
 

Please contact  Cherry Foreman on 01270 529736 or  
E-Mail:   cherry.foreman@congleton.gov.uk with any apologies or requests for further information 

CHESHIRE EAST COUNCIL 
 

Cabinet 
 

Agenda 
 

Date: Monday, 16th June, 2008 

Time: 2.00 pm 

Venue: Town Hall, Macclesfield 

 
The agenda is divided into 2 parts. Part 1 is taken in the presence of the public and press. Part 2 items 
will be considered in the absence of the public and press for the reasons indicated on the agenda and at 
the foot of each report. 
 
 
PART 1 - MATTERS TO BE CONSIDERED WITH THE PUBLIC AND PRESS PRESENT 
 
1. Apologies   
 
2. Declarations of Interest   
 
3. Public Speaking Time/Open Session   
 
 A total period of fifteen minutes is allocated for members of the public to address the Cabinet 

on any matter relevant to the work of the Cabinet, subject to the Chairman’s discretion. 
 
In order for officers to undertake any background research it would be helpful if questions 
were submitted at least one working day before the meeting. 
 
Individual members of the public may speak for up to 5 minutes. 
 

4. Minutes  (Pages 1 - 4) 
 
 To approve the Minutes of the meeting held on 21 May 2008. 

 
5. Key Decision - A43 Alderley Edge and Nether Alderley By Pass  (Pages 5 - 14) 
 
 To consider the report of the Places Block Lead. 

 
6. Application for Consent - Queens Park, Crewe  (Pages 15 - 18) 
 
 To consider an application for consent by the Places Block Lead Officer. 

 
7. The Management and Funding of Transitional Costs  (Pages 19 - 26) 
 
 To consider a report of the Interim Chief Financial Officer. 

 
8. Financial Planning Process  (Pages 27 - 32) 
 
 To consider a report of the Interim Chief Financial Officer, 

 

Public Document Pack



9. Social Care and Health Integration  (Pages 33 - 36) 
 
 To consider a report of the People Workstream Lead Officer. 

 
10. Children's Trust Arrangements  (Pages 37 - 46) 
 
 To consider a report of the People Block Lead Officer. 

 
11. Personalisation and the Transformation of Adult Social Care  (Pages 47 - 70) 
 
 To consider a report of the Chairman of the Cheshire East People Workstream. 

 
12. Sub-National Economic Development and Economic Regeneration and the Regional Spatial 

Strategy  (Pages 71 - 80) 
 
 To consider a report by the Places Block Lead on consultation responses to the Sub-National 

Economic Development and Regeneration Review, and to the partial review of the Regional 
Spatial Strategy. 
 

13. Progress Report  (Pages 81 - 88) 
 
 To consider a report by the Policy Support Team on progress made against key milestones, 

and activities to be undertaken. 
 

14. Cheshire East Cabinet - Future Meeting Dates  (Pages 89 - 90) 
 
 To note the proposed meeting dates for the Cabinet for 2008/09. 

 
PART 2  - MATTERS WHICH CONTAIN CONFIDENTIAL OR EXEMPT INFORMATION 
 
15. None   
 



CHESHIRE EAST COUNCIL 
 

Minutes of a meeting of the Cabinet 
Held on Wednesday, 21st May, 2008 

At  the Town Hall, Macclesfield 
 
Councillor Mr W Fitzgerald (Chairman) 
Councillor Mr R Domleo (Vice-Chairman) 
 
Councillors Mr D Brickhill, Mr D Brown, Mr P Findlow, Mr F Keegan, Mr A Knowles, 
Mr J Macrae, Mr P Mason and Mr B Silvester 
 
In attendance:- Councillor Lesley Smetham 

 
 

 
 
 

1 DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST  
 
Minute 3 (Direction under Section 24 of the Local Government and Public 
Involvement in Health Act 2007) 
Councillor P Findlow declared a personal interest by virtue of being a member of 
Cheshire County Council; Councillors D Brown, R Domleo and D Mason declared 
personal interests by virtue of being members of Congleton Borough Council; 
Councillors D Brickhill and B Silvester declared personal interests by virtue of 
being members of Crewe and Nantwich Borough Council and  Councillors W 
Fitzgerald, F Keegan, A Knowles and J Macrae by virtue of being members of 
Macclesfield Borough Council.  In accordance with the Constitution they 
remained in the meeting. 
 

2 DIRECTION UNDER SECTION 24 OF THE LOCAL GOVERNMENT AND 
PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT IN HEALTH ACT 2007  
 
Consideration was given to a report from the Governance lead on a request for 
the Cabinet to agree, on behalf of the Shadow Council, to a General Consent 
document to enable the business of existing District and County Councils to 
continue to proceed in the run up to vesting day.  An appendix to the report set 
out the details of the General Consent and the suggested form. 
 
RESOLVED 
For the reasons set out in the report:- 
 
That pursuant to its powers to give General Consent under the provisions of  
the Direction made on 9 April 2008 under the Local Government and  
Public Involvement in Health Act 2007, the Cabinet, on behalf of the Shadow  
Council, agrees the General Consent in the form set out in Appendix 2 to this  
Report. 
 
 

3 SECRETARY OF STATE'S PROPOSED CHANGES TO THE DRAFT NW 
REGIONAL SPATIAL STRATEGY (RSS)  
 
Cabinet was requested to consider a proposed consultation response to the 
Secretary of State’s Proposed Changes to the Draft Regional Spatial Strategy, 
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submitted by the North West Regional Assembly, on which it was considered 
appropriate for the Shadow Authority to make its own response on issues likely to 
be of significance to the new Local Authority. 
 
In considering its response Cabinet asked for the response set out in the report to 
be expanded to emphasise the future position and role of Cheshire East Council 
particularly in relation to the existing City Regions, and in respect of spatial 
priorities and district housing figures.  As the response needed to be submitted by 
23 May 2008 it was agreed that the final wording be delegated to the Block Lead 
for Places in consultation with the Leader of the Council.   
 
RESOLVED 
For the reasons set out in the report and as now given: - 
 
That approval be given to the response set out in the report to be expanded to 
take into account the views of the Cabinet, and that the final wording of the 
response be delegated to the Block Lead for People and Places, in consultation 
with the Leader of the Council. 
 
 

4 DELEGATION TO JOINT IMPLEMENTATION TEAM OFFICERS  
 
Consideration was given to delegated authority being given to officers in the Joint 
Implementation Team so as to enable them to take all necessary action to 
achieve the implementation of the changes set out in the Cheshire (Structural 
Changes) Order and all associated matters relating to their lead areas. 
  
In considering the proposed delegation of decisions Cabinet requested that at 
such time as the portfolios had been decided for each of the Cabinet members 
any such decisions should be made in consultation with the relevant portfolio 
holder. 
 
RESOLVED 
For the reasons set out in the report:- 
 
That approval be given for operational decisions to be made by officers of the 
Joint Implementation Team as set out in the report and that delegations be 
considered further at such time as the Cabinet portfolios have been decided 
upon.  
 

5 IMPLEMENTATION PLANNING  
 
Consideration was given to this report highlighting the critical milestones from the 
High Level Implementation Plan, and proposing that from now on progress be 
reported to Cabinet on both a monthly and quarterly basis.   
 
RESOLVED 
For the reasons set out in the report: - 
 
That the report be noted and that progress be reported to Cabinet on a monthly 
and quarterly basis. 
 

6 TRADE UNIONS FACILITIES TIME FOR TEACHERS' UNIONS  
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In accordance with Section 100B of the Local Government Act 1972, and 
paragraph 43.6 of the Procedure Rules Relating to Executive Arrangements, the 
Chairman of the Cabinet was satisfied that by reason of special circumstances, 
namely the need to make a decision on this matter in good time before 31 May 
2008, the matter should be considered as a matter of urgency.  The Chairman of 
the Council had also agreed that the matter would be exempted from call-in, in 
accordance with Rule 13.1 of the Scrutiny Rules of Procedure. 
 
Consideration was given to this report advising members of the situation 
regarding Trade Unions facilities time for Teacher’s Unions, and seeking 
agreement to the extension of the current County Council arrangements until 31 
August 2009. 
 
RESOLVED 
For the reasons set out in the report: - 
 
That approval be given to the extension of the current Trade Union facilities 
arrangement for Teachers’ Unions until 31 March 2009. 
 

 
 
 
 
 

The meeting commenced at 2.30 pm and concluded at 4.15 pm 
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CHESHIRE EAST COUNCIL 
 

Cabinet 
____________________________________________________________________ 
 
Date of meeting: 

 
16 June 2008 

Report of: Paul Ancell 
Title: A34 Alderley Edge & Nether Alderley Bypass 
___________________________________                                                                       
 
 
1.0 Purpose of Report 
 
1.1 This report describes progress and decisions required for the A34 

Alderley Edge & Nether Alderley Bypass at a critical stage of the works 
procurement.  Reports outlining the scheme have been considered by 
the Joint Implementation Team on 2 April 2008 and the Cheshire East 
Joint Committee on 15 April 2008. The Joint Committee resolved that: 

 

• The funding requirement for the scheme, post March 2009 and the 
expectation that this would be drawn from the integrated transport 
block of the LTP, be noted; 

• The necessity to appoint a site staff resource to manage the 
contract, which might have implications for the continuity and 
transfer of staff on this key site post March 2009, be noted 

• The DfT be provided with assurance prior to Final Approval 
regarding overseeing and staffing the project as set out in 
paragraph 4.10 of the (Joint Committee) report  

• A letter be sent to former County Councillor Margaret Melrose 
advising her of the Joint Committee’s decision on this matter. 

 
1.2 In particular, this paper, and previous papers, explains that the 

Department for Transport, prior to them giving Full Funding Approval, 
require an assurance from Cheshire East Shadow Authority that the 
new authority "would continue to be able to oversee the contract and 
have the relevant personnel".  

 
2.0 Decision Required 
 
2.1 To confirm the decisions made by the Joint Committee on 15 April 

2008. 
  
2.2 To note the progress on the scheme. 
 
2.3 To give consent to Cheshire County Council entering into the contracts 

for the main road/bridge works, Network Rail underbridge and other 
associated works. This approval is required to satisfy the direction 
issued by DCLG under section 24 of the Local Government and Public 
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Involvement in Health Act 2007 regarding contracts let by the existing 
Authorities from 26 May 2008 onwards. 

 
2.4 To confirm that Cheshire East Council will oversee the contract by 

means of appointment of relevant personnel after 31 March 2009 
 
3.0 Financial Implications for Transition Costs 
 
3.1 The Regional Assembly has approved overall funding of £52.8m in the 

Regional Funding Allocation.  It should be noted, however, that this is a 
maximum budget provision and does not represent an agreed DfT 
contribution. Grant will be paid to the Authorities (ie the County Council 
up 31 March 2009 and Cheshire East Council thereafter) based on 
actual expenditure and in accordance with the financing package 
agreed as part of Final Approval. The estimated cost profile supplied to 
the DfT in January 2008 for Conditional Approval was as follows: 

 
 

 08/09 09/10 10/11 11/12 13/14 14/15 Total 

DfT 
Costs 

9.9 17.7 9.5 2.7 4.5 2.3 £46.6m 

LA 
Costs 

0 0.5 0.4 0.3 0.3 0.3 £1.8m 

 £48.4m 

 
3.2 Since withdrawal of the High Court Challenge, it has been possible for 

the scheme’s contractor to make considerable progress in finalising 
programme details and, hence, cost implications arising out the delays 
referred to in paragraph 7.10 below.  The overall cost estimate has also 
been affected by the necessary factoring in of design refinements and 
service diversion implications.  The latest project cost estimate is 
£51.4m. (May 2008). Work is continuing on the cost estimate and 
associated risk assessments and a verbal update of the latest position 
will be provided to Members at the meeting 

 
3.3 The estimated cost includes the provision of a footbridge across the 

bypass for public right of way Footpath No 33 in Nether Alderley, as 
approved by the County Council’s Environment Executive on 7 April 
2008.  This cost profile includes, as well as the works contracts 
mentioned above, funding for all scheme costs covering inter alia land, 
Part 1 Claims under the Land Compensation Act, staff costs during the 
construction phase, inflation and risk allowances.  The DfT require a 
Final Approval submission to be made giving a revised estimated cost 
profile once all the current Target Cost and detailed design estimates 
are finalised.  Based on this, the contributions and timings for all the 
funding parties will be finally agreed which will be based on a DfT 
promoted understanding that costs over the agreed project budget will 
be borne by the promoting authority.   
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3.4 Network Rail have progressed their rail underbridge through  feasibility 
and detailed phases using their appointed contractor Birse Rail.  They 
have estimated the project value as £8m which includes a new 
drainage culvert, cost provisions for risks, Train Operating Companies' 
costs, and staff costs. 

 
3.5 The estimated project value for the civils works (Birse Civils works) 

included within the January 2008 estimate to DfT was £22m.  Taking 
into account the issues referred to in paras 3.1 and 7.10, the current 
estimate is £26.4m, which includes cost provisions for risks and 
inflation. 

 
3.6 The associated minor works values are £0.8m for landscaping (yet to 

be tendered) and £1.7m for public utility diversions currently being 
finalised with each company. 

 
4.0 Financial Implications 2009/10 and beyond 
 
4.1 The local authority funding contribution for this project, from 

2009/10 onwards, will need to come from Cheshire East’s LTP2 
Integrated Transport block allocation. The disaggregation of the 
Cheshire LTP2 block allocation between Cheshire West & Chester and 
Cheshire East has still to be determined.  DfT have indicated that they 
expect the East and West Cheshire Councils to reach agreement with 
regards to the division of grant funding such as the LTP, albeit it is 
understood that a formula approach would be used by DfT should 
agreement not be reached by the two Councils.  Assuming the South 
East Manchester Multi Modal Study scheme (SEMMMS) element is 
attributed to Cheshire East and the remainder in split 50:50, then 
Cheshire East’s LTP2 Integrated Transport block allocation would be 
£4.926m in 09/10 and £4.994m in 10/11. (No figures are available for 
2011/12 onwards). Five possible scenarios based on population, road 
length and past and future LTP2 expenditure have been examined. 
The worse case scenario gives Cheshire 47% of the “non-SEMMMS” 
related block allocation. This would reduce the annual allocations by 
around £250,000. 
  

4.2 Members will be aware that in addition to Alderley Edge Bypass, there 
are four other major transport schemes within the Cheshire East 
boundaries which are at various stages of development. These are 
Crewe Green Link Road, Crewe Station Gateway, Middlewich Eastern 
Bypass and the SEMMMS major schemes. In the event that Members 
decide to continue with all five schemes, then funding of around £10m 
(based on current estimates) will be required from the LTP capital 
allocation in the period 2009/10 to 2014/15.  The table below gives an 
indicative spend profile for each scheme. 
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 2009/10 2010/11 Post 
10/11 

Middlewich Eastern Bypass 1250 750 0 

Alderley Edge Bypass 500 1000 1800 

Crewe Station Gateway 500 320 0 

SEMMMS Major Schemes 550 550 2500 

Crewe Green Link Road 0 0 0 

Schemes Total 2800 2620 4300 

LTP Integrated Transport block 
Total funding 

4926 4994 Not yet  
confirmed 

 
4.3 The five major projects would therefore require just over half the LTP 

Integrated Transport block allocation for 2009/10 and 2010/11 based on 
current known cost estimates and funding profiles.  The remaining 
significant elements currently shown in the Integrated Transport block are; 
Local Safety Schemes, Safer Routes to Schools, Public Transport 
Improvements, Local Integrated Transport programmes (Macclesfield, 
Congleton and Crewe & Nantwich areas) 

 
4.4 Any increase in overall scheme cost on Alderley Edge beyond that built 

into the final scheme cost estimate, would therefore probably have to 
be met from within the LTP Integrated Transport block. 

 
 
5.0 Risk Assessment  
 
5.1 In developing the estimate a comprehensive risk assessment has been 

undertaken. The table below provides details of the current outturn 
estimates of the various aspects of the scheme and the built in risk 
allowances.  

