
BUSINESS CASE

from the Joint Working Group

for a shared senior management team

between

South Northamptonshire Council
and

Cherwell District Council

17 September 2010

APPENDICES

Draft business case published on 21 September 2010

Page 1 / 110



Draft business case published on 21 September 2010

Page 2 / 110



CONTENTS

Appendix Topic Page

1 Terms of reference of joint working group 5

2 I&DeA report – Shared chief executives and joint
management: a model for the future?

7

3 Notes from meetings with three other pairs of district councils
who already have shared senior teams in place

23

4 Current senior management team structures at SNC and CDC 71

5 Illustrative shared senior management team structures 73

6 Draft 113 agreement 77

7 Proposed terms of reference of joint personnel committee 95

8 Risk register 99

Draft business case published on 21 September 2010

Page 3 / 110



Draft business case published on 21 September 2010

Page 4 / 110



APPENDIX 1

CHERWELL/SNC JOINT MEMBER WORKING PARTY ON SHARED SENIOR
MANAGEMENT AND SERVICES

TERMS OF REFERENCE

MEMBERSHIP
5 elected members from each council – 4 from each controlling group and
one from each opposition group
Substitute members to be appointed – 1 for each controlling group and one
for each opposition group

OFFICER SUPPORT TO THE WORKING PARTY
Two Chief Executives (or Directors as substitutes)
Two Heads of Finance (and shared Section 151 Officer)
Two Monitoring Officers
Two Heads of Human Resources
A dedicated and specifically identified Administrative Support Officer

OFFICERS/OTHERS TO BE CONSULTED BY THE WORKING PARTY
Directors, Heads of Service and other officers as necessary
Trade Union/staff representatives

OBJECTIVES
Oversee the development and delivery of a detailed business case for the
creation of a single senior management team (CEX, Directors and Heads
of Service) to serve both Cherwell and SNC and present
conclusions/recommendations to the Cherwell Executive and SNC Cabinet
and both Councils.

Understand the benefits gained and lessons learned from three other pairs
of District Councils which have already created a joint management team
and present the findings/resulting recommendations to the Cherwell
Executive and SNC Cabinet and both Councils.

Scope the financial baselines and potential savings to both Councils of
extending the concept of shared teams to the level below Head of Service
for ‘back office’ support services and present the findings/resulting
recommendations to the Cherwell Executive and SNC Cabinet and both
Councils.

Recommend a mechanism/formula for the allocation of associated costs
and efficiencies across the two organisations.

Detail the risks to both Councils of taking this step and recommend
mitigating actions to the Cherwell Executive and SNC Cabinet and both
Councils.

Propose a communications plan to elected members in both councils, to
staff in both councils, to media and (when appropriate) to residents in both
Districts
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QUORUM
The Working Party meetings will be considered quorate if three elected members
from each council are present.

DECISION-MAKING POWERS
Decisions regarding the implementation of any recommendation rest separately
with each Council.

METHOD OF APPROACH
The Working Party will convene every two weeks on an evening convenient to a
majority of the Members. The first meeting is to be held in the week ending 16
July 2010. The meetings will alternate between Towcester and Banbury. Officers
will facilitate a standard agenda for the meetings and maintain a record of
decisions and actions, together with a risks and issues log which will be updated
in time for each meeting.

INTERFACES & ASSUMPTIONS
There is a strong assumption that the product of the Working Party will interface
with budget construction for both Councils for 2011/12 and the respective Medium
Term Financial Strategies. A corollary of this is that care must be taken not to
take separate (other) decisions about top tier(s) officer structures that might
hamper or confuse the potential of this proposal while the Working Party is
meeting to draw conclusions.

TIMETABLE
Week ending 16 July Working Party to meet for the first time and

agree workplan (officers to provide a draft
workplan).

Mid September Working Party members to report draft
findings/recommendations to controlling and
opposition groups.

11 October Formal reports to Cherwell Executive and
SNC Cabinet.

Late October/early November Formal decisions made by both Councils.

NOTE: This timeframe enables the results to be included in 2011/12 budget
preparations and effectively allows any resulting recruitment/selection processes
to be completed by the end of January 2011.

30th June 2010
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Improvement and Development Agency for local
government (IDeA)

www.idea.gov.uk
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POSSIBLE QUESTIONS FOR THE CDC/SNC VISIT TO SOUTH
OXFORDSHIRE AND VALE OF WHITE HORSE ON 10 AUGUST 2010
(key questions in bold)

What were the business drivers for the councils when you first
considered moving towards joint working?

Have these changed at all as a result of the changes in direction
and policy coming out of central government?

How clear was the vision of where joint working would end
up?

To what extent were issues of organisational culture and
trust important when you started out, how did you assess
this and did you get it right?

How did you assess the similarities in the areas and
communities covered by the councils and were these
important?

Setting the
direction

At the time Members voted to move to a joint working
arrangement, did they see this as a potentially reversible
arrangement or was it clearly understood to be the start of a
permanent and non-reversible?

How far do your joint working arrangements now go and
over what time have you achieved this? With hindsight,
would you have gone slower or faster?

Have things gone further than was anticipated when joint working
was first proposed?

How did you go about establishing clear and well understood
governance?

Impact on
structure

Who employs your shared staff and to what extent have you
harmonised terms and conditions?

What capacity did you need to drive through the changes at the
start of the process and subsequently and did you estimate this
correctly?

About the
transition What, if any, problems did you experience during the transition in

terms of loss of focus, slippage, reduced performance or anything
else?
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How accurately were you able to identify all of the costs and
savings in advance, and have you achieved the benefits set
out in the original business case for the project?

Were there any lessons that we need to take into account in
putting our business case together about unexpected costs or
benefits?

Have any of the savings been re-invested and in what areas?

Which areas yielded the greatest savings?
e.g.

removal/rationalisation of management tiers
joint working/rationalisation across cross cutting
(corporate) services such as HR, IT and Communications
joint working/rationalisation across vertical services such
as revenues collection, planning and environmental
services
economies of scales reducing annual costs other than
salaries
other.

Were the two councils similarly cost effective when joint
management was introduced and how were the costs and
savings allocated between the two authorities?

Financial
issues

What arrangements have been put in place for monitoring
and scrutinising the benefits, issues and opportunities
arising from joint working, and are these joint
arrangements?
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What were the non-financial benefits to the two organisations, did
they feature in the decision to move forward, and were they what
you anticipated?

Were the same services delivered for less and/or has there
been an added value leading to improvement in the way
services are delivered?

Were there areas where integrating services through proved
particularly easy or beneficial to do? Were there areas where
this was more difficult or less beneficial than expected?

What has been the impact on the performance of the two
organisations?

In particular, is there any indication from performance indicators
that working on a shared basis has raised the performance in
lower performing areas or lowered performance in higher
performing areas?

Has the reduction in management capacity affected the
ability of the two organisations to deliver its key projects?
What has happened to the work that a shared management
team can no longer do? Hasn’t it cascaded downwards
causing overload below?

Do your arrangements make you less or better able to meet
the challenge of ‘Total Place’?

Impact on
service
delivery

What difference has joint working made for the public?

How has the move to a joint senior management team
affected the senior Members in the organisations (Leader,
Portfolio Holders, Committee Chairmen etc)?

How has the move affected backbench Members?

Do Members feel they have the same level of control over the
workings of their Council as previously?

How have you managed to maintain different policies,
values, other things that either organisation holds
dear/makes you distinctive when you have the same officers
working for both of you?

Impact on
Members

Has the sovereignty of the two councils been affected at all?
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What impact has joint working had on the councils’
relationships with larger partners and has there been any
noticeable change in the ability of the two councils to
influence the achievement of their objectives?Impact on

partners
and the
community

What impact has there been in terms of smaller local
partners and the local community? For example, do the
parishes think the ‘local’ feel of their district council had
been lost?

What expectations were staff given at the start of the project
about how far joint working would go and how does this match up
with what has happened in reality?

What, if any, changes did you see in the way staff perform and
how they feel about things?Impact on

staff
To what extent will the joint arrangements restrict each
authority in the future should they need to change how they
work or how they are structured (at whatever level) in order
to respond to local circumstances / changing priorities?

Do Members think joint working has delivered what was
promised?

Did Members get anything, good or bad, as a result of joint
working that they were not expecting?With

hindsight

Knowing what you know now, both about joint working and
given how the world of local government is changing, would
Members make the same decision again?
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APPENDIX 3

Cherwell District Council & South Northamptonshire Council
Joint Working Group

Notes of a Visit to South Oxfordshire District Council (SODC)
and Vale of White Horse District Council (Vale)

at the SODC Council Offices, Benson Lane, Crowmarsh Gifford,
Wallingford, Oxon, OX10 8ED on 10 August 2010 at 2pm

Present: Councillor Ann Ducker, Leader, South Oxfordshire District Council
Councillor Tony De Vere, Leader, Vale of White Horse District Council
Councillor Ken Atack (CDC)
Councillor Dermot Bambridge (SNC)
Councillor Carole Clarke (SNC)
Councillor Diana Dallyn (SNC)
Councillor Michael Gibbard (CDC)
Councillor James Macnamara (CDC)
Councillor John Townsend (SNC)
Councillor Martin Wilson (SNC)
Councillor Barry Wood (CDC)

Officers: Steve Bishop, Strategic Director, South Oxfordshire and Vale of
White Horse District Councils
Mary Harpley, Chief Executive (CDC)
David Price, Director of Community Engagement & Corporate
Services (SNC)
Gina Thomas, HR Manager (SNC)
Beth Baines, Accountancy Manager & Deputy S151 Officer (SNC)
Liz Howlett, Head of Legal & Democratic Services & Monitoring
Officer (CDC)
Nadine Trotman, Corporate Programme Manager (SNC) & Project
Support Officer to the Joint Working Group
Natasha Clark, Senior Democratic & Scrutiny Officer (CDC) &
Administrative Support Officer to the Joint Working Group

Setting the direction

Overview of the process to shared management arrangements

SODC and Vale are fairly similar in size and predominantly rural. Each
council employs approx. 250 FTEs and each outsources many services.
Process began by entering into shared service arrangements for finance
and waste:
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Finance

SODC outsourced financial services contract was due for renewal.
Vale joined re-tender process and single specification was approved by
both sets of Members.
Some elements outsourced and single finance team established for
elements remaining in-house.

