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1.

Introduction

1.1

The Policing and Crime Act 2017 introduced measures that place a statutory
obligation on all emergency services to explore opportunities for further
collaboration between organisations. This legislation also made amendments
to the Fire and Rescue Services Act 2004 to enable Police and Crime
Commissioners to take on responsibility (or the governance) for fire and
rescue services in their area.

1.2

The legislation provides for three different options (or Models) through which
the Police and Crime Commissioner could have a greater role in the
governance of the fire and rescue service, these being the:


Representation Model: A Police and Crime Commissioner has a seat
and voting rights on the Fire Authority thus becoming the 18 th member
of the Fire Authority



Governance Model (referred to as a ‘PCC-style FRA’ Model): A Police
and Crime Commissioner takes on the functions of the Fire Authority
and becomes a Police, Fire and Crime Commissioner



Single Employer Model: There is a single Chief Officer for police and
fire personnel under the governance of a Police, Fire and Crime
Commissioner

2.

Approach taken to the Business Case for Cambridgeshire

2.1

Where a Police and Crime Commissioner is interested in taking on the
responsibility for a fire and rescue service, they have to work with their local
Fire Authority to prepare a Local Business Case as to why their proposal is in
the interests of economy, efficiency and effectiveness and has no adverse
effect on public safety.

2.2

The Cambridgeshire Police and Crime Commissioner and the Cambridgeshire
Fire and Peterborough Fire Authority jointly commissioned independent
consultants to assess the police and fire governance options in
Cambridgeshire.

2.3

The Business Case was based on the HM Treasury five case model for
business cases. The model provides a decision-making framework that
supports the development of effective proposals by answering five
fundamental questions:





Is there a compelling case for change?
Does the recommended option optimise public value?
Is the potential deal commercially achievable?
Is the spending proposal affordable?
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How will the proposal be delivered successfully?

2.4

The supporting approach is recognised as being flexible and can be applied
at both a strategic and tactical level to suggest ‘drivers’ for change.

2.5

In applying this model for Cambridgeshire, the strategic, economic,
commercial, financial and management cases (the five cases) were
developed. The evidence base and Critical Success Factors were set out,
which enabled an assessment of the suitability in Cambridgeshire of the
governance options provided for within the legislation and the legislative
requirements (or tests) which the Secretary of State has to consider in making
an order creating a PCC-style FRA. The tests being that a Commissioner’s
proposal is in the interests of economy, efficiency and effectiveness and there
being no adverse effect on public safety.

2.6

The l Business Case for Cambridgeshire considered the three Models above,
and a ‘No Change’ Model, this being where a police force and fire and rescue
service continue to have governance arrangements that are independent of
each other.

2.7

The Commissioner’s Business Case formed his proposal, upon which the
consultation was based. It is worth noting that the Business Case was shared
with the Fire Authority prior to formal consultation and publication.

2.8

The Critical Success Factors agreed for Cambridgeshire’s Business Case
methodology to assess any change in governance were:


CSF 1: Facilitates the optimal utilisation of capital assets



CSF 2: Accelerates pace and effectiveness of police and fire
collaboration



CSF 3: Enables a more innovative and effective approach to public
service transformation



CSF 4: Brings benefits in terms of transparency and accountability



CSF 5: Reduces cost of effective governance



CSF 6: Deliverable



CSF 7: Mitigates against strategic risks

2.9

Table 8 (page 25) within the Business Case sets out how these relate to the
statutory tests.

2.10

The Local Business Case recommended that the PCC-style FRA Governance
Model offered the greatest benefit.
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2.11

Before submitting a proposal to the Secretary of State for her consideration
and decision as to whether a Commissioner should become responsible for
the governance of a fire and rescue service, a Police and Crime Commissioner
is legally required to undertake a consultation on their proposal. In doing so,
a Commissioner is required to consult the following on the governance
proposal:


Each of the upper tier local authorities (county and unitary);



People in the police area;



Representatives of employees who the Commissioner considers may
be affected by the proposal;



Representatives of members of a police force who may be affected.

3.

Views and representations made by the upper tier authorities

3.1

The two upper tier local authority statutory consultees were Cambridgeshire
County Council and Peterborough City Council. The Police and Crime
Commissioner attended a meeting1 with both authorities to discuss the
business case and answer questions.

3.2

Neither of the statutory consultees support the Commissioner’s proposal for
the PCC-style FRA governance model.

3.3

Both statutory consultees made representations to the Commissioner’s
proposal, with both citing Cambridgeshire and Peterborough Fire Authority’s
response to the Commissioner. Copies of the letters of representation from
Cambridgeshire County Council and Peterborough City Council are given at
Appendices 1 and 2 respectively in this document.

3.4

The Fire Authority, whilst not a statutory consultee, submitted a detailed
response dated 13th July 2017 to the Commissioner regarding the
governance proposal. The Commissioner provided an initial response (dated
17th July 2017 (given at Appendix 7 in the Police and Crime Commissioner’s
‘Consultation report’)). Given that both the statutory consultees cited the Fire
Authority’s response within their submissions, the Commissioner has deemed
it only reasonable that he provides a detailed response to the matters raised
by the Fire Authority as part of the submission to the Secretary of State. This
detailed response to the Fire Authority submission is set out in this document.

1

14th July 2017 at Cambridgeshire County Council and 19th July 2017 Peterborough City Council
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3.5

The legislation also requires a Commissioner to publish their response to the
representations made or views expressed in response to the consultation.

3.6

This documents sets out the Cambridgeshire Police and Crime
Commissioner’s response to the views and representations made by
Cambridgeshire County Council and Peterborough City Council.

3.7

This document is published on the Cambridgeshire Police and Crime
Commissioner’s website at http://www.cambridgeshire-pcc.gov.uk/getinvolved/fire-governance-consultation/

4.

Next Steps

4.1

The Commissioner’s proposal for a PCC-style FRA Governance Model will be
submitted to the Secretary of State for consideration. As both of the upper tier
local authorities have indicated that they do not support the Commissioner’s
proposal for a PCC-style FRA Governance Model, the Commissioner has to
also include in his submission the following:


copies of each representation made by the upper tier local authorities
i.e. Cambridgeshire County Council and Peterborough City Council;



a summary of the views expressed by the people in the Commissioner’s
police area i.e. as contained in the Police and Crime Commissioner’s
‘Consultation report’;



a summary of the views expressed by those consulted as
representative bodies of those who may be affected by the proposal i.e.
as contained in the Police and Crime Commissioner’s ‘Consultation
report’;



the Commissioner’s response to those representations and views – as
contained within this report and the Police and Crime Commissioner’s
‘Consultation report’;



Local Business Case.

4.2

The Secretary of State must then obtain an independent assessment of the
Commissioner’s proposal and then have regard to that assessment when
making a decision on the proposal.

4.3

If the Secretary of State decides that the proposal would be in the interests of
either economy, efficiency and effectiveness or public safety, then she can
make a legislative Order to create a PCC-style FRA.
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5.

Cambridgeshire County Council’s views and representations to
the Police and Crime Commissioner’s governance proposal and
Commissioner’s response
The embolden paragraphs are taken from Cambridgeshire County Council’s
letter dated 17th August 2017 (as given at Appendix 1), with the
Commissioner’s response given thereafter

5.1

i)

Express its opposition to the option as detailed with the PCC
Business case option 3 (Governance Model)

(ii)

Express its support for option 2 (Representative model) and

(iii) Wholly support and endorse the response of Cambridgeshire &
Peterborough’s Fire Authority to the consultation process
5.2

The Business Case provides an assessment of the Representation Model at
3.3. At 3.3.3 (page 50) it concludes that operational effectiveness would be
unlikely to improve under the Representation Model, with some minor scrutiny
benefits as the Police and Crime Commissioner (the “Commissioner”) would
be only one voice amongst 18 members of the current Cambridgeshire and
Peterborough Fire Authority (the “Fire Authority”). It also highlights the risk of
the role on the Fire Authority consuming more of the Commissioner’s time
without providing direct influence or control. There would be no governance
savings from this option.

5.3

The Business Case provides a systematic assessment of the “governance
model” at 3.4.3. (page 57) it sets out that the benefits are:
“Public safety benefits would likely be achieved through additional speed
of decision-making, the alignment of strategies and plans and a more joined
up approach to community safety across the emergency services and
broader public sector partners.
Effectiveness. This option has a high likelihood of improving both
operational effectiveness and the effectiveness of governance and decision
making. The scrutiny of the Commissioner would bring greater emphasis to
performance and resources as the Office of the Police, Fire and Crime
(OPFCC) would have the capacity and capability to provide effective
independent scrutiny and challenge to decision-making across both
Cambridgeshire Constabulary and Cambridgeshire Fire and Rescue
Service.
Economy/efficiency. There would be direct benefits from adopting this
option realised through accelerating the estate consolidation opportunities
identified in the Strategic Case. Our estimate is that the benefits would add
around £3,619m NPV of additional financial benefit over the no change
option under this option. The direct implementation costs to make this
happen include: the costs of consultation (estimated at £5k); specialist HR
advice (£25k) and other delivery costs, including project management
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(estimated at £50k).
There would be ongoing savings from the
discontinuation of the current Cambridgeshire and Peterborough Fire
Authority committee arrangements. These would be partially offset by the
uplift in costs for the OPFCC. Our estimates provide a net present value
of £4.66m over ten years.”
5.4

In contrast it is not clear as to the analysis which has informed Cambridgeshire
County Council’s support for the Representation Model rather than any other
option. Their position appears to be based on the Fire Authority’s response.
The Fire Authority’s response has raised a number of concerns regarding the
Business Case process and the proposed PCC-style FRA Governance Model.
These concerns are addressed within this document.

5.5

Furthermore the Council delegated to me, in consultation with the
Leader of the Council, the preparation of a letter to the minister
responsible for emergency services, yourself and the chair of the
Ambulance Trust setting out this council’s view that a blue light hub,
based on the Fire Service and Ambulance service should be looked at in
greater detail and the reasons behind this including the clear and
historical synergy between both of these important public services.

5.6

The Commissioner would welcome the fire and ambulance services working
with him to create a Blue Light Hub. The legislation provides that ‘A relevant
emergency service in England must keep under consideration whether
entering into a collaboration agreement with one or more other relevant
emergency services in England could be in the interests of the efficiency or
effectiveness of that service and those other services.’ It is therefore
recognised that such a Hub must embrace collaboration with Cambridgeshire
Constabulary (the “Constabulary”).

5.7

The Business Case at 2.4.2 (page 29) highlights there are a number of local
barriers to collaboration and that a change in governance could contribute to
overcoming some of these barriers. Closer governance between the
Constabulary and Cambridgeshire Fire and Rescue Service (the “Fire
Service”) would drive public service transformation harder and faster.

5.8

The Business Case indicates that progress in creating a Blue Light Hub is
likely to be faster under the PCC-style FRA Governance Model. The basis
for this assessment draws upon the experience of collaboration to date in
Cambridgeshire and wider research which shows the benefits of combined
governance and single decision-makers.
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6.

Peterborough City Council’s views and representations to the
Police and Crime Commissioner’s governance proposal and
Commissioner’s response
The embolden paragraphs are taken from Peterborough City Council’s letter
dated 15th August 2017 (as given at Appendix 2) which makes reference to
the Cambridgeshire and Peterborough Fire Authority’s response (as given at
Appendix 3), with the Commissioner’s response given thereafter

6.1

Peterborough City Council object to the third option as detailed within
the P&CC Local Business Case (LBC), referred to as the “Governance
Model”. This option is not considered to be in the best interests of the
public and public safety and it is not believed that this would result in
any form of cost saving.

6.2

The Policing and Crime Act 2017 (Schedule 1) (which amends the Fire and
Rescue Act 2004) specifies that the Home Secretary can make an Order to
provide a Police and Crime Commissioner to be a fire and rescue authority if
(4a)(5) (a) it is in the interests of economy, efficiency and effectiveness or (b)
it is in the interests of public safety. These (a) and (b) provisions (or ‘tests’)
are standalone and do not have to be taken together and therefore are not
reliant on each other. However, it is recognised that the policy intent of the
legislation is that the Secretary of State cannot make an order on the grounds
of economy, efficiency and effectiveness if it would have an adverse effect on
public safety.

6.3

It is not clear as to the analysis which has informed Peterborough City
Council’s objection to the PCC-style FRA Governance Model and support for
the Representation Model, nor why they do not consider the recommended
option to be in the best interests of the public and public safety and why they
do not believe that the changes would result in any form of cost saving.

6.4

In contrast the Business Case provides a comprehensive assessment of the
potential impact of each of the governance options and transparently relates
this to the legislative tests of economy, efficiency and effectiveness and there
being no adverse effect on public safety.

6.5

The Business Case provides evidence that the change of governance to a
PCC-style FRA will improve efficiency, economy and effectiveness and will
not undermine nor cause a reduction in public safety.
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6.6

Peterborough City Council supports the second option as set out in the
LBC, referred to as the ‘Representation Model’. This model would
maintain the important spread of power between the two bodies, while
creating a formal link for the P&CC and the Fire Authority to work
together. The Council further cites the response of the Fire Authority,
attached at Appendix A, [referred to in this report as Appendix 3] in whole
to support the pursuance of the “Representation Model”, namely:


The strong and ongoing collaboration between the police, fire,
ambulance and health services, and the local government;



That the preferred option within the LBC would weaken
accountability;



That cost savings are not evidenced;



There is no evidence to suggest the LBS will result in a more
integrated approach to estate management;



No qualitative assessments have be carried out;



The scoring methodology of the LBC is inconsistent;



That the preferred option within the LBC lacks resilience; and



That the LBC fails to recognise the fundamental difference
between the police and fire services.

