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“Good governance in the public sector encourages better
informed and longer-term decision making as well as the
efficient use of resources. It strengthens accountability for
the stewardship of those resources. Good governance is
characterised by robust scrutiny, which places important
pressures on improving public sector performance and
tackling corruption. Good governance can improve
organisational leadership, management, and oversight,
resulting in more effective interventions and, ultimately,
better outcomes. People’s lives are thereby improved”.

CIPFA, 2014.
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Foreword
If ever there was a time and place that Parliament had in mind when it passed the legislation asking
Police and Crime Commissioners to explore the case for a change in fire governance, it would have
been Gloucestershire in 2019. Indeed, there can be few, if any, more suited to reform. Not only does
our county display many of the elements that make it a necessity, more importantly it boasts the
ingredients to make a change in governance a success.
Gloucestershire’s Police and Fire and Rescue Service share coterminous boundaries; much of the
county is rural in nature and would benefit greatly from the more visible presence closer alignment
would bring; both services have their headquarters in adjacent buildings on the same campus; the
additional but complementary skill sets of both services would lead to exciting training opportunities and
an even more professional and enhanced workforce; our research shows an appetite for change within
both services and amongst the public; and as a second-term PCC, I have a strong mandate based on
an increased electoral turnout and wide public support.
Our conservative analysis also shows that that an estimated £4m worth of efficiencies can be generated
over the next 10 years by adopting this new approach. My personal view is that there will be scope for
even greater savings under the opportunities afforded by this reform.
The findings of this report are clear. Bringing Fire and Rescue and Police Services closer together,
working collectively under the same governance, will make Gloucestershire a safer place to live and
work by enhancing community safety. But not only is this highly desirable, recent developments within
the Gloucestershire Fire and Rescue Service (GFRS) and Authority have indicated a governance deficit
which make it essential.
Since I deferred this process in June 2017, GFRS’ former Chief Officer has been compelled to resign
and is now the subject of a criminal investigation in circumstances which raise serious questions over
internal scrutiny. This occurred (albeit coincidentally) at the same time as the resignation of the Director
for Communities and Infrastructure (the cluster in which GFRS sits) and the Assistant Chief Fire Officer.
During this time, the Cabinet Member with responsibility for GFRS was also changed. Despite a critical
review of the culture of the service in 2016, in 2018 the Council’s own Internal Audit service has called
for the review to be “rejuvenated, and implemented in a timely manner”1. As recently as July 2018, the
outgoing Director of Communities and Infrastructure reported complaints were still being received on a
“daily basis”.2 Even now, the authority continues to resist all options for change and the status quo
cannot be allowed to continue.
You will also see in this report, evidence of the intense political resistance to change. Although some
have interpreted this as indicative of the inability of the leadership of the council and I to find common
ground, I disagree. A similar pattern has evolved in other parts of the country and I believe the personal
attacks and misinformation were part of a deliberate policy by the County Council to discredit the
advantages reform offers based on self- interest.
The time for change is now. Our research shows both firefighters and police want it and so do the
public. Under a single governance structure our aspirations and energy to deliver improved services for
Gloucestershire can be realised. Closer alignment of the emergency services can be achieved in many
ways, and offers exciting opportunities not present under the current governance model.

Martin Surl, Police and Crime Commissioners for Gloucestershire
1

https://www.gloucestershire.gov.uk/gloucestershire-county-council-news/news-october-2018/auditinvestigation-highlights-need-for-further-work-in-fire-rescue-service/
2
https://www.gloucestershirelive.co.uk/news/gloucester-news/fire-stewart-edgar-misconduct-gloucestershire1774812
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Executive Summary
This Local Business Case (LBC) outlines the case for the adoption of a new governance
model for Gloucestershire Fire and Rescue Service (GFRS). Essentially, there are
significant benefits to be realised in terms of improving public safety and making more
efficient use of resources.
The proposed Governance Model which will result in a Police Fire and Crime Commissioner will
provide a new level of financial and strategic independence for GFRS. The service will move from
being one of many departments within Gloucestershire County Council to a stand-alone service
with its own clearly defined, ring-fenced budget. Closer collaboration has the potential to unlock
financial efficiencies over the next 10 years, and, dependent upon funding in future years, could
result in funding being available for additional investment. The intention is to enable the Chief
Officers to re-invest in the service, people, training and development, as well as offering financial
resilience for the future and covering any costs of transition.
The standalone identity of GFRS is important, its history and its reputation in the community is
fully appreciated and recognised and it must be maintained and hopefully enhanced. This is a
key platform for its future success and one which the change in governance can build on. The
proposal seeks to further empower GFRS by giving it greater control over its funding and making
the development of the service with public safety as its key priority. The core roles of fire and
police will remain distinct and separate; however, it is fundamental to this proposal that it also
serves to break down cultural barriers and make sure that the community benefits from closer
collaboration between the services in those areas where it can make a real difference in making
Gloucestershire a safer place to live and work.
A Police Fire and Crime Commissioner would be able to work directly with the Chief Fire Officer
and the Chief Constable to set common strategic goals for collaboration and investment in
emergency services. A unified strategic approach, with clear lines of responsibility and decision
making, will make it easier to work with other partners, including other blue light services. This will
enable a truly unified approach to providing emergency services in Gloucestershire in the future,
directly accountable to the electorate, considerably improving accountability compared to existing
structures.
Gloucestershire is ripe for this change. Over a decade ago the county led the way with blue light
collaboration with the Tri-Service centre, but progress has stalled.
After the first look at a change of governance in 2017 was paused the setting up of a voluntary
collaboration board has had some impact, but the political opposition and lack of shared vision is
ultimately limiting the drive and need for change.

1. The opportunities presented by the Policing and Crime Act 2017
The Policing and Crime Act 2017 places a statutory obligation on emergency services to
collaborate, and also enables Police and Crime Commissioners (PCCs) to take on responsibilities
for Fire and Rescue Services in their area where a case can be made on the grounds of economy,
efficiency and effectiveness, or public safety.
The following models as under the Act were considered:
• Representation model: where the PCC would become a formal part of the existing
governance for fire and rescue within GCC, with full voting rights.
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•
•

Governance model: where the PCC takes on responsibility for fire and rescue as the Police,
Fire and Crime Commissioner. Police and fire would retain their own chief officers and staff and
be operationally independent of each another.
Single employer model: where the PCC would take on responsibility for fire alongside the
police and also appoint a single chief officer for both services. Front-line services would remain
distinct but support services would be increasingly integrated.

Our review assessed the three options in the Act against a number of Critical Success Factors and
concluded the Governance Model was the best option for driving change, efficiencies, and
increased effectiveness along with real benefits in terms of public safety.
Governance
option

Economy and
efficiency

Effectiveness

Public safety

Deliverability

Overall
assessment

Representation
Model

Will cost more
to deliver

Moderate
improvements
in effectiveness

No threat to
public safety
though minimal
benefits.

High as has
been
discounted by
GCC

Moderate
benefits overall

Optimum
improvement in
effectiveness

No threat to
public safety

Straight
forward to
deliver under
an effective
transition plan

Strong option
offering the
best balance of
additional
benefit while
minimising risk.

High risk of
failure as
fundamental
changes
required

Significant
financial
benefit but
effectiveness
and public
safety affected
by difficulties
associated with
delivery

None as
minimal
change
proposed.

Moderate
benefits overall

Governance
Model

Optimum
financial
benefit

Single
Employer
Model

Significant
additional
financial
benefit

Significant
improvements
in effectiveness

Some risk to
public safety
from disruption
although lower
risk with
regards to
opportunities

No governance
change

Moderate
additional
financial
benefit

Moderate
improvements
in effectiveness

No threat to
public safety
though minimal
benefits.

2. The benefits for Gloucestershire
After considering all the evidence, and taking into account the strengths and weaknesses of each
option by looking at them against each of the critical success factors, the conclusion is that by
transferring GFRS from the County Council to be governed by a new Police, Fire and Crime
Commissioner it would offer the best balance of benefits and value for money, while also being
practical and deliverable. This is referred to in this business case as the Governance Model.
The new Governance Model is expected to deliver a number of meaningful operational and
financial benefits to the community, over and above what can be achieved through voluntary
collaboration.
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Benefit to the service and to the public

Where to find out
more?

Currently GFRS is a department within the County Council and
accounts for just 5 % of the total council budget. The service
has to compete in a competitive bidding process for revenue
and capital funds. Under the Governance model the service will
be standalone and that gives greater financial security for the
service.

The Case for Change
(section 2) and Financial
Information (section 6)
sets out the potential
value of financial
efficiencies, with further
details provided in the
Strategic Case (section
2)

The Fire Service is a department within the County Council, and as
such, does not have a ring-fenced budget. The service has no
medium term financial plan and has to bid in a competitive process
(against other departments) on an annual basis for extra investment.
Expenditure on fire and rescue has fallen significantly faster than
county council expenditure overall and there currently is no year-onyear financial certainty.
Public finances are under pressure across the country at the same
time as having to meet increasing demand for services both
nationally and locally. Public services are ultimately paid for through
taxation, and it is therefore vital that services in the county are run in
a way that maximises the value from each pound spent. The current
structures do not see the two services working as effectively as they
could if they were working to a shared strategic plan.
The proposed governance structure would mean that financial
certainty for GFRS would be improved by becoming a stand-alone
service with its own bank account. Funding for GFRS would be
clearly defined with the contribution council tax makes to the budget
properly explained and fire money only be used to pay for the fire
and rescue service.
Shared governance increases the potential for greater
efficiencies and at a more rapid pace than is possible under
current arrangements.
Since the original options appraisal, further detailed work has
identified additional financial benefits of governance change. Shared
governance unlocks potential benefits such as the ability to go
further and faster in developing opportunities for efficiency, than is
possible under voluntary arrangements.
Under the proposal it is estimated that over £4m worth of efficiencies
can be generated over the next 10 years, primarily from accelerating
the programme of co-location and identifying collaborative solutions
to meet operational demands.
The Governance Model will protect and enhance the distinct
identity and traditions of GFRS. The reputation of the service
is a key asset for the community and under this proposal the
profile of the service will be raised and financial independence
secured.
Collaboration does not mean integration and there are important
cultural and operational differences between Fire and Rescue and
police that are integral to their different roles in the community.
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The Case for Change
(section 2) outlines
academic research into
how fragmented
governance hinders
collaboration and
Financial Information
(section 6) details how
efficiencies could be
realised under a different
governance model.

Section 2 The Case for
Change details where
GFRS sits within
organisational and
financial structures of
GCC. Our
Recommendation
(section 3) provides
detail about structural
and financial

Benefit to the service and to the public

Where to find out
more?

Currently the Chief Officers of GFRS hold roles and responsibilities
as part of the wider GCC management team. The Chief Fire Officer
is the effective head of Trading Standards, the Coroner’s service and
registration services. Under the Governance Model GFRS would be
reconstituted as a separate organisation under the new model rather
than a department of the County Council, providing genuine
operational autonomy and strategic empowerment to GFRS through
financial independence.

arrangements under the
proposed governance
Model.

By integrating professional expertise especially around areas such
as training and prevention activity, operational activity will be
enhanced and staff will be empowered via a clear vision and
strategic direction.
More and enhanced collaboration between GFRS and
Gloucestershire Constabulary will lead to better and more
efficient use of public resources and should provide a more
transparent, joined up service to the public.
The analysis shows that there are many opportunities for GFRS and
GC to work together on operational priorities where there is common
ground, such as protection, prevention and community safety, and
how the response to emergencies is coordinated.
The Collaboration Board was set up in 2017 after the PCC made a
decision to “pause” the review of GFRS governance. Since then the
board has met and has worked to identify a range of potential
collaboration ideas, including shared training opportunities and
practical operational matters as outlined in Appendix B. Experience
has shown that collaboration requiring strategic decisions and/or
finance has been limited in progress due to a lack of shared vision
and financial transparency.

The Public Safety
Case for Change
(section 4) and Local
Factors and
Opportunities (section
5) sets out the
opportunities to
collaborate.
Streamlined decision
making is also a key
feature as outlined in in
Our Recommendation
(section 3).

A PFCC holding the governance for both services will have oversight
of both organisations as well as being able to shape the strategic
priorities of both services. This will make for faster and more cost
effective decision making.
Faster decisions mean that efficiency benefits can be delivered
earlier, increasing the total benefit that can be generated over the
next 10 years and beyond.
Currently, major collaboration decisions pass through at least two sets
of governance and review, and require at least two decision makers to
agree.
The Police, Fire and Crime Commissioner (PFCC) will be able to
hold both the Chief Fire Officer & Chief Constable to account for
making sure that collaboration opportunities are fully explored
by having a joint vision in a Police, Fire and Crime Plan.
This will help ensure that the public get the maximum impact from the
services they fund. The PFCC would in turn be directly accountable
to the public for GFRS performance, and the Police and Crime Panel
would expand its remit to include the Fire and Rescue Service and
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Accountability and
transparency are key
features of the current
PCC model as shown in
Local Factors and
Opportunities (section
5).

Benefit to the service and to the public

Where to find out
more?

provide scrutiny to the PFCC’s role.
Under current arrangements, it is difficult for the senior officers in
each service to be held to account for driving collaboration as there
is no common strategy and they are held to account by different
governance structures.
The proposed model will enhance transparency and accountability
by reducing bureaucracy and simplifying oversight. This will be
achieved with oversight from a democratically elected and publicly
accountable PFCC.
Better sharing of skills, expertise, knowledge, analysis and
estate between Police and Fire and Rescue will enhance
community safety and early intervention for all.
It’s estimated that the cost of late intervention in Gloucestershire
costs the economy £129 million a year. GFRS has embedded a
prevention and intervention approach which is highly rated. This
approach is also being adopted by the Constabulary. If both
services were working to a shared plan not only would it enhance
community safety and harm reduction, but would make the best use
of limited resources.

The Public Safety Case
For Change (section 4)
outlines the potential
community safety
benefits achievable
under the Governance
Model.

The sharing of estate, vehicles and equipment will not only realise
efficiencies, it will provide an opportunity to enhance public
accessibility to those agencies with a statutory responsibility for
reducing crime and disorder. This is particularly so in the more
remote, rural parts of the county and would otherwise be
unaffordable.
The proposed approach will establish integrated emergency
services, operating to the common objective: the protection of life
and property.

3. The sections within this business case
Section

Details

1

BACKGROUND AND PURPOSE: The background to the report and approach
taken
1.1
The Policing and Crime Act 2017 places a statutory obligation on
emergency services to collaborate, and enables Police and Crime
Commissioners (PCCs) to take on responsibility for Fire and Rescue
Services in their area

2

THE CASE FOR CHANGE: Fire and Rescue and Policing services in
Gloucestershire, the key organisational facts and an introduction to the
Policing and Crime Act 2017
2.1
Current landscape and why Gloucestershire needs change
2.2
Gloucestershire Fire and Rescue Service: currently a department within
the County Council representing just 5% of the council’s budget
2.3
Drivers for change
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Section

Details
2.4
2.5
2.6
2.7
2.8
2.9
2.10

The national reform agenda, changing demands and academic research
The Policing and Crime Act 2017 offers PCCs the opportunity to review
the most effective governance model for fire under three possible options
New emerging governance options
Current collaboration provides a starting point
Better strategic alignment could be a game changer
Public and stakeholders’ views
Conclusion – there is a strategic case for change

3

OUR RECOMMENDATION: Why we recommend the Governance Model
3.1
Options for consideration
3.2
Local Critical Success Factors
3.3
APAC²E (Association of Policing and Crime Chief Executives) Critical
Success Factors
3.4
Conclusion

4

THE PUBLIC SAFETY CASE FOR CHANGE: How a change in governance
can enhance and improve community safety in Gloucestershire
4.1
Community safety provision could be more integrated
4.2
Protection and prevention
4.3
Harnessing the support of volunteers
4.4
Young people becoming adults
4.5
Conclusion

5

LOCAL FACTORS AND OPPORTUNITIES: Any case for any change in
governance should be based primarily on local factors.
5.1
Benefits and recent achievements under the PCC model in
Gloucestershire
5.2
Scrutiny of performance
5.3
Visibility and accountability
5.4
Recent developments within GFRS
5.5
The experience of collaboration
5.6
Additional opportunities possible as a result of a change in GFRS
governance
5.7
Conclusion

6

FINANCIAL INFORMATION: How the new organisation will be funded and
high level financial plans
6.1
The new organisation will be affordable and sustainable
6.2
Funding Methodology
6.3
Funding Allocation
6.4
High Level Medium Term Financial Plan (MTFP)
6.5
Capital Programme
6.6
Balance sheet
6.7
Procurement and commercial contracts
6.8
Finance Issues

7

TRANSFER DETAILS: How people and resources will be transferred
7.1
Overview
7.2
Estates
7.3
Human Resources

8

DELIVERY: How change will be delivered successfully
8.1
Overview
8.2
Governance and project management arrangements
8.3
Transition management
8.4
Transition planning assumptions
8.5
Implementation post transfer
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Section

Details
8.6
8.7
8.8
8.9

Appendices

Risk Management
Benefits management
Equality impact assessment
Legal review

Details

A

Fact base
1.
Gloucestershire County Council Communities and Infrastructure financial
information
2.
Gloucestershire Fir and Rescue Service financial summary
3.
Gloucestershire Constabulary financial summary
4.
GFRS and GC combined budgets 2018/19
5.
GFRS and GC senior management structure and pay
6.
GFRS performance overview
7.
Comparison of GCC and OPCC governance

B

Collaboration opportunities
1.
Current emergency services collaboration in Gloucestershire
2.
Current detailed police and fire collaboration in Gloucestershire
3.
Estates collaboration high level financial benefits

C

Governance options
1. Do nothing option
2. Fire Authority representation option & implications
3. Governance & implications
4. Single Employer option & implications

D

Strategic risks and implementation costs
1. Critical Success Factor 5: Deliverability risks and issues (for governance and
single employer model options)
2. Critical Success factor 6: Strategic risks (for governance and single employer
options)
3. Indicative implementation costs – Representation option
4. Indicative implementation costs – Governance and Single Employer options

E

Recent events relating to the resignation of the former Chief Fire Officer
1. Press relating the resignation of the former Chief Fire Officer
2. Executive summary of the Internal Audit report into whistle-blowing complaints
relating to Gloucestershire Fire & Rescue Service. This summary was
presented to the GCC Audit and Governance Committee on 12 October 2018.

F

Letter from S Edgar (GFRS) to P Trott (OPCC) re Representation Model
dated 18 July 2017
Letter from former Chief Fire Officer Steward Edgar to OPCC Chief Executive
Paul Trott outlining GCC’s formal response to the Representation Model option for
Gloucestershire.

G

Public consultation and stakeholder engagement
Describes the feedback received from the public and stakeholders during the
consultation on the draft business case (07/11/18 – 21/12/18)
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1.

BACKGROUND AND PURPOSE:
The background to the report and approach taken

1.1

The Policing and Crime Act 2017 places a statutory obligation on
emergency services to collaborate, and enables Police and Crime
Commissioners (PCCs) to take on responsibility for Fire and
Rescue Services in their area.

1.1.1

The purpose of this report is to describe the case for governance change in
Gloucestershire, assessing the benefits and risks of a potential governance change under a
number of options (as described by the Policing and Crime Act 2017).

1.1.2

The initial report into options for governance change was prepared by PA Consulting,
advisors to the PCC for Gloucestershire. PA Consulting worked with the Office of the
Police and Crime Commissioner (OPCC) to develop this report, based on information
provided by Gloucestershire Constabulary (GC), Gloucestershire Fire and Rescue Service
(GFRS) and information in the public domain.

1.1.3

PA Consulting engaged with representatives from the following organisations during the
development of this document:
• Gloucestershire Office of the PCC
• South Western Ambulance Service
for Gloucestershire (OPCC)
NHS Foundation Trust (SWASFT)
• Gloucestershire Constabulary (GC)
• Ameo and Alendi Consulting
• Gloucestershire Fire and Rescue
(Consultants commissioned by GCC
Service (GFRS)
to develop its own report into the
• Gloucestershire County Council
same topic)
(GCC) (officers)
• Leadership Gloucestershire
• Local Resilience Forum
Independent Consultant (lead for a
• Cheltenham Borough Council
2016 Community Safety review)

1.1.4

The Office of the PCC, on behalf of PA Consulting, also asked to engage with the following
stakeholders through this process. However, this offer was declined by:
• The Leader of the GCC
• The GCC Cabinet Member for Fire, Planning and Infrastructure
• NHS Gloucestershire CCG
• Fire Brigades Union and other staff representative bodies.

1.1.5

The following stakeholders responded and indicated that they would be keen to be
consulted at a later stage in the process once the local business case had been developed.
• Gloucestershire First Local Enterprise Partnership
• Five of the six district councils (Stroud District, Cotswold District, Forest of Dean District,
Gloucester City and Tewkesbury Borough)

1.1.6

Despite helpful collaboration from GCC officers, the lack of engagement with the political
leadership of GCC was disappointing, and meant that PA Consulting were not able to gain
their perspective on the issues raised. PA undertook work on potential governance change
in five other areas and this was the only one where they had not been able to engage with
the political leadership of Fire and Rescue during the process.

1.1.7

For the purpose of the refreshed analysis, the OPCC assumed the same position from
stakeholders in relation to consultation and engagement as that provided to PA Consulting
(outlined above).
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1.1.8

Whilst it is for the PCC to assess and present a case for change of governance, GCC also
commissioned its own independent review prior to PA Consulting's work commencing. That
report was released on 28 June 2017, and PA Consulting were able to discuss its findings
with the consultants concerned in the latter stages of their work.

1.1.9

This report is an update of the PA analysis. A stakeholder letter was circulated to
announce the PCC’s intention to revisit the analysis on 19 of September 2018 and an
Outline Business Case (OBC) was published for consultation on 7 November 2018. Further
engagement activity took place during the consultation phase (07/11/18 – 21/12/18) and
this, final, Local Business Case updates the OBC in light of stakeholder and public
feedback.

1.2

Timeline of Local Business Case preparation
Activity

Date

Production of Outline Business Case

31 September 2018 to 06 November 2018
•

Public consultation

07 November 2018 to 21 December 2018

Finalise Local Business Base

22 December 2018 to 12 February 2019
•

Submit Local Business Case to Home
Secretary

14 February 2019
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2.

THE CASE FOR CHANGE:
Fire and Rescue and Policing services in Gloucestershire, the key
organisational facts and an introduction to the Policing and Crime
Act 2017

2.1

Current landscape and why Gloucestershire needs change

2.1.1

GFRS and GC cover six districts. They are conterminous and service the needs of over
600,000 Gloucestershire residents. Both GFRS and GC work closely with the six district
councils and the South Western Ambulance Service NHS Foundation Trust (SWASFT).

Gloucestershire Fire Authority
2.1.2

Gloucestershire Fire & Rescue Service and Gloucestershire Constabulary provide
respective services to the whole of the county and share the same organisational
boundaries. GFRS is not a separate legal entity – it is part of Gloucestershire County
Council, under a ‘county model’ of governance in which GCC employs firefighters and staff
and acts as the Fire Authority.

2.1.3

Scrutiny and decisions regarding the Fire and Rescue Service in Gloucestershire take place
within the committee structure of the County Council and in a number of places. The
Integrated Risk Management Plan 2018-21 states that monitoring of GFRS is carried out
through monthly reports to the Council’s Strategic Leadership Team, and quarterly reports
to the Council’s Cabinet, the Chief Officer Management Team, the Financial Risk and
Performance Committee and the Environment and Communities Scrutiny Committee.3

2.1.4

Performance targets are also published in the Annual Business Plan and performance
summaries in the Statement of Assurance, also published on an annual basis.
Gloucestershire Fire and Rescue Service

2.1.5

3

Gloucestershire Fire and Rescue Service is part of Gloucestershire County Council (GCC)
within the Communities cluster of council functions and is responsible for delivering a
number of services, including fire response services and responses to other emergency
incidents. The service also has a statutory role in relation to community safety, prevention
activity and in enforcing fire safety legislation. GFRS also shares collaborative initiatives
with the local ambulance service (SWASFT), other parts of GCC and Fire and Rescue

https://www.gloucestershire.gov.uk/media/1519652/integrated-risk-management-plan-2018-21.pdf, page 26
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Services in other areas (e.g. Avon, Devon & Somerset). For more information about GFRS
collaboration, see Appendix B.
Gloucestershire Constabulary
2.1.6

Gloucestershire Constabulary is operationally responsible for the policing of the county of
Gloucestershire. It is also coterminous with GFRS. As a legal entity, the Chief Constable
has the statutory responsibility for the ‘‘delivery of efficient and effective policing,
management of resources and expenditure”4 by the Constabulary.

2.1.7

GC is a member of the tri-force collaboration with Avon & Somerset Constabulary and
Wiltshire Police and is also actively involved in the South West regional police collaborative
arrangements as well as sharing a number of collaborative initiatives with other forces such
as Cyber Crime with Durham and Essex. For more information about GC collaboration, see
Appendix B.

2.1.8

Police and Crime Commissioner

2.1.9

The PCC for Gloucestershire is a distinct legal entity (separate from Gloucestershire
Constabulary) being a locally elected representative with key statutory responsibilities to:
 Secure an efficient and effective
 Set the force budget and determine the
police service for their area
precept
 Engage with the public
 Contribute to the national and
international policing capabilities set out
 Appoint the Chief Constable, hold
by the Home Secretary
them to account for running the
 Bring together community safety and
force, and if necessary dismiss them
criminal justice partners, to make sure
 Set the police and crime objectives
local priorities are joined up
for their area through a police and
crime plan
 Commission victims and other services

2.1.10 The PCC is elected in a county wide ballot every four years. The next election will take

place in May 2020.
2.1.11 Direct comparison of governance costs between the OPCC and the Fire Authority are

difficult to make as the Fire Authority costs do not include the costs incurred by the service
in relation to the Authority’s governance and strategic responsibilities. The FRS does report
to a number of Gloucestershire County Council committees which all have associated cost
in terms of officer hours, Elected Member allowances, room use etc.
The Police and Crime Panel
2.1.12 The Gloucestershire Police and Crime Panel provides a check and balance on the work of

the PCC. The Panel scrutinises how the PCC carries out his statutory responsibilities. While
the Panel is there to constructively challenge the PCC, it also has a key role in supporting
the Commissioner in his role in enhancing public accountability of the police force. The
Panel is made up of 17 elected councillors from the County and District Councils plus two
independent members.
GFRS and GC budgets
2.1.13 For 2018/19 the combined budgets for fire and policing in Gloucestershire are £132.7m.

4

The Policing Protocol Order 2011
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Gross expenditure

GFRS

GC (Chief Constable) & PCC
(including OPCC)

•

•

•

•

The budget for 2018/19 is
£19.6m, which represents £31
per head of population, based
on a population of 633k.
The budget for 2018/19
including a capital contribution
is £21.5m which represents
£33.90 per head of population
There is no separate precept
for FRS.

•

Staff

•
•

•

•

Total: 404 FTE for 2016/17
This includes 176 retained
firefighters and 41 FTE nonspecialist support staff. In
addition support services are
provided by the County
Council.
Senior team of 1 CFO, 1
DCFO & 1 ACFO (who also
have broader council
responsibilities)

•

Governance

•

•

•
•
•

Total: 1,853 FTE officers and
staff (projected as at March
2019)
1,055 officers, 116 PCSOs and
682 staff
Senior team of 1 CC, 1 DCC, 1
ACC. The Force also
contributes to regional ACC
roles for Tri-Force, and for the
Regional Organised Crime Unit.

•

GFRS is part of
Gloucestershire County
Council which is responsible
for producing an Integrated
Risk Management Plan and
for setting budgets and
resources for the fire and
rescue service. Fire and
Rescue is integrated into the
GCC’s Communities Cluster,
which brings together a wide
range of functions including
Gloucestershire Road Safety
Team, Trading Standards and
Commissioning.
The performance of the fire
and rescue service is
overseen by the Environment
and Communities Scrutiny
Committee.

•

•

•

Costs of
Governance

The budget for 2018/19 for the
Constabulary and the OPCC is
£111.2m, which represents
£176 per head of population.

The PCC sets the Police and
Crime Plan and is responsible
for appointing the Chief
Constable, holding him / her to
account and setting the council
tax precept for policing. The
PCC has wider responsibilities
relating to community safety
and the criminal justice system.
The OPCC comprises the PCC,
Deputy PCC and 17.05 FTE
staff. This includes a police
officer secondment, and three
shared posts (two with the GC,
one with GFRS).
The Joint Independent Audit
Committee provides assurance
and audit of corporate
governance to the Chief
Constable and PCC. The Police
and Crime Panel is made up of
members from Gloucestershire
County Council and each
borough and district council
(and two independent
members).
The Chief Constable is the
employer of Police officers and
staff and is a separate legal
entity.

It is not possible to itemise the cost of governance for the FRS as this is
provided within a broader set of GCC-wide governance arrangements.
As such we have excluded cost of governance comparisons from this
assessment.
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2.2

Gloucestershire Fire and Rescue Service: currently a department
within the County Council representing just 5% of the council’s
budget.

2.2.1

Gloucestershire County Council delivers a wide range of services and GFRS is a
comparatively small component of Council operations and its wider strategy.

2.2.2

In November 2018, GCC published its new Council Strategy: Looking to the Future. The
following is a list of key priorities outlined in this strategy:
• A Magnet county - A growing working age population, with more 18-40 year olds with
high level qualifications choosing to live and work in the county;
• An Innovative county - More businesses starting up, growing and investing in research
and innovation;
• A Skilled county - More people with high-level skills and jobs in skilled occupations
• A Prosperous county - Rising productivity and household incomes offering higher
living standards;
• An Inclusive county - The economic and social benefits of growth to be felt by all
• A Healthy county - People to have a good work/life balance and improved health and
wellbeing;
• A Connected county - Improved transport and internet connections so that people and
businesses can connect with each other more easily;
• A Sustainable county - More efficient use of resources and more use of sustainable
energy; and
• A Resilient county - Active, resilient local communities that keep people safe, provide
them with support and help them to make a positive contribution.5

2.2.3

GFRS does not feature specifically amongst these strategic priorities but it should be noted
that the contribution that GFRS plays with regards to building a resilient county is
acknowledged.
Gloucestershire County Council funding

2.2.4

2.2.5

Funding for the 2018/19 County Council budget of £413.481m comes from a number of
sources, as follows:
Grant funding for GCC

£m

Settlement Grant
Other grants
Reserves
Collection fund
Precept
Total

93.601
36.500
0.580
5.249
277.551
413.481

% of operating
budget
23%
9%
0%
1%
67%
100%

The 2018/19 Council Tax for the County Council for a Band D property is £1,232.21 per
household. This represents an increase from the previous year of 2.49%, plus an additional
2% for adult social care. The total budget for GCC for 2018/19 is £413.481m. This includes
budgets for Adults (£133m) and Children and Families (combined £103m). The total budget
for Fire and Rescue Services of £21.5m represents 5% of the total County Council budget.