Waste

Single specification put out to tender.
Existing contracts had different end dates so each council began when
appropriate.

Shared management arrangements

Realisation that shared management was an opportunity not to be missed.
Business case was presented to both Councils in July 2008.

What were the business drivers for the councils when you first considered
moving towards joint working?

Improve and strengthen management ~ good decision making.
Financial pressures ~ efficiency savings.
Need to be innovative to survive as a district council.
Joint arrangements are the only way for a district council to make
efficiency savings.

How clear was the vision of where joint working would end up?

The paper presented to each Council in July 2008 was clear that agreeing
shared management arrangements was opening a door that would lead to
discussion on shared services.

At the time Members voted to move to a joint working arrangement, did they
see this as a potentially reversible arrangement or was it clearly understood
to be the start of a permanent and non-reversible?

Members were aware that there was no way back once the decision was
made ~ Members had wanted an exit process included the Agreement
between the two councils but once arrangements to share staff in the 4th
tier and below had begun, it was not feasible to reverse the arrangement
due to the cost of doing so/loss of savings (approx. £1m each).
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Impact on structure

How far do your joint working arrangements now go and over what time
have you achieved this? With hindsight, would you have gone slower or
faster?

Shared senior managers:
o Chief Executive ~ reduced from 2 to 1.
o Strategic Directors ~ reduced from 5 to 3.
o Head of Service ~ reduced from 15 to 8.
o Service Managers ~ reduced from 45 to 32.
o Shared 4th tier managers ~ 32 service managers.

Service managers’ first task is to develop business cases for single teams
across the 2 councils.

Members have agreed to consider shared services in all areas except
planning and housing at present.

Pace ~ would not have gone any slower, once the proposal in place it’s
important to move forward as it does lead to a lot of uncertainty for staff.

Each council currently has different IT systems and work is underway
looking at bringing these together.

Who employs your shared staff and to what extent have you harmonised
terms and conditions?

One arrangement for staff in the Ridgeway Partnership (the original joint
finance function):

o Employment is shared and there is 1 set of terms and conditions.
o Each council employs a number of elements of the finance team.
o Staff were TUPE transferred in both directions.

A different arrangement for shared management arrangements.

Chief Executive, Strategic Directors and Heads of Service:
o An appointment panel was established for the CX and Strategic

Directors recruitment.
o Independent consultants were employed (money for this was

included in the business case to help with the process to ensure
proper processes followed and guaranteed openness and
transparency (light touch used for Heads of Service as Members
were more aware of the processes)).

o Business case stated that whoever the successful applicants were
would continue to be employed by their current employer but would
be on secondment to the other council for 50% of their time.

o Senior managers have set days in each office (though flexible to
change as required) ~ makes it easier for Members and staff to
contact/meet senior managers.
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Tier 4 Managers:

o Employees at this level are not paid for 50:50 across the two
councils.

o Division is on a service basis and based on service requirements.

Terms and Conditions:

o All tier 1-4 staff are now on the same terms and conditions across
the two councils

o Working hours and flex system harmonised
o Salaries have not yet been harmonised – deadline agreed with

UNISON for this is 2012.

HR Policies

o Around 1/3 proved similar, 1/3 medium similarity, 1/3 more difficult
to harmonise

o All harmonisation has included staff consultation.

Financial issues

How accurately were you able to identify all of the costs and savings in
advance and have you achieved the benefits set out in the original business
case for the project?

Each Council has a budget of £14/£15m and has saved over £1m (more
than put forward in the business case).

At each stage more money has been saved than projected.

Have any of the savings been reinvested and in what areas?

Savings not reinvested explicitly, rather they have been used to ensure
frontline services in both Councils can be maintained.

Occasionally one of the Councils has decided to invest some of their
savings in a particular service (e.g. Vale now spends more than it did on
Building Control).
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Were the two councils similarly cost effective when joint management was
introduced and how were the costs and savings allocated between the two
authorities?

SODC was/is in a better financial position than Vale.

50:50 shared costs for the top three tiers (with agreement that this could
be 45:55 at any point without triggering the need for discussion).

4th tier level is not 50:50.

each service area is considered on a case by case basis taking account of
service delivery expectations, resources required, projects etc. and this is
reflected in the recharge.

each council does its own budget with its own priorities and needs to
ensure that there are adequate funds to meet these ~ rely on and
confident in officers to ensure that projects are resourced and funded.

What arrangements have been put in place for monitoring and scrutinising
the benefits, issues and opportunities arising from joint working and are
these joint arrangements?

Ridgeway Shared Services Partnership (RSSP) was established as a
strategic board charged with reviewing and monitoring the RSSP. It
involves the Vale and SODC working jointly to deliver shared financial
services.

No formal monitoring of shared management arrangements or
comprehensive review of arrangements to date as this has not been
considered necessary as everything is working so well (though a
monitoring report was submitted to each Council when the process moved
on a stage and approval was being sought for shared 4th tier
management).

Savings have been seen in the budget monitoring reports.

Informal Joint Senior Management Board meets weekly (Leaders, plus 4
other elected members) which looks at and considers issues and reports to
each Executive/Cabinet as appropriate.

Joint policies:
o Much background work is done before they are presented to Full

Council to overcome any differences
o Communication with Members is very important
o If differences cannot be overcome, policies include separate

clauses for each council.
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Impact on service delivery

What were the non-financial benefits to the two organisations, did they
feature in the decision to move forward and were they what you
anticipated?

Some services have become much better ~ more resilient and leaner ~ so
now considering selling own services externally.

Convergence has been seen in service areas:
o Combined performance reports are presented to each council (a

recent development)
o Can easily see if targets for each council are being met and share

best practice.

Important to make officers’ lives as easy as possible so many processes
have been brought together e.g. similar reporting systems and
management styles, same software and report styles.

What difference has joint working made for the public?

Residents aren’t interested; their priorities are good services, low council
tax and better value for money.

Impact on Members

How has the move to a joint senior management team affected the senior
Members in the organisations (Leader, Portfolio Holders, Committee
Chairmen etc)?

Cabinet/Executive members have scheduled meetings with officers and
cabinet briefings are scheduled.

Leader (SODC) now shares a secretary.

How has the move affected backbench Members?

Fear that officers wouldn’t be available but no issues seem to have arisen.

Fear that shared arrangements would lead to a takeover.

The biggest challenge was not losing CX (Vale) or the restructure but the
fear of the backbenchers that the process was a takeover.

Communication with all Members, particularly backbenchers who aren’t
directly involved in the process, is imperative.

Draft business case published on 21 September 2010

Page 32 / 110



How have you managed to maintain different policies, values, other things
that either organisation holds dear/makes you distinctive when you have
the same officers working for both of you?

Service area splits are not 50:50 as at times each council values a certain
service differently ~ the service splits are designed to reflect this and can
be adjusted as required according to projects that arise.

Members trust officers to spend their time fairly on delivering services for
each council.

Has the sovereignty of the two councils been affected at all?

At the time the discussions began, SODC and Vale were working well
together and felt that shared arrangements would show a strong district
identity rather than being pushed into any potential unitary arrangements.

The arrangement works well as long as you are clear where you do differ.

Impact on partners and the community

What impact has joint working had on the councils’ relationships with
larger partners and has there been any noticeable change in the ability of
the two councils to influence the achievement of their objectives?

No feeling of having greater influence over peer districts unless in a district
v. county situation.

LSP Chairmen keen now to discuss joint working.

Have received funding from the Government Office for the South of
England (GOSE) for joint project.

LGA was very impressed and advocated model.

What impact has there been in terms of smaller local partners and the local
community? For example, do the parishes think the ‘local’ feel of their
district council had been lost?

Each council is still involved in its own partnerships.

Impact on staff

What, if any, changes did you see in the way staff perform and how they
feel about things?

Affected staff were offered voluntary redundancy/early retirement which
was taken up by some.
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Officers have been very committed.

There has been a lot of consultation with staff and HR officers and Union
representatives have been available for staff.

Sickness absence now the best ever.

Some management responsibility does get delegated down, but generally
staff have seized the opportunity for personal development ~ there has
been a big investment in middle management training this year.

There have been isolated incidents of managers saying they have too
much work, but these have been easily rectified by line managers.

Morale is generally better at SODC than Vale ~ more SODC officers have
jobs in the new structure.

The Strategic Director personally felt it was very positive and empowering
offering many opportunities.

To what extent will the joint arrangements restrict each authority in the
future should they need to change how they work or how they are
structured (at whatever level) in order to respond to local circumstances /
changing priorities?

Shared services are monitored and can be flexible to changing priorities of
each council.

For internal monitoring reasons to ensure the service split is fair, 4th tier
managers and staff below will undertake time sheet recording twice a year
to ensure that there is no more than the agreed 5% variation to the service
agreement ~ this will ensure the shared service split remains fair and fulfil
the monitoring requirements of the Audit Commission.

Members have confidence in and rely on officers who run the council on a
day to day basis ~ frequent meetings/briefings are held and any
issues/concerns should be picked up early.

With hindsight

Do Members think joint working has delivered what was promised?

Yes.

Did Members get anything, good or bad, as a result of joint working that
they were not expecting?

Very pleased with everything and can’t think of any negatives.
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Knowing what you know now, both about joint working and given how the
world of local government is changing, would Members make the same
decision again?

