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UNCONFIRMED MINUTES

	Title:
	Extraordinary Suffolk Strategic Partnership Board

	Date:
	15 May 2007

	Place:
	Grafton House, Endeavour House

	Time:
	2.00 pm – 4.00 pm

	Attendees:


	Clare Euston, SSP Board Independent Chair

Bob Anderson, Pro-Vice Chancellor, University Campus Suffolk

Jane Basham, Director, Ipswich & Suffolk Council for Racial Equality

Kathleen Ben Rabha, Diocese St Edmundsbury and Ipswich

David Burnip, Forest Heath District Council for Cllr Geoffrey Jaggard

Cllr Penny Clarke, Chairman, Babergh East LSP

Sandra Crawley, Job Centre Plus for Tina Ellis

Cllr John Griffiths, Chairman, West Suffolk LSP

Cllr Ray Herring, Chairman, Suffolk Coastal LSP

Sally Hogg, Head of Health Improvement Partnerships, Suffolk Primary Care Trust

Julian Munson, Suffolk Development Agency for Terry Clark

Jonathan Moore, Voluntary & Community Sector Representative

Alan Osborne, Waveney LSP for Gwen Parsons

Cllr Jeremy Pembroke, Leader, Suffolk County Council

Cllr Paul West, One Ipswich LSP for Cllr Elizabeth Harsant

Bernard Williamson, Chairman, Great Yarmouth & Waveney Primary Care Trust

David Wood, Suffolk Police Authority for Gulshan Kayembe

Judith Mobbs, Suffolk Learning & Skills Council for Johanna Finn

Presenters

Stephen Baker, Chief Executive, Suffolk Coastal District Council

James Hehir, Chief Executive, Ipswich Borough Council

Tracey Lee, Director, Ipswich Borough Council

Mike More, Chief Executive, Suffolk County Council

Andrew Limb, Acting Deputy Regional Director, GO East

Supporting Officers

Cllr Nick Ridley, Babergh District Council

Pat Rockall, Chief Executive, Babergh District Council

Katie Hazelton, Partnerships Team, Suffolk County Council (Minutes)




	Item No.
	Item Description
	Relevant business considered, facts noted, the decision taken and its rationale

	1. 
	Apologies

Chair’s Introduction


	John Budd, Chairman, Suffolk Criminal Justice Board

Rona Burt, Chairman, Suffolk Association of Local Councils

Terry Clark, Chairman, Suffolk Development Agency

John Clough, Partnership Director, County Sports Partnership

Tina Ellis, District Manager (Cambridgeshire & Suffolk), Job Centre Plus

Johanna Finn, Chairman, Suffolk Learning & Skills Council

Cllr Elizabeth Harsant, Chairman, One Ipswich LSP

Cllr Geoffrey Jaggard, Leader, Forest Heath District Council

Gulshan Kayembe, Chairman, Suffolk Police Authority

Chris Knock, Chairman, Mid Suffolk LSP

Colin Langham-Fitt, Acting Chief Constable, Suffolk Constabulary

Alastair McWhirter, Chairman, Suffolk PCT

Gwen Parsons, Chairman, Waveney LSP

Cllr Timothy Passmore, Chairman, Accountable Bodies Group

Andrea Stark, Executive Director, Arts Council

Carole Taylor-Brown, Chief Executive, Suffolk PCT

The Chair welcomed all to the meeting and thanked members for being able to attend this extraordinary Board meeting at relatively short notice.  Thanks were made to Ipswich Borough Council for their hospitality in using Grafton House as the venue for the meeting.

Clare Euston noted that she had been asked by a number of Board members for the opportunity to have an informed debate about the implications of such an important question.  For those who are not in local government, the structures and debates can be somewhat confusing and so it is a helpful opportunity for the Board to consider the issues together.