 

Risk Assessment Scheme Element Cost 
Estimate 
(total) 

Risk 
Allowance 

Included 

Comments 

Main Highways 
Contract (Contractor 
– Birse CL) 

£26.4m £5.2m Comprises 15% contingency 
on contract price (£3.4m), 
plus £1.8m allowance for 
inflation.  Costs are based on 
a detailed quantified risk 
assessment carried out with 
the contractor. 

Network Rail Bridge 
(Contractor – Birse 
Rail) 

£8.0m £0.65m A £650K “built in risk” 
allowance arises from a “Risk 
Workshop” and incorporates 
provisions for weather, 
estimating, ground 
conditions, design 
uncertainty and re-tamping.  
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A further £300K for train 
operating costs is also 
included in the cost estimate 
of £8m. 

Statutory 
Undertakers 

£1.7m  Based on utility company 
estimates – some risk 
associated with payments 
based on actual costs 
incurred by utilities. 

Landscaping £0.8m  Contracts still to be tendered 
– minimal risks associated 
with this work. 

Land Acquisition £1.9m  Based on projected land 
values – subject to 
negotiation. 

Land – Part One 
Claims  

£10.1m (£1.1m) Assumes house price 
inflation of 5% (Part One 
Claims can be made from 
one year after the scheme 
opens until seven years after 
it opens).  Zero property 
price inflation over the period 
in question would reduce 
estimate by £1.1m, 

Staff Costs £2.5m  Minimal risks associated with 
this element. 

Total £51.4m   

 
5.2  The DfT require the promoting Authority to fund 50% of any cost 

increases over and above those previously agreed on the basis of 
earlier cost estimates.  Although discussions are ongoing with DfT, this 
factor is likely to result in an increase in the Local Authority contribution 
to the cost from the initially envisaged £1.8m to £3.3m. The latter figure 
has been taken into account in the wider funding consideration detailed 
in section 4 of this report. 

 
6.0 Background 
 
6.1 The A34 through Alderley Edge and Nether Alderley is a key part of 

the County’s primary route network and forms a southerly continuation 
of the Wilmslow-Handforth Bypass opened in the 1990s.   

  
6.2 Alderley Edge has a population of 4,500 people and is designated as a 

village centre providing for local needs within the Macclesfield Local 
Plan.  It has a busy central area with a popular shopping area along 
the A34. 

 
6.3 The scheme was provisionally approved in early 2002.  It was included 

in the South East Manchester Multi Modal Study (SEMMMS) 
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recommended core strategy as part of the "Do Minimum Plus" 
programme and was considered to be an integral part of the strategy. 

 
6.4 A Planning Application was submitted in May 2002 for a single 

carriageway scheme.  This engendered a large public response and 
over 400 objections.  The Council addressed the objections raised, 
incorporating many changes to the scheme. These amendments were 
approved and the Council approved the submission of a new Planning 
Application, made in July 2003.  Both 2002 and 2003 planning 
application submissions were accompanied by public exhibitions of the 
proposals.   

 
6.6 In March 2004 the Council resolved to make the Side Roads and 

Compulsory Purchase Orders and the Public Inquiry into these was 
held in January 2005. 

 
6.7 In October 2005 the Secretary of State wrote to the Council regarding 

the decision on the confirmation of the Orders.  In this letter he 
described his considerations of the objections and representations to 
the Orders plus the Inspector's report on the Inquiry.  He confirmed 
acceptance of the Inspector's conclusions. 

 
6.8 The scheme has been assessed as part of the Regional Funding 

Allocation (RFA) process for major local transport schemes.  In July 
2005 GONW was invited to submit to Ministers a transport investment 
programme based on the 10 year RFA for the North West.  All potential 
schemes were prioritised based on a rigorous assessment framework 
and grouped into quartiles, with those in the top quartile representing 
the best performing schemes.  The bypass scheme satisfied "the wider 
regional objectives of exploiting opportunities to improve access to 
knowledge base", which includes its strong links between AstraZeneca 
and Manchester University, and was proposed to be allocated funding 
out of Quartile 1 of the RFA.  In January 2006 the North West Regional 
Assembly presented the 10 year programme, which was supplemented 
by further advice provided in June 2006 suggesting a revised 
sequencing of schemes.  The Secretary of State for Transport 
subsequently confirmed the first category of schemes that the 
Government expected to fund during the three year period 2006/7 - 
2008/9.  This included the A34 Nether Alderley & Alderley Edge 
Bypass.  A revised cost for the scheme of £52.8million was approved 
on 23 March 2007 by the Regional Transport Board of the North West 
Region Assembly. 

 
7.0 Options 
 
7.1 This approval is being sought, in advance of, but subject to, receiving 

Full Funding Approval from the Department for Transport (DfT) in order 
to be able to meet the desired start date of the construction period.  It is 
envisaged that the submission to DfT, seeking Full Funding Approval, 
will have been made towards the end of week commencing 9 June, i.e. 
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anticipating subsequent receipt of the necessary approvals / 
assurances from the Cheshire East Council 

 
7.2 The project has been subject to progress reporting with previous key 

decisions taken by the County Council Environment Executive at 
stages throughout its development.  For example, at its meeting on 
7 April 2008, the Environment Executive approved the provision of a 
footbridge at Footpath No 33 Nether Alderley within the scheme and 
noted overall progress with contract procurement.  Elsewhere in this 
report, reference is made of the County Council Executive on 24 
October 2007, approving the appointment of the preferred contractor. 

 
7.3 Since late 2006, Network Rail, when they initiated detailed 

procurement, have followed their own internal processes and 
procedures for the design and construction of a rail underbridge for the 
bypass.  This work has been progressed as a series of works orders 
from the County Council pending the completion of a legal agreement 
(Implementation Agreement) for signing by the County Council that will 
describe the obligations of, and risks to, all parties.  The works have 
been programmed to be constructed in two already "booked" rail 
possessions over the Christmas periods in 2008 and 2009. 

 
7.4 During 2007, the civils part of the project - roads, earthworks, drainage 

and bridge works - were tendered by the County Council based on 
preliminary design details only.  The County Council ‘s Executive, at 
the meeting on 24 October 2007, approved the appointment of Birse 
Civils as preferred contractor, to work with the Council's design teams 
and develop the design and arrive at an agreed Target Cost. 

 
7.5 As well as the two main works contracts described above, the project 

includes contracts for landscaping works, some of which are 
programmed to take place during winter 2008/09 with the majority in 
2010/11 and diversion of public utilities, principally foul water sewers 
for United Utilities. 

 
7.6 The project has been the subject of a High Court challenge, lodged in 

August 2007, to the confirmation of the Compulsory Purchase Order.  
A hearing date in the High Court of 3 June 2008 had been set.  Very 
recently, the challenge has been withdrawn. 

 
7.7 The project has to navigate through and complete two stages of DfT 

approval.  The work for Conditional Approval (CA), the stage to be 
applied for once statutory procedures are in place, is substantially 
complete. This stage was delayed, awaiting the decision of the Minister 
of State, because of the 1 May elections.  Additionally, DfT earlier 
confirmed that, because of the existence of a High Court challenge, 
they would not give Final Approval and thereby Funding Approval (this 
stage requires the estimate to be based on contractor tender prices) 
until the challenge had been resolved.  Recent discussions with the 
DfT indicate that, due to the very tight time scales involved and in view 
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of the timing of the resolution of the High Court challenge, it is probable 
that the Conditional and Final Approval stages will be rolled into a 
single process. 

 
7.8 DfT, prior to giving Final Approval also require an assurance from 

Cheshire East Shadow Council that they would continue to be able to 
oversee the contract and would have the relevant personnel.  (see 
Decision 2.4) In addition, arising from Local Government Re-
organisation in Cheshire, the Secretary of State for Communities and 
Local Government has issued a Direction under section 24 of the Local 
Government and Public Involvement in Health Act 2007.  The effect of 
this, amongst other things, is to prevent the County Council entering 
into a capital contract in which the consideration payable exceeds £1m 
without the written consent of Cheshire East Shadow Council.  This 
Direction took effect on 26 May 2008. (see Decision 2.3) 

 
7.9 A similar report to this was taken to the County Council meeting on 15 

May 2008 and a further report to the County Council is envisaged once 
the final cost estimate has been established.  

 
7.10 The above key milestone programme events have impacted on the 

programme, delaying the envisaged commencement of construction.  
The programme originally showed all the Network Rail bridge works 
being carried out over Christmas 2008 period.  It is not now possible to 
do this because of insufficient lead-in time to manufacture the bridge, 
however, some use can be made of the rail possession time already 
booked, to do works that are largely preparatory in nature, which will 
reduce the risks and thereby costs of the main rail works being 
constructed in the Christmas 2009 period.  The desire and 
advantageous need to use this earlier possession, drives the timing of 
the contract award to enable a construction start on site in the autumn 
of 2008. 

 
7.11 However, Network Rail and Birse Rail have advised that to ensure 

adequate lead in time for ordering of sheet steel piling, as part of the 
reduced work content over Christmas 2008 period, an order needed to 
be placed with Birse Rail by mid May.  The purchase of the steel is 
being progressed through a delegated decision notice in accordance 
with Cheshire County Council Financial Regulations.  The budgeted 
value of this order is £200,000 and at the time of writing this report, 
three competitive tenders have been sought by Birse Rail from 
suppliers.  If this steel was subsequently not to be required, by reason 
of the scheme not receiving DfT Funding Approval, then there would be 
a resale value for the piling, but overall there will be some cost to the 
County Council. 
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8.0 Reasons for Recommendation 
 
8.1 The decisions sought are critical to the success of the necessary DfT approvals 

process and, as a consequence, delivery of the project within the demanding 
time scales set by the constraints referred to in the report. 

 
 
 
 
For further information: 
 
Officer:     Andy Buckley, Scheme Project Manager 
Tel No:     01244 973871 
Email:      andy.buckley@cheshire.gov.uk 
 
Background Documents: 
 
Cheshire Local Transport Plan 2006 - 2111 
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CHESHIRE EAST COUNCIL 
 

Cabinet 
____________________________________________________________________ 
 
Date of meeting: 

 
16 June 2008 

Report of: Paul Ancell – Places Block Lead Officer 
Title: Application for consent to enter into a contract – Queens Park, 

Crewe 
___________________________________                                                                       
 
 
1.0 Purpose of Report 
 
1.1 To advise the Cabinet of the ongoing programme of restoration works at 

Queens Park in Crewe, and to seek consent for entering into a contract for 
Bridge and Lake works. 

 
2.0 Decision Required 
 
2.1 To consent to Crewe and Nantwich Borough Council entering into a contract 

with Wrekin Construction for Bridge and Lake works at Queens Park, Crewe 
and to agree delegation of consent for future contracts to the proper officer of 
Cheshire East Council. 

 
3.0 Financial Implications for Transition Costs 
 
3.1 None. 
 
4.0 Financial Implications 2009/10 and beyond 
 
4.1 None – all costs associated with the restoration works are included in the 

Crewe and Nantwich Capital Programme and fully funded by CNBC Capital  
Budget and HLF Grant. 

 
5.0 Risk Assessment  
 
5.1 Failure to give consent would at best delay the project, at worst halt the project 

altogether. 
 
6.0 Background 
 
6.1 The Queens Park restoration project was commenced in 2006, and is 

anticipated for completion in 2009/10.  Total costs are in excess of £4m of 
which £2,775m is funded by the HLF (Heritage Lottery fund).  Remaining costs 
are included in Crewe and Nantwich Borough Council’s Capital Budget. 

 
6.2 The largest single contract for Lake and Bridge works has been subject to a 

tendering process, and Wrekin Construction have been chosen as the favoured 
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contractor.  Details of the works, their value and the programme are set out on 
the attached pro forma. 

 
6.3 Further smaller contract awards are expected over the next 12 months, 

however, it is recommended that delegated responsibility for consent in those 
cases be given to the Cheshire East Section 151 Officer and Monitoring Officer. 

 
7.0 Options 
 
7.1 See risk assessment. 
 
8.0 Reasons for Recommendation 
 
8.1 To enable the agreed programme of restoration at Queens Park to continue 

and for the major groundworks to be undertaken. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
For further information: 
 
Portfolio Holder: Councillor Frank Keegan 
Officer: Paul Ancell 
Tel No: 01270 537550 
Email: paul.ancell@crewe-nantwich.gov.uk 
 
Background Documents: 
 
Attached                           
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LOCAL GOVERNMENT REORGANISATION IN 

CHESHIRE 
 

Application for consent in relation to Direction on disposals 
/acquisitions/ contracts Local Government and Public Involvement in 
Health Act 2007.  NB You are advised to refer to the contents of the 2007 
Act, the Direction, and the General Consent agreed by the Shadow 
Council(s) 
 

Authority applying for the Consent:  
Crewe and Nantwich Borough Council 
 
Authority or Authorities from whom consent is sought: (NB if it is a County 
transaction the consent of BOTH Shadow Councils may be required) 
Cheshire East District Council 
 

Transaction in relation to which consent is being sought: 
 
The restoration of Queen’s Park, Crewe in conjunction with the Heritage 
Lottery Fund for bridge and lake works – contractor Wrekin Construction 
Limited 
 

Total value of transaction. 
 
£1,641,180.00 
 

Background to the application for consent (including further details of the 
transaction; matters to which the transaction relates; the location affected by 
the transaction; and the reasons why consent is considered to be required.) 
 
In March 2005 the Heritage Lottery Fund (HLF) approved a grant of 2.775 
million for the restoration of Queen’s Park.  
On 21st July 2005 CNBC’s Board approved the procurement approach, 
authority to enter into a legal agreement with HLF and a budget for the overall 
project.  The budget was revised by CNBC’s full Council in 2008. 
 
Wrekin Construction Ltd have been approved in accordance with CNBC’s 
regulations as to contract as the lowest tender.  The budget allocated by 
CNBC for bridge and lake works is £786,800.   
The budget allocated by the HLF for these works is £860,400.  Wrekin’s 
tender is therefore within and will be met by an existing budget. 
CNBC’s contribution equates to less than 50% of the overall cost. 
Consent is required as the overall cost is greater than that permitted by the 
general consent. 
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Implications if consent were to be refused. 
 
If consent is refused it could jeopardise the overall restoration programme for 
the park and put the HLF grant at risk.  Failure to carry out the works may also 
place CNBC in breach of the legal agreement with the HLF.  Queen’s Park 
was gifted to the authority on trust for the benefit of the inhabitants of Crewe.  
CNBC therefore has an obligation to restore the park and make it fully 
accessible to the public as soon as possible. 
 

Implications (if any) on the financial position(s) of Cheshire West and 
Cheshire and Cheshire East Councils. 
 
The bridge and lake works have an estimated contract length of 32 weeks.  
They are programmed to commence on 21st July 2008 and targeted 
competition is therefore end of February 2009 and before vesting day. 
The new bridges have an estimated design life of 50 + years, however the 
bridges currently in situ represent a health and safety risk and have a high 
maintenance cost which will then transfer to the new authority. 
 
 
 

Timescale within which consent needs to be given and any particular 
implications of any delay in providing consent. 
 
It is estimated that work will commence on site on 21st July.  Any delay will 
have a knock on effect on the programmed works.  Additionally the tender 
guarantees prices to June 2008.  It is desirable that the works get under way 
as soon as possible in view of the increasing construction costs, particularly 
with regard to steel.  Delay in the project leaves the authority open to criticism 
from both the HLF monitor and members of the public. 
 