Yes, no regrets and would highly recommend it to other councils
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Agenda Item 3

Cherwell District Council & South Northamptonshire Council
Joint Working Group

Notes of a Meeting with Simon Baker, Chief Executive, Staffordshire
Moorland District Council (SMDC) and High Peaks Borough Council (HPBC)

at Bodicote House, Bodicote, Banbury, Oxon OX15 4AA
on 25 August 2010 at 2pm

Present: Councillor Ken Atack (CDC)
Councillor Carole Clarke (SNC)
Councillor Colin Clarke (CDC)
Councillor Michael Gibbard (CDC)
Councillor Steven Hollowell (SNC)
Councillor Timothy Jackson-Stopps (SNC)
Councillor Nigel Morris (CDC)
Councillor George Parish (CDC)
Councillor Debbie Pickford (CDC)
Councillor George Reynolds (CDC)
Councillor Dan Sames (CDC)
Councillor Mary Anne Sergison-Brooke (SNC)
Councillor Blake Stimpson (SNC)
Councillor Sally Townsend (SNC)
Councillor Tony Wilkinson (SNC)
Councillor Douglas Williamson (CDC)
Councillor Barry Wood (CDC)

Officers: Simon Baker, Chief Executive Staffordshire Moorlands District
Council and High Peaks Borough Council
Jean Morgan, Chief Executive (SNC)
Steven Shuttleworth, Director of Service Delivery (SNC)
John Hoad, Strategic Director Planning, Housing and Economy
(CDC)
Gina Thomas, HR Manager (SNC)
Stephanie Rew, HR Manager (CDC)
Natasha Clark, Senior Democratic & Scrutiny Officer (CDC) &
Administrative Support Officer to the Joint Working Group

Attachments
Attachment 1 Presentation of Simon Baker
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Setting the direction

Overview of the process to shared management arrangements (see
attached presentation)

There was concern about the future and finances of district councils. All
savings from earlier efficiencies had been exhausted and there was a need
to find new mechanisms for savings.

In July 2007 the Chief Executive of HPBC left and a window of opportunity
was seen.

The SMDC Chief Executive had experience of managing 2 councils having
covered the post at another authority while the Chief Executive was on sick
leave.

In October 2007 HPBC political leaders approached the SMDC Chief
Executive. Consultants were requested to develop a business case in
November 2007. The alliance was launched in December 2007 and a
formal partnership (Concordat) signed in February 2008. The Joint Chief
Executive was formally appointed in May 2008.

What were the business drivers for the councils when you first considered
moving towards joint working?

As above – need to find new mechanisms for saving money and reducing
costs.

Learning opportunities.

Have these changed at all as a result of the changes in direction and policy
coming out of central government?

Element of uncertainty about the future and finances of district councils

How clear was the vision of where joint working would end up?

The 2007 business case presented 5 options for change (slide 5 of
presentation).

Members chose options 3: ‘Formal Partnership with joint approach to the
delivery of key services’.

The vision for the strategic alliance is “to establish a shared approach to
the delivery of key services that will improve the quality of people’s lives in
the two authorities and deliver greater value for money”.
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At the time Members voted to move to a joint working arrangement, did they
see this as a potentially reversible arrangement or was it clearly understood
to be the start of a permanent and non-reversible?

The elected members of both councils supported the process for the most
part though there was some element of nervousness at times.

The Concordat (formal partnership arrangement) allows for each Council
to walk away from the arrangement.

There is an arrangement in place that enables 1 council to get
independent/separate advice if they do not wish to do something that the
other does (this has not happened to date however).

Impact on structure

How far do your joint working arrangements now go and over what time
have you achieved this? With hindsight, would you have gone slower or
faster?

See slide 6 of the presentation for timeline of implementation for joint
management structure.

The number of senior staff has reduced from 37 to 21 (1 CX, 3 Executive
Directors, Assistant Chief Executive and 17 Heads of Service) and it is
anticipated this will be reduced further.

Following agreement of the Transformation Programme in February 2010,
an evaluation process identified a list of services including quick wins (e.g.
chief executive support) and those with potential for whole service
transformation.

A Joint Transformation Team supported heads of services and their teams
to develop business cases. 19 services developed business cases with a
small number being selected for whole service transformation projects
including environmental services and property services.

There are a number of shared services: combined ground maintenance,
joint clean team, environmental health, joint chief executive team, including
combined policy function.

The process did not move as fast as authorities now considering shared
management arrangements could contemplate as they can learn from the
experiences of others.
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Who employs your shared staff and to what extent have you harmonised
terms and conditions?

The Chief Executive has a contract with both Councils which includes
terms regarding processes should the councils fall out or 1 lose faith.

The 3 directors are jointly employed.

The Heads of Service are employed by the LA they came from.

Generally staff are employed by their previous employer and this was
under the terms and conditions of the previous employer, but terms and
conditions have recently been harmonised.

HR have developed a new payscale and progression points and a job
evaluation scheme which all employees have now been migrated to:

o This was a more difficult project than moving to joint terms and
conditions as the payscales were different at each council meaning
staff in the same teams were on different pay.

o This was a cost neutral project.
o There were losses and gains for staff from both councils.
o The trade unions were consulted throughout and were in favour.
o The progression criteria is linked to performance.
o The job evaluation scheme is a hybrid of each authorities own

scheme.

Originally there was to be no single set of core values. However now there
is a combined set of norms that all staff work to.

Learning and development:
o Due to the pace there was little time for training, so practical

learning was key - staff were given targets and a transformation
programme and asked to deliver, which the majority have.

o A new appraisal system for the two councils is now being
implemented from which training needs can be identified, and a
learning and development plan will be developed.

A project is currently underway to develop combined policies e.g. health
and safety.

About the transition

What capacity did you need to drive through the changes at the start of the
process and did you estimate this correctly?

Consultants were used to develop the business case. As one of the first
organisations considered joint management arrangements funding was
obtained for this.
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The use of consultants was to provide external validation.

There was a general feeling that staff wanted to work things out
themselves and steps were taken in bite size chunks.

What, if any, problems did you experience during the transition in terms of
loss of focus, slippage, reduced performance or anything else?

There was initially concern that there would be increased mileage claims.
Pool cars were introduced to address this.

There was a problem with ICT and access at both locations, and both
councils previously used different ICT systems. The business case to
combine ICT was 3 years. An expense was incurred to install new ICT
pipes due to the location of the HPBC offices.

Financial issues

How accurately were you able to identify all of the costs and savings in
advance and have you achieved the benefits set out in the original business
case for the project?

See slide 14 of the presentation for the financial impacts.

The estimated cumulative savings to 2010/11 are £1,278k which is purely
attributable to combining management and sharing services.

The more that you do, the more savings you will realise. It is anticipated
that big savings will be realised with sharing transactional services.

Were there any lessons that we need to take into account in putting our
business case together about unexpected costs or benefits?

Generally you need to spend some money to save money – each business
case should be looked at on its own merits.

Have any of the savings been reinvested and in what areas?

Members are keen to reinvest savings – no savings have been labelled
‘alliance’, they go to each council.

Both councils are keen on supporting environmental enhancements so
some savings have been reinvested in this area.

Some savings have been banked.

Were the two councils similarly cost effective when joint management was
introduced and how were the costs and savings allocated between the two
authorities?
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Each council had a similar net annual budget – SMDC: £13m, HPDC:
£12m.

The Concordat states that the two councils agree to share equally the
costs associated with the investigation and implementation of the agreed
areas of joint working.

Impact on service delivery

What were the non-financial benefits to the two organisations, did they
feature in the decision to move forward and were they what you
anticipated?

HPBC was the junior partner but saw the proposal as an opportunity to
improve – audit letters state that the council has improved.

Were the same services delivered for less and / or has been there an added
value leading to improvement in the way services are delivered?

Were there areas where integrating services proved particularly easy or
beneficial to do?

The transformation programme cross referenced and plotted all services
on a graph which identified the ease of sharing and the potential savings
(slide 10 of the presentation).

‘Quick wins’ such as shared Chief Executive and a combined performance
management service went ahead quickly.

Need to realise though that you can’t do everything so you need to
prioritise.

Currently in the third year of the process and at the second stage –
bringing together more difficult services such as developing a single
customer call centre.

What has been the impact on the performance of the two organisations?

Both councils have measurably improved performance at a reduced cost.
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Has the reduction in management capacity affected the ability of the two
organisations to deliver its key projects?

Each council has different priorities. 1 Head of Service with staff in each
office is tasked with addressing the individual priorities.

Need to be ruthless in prioritising what needs to be done – no projects
have fallen off the radar.

What difference has joint working made for the public?

None, the public are interested in the best service possible.

Impact on Members

How has the move to a joint senior management team affected the senior
Members in the organisations (Leader, Portfolio Holders, Committee
Chairmen etc)?

The politics of both councils is changeable.

Elected Members generally do not see each other.

The two Executives meet together once or twice a year, the Leaders meet
and PfHs talk as required.

How has the move affected backbench Members?

At HPBC the most opposition came from Conservative backbenchers who
complained that the process was too slow.

There was some nervousness but generally politicians have been
supportive and feel that it won’t be an election issue next year.

There is one joint scrutiny panel.

The same reports are produced for both councils and considered at the
respective meetings.

As directors are undertaking more strategic work, Members have more
contact with Heads of Service.

Heads of Service have been allocated to wards in the authority they did not
previously work for and managers spend time with the elected member
getting to know the area.
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Has the sovereignty of the two councils been affected at all?

No, the arrangement is shared management and services overlaying two
democratic organisations. The two councils’ identities remain different.

Impact on partners and the community

What have been the challenges for politicians and officers working across
two counties and regions?

The two respective counties were nervous e.g. about overlapping
strategies, but the SMDC and HPBC have assured the counties that the
alliance is not a platform for a unitary local authority.

Need to coordinate meeting dates and attendance.

What have been the opportunities for politicians and officers working
across two counties and regions?

The regional issue has only presented benefits – more access to
information and funds.

Have obtained money and extra resources for some projects.

Increased capacity in key areas and can call on expertise from two county
councils.

Each council talks to the other before talking to anyone else.

It is not a ‘monogamous relationship’ however and each council has other
arrangements with other local authorities.

LEP arrangements for the two councils may be different.