Gratitude was expressed to James Hehir for giving the case for a unitary council for Ipswich, to Mike More for giving the County Council perspective on the case and to Stephen Baker for giving a District Council perspective.  Thanks were also noted to Andrew Limb from the Government Office for the East of England who had kindly attended to explain the process that the government is embarking on, however members should appreciate that Andrew wound not wish to be drawn on the merits or otherwise of the proposal.

Clare Euston stated that it goes without saying that local government structures do matter to the whole of Suffolk and that a debate about a decision of this sort should be as informed as possible.  Whilst inevitably there will always be different judgements to bear and there will never by any single solution that all will find ideal, all members shared a desire for information and reflection on the best way forward for Ipswich and for Suffolk.

It was noted that there are a number of ways to approach a meeting of this sort, particularly as some of the Board members come from organisations that have yet to form their own view.  At the very least the meeting is about providing a forum in which a debate and a flow of information can proceed which will be helpful to all.  The Board may wish to form a particular view as the SSP, either as a strong viewpoint one way or the other or as a series of issues and concerns the Board would wish the government to address in making its final decision.

  

	
	
	Clare Euston advised that she would be guided by the Board itself as to how to proceed on any of these three possible outcomes.

It was proposed that the Board hear from Andrew first, then James, then Mike and finally Stephen.  Presentations would no doubt provoke some questions of fact or understanding and this could then be taken forward.  Once all the relevant information had been presented it was proposed that local authority representatives should leave in order for the Board to debate how it wished to proceed.  The Board supported this proposal.

Finally Clare Euston noted that it would be helpful to be reminded of the basic process and informed members that the government are currently consulting on 16 proposals for unitary authorities across England.  Because some of these proposals are mutually exclusive, up to 13 new authorities could be created by the government of which Ipswich is the only proposal on the table for Suffolk.  The consultation period will end on 22 June and the Secretary of State’s decision will need to be made before the summer recess at the end of July.  The criteria which will inform the Secretary of State’s decision will include:

· Affordability of the proposal

· Delivery of strong strategic leadership

· Improved service delivery

· Engagement with neighbourhoods and communities

· Existence of a cross-section of support

This meeting would enable the Board to be informed about the proposal against these measures.



	2.
	Explanation of Government Process


	Andrew Limb provided background to members on the white paper and how it had led to the bid by Ipswich Borough Council to be a unitary council.  He reiterated the five main factors all bids would be considered against and advised that it is expected the Secretary of State’s decision would be made before the summer recess.  It was confirmed that successful unitary bids would be up and running from April 2009.

Cllr Nick Ridley queried whether there was any indication on the number of bids that would be successful.  Andrew Limb advised that there was no indication but that the government had stated they would need to review the macroeconomic environment and the net national fiscal position at the time of considering bids.  They had also stated that the effect on reserves would be considered and they may therefore need to prioritise even if all bids meet the criteria.

Cllr Ray Herring queried whether there was any evidence available on the affordability of unitary councils and two tier authorities using the currently established unitary councils.  Andrew Limb advised that he was not aware of any information being provided on the compared affordability.



	3.
	Unitary Proposal for Ipswich


	Cllr Paul West started by presenting the point of view of an elected member and stated that he would like to stress how very open the process was and that there was a clear decision making process.  It was noted that there are many arguments for a unitary council for Ipswich, however Cllr West would be focussing on two.  He addressed the affective and accountable local government stating that the unitary council would allow focus to be exclusively on Ipswich, which has different needs and requirements from the rest of Suffolk.  




	
	
	It was noted that the new authority would have councillors who live in Ipswich making decisions for those people who live in the area, thus allowing better engagement with the local people.

Cllr West advised that there is full support across all three main parties in Ipswich for the bid.  He also noted that the 13 County Councillors who represent Ipswich are all fully supportive.

Cllr West stressed that Ipswich would still be keen to work with the rest of Suffolk on shared issues and would be a keen player in partnership.  He also stated that unitary status would be a benefit to the rest of Suffolk as they could work as one being less urban than Ipswich with different requirements to Ipswich.