 
Signed 
 
Dated 
 
Contact Officer      Allan Leah: 
E mail address: allan.leah@crewe-nantwich.gov.uk 
Telephone:  01270 537475 
 
Contact Officer      Rebecca Allen 
E mail address: Rebecca.allen@crewe-nantwich.gov.uk 
Telephone:  01270 537220 
 
 
 
 
GLB/vse/May 2008 
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CHESHIRE EAST COUNCIL 
 

Cabinet 
____________________________________________________________________ 
 
Date of meeting: 

 
16 June 2008 

Report of: Interim Chief Finance Officer 
Title: The Management and Funding of Transitional Costs 
___________________________________                                                                       
 
1.0 Purpose of Report 
 
1.1 To consider the approach to managing and funding transitional costs. 
 
1.2 The report provides a progress report on work to identify transitional costs and 

existing sources of funding.  It proposes an approach to the control and 
reporting of such costs and explains the basis for allocating any costs that 
cannot be funded from within current budgets across the four existing 
authorities.  While work continues to refine and reduce net transitional costs, 
there is now an urgent need to invest in preparation for 1st April 2009 and 
beyond and Members are asked to approve expenditure in specified areas with 
the aim of achieving a total cost within the current projected maximums. 

 
1.3 Members are asked to note that a similar report will be considered by the 

Cheshire West & Chester Cabinet on 11 June 2008 and in certain areas, such 
as cross-cutting costs and cost-sharing arrangements, a common approach will 
be essential.    

 
2.0 Decision Required 
 
2.1 To note the progress on identifying transitional costs and existing sources of 

funding and endorse ongoing efforts to refine and, where possible, reduce net 
costs. 

 
2.2 To consider the expenditure proposals of Block and Workstream lead officers 

included in Appendix A. 
 
2.3 To approve the commencement and/or continuation of expenditure in each 

Block and Workstream, as set out in Section 3.4 and Appendix A, with the aim 
of minimising the cost and subject to quarterly monitoring reports. 

 
2.3 To agree the approach to controlling and monitoring agreed transitional costs 

detailed in Section 6. 
 
3.0 Financial Implications for Transition Costs 
 
3.1 This report focuses primarily on the direct costs of change (eg election 

expenses, running costs for Shadow Authorities, adaptation of ICT systems 
etc).  Indirect costs, such as staff spending part of their time on LGR, have not 
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been identified or are assumed to be fully funded.  No assessment has been 
made at this stage of potential severance costs. 

 
3.2 In order to align with the Implementation Plan, individual lead officers for the 

various blocks (People, Places, Performance and Capacity) and cross-cutting 
workstreams (Finance, ICT, HR etc) were asked to identify transitional costs 
and existing sources of funding.  They were reminded of the content of the 
People and Places business case, of the need to focus on essential costs of 
transition rather than desirable service enhancements and the strong 
presumption against the funding of backfill costs. 

 
3.2 These responses were then evaluated by the two Interim Chief Finance 

Officers using the following criteria. 
 

- whether the expenditure was strictly necessary and could demonstrate 
value for money 

 
- whether the expenditure needed to be and could realistically be incurred 

prior to Vesting Day 
 
- duplication between responses 
 
- consistency across East and West Cheshire (ie where the figures were 

different, was there a justification for this?) 
 
- consistency with the People and Places submission where this had 

specified costs 
 
- the scope for absorbing costs or funding from existing budgets (including 

capital) 
 

 As a result of this evaluation the gross transitional costs for Cheshire East, 
identified by Block and Workstream lead officers, were reduced from £11.5m 
to £8.2m which, with estimated funding from existing budgets of £3.5m, left 
net transitional costs of £4.7m. This position was reported to the Cheshire 
East Joint Committee on 6 May 2008.  

 
3.3 The two Interim Chief Finance Officers, with the support of the Joint 

Implementation Teams were however, strongly of the view that further work 
was required to refine and where possible reduce the gross costs and to 
identify further sources of funding.  Members of the Joint Committees 
endorsed this approach and agreed that: 

 
a) Urgent expenditure in a limited number of areas is approved (see 

Appendix A). 
 
b) Block and Workstream lead officers are asked to re-evaluate their 

estimates against the criteria set out in paragraph 3.2. 
 
c) Further challenge of the figures is undertaken by Finance Officers. 
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d) Finance Officers work with Block and Workstream leads and existing 

budget managers to identify existing sources of funding. 
 
e) A further report on the outcome of this work is reported to the 

Implementation Cabinets. 
 
3.4 The revised proposals from Block and Workstream Lead Officers resulting 

from this work are attached at Appendix A.  The potential gross cost for 
Cheshire East is now £9.300m with estimated funding from existing sources 
of £5.392m resulting in potential net transitional costs of £3.908m. The advice 
of the Joint Implementation Team is that while work will continue to refine and 
where possible reduce these costs the estimates are now sufficiently robust 
and the need to spend sufficiently pressing that Members be asked to 
approve spending in the areas specified in Appendix A.  These net cots 
amount to £2.657m as follows: 

  

Potential Known Net Cost for Approval           £000 

People:             

Disaggregation of Performance Data                  30 

Business Continuity/Contract Disaggregation                  60 

System Changes                150 

Other                  33 

Sub-Total                273 

Performance & Capacity:  

Support for Members/Shadow Authority                  80 

Management Pay                450 

Staff Training                100 

Logos/Branding                250 

Procurement – EU Legal Consultancy                  50 

Other                  75 

Sub-Total             1,005 

HR Workstream:  

Appointment of Key Senior Positions                 100 

Other                  12 

Sub-Total                112 

ICT & Knowledge Management:  

Common Network Infrastructure                  75 

Key Business Application Imp/Consolidation                274 

System Changes                512 

Additional Licences                150 

Other                  28 

Sub-Total             1,039 

Customer Access:  

Training Development & Support                  50 

Telephony System                115 

Knowledge Base                  63 

Sub-Total                228 

Total             2,657 
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Members will note that Appendix A also includes activities and costs which 
are not considered urgent/robust and these will be the subject of a further 
report to Members before significant expenditure is incurred.  

 
4.0 Financial Implications 2009-10 and Beyond 
 
4.1 In evaluating transitional costs officers have sought to avoid short-term 

approaches which minimise costs in 2008-09 but increase future costs and do 
not secure value for money over the medium term. 

 
4.2 This report focuses primarily on transitional costs in 2008-09 (ie up to Vesting 

Day) but some slippage of expenditure into 2009-10 is likely.  Some activities 
such as the adaptation of properties and ICT systems will continue beyond 1st 
April 2009 and are likely to incur additional costs in 2009-10 and perhaps 
beyond, which will need to be funded from delivered savings.  Costs will also be 
incurred in 2009-10 on severance, staff training and relocation. 

 
4.3 Some of the existing budgets being used to fund transitional costs are capital 

budgets which are financed by borrowing.  The resulting debt will need to be 
serviced beyond 2008-09 by the new Authorities.  This is particularly true of the 
County Council’s contribution to ICT costs but this expenditure was planned as 
part of the Capital programme and fully financed through the Medium Term 
Financial Strategy.  It is therefore expenditure that has been redirected to meet 
the priority needs of LGR rather than additional expenditure. 

 
5.0 Risk Assessment  
 
5.1 ‘Strategic financial issues’ are listed on the risk register with a specific 

reference to the management and control of transitional costs.  Too high a level 
of transitional costs would have an adverse impact on the financial status of the 
new authority, its ability to maintain an adequate level of reserves and 
ultimately on service delivery.  However, failure to invest adequately in 
necessary transitional activity, risks failure to meet service commitments on 1st 
April 2009 and beyond and could prove a false economy if it resulted in higher 
costs post 1st April 2009.  The approach that has been adopted to date and is 
described in this report seeks to strike a balance between these conflicting risks 
by having a clear process to identify, challenge, manage and monitor 
transitional costs. 

 
6.0 Management of Transitional Costs 
 
6.1 Block and Workstream leads need to be empowered to procure and deploy 

resources as required, to ensure the timely delivery of their agreed work 
programmes, provided they operate within agreed budgets and the appropriate 
financial and procurement procedures.  It is proposed therefore that: 

 
a) where appropriate, each Block and Workstream lead officer is assigned a 

budget in accordance with agreed costs. 
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b) Block and Workstream leads authorise all expenditure against these 
budgets and report on a regular basis (ie quarterly) in a form to be 
determined by the Chief Finance Officer, to the JIT and the Shadow 
Cabinet. 

 
c) Block and Workstream leads continue to work with Finance Officers to 

refine and where possible reduce costs and identify further sources of 
funding.  

 
6.2 Given that Block and Workstream leads will now have significant financial 

responsibility it is proposed that all Blocks and Workstreams be assigned a 
nominated Finance Officer. 

 
6.3 Officers will continue to operate under the financial and procurement 

procedures of their own authority. Where it is necessary to procure external 
goods and services, legal and procurement advice may be required to ensure 
we make best use of existing contracts to secure value for money and comply 
with good governance principles.  In addition, it is likely that each Authority will 
wish to put in place its own internal arrangements for the control and monitoring 
of its expenditure on transitional costs. 

 
7.0 The Funding of Transitional Costs  
 
7.1 The Statutory Order requires all seven existing authorities to agree cost-sharing 

arrangements.  The fall back position is arbitration but the position is 
complicated by the fact the Authorities are already contributing to varying 
degrees from existing budgets.  The cost sharing arrangements have been 
discussed by the existing authorities and reported to the Joint Committees.  
The following approach to the funding of transitional costs has been adopted: 

 
a) separate budgets for Cheshire East and Cheshire West & Chester to 

reflect the fact that the two Shadow Authorities will in some areas adopt 
different policies and approaches with different cost implications. 

 
b) the District Council element of cost to be shared pro rata to tax base. 
 
c) the County Council to bear 45% of the costs for both Cheshire East and 

Cheshire West & Chester.   
 

7.2 This approach results in the following cost-sharing proportions: 
 
 Cheshire County Council                              45%      (East and West) 
 Congleton Borough Council                          13.5%   (East only)  
 Crewe & Nantwich Borough Council             16%      (East only) 
 Macclesfield Borough Council                       25.5%   (East only) 
 
 It is recognised that the financial position of existing Authorities regarding 

reserves and cash flow differs and that a pragmatic approach will be required 
as regards any recharges between authorities to reflect the above proportions. 
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 It should be noted, however, that all existing authorities have concerns 
regarding affordability if the net costs exceed the amounts stated in the People 
and Places submission.  This reinforces the need to revisit both the potential 
costs and the potential for funding from existing budgets.    

 
8.0 Conclusion and Reasons for Recommendation 
 
8.1 Significant progress has been made in evaluating and challenging transitional 

costs, identifying sources of funding, establishing control mechanisms and cost 
sharing arrangements.  Ongoing work is required to refine and where possible 
reduce the net costs but in the meantime the areas of expenditure specified in 
Appendix A require urgent endorsement if essential work is to progress. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
For further information: 
 
Officer: Lisa Quinn, Interim Chief Finance Officer 
Tel No: 01625 504801 
Email: l.quinn@macclesfield.gov.uk 
 
Background Documents: 
 
Joint Committee Report – Management and Funding of Transitional Costs – 6th May 
2008                     
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Appendix A

2008/09 2008/09 2008/09 2008/09 2008/09 2008/09 2008/09

EAST

Total 

Potential 

costs 

(Revenue & 

Capital)

Total 

potential 

funding

Potential 

Net costs 

(Revenue & 

Capital)

Net Costs 

Agreed by 

Joint 

Committee 

Potential 

Known Net 

Costs for 

Approval

Potential 

Net Costs - 

Further 

Work 

Required

Potential 

Net costs 

(Revenue & 

Capital)

Block / Workstream

£'000 £'000 £'000 £'000 £'000 £'000 £'000

People 698 35 663 0 273 390 663

Places 110 110 0 0 0 0 0

Performance and Capacity 2,462 779 1,683 20 1,005 658 1,683

Joint:

Human Resources 248 13 235 55 112 68 235

Finance 127 127 0 0 0 0 0

ICT Provider and Knowledge 

Management

4,499 3,450 1,049 0 1,039 10 1,049

Information Management 499 499 0 0 0 0 0

Customer Access 657 379 278 0 228 50 278

TOTAL 9,300 5,392 3,908 75 2,657 1,176 3,908

Transitional Costs Summary 
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CHESHIRE EAST COUNCIL 
 

Cabinet 
____________________________________________________________________ 
 
Date of meeting: 

 
16 June 2008 

Report of: Interim Chief Finance Officer 
Title: Financial Planning Process 
___________________________________                                                                       
 
 
1.0 Purpose of Report 
 
1.1 To consider the financial planning process for 2009-10 and beyond. 
 
1.2 In February 2009 the Council will need to set its budget for 2009-10.  This 

report sets out a high level process for arriving at this Budget having regard to 
issues of affordability, prioritisation, sustainability and value for money. The 
reports primary focus is the next few months of this process. 

 
1.3 The report provides an initial assessment of the scale of financial 

responsibilities the Council is likely to inherit from the four existing Councils by 
analysing current budgets to arrive at a notional, 2008-09 Budget.  It also 
highlights some of the key dependencies between the financial planning 
process and other workstreams and the linkages with similar processes in 
Cheshire West & Chester. 

 
2.0 Decision Required 
 
2.1 To agree the high level financial planning process and the next steps as 

detailed in Appendix A. 
 
2.2 To note the initial assessment of the notional 2008-09 budget as detailed in 

Appendix B. 
 
2.3 To note the key dependencies with other workstreams and with similar work in 

Cheshire West & Chester. 
 
3.0 Financial Implications for Transitional Costs 
 
3.1 There are no implications for transitional costs in 2008-09 but as discussed in a 

separate report on this agenda the level of transitional costs will have an impact 
on the 2009-10 budget. 

 
4.0 Financial Planning Process for 2009/10 and Beyond 
 
4.1 In a normal year Members have to wrestle with the issues of balancing cost and 

demand pressures, spending priorities, shortfalls in funding, value for money 
and Council Tax.  However, they do so against the background of an 
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established base budget which reflects the Council’s current structures and 
policies and a Medium Term Financial Strategy.  In the coming year the 
challenge is far greater because this baseline does not exist and there is 
greater uncertainty.  It is important therefore to start the financial planning 
process early and to recognise that several iterations will be required before 
February. 

 
4.2 It is suggested that the Council’s Medium Term Financial Strategy should be 

developed alongside the 2009-10 budget and that initially that strategy should 
cover a period of three years (2009-12). 

 
4.3 The high level financial planning process as set out in Appendix A sets out a 

number of stages or iterations as follows: 
 
 Stage One (April - June 2008) - 2008-09 Baseline 
 
 Work is already well advanced to disaggregate the County Council’s 2008-09 

Budget and to aggregate those of the District Councils.  This provides a 
notional baseline 2008-09 Budget for the new Council and gives an indication 
of the scale of its financial responsibilities (see section 5 and Appendix B).  
Work is also underway to disaggregate/aggregate grants, capital programmes 
and balance sheets (ie assets and liabilities).  The Government has set a 
deadline of the end of July for the new Councils to agree the disaggregation of 
the Dedicated Schools Grant (DSG) and other Children’s Services grants, and 
of September for the Council to reach agreement with Cheshire West & 
Chester on the disaggregation of the County Council’s budget and revenue 
support grant (RSG) and the transfer of assets and liabilities.  If agreement 
cannot be reached then the Government will arbitrate.  In practice though, 
information is needed in June/July in order to begin the planning process so 
some provisional assumptions will need to be made. 

 
 Stage Two (June-September) - High level Planning 
 
 This stage involves making some high level planning assumptions to establish 

the overall financial envelope, both revenue and capital, within which the 
Council will need to operate and then setting financial parameters for the 
design of individual services.  The overall financial envelope will need to take 
into account factors such as inflation, government grant, Council Tax, 
transitional costs and any appropriation to/from reserves.  The financial 
parameters for the design of individual services will need to take account of 
factors such as the Council’s priorities, commitments and growth pressures, 
and the scope for efficiency savings (including those included in the People and 
Places Business Case).  Establishing these parameters in July will allow work 
to be undertaken in August-September on high-level service design.  It is 
suggested that the opportunity also be taken to incorporate best practice from 
elsewhere by, for example, the use of benchmarking to ensure value for 
money.  The output from this stage would be high level service design and 
budget options by early October. 
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 Stage Three (October - December) - Refinement and Adjustment of 
Options 

 
 This stage involves making any necessary adjustments to the high-level options 

and then undertaking detailed planning and budget modelling.  This would 
include the outcome of the budget, grants and balance sheet disaggregation, 
discussions with Cheshire West & Chester and government grant 
announcements.  The work would be aligned with consultation on the Interim 
Sustainable Community Strategy and Corporate Plan.  The output from this 
stage would be detailed budget options for consultation in January 2009. 