5

https://www.gloucestershire.gov.uk/council-and-democracy/corporate-plans-and-strategies/looking-to-thefuture-new-council-strategy/
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GFRS funding
2.2.6

Like other Fire and Rescue Services within a county model, GFRS does not have a
separate ring-fenced precept or budget. This means that GFRS’s budget is not protected
against budget reductions year-on-year, which may result from wider financial pressures
faced by the County Council. Instead the service is funded from within GCC’s budget, sitting
within the Communities and Infrastructure cluster (C&I) budget area. The total operating
budget for this cluster for 2018/19 is £80.4m. GFRS represents 20% of the total operating
budget for the C&I cluster and 5% of the council budget. For further detail about how the
budget for Communities and Infrastructure in GCC is comprised, see Appendix A.

2.2.7

The settlement grant received by GCC includes an element of grant for the Fire and
Rescue Services – this is in addition to a proportion of the precept that funds GFRS.
Figures are not provided however for the fire and rescue elements of these income
streams. If GFRS were to become an independent Fire Authority under PCC governance,
the level of funding transferred would have to be negotiated with the County Council. Once
transferred, funding will be clearly defined and allocation will be transparent in line with
current practice for the police. The LBC proposes using the funding methodology set out in
the CIPFA guidance document.

2.2.8

The GFRS budget is agreed annually within the GCC financial calendar, with a limited
medium term plan. This makes long term strategic planning difficult for GFRS's senior
leaders. In addition, capital requirements are fulfilled by means of an annual bidding
process, in competition with other GCC departments. GFRS does however keep a five
year plan of anticipated requirements, and has to date been successful in securing all
requested funds.
2018/19 GFRS funding

2.2.9

The budget for GFRS for 2018/19 is £21.458m. This is made up of the Operating budget
(as per the GCC budget paper) plus a number of amendments.

2.2.10 GCC provides GFRS with an operating budget of £16.012m within the Communities and

Infrastructure cluster budget. The operating budget does not include support services
provided by the County Council.6 The County Council does not cross charge for these
costs. The amount of recharges for 2018/19 is estimated by the County Council to be
£2.561m. This represents 16% of the operating budget.
Previous years budgets for GFRS
2.2.11 The operating budget for GFRS in 2012/13 was £19.248m. The operating budgets for the

years from 2012/13 to 2018/19 are shown below.
GFRS annual operating
budgets
2012/13
2013/14
2014/15
2015/16
2016/17
2017/18
2018/19
6

£m
19.248
18.260
17.742
16.601
15.663
15.679
16.012

Support services costs include HR and occupational health, payroll, finance, procurement, audit, asset
management and property services and ICT costs.
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2.2.12 There has been a real term reduction in budgets in that period (based upon average 1%

inflation) of 17.5%.
GFRS Medium Term Financial Plan (MTFP)
7

2.2.13 The Fire and Rescue National Framework for England states that Fire and Rescue

Authorities should produce and publish a medium term financial plan, and where fire and
rescue is part of the county council it is expected that the MTFP will be included within the
parent authorities’ documentation. At the time of writing the LBC there does not appear to
be an agreed published medium term financial plan for Gloucestershire Fire and Rescue for
the 2019/20 budget. This makes long term strategic planning difficult and leads to
uncertainty regarding GFRS’s financial position.
GFRS capital plans
2.2.14 GFRS capital requirements are fulfilled by means of an annual bidding process, in line with

other GCC services. GFRS keeps a five year plan of anticipated requirements and has
stated that to date it has been successful in receiving all requested funds. The capital plans
in the Medium Term Financial Strategy are shown in Appendix A.
2.2.15 The capital replacement budget within the County Council is funded from capital receipts.

The PCC capital strategy would not fund short term capital replacement from capital
receipts and a capital contribution has been added to the budget for the FRS.
GFRS reserves
2.2.16 The Fire and Rescue National Framework states that Fire and Rescue Authorities should

also produce and publish a reserves strategy. The information published should classify the
reserves within three categories. The projected reserves for the County Council as at 31st
March 2018 are shown in the Budget Paper. The total projected reserves figure is £218m,
which represents 53% of the budget for 2018/19. Further information is available in
Appendix A.
2.2.17 The earmarked reserves include £4.5m of reserves relating to fire, made up of:
Earmarked reserves for
GFRS
PFI Reserve
Fire Joint Training Centre (PFI)
Pension Reserve
Total

£m
3.296
1.119
0.127
4.542

2.2.18 There do not appear to be any separate capital reserves for GFRS.
2.2.19 The County Council considers that a satisfactory level of general reserve is between 4%

and 6% of budget. The reserve above represents 4.56% of the 2017/18 budget. The police
maintain a general reserve equivalent to 5% of the current year’s budget. An independent
Fire Authority would require a general reserve and it is proposed that this would represent
5% of the budget. As at April 1st 2019, this would be £1.1m.

7

https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/fire-and-rescue-national-framework-for-england--2
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Costs of GFRS governance
2.2.20 GFRS is part of Gloucestershire County Council, and is part of the Communities and

Infrastructure area which also includes Waste, Highways and the Integrated Transport Unit.
The performance of the fire and rescue service is overseen by the Environment and
Communities Scrutiny Committee.
2.2.21 As governance is provided within the County Council structures, and as Fire and Rescue

does not have a separate Scrutiny Committee (similar to the Police and Crime Panel) it is
not possible to itemise the cost of governance for GFRS. As governance for fire is within a
larger business area there are unlikely to be any costs savings to GCC if there is an
independent Fire Service as the Council meetings to scrutinise the service cluster will
continue to take place, just without an agenda item for fire.
County Council recharges
2.2.22 The operating budget set for Fire and Rescue Services does not include support services

provided by the County Council. A notional charge for these services is allocated to each
business area, including Communities and Infrastructure, in the Budget Book. A list of the
costs of these services for 2018/19 is provided in Appendix A.
2.2.23 The County Council has been asked whether they would be willing to continue to provide

these services to an independent fire service. An independent Fire and Rescue Service
would have to discuss with the County Council what services would be provided and the
price for those services.
Chief Officer Teams
2.2.24 Both the Fire and Rescue Service and the Constabulary have three Chief Officers:

Gloucestershire Fire & Rescue
Chief Officer Team
Chief Fire Officer
Deputy Chief Fire Officer
Assistant Chief Fire Officer

Gloucestershire Constabulary
Chief Officer Team
Chief Constable
Deputy Chief Constable
Assistant Chief Constable

2.2.25 It should be noted that GFRS leadership has wider responsibilities beyond fire and rescue

for road safety, trading standards, ICT, registration, coroner’s services, civil protection,
Syrian Refugee Resettlement and community safety. It is not clear to what extent these
broader responsibilities divert the leadership team away from their primary fire and rescue
duties. However, it is known that previous Chief Fire Officers often spent two or three days
a week on these wider responsibilities with offices both in FRS HQ and in GCC Shire Hall.
2.2.26 These council responsibilities have increased over recent years. Once performed solely by

the Chief Fire Officer, these responsibilities are now shared across the GFRS senior
management team and have continued to grow over the past eight years so that all three
principal officers have wider GCC roles:
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2.2.27 The cost of the three Chief Officers for GFRS in 2017/18 (including pension and national

insurance contributions) was £418k. This represents 2% of the total budget for the service.
By way of contrast, the cost of the three Chief Officers for the Constabulary represents
0.45% of the budget. See Appendix A for more details.

2.3

Drivers for change

2.3.1

Public finances are under pressure across the country. At the same time demand for
services is growing, and Gloucestershire faces the same challenges. Public services,
including fire, are ultimately paid for through taxation on a local or national basis, but there is
a limit to what the public is willing or able to pay. It is therefore vital that public services in
Gloucestershire are run in a way that maximises the value from each pound spent, while at
the same time delivering the level of service that people need now and in the future.
Therefore the need to achieve better value for money underpins the need to change the way
that emergency services are delivered in Gloucestershire.

2.3.2

The following drivers for change apply across the public sector and reflect the need for public
bodies to constantly strive for better value for money in delivering services. These drivers
apply directly to the provision of emergency services in Gloucestershire:
• Efficiency and Economy: There is a need to minimise the cost of delivering Fire and
Rescue and Police services to taxpayers, by improving efficiency, increase the speed
and depth of reform in order to stay ahead of demand and ensure that the benefits of
reform are achieved as early as possible.
• Effectiveness: There is a need to adapt to changing demands providing services that
meet the present and future needs of the public, rather than those of the past, provide the
level and quality of service the public expects and needs and engage with the public to
make sure there is mutual understanding at local level
• Public Safety: There is a need to maintain public safety while making best use of
resources, by finding new and more efficient and effective ways of working rather than
through cutting back services and improve transparency and accountability, so that the
public can hold officers and politicians to account for the delivery of services.

2.4

The national reform agenda, changing demands and academic
research
Statutory requirements and the national policy picture require a renewed focus on
collaboration

2.4.1

In January 2017, the Policing and Crime Act received Royal Assent. It places a high level
duty to collaborate upon all three emergency services (including the ambulance service) in
order to improve efficiency or effectiveness. The case for change was reinforced by the
Policing and Fire Minister, Brandon Lewis, in a speech to the Association of PCCs (APCC)
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and the National Police Chiefs' Council (NPCC) in November 2016, when he said that
"while collaboration between the emergency services is showing an encouraging direction
of travel, it is not consistent across the country and we need to be doing more to ensure
collaboration can go further and faster … I expect the pace and ambition of collaboration to
increase and for it to become the norm”.8
2.4.2

The 'Policing Vision 2025'9 - adopted by the APCC and NPCC in November 2016 - also
sets out a number of areas where closer collaboration with local partners, including other
emergency services, can help improve public safety and deliver value for money. These
include ensuring a whole system approach locally to public protection, and a whole place
approach to commissioning preventative services in response to assessments of threat, risk
and harm and vulnerability. It also highlights the opportunities for enabling business delivery
through shared services.

2.4.3

In 2014, the HMIC published ‘Policing in Austerity: Meeting the Challenge’10, which
commended Police forces for the way they had responded to the challenge of austerity but
noted that collaboration was complex and fragmented and not materialising in the majority
of forces.
Nationally, there is evidence of some weaknesses in fire governance and scrutiny

2.4.4

Published in 2015, the National Audit Office report, ‘Financial sustainability of Fire and
Rescue Services’ 11 found inadequacies with local and central accountability and scrutiny
mechanisms. It stated that authority members would want to take advice from their chief fire
officer, and receive briefings from the services’ senior managers, and whilst this provided
them with technical information, it did not necessarily provide them with an independent
technical basis on which to assess and scrutinise the service.

2.4.5

These findings are similar to those reached by HMIC and the Audit Commission in 2010
when jointly inspecting police authorities. They concluded that, while most police authorities
were effective in scrutinising everyday performance and holding forces to account in
delivering their priorities, most were not taking a sufficiently strategic lead in shaping
policing in the longer-term or doing enough to drive collaboration.

2.4.6

A clear indication of the Government’s desire to bring emergency services closer together
and in response to the findings of reports such as those outlined above, has been the move
to widen the remit of HMIC to include fire and rescue. Since July 2017, the HMIC has
become the HMICFRS12. This move will increase scrutiny and transparency of fire and
rescue service effectiveness and performance, and drive the adoption of standards that
enable better comparative assessment of performance of fire and rescue services.
Gloucestershire FRS is due to have its first inspection in spring 2019.
National evidence suggests that robust governance structures can enable greater
collaboration

2.4.7

Emergency services collaboration research consistently demonstrates governance as a
major enabler or barrier to collaboration – complex governance makes it harder to deliver

8

https://www.gov.uk/government/speeches/brandon-lewis-speech-to-apcc-npcc-joint-summit-on-emergencyservices-collaboration
9
https://www.npcc.police.uk/documents/Policing%20Vision.pdf
10
https://www.justiceinspectorates.gov.uk/hmicfrs/wp-content/uploads/policing-in-austerity-meeting-thechallenge.pdf
11
https://www.nao.org.uk/report/financial-sustainability-of-fire-and-rescue-services/
12
https://www.justiceinspectorates.gov.uk/hmicfrs/fire-and-rescue-services/how-we-inspect-fire-and-rescueservices/
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significant collaboration initiatives quickly and effectively. This essentially means that there
are opportunities to accelerate the pace of existing or planned police and fire collaboration
through faster and streamlined governance, simplified decision making and good risk
management processes.
2.4.8

There are examples in the UK of where savings have been possible as a result of
collaboration where a “robust governance architecture” has been a strong enabler of
collaboration. This finding recognises that “large-scale collaborations and the related
investment and change programmes are usually complex and often challenging. It was
seen as essential that time needed to be spent at the outset designing, testing and
embedding a governance infrastructure in order to ensure this complexity and potential
challenge could be managed as work progressed”13.

2.4.9

The evidence from research suggests that governance structures, be they local or national,
can serve to facilitate or frustrate collaboration in equal measure; however single
consolidated governance structures can bring about benefits of speed of decision-making,
transparency and improved public confidence. It is therefore essential that collaboration is
underpinned by a greater alignment of governance structures to ensure the success of
future joint working.

2.4.10 More strategic discussions – such as how better to integrate services and respond to the

needs of the local population – may be held in a number of different forums but,
fundamentally, a single layer of governance will always be more effective at enabling this.
This would also be important for making sure that strategic decisions make sense in the
context of increasing collaboration and diminishing public sector resources.
2.4.11 The findings of the research outlined above echo the experience in Gloucestershire where

collaboration via a multi-agency collaboration board has been attempted without a change
in fire governance. An action plan of opportunities (based on the 2016 National Overview
from the Emergency Services Collaboration Working Group14) was jointly adopted but
progress has been disappointing and frustrating in many areas due to a lack of shared
vision, political support, lack of leadership and unwillingness to invest in change. Progress
by the Board has also been inhibited by political hostility towards the PCC with regards to
the original review of fire governance from the County Council's political leadership. As
recently as May 2018, a motion was passed in Full Council which, in part, repeated criticism
of the PCC’s 2017 decision.15 Such attitudes do not support the Collaboration Board in
developing a shared vision.
2.4.12 New Governance means a common set of rules of engagement for both services which will

develop new ideas from all levels of both services. Obvious areas of procurement, asset
management and leadership, may all give early savings but the true potential is massive
with the right culture, leadership and a common goal of community safety and public
protection.
International evidence suggests some benefits from integrated governance, but also
risks
2.4.13 There is international good practice and some evidence about the benefits of integrated

governance between police and fire in achieving improvements in service delivery, but that
deeper integration between fire and police presents risks and has been less successful.
Gerald T. Gabris et al explored various models of service consolidation in local government
and found that the speed of decision-making, transparency, visibility, and accountability of
13

Parry et al (2015), Research into Emergency Services Collaboration
http://www.cfoa.org.uk/download/62192
15
GCC Full Council Debate 16/05/18 Motion 812 (page 16 of printed minutes / see webcast from 2:26:45)
14
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an elected official has brought a dividend to the depth and breadth of collaboration, with
improvements in public service and public confidence (Alternative Service Delivery:
Readiness Check)16.
2.4.14 Wilson and Weiss also found in their 2009 study of consolidations in the US that the control

through a single governance structure was highlighted by many of those involved as a key
driver in achieving coherent consolidation. (Public Safety Consolidation: What Is It? How
Does It Work?)17.
18

2.4.15 In other cases, the evidence is less conclusive: a 2015 Wilson and Grammich study

reported that "in recent years, a growing number of communities have consolidated their
Police and fire agencies into a single ‘‘public-service’’ agency. Consolidation has appealed
to communities seeking to achieve efficiency and cost-effectiveness". However they also
found that "some communities have even begun to abandon the model.” One reason is
preserving ‘brand identity’ – the International Association of Fire Chiefs noted in 2009 that
“the fire/EMS service typically enjoys a position of trust in the community that transcends
fear of authority or reprisal. Law enforcement’s mission to prevent crime from different
threats creates varied public opinion and re-action, including being perceived as a threat.”19
This suggests that there could be public limits to the value and acceptability of police and
fire integration although some would argue that this is less of an issue in Britain where the
model of policing by consent predominates compared to the experience of law enforcement
overseas, particularly by routinely armed officers.
Both fire and rescue and police have made efficiencies, but there is further to go
2.4.16 As public finances are under pressure nationally, demand for services is growing.

Gloucestershire faces these same challenges. Public services, including fire, are ultimately
paid for through taxation on a local and national basis, but there is a limit to the amount the
public is willing or able to pay. It is therefore vital that public services in Gloucestershire are
run in a way that maximises the value from each pound spent, while at the same time
delivering the level of service that people need now and in the future. Therefore the need to
achieve better value for money underpins the need to change the way that emergency
services are governed in Gloucestershire.
2.4.17 There is a continuing national drive towards increased efficiency and effectiveness and the

police funding formula is expected to be revisited following the current spending review.
Similar discussions are emerging for the fire service, with a new standards body for Fire
and Rescue Services in England also in development.
2.4.18 Nationally, there has been a real-terms reduction in spending on Fire and Rescue Services

from 2010-11 to 2014-15 of 12%. Government funding for stand-alone fire authorities has
reduced in the same period by 28% and for county and unitary local authorities it is
estimated that funding (allocation of local fire and rescue budget) has reduced in real-terms
by 18%. Despite this a National Audit Office report into ‘financial sustainability’ said that
services have coped well.
2.4.19 Police have also seen reductions of 20% in national funding between 2011 and 2015. A

2014 HMIC report commended forces for the way they had responded to the challenge of
austerity but noted that extensive collaboration was not materialising.

16

https://www.hrgreen.com/assets/uploads/2016/05/HRG-NIU-ASD_Handbook_Executive_Summary.pdf
https://ric-zai-inc.com/Publications/cops-w0659-pub.pdf
18
https://ric-zai-inc.com/Publications/cops-w0659-pub.pdf
19
file:///P:/My%20Documents/iafcposition-consolidationandpso.pdf
17
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2.4.20 Managing efficiencies could, according to the Knight Review (2012) be “driven through

collaboration outside the fire sector, particularly with other blue-light services" and “national
level changes to enable greater collaboration with other blue-light services, including
through shared governance, co-working and co-location, would unlock further savings”. 20
This notion is supported by the findings of the Thomas Review (2015) of conditions of
service for fire and rescue staff which states that “the greatest opportunity must be in
bringing together support functions and decreasing the ratio of managers to staff”21.
There is a changing national picture in service demands
2.4.21 At the same time as public services are making efficiencies, public expectation around the

management of increasing demand remains high. The College of Policing analysis
Estimating Demand on the Police Service 22 looked at the changing nature of public
demand for police and notes that crime reports only represent part of the police workload.
New emerging crime types are increasing in volume. Protecting the vulnerable, public
protection and safeguarding are also impacting on police demand and there has also been
an increase in statutory responsibilities including the management of serious offenders and
counter terrorism.
2.4.22 The full impact of the Grenfell Tower fire on fire and rescue services is not known yet –

there may be national funding, policy and regulatory implications resulting, especially
relating to fire safety responsibilities. In addition, the implications for fire and rescue
response in the follow-up to the various terror attacks in the last year and impacts on the
emergency services are also not yet fully known. While this may not change the potential
case for governance change, it potentially introduces unknown factors that may place
increasing demands upon the emergency services and its governance. Whatever the
changes on the horizon are, in times of crisis, emergency services come together, fully
recognising that no one service can act in isolation. There are many examples of good
multi-agency responses, not least with the 2007 floods in Gloucestershire.
2.4.23 As demand changes, providing services that meet the present and future needs of the

public, rather than those of the past is of the utmost importance. Where possible,
operational collaboration will facilitate services meeting these challenges around demand
management.
2.4.24 The changing nature of demand for fire and rescue and police services is bringing Police

and fire into contact with each other more frequently, as well as into more contact with
health and social care. The number of fires nationally has decreased however non-fire
incidents are increasing (e.g.. road traffic collisions, malicious calls, flooding, animal
rescue).
2.4.25 The same applies to policing. While there have been some reductions in certain reported

crimes, burglary rates, sexual offences and violent crime have increased as have serious
crime threats, such as the supply of harmful drugs and knife crime. This, together with an
increase in reporting of domestic-related incidents and the increasingly complex nature of
safeguarding investigations requiring close working with other statutory agencies, not only
requires considerable Police resource but is also shifting the focus of demand for local
policing services.

20

https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/200092/
FINAL_Facing_the_Future__3_md.pdf
21
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/562972/
Thomas_Review_-_for_publication_in_97-2003_format.pdf
22
file:///P:/My%20Documents/Demand%20Report%2023_1_15_noBleed.pdf
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2.5

The Policing and Crime Act 2017 offers PCCs the opportunity to
review the most effective governance model for fire under three
possible options

2.5.1

The Policing and Crime Act, which received Royal Assent on 31 January 2017, places a
high level duty to collaborate on the emergency services (Police, Fire and Rescue and
Ambulance). It also makes provision for local assessments by Police and Crime
Commissioners (PCCs) as to the most effective governance model for Fire and Rescue
Services, giving them the ability to present a local business case to the Home Office where
they perceive that a different governance model would generate improvements in economy,
efficiency and effectiveness, and/or public safety.

2.5.2

The Policing and Crime Act 2017 enables PCCs to form part of the governance of their
local Fire and Rescue Authority(/ies), either through sitting on the fire and rescue authority,
or taking overall responsibility for Fire and Rescue Services. This is subject to tests to
ensure that any changes will deliver improvements in economy, efficiency and
effectiveness; or public safety.

2.5.3

There are three different models that could be adopted; the Representation Model, the
Governance Model and the Single Employer Model. Further detail about the three models
can be found in Section three (Our Recommendation), page 33, but in summary:
• The Representation Model is where the PCC is represented on a FRA (or its
committees) in their Police area with full voting rights, subject to the consent of the FRA
• The Governance Model is where PCCs take on responsibility for the fire and rescue
service(s) in their area. Individual services retain their operational independence, their
chief officers and, their own staff.
• The Single Employer Model is where fire functions are directed by a single chief officer
for policing and fire. Services would remain distinct front line services, albeit supported
by increasingly integrated support services

2.6

New emerging governance options

2.6.1

Currently Fire and Rescue Services in the UK have varied governance arrangements.
Some operate through a Council structure, as is the case in Gloucestershire, some through
a FRS Combined Authority and some a Metropolitan arrangement. Since 2017 a number of
FRS’s are now governed by a local PCC.
Area

Model

Status

Essex

Governance

Completed and PFCC now Fire and
Rescue Authority as of 1st October 2017.

West Mercia

Governance

Case submitted to Home Office. Home
Office process currently being Judicially
Reviewed.

Staffordshire

Governance

Completed and PFCC now Fire and
Rescue Authority as of 1st August 2018.

Cambridgeshire

Governance

Case submitted to Home Office. Home
Office process currently being Judicially
Reviewed.

North Yorkshire

Governance

Completed and PFCC now Fire and
Rescue Authority as of 15th November
2018.
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Area

Model

Status

Northamptonshire

Governance

Completed and PFCC now Fire and
rescue Authority as of 1st January 2019.

South Yorkshire

Representation

Completed and PCC now member of the
Fire Authority.

2.6.2

There is evidence that fragmented governance can be a barrier to achieving effective
collaboration. As outlined above, there is also clear national policy to move towards greater
scrutiny of Fire and Rescue Services, and reviews have demonstrated some weaknesses in
fire governance23. Although there is limited evidence of the impact of shared governance
between police and fire in the UK as it is a new power. Research from the United States
and Australia indicates efficiency and effectiveness benefits, but with limits to the value and
acceptability of full police and fire integration. Full integration and merger is not an option
being explored in this case.

2.7

Current collaboration provides a starting point

2.7.1

It is important to acknowledge that GFRS and GC have made some progress in driving out
benefits from voluntary collaboration via the Emergency Services Collaboration Board.
Collaboration opportunities have been identified but progress in some areas, particularly
those requiring strategic and/or financial assistance has been slow. This is particularly so
with estate collaboration. Activities of a more operational nature such as opportunities for
collaboration with training have progressed at a faster pace.

2.7.2

It is also important to note that GFRS successfully collaborates with a number of non-Police
local organisations. Examples include partnering with the NHS and GCC to deliver ‘Safe
and Well’ visits, supporting GCC’s telecare services, a joint First Response service with
South Western Ambulance Service NHS Foundation Trust (SWASFT) and joint training
facilities with Avon and Devon & Somerset FRS. Road safety activity also involves the FRS
alongside a number of local organisations (including GC). More information can be found in
Appendix B.

2.7.3

As part of the analysis undertaken for the strategic case, the strengths and weaknesses of
the current collaboration arrangement, and opportunities and threats for the future of
collaboration (under the status quo) have been assessed. This has been summarised in
the SWOT (Strengths, Weaknesses, Opportunities and Threats) analysis:
SWOT analysis of current collaborative arrangements
Current strengths
• Collaborative opportunities for the
county have been identified and
agreed with some progress in delivery,
particularly at an operational level
• Examples of good operational
relationships.
• Colocation of control room and
workshops and services headquarters
located within the same campus.
• Opportunities for joint training have
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Current weakness
• Full collaborative benefits have not been
realised due to fragmented prioritisation
at governance level as a result of
differing stakeholder risks and strategic
priorities
• Duplication of governance slows joint
decision making.
• FRS identity is blended within the
council structure which dilutes strategic
prioritisation of the service response to

Facing The Future: Findings from the review of efficiencies and operations in fire and rescue authorities in
England, Sir Ken Knight CBE QFSM FIFireE
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Current strengths
been identified and links across
service training departments have
been developed.
• GFRS are commissioned to deliver
telecare provision for the county – a
good indication of the excellent links
between fire and health.
• Early work to improve community
safety integration across services
within the Safer Gloucestershire remit.
• Local level relationships are
established such as with access to
estate across services on an ad hoc
basis.
• Potential for integrated training,
maximising skills and knowledge for
both services has been explored and
in early development.
• Support from GC in relation to
preparation for HMICFRS.
• Shared vision and delivery to support
Safe and Social Driving (Police and
Crime Plan priority) with jointly funded
coordinator (GFRS / OPCC)

Current weakness
risk management in favour of demand
management in other council areas.
• Further FRS / police collaboration would
be difficult to realise under current
governance structure.
• Poor relationship between political
leaders.
• Following a number of years of
efficiencies, opportunities to trim
individual budgets are becoming
increasingly limited in scope.
• Insufficient public scrutiny of GFRS
particularly in relation to contextual
performance.
• Lack of GFRS Medium Term Financial
Plan and capital strategy, essential in
planning for the future of the service.
• Lack of integrated approach to
community safety and inability of all
responsible authorities to adhere to
statutory duties under the Crime and
Disorder Act 1998.
• GFRS do not have an agreed capital
finance plan and any capital
requirements have to be met by bidding
for funds in competition with the rest of
the County Council on an annual basis.

Future opportunities
• Alignment of vision and joint strategy
for collaboration.
• Enable a more innovative and
effective approach to public service
transformation.
• Two emergency services with one
vision would further collaborative
opportunities with other agencies and
emergency services.
• Closer operational integration in
selected areas particularly around
vulnerability and community presence
• Closer strategic, operational and
resource planning
• Reduced duplication of effort to freeup resource.
• Improved transparency and
accountability.
• Directly elected representative with a
mandate for fire as well as for police.
• Opportunities to add impetus to
service development across both
services through sharing of ideas and
expertise.
• Greater financial transparency will
mean better chance of managing

Future threats
• Ongoing savings requirements for all
services and additional pressures such
as pension contributions.
• The national direction has been,
especially for the Constabulary,
police/police collaboration rather than
looking at a local, cross-sector solution.
Note: there is movement in this area.
• Local approaches to collaboration and
partnership working are often as a result
of local relationships and therefore
consistency can be fragmented. This
could be a barrier to local efficiency and
ability to go forward.
• Service provision could be cut if
efficiencies cannot be made
• New inspection regime for fire
(HMICFRS) could add financial
pressures in servicing and responding to
inspections.
• Stakeholder relationships could
deteriorate and voluntary collaboration
could unwind.
• Demands are changing for services and
some demands are unknown such as
the response to the Grenfell Tower fire
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Future opportunities
financial pressures.
• Opportunity to fully embrace the One
Public Estate strategy through estate
collaboration. A small amount of
short-term investment could see wide,
long term benefits both financially and
operationally for public services and
communities.
• Potential for shared procurement.
• Improved interoperability of fire and
police systems, particularly IT.

Future threats
and inquiry.
• Unknown consequences of the recent
whistleblowing complaint against GFRS.

Voluntary collaboration between GC and GFRS has had limitations. Progress to date
has been limited
2.7.4

At the time of the PA Consulting analysis, it was noted that there had been some
successful, but limited and ad hoc collaboration between GFRS and GC. This included
some police staffing of the educational SkillZONE facility, police use of part of the fire
station in Lydney and collaboration around water rescue training.

2.7.5

Where estates collaboration has existed, it has been based on colocation of services rather
than integration as with the Tri-Service building in Waterwells. Originally intended to be an
emergency command and control centre (including GFRS, GC and the then
Gloucestershire Ambulance Service (GAS)) and the headquarters for fire and ambulance,
GAS (now part of South Western Ambulance Service NHS Foundation Trust) is no longer
part of the control centre, or HQ site, and there is no integration of control room services
between GFRS and GC. There is also a Tri-Services workshop for the maintenance of
fleets, in which services are co-located for the three organisations, but the three services
continue to work independently.

2.7.6

Following the PCC’s decision to pause a review of fire governance in 2017, a newly
established joint Governance Board was established. The Board which includes
membership from Gloucestershire Constabulary, the Fire and Rescue Service, the County
Council and the OPCC identified opportunities for more joined-up working and then
prioritised these opportunities for action. These opportunities were based on best practice
outlined in the 2016 National Overview from the Emergency Services Collaboration
Working Group24.