Impact on staff

What expectations were staff given at the start of the project about how far
joint working would go and how did/do they feel about things?

Members wanted to involve staff in the change programme – staff from the
respective services have developed business cases together within the
framework.

The Chief Executive has an office at both councils, though for the first year
of appointment, with the agreement of the Leaders, he was based in
HPBC. Now he spends a few days in each office, these are not set days bit
as required.
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Initial relationships were difficult (before a shared management team was
implemented) as the CX was chairing two management teams with
anxious staff due to the future proposed changes.

There are now less staff working in the two councils, but those who have
stayed feel better.

Compulsory redundancy has been avoided, but lots of staff have left
voluntarily.

There has been no external recruitment in 3 years.

Staff were not forced to move office bases, but some volunteered.

With hindsight

Do Members think joint working has delivered what was promised and
would they make the same decision again?

The process may not have started had the vacancy at HPBC not arisen but
once the decision was made members were keen to move fast.

Without member support nothing will happen – don’t need to be sure of
where you’ll end up, ensure you have support and once you start keep
going.
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Cherwell District Council & South Northamptonshire Council
Joint Working Group

Notes of a Visit to East Hampshire District Council (EHDC) and
Havant Borough Council (HBC) at the

EHDC Council Offices, Penns Place, Petersfield, GU31 4EX
on 1 September 2010 at 1pm

Present: Councillor Patrick Burridge, Interim Leader, East Hampshire
District Council
Councillor Michael Gibbard (CDC)
Councillor Debbie Pickford (CDC)
Councillor George Reynolds (CDC)

Officers: Sandy Hopkins, Chief Executive, East Hampshire District Council
and Havant Borough Council
Tom Horwood, Head of Communications, Customer and IT
Services, East Hampshire District Council (present 1pm – 2pm)
Mary Harpley, Chief Executive (CDC)
Jean Morgan, Chief Executive (SNC)
Martin Henry, Head of Finance (SNC)
Gina Thomas, HR Manager (SNC)
Natasha Clark, Senior Democratic & Scrutiny Officer (CDC) &
Administrative Support Officer to the Joint Working Group

Attachments
Attachment 1 East Hampshire and Havant Councils Individual

Management Structures

Attachment 2 East Hampshire and Havant Councils Proposed Joint
Management Structure

Setting the direction

Overview of the process to shared management arrangements

A shared Chief Executive was appointed in October 2009.

Between October 2009 and April 2010 the CEX implemented a change
management programme between the two councils in order to progress
the partnership between the two organisations.

The shared CEX delivered some savings (£59k), however, to achieve
greater savings and efficiencies a business case of proposals for the
sharing of the Management team was considered and agreed by each
Council in May/June 2010.
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The recruitment process for the shared management team took place in
July 2010.

Executive Directors and Heads will be in post from October 2010 and will
be tasked with looking at shared services.

What were the business drivers for the councils when you first considered
moving towards joint working?

The key organisational drivers for exploring such a partnership
arrangement include:

o Cost savings in overheads of a shared management of
approximately £587,000 before transitional costs and any
reinvestment to cover any backfilling/capacity costs is taken into
consideration.

o Seeking further efficiency and effectiveness in service delivery
through shared functions.

o Improved innovation and creativity through sharing of skills.
o Improved capacity to deliver services.
o Improved sustainability as a ‘district council’.
o Resilience and attractiveness in two-tier and commercial markets as

a provider and customer.
o Meeting the political objective of smaller and more efficient

Government.

Have these changed at all as a result of the changes in direction and policy
coming out of central government?

Both Councils recognise that the external environment will require a new
approach to change management to help deliver organisations that are fit
for purpose into the future.

Included in the business case is reference to the:
o Comprehensive Spending Review.
o Coalition Government commitment to devolve power.

How clear was the vision of where joint working would end up?

Both Councils have developed improvement programmes in recent years
and delivered efficiency savings and performance improvements as well as
income generation initiatives.

The shared CEX entered her role in October 2009 and in the following six
months six months a change management programme has been
implemented and managed by a Joint Management Team and its
nominated steering group (the JMT consists of the Officer Leadership
Team in East Hampshire and the Executive Management Team in Havant.
Nominated representatives have formed a steering group to manage the
change programme and the CEX chairs the group).
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Joint Cabinet meetings have been held since August 2009. In September
2009 a provisional list of priorities was discussed and in January 2010 a
‘Route Map’ for moving forward was agreed by a meeting of the two
Cabinets.

The CEX outlined proposals for shared management within the Route Map
document including the vision for an integrated management team,
functions and models for delivery and options for taking forward the
integrated management and services. A joint political vision, with
objectives and priorities for shared services, was also finalised.

Impact on structure

How far do your joint working arrangements now go and over what time
have you achieved this? With hindsight, would you have gone slower or
faster?

Shared Chief Executive – in post October 2009.

Shared Executive Directors and Heads – in post October 2010.

Executive Heads will be tasked with working up business cases for shared
services which will be considered on a case by case basis by each
Council.

Between the two authorities there were 5 Director level roles (including a
Deputy Chief Executive post at East Hampshire District Council) and 16
Heads of Service/Senior Managers reporting to the Directors. Of the
Service Heads reporting to Directors, there were 10 positions with
corporate responsibility as a member of the management team
(Attachment 1).

Senior management numbers have reduced across the two organisations
from 8: 1 CEX, 2 Executive Directors, 5 Executive Heads (Attachment 2).

All posts have been filled internally with the exception of 1 which will be
advertised externally.

During the recruitment process3 staff took voluntary redundancy, 1
compulsory redundancy and a number left.

The vacant post is for the S151 Officer, interim arrangements are in place
at present however once the post is filled the S151 Officer will be shared
between the two organisations – EHDC and HBC will be going with the
models that are currently working and envisage no problems having a
shared S151 Officer.
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The Monitoring Officer has not been affected yet as it is a tier 4 post but
will be affected in the next phase – believe that legal services will be a
good service to share ~ increased expert/specialist base for both councils.

With regard to shared services, HBC currently has its own parking
enforcement service which EDHC is looking to join and implementing the
same service in East Hants:

o Each councils overview and scrutiny committees are independently
scrutinizing the proposals

o A joint Cabinet meeting will be held to consider the final proposals
although each Cabinet will make its own decision

How did you go about establishing clear and well understood governance?

The Business Plan which was agreed by both Councils outlined the formal
governance structures to take the work forward which include two small
member-led groups to provide political and strategic direction to the Joint
Service Improvement Programme:

o Joint Shared Services and Business Transformation Board –
focusing on partnering opportunities, shared-service, value for
money, cost reduction and income generation (excluding property
asset management).

o Joint Organisational Development Board – focusing on HR, Re-
structure, Communication and People Strategy.

Who employs your shared staff and to what extent have you harmonised
terms and conditions?

All shared management posts were advertised as ‘joint’ to make it clear
that the post would cover both organisations.

The CEX is employed by HBC (previous employer) and has a contract with
EHDC as Head of Paid Service.

The Joint Executive Management Team will stay with their original
employer but will have a change to their contracts.

There has been no harmonisation of policies yet – the thinking was that it
was better to move forward and more efficiencies would be achieved by
implementing the shared management team and then looking at
harmonising policies that vice versa .

About the transition

What capacity did you need to drive through the changes at the start of the
process and did you estimate this correctly?

Support for the recruitment of the shared senior management team was
provided by SOLACE:
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o All posts (Executive Director and Heads) were advertised with
generic job descriptions.

o An assessment day was held for applicants (run by SOLACE) which
aimed to determine the skill set of applicants and what level they
were performing at.

o Staff were appointed to a role that was not based on the previous
post they held e.g. Head of Planning not appointed as Executive
Head (Planning & Built Environment).

o All of the Executive team have been appointed on a 3 or 6 month
trial basis.

What, if any, problems did you experience during the transition in terms of
loss of focus, slippage, reduced performance or anything else?

Different Constitutional requirements
o EHDC: Senior management posts must be ratified by Council; CEX

and S151 Officer ratify redundancies.
o HBC: Leader and CEX appoint senior managers; Staffing Matters

Committee must ratify redundancies.
o Delegated powers ~ these vary between the two councils. This will

be considered in due course by the two Leaders.
Branding – some discussion around how this should work for business
cards, letter heads etc.

o CEX has joint business cards and headed paper.

Financial issues

How accurately were you able to identify all of the costs and savings in
advance and have you achieved the benefits set out in the original business
case for the project?

To date the savings for the shared management team have been £0.5m
(£0.25m for each council).

To achieve real savings it is necessary to amend / streamline / improve
bureaucratic processes – you cannot keep cutting services to save money.

Were there any lessons that we need to take into account in putting our
business case together about unexpected costs or benefits?

It is important to ensure compatible ICT systems as soon as possible – this
is the platform to everything else working and as this had not been
immediately addressed caused reduced productivity at EHDC and HBC.
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Were the two councils similarly cost effective when joint management was
introduced and how were the costs and savings allocated between the two
authorities?

The two councils had similar revenue budgets (EHDC – net £14; HBC –
net £18m) and council tax requirements (EHDC - £6m; HBC - £8.3m).

The savings have been shared 50:50.

The costs were divided according to each authority's liability which
equated to HBC – 65% and EHDC – 35%. The Auditors were happy with
this arrangement.

What arrangements have been put in place for monitoring and scrutinising
the benefits, issues and opportunities arising from joint working and are
these joint arrangements?

The two Governance Boards play a key role in this.

The two councils Overview & Scrutiny Committees also scrutinize
separately.

Impact on service delivery

What were the non-financial benefits to the two organisations, did they
feature in the decision to move forward and were they what you
anticipated?

Improved innovation and creativity through sharing of skills.

Improved capacity to deliver services.

Improved sustainability as a ‘district council’.

Resilience and attractiveness in two-tier and commercial markets as a
provider and customer.

Has the reduction in management capacity affected the ability of the two
organisations to deliver its key projects?

Each organisation maintains its own key projects.