6.7

Peterborough City Council have not indicated why they believe the
continuation of the “important spread of power between the two bodies” is
important. It is noted that the Cambridgeshire Police and Crime Panel remit
will be extended to cover fire and that this will have membership from both
Cambridgeshire and Peterborough thus providing a separate scrutiny body
supporting and challenging the Commissioner. The Cambridgeshire Fire and
Rescue Service (the “Fire Service”) and Cambridgeshire Constabulary (the
“Constabulary”) would remain separate statutory bodies operating under
different statutory frameworks.

6.8

Peterborough City Council have cited Cambridgeshire and Peterborough Fire
Authority’s (the “Fire Authority”) response and indicated this has informed their
decision to support the Representation Model. The Fire Authority’s response
has raised a number of concerns regarding the business case process and
the benefits of the PCC-style FRA Governance Model. The concerns are
addressed I the following sections of this document.
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6.9

It is the view of the Council that a ‘Blue Light Hub’, based on the Fire
Service and Ambulance Service, should be investigated in greater detail.
It is considered that there is a clear and historical synergy between both
of these important public services, and such a hub could improve
communication between services.

6.10

The Commissioner would welcome the fire and ambulance service working
with him to create a Blue Light Hub. The legislation provides that ‘A relevant
emergency service in England must keep under consideration whether
entering into a collaboration agreement with one or more other relevant
emergency services in England could be in the interests of the efficiency or
effectiveness of that service and those other services’. It is therefore
recognised that such a Hub must embrace collaboration with the police
service.

6.11

The Business Case at 2.4.2 (page 29) highlights that there are a number of
local barriers to collaboration and that a change in governance could
contribute to overcoming some of these barriers. Closer governance between
the Constabulary and the Fire Service would drive public service
transformation harder and faster. The Business Case indicates that progress
in creating blue light hub is likely to be faster under the PCC-style FRA
Governance Model.
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7.

Cambridgeshire and Peterborough Fire Authority’s response to
Police and Crime Commissioner’s Business Case to which
Cambridgeshire County Council and Peterborough City Council’s
views and representations refer
The embolden paragraphs are taken from Cambridgeshire and Peterborough
Fire Authority’s response (as given at Appendix 3), with the Commissioner’s
response given thereafter

7.1.1

The first section of the Cambridgeshire and Peterborough Fire Authority’s (the
“Fire Authority”) response relates to their opinion that the Police and Crime
Commissioner’s (the “Commissioner”) Business Case does not meet the
legislative tests of demonstrating improvements in the economy, efficiency
and effectiveness of Cambridgeshire Fire and Rescue (the “Fire Service”) or
improvements in public safety, whilst ensuring no adverse effect on public
safety.

7.1.2

Section 2 of the Business Case – Strategic Case: The Context and Case for
Changes sets outs the Drivers For Change:

7.1.3



National police and fire policy on collaboration



Broader public sector policy drivers



Efficiency and effectiveness drivers



Continuing financial pressures



Changing operational demands for police forces and fire and rescue
services

As set out in the first sentence of section 2.3 of the Business Case, in light of
these drivers for change, it was timely to consider whether changes in
governance could contribute to meeting locally identified opportunities and
managing potential risks. The drivers for change were used to create a set of
Critical Success Factors (CSFs) for Cambridgeshire namely:


CSF 1: Facilitates the optimal utilisation of capital assets



CSF 2: Accelerates pace and effectiveness of police and fire
collaboration



CSF 3: Enables a more innovative and effective approach to public
service transformation



CSF 4: Brings benefits in terms of transparency and accountability



CSF 5: Reduces cost of effective governance



CSF 6: Deliverable
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7.1.4

 CSF 7: Mitigates against strategic risks
Table 8 in section 2.3 (page 25) of the Business Case sets out how these
CSFs have then been mapped to the statutory tests of effectiveness,
economy, efficiency and public safety as set out in the Policing and Crime Act
2017.

7.1.5

Section 3, The Economic Case in the Business Case considers each of the
four governance options (i.e ‘No Change Model’, ‘Representation Model’,
‘Governance’ (referred to as the ‘PCC-style FRA Governance Model’) and
‘Single Employer Model’), against the CSFs and uses this analysis to assess
the impact of each option against the statutory tests.

7.2

i.

The Business Case fails to make a case based on the legal
requirements of the Policing and Crime Act 2017 - Economy
The suggested cost savings are not evidenced. The proposal is not
properly costed. It is likely that the proposed changes will cost
more to the public purse.

7.2.1

The CSFs which relate to economy/efficiency are:


CSF 1: Facilitates the optimal utilisation of capital assets



CSF 5: Reduces cost of effective governance



CSF 7: Mitigates against strategic risks

CSF 1: Facilitates Optimal Utilisation of capital assets
7.2.2

The mapping of the CSFs against the legislative requirements has shown
economy and efficiency as one, on the basis that there is overlap between
them. The optimisation of the capital assets has been classified as an
efficiency factor on the basis that the driver for change is the efficient use of
the combined estate, which then drives out savings, as opposed to simple
reduction of costs. The way the Business Case demonstrates the optimisation
of the estate is discussed under the efficiency heading.

7.2.3

However, there will be financial benefit to be gained which is explored in
Section 3 (Economic Case) of the Business Case where the Net Present
Value (NPV) for all the options is calculated over a ten year period. The
preferred PCC-style FRA Governance Model shows a NPV of £3.306m (Table
18, page 58 excluding the cost of governance savings) against a NPV of
£1.041m on the No Change Model (Table 14, page 45) and £1.388m on the
Representation Model (Table 16, page 52).

7.2.4

It should also be noted that the Fire Authority has not provided evidence in
their submission as to how they have historically driven efficiency in this area.
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CSF 5: Reduces costs of effective governance
7.2.5

The Business Case sets out how a change in governance can release
additional savings and increase operational resilience. The current budgeted
cost of the Fire Authority is £108k, this being the allowances and associated
costs of the 17 Fire Authority members. The adoption of the proposed PCCstyle FRA Governance Model will immediately see this money being saved as
the Commissioner will take over the governance of the Fire Service.

7.2.6

In addition it is proposed that the Chief Finance Officer posts of the two
organisations, (the Office of the Police and Crime Commissioner (OPCC) and
the Fire Service), are shared. This would result in further ongoing savings of
£84k, offset by a required marginal increase in the cost of a Deputy Police and
Crime Commissioner of £12k.

7.2.7

This will result in on-going full year savings of £179k, before allowing for future
savings, from 2019/20. This saving will be offset by £50k implementation costs
in Year 1 (2018/19) bring the savings down to £129k.

7.2.8

Over a 10 year period (2017/18 – 2026/27) this equates to £1.690m, after
taking into account inflation (Table 24, page 72 of the Business Case).
CSF 7: Mitigates against strategic risks

7.2.9

The Business Case identifies the potential strategic risks of loss of public trust
or compromise to fire and rescue service links with health and local
government services. The consultation exercise has shown that the majority
of the public support the change. The Cambridgeshire and Peterborough
Clinical Commissioning Group (the “Clinical Commissioning Group”) have
also given their support to the proposal.
The Cambridgeshire and
Peterborough Combined Authority (the “Combined Authority”) and one District
Council has also provided their support. The two upper tiers (Cambridgeshire
County Council and Peterborough City Council) who are most directly affected
by the changes to the Fire Authority members’ allowances have not supported
the proposals.

7.2.10 As Cambridgeshire has a standalone Fire Authority, the analysis given in the
‘Qualitative evaluation against the four tests’ (Table 23, page 68 of the
Business Case) identifies that both the Representation Model and PCC-style
FRA Governance Model will be straight forward to deliver, and that any
disruption caused with the adoption of the governance model can be
managed.
7.2.11 The positive response from the consultation exercise from the Clinical
Commissioning Group and public, together with implementation plans set out
in the Commissioner’s covering letter to the Home Secretary, indicate the
Business Case assessment regarding strategic risks associated with loss of
public support or negative impact on links with health and local government
remains robust. The Business Case states (page 56) that public trust in the
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fire service is likely to remain high. It also states that closer alignment with the
police would present an opportunity for more joined up community safety
strategies with partner agencies. Therefore the scoring and assessment of
the impact of strategic risks on deliverability of the benefits including those
falling within the statutory test of economy is transparent and rational.
7.3

ii.

The Business Case fails to make a case based on the legal
requirements of the Policing and Crime Act 2017 - Efficiency
The case on efficiency grounds is not made with evidence. The
Business Case is principally made in relation to estates. A change
in governance will not influence the extent, pace, or delivery of an
already well established collaboration programme with police,
ambulance and other public sector partners.

CSF1 - Facilitates Optimal Utilisation of capital assets
7.3.1

The Business Case (Section 3.4, Table 18, page 58) sets out how a change
in governance can release additional efficiencies and increase operational
resilience. The efficiencies are generated through an initial six estate sites with
estimated capital costs, sale receipts and annual revenue costs, which have
been applied in the evaluation for all options. Additional details of the
breakdown of these six sites is in Appendix 4. These are all realisable savings.
The question addressed within the Business Case is whether any of the
considered options make the realising of these savings any more or less likely.

7.3.2

The Business Case sets out that the proposed PCC-style FRA Governance
Model will set a clearer strategic direction and provide a simpler decision
making process thus accelerating collaboration, allowing for financial gains
through the consolidation of assets such as estates.

7.3.3

The Commissioner has already delivered significant rationalisation of the
estate for policing both in Cambridgeshire and across the strategic alliance
that Cambridgeshire has with Bedfordshire and Hertfordshire police forces
and their respective Commissioners. There is a real opportunity to overlay
this strategy with the Fire Service estate as it is coterminous with
Cambridgeshire, unlike the East of England Ambulance Service NHS Trust
estate.

7.3.4

The Business Case does not deny that good collaboration between police and
fire is currently happening. However well this has progressed to date it is by
negotiation and discussion between two services which both take time and do
not have a guarantee of success. Anytime there is negotiation with a third
party there is a risk of failure. This is reflected in the % success rates applied
in the Business Case where a working assumption is made that as
collaboration moves from partnership working through to sole responsibility
(No Change Model, Representation Model through to PCC-style FRA
Governance Model) the probability of success increases. This has led to the
% success factors on estates collaboration within the economic case ranging
from 30% for the No Change Model to 75% for the PCC-style FRA
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Governance Model. It is recognised the exact value of the percentage that has
been applied may be described as subjective, but the order of the likelihood
of success is well evidenced within the Business Case. It should be noted that
a 10% variance on the success rates between the No Change Model and the
PCC-style FRA Governance Model would see a positive contribution of £347k
to the overall net present value of each option. Sensitivity analysis indicates
that although the scale of savings may change the value of savings will be
greater for the PCC-style FRA Governance Model and less for the
Representation and No Change Models.
7.3.5

An example of this is the Commissioner’s intervention into the Fire Authority’s
decision to build a new Huntingdon Fire Hub. In November 2015, the Fire
Authority following many years of work, approved a plan to amalgamate the
existing Huntingdon Community Fire Station, Training Centre and Fire
Headquarters into one site, at an estimated net cost of £4.2m. Shortly after his
election in May 2016, the Commissioner wrote to the Fire Authority to ask
them to pause their decision on the new Huntingdon Fire Hub.

7.3.6

As a result, the Commissioner submitted a report to the Fire Authority’s Policy
and Resources Committee meeting on 21st July 2016 setting out other
considerations for the achieving of the objectives of the Huntingdon Fire Hub
projects without the need for a major capital project. These alternatives
included potential options for the collaborated use of the existing police estate:


use of land at Constabulary Headquarters for all or parts of the
Huntingdon Fire Hub;



use of the Constabulary’s existing training facilities at Monks Wood and
Alconbury;



co-location of a Constabulary and Fire Service HQ operations that would
be beneficially housed together, with space created by moving existing
Constabulary HQ functions off site (if it was not essential that they were
based there), therefore resulting in better utilisation of the Constabulary’s
estate.

7.3.7

The Commissioner’s recommendation to the Fire Authority was that their Fire
Policy and Resources Committee was asked to pause the development of its
proposed new Huntingdon Fire Hub site at St John’s in Huntingdon, in order
to ensure that all relevant information was fully considered ahead of making
any decision.

7.3.8

The decision of the Policy and Resources Committee was to:


Note the report;



Agree to pursue the development proposal for a new Hub Station at St
John’s, but to delay signing purchase of land until the end of September
2016 unless significant information comes forward from the Office of the
Police & Crime Commissioner to justify an alternative decision.
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7.3.9

Following the provision of additional information by the OPCC other options
are now being explored. This is an example of how, through the
Commissioner’s intervention, collaboration between the two services is likely
to drive a smarter solution. It also demonstrates an example of how the
Representation Model may work, if adopted, whereby the Commissioner is
one voice out of 18 Members on a new Fire Authority, whose opinion can be
considered but where decision making remains slow and cumbersome and
could stop a collaboration project.
CSF 7: Mitigates against strategic risks

7.3.10 The Business Case identifies the potential strategic risks of loss of public trust
or compromise to fire and rescue service links with health and local
government services. The consultation exercise has shown that the majority
of the public support the change. The Clinical Commissioning Group have
also given their support to the proposal together with the Combined Authority
and one District Council. It is noted that the two upper tiers (Cambridgeshire
County Council and Peterborough City Council) who are most directly affected
by the changes to the Fire Authority members’ allowances have not supported
the proposals.
7.3.11 As Cambridgeshire has a standalone Fire Authority, the analysis given in the
‘Qualitative evaluation against the four tests’ (Table 23, page 68 of the
Business Case) identified that although the Representation Model was straight
forward to deliver and the disruption caused by the PCC-style FRA
Governance Model could be managed.
7.3.12 The positive response from the consultation exercise from the Clinical
Commissioning Group and the public, together with implementation plans set
out in the covering letter to the Home Secretary, indicate the assessment
regarding strategic risks associate with loss of public support or negative
impact on links with health and local government remains robust. Therefore
the scoring and assessment of the deliverability of the benefits falling within
the statutory test of efficiency case remain sound.
7.4

iii.