2.7.7

Whilst progress has been made in relation to collaborative learning and development
opportunities, progress in relation to estate collaboration has been slow and bureaucratic
and frustrated by the lack of a shared vision. A major contributory factor has been a lack of
financial transparency and therefore the inability to produce accurate budgets for financial
baselining. In consultation, some stakeholders have identified that more could be achieved
but that this would require closer strategic alignment than has been achieved via voluntary
collaboration arrangements. This is in part due to having to accommodate different
strategic aims and financial priorities.

2.7.8

There is also some difference in the approach to collaboration of partners. For example,
GCC are eager to highlight collaboration with the NHS and social care which supports
demand management for council statutory functions. This appears to be prioritised above
all other approaches to collaboration as seen in GFRS/FA literature such as the Integrated
Risk Management Pan and the Statement of Assurance. The lack of a single strategic

24

http://www.cfoa.org.uk/download/62192
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vision for collaboration, and the resulting lack of impetus have contributed to the pace of
GC/GFRS collaboration progress.
2.7.9

A South West Emergency Services Collaboration Group does exist, however this has not
resulted in a stream of live collaboration opportunities being implemented in
Gloucestershire by either the police or the FRS. A Safer Gloucestershire forum for
community safety has also recently been set up across local partners (see below); however
it is still in its infancy.

2.8

Better strategic alignment could be a game changer

2.8.1

At the core of both policing and Fire and Rescue Services is the drive to protect life and
property. This fundamental aim means that FRSs and police have similar characteristics in
terms of local strategic priorities and a focus on delivering emergency services to the
communities.

2.8.2

Gloucestershire Fire and Rescue’s Integrated Risk Management Plan (IRMP), sets out how
GFRS protects businesses and jobs through fire safety and its operational response. The
Police and Crime Plan, operates at a similar level of operational detail to the IRMP when
setting out local priorities.

2.8.3

Wider County Council priorities could benefit from a more integrated and co-ordinated
response from both GFRS and Gloucestershire Constabulary. For example, currently
GFRS has a role in social care in providing safe and well checks across the county.
However, the effectiveness of this service could be enhanced, with limited additional
resources needed, if it also included advice on crime protection and prevention within the
same package.

2.9

Public and stakeholders’ views

2.9.1

Findings from the stakeholder and public consultation can be found in Appendix F and in
the following supporting documents:
• 02. Chronology of media and engagement activity
• 03. Correspondence from GCC (GFRS FA)
• 04. Stakeholder feedback (with responses where applicable)
• 05. Correspondence received by the OPCC from public
• 06. Results of the online survey
• 07. Results of the on-street survey
• 08. Results of the paper survey (libraries)

2.9.2

The current FRA (GCC) has been consistent in its objection to any proposed change to the
governance of GFRS governance. This is evident in the lack of engagement with PA
Consulting in 2017, in Full Council debates25, and in response to the consultation relating to
the business case. There are a number of objections from GCC to the proposal but three
themes reoccur. These are:
• the cost of the work to look at the case of change and the cost of transfer;
• a concern about deterioration in public accountability for GFRS under the proposed
model; and

25

GCC Full Council Debate 28/06/17 Motion 796: page 7 of printed minutes and GCC Full Council Debate
16/05/18 Motion 812: page 16 of printed minutes
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• a loss to GCC in the wider functions carried out by the Fire and Rescue Service
particularly in relation to support for social care in activity relating to vulnerable groups.
2.9.3

Of the six tier two councils in Gloucestershire, four noted their opposition to the proposed
governance changes, one chose to withhold making a formal statement and one did not
respond to the consultation. A concern that the business benefits were not clearly defined
in the LBC was shared by two of the Authorities with one suggesting the PCC waits to see
the outcome of the imminent HMICFRS inspection as a means of potentially seeking
justification for a change in governance. Concern was raised about the potential dilution of
support for vulnerable communities, as was also the cost of change particularly for GCC
with the loss of additional support to wider County Council functions currently provided by
GFRS.

2.9.4

One of the local authorities raised additional concerns about a “democratic deficit” if
governance were moved to a Commissioner model as well as concerns about combining
fire and “law enforcement” functions.

2.9.5

The response from staff representatives was more supportive of the proposal with the
exception of the Fire Brigades Union. This is to be expected, however given the national
position adopted by the FBU which is in opposition to Commissioner governance models for
Fire and Rescue Services.

2.9.6

In all other informal feedback received by the OPCC from staff representative
organisations, responses were generally in support of the proposed changes.

2.9.7

Five out of the six local MPs chose to make their objection to the proposal from the PCC in
a joint letter. The grounds of their objection appears to be in relation to the potential for an
“amalgamation” of GFRS and GC and that the work to assess the case for change did not
represent “value for money”.

2.9.8

The sixth local MP’s response was in favour of the proposed change. He highlighted the
opportunity for improved community safety and concerns following the whistleblowing
complaint made in June 2018 against GFRS.

2.9.9

The majority of respondents to the online survey indicating they either work or volunteer for
GFRS were in favour of the proposed governance change (60.4%). This is the same for
those indicating they either work or volunteer for GC (84% in favour).

2.9.10 On balance, the public response is also in favour of the proposed change to GFRS

governance. Combining the responses to the online, on-street (discounting respondents
that said they were ‘not sure’) and library consultation indicates 55% of respondents are in
favour and 45% against the proposal. The correspondence received by the OPCC via email does not alter this result.

2.10 Conclusion – there is a strategic case for change
2.10.1 Experiences and circumstances in Gloucestershire are unique. The 2017 PA report

outlined a number of opportunities for Gloucestershire Fire and Rescue and the
Constabulary to improve service delivery through collaborative working. Understanding and
accepting that the current FRA is not open to negotiation regarding the Representation
Model means that voluntary collaboration via a Collaboration Board has been pursued
under the current governance model (the status quo). Despite officer level appetite and
enthusiasm to grasp collaborative opportunities and to improve local services, governance
level fragmentation has meant progress has been slow and bureaucratic. Movement has
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also been hindered by continued acrimony from the County Council towards the PCC in
relation to exploring the case for change in 2017.
2.10.2 Recent events following the original and subsequent whistleblowing complaints relating to

GFRS have led to a crisis of confidence in the current leadership and governance of the
FRA and questions about the robustness of scrutiny afforded to the Fire and Rescue
Service. The resignation of the Chief Fire Officer following the whistleblowing complaint
occurred (albeit coincidentally) at the same time as the resignation of the Director for
Communities and Infrastructure (the cluster in which GFRS sits) and the Assistant Chief
Fire Officer. During this time, the Cabinet Member with responsibility for GFRS was also
changed.
2.10.3 It is this unique set of circumstances that prompted the PCC to reopen the case for change

in fire governance in Gloucestershire.
2.10.4 Section Two has also shown that there is a strategic case for changing the governance of

GFRS:
• Coterminous organisational boundaries;
• The experience of collaboration both in the recent and not so recent past failing to reach
full potential;
• The lack of financial certainty for GFRS in times of increased public service demand
and drive for greater efficiencies;
• The national agenda and drive for change;
• Academic research mirroring experience in Gloucestershire regarding fragmented
governance structures; and
• Public and employee appetite for change
2.10.5 The following section explores whether the available options for governance (as outlined in

the Policing and Crime Act) could improve the ability of GFRS to collaborate with
Gloucestershire Constabulary.
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3.

OUR RECOMMENDATION:
Why we recommend the Governance Model

3.1 Options for consideration
3.1.1

As described earlier, there are three different models that could be adopted under the
Policing and Crime Act 2017. A local business case must be made to support proposals to
introduce the Governance or Single Employer model, which then needs to be submitted to
the Home Office following local consultation.
•
The
Representation
Model

•
•
•
•
•
•

The Governance
Model

•
•
•

•
•
•
•
The Single
Employer Model

•
•
•

3.1.2

PCC is represented within the Council Governance structure in their Police area
with full voting rights, subject to the consent of the Council
There may be some small additional costs associated with the additional
workload for the PCC
Requires agreement from the County Council and a review of the existing
members of the authority to ensure that the political balance remains
No formal public consultation is required
PCCs take on responsibility for the fire and rescue service(s) in their area as a
Police Fire and Crime Commissioner (PFCC)
Individual services retain their operational independence, their chief officers and
their own staff
The Office of the PFCC would need to be expanded and restructured to take on
the role of scrutiny of the FRS (Fire and Rescue Service) and enhanced
collaboration
Following hand-over, the Council will no longer have responsibility for the Fire
Service
A new fire precept would have to be introduced. Staff and relevant assets and
liabilities would transfer from GCC to the new Fire Authority (the PFCC).
Decisions would need to be taken on how FRS support services are provided
This option requires formal public consultation then scrutiny of a business case
(by the Home Office) before approval by the Home Secretary and secondary
legislation to enact the change. The degree of scrutiny will depend upon the
level of local support there is for change
PCCs take on responsibility for the governance of fire and rescue service(s) in
their area as a PFCC.
Fire functions are delegated to a single chief officer for policing and fire, who
would become the employer of fire and Police staff. It would probably be a twostage process, quickly following the governance model
Services would remain distinct front line services, albeit supported by
increasingly integrated support services in the longer term. Short-term decisions
would be needed on how support services for FRS are provided
A new fire precept would have to be introduced. Staff and relevant assets and
liabilities would transfer from GCC to the new Fire Authority (the PFCC) and
most staff to the single chief
The Office of the PFCC would need to be expanded and restructured to take on
the role of scrutiny of the FRS (Fire and Rescue Service) and enhanced
collaboration
Following hand-over, the Council will no longer have responsibility for the Fire
Service
This option requires formal public consultation then scrutiny of a business case
(by the Home Office) before approval by the Home Secretary and secondary
legislation to enact the change. The degree of scrutiny will depend upon the
level of local support there is for change

Further reading: https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/policing-and-crime-billemergency-services-collaboration
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3.2 Local Critical Success Factors
3.2.1

‘Critical Success Factors’ (CSFs) are the attributes essential to the successful delivery of
the Gloucestershire PCC’s ambitions. The following CSFs were agreed with the PCC and
future governance options were independently assessed by PA Consulting against these
themes. The columns on the right describe how the statutory tests in the Act relate to the
CSFs. The assessment of each option is in the table below and tests whether the potential
benefits of change outweigh risks.

Test

Governance options can
accelerate and enable more
effective collaboration and deliver
tangible public safety and
vulnerability prevention benefits to
reduce harm, improve resilience
and effectiveness, and increase
value for money.

How well the option:
Improves public safety and
prevention through community
safety
Improves service resilience
Brings efficiencies to GC and/or
GFRS and/or local public services
Delivers value for money (see
overall option quantitative
assessment)
How well the option delivers value
for money from optimising the use
of the estate.

Greater visibility
and savings
from shared
estates and
services
Safeguards the
sustainability of
Fire and Rescue
Services

The option can accelerate and
enable the realisation of financial
and non-financial benefits from
optimising the use of the estate.
The option ensures financial
sustainability and resilience of the
fire and rescue service.

Whether there is any evidence that
the option will affect financial
sustainability or resilience.

Greater
scrutiny,
accountability,
transparency
and visibility of
governance

Governance options can
improve scrutiny, accountability,
transparency and visibility for
the public, stakeholders and GC
and/or GFRS.

How well the option provides
benefits of transparency and
accountability:
National research of PCC v
Authority model
Operation of PCC v Authority
models

Is deliverable

The governance options can be
implemented successfully.

How well the option:
Meets the likely availability of
funding
Matches the level of available skills
and capacity required for
successful delivery
Minimises delivery risks
The impact of strategic risks e.g.:
Loss of public trust
Compromise to links with health /
social care / wider local
government services
Risk of losing resilience

Mitigates
strategic risks

The governance option can
mitigate strategic risks with the
option.
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Economy /
efficiency
Effectiveness

Accelerates
pace and
effectiveness of
collaboration

How this test is met

Public Safety

Local Critical
Success Factor

  









 







 











 







 









  

A. Representation – summary of option and assessment against Critical Success Factors
This option uses the powers set out in the Act to allow the PCC to be represented on the Fire Authority or any of its
committees with full voting rights, subject to agreement of the Fire Authority. How this option would be implemented
in a county model is subject to GCC advice. GCC will undertake a detailed review of how this option would be
implemented, if and when a formal request is made by the PCC.
GCC has noted already a number of considerations in implementing this:
1. Full Council is prohibited from executive decision making (except budget setting) and FRS would be a small
part of this.
2. Cabinet takes collective decision making for decisions, and FRS matters are rare.
3. Any application for PCC representation on ESC would have to take into account statutory restriction to
involvement in FRS matters only.

Local CSF

High Level Option Assessment
•

CSF1: Collaboration

•
•
•

•
CSF2: Shared estates
•

CSF3: Financial
sustainability

•
•
•

•
CSF4: Governance
•
•

•
CSF 5: Deliverable

•
•

CSF6: Strategic risks

•

This option would ensure that the PCC has a formal opportunity to influence the
shaping and improvement of future fire services, as well as fire and police
collaboration. This could bring additional external scrutiny or additional weight to
collaboration discussions.
The PCC would also have a formal (albeit limited) role in approving future strategies
and budgets for GFRS, which might help to reduce the risk of inappropriately aligned
strategies.
Development and delivery of a strategic vision for police and fire collaboration is
unlikely to be achieved as a fragmented governance model will still exist unless
there is a stronger political consensus.
As above, a continuation of collaboration at the existing rate and scale of change is
likely unless there is a change of strategic ambition i.e. achieving limited outcomes
for the residents of Gloucestershire.
GFRS’ expenditure has remained constant in recent years.
However, overall GCC budgets are forecast to reduce which may start to have an
impact.
The PCC would be able to contribute formally on fire matters, bringing additional
outside scrutiny, but this is not expected to represent a material difference versus
the status quo.
There are challenges with implementing this in a County model versus an Authority
model where there are fewer opportunities for FRS to be discussed per annum.
Low delivery risk as this option is a continuation of existing agreed plans and no
consultation is required to implement.
How this would be implemented would need to be discussed and agreed with GCC.
It could probably be implemented within 6 months.
There will be additional costs –PA Consulting estimated ongoing costs for the OPCC
of £24k per annum and estimated one-off legal costs of £20k.
Low level of strategic risk as this option is a continuation of existing agreed plans.
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Exploration of the Representation Model in Gloucestershire with GCC
3.2.2

Following the publication of the 2017 PA Consulting report, the OPCC queried the
possibility of moving towards the Representation model. Verbal discussions with GCC
indicated they were opposed to this as it would not fit with their current committee
structures. A written response was subsequently received from the then Chief Fire Officer.
The letter notes that within the current Fire Authority there are three levels of member
involvement where the PCC could consider representation:
i. The Full Council is composed of all councillors on the authority. Following the Local
Government Act 2000, it is prohibited from almost all executive decision making,
however it maintains responsibility for annual setting of the council’s overall budget,
including setting council tax etc. Any involvement in budget setting would be
challenging, given it inherently involves non-FRS areas of budget.
ii. The majority of the council’s member-led executive decision making takes place at
Cabinet, where councillors appointed by the Leader take collective responsibility for
decision-making. Its agenda is determined by the Leader of the Council. Whilst
Cabinet does from time to time consider issues of Fire and Rescue, collective
responsibility would make the incorporation of a commissioner at this level challenging.
iii. The council’s scrutiny committees have a broad remit to examine issues within their
areas of responsibility. In Gloucestershire, Fire is the responsibility of Environment and
Communities Scrutiny Committee. Any application for involvement here would have to
take into account the statutory restriction of involvement solely to fire matters.26

3.2.3

The letter (Appendix F), from the current FRA supports the verbal conversations the OPCC
has had with members of GCC & GFRS whereby the Representation model has been
effectively discounted as it would be cumbersome to fit in with the current GCC committee
structures. There has been no suggestion form GCC since these early discussions, that
there is a desire to revisit this option.

B. Governance – summary of option against Critical Success Factors
This option uses the powers set out in the Act to allow the PCC to take on the role of the FA. Under this option, the
FA role of GCC will be abolished and its functions transferred to the Police Fire and Crime Commissioner (PFCC).
A new legal entity will need to be established for fire and rescue. There will be three legal entities: the PFCC
conducting the PCC roles; the former FA functions, employing fire staff, and GC. GFRS and GC will continue to
have their own chief officers. The PFCC would have governance responsibility for both GFRS and GC.

Notes:
1. The PFCC has 2 corporations sole – one in the PCC role and one in the FA role.

26

Letter to P Trott (OPCC) from S Edgar (GFRS) dated 18 July 2017
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Local CSF

High Level Option Assessment
•

CSF1: Collaboration
•
•

•
CSF2: Shared estates
•

•

CSF3: Financial
sustainability

•
•
•

•
CSF4: Governance
•
•

•

•

CSF 5: Deliverable
•

•

•
•

•

CSF6: Strategic risks

•

•

This option would more easily enable collaboration of a different scale than has been
possible previously, with the ability to align priorities and budgets and share resources
more easily. It is estimated that benefits from estates sharing could achieve one-off
benefits of c.£1.6 – £2.3m and annual savings from a reduction in running costs of
around £130k for the Constabulary and c.£56k for the FRS.
With a single decision-maker it is more likely that over time opportunities will be seized
to create shared support roles where there is a good business or cost reason to do so.
Will make it more likely that specific opportunities in estates co-location come to
fruition due to fewer governance barriers. It is also more likely that a joined-up
strategic vision for estates will be possible.
There are risks to financial sustainability under both the County and PCC model as
funding levels are being reduced across the public sector. However, the fire and
rescue budget under this option would remain completely separate under a precept
and therefore may be more protected from future budget reductions as it becomes a
standalone service, outside of the County Council.
More transparent, defined budgets for whole service costs would be possible under
this model, as would the production of a Medium Term Financial Plan, essential for
financial planning.
However, FRS budgets may be more vulnerable to unexpected pressures unless
reserves are also transferred to the new entity. It is not known, until there is
negotiation with GCC, the likely scale of reserves which could be transferred.
May raise the public profile of fire governance, as the PCC role has been shown to
raise the profile of police governance. There would be a single, democratically
accountable person responsible for fire governance, with a clear port of call for people
to contact and a visible public presence.
It would be possible for independent technical resources within an OPFCC to provide
additional capacity and capability to provide effective independent scrutiny and
challenge to decision-making, although this would incur additional costs.
This option represents a significant change, versus the limited change in the
Representation option. Formal staff and public consultation and the drafting of
secondary legislation will be required. The earliest it could be implemented would be
November 2019.
There will be additional costs – PA Consulting estimated one-off implementation cost
of c.£430k for the OPCC and c.£250k for GCC and ongoing costs of c.£70k pa for the
OPCC. For example one-off requirements for specialist implementation resources
(e.g. project management and consultation advice) are expected for both the PCC and
GCC. There will also be an ongoing requirement for additional support to the OPFCC,
to ensure that the PFCC can sustainably increase his remit.
There are likely to be delivery and financial risks around transitional arrangements for
support services, dependent on the delivery approach (either support services would
continue to be delivered by the Council through an SLA arrangement, or the functions
would be provided by GC).
Implementation challenges can be expected, due to transfer of staff, assets, contracts
and liabilities to the new PFCC entity, although this is relatively low risk as there
should be no changes to terms and conditions required. Negotiations regarding
precept and support services are likely to be challenging.
The complexity of novating PFI contracts to the PFCC could also result in delay and
extra cost.
Where fire are taking on more responsibilities as part of integrated services (e.g.
community safety), there is a risk that activities are perceived to be involved in law
enforcement and therefore there may be a risk of loss of trust – this risk would need to
be measured on an individual collaboration business case basis, as there is no
evidence yet from elsewhere that this is the case.
There is no evidence to suggest that a change in governance would impact on
existing GFRS joint arrangements with social care or on existing fire and police
partnerships with other agencies, however any collaboration business case would
need to consider this as the informal relationships that exist within GCC currently
would need to be strengthened if FRS were to become a separate legal entity.
Conversely, closer fire and police governance may strengthen partnerships with other
non GCC agencies or make it easier to engage with fire and police, particularly around
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Local CSF

High Level Option Assessment

•

•

place-based early intervention and prevention. Also, it may present new opportunities
for partners, for example around the estate particularly with Ambulance.
There is a long term risk that strategic commissioning becomes more geared towards
achievement of police objectives than fire and that local authority links, currently
enabled by the role of councillors in the governance of fire and access to local
authority resources, will be damaged. The PCC will need to put appropriate resource
into maintaining links with local government.
Closer alignment between fire and police should bring greater resilience to both
services, however residual resilience risk is likely to remain unless there is a drive for
deeper and faster collaboration, through further collaboration business cases.

C. Single employer – summary of option against Critical Success Factors
Under this option, the PCC takes on the role of the FA and creates a single employer for both police and fire
personnel under a single chief officer. The PCC becomes the Police Fire and Crime Commissioner (PFCC).

Notes:
1. The PFCC has 2 corporations sole – one in the PCC role and one in the FA role.
Local CSF

High Level Option Assessment
•

CSF1: Collaboration
•

CSF2: Shared estates
CSF3: Financial
sustainability

•
•
•

This option would enable collaboration on a different scale than has been possible
previously, with the ability to align priorities and budgets and share resources more
easily. It drives the single point of accountability and decision-making down a further
level, to the Chief Officer, which is likely to increase the scope for increased sharing of
fire and police roles, and also simplify decision-making even further.
No change anticipated from Governance option.
No change anticipated from Governance option.

•

CSF4: Governance

•
•

•

CSF 5: Deliverable

•
•
•

No material change from the Governance option, however it is possible that the single
Chief Officer may increase visibility further.
This option represents an even greater transformational change, versus the
Governance option. Formal staff and public consultation and the drafting of secondary
legislation will be required. The earliest it could probably be implemented would be
after the 2020 PCC elections.
There will be greater additional costs than under other options – an estimated one-off
implementation cost of c.£580k for the OPCC and c.£250k for GCC and ongoing costs
of c.£70k pa for the OPCC.
There are likely to be delivery and financial risks around transitional arrangements for
support services, as per the Governance option.
The joint Chief Officer role will need the appropriate experience and skillset to have
operational accountability for both fire and policing operations. This is untested at this
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Local CSF

High Level Option Assessment
stage as it has not been done in the UK before.
• In addition to the risks outlined under the Governance option, the implementation
would be complex, likely with two stages, first a move to the Governance model, and
as a second phase the Single Employer governance model. This would bring with it
complexities in implementation, including greater risk of industrial action. Should this
translate into industrial action, it presents public safety risks.
•

•

•

CSF6: Strategic risks

•

•

•

Where fire are taking on more responsibilities as part of integrated services (e.g.
community safety), there is a risk that activities are perceived to be involved in law
enforcement and therefore there may be a risk of loss of trust. This risk would be
higher under the Single Employer option than the Governance option (similar roles
have been abandoned in some parts of the US because of these concerns). This is
because the same chief officer would cover both police and fire.
There is no evidence to suggest that a change in governance would impact on
existing GFRS joint arrangements with social care or on existing fire and police
partnerships with other agencies; however any collaboration business case would
need to consider this.
Conversely, closer fire and police governance may strengthen partnerships with other
non GCC agencies or make it easier to engage with fire and police, particularly around
place-based early intervention and prevention. Also, it may present new opportunities
for partners, for example around the estate.
There is a long term risk that strategic commissioning becomes more geared towards
achievement of police objectives than fire and that local authority links, currently
enabled by the role of councillors in the governance of fire and access to local
authority resources, will be damaged. The PCC will need to put appropriate resource
into maintaining links with local government.
Closer alignment between fire and police should bring greater resilience to both
services, however residual resilience risk is likely to remain unless there is a drive for
deeper and faster collaboration, through further collaboration business cases.

Governance change under the Governance and Single employer options will bring
deliverability issues and strategic risk
3.2.4

The County FRS model brings particular risks around implementation, greater cost and
complexity than governance change for stand-alone authorities. There are also some
Gloucestershire-specific risks, particularly around the lack of local political support to date.
Detailed points, including mitigations, where possible, are at Appendix E.

Theme
Implementation
costs

Local political
support

Impacts on GCC

Deliverability issue

Strategic issue

Both Governance and Single Employer will require additional one-off and recurrent costs of
implementation for GCC and the OPCC (Representation also to a lesser degree just for OPCC)
(see Appendix E for detailed breakdown).
GCC political leadership has not engaged in or supported the process, and a GCC 2017 motion
against a change in governance was unanimous. If GCC does not support a business case, an
independent assessment will be required and there is a risk of judicial review. Negotiations on
transfer of assets, reserves, budget and precept are also likely to take time. This will add time
and cost – potentially an additional year – as well as distraction.
There are complexities around future Overall budget:
provision of support services:
• GCC’s overall budget will reduce under a
• If GFRS support costs are
Governance or Single Employer model. This is only
provided under SLA by GCC,
an issue if this has a knock-on impact on other
then there will be no financial
council services which are integrated with GFRS
benefits and duplication will exist
e.g. support services and wider services currently
for GC services.
provided (e.g. trading standards).
• If GFRS support services are
• If budgets for support services transfer to GC,
provided by GC, there may be
economies of scale for GCC will likely be reduced,
efficiencies for GC, but there
as a small % of staff time is spent on FRS currently
could be exit costs for GCC as
which may not be able to be released through
well as implementation
savings.
challenges as GFRS HR,
• There is not anticipated to be any risk around
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Theme

Deliverability issue

Strategic issue

Finance, Legal, Occupational
Health, Pensions and
Communications support are
embedded within GCC roles.
•
Due to the county model, the FRS
already benefits from economies of
scale for support services, therefore
benefits from integrating support
services are lower than under an
authority model.
It should also be noted that the FRS
has responsibility for wider services:
road safety, trading standards, ICT,
registration, coroner’s services, civil
protection and community safety.
The responsibility and budgets for
these services would need to be
agreed with GCC as part of
discussions.

Provision of social care services:
• The Full Council discussion on 29/06/17 seemed to
indicate that there was an assumption that social
care activities currently delivered by GFRS would no
longer be delivered.
• There is a perceived risk therefore that a
governance change would detrimentally impact on
social care through creation of new organisational
boundaries between GFRS and the GCC social care
functions. Governance arrangements and sufficient
liaison through the process with GFRS and GCC
social care would need to mitigate this risk and give
the GCC and the public sufficient confidence in the
continued relationship between the two services.
The impact of the Grenfell Tower fire and recent terror
attacks on the national fire and rescue picture is not
clear yet – there may be national regulatory changes
impacting on the local financial situation, which may not
be funded centrally e.g. pay rises for fire fighters,
changes in regulation around fire safety assessments.
These changes may cost more for the PCC, as they are
not currently built into GCC base budgets and are likely
to take time to be understood. The ability of the PCC to
fund these would depend upon agreement on the
precept and budgets being transferred. Until that point,
the future policy picture in fire and rescue is uncertain.

There may be significant
implications for fire and rescue
following Grenfell Tower fire.
Unknown impact
from national
changes

3.2.5

transfer of GFRS staff who are currently delivering
regulatory services as most staff do not deliver joint
roles across GCC / GFRS functions (some
management roles are shared).
GCC consultants have made a number of
assumptions around future costs under a potential
governance change:
• Estimated additional support services costs for
FRS would amount to c.£80k per annum for
estates and HR.
• They also have estimated that the integrated
support services model would cost c.£100k
extra per annum, if it were to be disaggregated
(due to economies of scale in the current
model).
• An initial estimate of the costs associated with
the FRS’ role on wider services - £400k per
annum for ICT, statutory services, trading
standards, emergency planning, gold command,
corporate risk planning and social care services.
It is our understanding that these roles are
already budgeted for, and therefore although
there may be some increase in costs due to loss
of economies of scale, we have assumed that
the cost of replacement would be capable of
being absorbed overall.

Financial and commercial risks are particularly notable in the County model, as detailed
below:
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Theme

Financial /
commercial
issues and risks

Capital funding /
PFI / assets

PCC and OPCC
management
time

Deliverability issue
Precept agreement:
• The process for agreeing the fire
precept and transfer of reserves
is still not clear
• Negotiations between GCC and
the OPCC are likely to be difficult
given the above points
• Prior to any discussions on the
precept, the true cost of support
services for FRS needs to be
understood
There may be risks around novation
of PFI contracts and any financial
liabilities.
Beyond specific implementation
resources, ongoing senior
management time will be required in
implementation and as part of
business as usual.

Strategic issue
There are pensions risks around the Fire fighters’
pension scheme and Local Government Pension
Scheme (LGPS). For the Fire Fighters Pension Scheme
these are around future liabilities (no assets are held
and contributions are nationally set), lump sum
payments are paid out to fire fighters for ill health and
changes to membership of schemes are unfunded. For
the LGPS, depending on the agreement made, funding
may transfer to the PCC. On top of this, there are a
number of outstanding legal challenges associated with
GFRS pensions.
These factors are explored more at Appendix E.
Capital funding is not safeguarded through reserves and
therefore the approach to funding the existing capital
programme would need to be agreed through
negotiations with GCC.
There is a risk that taking on governance of fire would
create a distraction away from the important work of
scrutiny of police, and focus away from dealing with the
specific recommendations made in the recent PEEL
assessment.

D. No Governance Change – summary of option and assessment against Critical Success
Factors
The existing governance arrangements for the PCC, Chief Constable (CC) and fire authority function (through
GCC) remain in place. The organisations would still be under the statutory duty to collaborate (including more
widely across the emergency services) as set out in the Policing and Crime Act 2017.

Notes:
1. For the purpose of this paper, the GCC governance for fire is described as
a Fire Authority (FA)
2. A corporation sole is a public office (created usually by an Act of
Parliament) that has a separate and continuing legal existence, and only
one member (the sole officeholder)
Local CSF
High Level Option Assessment
•
CSF1: Collaboration

•

Key:
Denotes corporation sole
Financial reporting group /
S151 responsibilities

A continuation of collaboration at the existing rate and scale of change and
opportunities for collaboration will continue to be sought on a tactical basis.
More ambitious opportunities that move closer to shared strategies and functions are
likely to be more difficult to achieve in this model because of the complexities of
separate decision-making structures. However, these could be overcome if there is
political will.