The presentation moved onto James Hehir who stressed that Ipswich had always been clear and open in its wish to become a unitary council.  He noted that Ipswich has met with other local authorities, public sector organisations, business, voluntary sector, schools, and the public etc on the bid and he welcomed the opportunity to put forward the Ipswich case to the SSP Board.  

James Hehir stated that unitary councils are now the norm and have proved to be successful.  He advised that there are already unitary councils that have been running for a number of years with many relatively successful and some excellent.  He noted that there is a lot of evidence that unitary works with some of the already established councils being smaller than Ipswich.

It was advised that Ipswich has worked with Norwich and Exeter and all three have been short-listed and advised members of all the hurdles which Ipswich have had to overcome to reach this stage.

James Hehir stressed that whilst there are obvious advantages for Ipswich with being a unitary council there are also advantages to Suffolk.  A vibrant Ipswich will help to stimulate the Suffolk economy and will ensure Ipswich and Suffolk has a stronger regional and national voice.  It was stated that we live in a very competitive age and Ipswich competes with similar urban centres for economic development.  Unitaries such as Plymouth, Swindon, York, and Luton etc. remain within two tier counties and have a very important role.

Ipswich would continue to promote joint working and sharing services and, in fact, would be able to do even more if it becomes a unitary council.  Ipswich has different problems and challenges than the rest of Suffolk and by being able to focus on them will enable the rest of Suffolk to concentrate on those important rural issues, which often do not receive the attention they deserve.

Finally Tracey Lee gave a presentation on the business case for the unitary council for Ipswich.  Copies are available of the presentation on request as is the full business case.



	4.
	Suffolk County Council Perspective


	Mike More welcomed the opportunity to debate the issues on this potentially profound change for Suffolk and stressed that the debate must be informed and all issues fully thought through.  He referred to the hurdles Ipswich has faced so far that James Hehir outlined and noted that the County Council was not involved until the bid was short-listed and it has only been since March that the County Council has been consulted on its view.




	
	
	Mike More advised that Suffolk is changing and is currently at a crossroads, it is incumbent on members to shape Suffolk for years to come.  He stressed that improving skills, demographic change, developing infrastructure etc. as well as the environment challenge and opportunities are key to the future of Suffolk.  Reference was also made to the profound financial challenges many partners face and stressed that in the context of these tight finances the question has to be asked where restructuring fits in.  

Suffolk is a mosaic of different places with Ipswich being a unique part.  However there are many unique parts that make up Suffolk such as Felixstowe, Lowestoft, Haverhill and Lavenham and all of these different places need a voice in deciding what happens across the county.  Suffolk is not made up of Ipswich and the rest of Suffolk.

Mike More stressed that the question is not whether unitary is a better structure; it is whether this particular structure change is the answer for Suffolk.  Neighbourhood empowerment is a key element and the case for a different voice for Ipswich is good and strong, however a unitary council is not needed to achieve this.

It was advised that the information laid out by Ipswich has to withstand scrutiny, noting that it is inevitable when calculating figures to be optimistic on transition and running costs.  He commented that minor changes to the assumptions made would make the proposal unaffordable and stressed that the Ipswich bid only just makes positive payback with the offset costs met by efficiency gain.  Suffolk County Council calculates they currently deliver 70% of local services in Ipswich.

Mike More outlined the following issues Suffolk County Council has highlighted with the Ipswich business case:

· The proposal states that the transition costs of creating a unitary Ipswich council would be £14m.  Suffolk County Council calculates this figure to be nearer £19m based on the costs of termination and renegotiation of contracts not taken account of.

· No allowance has been made for the creation of a Combined Fire Authority.  

· The proposal states that running a unitary Ipswich council would involve £10m of additional costs over five years.  Suffolk County Council calculates this figure will be over £20m due to the scale and complexity of Adult & Community Services and other services.

· The proposed efficiency savings must be subject to due diligence and must be fully understood and clarified.  One small over optimistic calculation would turn the positive to a negative and make the proposal unaffordable.