 
 Stage Four (January-February) - Finalisation of 2009-10 Budget 
 
 This stage involves budget consultation, final adjustments and refinements and 

the setting of the Budget and Council Tax for 2009-10. 
 
 The above process is designed to be flexible so that Members can amend the 

details and the timescales as necessary. 
 
5.0 Notional 2008-09 Budget 
 
5.1 Appendix B provides an initial assessment of a notional Budget for 2008-09 

based on disaggregation of the County Council’s budget and aggregation of 
those of the three District Councils.  The final disaggregation of the County 
Council’s budget has not yet been agreed with Cheshire East so the figures 
should be regarded as provisional.  The information has been analysed initially 
on a bottom line basis but is built up from a large number of separate cost 
centres so is capable of being analysed in a number of ways including staffing 
and non-staffing costs. 

 
5.2 Members are asked to note that while this baseline budget information may be 

a useful guide to future spending, budgets will not transfer automatically from 
the old Councils to the new and they certainly will not automatically bring with 
them the necessary funding.  The Council will need to determine new budgets 
having regard to its own priorities and funding levels.  Indeed this is a unique 
opportunity to challenge existing patterns of spend. 

 
6.0 Key Dependencies    
 
6.1 Work on the budget needs to be aligned with all the various workstreams but 

the following dependencies are key: 
 

• The development of the Interim Sustainable Community Strategy and 
Corporate Plan and work with partners and stakeholders (eg Health). 

 

• The HR workstream (staff structures, aggregation and disaggregation of 
existing staff, appointments and severance). 

 

• Service design. 
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• Parallel work with Cheshire West & Chester including budget, grant, 
capital programme and balance sheet disaggregation and any joint 
arrangements. 

 
7.0 Risk Assessment 
 
7.1 An early assessment of the financial scenario is essential if service design and 

policy development for the new Council is to be informed by affordability 
considerations.  However, there is still very significant uncertainty regarding 
future funding and costs, therefore the planning assumptions need to be 
monitored and the financial scenario is likely to change. The process therefore 
needs to be flexible and responsive. Early involvement of Members, giving a 
clear steer on priorities combined with robust challenge of existing spending 
patterns, information on best practice and benchmark costs from elsewhere, 
should address the risk of reproducing what we have already got. 

 
8.0 Conclusion and Reasons for Recommendation 
 
8.1 While many of the factors necessary to develop a robust budget are currently 

highly uncertain the Council faces a major challenge in developing an 
affordable budget, policies, procedures and services from almost first principles 
in the space of less than nine months.  It is important therefore to start the 
process but to build in flexibility and several iterations to cope with the 
uncertainty.  The proposed process aims to provide that flexibility while 
ensuring steady progress towards a soundly based budget in February 2009. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
For further information: 
 
Officer: Lisa Quinn, Interim Chief Finance Officer 
Tel No: 01625 504801 
Email: l.quinn@macclesfield.gov.uk; 
 
Background Documents: 
 
None:                           
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Districts 2008-09 
Aggregation  
Revenue Budget 
Balance Sheet 
Capital Programme  
Grants (RSG etc) 

APPENDIX A 
2009-10 BUDGET SETTING – OUTLINE PROCESS/ TIMETABLE 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

Stage 1 
(April/June 2008) 

2008-09 

Baseline 

Stage 2 
(June-Sept 2008) 

High Level Planning 

2009-2012 

Stage 3 
(Oct 2008- Jan 2009) 

Refinement and Adjustment 

of Options 

CCC 2008-09  
Disaggregation 
Revenue budget 
Balance Sheet  
Capital Programme 
Grants (RSG, DSG, etc)  

2008-09 Notional Budget 

Agree basis/principles for 
disaggregation/ aggregation 

Agree high level planning  
assumptions for 2009-12 

Financial Scenario 
� Inflation 
� Council tax base/equalisation 
� Grant formula changes 
� Pensions, Insurances etc 
� LAGBI 
� Transitional costs/severance/winding up 
� Contingencies 
� Landfill tax 
� Capital financing (including capital 

receipts, PFI credits, capital reserve) 
� LPSA 2 Performance Reward Grant 
� Appropriations to/from Reserves 
� Etc 

Service Scenario 
� Roll-forward commitments 
� Service growth pressures 
� Business case savings/investments e.g. 

local working 
� Cashable efficiencies 
� Impact of service redesign 
� Corporate Plan/ Community Strategy 
� Member priorities 
� Joint arrangements 
� Benchmarking/VFM 
� Capital Programme 

High Level Budget Options/Proposals 
2009-10 and Draft Medium Term Financial 

Strategy 2009-12 

Refinement and adjustment of 2009-10 Budget 
Options/Proposals 

Refinement of financial scenario 
assumptions and grant settlement 

including impact of 2008-09 projected 
out-turn 

2009-10 Budget Options/Proposals 
for Consultation 

Refinement of service budget proposals in the 
light of scrutiny/consultation/ benchmarking 

Refinement of existing Capital Programme and 
consideration of new scheme proposals 

Stage 4 
(Jan-Feb 2009) 

Finalisation of 2009-10 Budget 

Impact of Final grant settlement, 
2008-09 budgets and transitional 
costs provisional out-turn, etc 

Consultation 

Budget 2009-10  
Medium Term Financial Strategy 2009-12 
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                                                                                                                                                          APPENDIX B 

  
NOTIONAL 2008-09 BUDGET 

 

  
Cheshire 

CC (1) 
£M 

 
Congleton 

£M 

 
Macclesfield 

£M 

 
C&NBC 

£M 

 
Total 

 
£M 

 
Base Service 
Budgets 
 
 

 
355.026 

 
12.262 

 
20.155 

 
16.377 

 
403.820 

 
Other (3) 
 
 

 
10.686 

 
(0.847) 

 

 
(1.623) 

 
(0.848) 

 
7.368 

 
 
Total 
 

 
365.712 

 
11.415 

 
18.532 

 
15.529 

 
411.188 

 
Less DSG (2) 
 
 

 
(176.794) 

    
(176.794) 

 
Budget 
Requirement 
 
 

 
188.918 

 
11.415 

 
18.532 

 
15.529 

 
234.394 

 

 
 
 
NOTES 
 

1) Figures are provisional pending agreement with Cheshire West and Chester on 
budget disaggregation. 

 
2) Dedicated Schools Grant expenditure is matched by government specific grant but the 

magnitude of this expenditure means net figures fail to convey the scale of resources 
the Council is now responsible for.  All other figures are shown net of specific grants 
and other income. 

 
3) ‘Other’ includes capital financing and certain one-off costs partly offset by interest on 

balances and use of reserves 
 
 
 

Page 32



CHESHIRE EAST COUNCIL 
 

CABINET  

 
 

 
Date: 16 JUNE, 2008  
Report of: CHESHIRE EAST PEOPLE WORKSTREAM LEAD OFFICER 
Title SOCIAL CARE AND HEALTH INTEGRATION 

 
  
 

1.0 Purpose of Report 
1.1 This report seeks to make the Cabinet aware of the national and local 

agendas towards the integration of Social Care and Health services. 
 
1.2 The report recommends the Cabinet to approve that direction of travel and to 

make it a fundamental design principle as People Directorate commissioning 
and service delivery are developed. 

 
1.3 Recommendations to that effect were put before the Cheshire East Joint 

Committee.  At its meeting on 25th March, 2008 the Joint Committee resolved 
to commend those recommendations to its successor body, the Cheshire East 
Shadow Council. 

 
2.0 Decision Required 

2.1 The Cheshire East Cabinet is recommended to:- 
 
2.2 Support the general direction of travel towards greater integration of Social 

Care and Health. 
 
2.3 Agree that it should be a fundamental design principle in putting together the 

Social Care services of the new Council. 
 
2.4 Request the Chairman of the People Workstream and the Chief Executive of 

the Primary Care Trust to bring forward specific, detailed proposals in relation 
both to the commissioning and the delivery of services as and when 
appropriate, in pursuit of that direction of travel. 

 
3.0 Implications for Transitional Costs 
 3.1 There are no specific implications from this decision in itself. 
 
 3.2 As detailed proposals are put forward the transitional cost implications, if any, 

 will be addressed as part of them. 
 
4.0 Background and Options   

4.1 A push to integrate Social Care and Health services has been part of 
 National Government policy for some time. 
 
4.2 That push, for example, was prominent within ‘Every Child Matters’  A 

fundamental aspect of the Government’s response to Lord Laming’s Inquiry 
into the death of Victoria Climbie was that services needed to be brought 
together structurally to ensure their leadership and management as a single 
system. http://www.everychildmatters.gov.uk 

 
4.3 That analysis was embodied in the Children Act, 2004.  That legislation not 

only specified a duty of partnership, it also set out a requirement for the 
development of Children’s Trusts.  Initially attention has been focused upon 
the Children’s Trust as a commissioning entity, but it is clear that there is a 
logic within that towards the integration of service delivery too.  
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http://www.everychildmatters.gov.uk/strategy/guidance/  
http://www.dh.gov.uk/en/Publicationsandstatistics/Lettersandcirculars/LocalAuthorityCi
rculars/AllLocalAuthority/DH_4068210 

 
4.4 A similar push has been apparent in Social Care services for Adults and Older 

People.  It was made manifest, for instance, in the Green Paper, 
“Independence, Wellbeing and Choice”.  
http://www.dh.gov.uk/en/AdvanceSearchResult/index.htm?searchTerms=Independen
ce%2C+Wellbeing+and+Choice 

 

 
4.5 That Green paper was followed by the White Paper, “Our Health, Our Care, 

Our Say”, which put forward some clear expectations about progress towards 
service integration.  The White Paper championed Joint Commissioning, both 
as something worthwhile in itself and as an engine to drive forward service 
integration. http://www.dh.gov.uk/en/Healthcare/Ourhealthourcareoursay/index.htm 

 
4.6 When the Primary Care Trusts (PCTs) of England were reorganised eighteen 

months ago, they were instructed to divest themselves of all their community 
service provision.  In the event, it was realised that sudden externalisation 
along those lines was neither practicable nor safe, and PCTs were given more 
time to separate their main commissioning function from service delivery 

 
4.7 Cheshire’s two PCTs have now largely consolidated since that reorganisation 

and, in common with all PCTs in the country, are now seeking to address the 
future of their services. 

 
4.8 Around the country PCTs are exploring a variety of different responses  

  to that challenge:- 
 

• Some PCTs are interested in getting Acute provider Trusts to take over 
Community National Health Service provision. 

• Some are looking to establish their provision as Social Enterprises, at 
arm’s length from them. 

• In some situations PCTs and Local Authorities are considering the 
merger of their service provision.  Locally, for instance, Knowsley 
Borough Council have already moved in that direction. 

 
4.9 In the wake of the dramatic service failures in Cornwall, the Government is 

now interested in giving Local Authorities responsibility for the services for 
Adults with Learning Disabilities which are currently with the NHS.  In 
November 2007 the Government published a Green Paper, “Valuing People 
Now” which inaugurated a consultation on that proposal. 
http://www.dh.gov.uk/en/Consultations/Closedconsultations/DH_081014 

 
5.0  Joint Commissioning  

5.1 The two Primary Care Trusts and the County Council have been working to 
develop Joint Commissioning for some time.  In 2006 they collectively 
appointed a Joint Director of Joint Commissioning, Neil Ryder. 

 
5.2 The work of the Director of Joint Commissioning has been steered at officer 

level through a small Joint Commissioning Board which has brought together 
the Director of Community Services, the Director of Children’s Services and 
the two PCT Chief Executives. 

 
5.3 The Director of Joint Commissioning has been working closely on the 

development of arrangements for Joint Commissioning through the Children’s 
Trust.  He has also worked across the adult Social Care and Health system.  
Widespread sign-up has been achieved right across those systems to a 
common language and methodology of commissioning. 
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5.4 The North-West has been selected to implement and develop “World Class 
Commissioning”, a set of competencies and quality standards for commissioning.  
There is a therefore an opportunity to extend that common approach across the NHS 
and Local Authority system. 
http://www.dh.gov.uk/en/Managingyourorganisation/Commissioning/Worldclasscommissioning/index.htm 

  
5.5 The Director of Joint Commissioning recently organised a workshop, the 

purpose of which was to share information about the range and variety of 
integration models which are being developed across the country.   

 
6.0 Integrations  

6.1 It is convenient to talk of integration, but in reality there are likely to be 
integrations. 

 
62. Firstly, it is necessary to distinguish between the integration of commissioning 

and the integration of service provision. 
 
6.3 The Children Trust arrangements which are being put into place are 

essentially arrangements for the integrated commissioning of children’s 
services on a whole system basis.  The Pooled Budget for services for Adults 
with Learning Disabilities is a different approach, but it too is an example of 
integrated commissioning across the Social Care and Health boundary.  If 
integration is the agreed direction of travel in commissioning, it will be 
appropriate, in developing the People Directorate, to establish Joint 
Commissioning posts in partnership with the Primary Care Trusts. 

 
6.4 Some integration of provision has already taken place.  The multi-disciplinary 

Community Mental Health Teams which provide services to people with 
Mental Health problems are an example.  In those teams staff who provide 
services both from Social Care and Health are fully integrated under single 
management.  The opportunity exists to take the integration of service 
provision much further.   

 
6.5 Secondly, there will be different solutions for different services.  What is 

appropriate for Children’s Services may not be entirely appropriate for 
services for Older People.  Moreover, the integrations may not be confined 
just to Health and Social Care.  If the new Council is committed to equipping 
itself with a capacity to enable it to address its responsibility to improve the 
health of its local population, it might want to consider the integration of NHS 
Public Health staff with Environment Health staff, and with staff from Trading 
Standards. 

 
6.6 Thirdly there are integration possibilities at the logistical level too.  In support 

of both Social Care and NHS services for adults, the County Council, the two 
Primary Care Trusts and parts of the NHS Acute Sector have developed an 
integrated approach to Single Assessment, through agreement to purchase 
and use a single, integrated system across the piece. 

 
7.0 The Opportunity and The Outcomes 

7.1 Most of these arrangements have come into being in response to national policy 
drivers, the availability of funding, and the leadership of particular Members and 
officers with a forward reaching vision. 

 
7.2 The opportunity now exists, as a new Council is created, to embrace the 

integration agenda more comprehensively and to make that a fundamental design 
principle for putting People Directorate service together. 

 
7.3 The Primary Care Trusts have committed themselves to bring their boundaries 

into line with those of the new Councils.  Experience across the country shows 
that when there is Local Government and NHS coterminosity, and when that 
situation is enhanced by a common vision of the opportunities, the scope for 
improvement in the experience of services users is enormous. 
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7.4 The experience of service users must define the principal outcome to be secured 

through moving in this direction.  The separation of Health and Social Care 
services is a fundamental fissure in the fabric of public sector provision and policy 
developments in that area in recent decades have been dominated by attempts 
around the edges to ameliorate the most negative consequences of that structural 
separation.  There is an opportunity now to take more radical measures in pursuit 
of the outcome that those using services experience them as completely joined 
up, with no discontinuities or demarcations getting in the way of a rounded 
response to their needs. 

 
7.5 We cannot afford to be indifferent to the outcome of cost saving.  More 

comprehensive joint commissioning should ensure that greater value is extracted 
from the resources available.  More comprehensive integration of provision should 
ensure significant economies in the costs of service delivery. 