•
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Local CSF
CSF2: Shared estates

High Level Option Assessment
• As above, a continuation of collaboration at the existing rate and scale of change is
likely unless there is a change in the level of collaboration ambition i.e. achieving
limited outcomes for the residents of Gloucestershire.
• GFRS’ expenditure has remained constant in recent years.
• However, overall reductions to GCC budgets may start to have an impact.
•

CSF3: Financial
sustainability

•

•
CSF4: Governance
•

CSF 5: Deliverable
CSF6: Strategic risks

•
•
•

The formal mechanisms of transparency and accountability of the FRA function would
remain the same as today, which are in line with internal and external audit
requirements but could be improved in some areas.
Low delivery risk as this option is a continuation of existing agreed plans.
Low level of strategic risk as this option is a continuation of existing agreed plans.

3.3 APAC²E (Association of Police and Crime Commissioners) Critical
Success Factors
3.3.1

Each governance model in section 3.2 has been assessed against the local Critical
Success Factors determined by the PCC for the initial analysis. These are vital as they
encapsulate local factors and priorities. It is also vital to assess the case for change
against the statutory test as outlined in the Policing and Crime Act 2017. These are the
three ‘E’s (Economy, Efficiency, and Effectiveness) and public safety.

3.3.2

APAC²E guidance27 provides detail against which one can assess options for governance in
a structured and fair way. The table below indicates how each CSF should be assessed
within any options appraisal:
Critical Success
Factor
1. Economy and
efficiency

2. Effectiveness
3. Public safety

4. Deliverability

Description
The estimated net financial impact of the option against the baseline of
current arrangements and the extent of cost savings. Because both of
these elements are closely interrelated, they have been combined for the
purposes of this evaluation
Note that financial benefits of each option have only been monetised where
there is strong evidence to support the values presented. There are likely to
be other indirect financial benefits to improving public safety. For example
a more co-ordinated approach to road safety and prevention activity, could
potentially reduce the cost to the NHS and the cost of responding for fire
and police. However, as it is not possible to monetise this benefit, it has
been excluded from the financial benefits calculation.
The impact the option could have on operational outcomes for both fire and
rescue and police services
In the APAC²E guidance this is defined in binary terms as to whether or not
there is an overriding public safety consideration that could require a
governance change in its own right (it may not be necessary to
demonstrate an economic case if the case is being made on public safety
grounds). This has been augmented with consideration of the extent to
which public safety can be maintained.
‘Ease of delivery’ is also included as a Critical Success Factor in the
APAC²E Guidance, but the exact definition has been left open. For the
purposes of this evaluation, it has been taken to mean the level of risk
involved in effecting change.

27

file:///C:/Users/243195/Downloads/apace%20police%20fire%20business%20case%20guidance%20%20revised%2013%2002%202017.pdf
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Scoring methodology
3.3.3

Within the Critical Success Factors across each of the four options, each CSF criteria has
been scored using a basic four point scoring system. Under this system, a score of four will
reflect the most favourable option, working through to the least favourable option scored at
one. Where it is not possible to draw a distinction between two or more options, equal
ranking will be awarded. The table below provides further detail of APAC²E CSF scoring:
Critical Success
Factor
Economy &
Efficiency
Effectiveness &
(Improving Public
Safety)
Maintaining Public
Safety
Deliverability

Score: 1

Score: 2

Score:3

Score:4

Will cost more to
deliver

Moderate
additional
financial benefit
Moderate
improvement in
effectiveness
Moderate risk to
public safety from
disruption
Moderate risk of
failure to deliver

Significant
additional
financial benefit
Significant
improvement in
effectiveness
Some risk to
public safety from
disruption
Straight forward to
deliver under an
effective transition
plan

Optimum
additional
financial benefit
Optimum
improvement in
effectiveness
No threat to public
safety

Will reduce
effectiveness
High risk to public
safety from
disruption
High risk of failure
to deliver

Minimal change
proposed

Economy and Efficiency overview
3.3.4

The Governance Option emerges as the best option for financial efficiency due to the
estates savings. This option offers good levels of financial benefit, and has lower
transitional costs than the Single Employer model.

3.3.5

The Representation model has a negative net present value because no savings have been
projected.
A. Representation Model

3.3.6

There will be small additional costs for the Representation model, associated with the
additional workload for the PCC. No savings have been included in this evaluation. As
stated in the report progress in relation to estates collaboration has been slow and
bureaucratic and has been frustrated by a lack of a shared vision.

3.3.7

There are also barriers to change due to the different governance structures. The PCC can
approve estates changes for the police and can allocate funding. However, if GFRS agree
to estate changes this has to go through the County Council governance process for both
approval and funding.

3.3.8

Capital funding for projects is not allocated to specific areas or services. Funding is
allocated over the whole of the County Council and will reflect the priorities for the County
Council. Although Gloucestershire County Council has significant financial resources it
must achieve a balance between many competing service priorities.

3.3.9

There is no separate fund for GFRS so decisions can take some time. There is evidence
that integrated governance is required in order to achieve improvements in service delivery
and deeper integration between fire and police. It has been assumed that the other savings
will not be achieved under the representation model.
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NPV of benefits for the Representation Model
Year 0
2019/20
£k

Year 1
2020/21
£k

Year 2
2021/22
£k

Year 3
2022/23
£k

Year 4
2023/24
£k

Year 5
2024/25
£k

Year 6
2025/26
£k

Year 7
2026/27
£k

Year 8
2027/28
£k

Year 9
2028/29
£k

Total
£k

Additional
OPCC Staff

-24

-24

-24

-24

-24

-24

-24

-24

-24

-24

-240

One off
Transition
Costs

-20
-44

-20
-24

-24

-24

Joint Estates
Strategy

-24

-24

-24

-24

-24

-24

-260

No savings in representation model

Support
Services

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0
-260

Total

-44

-24

-24

-24

-24

-24

-24

-24

-24

-24

Discount
Factors

1.0000

0.9662

0.9335

0.9019

0.8714

0.8420

0.8135

0.7860

0.7594

0.7337

Net Present
Value (NPV)

-44

-23

-22

-22

-21

-20

-20

-19

-18

-18

-227

3.3.10 This option produces a small negative NPV of £0.227m
3.3.11 The Representation Model would ensure that the PCC had a formal opportunity to influence

the shaping and improvement of future fire services, as well as fire and police collaboration.
This could bring additional external scrutiny or additional weight to collaboration discussions
however the ability of the PCC to effectively influence is likely to be limited due due to the
continued political hostility surrounding the GFRS governance agenda. This means:
• any economy or efficiency benefits would be moderate;
• as would efficiency benefits;
• as with the status quo option, public safety benefits would be minimal;
• deliverability risks are high as this option has already been discounted by GCC,
however if this were an option
• effectiveness would be minimal due to lower expectations of overall change.
Governance
option

Economy and
efficiency

Effectiveness

Public safety

Deliverability

Overall
assessment

Representation
Model

Will cost more
to deliver

Moderate
improvements
in effectiveness

No threat to
public safety
though minimal
benefits.

High as has
been
discounted by
GCC

Moderate
benefits overall

3.3.12 For these reason, and due to the County Council’s view that the Representation Model

would not be possible in Gloucestershire (see Appendix F) this option has been discounted.
B. Governance Model
3.3.13 There will be increased additional costs for the PCC Governance model:

•
•
•

One off transition costs for the PCC and for Gloucestershire County Council.
Additional annual revenue costs for additional support for the PCC.
Additional costs for the Chief Finance Officer. Currently the GCC Chief Finance Officer
has responsibility for GFRS. The PCC and Chief Constable currently share a Chief
Finance Officer. An independent Fire and Rescue Service will require its own Chief
Finance Officer (with s151 responsibilities). This would either be a new Chief Finance
officer or additional hours for the PCC’s Chief Finance Officer to take on the role,
assuming the PCC and the Chief Constable revert to separate Chief Finance Officers.
The costs assume that more time will be needed in the first two years as the
independent Fire and Rescue Service is set up.
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3.3.14 This model assumes savings from a joint estates strategy, as this would be easier to

implement under the governance of the PCC. The savings relate to the properties in three
locations. In each location fire and police would co-locate and one property would be sold.
3.3.15 The model also assumes that other savings will be achieved. The estimates for these

savings are very prudent. The savings are:
• Both fire and the police have three chief officers, although the size of the organisations
varies significantly. Under the governance of the PCC it is assumed that the two
organisations will be able to operate with one less chief officer and that savings of
£0.110m per year will be achieved.
• Both fire and police operate out of the same workshops. Under one governance model
it is assumed that the two services could start working together to achieve efficiencies.
A prudent estimate for savings of £0.100m per year has been included in the
evaluation.
• Gloucestershire Constabulary participates in collaboration arrangements with three
other police forces for procurement. These arrangements are based on having category
managers for procurement across the forces. Under the Governance model the FRS
could become part of these arrangements. Non-pay costs for GFRS are around £4.6m.
It has been assumed that savings of around 3% could be achieved from shared
procurement arrangements.
NPV of benefits for the Governance Model
Year 0
2019/20
£k

Year 1
2020/21
£k

Year 2
2021/22
£k

Year 3
2022/23
£k

Year 4
2023/24
£k

Year 5
2024/25
£k

Year 6
2025/26
£k

Year 7
2026/27
£k

Year 8
2027/28
£k

Year 9
2028/29
£k

Total
£k

Additional
OPCC Staff

-24

-72

-72

-72

-72

-72

-72

-72

-72

-72

-672

Additional
Chief
Finance
Officer Costs

-57

-57

-20

-20

-20

-20

-20

-20

-20

-20

-274

One Off
Transition
Costs - PCC

-427

-427

One Off
Transition
Costs - GCC

-245

-245

-753

-129

-92

1,150

1,150

-92

-92

-92

-92

-92

-92

-92

-1,618

Joint Estates Strategy
Capital
Receipts
Building
Costs

2,300

-750

-750

Recurrent
savings –
GFRS

28

56

56

56

56

56

56

56

56

476

Recurrent
savings - GC

65

130

130

130

130

130

130

130

130

1,105

1,243

1,336

186

186

186

186

186

186

186

3,131

110

110

110

110

110

110

110

110

880

100

100

100

100

100

100

100

700

130

130

130

130

130

130

130

130

1,040

-750
Support Services
Chief Officer
Costs
Fleet
Management
Savings
Purchasing
Economies of
Scale
Total

0

0

240

340

340

340

340

340

340

340

2,620

-1,503

1,114

1,484

434

434

434

434

434

434

434

4,133
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NPV of benefits for the Governance Model
Year 0
2019/20
£k

Year 1
2020/21
£k

Year 2
2021/22
£k

Year 3
2022/23
£k

Year 4
2023/24
£k

Year 5
2024/25
£k

Year 6
2025/26
£k

Year 7
2026/27
£k

Year 8
2027/28
£k

Year 9
2028/29
£k

Discount
Factors

1.0000

0.9662

0.9335

0.9019

0.8714

0.8420

0.8135

0.7860

0.7594

0.7337

Net Present
Value (NPV)

-1,503

1,076

1,385

391

378

365

353

341

330

318

Total
£k

3,436

3.3.16 This option produces a positive net present value of £3.4m over 10 years and these

benefits would be available either to cover financial risks or reinvest in services. Financially
this is the best option.
3.3.17 The Governance model would bring a more material change. It would make more joined-up

estates planning more likely, possibly achieving financial benefits, and could increase the
pace of change for community safety. It would also enable the mechanisms used by the
PCC to engage with the public to apply to fire, and increase visibility of scrutiny of fire and
rescue matters. However there would be some implementation costs and risks and this
could not be implemented until November 2019 at the earliest. This means:
• benefits in relation to economy and efficiency are more likely under this model. There
are greater opportunities for efficiency as finances would be more transparent and the
real costs of running the service would be documented, forecast and published;
• opportunities for improved public safety would be maximised through strong, unified
strategic direction focused on localised community safety opportunities across the
emergency services;
• Based on the experience of the last 12 months, this option poses fewer deliverability
risks, particularly once governance transition is negotiated and finalised; and
• as a result effectiveness (i.e. greater collaboration) is most likely under this
governance model.
Governance
option

Economy and
efficiency

Effectiveness

Optimum
financial
benefit

Optimum
improvement in
effectiveness

Governance
Model

Public safety

Deliverability

No threat to
public safety

Straight
forward to
deliver under
an effective
transition plan

Overall
assessment
Strongt option
offering the
best balance of
additional
benefit while
minimising risk.

3.3.18 Analysis shows that the Governance Model is the strongest option, offering the best

balance of additional benefits while minimising risk.
C. The Single Employer Model
3.3.19 It has been assumed that this option would provide all the benefits noted under the

Governance Model, but would have increased transition costs, so the Net Present Value
over ten years is slightly lower. The one off transition costs are over two years, rather than
one year. The other costs and savings are the same as for the Governance model.
NPV of benefits for the Single Employer Model
Year 0
2019/20
£k

Year 1
2020/21
£k

Year 2
2021/22
£k

Year 3
2022/23
£k

Year 4
2023/24
£k

Year 5
2024/25
£k

Year 6
2025/26
£k

Year 7
2026/27
£k

Year 8
2027/28
£k

Year 9
2028/29
£k

Total
£k

Additional
OPCC Staff

-72

-72

-72

-72

-72

-72

-72

-72

-72

-72

-720

Additional
Chief
Finance
Officer Costs

-57

-57

-20

-20

-20

-20

-20

-20

-20

-20

-274
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NPV of benefits for the Single Employer Model
Year 0
2019/20
£k

Year 1
2020/21
£k

One Off
Transition
Costs - PCC

-502

-77

One Off
Transition
Costs - GCC

-245
-876

Year 2
2021/22
£k

Year 3
2022/23
£k

Year 4
2023/24
£k

Year 5
2024/25
£k

Year 6
2025/26
£k

Year 7
2026/27
£k

Year 8
2027/28
£k

Year 9
2028/29
£k

Total
£k
-579

-245
-206

-92

1,150

1,150

-92

-92

-92

-92

-92

-92

-92

-1,818

Joint Estates Strategy
Capital
Receipts
Building
Costs

2,300

-750

-750

Recurrent
savings GFRS

28

56

56

56

56

56

56

56

56

476

Recurrent
savings - GC

65

130

130

130

130

130

130

130

130

1,105

1,243

1,336

186

186

186

186

186

186

186

3,131

110

110

110

110

110

110

110

110

880

100

100

100

100

100

100

100

700

130

130

130

130

130

130

130

130

1,040

-750
Support Services
Chief Officer
Costs
Fleet
Management
Savings
Purchasing
Economies of
Scale
0

0

240

340

340

340

340

340

340

340

2,620

Total

-1,626

1,037

1,484

434

434

434

434

434

434

434

Discount
Factors

1.0000

0.9662

0.9335

0.9019

0.8714

0.8420

0.8135

0.7860

0.7594

0.7337

Net Present
Value (NPV)

-1,626

1,002

1,385

391

378

365

353

341

330

318

3,933

3,238

3.3.20 This option could deliver increased benefits, under the unified leadership of the Fire Service

and Constabulary, as it would remove the distinction between fire service and police assets.
The joint estates strategy could be accelerated and in the long term there could be further
revenue benefits from greater integration. Although this option could deliver significant
benefit it would be a significant challenge to deliver this level of change successfully and
maintain the support of stake holders.
3.3.21 The total net financial benefits of £3.2m over 10 years would be available to reinvest in

services or to cover financial risks. However, there are considerable risks and challenges to
implement this option.
3.3.22 The Single Employer Model could bring greater benefits than the Governance Model, for

example it would be possible to move towards shared teams and budgets through providing
the means to achieve deeper integration of fire and police assets while maintaining
operational separation. However, it also brings significant delivery and strategic risks and
would take longer to implement than any other option.
• although there may be greater benefits in relation to economy and efficiency; and
• some benefits in relation to effectiveness;
• there is potential for risk in relation to public safety due to the greater service
transformational changes required; which would
• create greater risk in relation to deliverability.
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Governance
option

Single
Employer
Model

Economy and
efficiency

Significant
additional
financial
benefit

Effectiveness

Public safety

Deliverability

Significant
improvements
in effectiveness

Some risk to
public safety
from disruption
although lower
risk with
regards to
opportunities

High risk of
failure as
fundamental
changes
required

Overall
assessment
Significant
financial
benefit but
effectiveness
and public
safety affected
by difficulties
associated with
delivery

3.3.23 Although there may be significant financial benefits with this model, risks around public

safety and the ability to deliver mean the Single Employer Model option has been
discounted.
D. No governance change / status quo
3.3.24 Analysis of the no governance change / status quo option identified risks around

minimal realisation of collaboration beyond that which could be achieved on a tactical basis:
 any economy and/or efficiency benefits would remain minimal;
 public safety improvements, particularly via the development of an integrated
community safety response and localised community safety hubs would not be fully
realised however the model poses no threat to public safety with regards to its
implementation;
 expectations would remain minimal therefore deliverability risks (i.e. the risk of not
effecting change) would be low; and therefore
 effectiveness i.e. (tangible benefits of governance change) would be minimal.
Governance
option
No governance
change

Economy and
efficiency
Moderate
additional
financial
benefit

Effectiveness

Public safety

Deliverability

Overall
assessment

Moderate
improvements
in effectiveness

No threat to
public safety
though minimal
benefits.

None as
minimal
change
proposed.

Moderate
benefits overall

3.3.25 This option has been in place for the last 12 months and therefore, with confidence, we feel

a continuation of the status quo would not be to the benefit of GFRS or the residents of
Gloucestershire. Further, it would not address the governance issues that have recently
come to light following the whistleblowing complaints.
3.3.26 The no governance change / status quo option has therefore been discounted.

Sensitivity Analysis
3.3.27 The Governance Model produces the highest NPV over 10 years. The figures in the

evaluation are considered to be prudent estimates, but there may still be inherent optimism
in the figures provided. Therefore sensitivity analysis has been carried out on the figures
provided for the evaluation of the Governance model. The following adjustments have been
made to the figures provided and the NPV evaluation has been recalculated to take these
into account.
• Costs – assumed 50% increase
• Estates savings – assumed 50% reduction
• Other savings – assumed 50% reduction
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Joint estate strategy savings
Other savings
Other costs
Base case NPV
Potential impact
Revised NVP

Bias
50%
50%
+50%
£3.436m
2.733m
£0.703m

3.3.28 With these assumptions the Governance Model still shows a positive NPV. Although this is

reduced all the additional benefits from unified governance will still be achieved, together
with some financial benefits.

3.4 Conclusion
3.4.1

In conclusion, there is a case for change in fire governance to the Governance Model,
which would bring positive benefits to the people of Gloucestershire. This assessment
recommends a change to the Governance Model for the Fire and Rescue Service in
Gloucestershire. The benefits of this model are outlined below:
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4.
4.1

THE PUBLIC SAFETY CASE FOR CHANGE:
How a change in governance can enhance and improve
community safety in Gloucestershire
Community safety provision could be more integrated
Increasing the focus on community safety

4.1.1

Earlier analysis did not go into detail in respect of improving public safety but from latest
research and progress being made by other PCC’s there are clear benefits of bringing
Police and Fire and Rescue under one governance structure. Improvement in preventing
incidents, protecting the community and emergency response are natural and obvious
improvements but this comes about because both organisations work, train and think
collectively instead of being two separate organisations. It is simply wrong that they should
only meet each other at a time of emergency with all the missed opportunities that
collaboration brings.
Work is underway to ensure community safety meets the outcomes outlined in the
Police and Crime Plan

4.1.2

The PCC, GFRS and GC have strategic goals around delivering a robust preventative
model of community safety provision in Gloucestershire. Recent analysis from the Early
Intervention Foundation into the cost of late intervention in Gloucestershire outlines why
preventing victimisation, offending and associated mental health issues are a priority for
local services. It shows the cost of late intervention in the county to be £129.2m:

4.1.3

Prevention is at the heart of community safety and, to date, there have been barriers in
Gloucestershire to delivering against this shared strategic goal.

4.1.4

Community Safety Partnerships (CSPs) are statutory multi-agency partnerships with the
aim of reducing crime, disorder and anti-social behaviour (including environmental antisocial behaviour) and are ordinarily administered by local authority community safety
teams. They were established following the enactment of the Crime and Disorder Act 1998
which places responsibility for tackling crime and anti-social behaviour across the public
sector, beyond the sole responsibility of the police. A number of organisations are
designated ‘responsible authorities’ and as such, must be active members of CSPs. These
include local authorities, the police, and fire and rescue. In addition to being active
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partners, these agencies must consider the crime and disorder implications of all their
functions and decisions.28
4.1.5

In 2016, Leadership Gloucestershire commissioned a review of community safety in
Gloucestershire. Through discussions at a local level, the review found that across the six
CSPs there were differing approaches to carrying out the statutory functions of the
partnership which led to a fragmentation and disconnection between district and county
partnerships. It also noted that Gloucestershire was unusual in not having a countywide
CSP. This meant that there was no annual strategic assessment of criminality in the county
and neither was there a shared set of strategic priorities for Gloucestershire.29

4.1.6

The review carried out in 2016 led to the development of the Safer Gloucestershire
Partnership which, although still in its infancy, aims to create cohesion and integration of
partnerships, plans and strategies relating to community safety. This partnership was
formed in July 2017 and comprises members from the ‘responsible authorities’ (Crime and
Disorder Act 1998) and other key partners including the voluntary and community sector.

4.1.7

As with many other forces nationally, Gloucestershire Constabulary has, in recent years,
diverted resource away from community-based policing due to budget pressures. The 2016
PEEL assessment noted that “while neighbourhood teams communicate well with local
people using a range of methods, their ability to build relationships and solve problems is
affected because the force regularly reassigns them to cover other duties, taking them
away from their routine preventative work.”30

4.1.8

The Gloucestershire Police and Crime Plan 2017-21 included as a priority the need to
improve this aspect of policing and in 2018, a new neighbourhood policing model was
introduced in the county. This has been welcomed by HMICFRS in a number of recent
inspection reports although it is too early to assess the full benefits of the introduction of the
model.
Development of an integrated emergency services community safety approach

4.1.9

There is an opportunity to support greater alignment of FRS aims and the Police and Crime
Plan through a more integrated community based preventative approach with strategic buyin and support. The recent review of community safety in Gloucestershire confirmed that
“the development of a County wide approach to strategy and planning is a central
recommendation of this review”31 and the PCC’s Police and Crime Plan said that “the
review has resulted in a fully cohesive and integrated approach to community safety and
this will be reflected in the delivery of this plan. Through this I will strive to maximise the
benefit of multi-agency working including the valued contribution of the voluntary sector and
our communities.” 32

4.1.10 As stated, work is underway to implement the recommendations of the recent review. This

is taking place through the new Safer Gloucestershire partnership group. The partnership is
chaired by the Deputy Police and Crime Commissioner and membership includes
representatives from key agencies across the county including GFRS, the County and
District Councils.
4.1.11 The group is mandated to and is in the process of developing a new Gloucestershire-wide

community safety strategy. This will address local community needs (a ‘brigaded capability’)
and coordinate the appropriate resources to support the goals agreed, at pace. The PCC’s
28

Section 17 of the Crime and Disorder Act 2008
Community Safety in Gloucestershire, A Review J Bensted for Gloucestershire OPCC, October 2016
30
2016 PEEL Assessment Statement, Wendy Williams
31
Community Safety in Gloucestershire, A Review J Bensted for Gloucestershire OPCC, October 2016
32
https://www.gloucestershire-pcc.gov.uk/media/3037/pcc-plan-2017-2021-web.pdf
29
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vision is to support this through localised community safety resources, achieved through
collaborative estate development, particularly in rural areas with retained fire stations.
Raising the profile of community safety through estate collaboration
4.1.12 Opportunities for estate collaboration have been

identified by the Collaboration Board with the aim of
linking future strategic estates planning. Progress has
not been made however due to the absence of a
shared vision and funding programme for any work.
4.1.13 Estate collaboration would not only enable the

Constabulary to dispose of existing stations and for
both GC and GFRS to reduce running costs, it also
provides an opportunity for increasing uniformed
visibility in the county’s more remote areas. Retained
fire stations in such areas could also, for example be equipped with voluntary attendance
suites and Live Links to enable witnesses to provide statements and give evidence without
having to physically attend police stations and courts. This would improve accessibility to
justice for those local residents that would, ordinarily, be required to travel to the larger
police stations most often in urban areas for contact with the police or to one of the county's
two court buildings.
4.1.14 It is estimated that one-off capital receipts through estate collaboration would range from

£1.6m to £2.3m generated from the sale of three Police buildings (Cirencester, Dursley and
Stow-on-the-Wold). The level of saving would be dependent on any alteration costs of work
in the FRS buildings. This could result in a ten-year saving of approximately £3.4m for both
GC and GFRS. See detail at Appendix B.

4.2

Protection and prevention

4.2.1

As stated previously, at the core of both policing and Fire and Rescue Services is the
protection of life and property. Greater collaboration between two essential services with
the same core aim will bring greater opportunity to identify, prevent and protect those most
at risk from harm.

4.2.2

Despite providing no evidence to corroborate their assertions, critics of the proposal have
suggested that a change in governance for GFRS would result in a deterioration of support
for the most vulnerable in the county, citing the work GFRS carries out in support of social
care. Rather than cease this activity, greater collaboration provides the opportunity to
enhance contact with vulnerable groups by, for example, including home security audits
when carrying out Safe and Well checks. Conversely, reassurance visits to homes
following burglaries could include fire safety as well as security advice. Improved sharing of
information and joint operational activity can support proactive and preventative activity with
the most chaotic of households, often those most at risk of fire in the home or poorly run
licensed premises at higher risk of public disorder and fire.

4.2.3

There are a good many examples nationally of multi-disciplinary teams working together to
prevent harm and improve safety. The purpose of such teams is to foster and strengthen
partnership working arrangements at a strategic and operational level. In doing this,
responsible authorities are better equipped to meet community safety objectives, and focus
on promoting early intervention and prevention to improve public safety.

4.2.4

This approach enhances the level of knowledge and experience within services and
provides greater capacity and flexibility to allocate resources and meet demand. With early
help as a shared key priority, there is an opportunity to move towards fully integrated harm
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reduction teams with a shared vision, strategy and single resource function that becomes a
centre of excellence for preventative activity.
4.2.5

The depth of expertise of both services could be accessed through a tasking or referral
process by managers and staff from fire and rescue and police who require assistance at
specific events to complement frontline resources. This will ensure there is a coordinated
deployment of specialist roles to reduce risk, avoid duplication of work across both
organisations and promote the most efficient and effective means of ensuring that public
safety is achieved.

4.3

Harnessing the support of volunteers

4.3.1

Volunteering in policing and fire and rescue
provides an opportunity for members of the
public to get involved in providing a positive
impact on each organisation and the
communities they serve. Volunteers learn new
skills and have the opportunity to share and
enhance those that they already have. The
importance of volunteering and volunteers has
been consistently recognised by the PCC.
Through the Commissioner’s Fund, over £1m is
invested each year into local voluntary and
community groups that help support activity
contributing to the priorities of the Police and
Crime Plan. This approach has gained the PCC
national recognition resulting in a public sector
award for community engagement33 and praise
from the Minister for Policing and Fire, the Rt.
Hon. Nick Hurd.

4.3.2

Gloucestershire Constabulary has a large number of volunteers across the county who
perform a variety of roles that support communities and front line policing. This includes the
Community Speed Watch Scheme, Home Watch and the Constabulary Cadet scheme.
GFRS too has volunteering opportunities including working with young people to identify
potential dangers in communities and from within the SkillZone facility.

4.3.3

There are clear synergies in both organisations with potential benefits to be gained by having
joint coordinated delivery. A collaborative approach to volunteering can provide a simplified
structure with access to enhanced numbers and improved capability beyond the current
references of the individual organisations. It offers the opportunity for greater levels of
engagement with communities in urban and rural settings and an improved understanding of
community concerns, needs and tensions.

4.3.4

Bringing together fire and police community safety volunteers and sharing knowledge
across both services will create a larger, more diverse pool of individuals who are equipped
to support the vulnerable across Gloucestershire.

33

https://www.gloucestershire-pcc.gov.uk/latest-news-media-martins-blog/commissioner-s-fund-is-policeservice-of-the-year/?a=searchbar
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4.4

Young people becoming adults

5.4.1

Since 2012 young people becoming adults has been a both a standalone and cross-cutting
priority within the Police and Crime Plan. The PCC has invested in numerous local
community and volunteer groups working to improve the chances of the county’s young
people such as Stroud District Junior Wardens, the Cinderford Area Neighbourhood
Development Initiative (CANDI) project, Great Expectations and Yes Me at GFM.

5.4.2

This priority recognises the importance of supporting and investing in children and young
people. It also recognises that it is essential all agencies work towards early intervention,
prevention from harm and reducing vulnerability to make sure the county’s young people
grow up safely, helping them achieve their full potential.

5.4.3

Both the police and GFRS deliver and/or support a number of initiatives that strive to
achieve these goals but this is often done in isolation of one another. There are obvious
opportunities for improved partnership and joined up working to deliver greater outcomes
and a more efficient service. For example, the recently reintroduced police schools liaison
officers could support and enhance GFRS road, water and fire safety messaging to young
people. By enhancing strategic planning and therefore operational delivery, there are
excellent opportunities to expand and diversify the preventative messaging, provide
improved learning and safeguarding for young people as well as avoiding duplication of
activity.

5.5

Conclusion

5.5.1

Many strategic opportunities are available when there is clear decision making and a
common objective on community safety. Opportunities to use collective skills and
knowledge in both services, particularly in the protection of vulnerable groups, are an
obvious example.

5.5.2

Crime and fire prevention happens because of good officers researching data leading to
exciting new programmes being put in place. The realisation of statutory crime and disorder
prevention functions and the ability to have one strategic training and development plan for
Gloucestershire Constabulary and Fire and Rescue Service will deliver an improved overall
service, attracting and involving other statutory agencies and voluntary organisations. This
will be enhanced by the ability to revisit our public estate. Implementing community safety
hubs across the county will bring together emergency service support for the local
community and improve visibility particularly in rural areas.
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5.

LOCAL FACTORS AND OPPORTUNITES:
Any case for any change in governance should be based
primarily on local factors.

5.1 Benefits and recent achievements under the PCC model in
Gloucestershire
5.1.1

The Police and Crime Commissioner for Gloucestershire currently has a mandate to
provide governance over police and related community services, holding the Chief Constable
of Gloucestershire Constabulary to account – not least for delivering a high quality service
and good value for money. The Gloucestershire Police and Crime Panel provides checks
and balances on the work of the PCC. The Panel scrutinises how the PCC carries out his
statutory responsibilities. While the Panel is there to constructively challenge the PCC, it
also has a key role in supporting the Commissioner in his role in enhancing public
accountability of the police force. The Panel is made up of 17 elected councillors from the
County and District Councils plus two independent members.

