task group devised a series of challenging questions which were issued prior to the sessions so that attendees could be prepared.

Internal challenge was followed by an external challenge panel which was held on 5th June, 2002.

The challenge task group comprised:

· Councillor Antrobus, Lead member for Corporate Services

· Cathy Pickup, representative from democratic services

· Joan Willetts, Corporate Service Best Value Officer

· Russell Bernstein, Assistant Director responsible for scrutiny support

For the internal challenge/critical friend sessions the group also included Allison Lobley, Corporate Services Strategy Development Team.

External challenge panel comprised:

· Facilitator – Dave McGovern, facilitator, Salford City Council

· John Willis, Chief executive – Salford City Council

· Councillor Merry, Deputy leader for Salford 

· Colin Thompson, Elected member for Rochdale

· Jeff Shaw, Best Value Officer from Stockport MBC

· Paul Jones, Principal democratic service officer from Bury MBC

· John Dean, Charter 88 representative

· Alan Westwood, Director of Corporate Services Salford

· John Lewis, representative from Unison was invited but could not attend.

Issues arising

Internal Challenge

A table showing the main issues arising from the Critical Friend Challenge sessions can be seen in Appendix C. 

External Challenge Panel

A summary of findings produced by the facilitator, David McGovern is as follows:

· It was generally felt that the review to this stage did not contain enough information in respect of comparison. Each of the services would need to carry out much more work to benchmark with similar service providers in order to evidence their current levels of performance.  (Some further comparisons were undertaken on aggregated costs and staffing and are included within Appendix B)

· It was felt that the evidence on consultation should have been broken down to show levels of response to the questions.

· The review should consider the level of involvement of the Elections service within the review.

· There is a lack of performance information in each of the areas of the review. It is difficult to point to possible areas of improvement if the sections under review have limited local performance measures.

· It was accepted by the panel that all of the services under review needed to be provided to the City Council and that in-house provision gave more control over sensitive issues.

· It is clear that there are possibilities for duplication of activity across the units and that this should be coordinated more clearly. No evidence was given to make a case for or against the amalgamation of the units into one central unit, which would deal with all members’ services.

· It is not clear that all units are working to full or under capacity, there was no detailed evidence to suggest that the units had the skills or resources to carry out additional work.

· No reasons were given as to why certain lead member meetings are serviced by directorates and not by committee services, however the committee services team did not supply adequate reasons or refer to policies and protocols which establish the need for their involvement in lead member meetings. Is there currently a criteria for deciding which meetings will be serviced by the committee team and which will not.

· It was commented that everyone had stayed within their ‘comfort zones’ and not given nearly enough consideration to competition, comparison and challenge. There is no evidence to suggest that the units know about their current levels of performance or what measures they should put in place to improve.

OTHER INFORMATION CONSIDERED BY THE REVIEW TEAM
In the course of information gathering, the Review Team also took into consideration the deliberations and findings of other Working Groups, etc., where they had obvious links with the services under review and incorporated their recommendations into our proposals. 

These were:

· The results of other internal reviews of these services, e.g., BPR, Audit and Management Services reports.

· The findings of various Member Working Groups, e.g. COSSIG (Corporate Services Special Interest Group), Members' Facilities, Removing Barriers to Membership of the Council, Electoral Matters, Communications Task Group.

· Monitoring Officer's Review of the Workings of the New Constitution.

· Recommendations from IDeA Peer Review exercise. 

· Member job descriptions.

· The protocol document between Scrutiny Support and Committee Administration.

The work of some of these groups is still continuing and may have an impact on the proposals put forward in this report and the subsequent improvement plan. 

Service delivery options

In aiming to consider how well the current ways of delivering the services are meeting Members’ needs, and working towards making proposals for delivering improvements, the review team concluded that any appraisal of service delivery options  ought to be based upon a sound understanding of Members’ roles and responsibilities within the democratic process.  It concluded that the democratic process is concerned with four key criteria, which are:

· Accessibility – ease of access to the process

· Efficiency – reduced cost of output

· Accountability – knowing who is responsible

· Transparency – knowing what, how and why decisions are taken

Members play a vital role in ensuring that the above elements of the democratic process are delivered, and have a number of roles to perform whilst doing this. These are:

· Becoming a Member

· Being a new Member

· A representative of the City

· A representative of the community

· An advocate for a constituent

· Scrutiny

· Executive

· Corporate

A robust appraisal of how well existing services are supporting Members in these roles provides a means of assessing and challenging the effectiveness of those services.