· The proposal significantly overstates the amount of Review Support Grant that would be received.  The Ipswich Borough Council bid assumes transfer of £32m from Suffolk County Council to Ipswich Borough Council.  Suffolk County Council calculates this to be significantly lower at £21m. This proposal assumes a needs element over £150 per head in Ipswich and less than £50 per head outside Ipswich.  This is a very profound shift and would have a huge impact on the rest of Suffolk.  




	
	
	Mike More stressed that it is a very tight financial climate in which partners operate.  The creation of a unitary Council for Ipswich will only add extra pressure.  Modern local services are complex with service provision complex and fast changing.

The following issues were outlines which need to be addressed:

· Of the 700 Looked after Children in Suffolk, around 275 (39%) are in Ipswich, the highest number compared to the other districts in Suffolk.   Looked After Children from Ipswich can currently make use of a whole range of resources cross the county including foster homes and residential facilities.  This means that children from Ipswich have access to the full range of county resources and this is a major benefit to them at no extra cost.  A significant number of Ipswich children use the residential places in Bury St Edmunds, Lowestoft, Stowmarket, Beccles and Martlesham and the residential school placements at Sudbury, Bury St Edmunds and Lowestoft.   This must be provided or provision negotiated.

· People with learning disabilities from across Suffolk are supported through our nine employment projects.  Although all nine of these projects are based outside Ipswich, they are available to people with learning disabilities from across the county.  This must be provided or provision negotiated.

· Suffolk County Council recognises the necessary investment in Ipswich and Suffolk roads.  Currently the highest priority for Suffolk County Council is the Ipswich interchange.  Road schemes are deliberated at a regional level and new rules for major schemes require promoting authorities to provide at least 10% of the scheme costs, for the project to be considered.  Suffolk County Council has borne £2m, could this be sustained by a unitary Ipswich.

Mike More queried whether the unitary structure is appropriate and the best solution.   Given the close relationship between Ipswich and its hinterland, it is impossible to separate the interest of Ipswich from the interests of Suffolk as a whole.

Suffolk County Council recognises that a distinctive voice for Ipswich is definitely needed however creating a unitary Ipswich council is too high and unnecessary a price to pay for a different voice for Ipswich.  Mike More reiterated that Suffolk is a mosaic of different places; it is not Ipswich and the rest of Suffolk.

It was stated that Suffolk County Council would continue to work on their proposal to give Ipswich a strong voice, as well as Lowestoft and strongly support neighbourhood engagement.  

Mike More concluded that this is a very profound decision for Suffolk and one that will affect generations to come.  Suffolk County Council wants the best for the people of Suffolk and does not believe that Ipswich Borough Council could sustain the level of service and meet the needs and wants of the people of Ipswich or Suffolk.  With the finance balanced on a knife-edge this is not the right way to succeed for the common aim.



	5.
	Suffolk Coastal District Council Perspective


	Stephen Baker gave a presentation on the views of Suffolk Coastal District Council advising this was not on behalf of the other district / borough councils.  He advised the Suffolk Coastal District Council has not yet formed a response to the unitary bid and that the considerations outlined in the presentation would form part of the consultation to reach a response.  Copies are available of the presentation on request.

 

	6.


	Questions 


	Judith Mobbs referred to Mike Mores speech and his reference to there being other ways to achieve the aims without implementing a unitary council.  Judith asked if this point could be elaborated.

Mike More stated that it had come across loud and clear in the Ipswich bid that Ipswich does not have a voice on issues the profoundly impact on Ipswich.  They referred to the point that an Ipswich Councillor is not represented on the County Council Cabinet, although they were for the previous 12-year period.  He outlined the proposal for there to be a place voice in the setting of all strategies and for this voice to be fully engaged with the strategic body for each major strategy.

It was also stated that there was a need to focus at a neighbourhood level, there are in fact different places within Ipswich, which have their own community needs and they should have delegated powers.  Mike More referred to the councillor budgets, which Suffolk County Council has had for many years, these allow for organic change that can be very powerful and any change could be very damaging if not well managed.  Suffolk County Council wants to work on a delegated partnership board for transport, infrastructure, services etc.