 
  JOHN WEEKS 

 Director of Community Services 
 

For further information:-  

   
Officer : John Weeks, Director of Community Services  
Tel No:  01244 973231    

Email:  john.weeks@cheshire.gov.uk     
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CHESHIRE EAST COUNCIL 
 

CABINET 
____________________________________________________________________ 
Date of Meeting: 
Report of: 

16 June, 2008 
JOHN WEEKS - PEOPLE BLOCK EAST LEAD OFFICER 

Title: CHILDREN’S TRUST 
___________________________________                                                                       
 
 
 
1.0 Purpose of Report 
 
1.1 This report sets out the background and issues in relation to Children’s Trust arrangements 

from 1 April 2009 for both the East and West Cheshire areas.  This is a Key Decision for 
both authorities.  Members (in the East) have recently asked for a revised paper that clearly 
sets out the pros and cons of the options available to them.  All consideration of the 
advantages and disadvantages as set out in this paper are made in the context of the new 
Authorities ultimately being accountable for any and all Children’s Services and Trust 
arrangements within their local area from 31 March 2009. 

 
2.0 Decision Required 
 
2.1 Members need to decide what Children’s Trust arrangements their local authority area will 

put in place for 1 April 2009.  The Shadow Authority needs to establish a view on which 
arrangement will: 

 

• best serve the interests of its Children and Young People; 

• best help the authority develop and deliver its policies in relation to its Children and 
Young People; 

• best support and deliver on its local priorities as set out in its Children Plan; 

• fit best with the separate administrative and inspection arrangements of the local 
authority; 

• best enable effective planning, decision-making and commissioning with local 
partners; 

• best relate to the other Partnership Structures, such as LSPs and the LAA 
arrangements; and 

• best achieve the future objective of a functional commissioning Trust 
 
2.2 This issue has previously been considered by the current Cheshire Children’s Trust and the 

People blocks for both West Cheshire and Chester and East Cheshire and the West JIT. 
The advice of all bodies that have considered this matter is that the current Children’s Trust 
arrangements should formally cease on 31 March 2009 and new separate Children’s Trusts 
for East and West Cheshire formally take effect from that time.   

 
2.3 It is recommended that separate Shadow Trusts, if approved, should be set up well before 1 

April 2009 to enable continuity between current and future Trust arrangements, and in 
particular to advise each authority on the separate Children Plans and related targets that 
each authority has a duty to develop. 
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3.0 Financial Implications for Transition Costs 
 
3.1 The local authority will need to ensure that adequate Business Unit resources are in place 

to support whatever Children’s Trust arrangements are approved. If two Trusts are adopted 
then separate Business Units will be needed.  If a single Trust is adopted then it is likely that 
a larger Business Unit will be needed to support the development and monitoring of two 
Children’s Plans for example, in addition to the development and monitoring of specific Trust 
projects.  Whatever decision is made on 1 or 2 Children’s Trust’s there will have been a dis-
aggregation of budgets that relate to each new LA - this will cover schools finance, Area 
Based Grants, Social Care, Children’s Centres, Contact Point etc.  

 
4.0 Financial Implications2009/10 and beyond 
 
4.1 It is assumed that Business Unit support to the Trust will be funded from within 

People/Children’s Services Department resources and from subscription payments from 
Trust members. 

 
5.0 Risk Assessment  
 
5.1 There are no risks to services or people arising from a decision to have either one or two 

Trusts in the short term, but there is a risk of a loss of political accountability from having a 
single Trust for two local authorities. 

 
6.0 Background 
 
6.1 The attached Key Issues Brief and Options Appraisal considers the pros and cons of the 

two options set out below.   
 
7.0 Options 
 
7.1 Option 1:  Single pan-Cheshire Children’s Trust reporting jointly into the two new Unitary 

Authorities; or 
 
7.2 Option 2:  Separate Children’s Trusts reporting separately into to each new Unitary 

Authority.  
 
8.0 Reasons for Recommendation 
 
8.1 A single Trust arrangement would be more complicated to operate and less directly and 

clearly accountable to its local authority, its policies and priorities.  For this reason two 
separate Children’s Trusts are recommended.  Further advantages and disadvantages are 
given below. 

 
For further information: 
Portfolio Holder: Councillor P Findlow 
Officer: John Weeks 
Tel No: 01244 973201 
Email: john.weeks@cheshire.gov.uk 
 
Background Documents: 
Documents are available for inspection at: n/a              
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Appendix 1 

 
KEY ISSUES BRIEF 
 
Legal Issues 
 
The 2004 Children Act sets out requirements for Children’s Trust arrangements to be 
established in every area (in England) by April 2008. Although Children’s Trusts are not 
‘statutory’, the Children Act 2004 clearly states that these are the preferred models for 
delivery. They are intended as the vehicle to fulfil the ‘duty to cooperate’ bringing together 
education, health, social care and other partners, to promote collaborative arrangements 
with the aim of improving children’s well-being.  
 

• The lead local authority in the given area has responsibility for driving these 
arrangements.  

 

• The Director of Children's Services is accountable for the functioning of the 
Trust. 

 

• The Lead Executive Member for Children is politically accountable for the 
Trust.  

 
“Local authorities must take a lead in making arrangements to promote co-operation 
between local agencies whose work impacts on children within the authority’s area. 
As joint stakeholders, the relevant partners must cooperate with the authority in the 
making of those arrangements and will wish to help shape them so as to ensure 
that co-operation results in improvements in all areas of service delivery and in 
associated outcomes for children and young people1”. 

  
The Government’s recently published Children’s Plan notes that in Spring 2008: 
 

‘we shall reflect the importance of the local authority role as strategic commissioner 
of services in revising guidance on Children’s Trusts, the Children and Young 
People’s Plans and the role of Director of Children’s Services and lead 
members’….and further to monitoring the difference Children’s Trusts are making 
‘examine whether Children’s Trust arrangements need to be strengthened to 
improve outcomes, including by further legislation’. 

 
National models for Children’s Trusts 
 
The predominant model nationally for Children’s Trusts is non-legal partnering 
arrangements covering the Children’s Service Authority footprint. There is no known 
example of a Children’s Trust covering more than one Children’s Service Authority 
area. However, Cheshire does currently reflect other places in that there are Trust 
members representing organisations that cover more than one Children’s Service 
Authority area for example Cheshire Fire or Police services, which already cover both the 
current Cheshire Children’s Trust and the Warrington Children’s Trust. 
 

                                            
1
 Statutory guidance on inter-agency co-operation to improve the well being of children: Children’s Trusts (Statutory 

Guidance 2005) 
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Role of a Children’s Trust 
 
As a minimum Children’s Trusts must enable joint priority and action setting with local 
partner agencies (such as health and the police) articulated through the Children and 
Young Peoples Plan. The expectation is that a Children’s Trust will lead and guide change 
by establishing priorities for its local area and developing arrangements with local Trust 
partners for tackling them. All Trusts are charged with ensuring there is; 
 

• Child-centred, outcome-led visions 

• Integrated front line delivery 

• Integrated processes 

• Integrated strategy (joint planning and commissioning with Trust partners) 

• Inter-agency governance 
  
In all of the above the expectation is that the Trust arrangements will add value to the 
existing position and that partnership approaches will deliver improvements. The 
indications are that Trusts will be expected to be more dynamic and focussed on 
translating priorities into change through a commissioning approach. 
 
Commissioning Issues 
 
Commissioning covers 2 principal arrangements: 
 

• A commissioning approach to re-engineer or refocus current resources or services 
to meet agreed priorities; 

• A commissioning approach to manage new or otherwise unallocated finance to 
invest 

 
Both of the above are based on the premise of this being locally sensitive and decisions to 
de-commission running in parallel with commissioning. 
 
Commissioning covers a range of activities incorporating local needs analysis, local priority 
and target setting, service reviews and performance management.  The expectation is that 
Children’s Trusts will undertake commissioning in collaboration with partners and resource 
the infrastructure to make it happen, eg by ensuring there are connected staffing 
arrangements for each phase of the commissioning process. Such staff may continue to 
be employed within their host organisations but an integrated commissioning and business 
unit approach for each Trust is a given for the future.  
 
Both new Unitary Authorities will need to design into their structures how they will develop 
such commissioning functions within their local partnerships.  Accordingly a 1 or 2 Trust 
arrangement will be a significant factor in this, as will each authority’s approach to where it 
seeks to build partnerships. 
 
It is important to note that Option 2 (two Trusts) does not rule out joint commissioning 
between 2 Authorities as the intention of separate Trusts could be on occasion to seek 
partnership approaches where this is desirable and practicable. There are already 
examples of services being jointly commissioned or procured across Children’s Services 
Authority boundaries by groups of authorities/organisations in the context of the local 
needs (eg Looked After Children (LAC) placements, and Child and Adolescent Mental 
Health Services (CAMHS)). 
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Membership Issues 
 
Current membership of the Children’s Trust reflects the majority of key commissioners and 
providers of services to children in Cheshire.  In future only 1 or 2 local authorities (rather 
than the present 7) would have representation, although a similar breadth of members 
would be needed for the other organisations.  
 
A 2 Trust arrangement would see the total number of members reduce slightly for each 
Trust with only 1 Primary Care Trust (PCT) attending as appropriate to East or West.   
Certain members would need to attend an extra set of meetings – Police, Police Authority, 
Fire, Connexions, Learning and Skills Council (LSC) would each be invited/required to 
attend both – but that is already the case for those organisations in relation to Warrington 
MBC, for example, and all those members have indicated that being part of an extra Trust 
would not be a problem for them. 
 
A 1 Trust arrangement is likely to have more Trust members than at present on the basis 
of each LA’s requiring its Director of Children’s Services to be represented (there would 
also be an issue to resolve in relation to who would Chair the meetings) – as well as both 
Lead Members (if the LAs were minded to follow the current Trust membership which has 
the Lead Member for Children as a member of the Trust).  Both PCT’s would be members 
and schools representation would almost double given the forthcoming separation into 
East and West of some of the key school associations to reflect the two local authority 
areas. 
 
Governance, Leadership and Identity 
 
The 2 respective local authorities that will be accountable for the functioning of the Trust(s) 
will be expected to guide and lead it.   
 
If a single Trust were adopted then there would need to be joint agreement between the 
two authorities on governance (and business unit support and funding) between the 
Councils.  As an example, protocols on decision making would be needed in a single Trust 
arrangement as representatives from one local authority area could not make decisions 
that affected a different local authority area.  
 
In addition, Children’s Trusts are expected to develop a local ‘identity’ and presence as the 
locus for Children’s Services leadership. For example Trusts are referred to as the 
reference point for leadership on most national programmes eg Contactpoint, Childcare 
Strategy, Care Matters etc.  In many respects a single Trust would be serving two 
masters and consequently dealing with two portfolios of business. 
 
Children’s Plan 
 
The production of a Children and Young People’s Plan is a statutory requirement for 
every Local Authority and two separate Plans will need to be produced whatever the 
configuration of Trust arrangements. 
 
A single Children’s Trust would therefore be required to develop and monitor two 
Children’s Plans and two sets of targets.  A two Trust arrangement would only require 
each Trust to develop and monitor one Plan and set of targets for its local authority area. 
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Inspection, Performance Management and Targets 
 
There will be separate inspection arrangements for each local authority under the new 
Comprehensive Area Assessment (CAA).  Changes to the way priorities are set and 
financed underpin the changes to local planning and governance. The CAA and service 
inspections framework is based on Local Authority footprints and in accordance 
with LAA and Area Based Grant arrangements will concentrate heavily on each local 
authority’s performance and partnership approaches.   
 
Each LA will continue to have some form of service level priorities meeting via regional 
and National Government - increasingly it will be the Trust that will be expected to respond 
to such inspections. 
 
The Government’s 198 National Indicator targets will be applied to each local authority – 
the population co-ohorts and need will be different and therefore each will have different 
baselines - for example performance will be different East and West for Not in Education, 
Employment or Training (NEET) levels, breastfeeding rates and school performance and 
attainment levels. 
 
Links to other partnerships 
 
Children’s Trust’s sit as part of a wider set of partnership and governance arrangements - 
commonly beneath a Local Strategic Partnership (LSP) and in the case of Cheshire and 
most other authorities with peer partnerships covering the other thematic blocks of the 
LAA.  The Children’s Trust acts as the children’s block of the Local Area Agreement (LAA). 
 
LSP arrangements from 31 March 2009 are not yet known/decided, but it is understood 
that separate arrangements (in shadow form) are proposed from January 2009.  Should 
this be the case, then a Trust covering 2 Authorities would by default link to 2 LSP’s and 
depending on other decisions within Performance and Capacity workstreams in relation to 
LAA set up – probably separate thematic partnerships for the other LAA blocks. 
 
Consideration should be given to the how 1 Trust would relate to the other 
Partnership Structures and whether it is feasible to have such an arrangement 
unless other parts of the LSP/LAA structure operate in a similar way  
 
The eventual Local Safeguarding Children Board (LSCB) arrangements should also be 
factored into these considerations as the LSCB structure is likely to follow Trust 
arrangements. 
 
Advice of the current Children’s Trust 
 
Following consideration and discussion in April 2008 the current Children’s Trust formed 
the following advice in relation to future Children’s Trust arrangements for Cheshire: 
 

“That there should be a presumption of moving towards a two Trust 
arrangement in the future – one for the East and one for the West .  There was 
clear consensus that 2 separate Children’s Trusts will be needed in the 
medium to long term.” 

 
In addition the following accompanying advice was offered by individual members on the 
Trust: 
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• That a focus must be retained during the transitional phase on current priorities in 
relation to children and young people; 

• That collaborative working arrangements between East and West should be retained 
wherever practicable, acknowledging that some services will continue to operate 
across the existing Cheshire boundaries; 

• That delaying a transfer to separate Trusts will/could hold back the new LA’s in 
developing their thinking in relation to children, young people and other Partnership 
arrangements.  

• That the transition towards a two Trust arrangement should be on a timescale that 
aligns with other initiatives and projects, such as the Sustainable Communities 
Strategy; APA generated priorities for new LAs (Sept 08);  

• That transition planning should begin as quickly as is appropriate and possible; 

• That much has been learnt about developing Children’s Trusts over the last 3 years 
and this must be retained despite the potential loss of many members who have been 
associated with the Trust to date. 

 
Advantages and Disadvantages Matrix 
 

Advantages of 
a Single Trust 

Disadvantages of a Single 
Trust 
 

Advantages of  Two 
Trusts 

Disadvantage
s of Two 
Trusts 

Will help to 
ensure 
collaborative 
working and 
policy 
development 
arrangements 
between East 
and West. 

Accountability and Leadership 
for a Children’s Trust rests 
with the relevant local 
authority and in particular that 
LA’s Director of Children’s 
Services and Lead Member.  
A single Trust would report to 
two local authorities and 
service two sets of needs, 
interests and priorities.  

Clearly accountable to 
a local authority, its 
DCS and Lead 
Member. 

 

If a single LAA 
and LSP were 
adopted 
between the 
two new 
unitaries then a 
single Trust 
would be more 
feasible 

How  would a single Trust 
relate to the other LA 
Partnership structures? Is it 
feasible to have such an 
arrangement unless other 
parts of the LSP/LAA 
structure operate in a similar 
way (eg 1 LSP covering the 2 
new Authorities).  