Project Directors within the joint management structure provide a strategic
project management role for two significant regeneration based
programmes of work taking place in the organisations:

o South & East Hampshire Public Service Village (HBC)
o Whitehill & Borden Regeneration (EHDC)
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The Director Public Service Village is for one year only and the Project
Director Whitehill Bordon is funded 100% by the Government.

Each council has its own LDF which are at different stages in the process.

What difference has joint working made for the public?

Cllr Burridge reported that feedback he had from residents was that they
were concerned with efficient services. He believed it was a vote winning
policy ~ maintaining services with a streamlined workforce is better than
making service cuts.

Impact on Members

How has the move to a joint senior management team affected the senior
Members in the organisations (Leader, Portfolio Holders, Committee
Chairmen etc)?

There have previously been Joint Cabinet meetings and these will be held
in the future for consideration of business cases:

o Feeling that it is more efficient and cost effective to present the
business case once rather than holding two separate meetings ~
halving overheads to manage the cost of democracy, also helps
build relationships.

o Each Cabinet will vote and make its own decision on each business
case.

CEX has weekly meetings with the Leader/Deputy Leader.

There was a perception by some Cabinet members that the CEX would
have less time for face to face meetings – CEX has said that she can be
contacted 24/7 but has received few calls.

How has the move affected backbench Members?

HBC voted unanimously to move forward.

EHDC ~ some underlying political issues behind the scenes so the
decision was not unanimous (6 abstentions, none against).

Important to consult with members regularly but be careful with the
terminology used, e.g. ‘merger’ has negative connotations.
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Do Members feel they have the same level of control over the workings of
their council as previously? Has the sovereignty of the two councils been
affected at all?

Members are clear that EHDC and HBC remain two democratically
accountable organisations but they can share officer resources.

Members need to remain sovereign but management and the delivery of
services can be shared.

Impact on partners and the community

What impact has joint working had on the council’s relationship with larger
partners and has there been any noticeable changes in the ability of the two
councils to influence the achievement of their objectives?

Both councils have external arrangements/contracts with other partners
e.g. EHDC and Winchester for waste; HBC and Winchester for internal
audit:

o It is important to ensure that staff have the skill sets to manage
these contracts/SLAs for two organisations.

The dynamics have changed with other partners:
o The police force is assessing its own way of working.
o The fire service has appointed single Commander for two areas.
o The PCT restructure place EHDC and HBC in the same area.
o Private sector organisations have been setting their areas differently

with the view that it is better to work with one CX.

HBC would argue that they have more influence over the county council
who move more quickly to get things done ~ the county approaches the
district/borough as it is seemed preferable to deal with one CX who covers
two authorities.

What impact has there been in terms of smaller local partners and the local
community? For example, do the parishes think the ‘local’ feel of their
district council has been lost?

Parishes in the south of EHDC had a feeling of isolation but now with
shared arrangements they can more easily access services in Havant
which is closer.
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Impact on staff

What expectations were staff given at the start of the project about how far
joint working would go and how does this match up with what has
happened in reality?

It is very important to communicate with staff and essential to keep staff
motivated particularly in the current climate when the media are picking up
on perceived local government efficiencies.

Staff need to understand the vision and be assured that the Leaders and
CEX are clear about the direction and what is happening.

EHDC and HBC have different intranets so a joint website was established
to communicate with staff.

What, if any, changes did you see in the way staff perform and how they
feel about things?

There was no senior management level resistance during the move to a
shared senior management team.

From 1 October the business cases for shared service will be developed
and it is expected that the outcomes will be decided by April 2011 ~ fourth
tier managers are excited about the opportunities but nervous about the
potential personal impact.

Staff have to get used to different ways Members at each authority work
e.g. EHDC and HBC have different ways of Member/Officer
communication:

o HBC has a protocol in place whereby Members should contact the
Customer Service Centre in the first instance rather than officers
directly.

Neither the CEX nor the senior management team have offices at either
location.

With hindsight

Knowing what you know now, both about joint working and given how the
world of local government is changing, would Members make the same
decision again?

Yes, “if you don’t do it, it will happen to you”.

General advice in hindsight.

Imperative to understand the two organisations and the differences.
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A good relationship between the political leaders is important.

Never assume anything.

Communication with Members and staff is extremely important.

“Do it”.

You will realise savings and other opportunities that you hadn’t anticipated.

Challenge yourselves.

Be clear about where you are and where you want to get to, as this helps
allay the concerns of staff and Members.
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VACANT
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APPENDIX 6

DATED

Agreement

between

(1) Cherwell District Council

and

(2) South Northamptonshire Council

An agreement under section 113 of the Local Government Act 1972 for the
employment by the Councils of a shared senior management team and for

the placing at the disposal of the one Council members of that team
employed by the other for the purposes of their functions

Liz Howlett
Head of Legal & Democratic Services
Cherwell District Council
Bodicote House
Bodicote
Banbury
Oxfordshire
OX15 4AA

Kevin Lane
Head of Corporate Services
South Northamptonshire
Council
Springfields
Towcester
Northamptonshire
NN12 6AE
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THIS AGREEMENT is made on the DATE day of MONTH
BETWEEN

(1) Cherwell District Council whose principal office is at Bodicote House
Bodicote Banbury Oxfordshire OX15 4AA (“Cherwell”)

and

(2) South Northamptonshire Council whose principal office is at Springfields
Towcester Northamptonshire NN12 6AE (“South Northamptonshire”)

1. Background

1.1 Section 113 (1) of the Local Government Act 1972 provides that a local
authority may enter into an agreement with another local authority for the
placing at the disposal of the latter for the purposes of their functions, on
such terms as may be provided by the agreement, of the services of
officers employed by the former.

1.2 At their respective Executive and Cabinet meetings on July 12th 2010 the
Councils decided by various resolutions to explore the creation of a shared
senior management team for Cherwell and South Northamptonshire

1.3 At their meetings on 3rd November 2010 the Councils resolved to enter into
this Agreement and approve the creation of a shared senior management
team for Cherwell and South Northamptonshire.

NOW IT IS HEREBY AGREED as follows

2. Definitions

In this Agreement the following terms shall have the following meanings

Term Meaning
Chief Executive the Chief Executive of the Councils initially to be

appointed pursuant to sub clause 8.1
Clause a Clause in this Agreement
Commencement Date 2010
Council Cherwell or South Northamptonshire as the case

may be
Councils both Cherwell and South Northamptonshire
Executive Arrangements shall be construed in accordance with Part II of

the Local Government Act 2000
Expenses shall be interpreted in accordance with Clause 6
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Intellectual Property
Rights

all rights available for the protection of any
discovery invention name design process or work
in which copyright or any rights in the nature of
copyright subsist and all patents copyrights
registered designs design rights trade marks
service marks and other forms of protection from
time to time subsisting in relation to the same
including the right to apply for any such protection
and trade secrets and other unpublished
information

The Joint Committees the Joint Working Group and the Joint Personnel
Committee

The Joint Working Group the Joint Working Group established by the
Executive at Cherwell and the Cabinet at South
Northamptonshire

The Joint Personnel
Committee

the Joint Personnel Committee established by the
resolutions of the Councils of November 3rd 2010

Legal Adviser the Head of Legal and Democratic Services or
equivalent officer of Cherwell and or the Head of
Corporate Services or equivalent officer of South
Northamptonshire

Monitoring Officer the officer or officers appointed under section 5 of
the Local Government and Housing Act 1989

Senior Officers the Senior Officers employed within the Shared
Senior Management Team

Shared Senior
Management Team

the Shared Senior Management Team
established by Clause 5

Section 151 Officer the officer appointed under Section 151 of the
Local Government Act 1972

3. Preliminary

3.1 This Agreement is made pursuant to

(a) Sections 101 and 102 of the Local Government Act 1972 (delegation
to joint committees);

(b) Section 112 of the Local Government Act 1972 (duty to appoint
officers);

(c) Section 113 of the Local Government Act 1972 (power to place staff
at the disposal of other local authorities);

(d) Section 3 of the Local Government Act 1999 (duty to secure best
value);
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(e) Section 2 of the Local Government Act 2000 (power to promote
economic social and environmental well being)

(f) Sections 14 and 20 of the Local Government Act 2000 and The Local
Authorities (Arrangements for the Discharge of Functions) (England)
Regulations 2000/2851 (joint arrangements for the exercise of
executive functions)

and all other enabling powers.

3.2 This Agreement has been entered into by the Councils by virtue of the
resolution of the Councils of the 3rd November 2010.

3.3 This Agreement shall commence on the Commencement Date and shall
only be terminated pursuant to the provisions of Clause 7.

4. The Joint Committees

4.1 The Councils have established the Joint Committees.

4.2 The Joint Working Group shall have the terms of reference agreed by the
Councils on 3rd November 2010 or such other amended terms of reference
as they may recommend to the Councils and as the Councils shall
approve.

4.3 The Joint Working Group shall not be a formal joint committee within the
meaning of the Local Government Acts unless and until resolved
otherwise.

4.4 The Joint Personnel Committee shall have the terms of reference agreed
by the Councils on 3 November 2010 shall be a joint committee within the
meaning of section 101 (5) of the Local Government Act 1972 and shall be
politically balanced for each Council in accordance with Part I of the Local
Government & Housing Act 1989.

4.5 The Joint Personnel Committee shall be serviced by Cherwell in
accordance with its constitution and the Joint Working Group shall be
serviced by South Northamptonshire in accordance with its constitution
unless otherwise agreed in writing between the Councils and where there
is any conflict with the terms of this Agreement then this Agreement shall
prevail.

4.6 Notwithstanding Clause 6 (Expenses) below each Council shall meet any
cost that they incur arising from meetings of the Joint Committees.

4.7 The Joint Committees shall take into account advice from the Senior
Officers and officers of the Councils.
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4.8 The Joint Working Group shall meet on at least four occasions a year. One
of those meetings shall be scheduled to ensure that any proposed salary
budgets can be properly and fully considered by each of the Councils as
part of their respective budget-making processes.