5.1.2

The benefits of having a directly elected representative, holding the Constabulary to
account is evident in a number of ways but particularly so with the reintroduction of local
neighborhood policing. As with many other forces nationally, Gloucestershire Constabulary
has, in recent years, diverted resource away from community-based policing due to budget
pressures. The 2016 PEEL assessment (Police, Effectiveness, Efficiency and Legitimacy)
noted that “while neighbourhood teams communicate well with local people using a range
of methods, their ability to build relationships and solve problems is affected because the
force regularly reassigns them to cover other duties, taking them away from their routine
preventative work.”34

5.1.3

The criticism outlined above from HMICFRS coincided with local concerns voiced to the
PCC resulting in the need to improve this aspect of policing being included in the Police and
Crime Plan 2017-21 . Within 12 months of the 2016 election, Gloucestershire Constabulary
reintroduced a new neighbourhood policing model. This has been welcomed by HMICFRS
and it is this level of accountability that a Police, Fire and Crime Commissioner would bring
to Gloucestershire’s Fire and Rescue Service.

5.1.4

Under the PCC model, the Constabulary has led the way nationally in tackling cyber-crime
as a result of the PCC being the first Commissioner to include safer cyber as a priority
within a Police and Crime Plan. Through investment made possible by the PCC, the
Constabulary has also been able to respond to increasing demands through the
introduction of devices to facilitate mobile working.35

5.1.5

In the most recent PEEL assessment report from HMICFRS36, Gloucestershire was found
to have made a great deal of progress in tackling crime and anti-social behaviour. The
Constabulary was judged as good at protecting vulnerable people and supporting victims as
was the management of organised crime threats, an area of increasing demand.
Regarding efficiency, Gloucestershire Constabulary was judged to be good at
understanding demand and allocating resources accordingly.

5.1.6

As a result of the issues highlighted in the HMICFRS inspection, in 2018 the PCC
supported the Constabulary’s request for increased funding to improve child protection.
This was possible due to the ability of the PCC to raise funds via the local council tax
precept. Should an equivalent area of concern be identified via a Fire and Rescue Service

34

2016 PEEL Assessment Statement, Wendy Williams
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=2S0NAFameTk
36
https://www.justiceinspectorates.gov.uk/hmicfrs/peel-assessments/peel-2017/gloucestershire/
35
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inspection, a Police, Fire and Crime Commissioner would have the same authority to raise
funds locally to address localised priorities, irrespective of national funding settlements from
Government.
5.1.7

In contrast, the earlier analysis identified financial risks presented by the Fire and Rescue
Authority not having the ability to raise a separate precept within the Council Tax paid by
Gloucestershire residents. Expenditure on the Fire and Rescue Service has fallen
significantly faster than GCC expenditure overall and there is no year-on-year financial
certainty for the service and no medium term financial plan.

5.1.8

Finally, the Constabulary was deemed to be good in relation to legitimacy i.e. treating the
people of Gloucestershire with fairness and respect and ensuring the workforce behaves
ethically and lawfully through fair and respectful treatment of staff.
Opportunity to enable a more innovative and effective approach to public service
transformation

5.1.9

A new Fire Authority arrangement will lead the next steps in transforming local public
services in Gloucestershire. There is an opportunity, through cohesive police and fire
strategic leadership, to develop innovative integrated community safety intervention work to
manage demand upstream and maximise public value.

5.1.10 Since their introduction in 2012, PCCs have already demonstrated an ability to act as

catalysts for change and to drive innovation as seen with the reintroduction of
Neighbourhood Policing in Gloucestershire. 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.

5.2

Scrutiny of performance

5.2.1

Police Authorities were abolished, in part, due to their lack of visibility and evidence
suggests that the introduction of elected PCCs has increased transparency and public
accountability whilst providing clarity of leadership in policing. A number of independent
national reviews of current fire and rescue governance have also highlighted inefficiencies
with the current committee based governance model and the inadequate provision of
effective independent technical scrutiny by Fire Authorities.

5.2.2

Evidence suggests that single, streamlined governance can 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 in
Gloucestershire would bring benefits in terms of the transparency and accountability of fire
governance in the county.
Scrutiny and reporting of GFRS performance

5.2.3

37

The management of performance is vital to good governance and scrutiny. It is the litmus
test for the health of an organisation as noted in the 2014 CIPFA paper International
Framework: Good Governance in the Public Sector: “Good governance is characterized by
robust scrutiny, which places important pressures on improving public sector
performance”37

International Framework: Good Governance in the Public Sector, CIPFA, 2014. Page 6.
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5.2.4

The GFRS Integrated Risk Management Plan for 2018-2138 states monitoring performance
to ensure continuous improvement as a key strategic aim: “Annual performance targets are
set with the aim of achieving continuous improvement
to achieve the best outcomes for our communities.
These targets are outlined within our Annual Business
Plan39, which is published on the internet every year.
At the end of every year we publish a Statement of
Assurance40 which outlines how we have performed
against targets set out in our Annual Business Plan.”
Performance data is also shared on the GFRS
website.

5.2.5

GFRS performance is publically presented as a
comparison of year on year out-turns (see right) and
there is an absence of any contextual information i.e., comparison within a peer group.
Peer analysis is carried out internally by GFRS quarterly on a regional basis and annually
against national performance.

5.2.6

Robust scrutiny of performance directly links to continuous service improvement. It also
ensures the public can be sure that those people or bodies that have responsibility for
holding senior managers to account are carrying out these functions with the best available
information. The limited information accepted as GFRS performance by the Fire Authority
suggests that scrutiny is itself limited. This is potentially due to a lack of dedicated time to
review service performance within the Council’s current scrutiny committee structure.

5.2.7

Public fire performance data is available via a number of fire statistics data tables at
www.gov.uk/government/statistical-data-sets/fire-statistics-data-tables and GCC points
residents to www.lginform.local.gov.uk to understand performance of GFRS.

5.2.8

By collating information from the Government statistics data tables, a comparison of fire
performance is possible. Gloucestershire is categorised as ‘significant rural’41 along with
15 other areas and this group of FRSs can be used as one comparator group as can the
other FRSs in the South West. Data in Appendix A confirms that incidents are reducing in
Gloucestershire year on year for both primary42 and secondary fires in line with peer
groups.

5.2.9

Response times are also shown in Appendix A. This shows that although there are less
primary and dwelling fires, response times are increasing in Gloucestershire at a greater
rate to the comparator groups. In feedback to the OBC, GCC noted that “statistically
numbers are now so low that the proportion of incidents in rural areas will very quickly drive
up an ‘average’ response time”. This statement fails to recognise the purpose of peer
comparison (by comparing to other “significant rural” areas).

5.2.10 The 2013 GFRS Peer Review outlined a number of strengths in Gloucestershire but also

advised that there was more work to do around delivering more community risk reduction
work, further regional and cross sector emergency capability sharing and collaboration.
Following this, GFRS has completed a range of work e.g. Safe and Well checks, supporting
38

https://www.gloucestershire.gov.uk/media/1519652/integrated-risk-management-plan-2018-21.pdf
https://www.gloucestershire.gov.uk/media/1519306/annual-business-plan-2018_19.pdf
40
https://www.gloucestershire.gov.uk/media/18138/statement-of-assurance-2016-17.pdf
41
Research into Drivers of Service Costs in Rural Areas Fire and Rescue Statistics Analysis, DCLG/DEFRA
(November 2014), page 7.
42
Primary fires are generally more serious fires that harm people or cause damage to property. Primary fires
are defined as fires that cause damage by fire/heat/smoke and meet at least one of the following conditions:
any fire that occurred in a (non-derelict) building, vehicle or (some) outdoor structures; any fire involving
fatalities, casualties or rescues; any fire attended by five or more pumping appliances.
39
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adult social care and developing first responder pilots. Further details of existing
collaboration can be found in Appendix B.
5.2.11 Included in the Statement of Assurance is data around the number of road traffic collisions,

co-responder and safe and well checks. This data demonstrates the efforts made by GFRS
to complete a range of initiatives to deliver more community risk work in response to the
Peer Review, particularly in support of health priorities. For further information about GFRS
and GC performance with regards to prevention and protection activity, see Appendix A.
5.2.12 In the next 12 months however we will start to see the first judgement reports from

HMICFRS into the efficiency, effectiveness and leadership of FRSs. This means that
independent assessment of Fire and Rescue Services will be publically available and it is
likely that performance reporting will become more standardised nationally as a result
rather than subject to local discretion
Scrutiny and reporting of police performance
43

5.2.13 Since 2015, there have been no targets for police .

Despite this, police performance is reported to the
Police and Crime Panel on a quarterly basis via the
Chief Executive’s report. In order to provide context,
the OPCC provides peer comparisons with the
Constabulary’s Most Similar Group (MSG). These are
the areas deemed most significantly similar in relation
to demographics by the Home Office. The table (right)
is a copy of data presented to the Panel in July 2018
providing an overview of performance at the end of the
2017/18 financial year.
5.2.14 Through access to this type of information, the OPCC is able to

present data to the Panel in context with peers and it is possible to
see that although there may be occasional increases in crime in
line with national trends, Gloucestershire remains significantly safe
when compared to other areas. Where there are fluctuations in
rates / trends, the PCC is able to hold the Chief Constable to
account during his weekly one-to-one meetings which are
summarised on the OPCC website here.
5.2.15 Localised police performance data is available via the publicly available www.police.co.uk

website (see right for example). The Chief Executive’s report to the Police and Crime
Panel, has publicised this facility and Parish Councils are encouraged by the OPCC to
regularly visit this site for information relating to their area.
5.2.16 Force comparative performance is also available via the HMICFRS website.

Opportunity to strengthen and bring greater visibility of GFRS scrutiny
5.2.17 The 2017 analysis noted that there are opportunities to increase public visibility of the

scrutiny of Fire and Rescue performance and costs. This could be achieved via greater
public visibility of current scrutiny of FRS and the opportunity to engage the public more as
part of this and increasing the level of detail which is scrutinised publicly, to prepare for the
new inspection regime which will be likely to ask for more detail. This would be supported
by the ability of GFRS to develop longer term financial plans as a separate entity in the
same way as GC.

43

https://www.gov.uk/government/news/police-targets-review-published
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5.2.18 There is a body of evidence that effective governance is a necessary enabler of service

improvement. “Good governance in the public sector encourages better informed and
longer-term decision making as well as the efficient use of resources. It strengthens
accountability for the stewardship of those resources. Good governance is characterized by
robust scrutiny, which places important pressures on improving public sector performance
and tackling corruption. Good governance can improve organizational leadership,
management, and oversight, resulting in more effective interventions and, ultimately, better
outcomes. People’s lives are thereby improved”.44

5.3 Visibility and accountability
The visibility and accountability of GFRS governance could be stronger
5.3.1

The Cabinet Member responsible for GFRS has a wide portfolio (public protection, parking
and libraries), of which FRS is only a small part (20% of Communities and Infrastructure
operating budget for 2018/19) and he / she is not elected on the basis of a specific FRS
manifesto. It is the portfolio that is scrutinised by the Environment and Communities
Scrutiny Committee (ESC) on a quarterly basis, not specifically the Fire and Rescue
Service.

5.3.2

GFRS reports to the committee consist of on average a 1.7 page report, resulting in on
average six paragraphs in the minutes (average figures based on the published minutes
and reports packs from last five meetings).

5.3.3

By comparison, the Police and Crime Panel typically lasts for two hours and the minutes
plus the report pack provided by the OPCC consists of on average 55.6 pages (average
figure based on the minutes and report pack (minus agenda and blank pages) from the
most recent five meetings excluding the Chief Constable Confirmation Hearing held on
18/12/17).

5.3.4

The Cabinet Member for GFRS is reliant on fire and rescue officers for informing scrutiny,
whereas the PCC has access to wider scrutiny resources in the OPCC, which are separate
from the Constabulary. It should be noted that the GFRS Integrated Risk Management Plan
2018-21 lists other avenues for fire and rescue service scrutiny within GCC:
“Gloucestershire Fire and Rescue Service continue to perform to exacting standards. On a
day-to-day basis, we continually monitor the organisation’s overall performance with reports
made to the Strategic Leadership Team led by the Chief Fire Officer every month. In
addition, quarterly reports covering key performance indicators are provided to
Gloucestershire County Council’s Cabinet, Chief Officer Management Team, the Financial
Risk and Performance Committee and the Environment and Communities Scrutiny
Committee. This provides the Fire Authority with the necessary confidence that the Service
is fulfilling stakeholder expectations and statutory duties”.45

5.3.5

While this assurance indicates that governance of fire and rescue meets required
standards, visibility of governance of GFRS is limited. Although all scrutiny meetings are
public, public attendance is reportedly low (apart from when the Integrated Risk
Management Plan was discussed, which also generated 260 consultation responses).
There is limited wider public engagement with governance in general (2 questions from
members of the public were posed at Full Council in 16/17 around fire compared to over
1,000 email and mail communications to the OPCC). There are plans however to live
stream all GCC meetings. See a more detailed comparison of the governance options at
Appendix A.

44
45

International Framework: Good Governance in the Public Sector, CIPFA, 2014. Page 6.
Gloucestershire County Council - Fire Authority Integrated Risk Management Plan 2018-2021, page 26
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5.3.6

The level of performance reporting going to the Environment and Scrutiny Committee is
also relatively limited with a quarterly Scrutiny Scorecard containing a sub-set of monitoring
performance indicators (7 out of a total indicator set of over 30 which are reviewed within
the service). We are not aware of detailed FRS financial information being routinely shared
or scrutinised in formal governance. A new quarterly Finance, Performance and Risk board
commenced in August 2018 which we understand will address this further.

5.3.7

As outlined, the true cost of delivering the FRS is also not visible to the public as support
service costs are calculated on a high level basis and only the operational budget
(excluding support services) is routinely reported on (see Appendix A). By contrast, a full
Medium Term Financial Plan and budget paper for the Constabulary and OPCC is
presented annually by the OPCC to the Police and Crime Panel as part of the yearly
precept discussions and annual audited accounts are published by the Constabulary and
the OPCC.

5.3.8

The Constabulary has been consistently rated as good by HMICFRS for efficiency, which
includes the use of resources and financial planning. The 2017 inspection stated that the
constabulary has a good track record of meeting its required savings target; its plans are
built on sound planning assumptions and are subject to regular scrutiny. In 2015 the
Constabulary was graded as outstanding for the question – how sustainable is the force’s
financial position for the short and long term.
Opportunity to bring a greater degree of medium term financial certainty

5.3.9

The introduction of a medium term financial strategy for GFRS would enable the service to
make long-term strategic decisions and would include a capital plan. This would support
greater collaboration between GC and GFRS in the longer term as the two services will be
able to jointly plan beyond the short term.

5.3.10 Should a change in fire governance be made, a clear, ring-fenced fire budget will be

required and reported against. This will be possible due to the requirement of a specific fire
precept (as seen in areas where the FRA is not part of the county council structure).
Currently, GFRS budgets are not clearly defined and are within the GCC budget.

5.4

Recent developments within GFRS

5.4.1

In June 2018, a complaint was made to the Chief Executive of GCC from a whistle-blower
regarding a number of concerns from within Gloucestershire Fire and Rescue Service. The
three strands of the complaint concerned:
i. The sale of a Gloucestershire Fire and Rescue Service (GFRS) owned vehicle where
it was alleged that the vehicle, a Land Rover Defender, was not sold to the highest
bidder;
ii. The high level of staff turnover in the last 24 months; and
iii. The level of staff with mental health issues who have sought the use of the Council’s
Occupational Health Service during the last 24 months.

5.4.2

It is understood that following the original whistleblowing complaint, further complaints were
then received by GCC.46A report was presented to the GCC Audit & Governance
Committee on 12 October 201847 outlining the initial findings of an Internal Audit
investigation. The report makes five recommendations in order that the whistleblowing
allegations can be addressed. These are:
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https://www.gloucestershirelive.co.uk/news/gloucester-news/fire-stewart-edgar-misconductgloucestershire-1774812
47
http://glostext.gloucestershire.gov.uk/ieListDocuments.aspx?CId=655&MId=8782&Ver=4
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i.
ii.
iii.
iv.

v.

5.4.3
5.4.4

5.5

To rebuild the confidence and trust within GFRS, the “cultural review“ of GFRS
undertaken in 2016, which seems to have initially been well received, needs to be
rejuvenated, and implemented in a timely manner;
Focusing on the governance areas identified as part of the investigation and notified as
part of the whistleblowing allegations, IA to immediately commence a series of
extensive compliance audits across GFRS;
In addition to the above, during the next 18 months, IA to undertake ‘pure compliance’
audits across the whole Council. These audits will review compliance with the Council’s
key corporate policies (financial and non financial);
To ensure that GFRS staff are made aware of the Council’s Contract Standing Orders,
Financial Regulations and Accounting Instructions, the provision of relevant (including
financial management) training is provided. Consideration should also be given to
introducing a countywide training programme that is not just restricted to GFRS which
includes periodic refresher training; and
IA to test the adequacy of the 2018/19 Directors and Heads of Service Governance
Assurance Statements, which in relation to GFRS may previously have given false
assurance. This activity will be incorporated into Quarter 1 of the 2019/20 Internal Audit
Plan.

The report presented to the Audit & Governance Committee can be found at Appendix E
.
Considering the risks and complexities involved in a transfer of governance of a county
model, the view of PA Consulting was that the case for change in governance for
Gloucestershire needed to be stronger than for a FRS governed through a combined
authority model. Their analysis indicated that a governance change could deliver additional
benefits but this needed to be balanced against the transition effort and risks of making a
change. While it would be wholly inappropriate to pre-empt the findings of any Internal
Audit or criminal investigation into the recent whistleblowing complaint relating to GFRS, the
option of maintaining the status quo poses an additional risk consideration in this analysis.

The experience of collaboration

5.5.1

The earlier analysis noted that much could and should be done to improve collaboration
ahead of any potential governance change. This was attempted through the establishment
of a local Emergency Services Collaboration Board. This was necessary to ensure that all
emergency services fulfilled their new statutory duty to collaborate, which will be inspected
by the new sole inspectorate for police and fire, HMICFRS.

5.5.2

The earlier analysis also noted that the PCC should keep the issue of a change in
governance under review however GCC explicitly ruled this out. The report stated that
should insufficient progress be made by the two services in fulfilling their statutory duties
under current governance arrangements, the PCC should consider re-visiting the case.

5.5.3

The experience of pursuing collaboration within existing governance arrangements has
proven to be slow and bureaucratic. A major contributory factor has been the failure of the
FRA to provide transparent financial information and therefore the inability to produce
accurate budgets for financial baselining – information essential for project development.

5.5.4

A second inhibitor has been the absence of a shared vision for collaboration, both politically
and strategically. This may be due to the Chief Fire Officer being focused on wider County
Council functions for which he had responsibility alongside his role with the Fire and
Rescue Service. One result of this diversion and lack of focus has been that the concept
and vision of the Tri-Service centre has not been fully explored and efficiencies not realised.
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5.5.5

Local resistance to change and a lack of political support influenced the PCC’s decision to
pause the work in 201748 and led to the OPCC pursuing collaboration through voluntary
means. Despite this, hostility towards the PCC relating to collaboration has continued
thereafter. Criticism for exploring options in 2017 continued to be publically levelled at the
PCC in the Council Chamber as recently as May 2018.49
An opportunity to accelerate the pace and effectiveness of police and fire and rescue
collaboration

5.5.6

Collaboration between fire and police 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.

5.5.7

Stronger shared governance at the strategic and political level would also enable the
alignment of strategic objectives across police and fire which would place greater focus and
accountability on collective community safety rather than individual service outcomes.

5.6

Additional opportunities possible as a result of a change in GFRS
governance
Opportunity for shared procurement

5.6.1

Where possible both GC and GFRS procure goods and services via regional and national
procurement frameworks. This ensures economies of scale are achieved – essential in
ensuring public services realise value for money. Although this limits opportunities around
shared procurement in the short term between the two services, in the longer term, as
contracts are renegotiated, there will be potential for greater efficiencies in the procurement
of goods. This is particularly so with IT and facilities management and will facilitate the
potential alignment of vital systems such as dispatch, mapping and command and control.

5.6.2

Since 2012 the PCC and the Constabulary have been members of the South West Police
Procurement Department (SWPPD). This is a collaboration with the police forces for Devon
and Cornwall, Dorset and Wiltshire. The SWPPD is now well established and provides
strategic procurement advice, ensuring value for money on the addressable third party
spend across the four forces. There will be opportunities for certain categories of spend to
include the Fire Service in the tenders for goods and services. SWPPD has six Category
Managers looking after ICT (x2), fleet, professional services, facilities management and
estates.
Opportunities for integrated training

5.6.3

Currently Gloucestershire FRS has a shared Joint Fire Service Training Centre at Severn
Park with Devon & Somerset and Avon FRS. National FRS training is carried out at the
Fire Service College in Moreton In Marsh, Gloucestershire and local training is
predominately through county-based exercises with other emergency services and
agencies.

5.6.4

Classroom based training for the Constabulary is predominantly carried out on the
Waterwells campus as is Force Control Room operative training. Operational training is
undertaken within the county (such as dog training at Bamfurlong) and regional training
facilities are available, such as for firearms, at the Blackrock Regional Firearms Training

48
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GCC Full Council Debate 28/06/17 Motion 796 (page 7 of printed minutes)
GCC Full Council Debate 16/05/18 Motion 812 (page 16 of printed minutes / see webcast from 2:26:45)
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Centre in Portishead (part owned by the PCC). National training opportunities are provided
via the College of Policing in Ryton, Coventry.
5.6.5

A new governance structure would facilitate a new and exciting integrated emergency
services training and development programme that is both focused on local demands and
environmental factors. It would also ensure Gloucestershire emergency services are well
prepared and exercised in those natural and manmade disasters most at risk of occurring in
the county. The value of this approach will improve overall communications between the
services and lead to closer working arrangements opening up new opportunities for both
services to improve public safety.

5.6.6

As contacts for current facilities expire, opportunities for shared training facilities will also
have the potential for greater efficiencies across both services.
Maximising Skills and Knowledge

5.6.7

Within Gloucestershire Constabulary and the Fire and Rescue Service is a workforce of
highly skilled and knowledgeable professionals. The range of skills within both services is
wide and varied from operational and investigative expertise, preventative and protection
knowledge as well as professional and expert support services in areas of ICT, data
management and analysis, legal, financial and human resources for example.

5.6.8

Bringing and sharing these skills and knowledge has the potential, with the right leadership,
to unlock massive potential and overall an improved and more efficient service in delivering
community safety. Staff will have the opportunity to use their skills and knowledge in
delivering safer communities alongside other experts whether they are FRS or police staff.
A revised governance structure presents an exciting and rewarding opportunity for all staff
to reach their full career potential within a supportive and focused organisation with
common and not competing objectives.

5.6.9

Under a new governance arrangement staff within both services will have the opportunity to
drive this agenda. People join the Constabulary and the Fire and Rescue Service because
they are passionate about supporting people and their communities. Creating the right
environment for them to grow in their role and use their skill set is essential and this new
structure realises that potential.
Facilitate the optimal utilisation of capital assets

5.6.10 A change of governance will ensure the best use of police and fire assets through a single

approach to investment decisions and estates consolidation. Optimisation of estate is
perhaps the area of greatest opportunity for financial benefits from collaboration between
the two organisations. The realisation of these benefits does not solely depend upon a
change in governance, however experience has shown that with separate governance
structures come differing visions for change and increased bureaucracy. Simplified more
joined up governance would increase the likelihood of successful estates collaboration and
avoid decisions being taken by a single service that may not provide overall best value for
money for the residents of Gloucestershire.
Resource Planning
5.6.11 The balance between managing demand and reducing budgets continues to prove

challenging for both Fire and Rescue and the police. Over time, the squeeze has resulted in
lower numbers of Fire Fighters and Police Officers who strive to deliver service excellence
to their communities. Under the governance of the PFCC there will be a greater focus on
improving coverage across the county, particularly in the more rural communities.
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5.6.12 Sharing tasks across fire and police, through closer collaboration and blending of skillsets will

provide the scope to innovate, respond better to local priorities, and through better
engagement, achieve value for money.
5.6.13 There is an opportunity to bolster the front line and plug gaps in the establishment of fire and

police, where recruitment has been difficult. For example, ways to harness the expertise of
retiring officers and firefighters, and make better use of those on restricted duties will be
explored. This could provide an excellent opportunity to re-engage officers who are keen to
utilise their expertise in different ways across their communities. These roles could help free
up front line firefighters to work where they are needed, crewing fire appliances and engaging
with the public to prevent fires and other emergencies and create capacity for more flexible
response models to be explored. The focus provided by the new Governance Model will play
a major role in enabling this and contributing towards improving the effectiveness of the two
organisations in these ways.

5.7 Conclusion
5.7.1

Although Fire and Rescue and Policing services in Gloucestershire have already been
working together in a number of areas, this work has been tactical on the whole and, until
recently there has been no formal programme of work in place to drive the pace of change.
There are examples of live collaboration successes across fire and police but some
opportunities have not been realised to their full potential. Stakeholders through this
process have identified a number of areas for further collaboration, the first priority area
being the estate. There are other indications of good practice from around the country
which could apply to Gloucestershire.

5.7.2

Scrutiny of GFRS could be broader (greater performance and finance detail) and more
visible, the true costs of delivering the service could be clearer to the public and it would be
easier to make long term strategic decisions with local partners if there were longer term
financial planning.

5.7.3

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 Gloucestershire. The changes will improve public safety through a more joined-up
and integrated approach to community safety and broader public service delivery across
the county. The new governance model will set a clear strategic direction and accelerate
collaboration, allowing for financial gains through the consolidation of assets such as
estates. It will provide a secure platform for public service reform in Gloucestershire.
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6.

FINANCIAL INFORMATION:
How the new organisation will be funded and high level financial
plans

6.1 The new organisation will be affordable and sustainable
6.1.1

Overall, analysis of the financial case indicates that the new organisation will be affordable
and sustainable in the medium to long term, based on the proposed funding level.

6.1.2

The share of the government funding and local council tax transferred from Gloucestershire
County Council to the Fire and Rescue Service will have to be agreed with the County
Council and the proposals for this are detailed below. The position taken in this business
case is that the funding transferred should reflect the current cost of running the
Gloucestershire Fire and Rescue Service (GFRS), based on the current operating budget
and a share of the back office support costs.

6.1.3

The agreed budget for 2018/19 is £19.635m, which also reflects other adjustments to the
operating budget, including a £2m charge for PFI interest costs:

6.1.4

2018/19 GFRS annual operating budgets

£m

Operating budget
Recharges from County Council
PFI interest charge
PFI reserve transfer
Additional income
Civil protection
TOTAL

16.012
2.561
2.000
-0.247
-0.650
-0.041
19.635

The budget for £19.635m has been reconciled to the figures provided by the County
Council for the CIPFA return.
£m
Budget for 201/19
Less: IAS 19 pension adjustment
Budget per CIPFA return

19.635
-2.500
17.135

6.1.5

The adjustment for IAS19 is purely an accounting adjustment required under international
accounting standards. This is a non cash adjustment which compares the actual pension
contributions made during the year against the actuarial valuation. This is not something
that is funded within the revenue budget.

6.1.6

The CIPFA Estimates for 2018/19, provided by the County Council, also show a figure of
£3.78m for capital costs, made up of depreciation and the loss on disposal and impairment
of fixed assets. These are accounting entries so these costs have not been added to the
budget for the year. However, it should be noted that it is proposed below that a
contribution from the revenue account for capital costs should be included.
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6.1.7

Since drafting the original business case it has become clear that an additional cost will
have to be added to the budget for GFRS to cover capital replacement costs. The capital
replacement budget within the County Council is funded from capital receipts, mainly from
the sale of council land. These receipts would not be available to GFRS and it is not good
practice to fund short term capital replacement costs from capital receipts. The PCC’s
capital strategy uses capital receipts to fund long term investment in the estate. Short term
capital replacement is funded from the capital grant from the government and from the
revenue budget .It is therefore proposed that capital replacement is funded from the
revenue account and a contribution to capital is included within the budget. The total cost of
the replacement programme over the next three years is £5.470m, so the average annual
cost is £1.823m.

6.1.8

It is therefore proposed that the budget to be transferred for 2018/19, including a capital
contribution, would be £21.458m.

Operating budget
Recharges for Support Services
PFI interest charge
PFI reserve transfer
Additional income
Civil protection
TOTAL
Capital charge
TOTAL BUDGET
6.1.9

2019/20
£m
16.012
2.561
2.000
-0.247
-0.650
-0.041
19.635
1.823
21.458

This budget includes a recharge for support services provided by the County Council. The
figure for £2.561m has been provided by the County Council and represents 16% of the
operating budget.
The County Council have been asked if they would be willing to continue to provide these
services to an independent fire service and have indicated that they would look at this if
governance was changed. If the County Council were not willing to continue to provide this
service other providers would be considered, including the Constabulary. It is not the
intention to set up support services within the new independent fire service.

6.2 Funding Methodology
6.2.1

The proposed allocation is based on the methodology set out in the CIPFA draft document
“The Development of Guiding Principles on how to Fund the Transfer of a Fire and Rescue
Service from a County Council to a PCC.” The document considers three options for
calculating the proportion of funding that should be allocated to the PCC-style Fire and
Rescue Service.

6.2.2

The document recommends Option 3 – “An individual transfer for each county council
calculated as a proportion of the net revenue budget allocated to the fire and rescue
service.” The document states that “we recommend option 3 as the only option which would
be fair to county councils and to PCC-style FRAs.”

6.2.3

It is recognised that a number of county councils do not have an easily identifiable budget
for the fire and rescue service and therefore the first element of this calculation would be to
separate out a fire and rescue service budget. It is proposed that the budget used for this
calculation is £21.458m.
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6.3 Funding allocation
6.3.1

The funding allocation uses the model recommended above (option 3). The allocations
using this model for 2019/20 are:
GFRS
£m

Approved budget
Less: Public Health Grant
Less: Improved Better Care Fund
Less: New Homes Bonus
Less: Other non ring-fenced grants
Less: Reserves
TOTAL

GCC
£m
413.481
-24.271
-6.838
-3.388
-2.003
-0.580
376.401

Funded by
Settlement funding
Collection fund surplus
Council tax
TOTAL

93.601
5.249
277.551
376.401

5.336
0.299
15.823
21.458

Council tax base
Council tax – Band D

255,246.61
1,293.69

225,246.61
70.25

21.458

5.70%

6.3.2

The Band D council tax for 2018/19 of £70.25 would be less than the national average for
Fire and Rescue Services in England. The national average for 2018/19 is £73.06.