Cllr Penny Clarke commented that the Ipswich Borough Council presentation had been very passionate and moving but it had been all about Ipswich and she queried the effect on the rest of Suffolk.  Cllr Clarke stressed that there was no message for the rest of Suffolk.  She stated that it felt like Ipswich wanted to opt out and whilst they stated it was an improvement for all how was this evidenced.

James Hehir responded stating that Ipswich do want the best for Suffolk, they want district and borough councils to focus on their issues.  He referred to the fact that five secondary schools in Ipswich are doing very badly and these issues have been hidden, and commented that this could be happening in other areas.  Ipswich wants to see what is happening in Ipswich and help other areas to identify similar issues.  James Hehir stressed that Ipswich wants to continue to work with all partners as they do already.  He also noted that any issues already raised are being fully covered and those identified today will be looked at.

Jonathan Moore stated that many of the groups he represents are not interested in local government structure, they are interested in the benefits, whether there are gains and whatever the outcome that support can be accessed.  He queried whether the £19m set up costs was an efficient use of public funds and also stressed the need for there to be a strong focus on community and the third sector, commenting that it should be made simple and more effective.

Cllr John Griffiths stated that he had found the presentations very helpful and noted that the issues for consideration addressed by Stephen Baker would be likely to form the basis of the consultation with St Edmundsbury.  Cllr Griffiths stressed the need for the outcome to be the best for communities and referred to the Pathfinder bid.  He queried whether Ipswich would work with partners on the Pathfinder bid whether they were successful or not.

James Hehir stated that the unitary bid and Pathfinder working together was key in joint working and sharing.  Cllr Paul West noted that if Ipswich were unsuccessful then Ipswich councillors would need to work up a detailed view on Pathfinder.  As they are currently fully committed to unitary they have not commented or considered Pathfinder, as it would have been inappropriate to be involved with both.  



	
	
	Cllr West advised that if Ipswich are successful they are not placed to comment on what is best for the rest of Suffolk but would work with the rest of Suffolk on the way forward and joint working.

As there were no further questions Clare Euston closed this section meeting and all local authority representatives, who were not Board members, left the meeting.



	7.
	Discussion and Perspective from SSP Board Members


	Bob Anderson – University Campus Suffolk

Bob Anderson commented that the presentations had been interesting, passionate and engaging.  He advised that University Campus Suffolk would be maintaining a neutral stance, but would work with whichever solution.  Bob Anderson did however make the following observations:

· Has Ipswich Borough Council done a sensitivity analysis?

· At what point do the numbers no longer balance, what is the margin, is it to narrow?

· What are the dislocation costs elsewhere for partners? These should be scoped and costs included.

· What we see regionally are drivers for growth, will a vibrant sub regional centre drive growth out across Suffolk?

Julian Munson – Suffolk Development Agency

Julian Munson advised that the Suffolk Development Agency have taken a neutral stance and will work in partnership with the new structure.  He commented that Ipswich is the economic driver and therefore whatever is decided it must work.

Alan Osborne – Waveney LSP

Alan Osborne advised on behalf of Gwen Parsons that the Waveney LSP oppose the unitary bid due to the far-reaching implications for Waveney.

Bernard Williamson – Great Yarmouth & Waveney PCT
Bernard Williamson stated that the Great Yarmouth & Waveney PCT has experience of cross partner working.  He stated that there are initial concerns on the impact on Children & Young People Services and Adult & Community Services and also noted that the mosaic of Suffolk should be considered for how best to deliver different solutions for the different areas.

Jane Basham – Ipswich & Suffolk Council for Racial Equality

Jane Basham stated that Ipswich Borough Council has a long history of working and engaging with minority groups but she had concerns about diluting this work when the major aim is trying to bring it together.