The review team determined that it would spend a full day examining current and future services and reviewing delivery.  This took place on 18th June 2002 and the day mainly comprised workshops/discussions relating to:

1. Strengths and weaknesses of current services and delivery

2. Consideration/appraisal of alternative models of service delivery

1. Strengths and weaknesses

The following were identified and discussed by the review team


Strengths
Weaknesses




· Integrity
· Fragmentation of information flows

· Comfortable/familiar
· Gaps – lacking skills & resources

· Team working


· Officer structure does not reflect the new Constitution



· Staff knowledge, experience & flexibility
· Staff in small units (working in isolation)

· Committee administration services provides an adequate record of Council business
· Don’t always require a copious record of Council business

· Old committee culture

· Very satisfied with the quality of service


· Responsiveness
· Lack of clarity of customers’ needs

· Improvements to information to prospective members
· Scope for further improvement on information to candidates

· Fairly comprehensive induction programme already
· Gaps in members induction


· Members do not get adequate briefing when representing the City on outside bodies and there is a lack of feedback in to the system to other members

· Mayoralty received external accreditation



· Poor use made of members’ time in existing system


· Improper use of Central Diary


· Poor planning of meetings


· Greater use of technology, e.g. Compact Disk training to improve use of members’ time

· Growing use of electronic information systems
· Not meeting members’ information needs

· Members can get information from a variety of ways
· Not meeting working members’ needs

· We have an independent objective record of meetings
· Our current system may not have moved with new constitutional arrangements


· Culture of decision taking & meetings

· Nearly completed work on job

    descriptions for elected members
· Clarity of roles and responsibilities



           (since completed)
· No clear vision 


· Lack of independent research support


· Insufficient recognition of members role as community leaders

· Protocols for dealing with members





· Chasing up case work responses for members


· Monitoring how well protocols are working

· Consistent support to area/community committees
· Absence of clear guidelines of roles and responsibilities


· Uncertainty about members roles in respect of cross-cutting issues eg.Crime & Disorder




· 
Issue about transparency of decision making (problems with SOLAR)

· SOLAR
· Inconsistency of use amongst members


· Confused line management in some areas


· Some staff development and staff cover issues need resolving


· Lack of consistency in clerking of Lead Member meetings



2.  Alternative models of service delivery

As a result of highlighting strengths and weaknesses of the current services it was agreed that a number of improvements could and should be made and alternative models of service delivery were considered and appraised, these being:


Model 1 – suggested by the Challenge Panel Task Group


Model 2 - along the lines of the one adopted by Kirklees MBC

details of both models are included in Appendix D
Model 1

In appraising model 1, the Team concentrated heavily on the servicing of meetings as this was resource intensive work.  It became clear that a further piece of work on the following issues needed to be done. 

· Is there scope for withdrawing from servicing certain meetings?

· Could particular meetings be serviced in a different way? e.g., production of action sheets/bullet points

· Which meetings is it essential to continue to produce a full minute for in order to fully protect the Council’s position and/or for legal reasons?

A small Task Group conducted a review of meetings and any resulting resource issues, the findings are attached in Appendix F.  

The Team concluded that Model 1 was acceptable provided that the above review reached a satisfactory conclusion. 

Model 2

Following a close examination of model 2 it became clear that a number of Team members were not in favour of the proposals, as it would include a major rethink about the positioning of Scrutiny Support and Members' training which were outside the review terms of reference.  Some elements of this proposal were considered to be worthy of pursuing, and were incorporated into the first alternative model.

It was also felt that there would be no further benefits to be realized in terms of quality of service provision over and above those to be delivered by the first alternative model.

Conclusions
It was agreed that further work be done on appraising the first model against the identified service needs of elected members and directorates laid out earlier in this report.  Key issues have been extracted from this full appraisal of service needs and can be seen in Appendix E with proposed service improvements

ISSUES WHICH ARE STILL OUTSTANDING
A small number currently remain unresolved.  These are:

Outstanding issues

· Time limiting meetings

· Reducing the number of meetings

· Holding more meetings in the evening

· Reducing the amount of paper circulated to Members

· Efficiency of Members' Advice Bureaux - results of survey suggests that this is not an efficient use of Members' time and they are not used to any great degree by the public.

Members may wish to take a collective view on these issues at a later date.

In addition, there were some issues arising out of the Review Team's work which need to be pursued:

· The results of our Members' survey on their perception of the support received from other directorates - these findings must be passed on to the respective directorates

· Comments on the workings of area/community committees to be passed on to the Community Engagement Best Value Review

· Further discussions to be undertaken with Trafford MBC and GMPA on possible partnership arrangements.

MOVING TOWARDS A CONCLUSION OF THIS REVIEW AND TRANSITION ARRANGEMENTS

This report gives an overview of the work done by the Review Team since February. The Team has now come to the point where it needs to share its findings with key stakeholders in order to move the review process on.

Next steps are:

· Consulting with key stakeholders on our recommended option

· Drawing up an improvement plan to show what will change, how it will change and the benefits that stakeholders can expect

· Drawing up a transition plan to show how we will move from one model to another with the minimum of disruption to stakeholders
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