Relates to 2 separate 
LSPs (if this is the 
structure that the LAs 
adopt) 

 

Could help the 
new unitary 
authorities to 
develop joint 
commissioning 
arrangements, 
if they wished 
to commission 
services jointly 

Clearly this depends upon 
needs assessments and 
commissioning strategies of 
each LA.  It is likely that the 
LAs will have different needs 
profiles for children and 
young people 

Option 2 (two Trusts) 
does not rule out joint 
commissioning 
between 2 Authorities 
as the intention of each 
Trust could be on 
occasion to seek 
partnership 
approaches where this 
is desirable and 
practicable 
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 Children’s Trusts are 
expected to develop a local 
‘identity’ and presence as the 
locus for Children’s Services 
leadership.  A single Trust 
would find this more difficult 
than separate Trusts 

Would have a clear 
local authority footprint 
to work within and 
develop priorities and 
identity in relation to 

 

 The CAA and service 
inspections framework is 
based on Local Authority 
footprints.  A single Trust 
would therefore cover two 
separate inspections areas 

Separate Trusts would 
cover the separate 
inspection areas under 
CAA  

 

 A Children’s Plan is a 
statutory requirement for 
every Local Authority. Two 
separate Plans will be needed 
what ever the configuration of 
Trust arrangements.  A single 
Trust would need to work with 
two different Children’s Plans 
rather than be focussed on a 
single Plan 

Separate Trusts would 
only cover the 
separate Children 
Plan’s that are a 
statutory requirement 
for each authority 

 

 A single Trust would have a 
larger membership than at 
present (over 30).  Separate 
Trusts would allow a smaller 
Trust membership than at 
present. 

Smaller membership 
relating to a single LA 
footprint  – leading to 
more focussed 
discussions and easier 
decision making.  

 

 Joint agreement between the 
two authorities on 
governance, decision making 
and business unit support and 
funding would be needed. EG 
- A single Trust could not 
have representatives from 
one local authority area 
making decisions that 
affected a different local 
authority area. 

No issues in relation to 
governance and 
decision making with 
separate Trusts. 

 

Opportunity to 
share a 
business unit 

Extra business unit resources 
needed in order for one unit 
to support two LAs (ie 2 
Children’s Plans to monitoring 
and reporting on) 

Separate business 
units dedicated to a 
local area, Trust and 
set of priorities and 
targets 

Extra business 
unit resources 
needed as 
current 
business unit 
would be 
insufficient to 
support two 
Trusts 

One possibility 
would be to 
maintain a 

Such a temporary 
arrangement would be a 
lame-duck Children Trust 

If a clear decision is 
taken now to 
implement two Trusts 

There are 
bound to be 
concerns from 
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single Trust for 
a transitional 
period beyond 
1st April 2009, 
with a view to 
moving to two 
Trusts, perhaps 
in the Autumn 
of 2009.  That 
would maintain 
some continuity 
and give more 
time for the 
negotiations 
needed to set 
things up. 

from Day One.  The two 
Councils in Cheshire are 
already diverging in their 
culture, arrangements and 
structure.  By 1st April, 2009 
that divergence is likely to be 
very significant.  It is hard to 
see how a Children Trust 
known to be on its way out 
would be able to hold things 
together.  Nor are participants 
likely to be highly motivated to 
continue. The possibility of a 
transitional Single Trust was 
considered by the Cheshire 
Children’s Trust, and did not 
find favour with the majority of 
its members.  

from 1st April 2009 
there will be ample 
time to negotiate with 
all the players and get 
them set up ready to 
run from that date.  

some players 
about the pace 
of change, but 
that is a given 
for all parts of 
the system 
and for all 
participants. 

 
Conclusion and Recommendation 
 
It would seem evident from the issues listed above that a single Trust arrangement would 
be more complicated to operate and less directly and clearly accountable to its local 
authority, its policies and priorities.  For this reason it is recommended, in line with the 
advice offered by the current Children’s Trust membership, that separate Trust 
arrangements be approved by each Shadow Authority, and additionally that Shadow 
Trusts for East and West be set up as soon as possible (subject to the business unit 
resources being available to support this) to enable some continuity between current and 
future arrangements. 
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1  

CHESHIRE EAST COUNCIL 
CABINET 
 

 
Date: 16 June, 2008 
Report of: Chair, Cheshire East People Workstream 
Title Personalisation and the Transformation of Adult Social Care 
  
 
1.0 Purpose of Report 

1.1 This report seeks to make Cabinet Members aware of the Government’s 
plans to develop Personalisation and to transform Adult Social Care 
services. 

 
1.2 The report shares information about the work which has been done, and 

which is currently under way, in the Community Services Department of the 
County Council in support of that. 

 
1.3 The report recommends the Cabinet to endorse that work and that direction 

for the People Directorate, and to agree that, in line with Circular LAC (DH) 
(2008) 1, those agendas should be addressed and supported by all 
Directorates. 

 
2.0 Decision Required 
 The Cheshire East Cabinet is recommended to:- 

 
2.1 Note and endorse the work done and under way to deliver Personalisation 

and Transformed Social Care Services for Adults. 
 
2.2 Agree that further work should be done through the People Workstream to 

develop and deliver those agendas. 
 

2.3 Agree that the implications of the Personalisation and Social Care 
Transformation agendas should be considered and addressed by all the 
Directorates of the Cheshire East Unitary Council. 

 
2.4 Require the manager leading the People Directorate, in collaboration with 

appropriate Members and Officers to work up recommendations for the use 
of the Social Care Reform Grant in 2009/10 and 2010/11, in the context of 
the Revenue Budget setting process. 

. 
3.0 Implications for Transitional Costs 

3.1 This report is about the development and delivery of mainstream services, as 
required by central Government policy. 

 
3.2 In support of the implementation of that policy the Government, through the 

Department of Health, is making available to Councils a new Social Care 
Reform Grant for three years beginning in 2008/09.  The allocation for 
Cheshire in 2008/09 is £0.961m 

 
3.3 There are not likely to be specific Transitional Costs arising from this work. 
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2  

4.0 Background 
4.1 On 17th January, 2008 the Department of Health issued Local Authority 

Circular LAC(DH)(2008) 1.  That circular can be found electronically at:  
http://www.dh.gov.uk/en/Publicationsandstatistics/Lettersandcirculars/LocalA
uthorityCirculars/DH_081934.  It is attached as an Appendix to this paper. 

 
4.2 The circular addressed the Transformation of Social Care, within the context 

of the Personalisation agenda. 
 
4.3 Personalisation is not a new idea, either in Social Care or in public sector 

services more generally. 
 

4.4 For example, Direct Payments, the practice of giving service users cash in 
hand to personalize their own services instead of the set menu of direct 
provision, were formally introduced by the Community Care (Direct 
Payments) Act of 1996, and many Local Authorities had been offering them 
informally before that.   

 
4.5 Early in 2004 a paper by Charles Leadbeater, “Personalisation through 

Participation: A New Script for Public Services” was published by Demos, an 
independent think-tank, and that seems to have been influential in shaping 
Government policy.  Stephen Ladyman, a previous Minister for Community 
Care, quoted Leadbeater with approval in his paper calling for “A New Vision 
for Adult Social Care in England”. 

 
5.0 Definition 

5.1 Personalisation is not a user friendly word but its essence is expressed in 
one of the seven outcomes laid down for Social Care Services – Increased 
Choice and Control. 

 
5.2 The Personalisation agenda is about developing ways of working which:- 

 

• Increase the Choices made available to people so that they have a 
much fuller understanding of the options available to them and far 
better information to enable them to make soundly based decisions. 

• Increase the Control which people exercise over the resources which 
can be made available to them, so that they are able to design for 
themselves solutions which will address their needs. 

 
6.0 The Circular 

6.1 The Circular is about the Transformation of Social Care, and it sets that 
transformation squarely within the bigger context of the personalization 
agenda. 

 
6.2 That bigger context is made plain at the beginning.  The Circular states:- 

 
“The direction is clear: to make personalisation, including a strategic 
shift towards early intervention and prevention, the cornerstone of 
public services.” (§ 3) 
 

6.3 In fact, the Circular contains three main messages:- 
 

6.3.1 Social Care must transform itself to ensure that every person across 
the spectrum of need is helped to have greater choice and control 
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over the shape of his or her support, in the most appropriate setting.  
(The Social Care message). 

6.3.2 This agenda is not just for Social Care. Given that it is seen by 
Government as “a cornerstone of the modernisation of public 
services” (§ 16), all the services in a Local Authority will be required 
to plan how they are going to progress the personalisation agenda.  
(The Local Authority message). 

6.3.3 The whole system must examine how it should change in order to 
support and facilitate the transformation of Social Care (The System 
message). 

 
7.0 The Social Care Message 

7.1 The Circular touches upon most of the things which Local Authorities with 
Social Care responsibilities will be required to do by way of transforming 
their offer to the public:- 

   
7.1.1 Early Intervention and Prevention 

For some time Local Authorities have rationed services and facilities 
by using tight Eligibility Criteria.  Social Care services have been 
structurally underfunded for many years, as the Wanless Report 
highlighted.  Successive rounds of cuts have, in many places, caused 
the tightening of those Eligibility Criteria and the reduction, and even 
elimination, of preventive work.  Some of the measures which form 
part of the Transforming Social Care project are designed to deliver 
efficiency gains which, it is expected, will be recommissioning into 
earlier intervention and prevention. 

7.1.2  Reablement Services 
 Reablement is usually delivered by Home Care-type services and it is 

about making carefully targeted and intensive interventions over a 
short, concentrated period to get a service user metaphorically, and 
often literally, back on their feet again after a crisis of some kind.  Its 
aim is to restore functioning quickly and reduce the risk of decline. 

7.1.3 Assistive Technology 
There is an increasing range of electronic technology which carers 
and their families can purchase to improve the monitoring of 
vulnerable family members and to increase their own peace of mind.  
For example, there are devices which will prompt people to take their 
medication, or alert a control centre if they get up in the night and do 
not return to their beds after a set interval. 

7.1.4 Self-Assessment 
We can save time and improve their experience if more people 
undertake a self-assessment of their situation and their needs.  All the 
evidence suggests that most people can safely be trusted to do that in 
a responsible way.  This requirement is one of the reasons why it will 
be extremely important that the web-sites of the new Unitary Councils 
are not just information notice-boards, but that they have sufficient 
interactive functionality. 

7.1.5 Advocacy 
A proportion of service users will be very vulnerable individuals.  
Advocacy services will need to be in place to ensure that their 
interests are effectively protected and championed. 

  7.1.6 Brokerage 
   As a greater number of individuals find their own way around the 

system, using resources placed in their hands to put together 
combinations of services which address their needs and interests, 
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they will have dealings with a variety of agencies and organisations.  
Many will want to draw upon the services of brokers to help them to 
negotiate and to get the best deals for them. 

7.1.7 Conventional Support 
Not every service user, carer or family will want, or will be able, to go 
down the road of Self Directed Support.  It will therefore be necessary 
to maintain some more conventional support of high quality. 

7.1.8 Person Centred Planning 
A cultural shift is required.  Plans for people should be put together 
with them and for them.  A slogan from the Disability Movement is 
relevant here – “Nothing about me, without me.”  It will not be 
acceptable to construct plans just around the conventional services 
which are already provided. 

 7.1.9 Direct Payments 
This is all about giving people real cash in their hands to enable them 
to design and put together services around their own needs.  

7.1.10 Individual Budgets 
Some will find it irksome and burdensome to handle real money and 
to engage the services of their own Personal Assistants.  However, 
they will still want to know exactly how much money has been set 
aside for addressing their needs and they may well want to keep a 
close eye upon how that money is being spent.  That is where 
Individual Budgets come in.  People will be made aware of the 
allocation to them, and there will be a process of dialogue and 
negotiation with staff about how that allocation is to be utilized. 

7.1.11 Resource Allocation Systems 
If clear, upfront allocations of funding are to be made to enable people 
to make informed choices about how best to meet their needs, 
systems will need to be put in place to determine funding in relation to 
need, and those systems will have to be transparent.  Work will be 
required to develop a Resource Allocation System (RAS). 

7.1.12 Community Equipment  
For many years Social Care organisations and their partners have run 
or purchased Loan Stores, warehouses from which equipment for 
disabled adults is sent out on loan to them, and in which it is cleaned 
and stored if, and when, it is returned.  A personalised approach to 
securing equipment for disabled people would come much closer to 
the sort of interaction experienced by ordinary citizens when they 
purchase from a retailer the type of equipment which they need and 
choose.  

7.1.13 Information and Advice Services 
The operation of personalized systems and processes will depend 
upon the availability of excellent Information and Advice Services, to 
ensure that choices made are informed choices and that all citizens 
are given help, not just those who seem to be eligible for publicly 
funded services. 

7.1.14 A Common Assessment Framework 
Work will be needed to develop and implement a Common 
Assessment Framework.  The ambition is to reduce the extent to 
which people have to be asked the same questions by different 
agencies attempting to respond to their needs.  

 
7.2 As usual, it will be expected by Government that local partners, through their 

commissioning activity, will redirect a certain amount of existing resource 
towards the development of the various initiatives and measures listed 
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above.  However, to fund some of the change process the Department of 
Health will make available to Local Authorities a ring-fenced grant, the Social 
Care Reform Grant.  The Grant allocated to Cheshire West and Chester and 
to Cheshire East in 2009/10 will be in total £2.317m. 

 
7.3 Obviously, officers from Government Office North West will be working with 

the two new Councils to track their progress on using the new Grant to 
advance this agenda.  More specifically, the Councils’ Social Care operations 
will be inspected against those expectations by the newly established Care 
Quality Commission. 

 

8.0 The Local Authority Message  
8.1 The Circular makes it plain that it contains clear messages for Local 

Authorities, not just for their Social Care Services.  It states, for instance, 
that: 

 

“Personalisation and early intervention are issues for the whole of 
Local Government, not just for Directors of Social Services.”  (§ 43) 
 

8.2 Appendix B of the Circular sets out the challenge to Local Authorities:- 
 

“By 2011 all 150 Councils will be expected to have made significant 
steps towards redesign and reshaping their adult Social Care services, 
having most of the core components .. in place.”  (Appendix B, §10) 
 

8.3 It is indicated (§ 47) that scrutiny of this will be part of the Comprehensive 
Area Assessment (CAA).  The recent letter from the Minister, John Healey, 
outlines his expectation that the two new Unitary Councils will become 
flagship Authorities within two years from vesting day.  To have any chance 
of achieving that, their performance on this agenda, measured in their first 
CAA, will need to be good.  

 

8.4 That performance will be looked at on two dimensions:- 
 

8.4.1 How well is each Directorate of the Local Authority progressing in its 
 own implementation of the personalisation agenda? 

8.4.2 How well are the other Directorates and services supporting Adult 
Social Care with its Transformations? 

 

8.5 Some help is going to be made available for the Council wide personalisation 
work.  The Circular states: 

 

“Some tools are already available: others will need to be developed.  In 
particular, a means to capture how the wider contribution of Local 
Government services, such as housing, leisure, adult education, 
transport and environmental services, can support personalisation.” 

  (§ 56) 
 

8.6 But Councils will also have to develop their own tools: 
 

“Councils will need to develop their own monitoring systems to 
understand how the change is experienced by the population.  This 
diagnostic data will need to look at not only efficiency, but also take 
into account quality assurance and customer satisfaction.   Councils 
will be able to use this information to develop coherent support plans 
for delivery of personalisation.” (§ 69 ) 
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8.7 At the same time, Directorates will be expected to change their services, 
processes and systems in order more fully to support the Adult Social Care 
transformation project.  A few examples will suffice.  If Adult Social Care is to 
move its customers away from the old set menus of traditional, congregated 
services (for example, Day Centres for disabled people) and towards 
individually designed packages of support it is likely to need: 

 

• Leisure services providers to make it easier for Adult Social Care 
customers to be helped, with support, to undertake programmes of 
activity within Leisure facilities. 

• Library services to make space and resources available for small 
groups of users and carers to access information and entertainment. 

• Adult education to consider how it can focus effort upon enhancing the 
employability of disabled people. 

• Business Support services to reflect upon their services and particularly 
upon how they can sometimes be experienced by customers with 
challenges in their lives. 

 
9.0 The System Message  

9.1 The Circular also sends a clear message to the whole system: 
 

“Personalisation is about whole system change, not about change at 
the margins.  It will require strong local leadership to convey the vision 
and values which underpin it and to reach beyond the confines of 
Social Care.”  (§ 22) 
 

9.2 In particular, that is a message about the sort of whole system 
commissioning which will increasingly be done through the mechanisms put 
together to deliver Local Area Agreements.  It is expected that through that 
whole system commissioning resources which are dispersed around 
agencies will, in line with a clear and coherent strategy, be bent more in the 
direction of early intervention and prevention and be bent more towards 
supporting the transformation of Adult Social Care. 