Sally Hogg – Suffolk PCT

Sally Hogg echoed the views of Great Yarmouth & Waveney PCT and expressed concern that the Ipswich unitary council would become isolated with wider provision.  She also stated that there was concern over the distribution of the central pot.

Jonathan Moore – Voluntary & Community Sector

Jonathan Moore noted that the current debate highlights that there is a change needed.  He expressed concern on the ripple effect and how this would affect the residents of Suffolk.  Jonathan Moore stated that he would welcome more explanation from Ipswich Borough Council on the positives and negatives for the people of Suffolk.

 

	
	
	Sandra Crawley – Job Centre Plus

Sandra Crawley advised that Job Centre Plus has taken a neutral stance as a government office.

David Wood – Suffolk Police Authority

David Wood stated that the Ipswich Borough Council presentation had seemed very inward looking and not outward looking.  He also felt that there was alack of explanation of the work that would be done with their neighbours and felt that more information was needed.
Kathleen Ben Rabha – Diocese

Kathleen Ben Rabha noted that the church and faith communities would work with whatever is delivered.  Personally she expressed concern on the demographic deficit and noted that Ipswich must consider the strategic body.  Reference was made to the unitary council in Swindon as she had worked there when it split from Wiltshire County Council.  Kathleen Ben Rabha noted that there had been problems due to the two different councils being run by different political parties, which had affected the economy.  It was stressed that change has to be seeking the common good and consideration must be given to the point where one can become isolated and everybody is affected.  She noted that it is difficult to raise social issues and get support and this could be made even more complicated by the change in structure.

Cllr Jeremy Pembroke – Suffolk County Council

Cllr Pembroke stated that Suffolk County Council and Ipswich Borough Council are united in wanting the best for the people of Ipswich and Suffolk, what divides us is whether the unitary Ipswich council proposal achieves this.  Suffolk County Council feel that the Pathfinder proposal gives all towns a strong strategic voice and the way is still open for Ipswich to be a part of this.  Cllr Pembroke stressed that members should be aware that the County Council would loose 20% revenue, which will affect service delivery to other towns.  Suffolk County Council believes that creating a unitary Ipswich council is too high and unnecessary a price to pay for a voice for Ipswich.

Cllr John Griffiths – West Suffolk LSP

Cllr Griffiths stated that the SSP needed to consider the impact on Suffolk as a whole, but felt that it was hard for the SSP to take a definite stance.  

Cllr Ray Herring – Suffolk Coastal LSP

Cllr Herring noted that it was difficult to come to any conclusions and that both the Suffolk Coastal LSP and Suffolk Coastal District Council needed to consider their views.  He expressed his concern that Ipswich Borough Council is not fully aware of the world having moved on and felt that Ipswich’s current view is similar to that of Suffolk Coastal a few years ago.  Cllr Herring stated that he understood Ipswich’s sentiment but that he feels the proposal lacks substance and noted that much of what is in the Ipswich proposal could be achieved without a unitary council being implemented.  He referred to the work carried out by the LSPs and the issues that they address, he queried whether we need to go down the unitary route when all is working well, would it not be better to embrace Pathfinder, this could make achievements without a dip in performance and provide benefits without huge costs.

Judith Mobbs – Suffolk Learning & Skills Council

Judith Mobbs advised that the LSC would support partners whatever the outcome but that it would be valuable to be clear on the impact.  She advised that the LSC are currently still considering their response. Judith Mobbs noted that the presentations had made her ponder the potential impact and ramifications.



	
	
	Following discussion it was agreed that the Board should respond to the Department for Communities and Local Government on the unitary proposal.

Bob Anderson proposed that there were two key themes emerging from the points made by Board members, these being:

· Ipswich should not become isolated

· The impact for the rest of Suffolk must be carefully considered with the positive impacts maximised.

It was agreed that Clare Euston would draft a document, accompanied by a letter, on behalf of the SSP with the assistance of Bob Anderson.  This draft would be circulated to Board members for their comments.

It was also noted that partners should register their comments with government as well. 
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