The Business Case fails to make a case based on the legal
requirements of the Policing and Crime Act 2017 - Effectiveness
The case on effectiveness is not made. The Business Case relies
heavily on ‘probability percentages’ and ‘Red, Amber, or Green’
ratings that are not explained, not evidenced and do not stand up
to scrutiny. The scoring methodology is therefore unsuitable for
what should be an evidence based case.
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7.4.1

Table 8 within the Business Case (page 25) sets out the CSFs which relate to
effectiveness as:


CSF 2: Accelerates pace and effectiveness of police and fire
collaboration



CSF 3: Enables a more innovative and effective approach to public
service transformation



CSF 4: Brings benefits in terms of transparency and accountability



CSF 6: Deliverable



CSF 7: Mitigates against strategic risks

CSF 2 – Accelerates pace and effectiveness of police and fire collaboration
7.4.2

7.4.3

Table 11 (page 30 of the Business Case) identifies potential areas for further
emergency services collaboration and how these relate to effectiveness. The
commentary on page 54 of the Business Case sets out the information which
has informed the PCC-style FRA Governance Model assessment, i.e.


Simplified governance model will increase speed of decision making;



Shared governance will facilitate alignment of strategic objectives;



A more concentrated voice when creating agreements with other police
and fire services.

The Business Case sets out how a transparent and reasonable assessment
has been made regarding why the PCC-style FRA Governance Model is
assessed as ‘green’ for this CSF and how this relates to the statutory test of
effectiveness.
CSF 3 - Enabling faster and more effective collaboration with partners

7.4.4

The Business Case sets out:


The PCC-style FRA Governance Model would facilitate the further
alignment of strategic objectives across the Commissioner’s Police and
Crime Plan and the Fire Authority’s Integrated Risk Management Plan
with partners. The Commissioner’s role allows a greater focus and
accountability for collective (rather than individual) outcomes. This
would build on, and accelerate, existing strong partnership working as
set out in Fire Authority’s response and the strong Commissioner-led
partnership work as described on page 15 of the Business Case, directly
contributing to the effectiveness of both organisations.



The PCC-style FRA Governance Model option would bring additional
speed of decision-making from a single shared and less complex
governance arrangement. Therefore, this would create a louder more
concentrated voice of advocacy for the Constabulary and the Fire
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Service, and would provide greater weight and drive when forming
agreements with other police and fire services.

7.4.5



There are potential opportunities for greater public service collaboration
in Cambridgeshire particularly through the Combined Authority. The
PCC–style FRA Governance Model would enable the Commissioner to
represent and make decisions in relation to both the Constabulary and
the Fire Service in his co-opted position on the Combined Authority,
again contributing to the strategic effectiveness of both services.



A change in governance is unlikely to uncover entirely new potential
areas for collaboration in the short term. However, it would enable the
Commissioner to drive faster a more joined-up and innovative solutions
to community safety such as a single commissioning strategy for
Cambridgeshire and a county-wide roll out of the Prevention and
Enforcement Service (such as is currently operating in Peterborough).

The above sets out that there is a transparent and reasonable rationale as to
how the PCC-style FRA Governance Model contributes to effectiveness and
was assessed as ‘green’ compared to the ‘amber’ for the Representation
Model.
CSF 4 – Transparency and accountability

7.4.6

If the Representation Model is implemented the formal mechanisms of
transparency and accountability of the Fire Authority remain the same as
today. However, the Commissioner would be able to speak formally about fire
matters, bringing some additional transparency and accountability.

7.4.7

However, there is a good body of research that indicates the Commissioner
style single, streamlined governance can accelerate reform and improve
public visibility, accountability, transparency and scrutiny (see Section 2.4.4,
page 33 of the Business Case) and therefore provide more effective
governance.

7.4.8

The above sets out that there is a transparent and reasonable rationale as to
why the PCC-style FRA Governance Model is assessed as ‘green’ on
effectiveness compared to the ‘amber’ for the Representation Model.
CSF 6 – Deliverable

7.4.9

The Business Case identifies that deliverability of the PCC-style FRA
Governance Model option is straightforward to deliver and any disruption can
be managed. As a result this is there assessed as ‘amber’ compared to the
Representation Model (Table 22, page 67). The Business Case also identifies
that implementation costs have been built into the costings to mitigate this risk.

7.4.10 There is a transparent and reasonable rationale as to why the PCC-style FRA
Governance Model is assessed as ‘amber’ on deliverable.
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CSF 7 Strategic Risks.
7.4.11 The Business Case identifies the potential strategic risks of loss of public trust
or compromise fire and rescue service to links with health and local
government services. The consultation exercise has shown that the majority
of the public support the change. The Clinical Commissioning Group have
also given their support to the proposal together with the Combined Authority
and one District Council. It is noted that the two upper tiers (Cambridgeshire
County Council and Peterborough City Council) who are most directly affected
by the changes to the Fire Authority members’ allowances have not supported
the proposal.
7.4.12 As Cambridgeshire has a standalone Fire Authority, the analysis given in the
‘Qualitative evaluation against the four tests’ (Table 23, page 68 of the
Business Case) identified that although the Representation Model was straight
forward to deliver and the disruption caused by the PCC-style FRA
Governance Model could be managed.
7.4.13 The positive response from the consultation exercise from the Clinical
Commissioning Group and the public, together with implementation plans set
out in the covering letter to the Home Secretary, indicate the assessment
regarding strategic risks associated with loss of public support or negative
impact on links with health and local government remains robust.
7.4.14 Additionally with respect to effectiveness, it has been noted during the
consultation period that the Fire Authority have highlighted their increasing
partnership work with other public bodies. The Commissioner has also been
at the forefront of public sector reform to improve outcomes:


Simplifying and integrating community safety structures across the two
upper tier authorities (Cambridgeshire County Council and Peterborough
City Council), improving partnership management and accountability of
high risk vulnerable victims, such as Domestic Abuse, Child Sexual
Exploitation, Prevent and Substance Misuse.



Entering into a joint commissioning arrangements with the NHS and
other partners to ensure effective services to vulnerable individuals,
such as the Sexual Assault Referral Centre and the Integrated Mental
Health Team, (the latter which is embedded within the Constabulary’s
Force Control Room).



Actively engaging with the new Combined Authority and its wider
partners to ensure cross cutting strategies, such as housing, address
issues of social inclusion, not just economic growth.



Integrating pan-agency support for vulnerable victims and witnesses
within Cambridgeshire’s Victim and Witness Hub which includes local
authority, health, Constabulary and voluntary sector commissioned
resources.
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7.4.15 Therefore, the Commissioner has confidence that the strength of existing
operational and strategic partnership working will not be compromised by the
unsupportive response from Cambridgeshire County Council. Therefore, the
scoring and assessment of the deliverability of the benefits falling within the
statutory test of effectiveness remain sound.
7.5

iv.

The Business Case fails to make a case based on the legal
requirements of the Policing and Crime Act 2017 - Public Safety
No case is made on public safety grounds. Recent tragic events
demonstrate the need for a clear, independent yet engaged
governance for fire. They also demonstrate the need for locally
accountable voice that is engaged with, understands and speaks
for its diverse local communities.

7.5.1

The Act (Schedule 1) specifies that the Home Secretary can make an Order
to provide a Police and Crime Commissioner to be a fire and rescue authority
if (4a)(5) (a) it is in the interests of economy, efficiency and effectiveness or
(b) it is in the interests of public safety. These (a) and (b) provisions (or ‘tests’)
are standalone and do not have to be taken together and therefore are not
reliant on each other. However, it is recognised that the policy intent of the
legislation is that the Secretary of State cannot make an order on the grounds
of economy, efficiency and effectiveness if it would have an adverse effect on
public safety.

7.5.2

The Economic Case (Section 3 of the Business Case): The Option
Assessment assessed all governance options. It identified that the following
CSFs impacted on Public Safety:


CSF 2 - Accelerating police and fire collaboration



CSF 3 - Enabling Public Service Reform



CSF 7 - Mitigating strategic risks

CSF 2 - Accelerating police and fire collaboration
7.5.3

The analysis in section 3 of the Business Case identified that the alignment
and creation of collective accountability of public safety and vulnerability
prevention strategic objectives across the Constabulary and the Fire Service
(and also wider partners) was a key driver for improvements in public safety
and could be positively impacted on by a change of governance.

7.5.4

Workshops (as referred to in the Business Case) identified that there are
potential opportunities for greater collaboration between the Constabulary and
the Fire Service in Cambridgeshire. Whilst they have not been quantified at
this stage, they represent potentially significant opportunities to deliver public
safety benefits as well as some financial savings. These opportunities are
summarised at Table 11 of the Business Case (page 30).
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7.5.5

Page 32 of the Business Case highlights current barriers to collaboration and
highlights a change in governance could contribute to overcoming these
barriers particularly by aligning the strategic direction of both the Constabulary
and the Fire Service and hence improve existing work on public safety.
CSF 3 Enabling Public Service Reform

7.5.6

As set out above in respect of effectiveness, the change in governance to a
PCC-style FRA Governance Model could contribute to public safety as:


It would facilitate the further alignment of strategic objectives across the
Commissioner’s Police and Crime Plan and the Fire Authority’s
Integrated Risk Management Plan and place greater focus and
accountability for collective (rather than individual) outcomes.
Community safety elements of these should be an early priority. This
would build on, and accelerate, existing strong partnership working as
set out in Fire Authority’s response and the strong Commissioner-led
partnership work as described on page 15 of the Business Case, directly
contributing to public safety.



It would bring additional speed of decision-making from a single shared
and less complex governance arrangement. Therefore, this would
create a louder more concentrated voice of advocacy for the
Constabulary and the Fire Service, and would provide greater weight and
drive in wider partnerships which can be brought to bear on public safety
issues.



a change in governance is unlikely to uncover entirely new potential
areas for collaboration in the short term. However, it would enable the
Commissioner to drive faster a more joined-up and innovative solutions
to community safety such as a single commissioning strategy for
Cambridgeshire and a county-wide roll out of the Prevention and
Enforcement Service (such as is currently operating in Peterborough).

CSF 7 – Strategic Risks
7.5.7

The Business Case identifies the potential strategic risks of loss of public trust
or compromise to fire and rescue service links with health and local
government services. The consultation exercise has shown that the majority
of the public support the change. The Clinical Commissioning Group have
also given their support to the proposal together with the Combined Authority
and one District Council. It is noted that the two upper tiers (Cambridgeshire
County Council and Peterborough City Council) who are most directly affected
by the changes to the Fire Authority members’ allowances have not supported
the proposals.
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7.5.8

7.5.9

In considering whether there could be unintended negative consequences on
public safety it should also be noted that the Business Case:


Maintains the Chief Fire Officer who will retain operational responsibility
for leading the Fire Service.



Preserves the unique and separate roles of fire and police services while
enabling an accelerated pace of collaboration when this is in the interests
of public safety.



Commits to maintaining the current operational direction set out in Fire
Services’ Integrated Risk Management Plan and does not contain plans
to reduce the current number of fire stations.



Savings identified in the Business Case are from estates, Fire Authority
Member allowances and the shared OPCC and Fire Service Chief
Finance Officer post.



Highlights that both the Constabulary and Fire Service continue to face
financial pressures and the proposed change in governance would
contribute to savings to meet financial pressures, thereby helping to
ensure other public safety resources are maintained. Both the
Constabulary and the Fire Service are low cost comparatively to other
police forces/fire services and will face financial and operational
challenges to meet any further budget reductions required or increased
demands on services.



Highlights that Cambridgeshire has identified that service resilience can
be increased by looking at overall public need and demand and has
created a new, strategic Combined Authority which has signed a
devolution deal with Government. This will provide more local leadership
over funding and service delivery, and more coherent approaches to
public service reform with better community solutions built around the
needs of the local population.

In respect to concern raised regarding the need for a locally accountable voice
to be maintained. Section 2.4.4 of the Business Case (page 33) considers the
evidence of transparency both locally and nationally regarding operation of the
Commissioner and the Fire Authority model. This concludes that these two
models are quite different. The Commissioner is fundamentally a more
modern and directly accountable approach that the pubic are engaged with in
Cambridgeshire.
The good response to the public consultation exercise
provides more evidence of this. This positive response was also seen in the
Commissioner’s Police and Crime Plan consultation which received 3,489
responses compared to the double-figured responses received in response to
the Fire Authority’s consultation on their Integrated Risk Management Plan
consultation.
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7.5.10 It is recognised that the policy intent of the legislation is that the Secretary of
State cannot make an Order for a PCC-style FRA Governance Model on the
grounds of economy, efficiency and effectiveness if it would have an adverse
effect on public safety. The above sets out how the Business Case has
considered that overall there would be a positive impact on public safety
through:





additional speed of decision making.
the better alignment of strategies and plan.
a more joined up approach to community safety and boarder public
sector reform.
maintenance of existing good practice.

Local Business Case does not meet the legislative requirements
7.6

4.

The relevant provisions of the Policing and Crime Act 2017
introduce new legal duties on police, fire and ambulance services
fully to exploit collaboration opportunities. The provisions relating
to governance are “enabling” provisions; that is the PCC may take
on governance of fire “where a local case is made” and “it appears
to the Secretary of State to be in the interests of economy,
efficiency and effectiveness or public safety”. The requirement for
economy, efficiency, effectiveness or public safety are not met in
the LBC.