4.9 The Joint Personnel Committee shall meet on at least one occasion each
year.

4.10 Where decisions are taken by the Joint Committees the following principles
and conditions shall apply:

(a) the Joint Committees shall have proper regard to any relevant
resolution of one Council provided that such resolution is not to the
detriment of the other Council;

(b) the Joint Committees shall satisfy themselves that any inter Council
consultation has been carried out;

(c) the taking of decisions shall be subject to there being appropriate and
adequate budgetary provision by the Councils;

(d) any decision which could have legal implications shall be taken in
consultation with the Legal Adviser;

(e) any decision which could have financial implications shall be taken in
consultation with the Section 151 Officer;

(f) any decision which could involve the exercise by the Monitoring
Officer of any of his or her powers shall be taken in consultation with
him or her or in his or her absence the Deputy Monitoring Officer.

4.11 The Joint Committees shall not be bodies corporate or have the functions
of acquiring or holding assets employing staff or entering into contracts.

5. The Shared Senior Management Team and the application of section
113 of the Local Government Act 1972

5.1 The Councils hereby establish the Shared Senior Management Team
which shall include the Chief Executive and such other Senior Officers as
the Councils may agree and any other Senior Officers shall be statutory
non statutory or deputy chief officers within the meaning of section 2 of the
Local Government and Housing Act 1989 PROVIDED ALWAYS that the
Councils may also appoint deputy chief officers who are not members of
the Shared Senior Management Team.

5.2 The Senior Officers may be employed by either one of the Councils and
having been so employed shall forthwith be placed at the disposal of the
Council who is not their employer.
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5.3 For superannuation purposes service rendered by an officer of one of the
Councils whose services are placed at the disposal of the other in
pursuance of section 113 of the Local Government Act 1972 and hence in
pursuance of this Agreement is service rendered to the Council by whom
he is employed but any such officer shall be treated for the purposes of
any enactment relating to the discharge of functions as an officer of the
other Council and Senior Officers may act and shall have powers to act
under the constitutions of the Councils.

5.4 The Senior Officers shall divide their time fairly and reasonably between
the Councils and shall not show bias towards one Council vis-a-vis the
other. The Chief Executive will use reasonable endeavours to achieve in
as timely a way as is practicable a position where each Senior Officer’s
time is divided between the Councils on as equal a basis as possible.

5.5 The Chief Executive shall be the shared Head of Paid Service in respect of
the workforce of the Councils.

5.6 By February 2011or by such other date as may be resolved by the
Councils the Councils shall appoint Senior Officers to fill the posts of
Directors and by March 2011 or by such other date as may be resolved by
the Councils Heads of Service within the Shared Senior Management
Team serving the Councils by arrangements drawn up by the Head of Paid
Service and put to the Joint Working Group and confirmed by the Councils.

5.7 The Joint Working Group shall establish protocols to deal with (1) conflicts
of interests of individual officers in the Shared Senor Management Team
and (2) the roles of individual officers in the Shared Senor Management
Team in providing advice to the Councils jointly and separately by no later
than six months after the Commencement Date.

6. Expenses

6.1 The costs and savings arising from the creation of the Shared Senior
Management Team shall be apportioned as follows:

6.1.1 the one-off redundancy and associated pension costs in the ratio 60
(sixty) percent Cherwell /40 (forty) per cent South Northamptonshire
which reflects the maximum financial risk to which each Council is
exposed;

6.1.2 the one-off costs of retaining recruitment consultants shall be
apportioned equally;

6.1.3 the ongoing salary and on-costs superannuation training travel and
incidental costs of the Shared Senior Management Team and the
costs incurred in managing the Joint Committees shall be
apportioned equally unless there are material factors that dictate
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that a different apportionment is appropriate in any particular
financial year;

6.1.4 any proposal to apportion or share on-going costs other than on an
equal shares basis in a particular year shall only be made following
a resolution of each Council's Executive and Cabinet respectively
on the recommendation of the Joint Working Group and in the case
of an apportionment that is a departure from the budget by each
Council that so necessitates by its full Council.

6.2 The management and administration of the Joint Personnel Committee
shall be carried out by Cherwell and the management and administration
of the Joint Working Group shall be carried out by South Northamptonshire
unless otherwise agreed in writing by the Councils.

6.3 The Section 151 Officer shall account to each of the Councils annually
regarding the expenses of the Shared Senior Management Team by not
later than 30th June following the end of the relevant financial year and
shall render valid VAT invoices accordingly.

6.4 Costs incurred in the event of termination shall be apportioned in
accordance with Clause 8 below.

7. Termination and Review

7.1 This Agreement shall continue unless terminated in accordance with this
Clause 7 PROVIDED ALWAYS THAT the provisions of this Clause 7
shall be subject to any other provision of this Agreement extending
financial liability beyond termination.

7.2 Subject always to the other sub paragraphs of this Clause 7 this
Agreement may be terminated either:

(a) unilaterally by one Council by resolution of its full Council: or

(b) by agreement by both Councils by resolutions of their respective full
Councils on the recommendation of one of the Joint Committees.

7.3 Where one of the Councils proposes to withdraw from the Agreement for
whatever reason that Council shall invoke the informal dispute resolution
process set out in Clause 10. If that informal process is not successful the
Council wishing to withdraw shall prepare a report to one or both of the
Joint Committees setting out its reasons. If the Joint Committees either or
both of them acting reasonably cannot remedy the problem and such
remedy may include invoking the formal dispute resolution in Clause 10
below within a reasonable time to the reasonable satisfaction of the
Council proposing to withdraw then the Council proposing to withdraw shall
be at liberty acting always under its constitution to withdraw from this
Agreement.
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7.4. Where the reasons for the proposed withdrawal involve a proposal by an
employing Council to suspend dismiss or discipline a Senior Officer and
the Joint Personnel Committee acting reasonably cannot remedy the
problem within a reasonable time to the reasonable satisfaction of the
Council proposing to withdraw and such remedy may include invoking
Clause 10 (Dispute Resolution) below then the employing Council shall be
at liberty acting always under its constitution to suspend dismiss or
discipline and withdraw from this Agreement.

7.5 Where the reasons for the proposed withdrawal involve a proposal by a
Council to suspend dismiss or discipline a particular member of the other
Council's staff and the Joint Personnel Committee acting reasonably
cannot remedy the problem within a reasonable time to the reasonable
satisfaction of the Council proposing to withdraw and such remedy may
include invoking Clause 10 (Dispute Resolution) then the Council so
proposing shall be at liberty acting always under its constitution to
withdraw from this Agreement.

7.6 Where either of the Councils terminates or withdraws from this Agreement
it shall do so by giving to the other not less than six months' prior written
notice and such a decision to terminate or withdraw may only be made by
the relevant Council acting by its full Council.

7.7 In the event of a termination for any reason the Councils shall:

(a) co-operate in terminating modifying restructuring assigning or
novating contractual arrangements entered into to mutual advantage
and properly and timeously execute any documents necessary;

(b) use best endeavours to secure an amicable financial settlement;

(c) immediately transfer or return any property including data belonging
to the other Council;

(d) ensure that each Council is allocated a fair and reasonable proportion
of the members of the Shared Senior Management Team subject to
any necessary actions being taken as required by employment law or
by the policies of the transferring council so that (1) each Council can
maintain continuity in the provision of its services at the same level of
effectiveness and efficiency as if this Agreement had not been
terminated and (2) they become employed by the Council to which
they are transferred.

7.8 In the event of a termination however and whenever occurring the costs
consequential upon such termination including costs of recruitment
selection administration but not salary costs after the date of termination
shall be apportioned equally between the Councils and each Council shall
indemnify and keep indemnified the other Council in respect of that
Council's share from and against any actions and causes of action claims
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demands proceedings damages losses costs charges and expenses
whatsoever arising from or in connection with such early termination or
withdrawal and such indemnity shall continue after the termination of this
Agreement.

7.9 The Councils may review and seek to amend this Agreement from time to
time and in any event shall carry out a review as to the efficacy and
relevance of its terms after the first anniversary of the Commencement
Date and any changes agreed shall come into effect on the second
anniversary of the Commencement Date. Thereafter the Councils shall
carry out further reviews at least every five years unless otherwise agreed.
All changes arising upon such reviews shall only take effect upon the
completion and sealing of a formal amending Agreement.

7.10 No deletion, addition or modification to this Agreement shall be valid
unless agreed in writing and sealed by the Councils.

8. Head of Paid Service: Application of section 4 of the Local
Government and Housing Act 1989

8.1 The Chief Executive will be appointed Head of Paid Service by the
Councils at meetings to be held by the end of January 2011 or by such
other dates as may be resolved by the Councils on the recommendation of
the Joint Personnel Committee.

8.2 The Councils shall provide that officer with such staff accommodation and
other resources as are in his or her opinion sufficient to allow his or her
duties to be performed.

8.3 It shall be the duty of the Head of Paid Service where he or she considers
it appropriate to do so in respect of any proposals of his or hers with
respect to any of the matters specified in Clause 9.4 below to prepare a
report to either one or both of the Councils setting out his or her proposals.

8.4. These matters are:

(a) the manner in which the discharge by either one or both of
the Councils of their different functions is co-ordinated;

(b) the number and grades of staff required by the Councils for
the discharge of their functions;

(c) the organisation of the staff of the Councils; and

(d) the appointment and proper management of the staff of the
Councils.
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8.5 It shall be the duty of the Head of Paid Service as soon as practicable after
he or she has prepared such a report to arrange for a copy of it to be sent
to each member of either one or both of the Councils as appropriate.

8.6 It shall be the duty of each of the Councils separately to consider any such
report by the Head of Paid Service at a meeting held not more than three
months after copies of the report are first sent to members of one or both
of the Councils.

9. Head of Paid Service: Supplementary

9.1 Without prejudice to Clause 8 above it shall be the duty of the Head of
Paid Service to ensure that all members (and non-Executive members in
particular) have such access to and support from all officers of their
Council and in particular to the Head of Paid Service and Shared Senior
Management Team as they may reasonably expect.