6.3.3

As part of the 2016/17 settlement local authorities (including fire and rescue authorities)
were offered the opportunity to take a four year funding settlement covering the period from
2016/17 to 2019/20. Most authorities accepted this offer as it gave them the ability to plan
ahead with a degree of certainty. During this period grant funding for fire authorities
reduced by around 8.5%. 2019/20 is the final year of the four year settlement and there is
currently no indication of the likely level of government funding in future years.

6.3.4

The PCC recognises the financial situation of the County Council, and that this must be
taken into account in the negotiations regarding funding. It should be noted that the GFRS
budget is only 5.70% of the County Council budget and the new independent Fire and
Rescue Service would be looking to transfer £5.336m grant and a precept of £70.25.

6.3.5

The report by Ameo in March 2017, commissioned by the County Council, states that the
Fire and Rescue Service provides beneficial economies of scale for the County Council,
saving over £0.5m per year. It does not follow that an independent Fire and Rescue Service
would not provide these services and this will be part of the discussions before transfer.
This figure includes social care safe and well visits and these could be continued, which
would fit with the priorities within the PCC’s Police and Crime Plan. An independent Fire
and Rescue Service could continue to provide the lead for the County Council for
emergency planning and corporate risk based planning. The PCC would dispute the value
for the public of a Chief Fire Officer providing the strategic lead for ICT or Trading Services.

6.4 High Level Medium Term Financial Plan (MTFP)
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6.4.1

Having established the proposed revenue budget of £21.458m, a high level Medium Term
Financial Plan for the Fire and Rescue Service can be developed.

6.4.2

The Fire and Rescue National Framework for England states that Fire and Rescue
Authorities, from 2019/20, should produce and publish a medium term financial plan, and
where fire and rescue is part of the county council it is expected that the MTFP will be
included within the County Council’s documentation. The draft budget for the County
Council published on 19th December 2018 does not appear to include a medium term
financial plan for the Fire and Rescue Service. This makes long term strategic planning
difficult and leads to uncertainty regarding the Fire Service’s financial position.

6.4.3

The table below shows a draft four year plan and funding position for a separate Fire
Authority.

Revenue funding
Settlement funding
Collection fund
Precept fund
TOTAL
Revenue budget
Operating Budget
Support Services
Capital Charge
PFI Interest Charge
Additional Income
Others
Investment
Net Revenue Budget

2018/19
£m

2019/20
£m

2020/21
£m

2021/22
£m

2022/23
£m

5.336
0.299
15.823
21.458

5.336
0.218
16.492
22.046

5.336
0.218
17.074
22.628

5.336
0.218
17.677
23.231

5.336
0.218
18.301
23.855

16.012
2.561
1.823
2.000
-0.650
-0.288

16.394
2.612
1.823
2.000
-0.650
-0.289
0.156
22.046

16.722
2.664
1.823
2.000
-0.650
-0.289
0.358
22.628

17.056
2.718
1.823
2.000
-0.650
-0.289
0.573
23.231

17.397
2.772
1.823
2.000
-0.650
-0.289
0.802
23.855

2.0%
2.0%
0.0%
2.0%
1.5%

2.0%
2.0%
0.0%
2.0%
1.5%

2.0%
2.0%
0.0%
2.0%
1.5%

2.0%
2.0%
0.0%
2.0%

21.458

Assumptions
Pay awards
Price inflation
Grant increase
Precept increase
Tax Base increase
6.4.4

The tax base for 2019/20 is the actual tax base and the Collection Fund for 2019/20 is
calculated based on the actual reduction in the overall Collection Fund from 2018/19.

6.4.5

Given the assumptions made regarding future funding and costs, there may be scope for
additional investment in the service during the MTFP period. The figures above show
additional investment for £0.802m in the period – 3.4% of the budget.

6.4.6

The County Council published its proposed budget for 2019/20 which shows that the
operating budget for GFRS for 2019/20 is £16.234m. The changes to the budget are:
£m
Budget 2018/19
Add: Pay inflation
Budget before savings target
Less: efficiency savings (1%)

16.012
0.382
16.394
-0.160
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Budget 2019/20
6.4.7

16.234

The 1% savings target has not been included in the Medium Term Financial Plan. The view
of the PCC is that the baseline funding transfer should not include the County Council
savings requirement. It should be noted that the operating budget for GFRS has reduced
from £19.2m in 2012/13 to £16m in 2018/19. The PCC would want to review the costs and
efficiency of GFRS before any further savings are made. Therefore the operating budget of
£16.394m has been included in the MTFP.

6.4.8

The plan assumes that the precept will increase by 2% per year. For 2018/19 and 2019/20
fire authorities have been allowed to increase council tax by up to 3% before they are
required to hold a referendum. The County Council has increased the precept by 2.49% in
2018/19 and by 2.99% in 2019/20.

6.4.9

The grant funding position beyond 2019/20 is currently unknown. There will be a full
departmental spending review during 2019, and the government is also looking to review
how funding is allocated and distributed between local authorities. The potential impact of
these reviews is unknown and represents a risk to future funding. The plan assumes that
the grant will be frozen. If grant were reduced by 5% every year, this would reduce
available funding over the four years to 2022/23 by £1.0m. If the government reduced grant
funding for the fire service then this would mean that either the precept would have to be
increased by more than 2% or that the additional investment would not be possible. An
independent Fire and Rescue Service would be able to make these decisions.

6.5

Capital programme

6.5.1

The information below was taken from the Gloucestershire County Council Budget Paper
for 2019/20. This shows the capital programme for Gloucestershire Fire and Rescue
Service.

Appliances and Equipment
Mobile Data Terminals
Light Fleet Vehicles
Arial Ladder Platform
Mobilising System Upgrade
Personal Protection
Equipment
Schemes under £250k
TOTAL

2018/19
£k

2019/20
£k

2020/21
£k

2021/22
£k

392
81
60
0
0

1,200
200
73
430
150

900
0
94
0
150

1,800
0
49
0
0

300
196
1,029

300
124
2,477

0
0
1,144

0
0
1,849

6.5.2

Gloucestershire County Council funds its capital programme from capital receipts from the
sale of Council assets. The GFRS replacement programme will be funded from the sale of
council assets, not specifically from the sale of GFRS assets.

6.5.3

Following a transfer of governance the capital programme and funding will be reviewed.
The PCC would not fund short life replacement assets from capital receipts. The PCC’s
capital strategy states that short life replacement assets are funded from capital grant and
the revenue account and longer life assets (such as land and buildings) are funded from
capital receipts and borrowing. Therefore the replacement programme would be funded
from the revenue account, and this has been included in the proposed budget.
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6.5.4

A smoothing reserve will be set up so that an equal annual amount is taken from the
revenue account and where actual expenditure is different to this amount the reserve is
used.

6.5.5

It is proposed that land and buildings, equipment and vehicles that are deemed to be in
operational use by GFRS will transfer to the PFCC. These assets will belong to the new
Gloucestershire Fire and Rescue Service and cannot be merged with those of the police,
except where the PFCC and both Chiefs agree to proceed with co-location projects. The
GFRS currently has 21 fire stations:
• Cheltenham East
• Lydney
• Cheltenham West
• Moreton-in-Marsh
• Chipping Campden
• Nailsworth
• Cinderford
• Newent
• Cirencester
• Northleach
• Coleford
• Stow-on-the-Wold
• Dursley
• Stroud
• Fairford
• Tetbury
• Gloucester North
• Tewkesbury
• Gloucester South including
• Winchcombe
SkillZone
• Wotton-under-Edge

6.5.6

There are also two other shared buildings:
• Tri-Service Control Centre – shared • Vehicle Workshop – shared with Police
with Police
and Ambulance

6.5.7

The CIPFA return for 2017/18 showed that GFRS had 130 vehicles (72 operational vehicles
and 58 other vehicles).

6.6

Balance sheet

6.6.1

The table below is illustrative of the values of the assets and liabilities that would transfer
with Gloucestershire Fire and Rescue Service. These figures are subject to discussion and
due diligence and are subject to change.
GFRS
£m
A

Non-current assets
Current Assets
Pension Liabilities
Debt Liability (including PFI)
Net Assets
General Reserves
Earmarked Reserves
Capital Adjustment Account
Pension Reserve
TOTAL RESERVES

B

A-B

tbc
5.644
tbc
tbc
5.644
1.102
4.542
tbc
tbc
5.644

Non-current assets
6.6.2

Non-current assets relates to the land and buildings, vehicles and equipment which would
transfer to the Gloucestershire Fire and Rescue Service. This figure will be based on the
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net book value held currently on the Gloucestershire County Council balance sheet and
within the council asset register.
6.6.3

A list of the fire stations (and other buildings) is included within the report. The number of
vehicles for 2017/18 (per the CIPFA return) was 130 (72 operational vehicles and 58 other
vehicles). A book value for the property, plant and vehicles operated by GFRS has not been
provided by the County Council.
Current assets

6.6.4

This will be equal to the value of the general and earmarked reserves transferred, and
represents the amount of cash that would transfer to support these reserves.
Debt Liability

6.6.5

This would relate to any borrowing taken out by the County Council that could be
apportioned to Fire assets. This would transfer and would have to be met in future by the
new organisation. There are a number of PFI contracts relating to fire assets, so most of the
debt liability is likely to relate to PFI contracts.

6.6.6

It has been the policy of the County Council over recent years not to take out new external
borrowing to fund capital expenditure. The total borrowing at 31st March 2018 (excluding
PFI liabilities) was £288m. This represents 24% of the book value of the non-current assets.
The PCC would not expect the debt liability transferred to be more than 24% of the value of
the non-PFI assets. He would also expect the agreed budget to be adjusted for the costs of
any borrowing transferred.
PFI Liability

6.6.7

As at 31st March 2018 the PFI liabilities were £19.826m:
•
Fire Service Joint Training Centre - £1.300m
•
This is a joint PFI venture with Avon Fire Authority and Devon and Somerset Fire
Authority (contract to 2028).
•
Four community fire stations (contract to June 2037) - £18.526m

6.6.8

The PFI contracts will have to be transferred to the PFCC.

6.6.9

The level of general reserve is calculated at 5% of the Fire budget. The policy of the County
Council is to maintain a general reserve between 4% and 6% of budget. The policy of the
PCC is to maintain a general reserve that represents 5% of the annual budget. A general
reserve of 5% of the 2019/20 budget of £22.046m would be £1.102m.

6.6.10

The following earmarked reserves for GFRS have been identified
•
PFI Reserve
£4.415m
•
Pensions Reserve
£0.127m

6.6.11

The capital adjustment account is a non-usable “technical accounting” reserve which
supports the net position of non-current assets less debt liability. The capital adjustment
account absorbs the timing differences arising from the different arrangements for
accounting for non-current assets and for funding these assets under statutory provisions.
The amount transferred will be the difference between the book value of the non-current
assets transferred and the debt liabilities transferred.
Pension liabilities and reserve

6.6.12

Most employees will be members of the Firefighters Pension Scheme. The liability for the
Firefighters Pension Scheme as at 31st March 2018 was £243.1m. The transfer of the
liabilities and reserve will be subject to due diligence and detailed discussion.
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6.6.13

The Firefighters Pension Scheme is an unfunded defined benefit scheme, which means
that there are no investment assets built up to meet pensions liabilities. Under the
Firefighters Pension Scheme Order 2006 if the amounts receivable by the pension fund for
the year are less than the amounts payable the Fire Authority must transfer an amount to
meet the deficit to the pension fund. Subject to parliamentary scrutiny and approval up to
100% of this cost is met by central government.

6.6.14

Some staff will be members of the Local Government Pension Scheme (LGPS).

6.7

Procurement and commercial contracts

6.7.1

During the implementation phase a review of all the contracts used by the Fire and Rescue
Service will be carried out. Current contracts will be in the name of the County Council. The
review will determine whether the contracts should be terminated or novated to the PFCC.

6.7.2

The PCC and the Constabulary are members of the South West Police Procurement
Department (SWPPD), a four force collaboration with Devon and Cornwall, Dorset and
Wiltshire Police. Category managers within specific areas manage the procurement of all
four forces, enabling standard specification and concurrent lead times and the ability to go
to market with greater contract values. Wherever possible national contracts and
frameworks are used.

6.7.3

Where the nature of the spend allows GFRS could be included within procurement work
carried out by SWPPD.

6.8

Finance Issues

6.8.1

There are a number of issues that have been identified in respect of the transfer:
• The transfer of assets, liabilities, debt and reserves will need to be finalised and agreed.
• Contract novation will need to be completed for contracts that will transfer to the PFCC.
• A new statement of accounts will need to be prepared.
• Appropriate banking arrangements will need to be put in place.
• Specialist issues such as VAT and PAYE registration need to be considered along with
pension administration (currently outsourced with Peninsular), treasury management
and insurance arrangements.
• Governance documents will have to be prepared for the PFCC Governance Model,
including schemes of delegation and consent, financial regulations and contract standing
orders.
• Audit Committee arrangements will have to be made and internal and external audit
contracts established.
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7.

TRANSFER DETAILS:
How people and resources will be transferred

7.1 Overview
7.1.1

Overall, while there are many things that will need to be planned for, the transition to the
new model is both deliverable within a relatively short timescale, and will cause minimum
disruption to front line services. Significant work is required for the implementation stage
that would follow Home Office approval of the new Governance Model.

7.2

Estates

7.2.1

In order to implement the transfer of the Gloucestershire County Council estate to the
Police, Fire and Crime Commissioner for Gloucestershire (PFCC) the following key areas of
preparatory work will be undertaken:
The legal transfer of the estate

7.2.2

The County Council’s property department will be asked to identify all those
Gloucestershire County Council assets over which the Gloucestershire Fire & Rescue
Service will have sole or joint use at the time of transfer. An estates key information
template will be devised to help identify and capture the main property information needed
in each case and from this four property types will be identified:
• Simple: For simple or free standing properties, such as stand-alone small retained fire
stations.
• Shared: For sites with an element of formal site sharing and / or lease implications.
• Complex: For sites where there are more complex legal issues identified to be
reviewed and / or future practical site separation works to be undertaken.
• Surplus: Those Gloucestershire County Council sites which are or are shortly to be no
longer used by the Gloucestershire Fire & Rescue Service and will not transfer to the
PCC.

7.2.3

Any areas of dispute in assessing the estate assets would need to be escalated to the
respective Gloucestershire County Council (Fire & Rescue) and PCC (Gloucestershire
Constabulary) Executives for a decision.

7.2.4

Once the background review has taken place the extent of the estate transfer would be
reported by each estates department to the respective Gloucestershire County Council and
PCC estates committee / board for final approval. Both parties solicitors will then have the
authority to draft and agree a ‘Property Transfer Agreement’ to outline the background to
the statutory transfer powers and list the estate assets to be transferred as of the agreed
‘date of transfer’. The agreement shall also cover other issues such as the apportionment of
any rent or sums (when dealing with the assignment of leasehold properties) or the
novation or assignment of existing contracts.

7.2.5

Following completion of the transfer this agreement will then be presented to the Land
Registry to register the legal transfer of the assets. The transfers in title may be made enbloc and the Land Registry may nominate one of their staff to deal with the whole
transaction, rather than on a piecemeal site by site basis.
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Reviewing estates service contracts
7.2.6

The existing Fire & Rescue Service estates consultancy, building maintenance and facilities
management contracts will transfer to the PFCC, subject to compliance with the Public
Contracts Regulations 2015 and consent of the contractor (depending on the contract
terms). The main areas of contract review will be:
• Architectural and Building Consultancy.
• Valuation, Planning and Rating Consultancy.
• Building Maintenance (hard) Services.
• Facilities Management (soft) Services.
Maintenance of buildings and other assets

7.2.7

In readiness for estate transfer work and before the transfer takes place, further work will
be carried out to understand the extent of Fire & Rescue premises planned maintenance
liabilities.

7.2.8

The PCC’s lead for estates will arrange for the inspection of all fire sites and record all
assets to be routinely inspected. The PCC will make arrangements for a suitably
experienced person to be directly responsible for mechanical and electrical servicing and
planned statutory maintenance. The management of premises furniture and equipment will
be centralised to the PCC’s lead for estates.

7.2.9

The management of all furniture and equipment will be covered in a PCC / Fire policy so all
parties are clear on their responsibilities.

7.2.10 Demand for reactive maintenance is relatively low across the Fire and Rescue estate and

can be undertaken either under contract with GCC's existing Estates Department or by the
Constabulary's Estates Department. Future works and projects will be subject to other
existing contract terms and conditions, but be managed by the PCC's lead for estates.
Synchronization of estates policies
7.2.11 In advance of the ‘date of transfer’ the respective estates policies will be reviewed for both

Gloucestershire County Council and the PCC, with the aim of having one live and
consistent policy in place by the date of transfer of the estate assets. This will be important
to ensure all staff and managers are aware of their responsibilities for managing the estate
assets.
Creation of an Integrated Estates Team
7.2.12 It is proposed to undertake the management of the PCC and Fire & Rescue Service estate

in an integrated manner, subject to separate budget/cost allocation and variation to the
shared service agreement for joint Estates Department services with Gloucestershire
Constabulary.

7.3

Human Resources

7.3.1

The transfer should not require a significant logistical exercise in regard to the physical
transfer of people. FRS senior management and many FRS support staff are already colocated with police at Waterwells, with relatively few support staff relocating from Council
accommodation.

7.3.2

The staff establishment that would be in scope for transfer are:
• Fire and rescue professionals - ‘Grey Book’ staff who would transfer on their existing
terms and conditions
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•
•

Retained fire fighters – also ‘Grey Book’ staff who would transfer on their existing terms
and conditions
Local government employees - ‘Green Book’ staff who would transfer on their Local
Government terms and conditions in line with TUPE legislation).

Employment terms
7.3.3

The legal entity that will directly employ the staff will be set up as soon as possible following
Home Office approval. This will allow time for the new legal entity to become an admitted
body (or equivalent) to the Gloucestershire Pension Fund (a scheme in the Local
Government Pension Scheme), and The Firefighters' Pension Scheme 2015. Under the
LGPS Regulations and the Firefighters Pensions Regulations, the employees would have a
right to continue as active members of the LGPS and Firefighters Pension Scheme, as
appropriate.

7.3.4

The transfer of Green book staff (i.e. non firefighter staff) is expected to take several
months depending on the actuarial work required and will be a key part of the
implementation plan.

7.3.5

At the point of transfer Fire Fighters and Officers would continue on their Grey Book (and
Gold Book if applicable) terms and conditions. There would be no difference to current
arrangements.

7.3.6

Green Book staff would transfer on the Local Government Green Book terms and
conditions. They would be on different terms and conditions to Police Staff who are
governed by the Police Staff Council Handbook.

7.3.7

The implementation phase will factor in sufficient time for trade union consultation. The
PFCC will formally recognise the membership of the FBU, RFU, FOA and Unison and Unite
for the GFRS staff.
TUPE Transfer

7.3.8

The transfer of staff under TUPE arrangements will be carefully managed and
communicated to ensure continued resourcing and to avoid claims of constructive dismissal
or other costly legal challenges.

7.3.9

Under this proposal no compulsory redundancies are proposed. The PFCC is aware that
there is a need to carefully consider whether it is likely that redundancies could take place
as a direct result of the change in governance, and should they occur at a later date, that it
will need to be clear that this is a result of subsequent decisions. These will not be
determined until a later date and would require a separate review and business case.

7.3.10 As the transferor employer, Gloucestershire County Council is legally obliged to run the

formal information and consultation process, prior to the transfer of staff to the PCC. The
Constabulary HR Department would support the OPCC in conjunction with Gloucestershire
County Council HR staff. Formal consultation would be undertaken following the Cabinet
Office Statement of Practice and TUPE legislation. Appropriate terms of any applicable
recognition agreement will be followed. There is no minimum consultation period within
TUPE legislation but it is proposed to allow for a ‘reasonable’ 12 week formal consultation
period prior to formal transfer date. It is recognised that the logistics of consulting with a
large and geographically scattered workforce, whilst also maintaining operational delivery
capability, will require careful management. It will also be important to keep Gloucestershire
Constabulary officers and staff up to date and engaged with the transfer via a
communications strategy.
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7.3.11 Employees will transfer under TUPE for the duration of their employment but alternative

terms and conditions of equal benefit can be agreed as part of the staff consultation
process. Alternative terms may be introduced in certain circumstances including where
agreed by employees.
7.3.12 Detailed legal advice on the implications of integrating the teams under TUPE will be

obtained during the implementation phase.
Culture and Identity
7.3.13 There are cultural and operational differences between Gloucestershire Fire & Rescue

Service and Gloucestershire Constabulary. The proposed Governance Model will
strengthen the existing collaborative relationship whilst preserving the identity of GFRS as a
separate organisation. This business case regards the unique identity of GFRS as a key
attribute and will empower the fire service through financial independence. Preservation of
the distinct identity of GFRS will be a priority in the transition and will reflect the different
relationship and role they have with the community to that of the police.
Transition
7.3.14 HR support for the PCC during formal staff consultation would focus on confirming to staff

continuation of existing terms and conditions, and practical arrangements in terms of
branding (e.g. email addresses), and other on-boarding considerations such as set up on
day one (e.g. ID, access cards, etc.).
7.3.15 All employees would need to be set up on a separate HR system and letters issued

confirming a change of employer. HR would work with IT, Finance and Estates to ensure all
other relevant practical issues for staff were complete.
7.3.16 From day one there will be a need to update role descriptions for some existing OPCC and

Constabulary support staff, where functions formerly undertaken by the County Council are
taken up by existing support services, and where there will be no direct transfer of staff.
7.3.17 These will constitute "measures" during the TUPE information and consultation process.

Information and Communications Technology (ICT)
7.3.18 It is anticipated that during the transition phase, detailed planning will take place to continue

Council provided services at least for the short term.
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8.

DELIVERY:
How change will be delivered successfully

8.10 Overview
8.10.1 Governance arrangements will been put in place to deliver the new model to be overseen

by the PCC. The transition process and change programme will be managed through a
Transfer Governance Board, and structured through a series of work streams. A project
team will be developed by the OPCC to manage and implement the change programme.
8.10.2 The PCC recognises the importance of an inclusive approach to the development of the

business case and has engaged with key stakeholders throughout the process, to share
progress and validate the information at each stage contained within. The public
consultation is part of the ongoing engagement with stakeholders that will continue
throughout the process.
8.10.3 The transition programme will be governed by the PCC and managed by the PCC’s Chief

Executive with support from the OPCC, and in close liaison with the GFRS and
Gloucestershire County Council. A Project Manager will be assigned to the programme,
with additional business change support as required.
8.10.4 The timescales for implementation of the Governance model is dependent on the timelines

indicated by the Home Office being met at each stage. Subject to the Secretary of State
making the order, the ambition is to transfer on the after the 2020 PCC election, but it is
recognised that a later start may be required in order to accommodate all the preparatory
work necessary to deliver the programme.
8.10.5 Following transfer, work will begin to realise the ideas set out in this business case and a

Police, Fire and Crime Plan will be developed that will set out how economy, efficiency and
effectiveness could be improved in order to protect frontline services. Implementation of the
changes will be underpinned by proactive management arrangements to ensure that the
identified benefits are realised as soon as possible.

8.11 Governance and project management arrangements
8.11.1 The implementation of the governance changes will be overseen by the PCC and led by the

Chief Executive of the OPCC who will manage the change process internally.
8.11.2 The transition process and change programme will be managed through a Transfer

Governance Board, and structured through a series of work streams. A project team would
be developed by the OPCC to manage and implement the change programme. This team
will work closely with teams within GFRS and Gloucestershire County Council to progress
the necessary work, and will align this work with other transformation and collaboration
work currently ongoing.
8.11.3 Prior to implementation the PFCC oversight structure will be developed. On transfer GFRS

will be incorporated into the PCC’s governance structure, whilst remaining independent of
the Constabulary with the Chief Fire Officer having operational independence.
8.11.4 Senior staff would join a Strategic Governance Board; the exact membership is to be

determined. A public accountability meeting will be developed to scrutinise performance
and service development.
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8.12 Transition management
8.12.1 The transition programme will be governed by the PCC and managed by the PCC’s Chief

Executive with support from the OPCCN, and in close liaison between the OPCC, GFRS,
and Gloucestershire County Council. A Project Manager is assigned to the programme,
with additional business change support as required.
8.12.2 The purpose of the transition programme is to scope and deliver all proposed aspects of the

preferred option within the Local Business Case for the PCC to take on legal and
overarching responsibility for the provision of GFRS in Gloucestershire.
8.12.3 The structure and management of the transition programme will work to ensure that the

transition is:
• Thorough – using the Local Business Case and learning from national good practice will
ensure a comprehensive analysis is carried out and requirements are translated into the
necessary changes in a timely and sequential manner.
• Timely – the necessary work will be carried out to meet the deadlines. Dates will be set
out for delivery using the most accurate assessment prior to further clarification being
provided by the Secretary of State following consideration of the Local Business Case
and an independent assessment being made.
• Cost Effective – work will be conducted to prepare the PCC, Gloucestershire Fire and
Rescue Service, Gloucestershire Fire and Rescue Authority, Gloucestershire
Constabulary and all other partners impacted by the changes for transition by the set
date. The Programme will be pragmatic with no more bureaucracy than necessary.
Manageable work streams will drive specific activities and report to a Project Board.
• Inclusive – each work stream will incorporate key stakeholders to help drive and deliver
the necessary activities to ensure a smooth transition. The transition will be in close
liaison and consultation with relevant partners and where practicable with the public.

8.13 Transition planning assumptions
8.13.1 This plan is based on the following assumptions:

•
•
•
•
•

•
•
•

Satisfactory feedback from the HO will be received in respect of the Gloucestershire
proposals.
Independent Assessment will take no longer than eight weeks.
Home Office consideration of the LBC following the Independent Assessment could
require more time.
That the Home Secretary makes an order under S.4A of GFRSs Act 2004 (as
amended).
Implementation of the Governance model will require the creation of a new Fire and
Rescue Authority by statutory instrument. The Fire and Rescue Services Act 2004 gives
the Secretary of State the power to make an order which makes the PCC the FRA for
the area covered by the order. The order will also provide “for the creation of a
corporation sole” as the FRA for the area specified in the order (s.4A). Finalisation of
the Order will take two to three months.
A statutory transfer scheme will be required to move staff, contracts and assets to the
new FRA. This business case assumes a staff consultation process of three months.
The timing of this will be subject to discussion between the PCC and GFRA.
Current assumptions based on the timings specified by the Home Office, and factoring
in Independent Assessment, the earliest target implementation date for the new
governance arrangements will be after the 2020 PCC elections.
Transfer during the financial year is possible through defined CIPFA procedures and so
does not constrain this timetable.
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8.14 Implementation post transfer
8.14.1 Following transfer, work will begin to realise the ideas set out in this business case.

•
•
•

A Police, Fire and Crime Plan will be developed that would set out how economy,
efficiency and effectiveness could be improved in order to protect frontline services.
The estates strategies of both organisations will be reviewed to develop a single
‘community safety estate’ strategy that would seek to bring in other partners as well.
Data analysis and the implementation of data sharing structures will be put in place to
strengthen collaborative working.

8.14.2 At the point of transfer a new corporate governance scheme will be implemented

8.15 Risk Management
8.15.1 Proactive risk management will form part of the transition to the Governance model, this

means:
• Establishing and maintaining a risk log.
• Ensuring that each risk is owned by a named responsible individual.
• Carrying out regular risk reviews and setting target dates for mitigation.
• Providing strategic oversight of risks and mitigation by appropriate governance bodies
based on clear thresholds and pathways for escalation.
8.15.2 It should be noted that any plans will maintain as a minimum the existing Fire IRMP

requirements, and there will be no change to the GFRS IRMP on transfer.
8.15.3 The Register also includes risks identified during the development of the case and through

public consultation. The register will be managed through the PCC’s corporate governance
structure
8.15.4 A risk register for implementing the Governance model can be found in supporting

document 10. Risk Register.

8.16 Benefits management
8.16.1 Implementation of the changes will also need to be underpinned by proactive benefits

management arrangements to ensure that the identified benefits are realised as soon as
possible. They will be subject to external scrutiny and may eventually be scrutinised
nationally; Oversight will have regard to the two types of benefit detailed in the Economic
Case:
• Governance benefits (i.e. those benefits directly associated with improvements in the
governance of GFRS).
• Collaboration benefits (i.e. those benefits that flow from collaboration between the two
services, which are enabled and more likely to be realised as a result of the governance
changes).
8.16.2 The approach to benefits realisation includes:

•
•
•
•

Establishing a benefits register.
Identifying clear owners with responsibility for benefits realisation.
Developing common benefits realisation plans.
Regularly reviewing processes and challenge arrangements.
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8.17 Equality impact assessment
8.17.1 The Equality Impact Assessment (EIA) is concerned with anticipating and identifying the

equality consequences of a particular policy / service initiative and ensuring that as far as
possible any negative consequences for a particular group or sector of the community are
eliminated, minimised or counterbalanced by other measures. It also ensures compliance
with the public sector equality duty contained within section 149 of the Equality Act 2010.
The public sector equality duty applies to the nine protected characteristics of:
• Age.
• Religion or belief.
• Disability.
• Sex.
• Gender reassignment.
• Sexual orientation.
• Pregnancy and maternity.
• Marriage and civil partnership.
• Race.
8.17.2 Throughout the development of the business case, consideration has been afforded to

ensuring there would be no negative impact on equality if the proposed new Governance
Model was introduced. The process of an EIA has begun and initial findings, based the
content of the business case and EIAs on similar governance changes, suggest there are
no negative impacts. The full EIA relies on feedback from the public consultation of the
business case and will therefore be submitted to the Home Office alongside the full
business case and published on the OPCC’s website.
8.17.3 The intention of the new Governance Model is to increase the level of public visibility and

accountability in the new governance of GFRS through the revised operation of the
Gloucestershire Constabulary, Fire and Crime Panel and the forms of public accountability
that are associated with the office of PCC. Therefore, the PCC will be able to monitor
compliance with the public sector equality duty and hold the Chief Fire Officer to account
over it. Further, the change will increase effectiveness, efficiency and economy of the
services to the benefit of public safety, therefore all sectors of society benefit.
8.17.4 Each collaboration opportunity would be subject to its own business case before a decision

is made to proceed. Each of there will need to incorporate an EIA to ensure the impact of
any change to the service is fully understood.
8.17.5 The EIA can be found in supporting document 09. Equality Impact Assessment

8.18 Legal review
8.18.1 Full legal due diligence is planned to take place as part of the implementation phase and

has been included as a transition cost in the financial NPV analysis.
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A.

