erm report on second review meeting on the 23rd march 2005


1.1 Introduction

At the Fingal Development Board meeting of the 23rd March, ERM facilitated a final discussion on the approach the Board is to take in regard to the preparation of the review of the County Strategy. The objective of the discussion was to determine the detail of the approach and the structure to be used in the Review. This followed discussion on the recommendations in the draft ERM report that was presented at the meeting. (These are set out in the attached annex A).

1.2 The approach

There was broad agreement that the Board should seek to focus on tangible deliverable actions over the next two years. These actions should be measurable, and should deal with service gaps that will be identified in the actual review. In addition new priorities for the County may need to be identified and a means to address these has to be put in place. Finally while many current actions seem to be implemented or in process of implementation, there does remain a need to address those which have had little or no progress. (This is particularly so in regard to certain aspects of transport in the County).

In light of the above the following approach was agreed by the Board.

1) The Secretariat will issue a questionnaire to each member to determine the extent to which current actions are or have been delivered. This is to happen by Wednesday 6th April.

2) Each member will be facilitated (asked) to fill out the questionnaire within a two week timeframe. i.e. By Wednesday 20th April.

3) The Secretariat will collate the responses to the questionnaire to be presented at the next meeting of the Board on the 18th May.

4) At the meeting the full Board will determine the actual structures that will undertake the Review.

In the mean time an induction day for new members is to take place on Wednesday 13th April.

1.3 The Questionnaire

The questionnaire will address each theme and action under the current Strategy. The issues to be addressed include;

· Extent to which the lead partner considers the action to be implemented;

· Extent to which barriers to implementation arise, their nature and where relevant the appropriateness of continuing with such actions;

· Consideration of the need for new priorities/themes to be placed before the Board as a part of the Review;

· Critical gaps in public service delivery that must be addressed within the next two years; and

· Extent to which there is a view regarding implementation of particular actions by other member bodies.

The Secretariat will collate this material and will advise the members in regard to;

· Those actions under the direct mandate of a member, being delivered and therefore not requiring continuous overview by the Board;

· Those undelivered actions where a lead partner regards actions as no longer relevant for consideration by the Board;

· Such actions where other members of the Board consider them to be of continuing relevance (notwithstanding the view of the lead body) and therefore to be subject to consideration in the Review;

· Those tangible actions which in the view of each member must be seen to be delivered over the next two years.

In such instances where a current action is no longer considered as relevant by the lead organisation and where no other member seeks to have them addressed, these actions can be dropped from the Review and subsequent work of the Board or any sub committee structure that might fall out of the Review.

It is also critical to restate the view of the Board that the focus must be on a limited number of tangible actions that underpin the overall Strategy, allow for the mainstreaming of work currently underway or completed by the Board and its secretariat and address genuine cross cutting issues that are resulting in gaps in public service delivery. 

1.4 Proposed Structure

The Board agreed that it would remain the primary determinant of the relevance of actions to underpin the Strategy. It however recognises that given the extent of the Review and the likely arising workload on individual members, it would be appropriate to devolve detailed consideration of the Review to smaller committees of the Board. Where appropriate non members can be involved in this work e.g. Directors of Service in the Council.

The extent to which a thematic committee structure will be used in the Review will be determined by the Board members at the meeting of the 18th May following consideration of the Secretariat Report.

 It was agreed that there may be a need for each of the current thematic issues to be addressed in its own right or alternatively the Board could consider the merging of themes, or indeed the establishment of new thematic groups to address an emerging theme from the report of the 18th. 

A key concern is to ensure that Members play an active role across themes that impact upon their mandated areas of responsibility. This means that members can sit on more than one sub committee but there is a need to understand that there is an expectation of active membership. 

A further key concern is to ensure that members on the committees actively address their concerns particularly in regard to dealing with gaps in the current Strategy. Where it is a members view that a committee has failed to deal with such gaps, the Board member concerned should bring this to the attention of the full Board as and when it receives the report of the relevant committee. 

This should provide the Board with a challenging approach to the Review and should ensure the production of a robust revised Strategy for the County.

1.5 Tangible Actions

As stated above, the Board wishes to focus on a limited number of tangible actions over the next two years. In that regard their was general agreement to recommending to each sub committee that their focus should be on;

· What is essential to underpin sustainable development in the County;

· What would be desirable; and

· What would be nice to have in light of continuing growth in the County?

This should enable each committee to take a view on what are considered to be priorities for delivery over the next two years.

A further not uncritical point is the need to recognise the resource implications of what may be recommended in the Review. 

In some instances it may be the case that those holding responsibility for delivering on a particularly strategic need in the County are not represented on the Board. The Board therefore will have little direct access to the resources required to deliver the action required. In such circumstance the members considered that it would be appropriate for them to prepare/support the business case that would enable their argument for resourcing to be made available. In other cases the action might be one of establishing a strategic relationship with the organisation concerned with the issue (E.g. Department of Transport).

Annex A

Summary of Recommendations 

1) The Board members (rather than the staff) need to take a more pro-active role in setting the agenda of the Board and arising issues to be addressed;

2)  The Board should determine for itself what circumstances require a multi agency response to a particular public service gap;

3) Board meetings must become a forum for raising strategic concerns that may be either blocking their organisational mandate or holding back integrated development in the County: “Looking forward and promoting solutions” needs to be a constant theme.
4) The Board has the role of facilitating an interface between regional and national policy areas that will impact upon the County;

5) The role of the individual Board member is to facilitate connectivity between his/her organisation sector with that of the Board and vice versa;

6) Specific arrangements must be put in place through a structured induction programme so that new members are equipped to understand their role and responsibilities as Board members;

7) The Board must be facilitated to engage in activities that enable their thinking beyond the box, at least once a year;

8) Periodic presentations by the Agencies on their embedding of the Strategy into their business or corporate plans should be provided for through a sub committee structure of the Board;

9) The focus on the delivery of  actions should rest with the responsible agencies within the context of integrated design, monitoring & delivery;

10) The members should focus on the future challenges facing Fingal while retaining a strategic input when necessary in the output of the sub committees;

11) A more robust reporting and communication relationship between community and voluntary representatives is required. A similar requirement applies to the Chairs of the Strategic Policy Committees;

12) The Board itself should retain its focus solely on overall strategic matters with in the first instance a strategic focus on transport in the County and its integration into the Greater Dublin Region;

13) In the review process the focus of the Board needs to be on a limited number of tangible actions that are multi agency in nature and requiring a range of disciplines.
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