9.2 Without prejudice to Clause 8 above the duties of the Head of Paid Service
shall include advising the Joint Committees and the respective Executive
and Cabinet of each Council in respect of executive functions within the
meaning of the Local Authorities (Functions and Responsibilities)
Regulations 2000 (as amended) or the full Council or relevant committee
of each Council in respect of non executive functions within the meaning of
the said regulations and the duty of the Head of Paid Service to advise the
Councils shall include but not be limited to providing advice on:

(a) The structure of the Shared Senior Management Team of the
Councils;

(b) The host employer for each post;

(c) Performance management of the Shared Senior Management
Team.

10. Dispute Resolution

10.1 In the event of a dispute concerning the construction or effect of this
Agreement and/or one of the Councils is proposing to withdraw from this
Agreement there shall initially be an informal dispute resolution process
which involves reference of the matter to the respective Leaders of the
Council(or Deputy Leaders in the absence of the Leader) who shall meet
to try and resolve the dispute within fifteen working days of the referral. If
such informal dispute resolution is unsuccessful then the dispute will be
referred to the Joint Working Group and the matter may be referred by the
Joint Working Group to the respective Leaders (or Deputy Leaders in
absence) of the Councils in consultation with the Chief Executive and such
other Senior Officers as are appropriate who shall take all reasonable
steps to conciliate and resolve such dispute or difference whether by
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negotiation, mediation or any other form of dispute resolution procedures
(with a view to resolution by discussion and negotiation).

10.2 In the event that a matter in dispute cannot be resolved under Clause 10.1
above the matter may be referred to an arbitrator under Clause 10 .3
below.

10.3 The arbitrator shall be appointed with the agreement of the Councils or in
the event that agreement cannot be reached by the President or other
chief officer of The Chartered Institute of Arbitrators or such other
professional body appropriate to the matter in dispute (such body to be
determined by the Chief Executive).

10.4 The resolution of unresolved disputes in respect of the expenses of any
Joint Committee to which section 103(b} the Local Government Act 1972
applies shall be determined in accordance with that section by a single
arbitrator agreed on by the Councils or in default of agreement appointed
by the Secretary of State.

10.5 For the avoidance of doubt this Clause shall remain in effect after the
termination of this Agreement to confer powers on the Councils to resolve
matters remaining in dispute.

11. No Fetter of Discretion

11.1 Nothing in this Agreement shall fetter the discretion of the Councils.

12. Liabilities

12.1 The Councils shall be jointly and severally liable to any third parties in
respect of all actions and causes of action claims demands proceedings
damages losses costs charges and expenses directly arising from this
Agreement. Each Council shall indemnify and keep indemnified the other
Council from and against the extent of the indemnifying Council's liability
for any actions and causes of action claims demands proceedings
damages losses costs charges and expenses directly arising from or in
connection with this Agreement and such liability and indemnity shall
continue after the termination of this Agreement.

12.2 Each Council shall ensure that it has all appropriate insurances relating to
public liability employee liability professional indemnity and Member
indemnity to cover any liabilities arising under this Agreement. The
Councils will use their reasonable endeavours to ensure that their
respective insurance arrangements are mutually comparable as soon after
the Commencement Date as practicable.
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12.3 Each Council shall notify its insurer or insurers of the fact that it has
entered into the Agreement and shall pay such adjusted premiums as arise
therefrom to ensure continuation of its prior insurance cover.

13. Intellectual Property Rights

13.1 Each Council shall remain the owner of all intellectual property rights it
owns at the date of this Agreement in any materials which it has created or
the creation of which was undertaken by a third party which it
commissioned to create those materials.

13.2 Any new material created jointly by the Councils in the course of provision
of the Shared Senior Management Team shall belong to the Councils
jointly.

13.3 Each Council hereby grants a licence to the other to use its intellectual
property rights incorporated in or appearing from the materials referred to
in clauses 13.1 and 13.2 for the purposes of the performance of this
Agreement.

14. Notices

14.1 Any notice to be served under this Agreement shall be valid and effective if
it is addressed to the Chief Executive and delivered by e-mail fax prepaid
recorded delivery post or delivered by hand to the other Council's principal
office.

15. Rights and Duties Reserved

15.1 Nothing in this Agreement shall prejudice or fetter the proper exercise of
any function by the Councils or their officers.

16. Legal and other Fees

16.1 Each Council shall bear its own legal and other fees In relation to the
preparation and completion of this Agreement.

17. Provision of Relevant Information

17.1 Each Council shall make available to the other such information which
each Council may from time to time reasonably require which is relevant to
and/or improves the efficacy of this Agreement.

17.2 Without prejudice to any provision in this Agreement requiring the keeping
of records the supply of statistics or the provision of information the
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Councils shall keep such other records and details of or concerning the
Shared Senior Management Team or their performance as the Councils
may require and shall produce or provide to the other copies whether kept
electronically or in paper format of such accounts invoices orders contracts
receipts statistics and other information or documents touching or
concerning or arising from this Agreement or their performance under this
Agreement when and in such form as each Council may reasonably
require.

17.3 Without prejudice to any provision in this Agreement the Councils shall
keep and maintain all necessary information and shall provide all
necessary assistance to enable each Council to complete all necessary
official returns or statistics related to this Agreement.

17.4 The Councils shall supply each other with such assistance and information
as each Council may require to enable it to allocate such expenditure as
each Council may incur under this Agreement.

18. Audit

18.1 Each Council's external and internal auditors (whether in house or
outsourced) shall have in respect of the other Council the like powers set
out in Part II of the Audit Commission Act 1998 in so far as their exercise is
relevant to this Agreement. Each Council shall at all reasonable times
(including following the termination for whatever reason of this Agreement)
allow or procure for any auditor for the purposes of an external or internal
audit immediate access to and permission to copy and remove any copies
of and permission to remove the originals of any books records and
information in the possession or control of either Council which in any way
relates to or are or were used in connection with this Agreement including
(but without limitation) any of each Council's data and any such information
stored on a computer system operated by a contractor servant or agent of
the other Council.

18.2 Each Council will provide all practicable co-operation and afford all
appropriate access to personnel and records in order to assist the
requesting Council in carrying out any investigations which are already
under way at the Commencement Date and to which this Agreement is
relevant and any investigations which are carried out after the termination
of this Agreement to which it is relevant.

19. Partnership

19.1 Nothing in this Agreement shall be construed as establishing or implying
any legal partnership or joint venture between the Councils.

20. Anti-Corruption
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20.1 Either Council may cancel this Agreement at any time and recover from
the other the amount of any loss resulting from such cancellation if any of
the following apply:-

(a) the other Council has offered or given or agreed to give to any person
any gift or consideration as an inducement or reward (1) for doing or
forbearing to do or for having done or forborne to do any action in
relation to the obtaining or execution of the Agreement or any other
contract with the Council (2) for showing or forbearing to show favour
or disfavour to any person in relation to the Agreement or any other
contract with the Council;

(b) any person employed by or acting on behalf of the other Council
(whether with or without the other Council's knowledge or consent)
acts in a similar manner to that set out in sub Clause (a) above;

(c) in relation to any contract or potential contract with the Council the
other Council or any person employed by or acting on behalf of the
other Council shall have committed any offence under the Prevention
of Corruption Acts 1889 to 1916 or any amendment or replacement of
them or shall have given any fee or reward the receipt of which is an
offence under Sub Section (2) of Section 117 of the Local
Government Act 1972.

21. Discrimination

21.1 The Councils shall not unlawfully discriminate within the meaning and
scope of the provisions of the Equal Pay Act 1970 (as amended) the Race
Relations Act 1976 the Sex Discrimination Act 1975 and 1986 or the
Disability Discrimination Act 1995 Gender Recognition Act 2004 Equality
Act 2006 and any other legislation prohibiting discrimination on any
grounds whatsoever. The Councils shall take all reasonable steps to
secure the observance of these provisions and any statutory provisions
amending or replacing the same by its employees in the performance of
the Agreement. The Councils shall indemnify and or keep indemnified
each other against all actions and causes of action claims demands
proceedings damages losses costs charges and expenses whatsoever in
respect of any breach by the one Council of this Clause and such
indemnity shall continue after the termination of this Agreement.

22. Human Rights

22.1 The Councils in the performance of this Agreement shall comply with the
provisions of the Human Rights Act 1998 in all respects as if the Joint
Committees were public bodies within the meaning of the Act. The
Councils shall indemnify and or keep indemnified each other against all
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actions and causes of action claims demands proceedings damages
losses costs charges and expenses whatsoever in respect of any breach
by the one Council of this Clause and such indemnity shall continue after
the termination of this Agreement.

23. Freedom of Information

23.1 It is agreed that the Councils are subject to the provisions of the Freedom
of Information Act 2000. Each waives all claims of commercial or other
confidentiality in respect of this Agreement.

24. Survival of this Agreement

24.1 In so far as any of the rights and powers of the Councils provided for in this
Agreement shall or may be exercised or exercisable after the termination
of this Agreement the provisions of this Agreement conferring such rights
and powers shall survive and remain in full force and effect
notwithstanding such termination.

24.2 In so far as any of the obligations of the Councils provided for in this
Agreement remain to be discharged after the termination of this Agreement
the provisions of this Agreement imposing such obligations shall survive
and remain in full force and effect notwithstanding such termination.

25. Whole Agreement

25.1 This Agreement constitutes the whole agreement and understanding of the
Councils as to its subject matter and there are no prior or
contemporaneous agreements between the Councils.

26. Waiver

26.1 Failure by either Council at any time to enforce any provision of this
Agreement or to require performance by the other or others of any of the
provisions of this Agreement shall not be construed as a waiver of any
such provisions and shall not affect the validity of this Agreement or any
part or the right of that party to enforce any terms and provision of this
Agreement.

27. Severance

27.1 If any term or provision of this Agreement shall in whole or in part become
or shall be declared by any court of competent jurisdiction to be invalid or
unenforceable in any way such invalidity or unenforceability shall in no way
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impair or affect any other term or provision all of which shall remain in full
force and effect.