7.6.1

Paragraphs 7.1.1 to 7.5.10 of this document set out the approach and
evidence used to consider the statutory tests. In summary:


a review of national evidence and workshops with key personnel
identified the drivers for change.



this assessment of the drivers for change informed the creation of a
number of CSFs relevant to Cambridgeshire.



these CSFs were mapped against the statutory tests of economy,
efficiency and effectiveness (including impact on public safety).



an option appraisal was undertaken by independent consultants on all
against the CSF and the statutory tests.



the PCC-style FRA Governance Model was identified as having the
highest ranked option against the statutory tests.

A reasonable and transparent approach has been taken by independent
assessors to demonstrating how the statutory tests are met.
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The Act does not envisage a ‘one size fits all’ and indeed up and
down the country, various models are emerging.

7.7

5.

7.7.1

The Business Case was developed specifically for Cambridgeshire and
reflects current operational, partnership working, and collaboration
arrangements in place.

7.8

6.

There is therefore no presumption in play that change will deliver
better collaboration; the legal case has to be made for change, and
that case must comprise an actual, evidenced, business case, not
a series of assertions for which there is no evidence.

7.

The Act envisages that there must be some benefit in the change,
not change for change’s sake. A LBC that delivers no greater
collaboration, nor greater efficiency, nor effectiveness, nor
financial benefit does not meet the required legislative standard.
The CPFA believes that this LBC does not aid efficiency,
effectiveness or economy for the residents of Cambridgeshire and
Peterborough.

7.8.1

Section 2 of the Business Case considered the drivers for change. In light of
these drivers for change it was identified it was timely to consider if a change
in governance could contribute to meeting the opportunities and managing the
identified risk for Cambridgeshire.

7.8.2

The Business Case sets out how a change in governance can have a positive
impact on the CSFs and in this way achieved the statutory tests of efficiency,
effectiveness and economy. It concludes that enhanced, transparent and
effective governance under an elected Police, Fire and Crime Commissioner
will be the catalyst for delivering significant and tangible benefits for the people
of Cambridgeshire.

7.8.3

There is a clear direction of travel set by the Government. In the Government’s
response to their consultation on ‘Enabling Closer Working Between the
Emergency Services’ they highlighted the Government’s commitment to
enable fire and police services to work more closely together and develop the
role of elected and accountable Police and Crime Commissioners. In January
2016 the Government also announced that responsibility for fire and rescue
policy had transferred from the Department for Communities and Local
Government to the Home Office when it said “There are clear opportunities for
collaboration to go further and faster.”

7.8.4

Paragraphs 7.1.1 to 7.6.1 of this document set out the approach used to
demonstrate that the statutory tests are met.
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7.9

8.

The LBC does not provide any evidence-based case for change.
The LBC, in the considered view of CPFA, will weaken
accountability and governance. It will, we believe, cost more and
become more bureaucratic as it places reliance on Police and
Crime Panels, which are not set up to carry out the detailed role in
understanding, scrutinising and setting the direction for the fire
service in Cambridgeshire and Peterborough. It will mean an
already stretched PCC will be spread even more thinly.

7.9.1

Please see response to the overall summary points that the Fire Authority
have raised that clearly sets out how the Commissioner believes the Business
Case addresses the primary legislative tests of economy, effectiveness and
efficiency.

7.9.2

There is a clear direction of travel set by the Government. In the Government’s
response to their consultation on ‘Enabling Closer Working Between the
Emergency Services’ they highlighted the Government’s commitment to
enable fire and police services to work more closely together and develop the
role of elected and accountable Police and Crime Commissioners.

7.9.3

The concept of having a directly elected individual overseeing key local
delivery is now a well-established means of reform with the 2012 elections of
the first Police and Crime Commissioners and the 2017 election of the first
Mayor for Cambridgeshire and Peterborough. The Government’s response to
the Home Affairs Select Committee Seventh Report of the 2015-16 Session
states that ‘since coming into post, PCCs have brought real local
accountability to how chief constables and their forces perform and they are
working hard to ensure that their local communities have a stronger voice in
policing’. The report goes on to state that ‘the Government remains confident
that the PCC model of direct democratic accountability has brought real
scrutiny, leadership and engagement to local policing in a way that did not
exist previously’.

7.9.4

It will be the Commissioner’s role to scrutinise and set the direction for the Fire
Service, not the Police and Crime Panel whose role is to support and
challenge the Commissioner in the exercise of his functions. The legislation
provides that the remit of Police and Crime Panel’s will be expanded to include
scrutiny of the Commissioner’s fire responsibilities and that it is for local
authorities to review and reconstitute the membership of Panels to ensure that
they have the right skills, knowledge and experience to scrutinise matters
relating to fire and rescue in addition to their current remit regarding crime and
policing.

7.9.5

The current budgeted cost of the Fire Authority is £108k being the cost of the
allowance and associated costs of the 17 Members. The adoption of the
proposed PCC-style Governance Model option will immediately see this
money being saved as the Commissioner will take over the governance of the
Fire Service. There is an additional current cost of £147k which represents the
Officer time to support the governance of the Fire Authority service and its
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scrutiny (Table 3, page 12). There are no proposals to immediately change
this current support provided for fire governance and therefore there will be no
need for the Commissioner to increase his office costs upon taking over the
governance of the Fire Service. Over time the approach to best integrating
the existing Fire Authority and OPCC resources will be defined.
7.9.6

In response to the Fire Authority’s concern about capacity, this document sets
out the support available within the OPCC to enable the Commissioner to
discharge his full range of functions effectively and with independence. The
Commissioner has a stable and experienced office who managed the
transition from the Police Authority to the OPCC. Officers have the experience
and skills to ensure a smooth transition to a new Cambridgeshire Office of the
Police, Fire and Crime Commissioner. The Business Case includes within it
non-recurrent resources to support a smooth transition. Over time and subject
to appropriate consultation of staff, an integrated Office of the Police, Fire and
Crime Commissioner structure will be put in place.

7.9.7

The Table below indicates how the functions of the principal Fire Authority
Committees could be incorporated into the OPCC’s existing governance
mechanisms.
Fire Authority - principal
supporting committees

Office of the Police and Crime
Commissioner – existing governance
mechanisms which could incorporate
or be replicated to provide appropriate
oversight

Policy and Resources
Committee
Met six times in 2016

Business Coordination Board (six-weekly)
Finance Sub Group (monthly)
Estate Sub Group (monthly)

Overview and Scrutiny
Committee
Met five times in 2016

Joint Audit Committee (quarterly)
Performance Working Group (quarterly)
Professional Standards Department
Governance Board (quarterly)

Performance Review
Committee
Met once in 2016

1:1 meetings with Chief Constable
(weekly)
Performance Working Group (quarterly)

Joint Consultative
Committee
Met three times in 2016

Meetings with Police Federation
(quarterly)
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Cambridgeshire and Peterborough collaboration to date
7.10

3a. There is a strong and ongoing collaboration between police, fire,
ambulance, local government and health already. Nothing in the
LBC suggests that a change in governance will bring forward new
areas for collaboration or improve the prospects of delivering those
planned improvements already under way.
3b. The LBC suggests the changes will result in a more integrated
approach to estate management. History tells us that this is clearly
not evidenced as under the previous PCC little or no collaboration
was forthcoming. Despite this both police and fire services have
worked hard with limited resources to establish a Strategic "InterOperability Board" which has proved to be both effective and
fruitful. No change to this model is envisaged and any change in
governance could as equally harm progress rather than enhance it
as suggested by the PCC.
3c. The LBC fails to recognise fundamental differences between police
and fire: police being demand led and fire being risk based. Further,
it fails to recognise the benefits of collaborations more widely with
the public sector. These factors have resulted in a LBC which
potentially harms and undermines existing collaborations and
instead focuses on simplistic statements, not tested or validated,
as would be expected in a business case.
9.

The LBC talks of current ‘silo working’ but provides no evidence
that this exists.

10. In reality, under current arrangements, notable successful
collaborations (recognised in the LBC) include:
•

First response and co-responding with the East of England
Ambulance Service Trust (“EEAST”) ;

•

Shared estate with police, utilising fire vehicles for community
based work in Peterborough and fire sites at Linton and
Dogsthorpe. This has delivered savings for the police as a
result of not needing a facility in Linton and rationalising their
estate in Peterborough;

•

Cambridge Community Fire Station – public/private
collaboration resulting in a new fire station at nil cost to the
public purse. This new fire station is valued at £4M. In addition
a profit-share of £1.1M was received by the Fire Authority;

•

Fire and ambulance sharing facilities at Dogsthorpe and
Stanground. Facilities provide a base for ambulances in
deemed risk areas;
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•

Ambulance using fire stations at Whittlesey, Huntingdon and
Chatteris;

•

Cambridge Search and Rescue using fire facilities at March,
Cottenham, Sawtry and Littleport.
This is a charitable
organisation that provides services to the community for
missing persons. They are able to use our stations to store
equipment free of charge;

•

Combined Fire Control with Suffolk. First Combined Fire
Control in the country, which saves both Services £400K per
annum;

•

Sharing senior officer resilience with Bedfordshire FRS: this
has enabled the Fire Authority to remove a Principal Officer
post, saving in excess of £180K per annum;

•

Service Transformation and Efficiency Programme (STEP) with
Bedfordshire, Somerset and Devon FRS’s.
This project
rationalises business process through technology, saving
people’s time and improving data. It’s success secured an
additional grant of £1.4M from the government transformation
fund;

•

Insurance consortium with 8 other FRS’s. The creation of a
national indemnity company protects the Fire Authority from
increases in insurance premiums;

•

Shared audit functions with other FRS’s: procurement savings
and sharing of best practice;

•

Training collaboration with South Wales FRS;

•

Arson liaison with police;

•

Joint Education Team tackling drug gangs with police in
Cambridge;

•

With Cambridgeshire County Council providing ‘safe and well’
visits to support adult social care: fire have been able to gain
the trust of elderly residents due to the highly positive public
perception of fire;

•

With police to deliver Peterborough Enforcement Service;

•

With prison and probation on offender management issues;

•

With local councils to tackle rogue landlords;

•

Numerous collaborations with private and third sector,
including Red Cross, Rotary Club, Princes Trust;
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•

With Multi Agency Safeguarding Hub (MASH) in child
protection, vulnerable adult and domestic abuse cases.

11. Greater Manchester FRS commissioned a report by New Economy
which quantified impressive savings from fire and ambulance
collaboration. It stated:
This analysis finds that the return on investment for this initiative
over five years is likely to create a gross fiscal saving to the public
purse of £5.2 million over five years. This represents a cost-tobenefit ratio of approximately 1:6. It is projected that:
86% of this benefit will be experienced by CCGs. In large part
this is due to improved secondary care outcomes as the result
of faster response times, but is also the result of prevented
fatalities. It is estimated that gross fiscal benefits for CCGs will
amount to approximately £892,000 per annum over five years;
and 14% of this benefit will be experienced by NWAS. This
benefit is experienced in the form of a ‘per call-out’ demand
reduction in the duration of total on-scene time. This benefit
sees early response and extra capacity from GMFRS support
NWAS to complete on-scene work more quickly. It is estimated
that gross fiscal benefits for NWAS will amount to
approximately £146,000 per annum over five years.
12.

The above example shows that collaboration across services, not
just police and fire, are key to better delivery of services and to
large scale and sustainable cost savings.

13.

The LBC is made almost exclusively on estate collaboration
between police and fire, which CPFA recognises is a real
opportunity, but not at the expense of wider collaboration that
could yield better efficiencies. Collaboration on police and fire
estate is already underway, under the leadership of the CFO and
the Chief Constable. Collaboration on estate is largely determined
by operational requirements, not changes to governance.

14.