APPENDIX A:
Key facts

1. Gloucestershire County Council Communities and Infrastructure financial information
2. Gloucestershire Fir and Rescue Service financial summary
3. Gloucestershire Constabulary financial summary
4. GFRS and GC combined budgets 2018/19
5. GFRS and GC senior management structure and pay
6. GFRS performance overview
7. Comparison of GCC and OPCC governance
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Gloucestershire County Council Communities and Infrastructure financial information
GFRS budget sits within the Communities and Infrastructure budget area and represents 20% of the total operating budget for the cluster. The total
operating budget for this area for 2018/19 is £80.4m, made up as follows:
Operating budgets for services
within Communities and
Infrastructure cluster
Waste
Highways
Fire and Rescue Service
Integrated Transport Unit
Libraries
Strategic Parking
Regulatory Services
Flood Alleviation
Other Services
Parking
Total operating budget
Add: corporate costs
Total

£m
22.274
18.995
16.012
10.009
3.310
1.886
1.360
1.203
3.287
-2.910
80.428
6.671
87.097
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% of operating
budget
34%
24%
20%
12%
4%
2%
2%
1%
4%
-4%
100%

Gloucestershire Fire and Rescue Service financial summary (1)
2018/19 GFRS funding
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

The OBC showed the GFRS budget for 2018/19 is £19.635m.
The budget for 2018/19 including a capital contribution is £21.458m .
This is made up of the operating budget (as per the GCC budget paper) plus a
number of amendments.
GCC provides GFRS with an operating budget of £16.012m
The County Council do not cross charge for these costs. The amount of
recharges for 2018/19 is estimated by the County Council to be £2.561m. This
represents 16% of the operating budget.
CIPFA return shows a budget for 2018/19 of £17.135m.
The differences between the Operating Budget and the CIPFA Return budget
are shown on the table (right):

GFRS annual operating budgets
Operating budget
Add: recharges from County Council
Add: PFI interest charge
Less: PFI reserve transfer
Add: additional income
Less: civil protection
Budget – before pension adjustment
Less: IAS 19 pension adjustment
Budget per CIPFA return

Previous years budgets for GFRS

•
•
•

The operating budget for GFRS in 2012/13 was £19.248.
The operating budgets for the years from 2012/13 to 2018/19 are shown in the
table (right).
There has been a real term reduction in budgets in that period (based upon
average 1% inflation) of 17.5%.
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GFRS annual
operating budgets
2012/13
2013/14
2014/15
2015/16
2016/17
2017/18
2018/19

£m
19.248
18.260
17.742
16.601
15.663
15.679
16.012

£m
16.012
2.561
2.000
-0.247
-0.650
-0.041
19.635
-2.500
17.135

Gloucestershire Fire and Rescue Service financial summary (2)
GFRS Reserves

•
•

•
•

The projected reserves for the County Council as at 31st March 2018 are shown
in the Budget Paper.
The total projected reserves is £218m, which represents 53% of the budget for
2018/19 (see right)

The earmarked reserves include £4.5m of reserves relating to Fire are shown
on the right.
There do not appear to be any separate capital reserves for GFRS.
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GCC Reserves
Earmarked reserves – non
schools
Earmarked reserves –
schools related
Capital reserves
General fund

£m
96.166
24.483
18.553
78.388

Total reserves

217.590

Budget 2018/19
Reserves as % of budget

413.481
53%

Earmarked reserves for
GFRS
PFI Reserve
Fire Joint Training Centre
(PFI)
Pension Reserve
Total

£m
3.296
1.119
0.127
4.542

Gloucestershire Fire and Rescue Service financial summary (3)
County Council recharges
Cost of support services in GCC 2018/19
Asset Management And Property Services
ICT
Commercial Unit
Strategic Finance
Audit, Insurance and Risk
Pensions
Communications and Engagement
HR Operations and HR Workforce Development
Occupational Health and Safety
Business Services Centre
Other Costs
Strategic Planning, Performance and Change
Executive Support and Information
Archives
Democratic Services
Law and Administration
SHE Unit
Total
Recharged to
Adult Services
Children and Families
Communities and Infrastructure
Technical and Cross Cutting
Business Services
Total

£m
5.500
7.270
0.894
2.237
0.458
-0.060
0.786
1.972
0.238
1.449
0.031
1.858
2.346
0.622
0.260
2.525
0.081
28.467
9.864
10.019
6.671
1.363
0.550
28.467
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•
•
•

The operating budget set for Fire and Rescue Services
does not include support services provided by the
County Council.
A notional charge for these services is allocated to each
business area, including Communities and
Infrastructure
A list of the costs of these services for 2018/19 is
provided (left)

Gloucestershire Constabulary financial summary (1)
2018/19 GC budgets
•
•

GC / OPCC budget 2018/19
Constabulary
Office of the PCC (OPCC)
PCC’s Commissioning Fund
Total

The budget for policing in Gloucestershire for 2018/19 is £111.221m
The table (right) shows how this is allocated:

£m
109.255
0.854
1.112
111.221

2018/19 GC funding

•

•
•
•
•

2018/19 GC funding
Home Office main grant
Legacy Council Tax grant
Collection Fund
Precept
Total

The funding for the budget of £111.221m is made up of the following:

The Home Office allowed all PCCs for 2018/19 to increase their local
council tax precepts by £12 before the need to call a local
referendum. This was an increase of 5.6% for 2018/19.
The budget for 2018/19 was balanced, on the assumption PCCs
increased precepts by based upon a 2% precept increase, after
savings of £1.4m were identified.
The additional funding from the precept increase in Gloucestershire
(£1.7m) was invested in the following priority areas (right):
For 2019/20 the Home Office has allowed PCCs the flexibility to
increase the local council tax precept by £24 before the need to call a
referendum, This is an increase of 10.6% and has resulted in £4.1m
additional investment in priority areas to support the PCC’s Police
and crime Plan and the Constabulary’s Corporate Strategy.
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Additional precept funding
2018/19 allocation
Local policing
Child protection
Body worn video
Swifter, more effective
justice

£m
53.168
6.082
0.955
51.016
111.221

£m
0.779
0.488
0.300
0.174

%
48%
5%
1%
46%
100%

Gloucestershire Constabulary financial summary (2)
Previous years budgets for GC
•
•
•
•

Annual budgets for
Policing in Gloucestershire
2012/13
2013/14
2014/15
2015/16
2016/17
2017/18
2018/19

The operating budgets in 2012/13 were £107.936m. The operating
budgets for the years from 2012/13 to 2018/19 are shown (right).
In the period from 2012/13 to 2017/18 there was a real term reduction
in the budget of 5% (based upon average 1% inflation).
The National Audit Office report published in September 2018 stated
that central government funding has fallen by 30% in real terms since
2010/11.
For the seven years to 31st March 2018 the Constabulary has
identified £32m savings to balance the budget.

£m
107.936
107.151
106.489
105.095
106.527
107.228
111.221

GC Medium Term Financial Plan (MTFP)
•

•

The PCC and the Chief Constable prepare a four year Medium Term
Financial Plan each year as part of the budget setting process. The
figures for the current MTFP, approved in February 2018 are shown
in the table (right)
The Constabulary has identified over £1m savings for 2019/20 and is
currently working to identify the savings for both 2020/21 and
2021/22.

2019/20
2020/21
2021/22
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Funding Expenditure Savings
£m
£m
£m
112.812
113.477
0.665
114.671
115.396
0.725
116.595
117.304
0.709

Gloucestershire Constabulary financial summary (3)
GC capital plans

•
•
•

The capital plans for four years are agreed when the
MTFP is approved.
The plans are reviewed quarterly at Finance Panel by
the PCC and the Chief Constable.
The current capital plans shown (right)

Vehicle replacement
ICT replacement
Existing schemes b/f
New schemes
Total
Funded by
Grant
Revenue contributions
Reserves
Total

2018/19
£m
1.056
0.882
0.420
0.253
2.611

2019/20
£m
3.440
0.550
1.354
0.000
5.344

2020/21
£m
1.440
0.350
0.000
0.000
1.790

2021/22
£m
1.440
0.350
0.00
0.000
1.790

0.371
1.789
0.451
2.611

0.793
3.044
1.507
5.344

0.371
1.149
0.000
1.790

0.371
1.419
0.000
1.790

Reserves
•

•
•

•
•

st

The Reserves Strategy for the four years to 31 March
2022 is published on the OPCC website. This includes
details of the reserves currently held, the purpose of the
reserves and the projected balances by 31st March
2022.
The schedule of reserves is shown (right)
The balance of reserves at 31st March 2018 was
£21.69m, which represents 19.5% of the budget for
2018/19.
The PCC has a strategy to maintain a minimum level of
General Reserve at 5% of the budget.
The PCC considers that reserves should not be used to
fund budget deficits and the MTFP does not assume the
use of reserves for this purpose.

31/03/18 31/03/19 31/03/20 31/03/21 31/03/22
£m
£m
£m
£m
£m
Reserves held in accordance with sound principles of good financial management
General reserve
5.561
5.641
5.734
5.830
5.935
Insurance reserve
0.500
0.500
0.500
0.500
0.500
National projects and
4.000
5.000
4.000
4.000
4.000
initiatives reserve
Vehicle reserve
0.992
0.992
0.400
0.400
0.400
Total
12.053
11.133
10.634
10.730
10.834
Funding for planned expenditure on projects and programmes over the current MTFP
Estate reserve
1.000
0.500
0.000
0.000
0.000
ICT reserve
5.853
4.500
3.000
1.500
0.000
Specific funds
2.784
1.600
0.400
0.400
0.000
Total
9.637
6.600
3.400
1.900
0.000
Total projected reserves
21.690
17.733
14.034
12.630
10.835
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Gloucestershire Fire and Rescue Service and Gloucestershire Constabulary combined budgets
The combined budgets for Fire and Police in Gloucestershire for 2018/19 would be £133m
Fire
£m
Employee costs
Wholetime Firefighters
Retained Firefighters
Police Officers
PCSOs
Staff
Total
Training
Other employee expenses
IAS 19 pension adjustment
Total employee costs
Premises
Transport
Supplies and services
Support services
Capital charges
PFI interest charge
Commissioning Fund
Total Expenditure
Grants
Income
Net expenditure
Total OPCC and Police
Combined Fire and Police budgets

Constabulary
£m

OPCC
£m

8.213
2.116

1.921
12.250
0.541
0.527
2.500
15.818
2.161
1.137
2.790
1.513
1.823
2.000
27.242
-5.138
-0.646
21.458
111.221
132.679
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60.930
3.974
24.869
89.773
0.469
0.761
0.000
91.003
6.873
2.194
14.450
1.065
2.105

117.690
-5.031
-3.404
109.255

0.710
0.710

0.710
0.000
0.011
0.073
0.060

1.112
1.966

1.966

Gloucestershire Fire and Rescue Service and Gloucestershire Constabulary staff (1)
GFRS and GC senior management structure and pay

Gloucestershire Fire and Rescue Service

Gloucestershire Constabulary

Chief Fire Officer
Deputy Chief Fire Officer
Assistant Chief Fire Officer

Chief Constable
Deputy Chief Constable
Assistant Chief Constable

Description
Senior Leadership group cost
Annual gross expenditure 2016/17
(Includes support services costs)
% of senior management cost of total budget

Total
£418k

Description
Senior Leadership group cost
Annual gross expenditure 2016/17
(Includes support services costs)
% of senior management cost of total budget

£19.635m
2%
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Total
£487k
£111.221m
0.44%

Gloucestershire Fire and Rescue Service and Gloucestershire Constabulary staff (2)
GFRS Staff
The following information has been requested from GCC and is outstanding:
• Staff numbers for 2017/18 and budgeted staff numbers for 2018/19
• A list of estate that could be transferred to an independent Fire Service. Some of these properties will be subject to PFI contracts. The County
Council have stated that details of these contracts will be shared if and when a decision to move governance is made.
• A list of vehicles and equipment that would transfer.
GC officers and staff
•
•
•

The budgeted number of officers and staff as at 31st March 2019
(from the Budget Paper) is 1,853fte.
This split between staff is shown (right)
This includes the growth approved for 2018/19 for 23 officers and 7
staff

Officers
Police and Community Support Officers
Staff
Total

Number FTE
1055
116
682
1853

GC staff levels over time
•
•
•

The number of employees has reduced from 2,186fte in 2010 to
1,826fte for 2017,
This is a reduction of 16%.
This included a 19% reduction in the number of police officers.

Officers
Staff
PCSOs
Total
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31/03/10
FTE
1309
729
148
2186

31/03/17
FTE
1060
650
116
1826

Difference
FTE
%
-249
-19%
-79
-11%
-32
-22%
-360
-16%

GFRS performance overview (1)
GFA Comparator Groups
South West
Avon
Cornwall
Devon & Somerset
Gloucestershire
Isles of Scilly
Dorset & Wiltshire*
*Note: Dorset & Wiltshire combined post 2016/017,
prior to this separate FRAs.

Sources of information for performance summary


Fire statistics data tables: www.gov.uk/government/statistical-data-sets/fire-statistics-datatables
o https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachm
ent_data/file/754333/fire-statistics-data-tables-fire0102-nov2018.xlsx
o https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachm
ent_data/file/748419/fire-statistics-data-tables-fire1201-oct18.xlsx
o https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachm
ent_data/file/748816/fire-statistics-data-tables-fire1202-oct18.xlsx
o https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachm
ent_data/file/771329/fire-statistics-data-tables-fire1001-jan2019.xlsx



GFRS 2017/18 Statement of Assurance:
https://www.gloucestershire.gov.uk/media/2084417/gfrs-statement-of-assurance2017_2018.pdf



Fire Governance Review – Final report on the case for change and options analysis, PA
Consulting (September 2017): https://www.gloucestershire-pcc.gov.uk/media/3461/pa-fireand-police-governance-final-report.pdf

Significant rural areas50
Bedfordshire
Buckinghamshire
Cheshire
Derbyshire
Dorset
East Sussex
Essex
Gloucestershire
Hereford & Worcester
Humberside
Kent
Leicestershire
Northamptonshire
Staffordshire
Warwickshire
West Sussex

50

Please note the data in this section has been updated for the LBC with more current data from
www.gov.uk/government/statistical-data-sets/fire-statistics-data-tables and errors rectified as
noted by GCC in feedback to the LBC – see supporting document 03. Correspondence from
GCC (GFRS FRA)

Research into Drivers of Service Costs in Rural Areas Fire and Rescue Statistics Analysis, DCLG/DEFRA (November 2014), page 7.
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GFRS performance overview (2)
Primary fires
Number of incidents
England
South West
Significant rural
areas
Gloucestershire

2010/11

2011/12

2012/13

2013/14

2014/15

2015/16

2016/17

2017/18

92,245
1,483

86,982
1,396

74,709
1,229

73,225
1,225

71,113
1,185

73,466
1,202

74,912
1,224

74,187
1,231

1,608

1,514

1,299

1,289

1,243

1,289

1,325

1,287

967

938

774

849

786

790

778

765

11/12 v
10/11

12/13 v
11/12

13/14 v
12/13

14/15 v
13/14

15/16 v
14/15

16/17 v
15/16

17/18 v
16/17

17/18 v
10/11

-6%
-6%

-14%
-12%

-2%
0%

-3%
-3%

+3%
+1%

+2%
+2%

-1%
+1%

-20%
-17%

-6%

-14%

-1%

-4%

+4%

+3%

-3%

-20%

-3%

-17%

+10%

-7%

+1%

-2%

-2%

-21%

Percentage difference

England
South West
Significant rural
areas
Gloucestershire

Response times (minutes and seconds)
2010/11

2011/12

2012/13

2013/14

2014/15

2015/16

2016/17

2017/18

England

8m 16s

8m 11s

8m 11s

8m 23s

South West

9m 41s

8m 14s

9m 45s

8m 29s

8m 45s
10m
28s

8m 48s
10m
32s

8m 45s
10m
25s

Significant rural
areas

9m 02s

8m 58s

9m 02s

9m 19s

9m 38s

9m 54s

9m 54s

Gloucestershire

9m 52s

9m 40s

9m 26s

10m
34s

10m
40s

10m
23s

10m
47s

8m 45s
10m
22s
10m
06s
11m
03s
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GFRS performance overview (3)
Dwelling fires
Number of incidents
England
South West
Significant rural
areas
Gloucestershire

2010/11

2011/12

2012/13

2013/14

2014/15

2015/16

2016/17

2017/18

36,602
564

35,403
532

33,295
516

31,908
496

31,332
478

31,371
488

30,345
489

30,784
524

575

557

531

508

503

507

497

497

333

336

329

316

317

340

312

303

11/12 v
10/11

12/13 v
11/12

13/14 v
12/13

14/15 v
13/14

15/16 v
14/15

16/17 v
15/16

17/18 v
16/17

17/18 v
10/11

-3%
-6%

-6%
-3%

-4%
-4%

-2%
-4

0%
+2%

-3%
0%

+1%
7%

-16%
-7%

-3%

-5%

-4%

-1%

+1%

-2%

0%

-14%

+1%

-2%

-4%

0%

7%

-8%

-3%

-9%

Percentage difference

England
South West
Significant rural
areas
Gloucestershire

Response times (minutes and seconds)
2010/11

2011/12

2012/13

2013/14

2014/15

2015/16

2016/17

2017/18

England
South West
Significant rural
areas

7m 24s
8m 41s

7m 14s
7m 20s

7m 23s
7m 41s

7m 25s
7m 33s

7m 45s
7m 57s

7m 42s
9m 10s

7m 42s
8m 00s

7m 44s
9m 27s

8m 07s

7m 51s

8m 09s

8m 05s

8m 33s

8m 38s

8m 44s

8m 55s

Gloucestershire

8m 37s

8m 27s

9m 05s

9m 11s

9m 55s

9m 40s

10m
07s

9m 43s
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GFRS performance overview (4)
Secondary fires
Number of incidents
England
South West
Significant rural
areas
Gloucestershire

2010/11

2011/12

2012/13

2013/14

2014/15

2015/16

2016/17

2017/18

128,477
1,231

131,124
1,214

72,497
720

92,131
898

78,740
781

84,582
808

82,831
775

89,038
832

1,752

1,915

1,008

1,247

1,040

1,159

1,178

1,246

741

854

399

503

410

569

476

554

11/12 v
10/11

12/13 v
11/12

13/14 v
12/13

14/15 v
13/14

15/16 v
14/15

16/17 v
15/16

17/18 v
16/17

17/18 v
10/11

+2%
-1%

-45%
-41%

27%
+25%

-15%
-13%

+7%
+4%

-2%
-4%

+7%
+7%

-31%
-32%

+9%

-47%

+24%

-17%

+11%

+2%

+6%

-29%

+15%

-53%

+26%

-18%

39%

-16%

+16%

-25%

Percentage difference

England
South West
Significant rural
areas
Gloucestershire

Response times (minutes and seconds)
2010/11

2011/12

2012/13

2013/14

2014/15

2015/16

2016/17

2017/18

8m 35s
10m
01s

8m 37s

8m 22s
9m 28s

9m 03s
10m
59s

9m 15s
10m
54s

9m 09s
11m
16s

9m 10s

8m 08s

8m 42s
10m
38s

Significant rural
areas

8m 52s

8m 55s

8m 47s

9m 08s

9m 35s

9m 48s

9m 52s

9m 52s

Gloucestershire

9m 21s

9m 34s

9m 32s

9m 57s

10m
03s

10m
14s

10m
31s

10m
31s

England
South West
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9m 02s

GFRS performance overview (5)
Fire protection and prevention (1):
Home Fire Risk Safety Checks carried out by year
2010/11

England
South West
Significant rural
areas
Gloucestershire

2012/13

2013/14

2014/15

2015/16

2016/17

2017/18

775,019

2011/12
713,796

701,621

626,706

609,261

581,364

590,198

576,040

7,243

5,478

5,351

5,158

5,532

7,259

6,708

7,354

13003

10520

9844

9461

9335

9745

10272

10488

2,896

2,912

2,975

3,635

4,156

6,294

7,147

7,649

11/12 v
10/11

12/13 v
11/12

13/14 v
12/13

14/15 v
13/14

15/16 v
14/15

16/17 v
15/16

17/18 v
16/17

17/18 v
10/11

-8%
-24%

-2%
-2%

-11%
-4%

-3%
7%

-5%
31%

2%
-8%

-2%
10%

-26%
2%

-19%

-6%

-4%

-1%

4%

5%

2%

-19%

1%

2%

22%

14%

51%

14%

7%

164%

Percentage difference

England
South West
Significant rural
areas
Gloucestershire

Safe and well visits and Home Fire Safety checks carried out in Gloucestershire
Home Fire
Safety Checks
Safe & Well
Checks

2010/11

2011/12

2012/13

2013/14

2014/15

2015/16

2016/17

2017/18

2,896

2,912

2,975

3,635

4,156

6,294

7,147

7,649

3084

4145

6165

7146

7645

The PA Consulting report noted that over the period 2010/11 to 2015/16, the number of Home Fire Risk Assessments
increased by 117.3%. Over the same period, HFRAs in England reduced by 25%.
By updating the PA Consulting report with more recent data from the Government Statistics website, it is clear there has
been an increased focus on prevention. Over this updated period (2017/18 compared to 2010/11), HFRAs have
increased by 164.1%.
HFRAs are not reported in the annual Statement of Assurance reports from GFRS however Safe and Well checks are.
Although the Statement of Assurance is not reporting the same figures shown on the Government statistics site, there is
a similar trajectory for Safe & Well checks as for Home Fire Risk Assessments. Whichever dataset is used, the figures
show the priority to deliver more community risk work. This is in response to the 2013 Peer Review, particularly in
support of health priorities.
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GFRS performance overview (6)
Fire protection and prevention (2):
Fire Safety Audits carried out by year
2010/11

2011/12

England
South West
Significant rural
areas
Gloucestershire

2012/13

2013/14

2014/15

2015/16

2016/17

2017/18

75,543
825

67,266
760

58,827
577

63,201
540

54,247
456

49,423
496

1524

1248

1002

871

731

739

887

785

732

397

237

277

13/14 v
12/13

14/15 v
13/14

15/16 v
14/15

16/17 v
15/16

17/18 v
16/17

17/18 v
10/11

-11%
-8%

-13%
-24%

+7%
-6%

-14%
-15%

-9%
9%

-53%
-66%

-18%

-20%

-13%

-16%

+1%

-106%

-11%

-7%

-46%

-40%

+17%

-220%

Percentage difference
11/12 v
10/11

England
South West
Significant rural
areas
Gloucestershire

12/13 v
11/12

Fire safety visits are inspections carried out by fire safety
inspectors of premises and relevant documentation to
ascertain how the premises are managed in terms of fire
safety. Inspectors may talk to staff (if relevant) to confirm their
level of fire safety awareness.
According to the data available via Government Statistics
website, Gloucestershire is carrying out fewer fire safety audits
than compared to peers. In 2017/18, 277 audits were carried
out in Gloucestershire. In the South West an average of 496.2
audits were carried out by the FRAs and in those areas
deemed ‘significant rural’, an average of 739 audits were
carried out per FRA.
The outcome of those visits in Gloucestershire (either deemed
satisfactory or unsatisfactory) is in line with other ‘significant
rural’ areas but less were deemed unsatisfactory by GFRS
compared to the South West and nationally.
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Comparison of GCC and OPCC governance (1)
GCC
Structure

Purpose

Environment
and
Communities
Scrutiny
Committee
(ECSC)

Carry out an overview and scrutiny function
for highways, waste management,
planning, transport and other
environmental services; the fire and rescue
service, emergency management, trading
standards, registration service and
coroners; libraries and information and
lifelong learning. Also to scrutinise actions
and decisions under the Crime and
Disorder Act 1998 in relation to their crime
and disorder functions.

OPCC
Meeting
frequency
Bi-monthly

Structure

Purpose

Joint
Independent
Audit
Committee

Provides assurance and audit of
corporate governance to the Chief
Constable and PCC.

Meeting
frequency
Quarterly

Additional comment from GCC *

Additional comment from GCC*

Infrastructure
and Economy
Finance,
Performance
and Risk

Focussed on scrutinising finance and
performance.

Quarterly

Accountability
and
Performance
Meeting

Fulfils the PCC’s statutory obligation to
hold the Chief Constable to account for
running the Force and provides a forum
for discussing exception reporting
and/or strategic issues with a register,
action plan and timescales.
Additional comment from GCC*
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Monthly

GCC
Structure

Purpose

Oversight and
Scrutiny
Management
Committee

Direct, carry out and monitor the overview
and scrutiny functions of the County
Council.
Scrutiny of the FRS is delegated to the
ECSC. The Chair of the ECSC sits on this
group and can escalate any issues as
appropriate.

OPCC
Meeting
frequency
Ad hoc

Structure

Purpose

Governance
Board

Enables monthly decision making and
recording of decisions. Includes issues
referred by any other board, panel,
group or meeting. Ensures that the PCC
has oversight of all matters within his
areas of responsibility and enables the
PCC to make a final decision on any
matters raised.

Meeting
frequency
Monthly

Additional comment from GCC*
Additional comment from GCC*

Cabinet

Principally to formulate detailed policies
and proposals for delivery of services
within the policy and budgetary framework
that is set by the full Council.

Bi-monthly

Finance Panel

Responsible for making key decisions
where significant change or impact will
affect two or more communities or wards,
expenditure or savings exceeding £500k
are concerned.

A monthly discussion forum for strategic
financial and budget monitoring issues
across all areas of GC and the OPCC.
This ensures that all members are up to
date on finance matters and emerging
issues.

Monthly

Additional comment from GCC*

Additional comment from GCC*

Full Council

Sets the broad policy and budgetary
framework of the Council.

Bi-monthly

Holding to
account
meetings

Additional comment from GCC
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Weekly meetings between the PCC and
Chief Constable to discuss emerging
and ongoing issues. Topics of
discussion are published here. Meetings

Weekly

GCC
Structure

Purpose

OPCC
Meeting
frequency

Structure

Purpose
are webcast on a quarterly basis.
Additional comment from GCC*

Additional comment from GCC*

* See supporting document 03. Correspondence from GCC (GFRS FRA)
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Meeting
frequency

Comparison of GCC and OPCC governance (2)
Theme
Accessibility of meetings

GCC

OPCC



All key governance meetings including Full
Council, Cabinet and the Environment Scrutiny
Committee are open to the public.
Cabinet meetings are not open to the public.



Meetings are not held in public.

Full Council meeting is recorded and available
online.
There are plans to make all meetings live
streamed.



Joint Audit Committee meeting agenda and key
decisions from Governance Board are available
online.
Holding to account themes are published also and
quarterly meetings webcast. Available to view live
or after.

Open meetings include Full Council, Cabinet and
the Environment Scrutiny Committee which are all
bi-monthly.



Members of the public attend Full Council most
regularly out of all the meetings.
Public attendance at Environment Scrutiny
Committee is low however there was public
attendance when the FRS IRMP was discussed.




Openness of decision-making




Frequency of meetings

Public attendance












Joint Audit Committee is quarterly and other
meetings are monthly.
Holding to account meetings are weekly. Themes
are published on the OPCC website and also
reported to the Police and Crime Panel. On a
quarterly basis holding to account meetings are
webcast live via Facebook Live and available on
the OPCC website thereafter.
The PCC attends a number of public and
community events – these are published on an
online calendar.
Webcasts are accessible live and on demand
after key events.

Correspondence received to
governance bodies



The PA report noted that in one 12 month period
(2016/17) there had been two questions raised to
Full Council in relation to the FRS; both of which
relate to PCC and FRS governance.



1,428 items of email and mail communication
received on average a year (five year period
2013-2027).

Complaints



GFRS received no complaints to the corporate
complaints team.



293 complaints received by email and post on
average a year (five year period 2013-2017).
Many complaints redirected to GC in line with
police regulations and legislation. Complaints are
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Theme

GCC

OPCC
reported via the Chief Executive’s report to the
Police and Crime Panel on a quarterly basis and
includes analysis of trends.

Public participation in consultation






The IRMP Operational Review went out to public
consultation which had 263 respondents



Outreach (including hard-to-reach
groups) by governance bodies



The GFRS have events such as roadshows to
highlight the work they do. Public engagement
with these has been low.

Additional comment from GCC
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14 public consultations since 2013
Businesses are consulted annually and there is a
budget consultation when there are particular
budgetary changes to consult on each year
Other recent consultations include the Police and
Crime Plan (63 respondents, 2016) and
community safety review (60 respondents, 2016).
Current consultation – needs assessment of
victim’s services within the county to inform the
new victim’s services contract.
The PCC attends a wide range of community
informal and formal events e.g. Impact Day in the
Moors, a neighbourhood in Cheltenham

B.