28. Headings

28.1 Headings contained in this Agreement are for reference purposes only and
shall not affect the validity or construction of this Agreement.

29. Governing Law

29.1 This Agreement shall be governed by and interpreted in accordance with
English law and the Councils submit to the exclusive jurisdiction of the
English courts.

30. Contracts (Rights of Third Parties) Act 1999

30.1 The Councils do not intend that any term of this Agreement should be
enforceable by any third party as provided by the Contracts (Rights of
Third Parties) Act 1999.

31. Non-assignment

31.1 Neither of the Councils shall be entitled to assign this Agreement or any of
its rights and obligations under it without the written consent of the other
(which consent the other Council may in its absolute discretion withhold
unless such assignment is being imposed by legislation).

32. Disruption

32.1 The Councils shall take reasonable care to ensure that in the execution of
this Agreement it does not disrupt the operations of the other Council its
employees or any other third party.

33. Health and Safety

33.1 Each Council shall promptly notify the other of any health and safety
hazards which may arise in connection with the performance of this
Agreement and shall promptly notify each other of any health and safety
hazards which may exist or arise at a Council's premises and which may
affect the performance of this Agreement.

33.2 While on the Councils' premises, the Shared Senior Management Team
shall comply with any health and safety measures implemented by the
relevant Council in respect of employees and other persons working on
those premises.
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33.3 Each Council shall notify the other immediately in the event of any incident
occurring in the performance of this Agreement on the Council's premises
where that incident causes any personal injury or damage to property
which could give rise to personal injury.

33.4 The Councils shall comply with the requirements of the Health and Safety
at Work etc. Act 1974 and any other acts, orders, regulations and codes of
practice relating to health and safety, which may apply to employees and
other persons working on Council premises in the performance of this
Agreement.

33.5 The Councils shall ensure that their health and safety policy statements
(as required by the Health and Safety at Work etc Act 1974) are made
available to each other on request.

IN WITNESS of which this Agreement has been executed as a Deed on the first
day before written

EXECUTED AS A DEED by affixing
The Common Seal of Cherwell
District Council
in the presence of:

Authorised Signatory

The Common Seal of
South Northamptonshire Council
was fixed here In the presence of:

Authorised Officer
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APPENDIX 7

Joint Personnel Committee Terms of Reference

Joint Committees; legal framework

Under Local Government Act 1972 s.101 (5) two or more local authorities may
appoint a joint committee to discharge any of their functions that are not reserved
for the sole decision of a single authority in legislation. The Joint Committee can
authorise an officer employed by either authority to act on its behalf. Whilst it is
envisaged that the majority of daily business and processes such as recruitment,
personnel and appeals will be carried out under each employing authority’s
decision making processes, there are a few functions which are best delivered
through joint arrangements.

It is therefore proposed that a joint committee be established to interview all Chief
Executive, Strategic Director and Head of Service applicants, recommend the
appointment of the Head of Paid Service to both councils for approval (a legal
requirement) and appoint Strategic Directors and Heads of Service. The
Committee would also have the power to suspend a statutory officer in the event
of a misconduct allegation needing to be investigated, appoint the necessary
independent person and appoint a sub committee for the Chief Executive’s and
Directors appraisal.

Additionally, although it is highly unlikely to be used, it is recommended that a
Joint Appeals Committee be established to hear and determine any appeals by,
or grievance appeals against, the Head of Paid Service (Chief Executive) and be
the investigating committee for the purpose of disciplinary action in the case of an
officer covered by the terms and conditions for Chief Executives and Chief
Officers.

Joint Personnel Committee – Cherwell District Council and South
Northamptonshire Council

Area: The Joint Committee shall exercise its authority for the areas comprising of
Cherwell District Council and South Northamptonshire Council

Membership: The committee shall be comprised of 10 councillors, 5 from
Cherwell District Council and 5 from South Northamptonshire Council with two
named substitutes from each authority. All councillors including substitutes will
receive appropriate training before they can participate as a Committee member.

Quorum: will be 3 Members from each authority.

Chairman: the Chairman and Vice Chairman will be elected by the committee
and will be representative of each authority.

Decision making: decision will be by a majority of Members of the committee
present and voting.
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Terms of Reference

To act as the interviewing panel for the Head of Paid Service (Chief
Executive), making recommendations to both councils for formal
appointment.

To act as the interviewing panel and appoint Strategic Directors and Heads
of Service (NB. Anyone involved in the decision for a particular post must
be present throughout the entire interview process).

To appoint the designated independent person where a complaint of
misconduct requires it to be investigated against the Head of Paid Service,
Monitoring Officer or Section 151 Officer1.

To agree dismissal, including compulsory or voluntary redundancy and the
exercise of discretionary awards for Chief Officers.

To appoint an Appraisal Subcommittee comprised of 6 councillors, 3 from
Cherwell District Council and 3 from South Northamptonshire Council who
will be responsible for carrying out the appraisal of the Head of Paid
Service (Chief Executive). The Leaders of both councils will not be part of
the subcommittee but must be invited to participate.

Joint Appeals Committee – Cherwell District Council and South
Northamptonshire Council

Area: The Joint Committee shall exercise its authority for the areas comprising of
Cherwell District Council and South Northamptonshire Council

Membership: The committee shall be comprised of 10 councillors, 5 from
Cherwell District Council and 5 from South Northamptonshire Council with two
named substitutes from each authority. They may not be members of the Joint
Personnel Committee. All councillors including substitutes will receive appropriate
training before they can participate as a Committee member.

Terms of Reference

To hear and determine any appeals by or grievance appeals against the
Head of Paid Service (Chief Executive).

To be the investigating committee for the purpose of disciplinary action in
the case of an officer covered by the terms and conditions for Chief
Executives and Chief Officers where this is permitted by law.

1 Local Authorities (Standing Orders) Regulations 1993, as amended by Local Authorities
(Standing Orders) (England) Regulations 2003
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Quorum: will be 3 Members from each authority.

Chairman: the Chairman and Vice Chairman will be elected by the committee
and will be representative of each authority.

Decision making: decision will be by a majority of Members of the committee
present and voting.

Draft business case published on 21 September 2010

Page 97 / 110



Draft business case published on 21 September 2010

Page 98 / 110



APPENDIX 8

CDC and SNC Shared Senior Management Risk Management Strategy and
Risk Register

This document outlines the strategy for risk management of the shared senior
management team project and includes the risk register for review and
development. This risk management process and register aims to cover the
transition to a shared senior management team from cradle to grave and not just
the development of the business case.

Responsibility for Risk Management

All members of the project group are responsible for:

ensuring a rigorous risk management procedure is in place.
considering risk as part of all decisions
review the project’s arrangements for risk management at regular intervals
or when circumstances change.
make recommendations as to the ways in which risks could be managed.

The Programme manager (just a suggestion?) will be responsible for:

ensuring that the risk register is up to date
ensuring that appropriate control measures are in place for managing
those risks
monitor the adequacy and effectiveness of all control measures and report
to the project group where controls are not adequately resourced or
implemented

Methodology for the Management of Risk

Risk Management involves five key stages:

Identification
Evaluation
Mitigation
Review
Action

Identification

Risks to the project have previously been identified and listed for consideration by
the project board. The list does not aim to be exhaustive but to capture the most
significant risks to the strategic, financial and operational success of the project.
The risk register is a living document and will be updated at regular intervals
throughout the project to ensure newly emerging risks are identified and
managed.
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Evaluation

The aim of evaluating the risks is to ensure that efforts to mitigate those risks are
proportionate to the potential impact the risk could have on the project. The first
evaluation is to determine the inherent impact of risk prior to any mitigating
factors being in place. The second evaluation takes place after the mitigating
controls have been considered (see “review” section below). To evaluate the risks
the impact and likelihood of each risk should be scored from 1 (low) to 5 (high).
As a guide the following definitions can be used:

IMPACT

5 – will have a major effect on the project. May result in major financial
loss or major disruption.

3 – will have a noticeable effect on the project. May result in no
significant financial gain, may cause some disruption.

1 – consequences will not be severe and any associated financial
implications will be minimal. Negligible effect on delivery.

LIKELIHOOD

5 – very likely to happen
3 – likely to happen infrequently and difficult to predict
1 – most unlikely to happen

These assessments are then placed in the following 5x5 risk matrix to give an
overall result:

Impact
1 2 3 4 5

5 Low Medium High High Critical
4 Low Medium Medium High High
3 Low Low Medium Medium High
2 Low Low Low Medium Medium
1 Low Low Low Low Low

Mitigation

Identify the control measures that mitigate the individual risks. These should
only be noted as mitigating controls when they are in place and working
adequately. It is important to note that there is no visible evaluation of the
adequacy of those control measures within a standard risk register and matrix
system. The adequacy of the mitigating controls should be assessed/tested in
a separate exercise before being added to the register and reviewed at
regular intervals. Where mitigating controls are planned or desired but not yet
in place, these should be added to the Action Plan (final column on the risk
register) and allocated a responsible member and date for implementation.
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Review

The level of residual risk should be reviewed after control measures are listed
and re-plotted in the risk matrix to provide a residual risk score. This will give
a measure of the effectiveness of the various control measures and help raise
awareness of their importance.

The residual score should be at a level that is acceptable to the project team.
The risk assessment process involves all members of the project group and
should be repeated if there are changed circumstances.

Action Plan

The residual score gives an indication of the appropriate course of action
required for each risk. Often referred to as the four Ts; tolerate, treat, transfer
or terminate.

Low Risk = Tolerate
Medium Risk = Treat (develop mitigating controls) or Transfer (obtain
insurance or pass risk to consultants)
High Risk = Treat or Transfer immediately
Critical Risk = abandon project

As noted above, the Action plan should contain planned or desired controls to
cover residual risks that score higher than the project group do not wish to
tolerate. The plan should include responsible member of the project group and
date for implementation.
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