The Strategic Inter-Operability Board is criticised in the LBC for
slow pace and delivery. This is an unreasonable criticism. This
Board was set up and driven by the CFO; in 10 months it has
identified and developed its plan and is now implementing change.
On any fair assessment, it is a highly effective mechanism and
indeed it is the mechanism that the LBC suggests should drive
collaboration going forward. It can meet no more regularly than it
currently does and it can assess projects no faster than it currently
does. The LBC does not set out how the Board will work better,
faster, or more efficiently in a changed governance model.
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7.10.1 The Business Case does not deny that there is good operational collaboration
taking place between police and fire. A CSF within the Business Case is to
accelerate the pace and effectiveness of police and fire collaboration and
section 2.4.2 (page 29 of the Business Case) identifies significant areas where
this is possible. It highlights there are a number of local barriers to
collaboration and that a change in governance could contribute to overcoming
some of these barriers. Closer governance between the Constabulary and
the Fire Service would drive public service transformation harder and faster
and will start to deliver real and tangible local public service reform.
7.10.2 The Government’s response to the Home Affairs Select Committee Seventh
Report of the 2015-16 Session states that ‘PCCs are uniquely placed to
pursue ambitious reform and maximise the opportunities for collaboration
between police and fire’.
7.10.3 Collaboration between the Constabulary and the Fire Service is considered to
work well at the operational level, but there are opportunities, through shared
governance, to accelerate collaboration initiatives and introduce formal
mechanisms that will ensure benefits are realised. Stronger shared
governance at the strategic and political level would also enable the alignment
of strategic objectives across the Constabulary and the Fire Service, which
would place greater focus and accountability for collective community safety
rather than individual service outcomes.
7.10.4 At 2.2.5 (page 22) the Business Case highlights the changing operational
demands for police forces and fire and rescue services which is bringing
police, fire and other statutory agencies into closer contact with each other
more frequently, increasing the case for greater collaboration. Whilst data has
not been collated and analysed, it is considered that there is a high degree of
overlap between police, fire, ambulance and the local authorities for those
communities considered to be vulnerable and in need of support from public
services.
7.10.5 As the Business Case highlights, despite significant overlap between strategic
objectives there is no single commissioning community safety strategy. It
states that Cambridgeshire could increase effectiveness and value for money,
targeting messages and interventions on home and fire safety alongside
broader social and community. It was acknowledged during the workshops
(which are referred to in the Business Case) by both police and fire colleagues
that there is an overlap in those with whom they seek to engage, and that data
sharing and more joined-up risk management could be improved “Amongst
those consulted, collaboration between fire and police is considered to work
well at the operational level, but there are opportunities to accelerate and
ensure aligned decision-making through stronger shared governance at the
strategic and political level.” The proposed PCC-style FRA Governance Model
is the best model to achieve this alignment.
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7.10.6 With respect to the concern that the Commissioner may struggle to focus on
a “risk based” organisation when their primary responsibility is a “demand led”
organisation. The Commissioner’s Police and Crime Plan recognises the need
to understand and manage demand and look to new effective and efficient
ways of delivering policing work through an approach based on threat, risk
and harm. The existing Police and Crime Plan demonstrates the commitment
to ensuring that resources are there to both meet demand and create
partnership preventative arrangements to reduce risk.
7.10.7 The Business Case is clear in the recommendation at 1.1.4 (page 8) that the
operational independence of the Constabulary and the Fire Service would be
maintained. Operational responsibility for the Fire Service would clearly sit
with the Chief Fire Officer, in the same manner in which the Chief Constable
is operationally responsible for the Constabulary.
7.10.8 In respect of the pace and delivery of the Strategic Interoperability Board (a
board of senior representatives from the Constabulary, Fire Service and East
of England Ambulance Service which was formed in August 2016), in
September 2015 the Government published a consultation paper seeking
views on proposals to increase joint working between the emergency services.
7.10.9 In Cambridgeshire, the previous Commissioner had initiated an early dialogue
with the Fire Authority from as early as 2015 recognising that greater police
and fire collaboration was clearly on the Government’s agenda and
recognising the opportunities to build on front line co-operation.
7.10.10 The current Commissioner wrote to the Fire Authority on his first day in office
(12th May 2016), and in September 2016 decided to initiate joint work to
develop a Business Case to determine the most appropriate future
governance model for police and fire in Cambridgeshire. All of this being prior
to the statutory duty placed upon emergency services to collaborate in the
Policing and Crime Act which received Royal Assent in January 2017. This
demonstrates the opportunity to accelerate the pace and effectiveness of
police and fire collaboration through a change in governance.
7.10.11 At 2.1.4 (page 14) the Business Case highlights that the Commissioner has
already taken an active role in joining up service provision and tackling crossorganisational issues. The Commissioner now chairs both the Cambridgeshire
Criminal Justice Board and the Cambridgeshire Countywide Community
Safety Strategic Board. It states that the Commissioner’s role in chairing both
Boards and putting in place supporting and delivery governance structures
provides a useful indication of how clear, accountable governance can be
made more straightforward when vested in an individual rather than a
committee.
7.10.12 An example of where this individual strong leadership and individual
accountability can bring about positive change is demonstrated by the fact that
Cambridgeshire Search and Rescue have lost their storage facilities and the
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Commissioner is enabling them to use the Constabulary’s training facility for
this purpose, recognising the benefits to community safety.
7.11

15. The LBC implies that its preferred governance model will somehow
create additional ‘capacity’ to progress and implement beneficial
collaboration on estates matters, without defining what ‘capacity’
is or explaining why this ‘capacity’ is apparently lacking under the
present arrangements but can be assumed to emerge if the PCC’s
preferred arrangements are implemented. Any properly assembled
business case would set out its definition of ‘capacity’ here, set out
how and explain why the current apparently impaired ‘capacity’ is
impeding the delivery of sensible collaboration, narrate its
assessment of the existing ‘capacity’, make out a case for its
assertion that additional and more suitable capacity will emerge as
a consequence of revised governance arrangements and
demonstrate in at least some detail the character and sustainability
of this new capacity by projecting its financing in the context of the
services’ budgets and combined capital assets. In the absence of
any of this work, the LBC simply asserts that its preference would
be better and allocates itself a Green marker instead of a Red one.
16. If a sound business case can be made for a collaborative estates
project, that business case will have demonstrated the affordability
of the project. It is commonplace in public estates collaboration
projects, which is a mature area of work, for the more efficient use
of land and/or buildings to be financed by the disposal of or exit
from redundant assets belonging to one or more of the
collaborating parties. Now that the currently-elected PCC is in
favour of such projects, the capacity to establish and deliver them
can readily be achieved and this process has successfully
commenced; the services need to generate options, commission
appraisals of the options from suitable professional firms, select
the optimum options once advised and procure project delivery
arrangements. These steps will apply to projects regardless of the
governance arrangements for the services collaborating.

7.11.1 At section 2.4.3 (page 32) the Business Case highlights that since their
introduction in 2012, Commissioners have already demonstrated an ability to
act as a catalyst for change and drive innovation. A Police Foundation report
in 2016 stated that Commissioner’s had “unlocked innovation in policing
policy” and that having a “full time public official focused on public safety” had
led to new ways of doing things.
7.11.2 At section 2.4.2 (page 29) the Business Case highlights that emergency
services collaboration research consistently demonstrates governance as a
major enabler or barrier of collaboration – complex governance makes it
harder to deliver significant collaboration initiatives quickly and effectively.
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7.11.3 The Business Case is clear at sections 1.2.1 and 2.4.1 (pages 8 and 26
respectively) that a change of governance could ensure the best use of police
and fire assets through a single approach to investment decisions and estates
consolidation. In fact it states that optimisation of the estate is perhaps the
area of greatest opportunity for financial benefits from collaboration between
the two organisations. The Business Case goes on to state that the realisation
of these benefits does not solely depend upon a change in governance.
However, simplified more joined up governance would increase the likelihood
of success of the estates consolidation programme and avoid decisions being
taken by a single service that may not provide overall best value for money.
7.11.4 The Business Case at section 3.4.2 (page 53) concludes that there is scope
to increase the likelihood of success of the consolidation programme currently
being driven through the Strategic Interoperability Board through the faster
decision-making and potentially greater capacity that the PCC-style FRA
Governance Model would bring. It is likely that financial benefits could be
released from the estate through a change in governance which would help
focus on solutions that provide overall best value for money. The financial
modelling has increased the likelihood of success from 30% in the No Change
Model to 75% for the PCC-style FRA Governance Model.
7.11.5 The Business Case at sections 2.4.1 and 3.2.2 (pages 26 and 41 respectively)
indicates that benefits realisation requires enough senior time and resources
dedicated to evaluating opportunities, decision-making and driving benefits
realisation and ensuring alignment. This is likely to depend on the capacity of
existing governance mechanisms to dedicate time to estates decision-making,
the ability to make decisions that provide overall best value for money, and
the capacity of the estates’ teams to deliver projects. Shared governance can
enable this to happen more effectively.
7.11.6 Property and asset management currently comes under the broad remit of the
Fire Authority’s Policy and Resources Committee. This Committee met six
times in 2016. The Commissioner currently chairs a dedicated Estates Sub
Group with the Constabulary which meets monthly, in addition to consideration
through the Commissioner’s Business Coordination Board. This should
provide the necessary capacity.
7.11.7 As already stated, the Business Case is not disputing that the estates
collaboration work is not achieving some success. However the Business
Case does put forward the premise that this will be better achieved with one
person being in overall control.
7.11.8 A sensitivity analysis of the proposals shows that even a 10% increase in the
likelihood of success will result in a £347k improvement in the reduction of
premises running costs and capital receipt generated (being the difference in
NPV of the No Change Model compared with the Representation Model, which
has a 10% variance).
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7.11.9 Changes to the governance of the Fire Service do not preclude wider
collaboration and partnership working. In fact, the Business Case
demonstrates that closer governance between police and fire would drive
public service transformation harder and faster. The legislation places a
statutory duty on emergency services to collaborate to improve efficiency or
effectiveness. The OPCC is used to collaboration and partnership working at
local, regional and national levels and this will continue.
7.11.10 In respect of the pause in the Fire Authority’s plans for a new headquarters.
The proposal was for a new fire headquarters and training facility at a net cost
of £4.2m. Following the Commissioner’s concerns being raised, sharing
facilities, including police training facilities is now being examined.
7.11.11 It should also be noted that the Making Assets Count partnership in
Cambridgeshire, a complex programme that brought together several
Cambridgeshire public sector organisations in a partnership, failed to achieve
its ambition to create a “one public estate”. The Business Case sets out how
single governance can speed up decision making and provide a real
opportunity for delivery of estates savings more broadly than a single
organisation view.
7.12

18. The LBC assigns its preferred model a 75% probability of delivering
successful capital projects, and the current model a 30%
probability. These figures are arbitrary and are not based on
evidence. The tables in the LBC do not set out the impact of these
assumptions on their formulae. In the absence of a full explanation
of the assumptions, the evidence base for them and a
demonstration of their application to plausible worked examples of
capital projects that might be undertaken, these tables cannot be
taken seriously as evidence and must be set aside.

7.12.1 It is recognised the exact value of the percentage that has been applied may
be described as subjective, but the order of the likelihood of success is well
evidenced within the Business Case. Analysis indicates that although the
scale of savings may change the value of savings will be greater for PCC-style
FRA Governance Model and less for the Representation and No Change
Models.
7.12.2 Section 2.4.1 (page 26) of the Business Case states that: “The realisation of
these benefits does not depend upon a change in governance. However there
needs to be a joined up approach that avoids decisions being taken by a single
service that may not provide overall best value for money. Consequently, there
needs to be enough senior time and resources dedicated to evaluating
opportunities, decision-making and driving benefits realisation and ensuring
alignment. Shared governance can enable this to happen more effectively.”
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7.12.3 Without a single layer of governance that has an overarching responsibility to
make a decision on estates consolidation, it is difficult to see how every single
opportunity would be realised
7.12.4 Research from the emergency services collaboration working group
consistently identifies fragmented governance as a constraint on effective
collaboration.
7.12.5 A sensitivity analysis of the proposals shows that even a 10% increase in the
likelihood of success will result in a £347k improvement in the reduction of
premises running costs and capital receipt generated.
Scoring methodology of Local Business Case
7.13

3e

No qualitative assessments have been carried out in the LBC as to
the quality of decision-making within the current governance
model. The absence of a baseline for what the CPFA currently
achieves renders the comparative ‘scoring’ exercise in the LBC
meaningless.

3f

The scoring methodology is inconsistent and the ratings are not
evidence-based. To place any reliance on it would be unreasonable
in the “Wednesbury” sense. Even on the LBC’s scoring
methodology, the differences between the scores for each of the
governance models is marginal.

19. The LBC scoring methodology is inconsistent, subjective and is not
based in evidence.
20. By way of small sample, some of the assessments made in the LBC
are compared below. The assessment for ‘single employer’ has not
been considered here, as the LBC does not advocate that as an
option.
The Secretary of State is urged to undertake a detailed review of the
scoring in the LBC. The scoring is instrumental in determining the
final - and CPFA says deeply flawed - scores that determine the
‘case’ for change.
7.13.1 The consultants, who were commissioned jointly by the Commissioner and
the Fire Authority, independently developed the scoring methodology
throughout. The comments on the above point are set out in Appendix 5.
Stated benefits are unsupported by evidence
7.14

3c

Cost savings are not evidenced. No direct comparison is made in
the LBC of the cost of servicing Police and Crime Panels, or the
associated costs of the Office of the PCC, compared with Fire
Authority costs.
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22a Savings of £110k in member allowances have been cited but after
offsetting costs, the actual saving in the LBC, on a best case
scenario, is £14k. The £110k figure is overstated; in fact including
all conferences, travel and subsistence, the Fire Authority costs for
2016 were in the region of £96k. No like for like comparison is made
of the costs of an enhanced PCC function that includes salary costs
of the PCC, a Deputy PCC, all on costs, or Office of PCC costs. The
comparable cost of expanded Police, Crime and Fire Panels has not
been accounted for. The LBC acknowledges that the PCC would
require additional officer support and potentially a deputy - yet
these costs are absent from all consideration in the LBC. The costs
savings are therefore misleading and in any case offset within the
LBC by its own estimate of £96k additional costs of running
meetings on its preferred model.
7.14.1 The savings generated by implementation of the PCC-style FRA Governance
Model, set out in Table 24, section 5.1 (page 72) of the Business Case, are
£110k in relation to the Fire Authority Members costs (current year costs plus
inflation) and a further £72k (all in year 1 2018/19) through the sharing of the
Chief Finance Officer position (a role which also undertakes the
responsibilities of a s151 officer under the Local Government Finance Act
1972), offset by additional cost of increased capacity for the Deputy Police
and Crime
7.14.2 These savings are based on the Fire Authority’s budget, not the previous
year’s actuals, as it is a reduction in budgets that bring about savings.
7.14.3 It is acknowledged that there will be implementation costs of the proposed
PCC-style FRA Governance Model and the Business Case contains £80k,
across 2017/18 and 2018/19, for this.
7.14.4 The result is a full year revenue saving, from 2019/20 at the latest of £185k
(after allowing for inflation). This is before taking into account increased
success that will come about on the estates consolidation programme.
7.14.5 The servicing of the current Police and Crime Panel is a cost of the hosting
authority, currently Peterborough City Council, for which they receive a
Government grant. In 2016/17 this was underspent whilst the Panel still
fulfilled its statutory obligations.
7.14.6 Table 3 (page 12 of the Business Case) sets out the current governance costs
incurred by the Fire Service, totalling £147k (excluding Members allowances).
7.14.7 The current Commissioner’s input into the Police and Crime Panel is managed
within his office, the OPCC. There will be no additional cost increases in
supporting a Police, Fire and Crime Panel as this will be from existing
resources within the Commissioner’s office and the current support costs from
within the Fire Service which currently support the Fire Authority.
The
Business Case does not make any proposals for changing this.
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7.15

22b The LBC claims for its preferred model an £83k annual saving as a
consequence of sharing the Head of Finance across the two
services, which has already taken place and should also be shown
in the ‘Do Nothing’ table.