 
9.3 Thus the Circular declares: 

 
“When considering transformation partners should look at resources 
spent through mainstream services, the NHS, housing and other 
relevant statutory agencies, the voluntary and private sectors, and not 
just those resources spent via the Adult Social Services Department.” 
(§ 4) 
 

9.4 That point is reemphasised in paragraph 24 of the Circular: 
 
“Local commissioners working with local partners, in particular the 
NHS, should consider how resources may be released across the 
whole system and redirected to enable investment in early intervention 
and prevention for all levels of need.” 
 

10.0 Progress So Far 
10.1 The two new Unitary Authorities will be relatively well placed to take up this 

agenda because of what has already been done by the Community Services 
Department of the County Council. 
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10.2 During late 2006 and early 2007 work was done in collaboration with three 
other Authorities in the North-West, to develop new models of Assessment 
and Care Management.  That was part of a national programme being taken 
forward by the Care Services Efficiency Development (CSED) initiative of the 
Department of Health.  It included work to develop Self-Assessment.  It 
concluded that the organisation should commit itself to progressing Self-
Directed Support as its basic operating model. 

 
10.3 During 2007 Vanguard Consulting was engaged to assist with the application 

of Lean Systems to the ways in which the front-end of Social Care services 
are organised and managed. That work sharpened the focus upon waste in 
the system.  It helped the organisation to be much clearer about its basic 
purpose and to articulate its design principles for a programme of Social Care 
Redesign.  That programme has been fully under way since January 2008, 
supported by a small, dedicated team.   

 
10.4 In January 2008 the Executive of the County Council approved work on an 

Experiment to be conducted in Chester, which will test the new processes to 
determine whether they are appropriate and safe for eventual application 
across the piece.  A fundamental decision was taken that, far from Local 
Government Reorganisation requiring these developments to be de-
prioritised, it actually required them to advanced determinedly, in the cause of 
ensuring that the new Councils will be effectively equipped to achieve flagship 
Authority status. 

 
10.5 That Experiment “went live” in April, 2008.  Amongst other things it will test the 

implementation of a local version of a Resource Allocation System.  That 
phase of development will be completed in early Autumn 2008, and the 
findings will be used to design new Social Care structures, systems and 
processes which will be part of the costed operating model to be transferred 
into the new People Directorates. 

 
10.6 The County Council is one of the national pilot sites for the development of 

the “Retail Model” of delivering community equipment to disabled adults.  That 
is being progressed in collaboration with the two Primary Care Trusts.  Under 
the Retail Model disabled people will be given a “prescription”, which they can 
then exchange for equipment through an approved retailer, topping it up with 
their own resources if they wish.  A number of Independent Living Centres are 
being set up at which disabled people will be able to get advice and help. 

 
10.7 On 4th April, 2008 the North-West Branch of the Association of Directors of 

Adult Social Services held a Regional Workshop on Personalisation.  
Cheshire was one of the three Local Authorities chosen to present their 
leading edge implementation work. 

 
10.8 Impressive performance is already being demonstrated in the areas of Direct 

Payments.  There are now almost 1,000 adults receiving Direct Payments, 
and the full year effect amounts to expenditure of around £7m. 

 
11.0 Conclusions 

11.1 The Personalisation agenda is of great importance for the whole public 
sector system, for Local Authorities and for Social Care.  
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11.2 If the two new Unitary Councils are to do well in their first Comprehensive 
Area Assessment and to meet the implementation targets for 2011, they will 
need to pick up this agenda energetically from the outgoing County Council. 

 
 
 

11.3 In particular, the agenda will require the two Unitary Councils to ensure that:- 
 

11.3.1  They contribute effectively to the implementation of 
personalisation across the whole Public Sector system. 

11.3.2 Each Directorate has, and implements, its own personalisation 
plan. 

11.3.3 The other Directorates contribute positively in support of the 
Social Care Transformation programme, which will be the 
responsibility of the People Directorate. 

11.3.4 The People Directorate effectively Transforms Social Care. 
 
 
  JOHN WEEKS 

 Director of Community Services 
 

For further information:-  
   

Officer : John Weeks, Director of Community Services  
Tel No: 01244 973231    
Email:             john.weeks@cheshire.gov.uk    
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For further information:- 
 
Officer : John Weeks, Director of Community Services 
Tel No: 01244 973231 
Email:  john.weeks@cheshire.gov.uk 
 
Background Documents:- 
 
 
Documents are available for inspection at:  
Joint Committee Support Office/ or EC JIT Support Office (delete as appropriate) 
Town Hall 
Macclesfield 
SK10 1DX 
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CHESHIRE EAST COUNCIL 
 

Cabinet 
____________________________________________________________________ 
 
Date of meeting: 

 
16 June 2008 

Report of: Paul Ancell – Places Block Lead 
Title: Consultation responses to the Sub-National Economic 

Development and Regeneration Review and the partial review of 
the Regional Spatial Strategy 

___________________________________                                                                       
 
 
1.0 Purpose of Report 
 
1.1 To make Members aware of the current consultation exercises and obtain 

delegated approval for the making of a response from Cheshire East Council. 
 
2.0 Decision Required 
 
2.1 That (i)  the response to the Sub-National Review (SNR) which is to be 

formulated by the Sub-Regional Leaders at its meeting on 13th June, be 
endorsed, and (ii)  Delegated authority be given to the Places Block Lead 
Officer (Paul Ancell)  in consultation with the Planning and Housing Strategy 
Portfolio Holder (Cllr Jamie Macrae) to respond to the partial review of the 
Regional Spatial Strategy on behalf of Cheshire East.  

 
3.0 Financial Implications for Transition Costs 
 
3.1 None. 
 
4.0 Financial Implications 2009/10 and beyond 
 
4.1 None that can be identified at this time. 
 
5.0 Risk Assessment  
 
5.1 Not applicable. 
 
6.0 Background 
 
6.1 Two Government consultations are currently being undertaken which it is 

appropriate for Cheshire East Council to respond to. 
 
6.2 The first is ‘Prosperous Places: Taking forward the Review of Sub-National 

Economic Development and Regeneration (SNR) which seeks to establish new 
ways of delivering economic proposals and regeneration through sub-regional 
organisations.  It proposes greater emphasis and powers for local authorities 
leading both the research and delivery of economic development. 
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6.3 SNR also envisages the NWDA evolving into an integrated regional agency 

with wider responsibilities.  The NWDA would gain responsibility for providing 
an integrated regional plan (including regional planning policy). 

 
6.4 The Review highlights the need for effective public and private sector 

partnerships and points towards delegation and devolution of funding from the 
NWDA to sub-regional groups and local authorities. 

 
6.5 Work across all the local authorities in Cheshire and Warrington has been 

undertaken, with a view to agreeing a response to the consultation.  A copy of 
the proposed response is attached as an Appendix to this report.  It is 
anticipated that it (or an amended version) will be approved at the Sub-
Regional leaders at their meeting on 13th June.  It is recommended that this 
response be endorsed on behalf of Cheshire East Council. 

 
6.6 The partial review of the Regional Spatial Strategy (RSS) is being consulted on 

during June.  The timescales do not permit a report being submitted to a 
scheduled Cabinet, and it is therefore recommended that delegated authority 
be given to the Places Block Lead Officer in consultation with the Portfolio 
Holder for Planning and Housing Strategy, to submit a response on behalf of 
Cheshire East Council. 

 
6.7 At the time of writing this report it was unclear as to the detailed scope of the 

review, however, it is anticipated that the issue of housing figures, and in 
particular their geographical application will form part of the exercise. 

 
7.0 Options 
 
7.1 To respond as recommended in the report or to miss deadlines and run the risk 

that the Council’s views are not taken into account. 
 
8.0 Reasons for Recommendation 
 
8.1 In order to respond to the consultation within the given timescales, it is 

necessary to put these arrangements in place. 
 
For further information: 
 
Portfolio Holder: Councillor Jamie Macrae 
Officer: Paul Ancell 
Tel No: 01270 537550 
Email: paul.ancell@crewe-nantwich.gov.uk  
 
Background Documents: 
 
Documents are available for inspection at:  Macclesfield, Sandbach and Crewe 
Council Offices, or on-line.             
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Roger Hannam, Strategic Development Adviser, Warrington Borough Council 
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Introduction 
At previous meetings, Leaders have received reports on this subject and agreed that 
a sub-regional response should be made.  The deadline for responses is 20th June 
and a draft is attached at Appendix 1.  If approved, this would be forwarded to the e-
address set out in the consultation paper. 
 
The draft response has been forwarded to officers on behalf of the current and 
shadow Cheshire and Warrington Authorities as well as Cheshire and Warrington 
Economic Alliance and reflects the comments received. 
 
In addition to the draft response, individual authorities in the sub-region will be 
responding separately.   The Cheshire and Warrington representatives on the NWRA 
Executive Board have also had the opportunity to comment on the joint response by 
NWDA and NWRA. 
 
Response summary 
The consultation paper incorporates 15 questions and responses have been 
provided to all except one which relates to London.  The key comments are 
summarised as follows: 
 
(i) Welcoming the proposals in general; 
 
(ii) Indicating a wish to be involved with delivering the Strategy on the ground 

through a delivery plan and for there to be a statutory requirement for RDAs to 
delegate to local authorities or sub-regional partnerships wherever possible; 

 
(iii) Commending the development of the NW Regional Leaders Forum as being 

in line with Government expectations; 
 
(iv) Expressing concern about the lack of clarity surrounding the proposed 

scrutiny arrangements; 
 
(v) Supporting the proposed contents of the regional strategy but seeking 

clarification about both its relationship with other strategies and the operation 
of the examination in public; 

 
(vi) Supporting the idea of an expedited process for strategy production in the NW 

but seeking assurances that local authority and sub-regional views on 
priorities will be included; 

 
(vii) Supporting the option for economic assessments which is more prescriptive 

but requires the RDA to take account of them (Option 1); 
 
(viii) Stressing the importance of linking the regional strategy to sustainable 

community strategies and LAAs; 
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(ix) Broadly welcoming the proposals for an expanded Regional Funding 
Allocation advice opportunity and suggesting that advice on skills 
development should also be incorporated; 

 
(x) Supporting increased sub-regional working but stressing that the reality of 

economic geography does not always fit this neatly. 
 
Recommendation 
The Leaders are recommended to approve the draft response at  
Appendix 1. 
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Appendix 1 
 

Prosperous Places Consultation: Response of Cheshire and Warrington Sub-
region 
 
Q1. How should RDAs satisfy themselves that sufficient capacity exists for 
programme management and delivery at local or sub-regional level?  
 
It is important that RDAs have confidence in the capacity at local and sub-regional 
level.  An assessment of that capacity should be carried out in a clear and 
transparent way on the basis of objective criteria. Those criteria should be agreed 
between the RDA and local authorities or sub-regions and could be jointly 
developed. There may be a role for the new Regional Forum. It is clear that RDAs 
are more comfortable delegating to economic develop companies and sub-regional 
partnerships, but it is important that they are equally happy delegating to individual 
local authorities where that is appropriate. 
 
It is likely that RDAs would wish to ensure that there is capacity at all appropriate 
levels; the issue is therefore not simply an assessment against criteria, but also the 
need for a mechanism to ensure that capacity can be created and sustained 
wherever it is needed.  
 
Developing local authority and sub regional capacity in undertaking statutory 
economic assessments and delivering major economic development and 
regeneration programmes to increase economic growth will be in both implementing 
the SNR and in ensuring participation in the development of the single regional 
strategy. The RDAs should therefore ensure adequate resources are made available 
to support the development of that capacity.  
 
Whichever method of assessment is instituted, clear contractual arrangements will 
be needed with thorough risk assessments conducted. The SNR refers to 
Memorandums of Understanding, although proper contracts need to be in place with 
full 100 per cent funding allocated by RDAs. 
 
Q2. Do you agree that local authorities should determine how they set up a 
local authority leaders’ forum for their region, and that the Government should 
only intervene if the required criteria are not met or if it failed to operate 
effectively? If not, what would you propose instead?  
 
Yes they should.  Experience in the North West is that the local authorities, the 
Development Agency and the social economic and environmental partners working 
in association with the Government Office have already been able to develop a 
leader's forum and agree the broad principles of its operation and funding.  We feel 
this model would meet the required criteria. 
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Q3. Are the proposed regional accountability and scrutiny proposals 
proportionate and workable?  
 
No, they are too vague about who is doing what.  There needs to be clarity about the 
roles of DBERR, DCLG, the Regional Committee and the local authorities.  There 
should also be a facility for their respective work programmes to be synchronised 
and, with regard to the regional arrangements, some shared members.  In the North 
West, the local authorities have so far decided to discharge their new responsibilities 
collectively, on the grounds that this is more cost-effective than each of the 46 doing 
it separately.  We would support the proposal that, to avoid possible conflicts of 
interest, the scrutiny function should involve different Members from those on the 
Leaders Forum.  There will be a cost attached to this work, however, which is not 
recognised in the consultation paper. 
 
Chapter 4 – Integrating regional strategies to promote growth  
 
Q4. Do you agree that the regional strategy needs to cover the elements listed 
at paragraph 4.13? Are there other matters that should be included in the 
regional strategy to help in the delivery of key outcomes?  
 
Yes, it should cover these elements but more clarity will be needed both about how 
this will be done and how the regional strategy will relate to other strategies.  If the 
RS is truly to encompass the topics which are related to economic growth, then 
aspects of health, education, skills and tourism should also be included.  Paragraph 
4.2 refers to integrating cultural strategies but culture does not appear on the list at 
paragraph 4.13.   The Government may wish to consider the possibility of an over-
arching regional strategy with a number of more detailed or topic-based documents 
relating to it.  Apart from its links to recent Government policy announcements, it is 
not clear why housing provision is specified separately but transport, waste and a 
number of other areas of provision are grouped together.  We believe it to be 
important that the whole regional strategy should carry statutory weight. 
 
Q5. Do you agree with the way in which we propose to simplify the preparation 
of the regional strategy, as illustrated in the figure (on page 35), in particular 
allowing flexibility for regions to determine detailed processes? If not what 
other steps might we take?  
 
The Cheshire and Warrington sub-region generally welcomes the approach set out.   
There are concerns about the proposals for resolving conflict, particularly towards 
the end of the process: we would like to see some encouragement for more local 
mechanisms, perhaps involving the Minister for the NW.  In addition, the phrase 
"sign-off" is not favoured as it suggests something that happens at the end of the 
development process whereas paragraph 4.18 makes it clear that local authorities 
should work with the RDA "in the full life cycle of the strategy" and we welcome this. 
The flexibility over the timing of formal reviews of the Strategy is welcome; however, 
timing should be left to regional discretion, based on a local assessment. 
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The preparation and submission of the regional strategy is only part of the task.  
Serious reference to delivery is missing.  The delivery plan being considered by the 
Government is viewed in Cheshire and Warrington as an integral part of the process.  
It should be drawn up on a sub-regional basis and identify both named partners for 
implementation and the resources to be delegated.  The costs and time needed to 
develop these plans should be considered in any proposals.   
 
We think there should be statutory requirement for RDAs to delegate responsibilities 
and resources, wherever possible, to local authorities either individually or working in 
a private / public partnership.  Although local discussion would be necessary, it 
would be useful to see guidance as to exactly which responsibilities and resources 
should be delegated by RDAs. The engagement of Local Strategic Partnerships, the 
integration of Sustainable Community Strategies with regional strategies and the use 
of LAA mechanisms will also be important for delivery. 
 
Although the proposal for continuous examination in public is welcome, it is not clear 
how this would work.  For example, if there were to be continuous testing, why would 
there need to be formal consultation and an EiP at the end of the process?  
Paragraph 4.23 is clearer in this respect than the diagram on page 35.  If one 
purpose is to allow full scrutiny by stakeholders how does this fit in with other 
scrutiny roles? 
 