7.15.1 The current sharing arrangement of the Chief Finance Officer between the
OPCC and the Fire Service is an interim arrangement, put in place whilst
discussions around future governance options took place. The OPCC budget
is based on a fulltime Chief Finance Officer and therefore it is appropriate that
this saving is shown in the business case.
7.15.2 A review as to the substantive arrangements regarding the Chief Finance
Officer post will be considered should the PCC-style FRA Governance Model
not be implemented.
7.15.3 The governance savings given above are only the start of a truly collaborative
journey with stronger governance necessary to drive change.
7.16

22c Estate savings of varying values are predicted in the LBC. The
PCC’s preferred model is simply stated to be more than twice as
likely to deliver an effective capital project – a 75% probability
compared to a 30% probability, (these assignments of probability
are not explained) – which in turn boosts the “Net Present Value”
(NPV) of the LBC’s preferred option.
22d The LBC does not explain why it believes that CPFA would fail to
deliver seven out of ten capital projects, nor indeed why a PCCgoverned combination of the services would fail to deliver five such
projects out of every twenty it embarked upon. The LBC’s preferred
case is simply assigned the better NPV calculation without setting
out the assumptions it is based on.
22e In any event, beneficial capital projects are deliverable through
collaboration within the current arrangements.
22f Finally, and although the LBC is peppered with many different
estimates of financial gain, the actual amounts are largely
unevidenced and contradicts the strong evidence of collaboration
(see para 10) with public sector partners. It is easy to overestimate
benefits from capital projects, even without manipulating ‘success
probabilities’ in the way the LBC does, and contrarily the CPFA has
a strong record of delivering projects that benefit the public purse
as a whole, not one of the services at the expense of the other, are
pursued and delivered. The CPFA can evidence examples of how
this has been done. This casts significant doubt on the probabilities
assigned to the ‘Do Nothing’ option in the Fire Authority’s ability to
deliver projects in the future.

7.16.1 The Business Case agrees that there is good operational collaboration taking
place.
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7.16.2 CSF 2 within the Business Case is to accelerate the pace and effectiveness
of police and fire collaboration. Section 2.4.2 (page 29) of the Business Case
identifies significant areas where this is possible. It highlights there are a
number of local barriers to collaboration and that a change in governance
could contribute to overcoming some of these barriers. The Business Case
also provides robust evidence that closer governance between police and fire
would drive public service transformation harder and faster.
7.16.3 Sections 1.2.1 and 2.4.1 (pages 8 and 26 respectively) of the Business Case
is clear that a change of governance could ensure the best use of the
Constabulary and Fire Service assets through a single approach to investment
decisions and estates consolidation. In fact it states that optimisation of estate
is perhaps the area of greatest opportunity for financial benefits from
collaboration between the two organisations. It goes on to state that the
realisation of these benefits does not solely depend upon a change in
governance. However, simplified more joined up governance would increase
the likelihood of success of the estates consolidation programme and avoid
decisions being taken by a single service that may not provide overall best
value for money.
7.16.4 In terms of the application of the probability ratings, it is recognised the exact
value of the percentages that has been applied may be described as
subjective, but the order of the likelihood of success is well evidenced within
the Business Case.
7.16.5 Therefore in terms of a sensitivity analysis although the scale of savings may
change evidence indicates the magnitude of savings will be greater for PCCstyle FRA Governance Model and less for the Representation and No Change
Models. For example, a 10% variance on the success rates could see a
positive contribution of £347k to the overall net present value of each option.
7.16.6 For capital projects the same base values have been used in the assessment
of all the four options (see Appendix 3), with the only variable being the %
success factor.
7.16.7 As already stated, the Business Case is not disputing that the estates
collaboration work is not achieving some success but it put forward the
premise that this will be better achieved with one person being in overall
control.
7.16.8 Additional detailed information has been provided at Appendix 3 setting out
how the potential savings have been estimated.
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Improvements to accountability and scrutiny
7.17

3g

The change to a single individual overseeing the fire service lacks
resilience, and loses the wealth and diverse range of local
knowledge, skills and political dimension that the current model
provides.

23

The LBC refers throughout to ‘independent scrutiny’ without any
definition or qualitative assessment of its effectiveness. The PCC’s
diary is already extremely busy; militating against the ability to
replicate more efficiently or effectively the evidently efficient work
of a body of cross-party members, with wide ranging skills and
experience. The detailed scrutiny work of the CPFA is not
mentioned in the LBC; the detailed work into policy and resource
allocation and the in-depth analysis, face to face with the CFO, of
key strategic issues is not analysed. In recent years, CPFA has
rationalised budgets; modernised; delivered lean management;
and maintained and improved public confidence and performance
to high levels which CPFA has evidenced throughout this paper.
These important factors have not fairly or properly been assessed
in the LBC on the issues of delivering economy, efficiency or
effectiveness.

24

The current model involves a body of members, democratically
elected to public office and then appointed onto a Fire Authority.
The current model does not rely on one elected person, with a finite
term of office. The Fire Authority is made up of members with fire
expertise, developed over many years’ service and it therefore
benefits from a collective memory. The Members bring county wide
knowledge and experience from many different walks of life. They
sit in a room with chief officers directly. This will be watered down
as the CFO will not attend Police and Crime Panels, these are
bodies at which only the PCC will attend, and in turn the PCC will
meet privately with the CFO, as is the model with the Chief
Constable. The PCC is the interface at these Panels. The Panels will
be made up of between 11-13 members, from the same pool of
members as currently sit on the CPFA. The proposed model adds a
layer (arguably a buffer to accountability) between the CFO and
Councillors.

25. The level of scrutiny/ input to the Fire Service by Members is
understated in the LBC. Members sit on specialist Committees and
Working Groups and this involvement has without doubt
contributed to the savings achieved, whilst continuing to
operationally offer the same level of service. The membership is
from across Cambridgeshire and Peterborough, and representative
of specific communities, both urban and rural. The current model
is rooted in ‘localism’, with local councillors speaking for their local
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communities. The proposal is a more ‘centralist’ approach and
relies on one individual to speak for all the diverse communities of
Cambridgeshire and Peterborough.
7.17.1 Section 2.2 of the Business Case (page 17) outlines the drivers for change –
the policy, financial and operational trends at national and local level that are
driving the need for increased collaboration between fire and police. The
Government is committed to delivering more effective and efficient locally-led
public services with an increasing emphasis on integrated place-based
delivery. This can be seen through the implementation of directly elected
individuals overseeing key local delivery with the 2012 elections of the first
Police and Crime Commissioners and the 2017 election of the first Mayor for
Cambridgeshire and Peterborough. Section 2.4.4 of the Business Case (page
33) highlights the potential benefits for increased transparency and public
accountability.
7.17.2 The Government’s response to the Home Affairs Select Committee Seventh
Report of the 2015-16 Session states that ‘since coming into post, PCCs have
brought real local accountability to how chief constables and their forces
perform and they are working hard to ensure that their local communities have
a stronger voice in policing’. The report goes on to state that ‘the Government
remains confident that the PCC model of direct democratic accountability has
brought real scrutiny, leadership and engagement to local policing in a way
that did not exist previously’ Furthermore, it states that ‘PCCs are uniquely
placed to pursue ambitious reform and maximise the opportunities for
collaboration between police and fire’.
7.17.3 At section 1.2.1 (page 8) of the Business Case states that since their
introduction in 2012, Commissioners have already demonstrated an ability to
act as a catalyst for change and drive innovation. It suggests that more
integrated governance between fire and police could therefore drive a more
effective approach to public service transformation and provide a louder, more
concentrated voice of advocacy for both services, when forming agreements
with other public sector partners.
7.17.4 At section 2.2.3 (page 20) the Business Case highlights that the Knight Review
(an independent review of efficiency in the provision of fire and rescue in
England) concluded that Fire Authority Members needed “greater support and
knowledge to be able to provide the strong leadership necessary to drive
efficiency”. It also highlights that the 2015 National Audit Office report on the
financial sustainability of fire and rescue services identified elected members
need technical support to enable them to make independent judgements on
the strategies and performance of their service.
7.17.5 The Business Case at 2.2.3 (page 20) highlights that a number of independent
national reviews of current fire and rescue governance, have identified
inefficiencies with the current committee governance model and the
inadequate provision of effective independent technical scrutiny by fire
authorities. Evidence suggests that single, streamlined governance can
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accelerate reform and improve public visibility, accountability, transparency
and effective scrutiny. There is therefore an argument that removing the
current committee structure of the Fire Authority would bring benefits in terms
of the transparency and accountability of fire governance in Cambridgeshire.
7.17.6 Section 2.2.3 (page 20) of the Business Case refers to the Thomas Review of
conditions of service for fire and rescue staff in England. This report spoke of
the ‘formality and inflexibility’ which fire authorities together with their subcommittees could introduce. The benefits of a single decision making person,
in the form of the Commissioner, with improved speed of decision making and
ensuring that decision are all joined up and the impact on public safety for both
police and fire is fully taken into account is identified in the recommendation
in the Business Case at 1.1.4 (page 8).
7.17.7 In relation to decision making within the current governance model, at section
2.4.4 (page 33) the Business Case highlights that when reviewing the
Commissioner model, the National Audit Office found that the replacement of
police authorities by PCCs enabled “a single person to make decisions faster
than a committee and could be more transparent about the reasons for those
decisions” . It also outlined further benefits around the “scope to innovate, to
respond better to local priorities and achieve value for money”.
7.17.8 At 2.4.4 (top of page 35) the Business Case highlights that the Fire Authority
was criticised in a Public Accounts Committee Inquiry into financial
sustainability of fire and rescue services in relation to its scrutiny of senior
officer salaries. As part of the inquiry, Melanie Dawes, Permanent Secretary
in the Department for Communities and Local Government, stated that the
decision by the CPFA to immediately rehire the then retired Chief Fire Officer
“had not been taken through any proper oversight procedures in terms of a
vote by the fire and rescue authority”. She went on to say that local scrutiny of
the fire system must be “as good as it possibly can be” and “the opportunity of
having the oversight of an elected Police and Crime Commissioner could
improve that.”
7.17.9 Local Councillors are all elected but they are only directly elected to represent
their wards, they are not elected to the Fire Authority. Fire Authority Members
are nominated by Councils without consulting the public. If the proposed
changes go ahead, in 2020 the people of Cambridgeshire and Peterborough
would have the chance to directly elect a local Police, Fire and Crime
Commissioner. The PCC-style FRA Governance Model proposal will increase
the democratic accountability of Cambridgeshire’s Fire Service.
7.17.10 The Fire Authority is made up of 17 Councillors, who each also have other
responsibilities both as Councillors and more widely. As with any
democratically elected post, the term of office of a local Councillor can be
finite, and as a consequence their experience on specialised forums, such as
a Fire Authority, would be lost should the members then not be re-elected or
re-appointed.
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7.17.11 Although the Fire Authority meets in public, the Business Case highlights that
in the last year there were no questions tabled by members of the public at
Fire Authority meetings. Meanwhile, the Commissioner held 12 open public
surgeries attended by 35 members of the public where 35 questions were
tabled. In addition, the OPCC issues 10 newsletters a year reaching around
20,000 people per issue and the Commissioner also received 1,020
emails/letters of correspondence from the public. Papers for the
Commissioner’s Business Coordination Board are published before the
meeting.
7.17.12 The Police and Crime Panel is made up of 11 elected Councillors, put forward
by Cambridgeshire County Council, Peterborough City Council and each
District Council, along with three independent co-opted members. A newly
formed Police, Crime and Fire Panel would be drawn from the same pool of
Councillors and would be able to draw on any existing expertise. In fact,
currently one member of the Panel sits on the Fire Authority and another was
a previous member.
7.17.13 The Commissioner has a full time role, in addition to 14 members of staff (13.3
Full Time Equivalent (FTE)) within the OPCC. This enables the Commissioner
to undertake deep dive reviews as necessary alongside formal governance
arrangements, with independent technical support.
7.17.14 The governance elements of the Fire Authority currently consists of 17
Members, a Monitoring Officer and a Scrutiny and Assurance Manager,
administrative support and support from senior members of the Fire Service.
At Section 2.4.4 (page 33) and Table 12 (page 35) the Business Case
compares this with the OPCC structure where there are 14 member of staff
(13.3 FTEs) providing support to the Commissioner to discharge his full range
of functions effectively and with independence. These staff have a wide range
of skills and experience and would therefore have the capacity and capability
to support the Commissioner. They would be able to draw on experience of
providing effective independent scrutiny and challenge to decision-making
with the Constabulary and an extensive range of partners across a wide range
of agendas.
7.17.15 The Commissioner model allows for agile and robust decision making, due to
the significant checks and balances in place including transparency
requirements, audit committees, statutory officers, and the Police and Crime
Panel. The direct election of Commissioners ensures that this decision making
is also accountable. Agile, robust, accountable decision making is key to good
governance and good governance is key to driving timely delivery of
efficiencies.
7.17.16 As now for policing, the Commissioner would be able to take account of a wide
range of evidence including bespoke needs assessments, performance
monitoring data, feedback from the public, 1:1 meetings, frontline visits and
audit. The Business Case also highlights that the Deputy Police and Crime
Commissioner role would be refocused to provide additional capacity. The
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Commissioner can commission evidence based reviews if additional technical
input is required.
7.17.17 The Government’s response to their consultation on ‘Enabling Closer Working
Between the Emergency Services’, also highlighted the need for “appropriate
arrangements…to ensure PCCs have access to reliable independent
assessments of local fire and rescue service performance”. In July 2017, the
Government announced that it would extend the remit of Her Majesty’s
Inspectorate of Constabulary to the inspection of fire and rescue services
(HMICFRS) in England to promote improvements to make everyone safer. In
line with current arrangements for policing inspections, HMICFRS’s
independent and rigorous scrutiny and findings will help to inform the
Commissioner to make independent judgements. In turn the Inspectorate’s
findings will provide information to enable the Panel and the public to hold the
Commissioner to account.
7.18

3b

Replacing a Fire Authority with a Police and Crime Panel model will
weaken accountability. Under current arrangements, the Chief Fire
Officer (“CFO”) attends every Fire Authority meeting, held in public,
and he is held directly to account. Under the proposed model, only
the Commissioner - not the CFO - will be required to attend at a
Panel of elected members. The CFO's direct accountability to and
before well-informed elected Members will vanish under the PCC
model. We say this is a clear example of poor governance

26

The PCC’s model relies on Police and Crime Panels effectively
becoming substitute bodies for the Fire Authority. The Police and
Crime Panels are not bodies that directly scrutinise strategic,
financial decision making. Whilst they are open to the public, they
are not established as a forum for accountability, governance or
scrutiny. The PCC holds private meetings with the Chief Constable,
not public ones. There are 6 Police and Crime Panels each year, and
fire issues would be an add-on to these. The Panels cannot - and
are not designed to – get to the heart of fire governance, unlike Fire
Authorities, which have the specific statutory responsibility for
oversight and scrutiny of the fire service. The detail, understanding
and influence that members currently have on the CFO, will be lost.
This weakens governance, it does not strengthen it. These
concerns were expressed by the Police and Crime Panel itself on 9
November 2016, when its members raised the following concerns:
“it was noted that already in Peterborough there were
ambulances parking up in fire stations and using the facilities to
enable them to be nearer to any calls and this was working well.
The Commissioner agreed….”
“the Panel noted that the Fire service were now dealing with
some ambulance calls and this had huge merit. The public
perception of the Fire Service was good and therefore there
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would be huge operational and attitudinal benefit in keeping the
Fire Service visibly separate from the Police on a day to day
basis….”
“any move to unify the arrangements such that the Chief Fire
Officer could only be asked questions through the
Commissioner and not include operational matters would be
considered deeply prejudicial…..”
7.18.1 The legislation provides for Police and Crime Commissioners to take on the
governance functions of a Fire Authority, not the Police and Crime Panel. The
Policing Protocol Order 2011 (the “Protocol”) sets out to all Police and Crime
Commissioners, Chief Constables and the Police and Crime Panel how their
functions will be exercised in relation to each other. The Protocol makes clear
that the Police and Crime Panel’s role is provide checks and balances in
relation to the performance of the Commissioner not to scrutinise the Chief
Constable.
7.18.2 In the Government’s response to their consultation on ‘Enabling Closer
Working Between the Emergency Services’ it confirms that “The Government
believes that where a PCC takes on responsibility for fire and rescue, the remit
of the relevant Police and Crime Panel should be expanded to include scrutiny
of the PCC’s fire responsibilities. This approach would support the public in
holding the PCC to account for all elements of their role. Local authorities will
be bound to review and reconstitute the membership of panels. This will
ensure that Panels have the right skills, knowledge and experience to
scrutinise matters relating to fire and rescue as well as crime and policing.”
7.18.3 The Protocol advocates the ‘establishment and maintenance of effective
working relationships’ and the ‘principles of goodwill, professionalism and
openness …’ between the parties subject to the Protocol. The Commissioner
has demonstrated these principles through offering the Panel the opportunity
for the Chief Fire Officer and Chief Constable to attend Panel meetings despite
the Panel having no legal remit to require the attendance of the Chief
Constable or hold the Chief Constable to account. The Commissioner will
continue to work within the spirit of the Protocol and any other applicable
legislation on or guidance, by being cognisant of the need for relevant officers
to attend Panel meetings where this assists the Panel in their remit to support
and scrutinise the Commissioner.
7.18.4 The Local Government Association has provided briefing and will be providing
training on how Police and Crime Panels can become equipped to take on the
wider role of support and scrutiny of the fire and rescue service alongside their
current remit regarding the scrutiny of the Commissioner in respect of policing
and crime. It is understood that the Home Office is currently considering the
case for additional resources to support Panels in their role in ensuring
effective scrutiny of a PCC-style FRA Governance Model. However it should
be noted that Cambridgeshire does not currently spend its full potential
allocation.
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7.18.5 It should also be noted that although the Commissioner’s governance board
meetings (the Business Coordination Board) are not open to the public, the
reports are published beforehand to promote transparency.
The
Commissioner receives significant on-going correspondence so although
there is no opportunity for public questions at the meetings, there are
significant opportunities for the public to engage.
7.19

27. The Fire Authority enjoys a positive working relationship with the
various unions, notably the Fire Brigades Union, the Retained
Firefighters’ Union and UNISON. This relationship has enabled
constructive dialogue, leading to important negotiations being
concluded amicably. The LBC does not set out how the PCC will
find time to amass the complexity of knowledge, for such
discussions to continue as positively. This issue is not reflected in
the Red, Amber, Green scoring matrix.

7.19.1 The Commissioner cannot comment on the Fire Authority’s relationship with
various representative bodies.
7.19.2 The Commissioner looks forward to continuing to engage with relevant
representative bodies as he has done in the policing agenda. As set out
above, the Commissioner’s capacity to do this includes staff, the Deputy
Police and Crime Commissioner, and his own frontline visits.
A more concentrated, louder voice?
7.20

28. The LBC argues that a PCC who speaks for both police and fire
would possess a stronger and louder voice. This premise is stated
as fact, lacking any evidence or argument. The LBC does not
address the counter proposition: that two voices (and two co-opted
seats on a Combined Authority) are better than one. CPFA submits
that two voices, (and two seats at the table) speaking in a
collaboratively-focused way, are indeed better than one.
29. The Local Resilience Forum (“LRF”) is given as an example of a
forum in which a combined voice for police and fire would be better,
but there is no supporting evidence for this. The strength of the LRF
lies in its ability to hear and consider the different voices of its
partners, to provide critical challenge to one another and in doing
so, arrive at a resilient, multi-agency approach to local issues. The
LBC fails to consider any downside that a combined police/ fire
voice may have, not least the distinct and separate legal obligations
each service has under the Civil Contingencies Act. This lack of
balanced assessment manifests throughout the LBC, and it is
greatly diminished as a credible case for change as a result.
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30. The LBC gives an example of how it is perceived that a ‘stronger
voice’ would be of value on the Combined Authority – it suggests
that s17 Crime and Disorder Act issues will be better served. This
very example illustrates the dangers of a combined voice: the
overall aim of fire is not to reduce crime and disorder, but to save
life. The fear however that is the smaller fire voice becomes lost in
the bigger demand led voice of police. Both aims need a voice.
CPFA contends that in this particular case, two voices are better
than one.
7.20.1 The Business Case highlights that the Government’s 2015 manifesto
committed to deliver greater cross service joint working to improve outcomes
and that it sees collaboration between fire, police and ambulance as key to
public service transformation.
7.20.2 A Police Foundation report in 2016 stated that Commissioners had “unlocked
innovation” by increased collaboration, use of soft power through being an
elective official with public voice able to influence partners, and increased
public engagement (Section 2.4.3 page 32). At 1.2.1 (page 9) the Business
Case conclude that more streamlined governance can drive a more effective
approach to public service transformation and improve public visibility,
accountability, transparency and effective scrutiny.
7.20.3 At 2.4.3 (page 32) of the Business Case highlights that Fire and Rescue
Service personnel had told the consultants that the “voice of fire” sometimes
gets lost in wider partner collaboration. The Combined Authority is one such
forum. The Commissioner and the Fire Authority both have co-opted member
status on the Combined Authority. However, it is notable that of the eight
Combined Authority Board meetings until the point the Business Case was
completed (including shadow Board) since devolution the Fire Authority has
only attended two, unlike the Commissioner or his Deputy, who has attended
all but one meeting.
7.20.4 A joint co-opted police and fire voice at the Combined Authority would provide
a single loud voice of advocacy, create a stronger critical mass for change and
drive more innovative and joined up approaches to the commissioning of
community safety interventions.
7.20.5 By way of example, the Commissioner and his office, the OPCC, have already
been collaborating with the Combined Authority, Public Health England and
local Public Health teams to understand how economic growth in
Cambridgeshire and Peterborough can be inclusive, ensuring reductions in
inequalities, and the achievement of better health and community safety
outcomes for all. The Commissioner’s voice is advocating these outcomes,
spanning across the broad issues of community safety, reduction of harm and
prevention, which are within the remit of both the Constabulary and the Fire
Service. The Commissioner’s input into the Combined Authority’s Housing
Strategy blueprint highlighted the needs of excluded and vulnerable
individuals and the issues of overcrowding. Secure and safe housing is an
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important area where a single combined voice is likely to have more impact
on the overall planning of 100,000 homes.
7.20.6 The reference to the Local Resilience Forum (LRF) at 2.4.2 (page 31 of the
Business Case) of the Business Case suggests that it could benefit from
simplified governance given that the Constabulary and the Fire Service had
found it difficult to engage wider partners. An advantage of a PCC-style FRA
Governance Model could be a louder voice of advocacy at the strategic level
for the LRF. The LRF would clearly still require strong operational police and
fire voices, ones that recognise and comply with the statutory obligations in
the Civil Contingencies Act 2004. However, the louder joint voice of the
Commissioner at a strategic level could have a positive impact.
7.21

31. Recent tragic events make the case themselves for the importance
of fire expertise to be present at the highest levels of decisionmaking in public services.

7.21.1 The Business Case is clear in the recommendation at 1.1.4 (page 8 of the
Business Case) that the operational independence of police and fire would be
maintained. Operational responsibility for the Fire Service would clearly sit
with the Chief Fire Officer. The PCC-style FRA Governance Model retais this
Chief Fire Officer.
7.22.2 The Protocol sets out to all Commissioners, Chief Constables and Police and
Crime Panels how their functions are to be exercised in relation to each other.
The Protocol is very clear that “the PCC must not fetter the operational
independence of the police force and the Chief Constable who leads it”. The
Commissioner and Chief Constable work in line with the Protocol, fully
recognising and respecting the matter of operational independence. This
principle would be maintained in respect of operational fire matters.
Officer support – analysis is flawed
7.23

32. The LBC suggests that the PCC would be able to utilise a host of
technical expertise currently available to him from within the Office
of the PCC. The OPCC currently has no expertise in fire and the LBC
acknowledges that such expertise would need to grow - at cost
which has not been accounted for in the savings figures. The lean
model of officer support at CPFA is criticised rather than applauded
and the LBC asserts that a Monitoring Officer and a Support Officer
presents a deficient level of support. It crucially fails to set out why
or in what respects it is deficient nor does it test the contrary
hypothesis that it is in fact a very efficient model of support,
working well as it does because it does not face the same
constitutional tensions present in the tripartite police model.

7.23.1 At section 2.2.3 (page 20) the Business Case highlights that the Knight Review
concluded that Fire Authority Members needed “greater support and
knowledge to be able to provide the strong leadership necessary to drive
efficiency”. It also highlights that the 2015 National Audit Office report on the
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financial sustainability of fire and rescue services identified elected members
need technical support to enable them to make independent judgements on
the strategies and performance of their service.
7.23.2 In response to the Fire Authority’s concerns on accountability and scrutiny, the
Commissioner has a full time role, in addition to 14 members of staff (13.3 Full
Time Equivalent (FTE)) within the OPCC. This enables the Commissioner to
undertake deep dive reviews as necessary alongside formal governance
arrangements, with independent technical support.
7.23.3 The governance elements of the Fire Authority currently consists of 17
Members, a Monitoring Officer and a Scrutiny and Assurance Manager,
administrative support and support from senior members of the Fire Service.
At Section 2.4.4 (page 33) and Table 12 (page 35) the Business Case
compares this with the OPCC structure where there are 14 members of staff
(13.3 FTEs) providing support to the Commissioner to discharge his full range
of functions effectively and with independence. These OPCC and Fire
Authority staff have a wide range of skills and experience and would therefore
combined have the capacity and capability to support the Commissioner. The
OPCC staff would be able to draw on experience of providing effective
independent scrutiny and challenge to decision-making with the Constabulary
and an extensive range of partners across a wide range of agendas.
Public confidence/engagement assumptions are flawed
7.24

33. The LBC is correct when it says that the number of hits on the police
website is greater than that on the fire website. Police, being
demand led, are bound to have a greater number of calls for service.
There is considerable evidence of the very high levels of the
positive public perception of fire. In any event, the LBC suggests
that the level of engagement by the public, as evidenced by the
number of calls for service, is indicative of a positive engagement
by the public with the PCC. That link is simply unevidenced. The
level of engagement is readily explained as a reflection of the
demand for policing rather than any link to a particular model of
governance.

7.24.1 The information provided in the Business Case (page 35) relates to the unique
user visits to the OPCC website not the Constabulary’s website (2,292 unique
user visits a month on the OPCC’s website compared to 116 on the Fire
Authority’s pages hosted on the Fire Service website). As this relates to the
OPCC not the police, it demonstrates the interest in the work of the OPCC
rather than the operational work of the police.
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FRA conclusions
7.25

I.

CPFA welcomes and supports the aims of the legislation and would
be supportive of any model that made a positive difference. CPFA
thrives on change and has a track record to evidence this through
collaboration. CPFA accepts that there are challenges ahead for
emergency services, and will continue to address these through
collaboration. The LBC fails to demonstrate that the changed
model of governance will be in the interests of economy, efficiency,
effectiveness or public safety

7.25.1 Please see response at paragraphs 7.1.1 to 7.6.1 above.
7.26

II.

The LBC relies on rhetorical assertions not evidence

7.27

III.

The LBC fails to give due credit for the collaboration that is
happening. Crucially, the LBC fails to set out how governance
change will drive better collaboration.