The proposals for an expanded RFA advice round are welcomed.  There does not 
seem to be much point in including ERDF, however, as plans for the current period 
are already well advanced.  It would also be desirable for skills funding to be 
included.  While recognising that the scale of costs and other implications means the 
Government will always want to make the final decision on RFA (Transport) 
proposals, it would be advantageous if, in future, this could be linked to the 
development of the regional strategy. 
 
The suggestion that the Government will consider the case for devolving consenting 
powers for sub-national transport schemes is welcomed in this context.  
 
Q6. Do you think that the streamlined process would lead to any significant 
changes in the costs and benefits to the community and other impacts?  
 
The greater the scope of the strategy, the more difficult it will be to synchronise all 
parts of it.  This is not a reason for objecting to it but there will need to be far more 
co-operation in both planning and delivery between Government departments, the 
RDAs, the local authorities and private / public partnerships to avoid delays and 
ensure robustness.  The resources will have to be in the system to allow this.  
 
No timing is shown for the production of the first strategies.  If they are to take 
account of the proposed economic assessments, Cheshire and Warrington believe 
that this would push back the timetable too far.  The sub-region supports the 
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suggestion of the NWDA that the region should pilot a more expedited process for 
the production of the first strategy.  However, this does raise the question of what an 
expedited process should be and how the decision is taken.  If it does not provide for 
economic assessments to be completed first, then we would want to ensure that 
local views about priorities and activities were taken into account.  
 
Chapter 5 – Strengthening sub-regional economies – the role of local authorities  

 
Q7. Which of the options for the local authority economic assessment duty (or 
any other proposals) is most appropriate?  
 
Cheshire and Warrington support option 1.  We would prefer the more local 
discretion implied by option 2 but recognise the importance of moving forward with a 
clear set of guidelines.  We support the proposal for a duty to be placed on named 
partners to respond within a specified time and would like to see a statutory 
requirement for RDAs to take account of locally-produced economic assessments. 
 
Q8. What additional information or support do local authorities consider 
valuable for the purpose of preparing assessments?  
 
Notwithstanding the response to Q5 and the comments in the last paragraph about 
timing, we strongly support the proposal that locally-produced economic 
assessments should be the basis of the new strategies.   
 
It is not clear, however, how this will happen.  At present RDAs carry out their own 
assessments to inform the RES.  Will this resource be made available to local 
authorities?  Do we risk having a local authority resource to carry out the 
assessments and an RDA resource to validate them?  Clearly, the assessments 
must be of a sufficient quality to be taken into account by the RDAs, so the issue of 
capacity and resource is important.  In some circumstances, it will be appropriate to 
commission specialised research.   
 
We would also like to see guidelines making reference to the use of reliable data and 
for the relevant information held at national and regional level to be broken down to 
the local level. 
 
Q9. How should lead local authorities engage partners, including district 
councils, in the preparation of the assessment?  
 
It is important that District Councils and other partners are fully involved in carrying 
out economic assessments and that they have sufficient capacity to engage.  The 
actual mechanism should be decided locally depending on the particular 
circumstances.  It will be important to integrate them with the assessments carried 
out to inform the Sustainable Community Strategy and develop LAAs.  Existing Local 
Strategic Partnerships and Sub-Regional Partnerships would offer a useable conduit.   
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However, for the reasons set out in response to Q10 below, it will also be necessary 
to build on or develop cross-border links. 
 
Q10. Which partner bodies should be consulted in the preparation of the 
assessment?  
 
In addition to those identified in para. 5.20, LSPs as well as many sub-regional 
partnerships will include most of the relevant consultees.  However, Cheshire and 
Warrington's links to neighbouring sub-regions, regions and Wales suggest that 
engagement should take account of the reality of economic geography. 
 
Q11. Should any duty apply in London and, if so, which of the proposed 
models is most appropriate?  
 
No comment 
 
Q12. Do you agree that there is value in creating statutory arrangements for 
sub-regional collaboration on economic development issues beyond MAAs? 
What form might any new arrangements take?  
 
Cheshire and Warrington welcome the emphasis on sub-regions but see a greater 
value in looser arrangements.   The risk with statutory arrangements is that 
administrative convenience will neither reflect the realities of economic geography 
nor encourage flexible working. 
 
Q13. What activities would you like a sub-regional partnership to be able to 
carry out and what are the constraints on them doing this under the current 
legislation?  
 
Cheshire and Warrington already has functioning sub-regional partnerships and 
would want to build on these.  They are under review pending local government 
reorganisation and the need for a broader based body in response to the 
Government's proposals for economic development and regeneration.  It is the 
intention that the three new unitary authorities will combine with partners to develop 
a new vision for the sub-region reflecting the priorities, aims and objectives of each 
Authority. Proposals are at an early stage of development and have received 
approval in principle from the local authorities. There will need to be inclusive 
discussions within the sub-region and with NWDA before they can be firmed up. 
 
Sub-regional partnerships as envisaged in SNR will clearly be created for a purpose. 
The model for packages of activities may be provided by emerging MAAs, but 
activities to be carried out at a sub-regional level could be far wider.  They could 
include oversight of shared service provision and the agenda for improvement and 
efficiency as well as the co-ordination of sub-regional views in respect of RDA 
scrutiny, the regional strategy and delivery plans.  They could include commissioning 
plans for 16-18 learning and other skills development provision, exercising consent 
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powers for certain major transport schemes, if delegated and, subject to legislation 
providing appropriate powers, the construction of affordable housing.  
 
What would assist at this time is the availability of resources and capacity to help set 
up these desirable sub-regional arrangements.  We would be happy to work with the 
RDA to achieve these and believe that they should have a leading role in supporting 
the necessary development work. 
 
Q14. How would a sub-regional economic development authority fit into the 
local authority performance framework?  
 
On the face of it, it wouldn't, as by definition the forthcoming Comprehensive Area 
Assessments will introduce an accountability framework which is not sub-regional.  
In the loose partnership currently envisaged by Cheshire and Warrington (see Qs 12 
and 13 above), we are unlikely to seek such an authority.  There would be scope, 
however, for certain targets, performance indicators and activity to be synchronised 
and for links to be made with partners such as Police, Fire and Health where their 
operational boundaries coincided with or aggregated to the sub-region. 
 
Q15. Should there be a duty to co-operate at sub-regional level where a 
statutory partnership exists? To whom should this apply?  
 
Yes - all relevant local authorities, the RDA, new Homes and Communities Agency, 
new Skills Funding Agency, DWP, Jobcentre +, Environment Agency and others 
should have a duty to co-operate. This should be consistent with the Local 
Government and Public Involvement in Health Act 2007 which sets out a 
comprehensive list of those that have a duty to co-operate with a Local Area 
Agreement. 
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CHESHIRE EAST 
 

Cabinet  
 
 

Date of meeting: 16 June 2008 

Report of: Policy Support Team 

Title: Progress Reporting Paper 

                                                                   
 
1.0 Purpose of Report 
 
1.1 The purpose of this paper is to provide Members with an update on the 

programme; to draw attention to progress made against key milestones 
and highlight what the next steps will be for the forthcoming month.  

 
2.0 Decisions Required 
 
 The Cheshire East  Cabinet is recommended to: 
 
2.1 note progress made during May (appendix 1); and 
 

 2.2 recognise activities to be undertaken throughout June (appendix 2) 
 
3.0 Financial Implications for Transition Costs 
 
3.1 None 
 
4.0 Financial Implications 2009/10 and beyond 
 
4.1 None 
 
5.0 Risk Assessment  
 
5.1 All milestones should be considered against the full Risk Register. 
 
6.0 Background - Appendix 1: Progress during May 

 
6.1 Appendix 1 sets out the key milestones, as taken from the High Level 

Implementation Plan, which were due for completion in May.  The 
status of each milestone and a brief description of what has been 
achieved can be found here.  

  
7.0 Options - Appendix 2: Next Steps for June 

 
7.1 Appendix 2 highlights the key milestones to be achieved in June.   

 
8.0 Appendix 3 – Milestone Plan 

 
8.1 Appendix 3 provides a visual representation of progress to date in the 

form of a Milestone Plan.   
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9.0 Reasons for Recommendations 
 
9.1 Members of the Cabinet are invited to comment on: 

 
� achievements to date; and 
� activities that need to be undertaken next month 

 
9.2 Members will be updated on progress against June milestones at the 

next Cabinet in July.   
 

For further information:-  

Portfolio Holder: TBC  
Officer :  Alistair Jeffs 
Tel No:  01244 9 72228    
Email:   alistair.jeffs@cheshire.gov.uk     
 
Background Documents:- 
Documents are available for inspection at:  
Member Support Team, Westfields, Middlewich Road, Sandbach, CW11 1HZ 
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APPENDIX 1  
PROGRESS DURING MAY 
 
Listed below are a number of key milestones that were due to be completed in 
May.  The status of each milestone and a brief summary of what has been 
achieved can be found in the paragraphs following the table.  (Benefit Critical 
Milestones appear in bold text) 
 

Overall Programme 
 

6.1 Elections Take Place 
6.2 First Full Council 
6.3 Commencement of Chief Executive 

Recruitment Process 

People 
 

6.4 Managing Relationships with Schools – key 
issues paper produced 

6.5 Agree definition and Block (People or Places) 
of Cultural Services  

Places 6.6 Major transport Scheme Funding / LTP 
Funding (inc Alderley edge By Pass) 

Performance & 
Capacity 
 

6.7  Area & Neighbourhood Working Principles 
and Community Empowerment Principles 
to be developed. 

6.8 Draft Protocol for general consent in relation 
to Disposals/Contracts and Agreements (Key 
DCLG Milestone) 

6.9 First of a series of Member Learning & 
Development events 

HR 
 

6.10 Shadow Council to make decision on Pay, 
Gradings and Conditions of Employment 

6.11 Cabinet Council decision on Severance  

IT / Knowledge 
Management 

6.12 IT support for all Shadow Councilors to be in 
place  

 
6.1 Elections Take Place - COMPLETE 
 
Elections took place on 1 May 2008.  The results for Cheshire East are set out 
below: 
 
Conservative 55 
Liberal Democratic 12 
Labour 6 
Middlewich First 3 
Nantwich Independent 1 
 
6.2 First Full Council - COMPLETE 
 
The first full Council meeting of Cheshire East Authority was held on 13 May 
where the Leader, Chairman and Cabinet Members were appointed.  Julie 
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Openshaw had been appointed as interim Statutory Monitoring Officer and 
Lisa Quinn as the interim Finance Officer for the East.  
Other business included constitutional arrangements, calendar of meetings 
and committee structures. 
 
6.3 Commencement of Chief Executive Recruitment Process - COMPLETE 
 
The Chief Executive posts for both Cheshire East and Cheshire West & 
Chester have been advertised.  Closing dates for both posts will be 10th June.  
The appointments will be made by the Shadow Authorities and the process 
and timetable will be agreed with their respective Staffing Committees.   
 
6.4 Managing Relationships with Schools: Key issues paper produced - 

COMPLETE 
 
This item is on the Cabinet agenda for discussion and will be the first of a 
series of papers that will look at how relationships with schools can be 
managed especially in relation to Children’s Trusts.  In the following months a 
number of papers will be produced and induction events held which will focus 
on a number of issues including: 

� Education and Inclusion Partnerships 
� School Funding 
� School Admissions Policy 
� School Transport Policies 
� SEN, Inclusion and Special Schools Provision 
� Issues for the new Local Authority arising from ‘New Relationships with 
School’ and current legislation; and 

� Review of Business Support to Schools 
 
6.5 Agree definition and Block (People or Places) of Cultural Services –

COMPLETE 
 
An initial paper has been produced by a working group within the People’s 
Block looking at the definition of Cultural Services and their potential location 
within the new Member and Officer Structure.  A final decision will be sought 
from the Cabinet in July alongside the wider discussion on service structures.   
 
6.6 Major transport Scheme Funding / LTP Funding (inc Alderley Edge 

bypass) - COMPLETE 
 
This item is on the Cabinet agenda for discussion and focuses on funding in 
relation to Alderley Edge bypass.  
 
6.7 Area & Neighbourhood Working Principles and Community 

Empowerment Principles to be developed - COMPLETE 
 
Officers have undertaken a piece of work looking at Area and Neighbourhood 
Working and Community Empowerment principles.  These principles will be 
outlined to Members at an event to be held in June along with Partnership and 
general LSP issues.  Officers from the Performance & Capacity Block are 
keen for Members to be involved from an early stage.  
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6.8 Draft Protocol for general consent in relation to Disposals/Contracts 
and Agreements (Key DCLG Milestone) - COMPLETE 

 
The draft Protocol for general consent under the Section 24 Direction was 
adopted by the Implementation Executive on 21 May.  
 
6.9 First of a series of Member Learning & Development events - 

COMPLETE 
 
The first Member Learning and Development Session for Cheshire East was 
held on 7 May where the group addressed the overall vision, culture and 
values for the Council, the potential challenges services face, Code of 
Conduct and future political arrangements. 
Future Member Induction events are likely to be structured around the three 
departmental ‘Blocks’ – People, Places and Performance & Capacity.   
 
6.10 Shadow Council to make decision on Pay, Gradings and Conditions of 

Employment - COMPLETE 
  
The proposals were agreed subject to agreement by Trade Union Stewards.  
There may be a need to report back depending on the outcome of the 
discussions with the Unions. 
 
6.11 Cabinet/Council decision on Severance - DELAYED 
 
This milestone has not been completed due to central Governments delay on 
issuing the national staffing regulations and continuing discussions with the 
Trade Unions.  A paper on severance will be taken to the Implementation 
Cabinet and Council meetings in July. 
 
6.12 IT support for all Shadow Councillors to be in place - COMPLETE 
  
Members have responded to the ICT group with their requirements and 
appropriate security forms have been completed.  
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APPENDIX 2  
NEXT STEPS FOR JUNE 
 
The following milestones have been grouped under the relevant Block, Joint 
Transitional Project or Overall Programme and are to take place throughout 
June.  (Benefit Critical Milestones appear in bold text) 
 
 

Overall Programme � Implementation Executive 
 

People � Advise on budget setting for schools 
� Commissioning Arrangements Health Social 
Care and Supporting People 

� Health & Social Care Integration 
 

Places � No key milestones for the month of June 
 

Performance & 
Capacity 

� Define Area & Neighbourhood Working 
and Community Empowerment Principles 
 

HR � Options on office locations, Headquarters and 
approach to Flexible and Mobile Working 

 

Finance & Asset 
Management 

� Advise on budget setting for 2009/10 
� Initial Financial Cost Envelope 2009/10 

(and beyond) included Dedicated Schools 
Grant and other funding streams  

 

IT / Knowledge 
Management 

� Shadow Authority websites operational  
� Develop a high level ICT Protocol 
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07/08 Q4 Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec Jan-09 Feb Mar Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4

Overall Programme
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Cheshire East High Level Implementation Plan 
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ICT/Knowledge Management 
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Proposed Timetable for Cheshire East Cabinet meetings for 2008/09 
 

 

 
DATE OF MEETING 
2.00 pm unless stated 

 

 
VENUE 

Monday 16 June Capesthorne Room 
Macclesfield 

Thurs 17 July 
10.00 am 

Capesthorne Room 
Macclesfield 

Tues 12 Aug Committee Suite 
Sandbach 

Mon 8  Sept 
10.00 am 

Council Chamber 
Crewe 

Tues 7 Oct Committee Suite 
Sandbach 

Tues 4 Nov Capesthorne Room 
Macclesfield 

Tues 2 Dec Capesthorne Room 
Macclesfield 

Tues 6 Jan Committeee Suite 
Sandbach 

Tues 3 Feb Council Chamber 
Crewe 

Tues 3 March Capesthorne Room 
Macclesfield 

Tues 31 March Council Chamber 
Crewe 

Tues 28 Apr Committee Suite 
Sandbach 

Tues 26 May Council Chamber 
Crewe 
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