7.27.1 Please see response at paragraphs 7.10 to 7.11.11 along with other
references to collaboration throughout this document.
7.28

IV.

The LBC proposes financial savings both through Members
allowances and estate management. However the Members
allowances savings is overstated and the collaboration on estates
is already underway and its pace determined by project
assessment, not a change in governance.

7.28.1 The figures used for the Members allowances come from the Fire Services
published budget. The Commissioner assuming the responsibility for the fire
service through the PCC-style FRA Governance Model, will immediately see
the on-going savings of these allowances, with the small cost of
implementation fully taken into account in the business case. Thereafter there
will be a £108k per annum saved.
7.28.2 On the estates collaboration, the governance of the two organisations directly
impacts the speed and success of the programme and, as the FRA
acknowledges, it is the Commissioner that is driving this programme.
7.29 V.

The scoring for each option is based on a Red, Amber or Green
rating, but these ratings are applied inconsistently and the basis of
the ratings is a narrative that fails to explain the resulting rating.
The “net present values” are bolstered by an unevidenced
application of crude probability ratings. Any decision to accept the
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LBC based on the scoring assessments would, it is submitted, be
susceptible to challenge by way of a judicial review.
7.29.1 Appendix 5 sets out the independent consultant’s response to the concerns
regarding the red, amber, green ratings.
7.29.2 In terms of the application of the probability ratings, it is recognised the exact
value of the percentages that has been applied may be described as
subjective, but the order of the likelihood of success is well evidenced within
the Business Case.
7.29.3 Therefore in terms of a sensitivity analysis although the scale of savings may
change evidence indicates the magnitude of savings will be greater for PCCstyle FRA Governance Model and less for the Representation and No Change
Models. For example a 10% variance on the success rates could see a
positive contribution of £347k to the overall net present value of each option.
7.29.4 It should be noted that if one of the projects were not go ahead due to one
party not wanting it to, there would be a dramatic drop in savings, or indeed,
should the Fire Authority decide to take off pause the proposal for a new Fire
HQ then very large additional costs will be incurred, with the estimated £813k
saving in the purchase of land, being the first cost to be financed. If the
Commissioner’s proposal goes ahead the fire and police service will be able
to continue to operate out of their current HQ’s.
7.30

VI.

The LBC fails to ask “what is the problem (if any) with current
governance” but instead starts with the premise “current
governance requires change”. It therefore fails to assess, on any
fair or objective basis, what the current baseline position is for
driving collaboration. This has resulted in a skewed, single-interest
outcome.

7.30.1 Section 2 of the business case – Strategic Case: The Context and Case for
Changes sets outs the: Drivers For Change (section 2.2):
 statutory requirements;
 broader public sector policy drivers;
 efficiency and effectiveness drivers;
 financial pressures;
 police and fire operational demands.
7.30.2 As set out on page 24 of the Business Case in light of these drivers for change,
it was timely to consider whether changes in governance could contribute to
meeting the identified opportunities and managing potential risks.
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7.30.3 The drivers for change where used to create a set of Critical Success Factors
for Cambridgeshire
 Optimising use of capital assets
 Accelerating police and fire collaboration
 Enabling Public Service Reform
 Increasing transparency and accountability
 Reduced costs of effective governance
 Deliverability
 Mitigating strategic risks
7.30.4 Section 3 the Economic Case: The Option Assessment assessed all
governance options against the Critical Success Factors. This analysis
identified that the governance option could best delivery the Critical Success
Factors. The economic case cross referenced the critical success criteria to
the statutory test of effectiveness, efficiency and economy, together with an
assessment of impact on public safety. This analysis was undertaken by
independent consultants. The Commissioner worked with the Fire Authority
to identify the consultants.
7.31

VIII. CPFA respectfully urges the Secretary of State to reject the LBC,
due to lack of any evidence base. CPFA considers that the
Secretary of State could consider any of the alternative models, in
the event she is presented with a LBC that evidences such a local
need; and which would result in tangible and sustainable
improvements to the residents of Cambridgeshire and
Peterborough.
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Appendix 1 Response from Cambridgeshire County Council
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Appendix 2 - Response from Peterborough City Council
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Appendix 3 – Response from Cambridgeshire and Peterborough Fire
Authority
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Appendix 4 Cambridgeshire Constabulary and Cambridgeshire Fire
Service – Capital Assets
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Appendix 5 - Explanation of Red, Amber, Green (RAG) status
methodology within the Business Case
Text under each option shows what was included in the Business Case. The text highlighted in yellow
provides the additional explanation

Utilisation of
assets rating

No Change

Representation

Governance

Red
A number of
options for
estate
consolidation
are being
considered by
the estates
teams of CC
and CFRS under
the auspices of
the Strategic
Interoperability
Board. These
include
opportunities
involving other
parties
including EEAST
and local
government.
Progress on the
consolidation
programme is
at an early
stage. Benefits
realisation is
likely to depend
on the capacity
of existing
governance
mechanisms to
dedicate time
to estates
decisionmaking, the
ability to make
decisions that
provide overall
best value for
money, and the
capacity of the
estates teams

Amber
The PCC would
be able to
speak formally
about fire
matters,
bringing
additional
influence to
discussions
about estate
consolidation.
The likelihood
of success of
the
consolidation
programme
could be
improved by a
small amount
under the
‘representation’
option.

Green
There is scope
to increase the
likelihood of
success of the
consolidation
programme
currently being
driven through
the Strategic
Interoperability
Board through
the faster
decisionmaking and
potentially
greater
capacity that
the governance
option would
bring. It is likely
that financial
benefits could
be released
from estate
through a
change in
governance
which would
help focus on
solutions that
provide overall
best value for
money. The
financial
modelling has
increased the
likelihood of
success from
30% in the no
change option
to 75% for the
Governance
option.
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Fire Authority
Commentary
No credible
narrative to
support the
difference in
rating.

Response
The
improvement in
rating is based
on a
simplification of
governance:
Enabling faster
decisionmaking
Potentially
providing
greater
capacity
Enabling a focus
that
optimises
value for
money for
the public
sector –
rather than
a single
organisatio
n

No Change

Representation

Governance

Fire Authority
Commentary

Response

Amber
(No change)

Green
(Covered in
item above)

No credible
narrative to
support any
difference in
scores, and LBC
itself states
‘change in
governance is
unlikely to
uncover entirely
new potential
areas for
collaboration….’
; it asserts that a
PCC would drive
‘more joined up
and innovative
solution’
without
evidencing why
or how.

See above and
S2.4.4

Amber
There are
potential
opportunities
for greater
police and fire
service
collaboration in
Cambridgeshire
, however a
change in
governance is
unlikely to
uncover entirely
new potential
areas for
collaboration in
the short term.
The PCC, as a
member of the
FA, would be
able to ensure
that all relevant
matters are
raised and
discussed.
However, the

Green
The
governance
option would
bring
additional
speed of
decisionmaking from a
single shared
and less
complex
governance.
It would
facilitate the
alignment of
strategic
objectives
across the
Police and
Crime Plan and
Integrated Risk
Management
Plan and place
greater focus
and
accountability

No credible
basis for these
different
ratings. The
PCC’s co–opted
seat on the
Combined
Authority is
given as the
rationale for a
‘Green’ rating,
with no
evidence being
provided as to
why this makes
a Red marker
turn Green.

The argument
here is that
simplified
governance, in
additional to
speeding up
decisionmaking, will
facilitate the
alignment of
strategic
objectives
towards
collective
outcomes. Fire
services are no
longer
predominantly
focused on fire
and have
increasing
capacity that
could be
employed
towards shared
community
objectives as set

to deliver
projects.
Managemen
t of capital
assets

Public safety
and
vulnerability
protection

Amber
The potential
benefits of the
opportunities
between CC and
CFRS alone
have led the
two estates
teams to
propose the
creation of a
single estates
team serving
both services.
A shared team
could be
established
without formal
integration of
governance,
although
establishing
priorities would
not be any
easier.
Red
Current
emergency
services
collaboration is
being driven
through SIB
which was
established by
CC and CFRS in
August 2016.
Existing CFRS
and CC
collaboration
initiatives are in
their infancy.
Relatively few
tangible
benefits have
been delivered
and formal
detailed benefit
realisation
measures are
yet to be
agreed in most
cases.
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No Change

Representation

Governance

There are
potential
opportunities
for greater
police and fire
service
collaboration in
Cambridgeshire
, however,
collaboration
progress
through SIB to
date has been
slow and
therefore we do
not envisage
significant step
change in
progress of
deeper and
faster
collaboration
without
changes in
governance.
Existing
collaboration
initiatives with
other partners
are in some
cases well
established,
however, both
police and fire
community
safety priorities
based on
threat, risk and
harm are often
directly
competing
against lower
level local
authority
priorities.
There would be
no opportunity
for a single
police and fire
co-opted
position on the
Cambridgeshire
and
Peterborough
Combined

complexity of
governance
would not be
impacted and
so the speed of
decisionmaking and
pace of
collaboration
would be
unlikely to
change.
This means
limited gains for
either of these
components
over the ‘no
change’ option.
The PCC could,
with his new
position on the
CPFA, represent
both police and
fire in a coopted position

for collective
(rather than
individual)
outcomes.
A louder, more
concentrated,
voice of
advocacy for
police and fire
would provide
greater weight
and drive when
forming
agreements
with other
police and fire
services.
There are
potential
opportunities
for greater
public service
collaboration
in
Cambridgeshir
e particularly
through the
Combined
Authority. The
governance
model would
enable the PCC
to represent
and make
decisions in
relation to both
police and fire
in his co-opted
position on the
Combined
Authority.
A change in
governance is
unlikely to
uncover
entirely new
potential areas
for
collaboration
in the short
term, however,
it would enable
the PCC to
drive more
joined-up and
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Fire Authority
Commentary

Response
out in the
strategic case.
The FA has not
(yet) taken up a
co-opted seat
on the
Combined
Authority and
therefore they
are currently
not
represented.

No Change

Representation

Governance

Amber
(Covered in
item above)

innovative
solutions to
community
safety such as
a single
commissioning
strategy for
Cambridgeshir
e and a countywide roll out of
the Prevention
and
Enforcement
Service.
The
governance
option would
bring
additional
speed of
decisionmaking from a
single shared
and less
complex
governance.
A louder, more
concentrated,
voice of
advocacy for
police and fire
would provide
greater weight
and drive when
forming
agreements
with other
public services.
Green
(Covered in
item above)

Authority to
strengthen the
strategic
position of a
joint emergency
services
community
safety agenda.

Effectiveness
and
resilience

Red
(Covered in
item above)
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Fire Authority
Commentary

Response

Despite
acknowledging
‘limited gains
over the do
nothing option’,
the
representation
rating is Amber,
not Red. The
narrative to
support a Green
rating is
unfathomable:
‘…it would
facilitate the
alignment of
strategic

See above

National
research of
PCC v
Authority
models

No Change

Representation

Governance

Red
The formal
mechanisms of
transparency
and
accountability
of the CPFA
remain the
same as today –
this option
would not have
any impact on
improving
effective
scrutiny for the
fire service that
the PCC model
could deliver

Amber
The formal
mechanisms of
transparency
and
accountability
of the CPFA
remain the
same as today,
however, the
PCC would be
able to speak
formally about
fire matters,
bringing
additional
transparency
and
accountability.

Green
There is a good
body of
research that
indicates
single,
streamlined
governance
can accelerate
reform and
improve public
visibility,
accountability,
transparency
and effective
scrutiny (see
Section 2.4.4)
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Fire Authority
Commentary
objectives…and
place greater
focus and
accountability
for collective
rather than
individual
outcomes’ –
there is no
evidence from
either the Chief
Constable or
CFO that
strategic
objectives of
two very
different
services could
be aligned in the
way suggested,
let alone it
achieve positive
outcomes for
both.
The narrative
does not rely on
research. No
assessment has
been made in
the LBC of the
effectiveness or
efficiency of
decision making
by CPFA. This
renders the
rating inherently
flawed, not
being based on
any local
evidence. Police
and Crime
Panels were not
set up for the
scrutiny and
accountability
role envisaged
by the LBC;
indeed they do
not perform
such a function.

Response

The research is
clearly
referenced. The
CPFA usually
meets five times
per year. The
PCC and OPCC
provide
continuous
governance and
oversight. The
argument here
is not based on
the quality of
decision-making
but on basis of
speed, capability
and capacity.

Loss of
public trust

No Change

Representation

Governance

Amber
As the fire
service and
constabulary
continue to
operate
independently it
is unlikely their
identity and
public trust will
be negatively
affected.
However it may
be difficult for
CPFA and CC to
meet increasing
public
expectations
without
substantially
enabling
collaboration.

Amber
As the fire
service and
constabulary
continue to
operate
independently it
is unlikely their
identity and
public trust
would be
negatively
affected.
However it may
be difficult for
CPFA and CC to
meet increasing
public
expectations
without
substantially
enabling
collaboration.

Amber
Public trust in
the fire service
is likely to
remain high.
With the
governance
model CFRS
would continue
to operate
independently
of CC and
therefore it is
unlikely their
identity would
be negatively
affected.
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Fire Authority
Commentary
The narrative
fails on any level
to be fair in this
judgement.
Public
confidence in
Fire is very high.
Public
confidence in
police is
considerably
lower. Yet the
ratings remain
the same on the
basis that the
two services
would continue
to operate
separately –
even though in
other passages,
the LBC
advocates
operational
collaboration
and in fact uses
this as a reason
to give its
preferred model
a Green marker.

Response
As there is no
operational
difference
between any of
these three
options we do
not anticipate
any change in
public trust.
Furthermore,
there is no
existing
evidence base
nationally to
support the
view that public
trust would be
lost through
closer alignment
with police.
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