APPENDIX B:
Collaboration opportunities

1. Current emergency services collaboration in Gloucestershire
 Published information from Gloucestershire Fire and Rescue Service
 Information provided by Gloucestershire County Council
 Published information from Gloucestershire Constabulary
2. Current detailed police and fire collaboration in Gloucestershire
 Emergency Services Collaboration action plan
3. Estates collaboration high level financial benefits
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Current emergency services collaboration in Gloucestershire
Published information from Gloucestershire Fire and Rescue Service (Integrated Risk Management Plan 2018-21, page 4)
Emergency Services Collaboration
“The Policing and Crime Act has formalised existing working arrangements already established in Gloucestershire”
Emergency services play an essential part in serving our communities and keeping them safe. Whilst the police, fire and rescue service and ambulance
service all have distinct frontline roles, it is clear that close collaboration between them can provide real benefits for the public and help each Service better
meet the demands and challenges they face.
The Policing and Crime Act 2017 further reforms policing and enables important changes that aim to build capacity, improve efficiency and increase public
confidence. One of the main provisions places a duty on police, fire and ambulance services to work together. It potentially offers increased opportunities to
improve operational and preventative effectiveness to ensure we are all working together for a safer Gloucestershire.
However, Collaboration is not a new concept; it is something Gloucestershire Fire and Rescue Service has been successfully delivering on over the past four
years. We are already engaged in a vast range of successful collaborative arrangements, some of which have been nationally recognised and applauded.
Much has been achieved in order to increase effectiveness and efficiency through excellent joint working between Gloucestershire Constabulary,
Gloucestershire Fire and Rescue Service and SWASFT.
Collaboration has already produced positive results and forged strong links between partners. All collaboration activities have the same overarching
objectives; to drive efficiencies, reduce unnecessary demand for services and improve outcomes for the community of Gloucestershire.
Established examples include but are not limited to:
 Headquarters; shared by GFRS, Gloucestershire Constabulary and other teams including Trading Standards, Civil Protection, Social Care Emergency
Teams (including mental health crisis team),
 Tri-Service workshop; shared by the 3 blue light services
 Gloucester South Fire Station; provides shared facilities with SWASFT, British Red Cross and Severn Area Rescue Association

‘Concerns for Safety’; Response at the request of SWASFT to gain entry into properties when there is genuine concern for someone’s welfare. GFRS
have taken on this role to create capacity within the Police and utilise these incidents to inform follow up fire safety prevention
 Aston Project; Police and GFRS working together to deliver early intervention for young people
 Co-responder Scheme; firefighters in rural areas provide ‘first person on scene’ emergency medical assistance to lifethreatening incidents on behalf of
SWASFT
GFRS recognises the opportunity to do more and has future collaboration plans, which include:
 Safe and Well visits that include crime prevention and wider social care assessments
 Closer working on arson prevention

Full and unrestricted access to all fire stations for blue light services.
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Published information from Gloucestershire Constabulary (‘Our approach to collaboration’ via GC website)
Gloucestershire Constabulary and the Gloucestershire Office of the Police and Crime Commissioner (OPCC) are committed to working collaboratively where
this:
 supports the delivery of the Police and Crime Plan
 builds resilience, capability and capacity to provide the best possible overall service to our communities
 enables longer-term operational effectiveness and economy through greater interoperability, integration or joint-working of policing and public services
 achieves value for money through economies of scale, increased efficiency, greater effectiveness, or improved potential for sustainable deliver
Purpose of collaboration
Our approach is positive but in line with our dual statutory duties to collaborate and to secure value for money for our communities. We will be:
 open-minded: deliver services collaboratively unless there are good operational or financial reasons not to do so
 flexible and inclusive: consider emerging opportunities and new partners, and seek to keep future options for development open
 strengths-based and equitable: work with our partners to recognise and capitalise on our different strengths and encourage relationships which allow
fair compromise to achieve positive outcomes for our communities
 evidence-led: ensure solutions have been comprehensively assessed and demonstrate a real understanding of risks, demand, cost and resource
allocation
 realistic: ensure plans are sustainable and – where predicted – savings are achievable and timescales realistic
 operationally visible: in our operational collaborations and partnerships, we will not support any decisions or actions which would be likely to diminish
or undermine the identity and brand of ‘Gloucestershire Constabulary’ as an independent, county based police force as a fully participating component of
UK policing.
These principles do not prevent us from working collaboratively with our partners outside the bounds of formal collaboration agreements to secure the best
outcomes and value for our communities.
Focus and key partners
In line with the Police and Crime Plan, the Constabulary and OPCC seek opportunities to develop our relationships with our closest neighbours in the South
West and other adjoining forces to ensure the Constabulary is fully interoperable and policing our borders is seamless. We will maintain a strong focus on
opportunities to increase interoperability, effectiveness and efficiency through alignment of ICT platforms and systems.
The Constabulary and OPCC have agreed and support the national NPCC and APCC's ‘Policing Vision 2025’. Our approach is to do this through a mix of
greater national alignment, engagement in non-geographical policing collaborations, regional policing collaborations and local partnerships and other
initiatives with statutory and non-statutory partners within the county (especially in the field of community safety).
Operational policing: national, regional and sub-regional police partners
We are committed to building operational collaboration with national, regional and sub-regional policing partners to enable us to build greater consistency
and interoperability, and enable us to keep communities safe from national threats that require cross-boundary police response.
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Our current national collaborations are:
 National Police Air Service (NPAS)
 Op Temperer
 National Ballistics Intelligence Service
 National Police Chiefs’ Council (NPCC) and National Police Coordination Centre (NPoCC)
 National Criminal Records Office (NCRO)
 National Vehicle Crime Intelligence Service
 National Wildlife Crime Unit
 National Police Freedom of Information and Data Protection Unit
 National agreements for CHIS and property interference
authorisations.










We are working on projects to deliver:
 A national business case for future delivery of specialist capabilities
across the police service
 South West and South Wales expansion of counter-terrorism firearms
specialist officers (armed officer uplift)
 Regional implementation of the Emergency Services Network (ESN) in
the South West
 Further regional development of ROCU core capabilities (organised
crime group mapping)
 A three-force single ‘STORM’ platform with (Avon & Somerset and
Wiltshire) funded through the Police Innovation Fund





Our current regional collaborations are:
South West Regional Counter-Terrorism Intelligence Unit (CTIU)
South West Regional Organised Crime Unit (ROCU)
South West Regional Intelligence Unit
South West Regional Asset Recovery Team
Regional RIPA Authorisations agreements
Specialist Operations (with Avon & Somerset and Wiltshire) - including
a joint firearms training facility ‘Blackrock’
Major Crime Investigation (with Avon & Somerset and Wiltshire).

A future operating model for local Digital Intelligence and
Investigations (with Durham and Essex) through the Police
Transformation Fund project ‘Crystallise’
A business case for delivery of a collaborative ICT platform (with
Durham and Essex, supported by Wiltshire) to deliver DII and wider
services
Development of the Citizens in Policing national strategy and
approach through a Police Transformation Fund collaboration between
all 43 forces

Business support: mix of police and non-police partners
We are committed to building collaboration in delivery of business support functions in line with the NPCC and Association of Police and Crime
Commissioners’ (APCC) vision 2025. This will involve a mix of policing and non-policing partners to best preserve and support frontline services. Our current
collaborations are:
 South West Police Procurement Department (SWPPD), a four force
 a co-located Control Room and Fleet workshops with Gloucestershire
collaboration with Devon & Cornwall, Dorset and Wiltshire
Fire & Rescue and South West Ambulance Service Trust
 South West collaboration for the management of Home Office grants
 a co-located police reception and neighbourhood services with
Tewkesbury Borough Council
 a 25 force vehicle procurement consortium
 payroll and internal audit services with Gloucestershire County Council
 a 19 force agreement for procurement of forensic analytical services
Local community safety and victim care: local statutory and community partners
We work with a range of valued local partners to deliver community safety across Gloucestershire. We continue to drive this through active partnerships,
collaborations, engagement and commissioning of local services.
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Our current collaborations and co-commissioned collaborative services are:
 Sexual Assault Referral Centre (SARC) with NHS England and
Gloucestershire Clinical Commissioning Group
 Youth Support Services with Gloucestershire County Council, Youth
Justice Board , National Probation Service, Public Health and Clinical
Commissioning Group
 Alcohol Arrest Referral and Drug Arrest Referral with Gloucestershire
County Council and Gloucestershire Clinical Commissioning Group
 Perpetrator Scheme – domestic abuse with Gloucestershire County
Council and the Clinical Commissioning Group






Objectives 2017-18
Our key objectives in 2017-18 are to:
 Determine potential opportunities and benefits of greater collaboration
with Gloucestershire Fire & Rescue Service operationally and in
respect of the Policing and Crime Act ‘duty to collaborate’
 Deliver our contribution to the national armed officer uplift in line with
national timescales
 Ensure successful delivery of Police Transformation Funded projects
on Digital Intelligence and Investigations, development of a




Rough Sleepers with Gloucestershire County Council, the Clinical
Commissioning Group and the six district councils
a co-located Crisis Team within the Force Control Room with
Gloucestershire Clinical Commissioning Group and the Together Trust
Integrated Offender Management with Youth Services and Probation
‘Great Expectations’ and ‘Solace’ integrated teams to divert young
people from gangs and address ASB with Young Gloucestershire,
local authorities and third sector partners

collaborative service platform and the National Citizens in Policing
strategy
Scope opportunities and benefits of moving to a police collaborated
managed service for HR and other transactional business support
services
Work to maintain standards of local provision for victims of sexual
assault through the Sexual Assault Referral Centre (SARC).

The following information was provided in consultation feedback from GCC (see supporting document 03. Correspondence from GCC (GFRS
FRA)):
The following are examples of successful collaborations with the Police:
• Joint strategic working with Safer Gloucestershire Partnership
• Shared estates at Lydney and GTEC
• Leadership training ILM5
• Exercising through the Local Resilience Forum (LRF)
• Blue light training through the LRF
• Joint Marauding Terrorist Firearms Training
• Sharing of incident ground welfare facilities (imminent)
• Shared use of SkillZONE for police

•
•
•
•
•
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Joint fire investigations involving death, serious injury, significant
financial loss.
National Interagency Liaison Officer training
PCSO access to all fire stations
A joint approach to wellbeing e.g. TRIM
Joint approach to missing persons utilising GFRS rescue expertise
and equipment

Other Successful Collaborations other than the Police include:
• GP Surgeries and Hospitals: As part of the safety agenda for the most vulnerable safe and well visits are integral in hospitals and doctors
surgeries in various ways to enhance the safety of the most vulnerable.
• Community Hospitals and Adult Social Care: Working closely with community hospitals and adult social care to provide the advices and support to
the most vulnerable and allowing them to feel safe on leaving primary care.
• Mental Health Services: As part of the Mental Health Crisis Care Concordat, GFRS work closely with other agencies to provide training and
advice to those working with the most vulnerable in relation to dementia or mental health issues. These agencies include Gloucestershire Clinical
Commissioning Group, Gloucestershire Care Services NHS Trust, Gloucestershire Hospitals NHS Foundation Trust, 2gether NHS Foundation
Trust, NHS England, South Western Ambulance Service NHS Foundation Trust, Gloucestershire Constabulary, Gloucestershire Police and Crime
Commissioner, the Samaritans, Healthwatch Gloucestershire, Turning Point, County Community Projects, Rethink, Carers Gloucestershire and
the Independence Trust.
• Out-of-Hours GPs and Paramedic teams: GFRS works closely with the ambulance service to provide co responding and support for nurses and to
help reduce pressures on partner agencies GFRS incorporate the following into their Safe and Well Visits:
o Falls assessments
o Other agency assessment e.g. Telecare, gearing impaired equipment
o Equipment supply and fitting at point of visit (specialist equipment)
• Telecare Responder Service: The Telecare initiative provides significant social return on investment with care home placements, ambulance,
emergency admissions and hospital stays, police, local authorities and fire and rescue service call outs avoided or reduced. In 2017/18 GFRS
attended 1,312 Telecare calls.
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Current detailed police and fire collaboration in Gloucestershire
Emergency Services Collaboration Action Plan
KEY
Priority scale:
H: High priority
M: Medium priority
L: Low priority

Activity

RAG status:
Barriers to progression
Likely to progress
Able to progress
Action completed (business as usual)

Timescale:
Long term:
Medium term:
Short term:

RAG
status

Rationale

Vision, strategic governance and leadership
Establish clear strategic
To produce a clear Governance framework
ownership and governance of
to identify strategic owners and align these
Blue light Collaboration within
to collaboration work streams.
Gloucestershire.
Design meeting framework in
To provide direction and ensure progress is
support of the strategic
made via the governance structure.
governance structure.
Enabling joint working with
To ensure integrated partnership working
Regional SW Emergency
and aligning strategic and tactical owners to
services Collaboration
attend relevant governance boards.
Programme.
Enabling joint strategic
To ensure integrated partnership working
working with Safer
and aligning strategic and tactical owners to
Gloucestershire partnerships.
attend relevant governance boards.
Estate, Fleet and Finance
Scope the integration of TriExploration of collaborative opportunities for
Service vehicle workshops
fleet management will facilitate collaborative
and shared fleet management. opportunities. This will realise efficiencies
and effectiveness for both services in
actively encouraging shared facilities,
procurement and management.

115

Qtr4+
Qtr2 – Qtr4
Qtr4 – Qtr2

2019 onwards
2018/18
2017/18

Priority
status

Timescale

H

S

H

S

H

S

H

S

Links established through memberships of
respective groups. Activity in action plan in
support of CSP activity agreed and ongoing.

H

M-L

Exploratory work on hold due to difficulties in
recruiting fleet manager by GC. Post now no
longer vacant and agreed that scoping work
will be a priority.

Note
Following negotiation, it was agreed that the
PCC would chair the Emergency Services
Collaboration Board. Terms of Reference for
Board agreed.
Gold, Silver and Bronze structure agreed to
deliver activity contained in action plan.
Terms of reference in place.
Representation from OPCC, GC and GFRS at
regional collaboration meetings established.

Workshop demand has increased following
move to manage GCC fleet and implications

Activity

Enhance police and fire
control to enable greater
integration and resilience.

RAG
status

Rationale

Revisit previous business case to ascertain
whether identified benefits are still possible
and potential new benefits to be identified
and explore learning opportunities from
other areas.

Priority
status

H

Timescale

L

Note
of this will need to be understood in relation to
ability for emergency services to pursue
collaboration.
Opportunities for collaboration minimal
presently due to current differences in
operative roles, IT, command and control, etc.
For example, fire control room staff currently
provides the local response for telecare
services.

Specific focus – major incident management

Enable access to estate
across all emergency services
wherever possible. This will
be to varying degrees as
determined by local need.

Scope fire stations for
suitability to transform to multi
service - ‘Tri or Bi Service
Centres’ with priority given particularly in rural areas

Full and unrestricted access to estate in the
county for blue light services.

This would improve visibility and therefore
reassurance in rural communities.
Colocation will help support joint
neighbourhood planning and wider
aspirations around ongoing operational
activity.

M

H

Effective sharing of resources will realise
both capital and revenue savings benefitting
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S

M

Opportunities for closer integration have been
identified however, particularly in light of
recommendations from the Kerslake report.
Integration to be explored for the next 5, 10
and 15 years particularly in relation to IT
procurement and training however potential
for a full merger of services is not deemed
plausible at present.
Access to fire estate underway especially for
PCSOs. Provides opportunity for partnership
development and relationship building across
services.
Fire access to Waterwells (Police HQ café
facilities) established although it is recognised
that the ability to access all police buildings is
limited due to security.
Estate for exploration identified and agreed by
Governance Board and Gold Group.
Confirmation from GCC that the FRA has no
intention to invest in collaborative
developments in fire stations due to current
estate being deemed as fit for fire operational
purposes. Governance Board agreed that this
constituted a difference in vision for estate

Activity

RAG
status

Rationale

Priority
status

Timescale

all organisations involved. This could
support savings requirements for all public
services or be reinvested into front-line
provision (for example).

Audit and report on
opportunities to share assets /
specialist equipment

Explore potential collaboration
opportunities with
Constabulary Stores

collaboration and inhibited opportunities for
future work.
Ongoing work where One Public Estate
funding available ongoing.

Will build on existing estate sharing as
highlighted in IRMP.
To identify opportunities for support
functions and associated resources and
equipment to be shared e.g. lighting / lifts /
off-road vehicles, command vehicles etc.

M

S

Audit of assets undertaken and agreement for
shared use where possible / appropriate by
Collaboration and Gold Group.

Potential savings and efficiencies to all
services.
To scope the potential for shared
procurement opportunities utilising
procurement frameworks such as with
uniforms and shared storage resources.

M

M

Under current frameworks, procurement
collaboration not currently possible for
established contracts. Potential with smaller,
ad hoc contracts however. Collaboration re
shared facilities to be explored.

H

S

SkillZONE facility used to support “Your knife
or your life”, Great Expectations, Aston,
training, partnership meetings etc.

Organisational functions including people skills and development
Enhance the use of SkillZONE To build upon and maximise the current use
on cost neutral basis
of SkillZONE in relation to training,
educational programmes and partnership
working across services.

Explore opportunities in
relation to ISO accreditation

Note

With the current ISO standards there are
opportunities to share learning and
experience and link the use of GC forensic
services in fire investigations. Unsure of
practice in other areas but keen to explore
opportunities in Gloucestershire with a view
to becoming a national trailblazer in this
area.

117

M

L

SkillZONE is also being used to deliver GC
programmes e.g. leadership, IPLDP and work
underway to ensure ongoing use of SkillZONE
by GC and partners.
Included due to explore opportunities of links
with GC Forensic Services.
ISO accreditation for fire is being determined
at a national level rather than local and
therefore it is felt this action cannot proceed
presently. Will be revisited at a later date if
potential for collaboration presented.

Priority
status

Timescale

Progress, enhance and build upon
opportunities such as home fire risk
assessments, crime prevention linking into
current operational delivery e.g. safe and
well checks

M

S

To build upon current Joint Emergency
Services Interoperability Principles (JESIP)
training by providing joint training in relation
to operational incidents e.g. RTC, arson,
major and critical incidents.
To understand current levels of medical
training for GFRS and GC staff and scope
benefits of joint training and enhancement.

L

S

L

S

Activity

Rationale

Progress and scope further
joint preventative and
protection training
opportunities across functions
e.g. Control, prevent,
operations, resilience etc.
Enhance Joint incident
response, resilience and
command training and
exercising.
Explore opportunities with
regards medical training.

RAG
status

There is an opportunity to scope the
possibility of providing an enhanced
response building on the work GFRS is
already undertaking linked to the CCG and
SWAST.

Note
Established doorstep crime safety training
linking with Safe & Well checks – further
training needs identified however to expand
this. There are also opportunities to expand
the prevention agenda working more closely
with police harm reduction and the
diversionary work undertaken.
Thematic training under development within
GFRS. GC invited to attend – links with
training departments established.

GFRS already undertake:
 Co-responder Scheme Firefighters in rural
areas providing ‘first person on scene’
emergency medical assistance to lifethreatening incidents on behalf of SWAST.
 Cardiac Care Firefighters in urban areas
responding to cardiac arrest within 6
minutes in support of a SWAST
ambulance response.
Limited scope for GC to expand medical
response due to demands already placed on
service however exploration to potential for
enhanced training with specialist capabilities
underway with GC.

Establish an integrated
leadership development
programme.
Explore a joint approach to
well-being

To enable supportive leadership to be
understood, developed and supported in all
three services
To review current practices and identify
opportunities to share best practice and
implement support e.g. Occupational Health
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M

M

M

M

Any opportunities’ for joint training to be
shared between training departments.
Leadership programmes shared across
services and potential for joint training
identified.
Identified as a sharing opportunity. Leads for
services in contact and will collaborate where
possible.

RAG
status

Activity

Rationale

Joint preparation for
HMICFRS Inspections

support / (Trauma Risk Management (TRiM)
Explore opportunities for co-locations and
integrated working in relation to staff and
skills required when preparing, planning and
learning lessons from inspections.

Operational opportunities
Shared local level
collaboration with
neighbourhood prioritisation
and tasking. Linking with local
CSPs and Safer
Gloucestershire.

A structure is established where Police, Fire
and Ambulance meet on a regular basis to
lead and progress issues at District and local
level.

Closer integration and
problem solving approach to
key strategic objectives i.e.
arson reduction, Child sexual
exploitation, dangerous drugs
networks, modern day slavery
etc. Through use of an agreed
structured framework

Priority
status

Timescale

M

S

Opportunity for GFRS to gain support from
GC in relation to preparation for HMICFRS
inspections. Links established.

H

S

Links with the aspirations of Safer
Gloucestershire.

Note

Activity underway at a local level and
supported by the reintroduction of the
Neighbourhood Model by GC in 2018. Best
practice to be identified and shared.

Links with the aspirations of Safer
Gloucestershire and ensures statutory crime
and disorder reduction obligations are met.
Should be supporting asset based working
with communities to identify and work with
lead community members.
There is a need to ensure problem solving is
utilised at all levels and strategic and tactical
processes encourages activity with partners
(where appropriate).
This needs to be structures and consistent
through developing a joint process to
capture and review preventative activity, and
plan owners identified and held to account.

Enhance the approach to

Problem solving will also enable good
practice, and identified bad practice
(including where activity is not cost / victim
effective) is captured in a format that can be
shared both internally and with others to
drive evidence based problem solving
culture and behaviour.
Links with draft Integrated Risk Management
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H

S

Links with the aspirations of Safer

Activity

Rationale

preventative / early
intervention with hard to reach
/ vulnerable communities.

Plan objective one – increased focus in
prevention and protection initiatives. By
working together and utilising different
organisational strengths (such as data and
reputation) work collectively to support our
most vulnerable communities.

Links to Safer Gloucestershire
and requires effective sharing
of Information and intelligence
to enable analysis and inform
joint activity/tasking
Explore the potential of joint
performance data and
integrated working with
performance teams

RAG
status

Priority
status

Timescale

Gloucestershire.
Agencies currently undertake significant work
around vulnerable groups through prevention,
community support, strengths based as well
as through:
 Multi-Agency Public Protection
Arrangements (MAPPA) Partnership
working, intelligence sharing and
consultation with Police, Probation and
other agencies on convicted arsonists
entering the County.
 Aston Project / Great Expectations
 Modern slavery task and finish groups
 Road safety
 Etc.

There is a requirement to target activity to
respond to emerging signs of risk to enable
us to prevent and intervene before problems
become costly and irreversible.
Therefore we need effective process to
gather information and intelligence analyse
these to enable effective assessment of risk
and harm. This should also ensure
consideration of an appropriate response to
vulnerability and reduce the greatest harm
and impact on communities taking a
preventative approach.

There are also opportunities to link in with
Operation Signature. This is a structured
approach to identify and manage vulnerable
victims of Fraud. It was introduced by Sussex
police in 2014. It supports the pursue and
protect strategy aimed at reducing repeat
victimisation and bringing offenders to justice.
The process is being managed by harm
reduction (GC) with opportunities to expand
partnership working with GFRS as well as
other partners.

It would be beneficial to have joint
performance measures linked to joint
informed activity, tasking and problem
solving.
Services should seek opportunities to
understand the impact of prevention, early
intervention and problem solving approach
across all functional areas. Therefore the
performance framework needs to reflect a
wider emphasis on prevention, early
intervention and problem solving as well as
response. This needs to be supported
technology and current technological
developments
Improved Technology

Note

To continue and support the development of
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Discussions to include fire data the data
visualisation software utilised by GC to be
pursued although potential for regional
resource for GFRS being explored.

M

L

To be revisited.
GC and GFRS have started discussions to

RAG
status

Activity

Rationale

enabling quality and
availability of Information in
line with Emergency Services
Network (ESN).

technology and digital platforms e.g.
Emergency Services Mobile
Communications Program (ESMCP)
promoting organisational and community
needs – inducing:
 Enhanced information sharing and
intelligence
 Providing management information
across applications and datasets
 Providing staff with ability to access
information across Tri Force
 Standardised performance data
 Consolidated interfaces and reduced
number of applications
 Long term approach to collaboration and
IT infrastructure convergence
 Single Managed Service provision
 Providing better integration and
availability of systems and the
information they contain
Utilising rescue expertise and equipment of
GF&RS (such as heat seeking cameras and
boats) to support with particularly high risk
missing persons.

Develop a collaborative
approach to missing persons
(‘mispers’) search and rescue.

Priority
status

Timescale

Note
look at collaborative opportunities, shared
interests and potential strategy alignment.
Linked to reginal developments.

H

S

Missing persons, especially vulnerable
‘mispers’, is an area of increasing demand for
the police and can be extremely resource
intensive. Collaboration with GFRS in this
area will provide more ‘boots on the ground’,
necessarily particularly in open rural areas.
Considerations include shared training,
access to drones and searches in confined
spaces.
Regional MoU in place and local agreement
that GFRS will support when required.
Analysis of actual incidents required to ensure
has become business as usual.
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RAG
status

Activity

Rationale

Enhance existing collaboration
around DVI (Disaster Victim
Identification) and body
recovery
Enhance the current concern
for safety MoU

Body Recovery Memorandum of
Understanding being developed to formalise
existing collaboration

Enhance existing collaboration
around road safety both in
terms of education, safe and
social driving

There are opportunities to review and
expand this MoU for other areas of operation
need.

There is much work ongoing around
prevention and operations in respect of road
safety. There is an opportunity to review this
and scope what additionally might be
achieved

Shared services / partnership
in relation to development of
drone capabilities.

As drone capabilities are explored and
developed between services, explore
opportunities to achieve this via shared /
partnership services
Links with Health & Social Care
Closer working between
Care navigator (GFRS employees working
GFRS and GCC Health and
directly with health and social services)
Social Care
having someone who understands the
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Priority
status
L

Timescale
S

M

S

H

S

M

M

M

M

Note
Regional MoU in place.

GFRS responds to 300 Concern for Safety
incidents a year to gain entry into properties
(at the request of SWASFT). This role was
previously carried by police.
Resourcing the GFRS response has been
raised as an issue as this work is undertaken
by retained personnel and there are therefore
cost implications per incident. Discussions
between GC and GFRS underway however
activity by GFRS continues.
Currently the Special Constabulary works with
GFRS on the lead for safe and social driving
as part of the Police and Crime Plan. Further
scoping undertaken to enhance response to
incidents, education and prevention
messaging to build on current work,
recognising of course the current political
sensitivities.
New Road Safety Officer appointed to
oversee this work. This is a shared post
between the OPCC and GFRS and jointly
funded by the two organisations.
Options for drone capabilities being explored
by GC. Opportunities for GFRS accessing
this capability to be explored.

Further analysis of what’s occurring now to be
undertaken to identify any gaps with the
potential for a further review of mental health

RAG
status

Activity

Rationale

GF&RS lead falls pick up

challenges of other teams and can provide a
bridge for close working.
GFRS to be commissioned by
Gloucestershire CCG to provide a falls pick
up service in place of SWAST

Communication
Creation of a joint
communications plan to
support the blue light
collaboration

Includes a plan for communications
internally and externally and engagement
with the public (particularly around estate).
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Priority
status

Timescale

Note
and pathways from hospital.

M

M

Business as usual for GFRS.

H

S

Progress has been slow due to staff
availability and focus of activity. Agreement
that localised engagement will

Estates collaboration high level financial benefits
PA Consulting carried out high level benefits analysis for the purpose of demonstrating potential benefits of estate collaboration. They looked at three
potential schemes to carry out this analysis: Cirencester, Dursley and Stow-on-the-Wold. In all cases it was assumed that GC would dispose of
existing freehold buildings (all of which are poorly utilised) and share an existing GFRS fixed site.
The analysis showed that an estimated amount of c.£750k would need to be spent on refurbishing and modifying host GFRS sites and that GC could
achieve capital receipts from disposals from existing freehold sites of c.£2.3m.
Recurrent benefits would be achieved, with an assumption that GFRS could reduce its running costs by c.30% per annum, based on GC sharing fixed
costs.
In the absence of detailed GFRS data, GC data on running costs has been used as a proxy. It is estimated that GFRS could reduce its running costs
by c.£56k. It is also estimated that GC could reduce its running costs for these sites by c.70% per annum, reducing running costs by an estimated
c.£130k, based on reducing its footprint at each location.
It is estimated that delivery of the above 3 schemes would achieve total ten-year financial benefit of c.£3.4m dependent on the completion of these
initiatives, which includes a reduction in annual running costs for both services.
This figure has been calculated as follows:
• Reduction of running costs for GFRS p/a (£56,000) + reduction of running costs for GC p/a (£130,000) = £186,000
• Annual combined running cost savings (186,000) x 10 years = £1,860,000 + capital receipts (£2,300,000) = £4,160,000
• Total of above (£4,160,000) - potential one off refurbishment costs (£750,000) = £3,410,000
More detailed assumptions are below:
• Total current GC recurrent expenditure across 3 schemes - £188k
per annum
• No attempt has been made at this stage to assess the operational
benefits or viability of the proposals
• No attempt has been made to assess whether the capital funding is
available for the proposals, and borrowing costs have not been
included
• Capital costs for alterations / refurbishments are estimates. A
survey of the buildings would be required to understand what

•

•

alterations would be required in line with the GC / GFRS
requirements. All figures are rounded
Capital receipts for disposals for GC are based on market
valuations completed by BNP Paribas Real Estate for Cirencester
and Stow-on-the-Wold however there is no market value for the
site in Dursley and so the revaluation (completed 31/3/17) was
used
The team has made an assumption that the projects are technically
viable, but no work has been done to verify this

The purpose of this analysis was to demonstrate what could be achieved where there is an agreed vision for estate collaboration.
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APPENDIX C:
Governance options

1. Do nothing option
2. Fire Authority Representation option & implications
3. Governance & implications
4. Single Employer option & implications
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Do nothing option
The existing governance arrangements for the PCC, Chief Constable (CC) and fire authority function
(through GCC) remain in place. The organisations would still be under the statutory duty to collaborate
(including more widely across the emergency services) as set out in the Policing and Crime Act 2017.

Source: GCC – Fire Authority Integrated Risk
management Plan 2018-2021, page 26

Notes:
1. A corporation sole is a public office (created usually by an Act
of Parliament) that has a separate and continuing legal
existence, and only one member (the sole officeholder).
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Key:
Denotes corporation sole
Financial reporting group /
S151 responsibilities

Fire Authority representation option
This option uses the powers set out in the Act to allow the PCC to be represented on the Fire Authority or
any of its committees with full voting rights, subject to agreement of the Fire Authority. How this option
would be implemented in a county model is subject to GCC advice.

Notes:
For the purpose of this paper, the GCC governance for fire is
described as a Fire Authority (FA)

Key:
Denotes corporation sole
Financial reporting group /
S151 responsibilities
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Fire Authority representation option - implications
Theme
Overarching

Staffing, assets
and liabilities

Implication
• The PCC will sit on the FA function (to be agreed with GCC as to the implementation of this as part of GCC governance) and
be a voting member, with one vote. The change requires agreement from GCC.
• There would be scope for collaboration but little scope for integration (such as integrated fire and police plans and risk
strategies, single commissioning approach or estate investment strategies) given that different structures and governance will
remain. The ability of the PCC to influence decision-making in this model is not clear yet in Gloucestershire.
• This option does not preclude moving to the Governance option at a later date, should it not prove to be sufficient to drive
collaboration and achieve wider benefits.
• There would be no direct impact on staffing, asset and liabilities; there would be no changes to roles or resources as a direct
consequence of the governance arrangements, except for additional responsibilities for the PCC.
• There may be a need for a small amount of additional capacity in the OPCC to help the PCC with the new commitments.
• Under this option, it is possible that there would be scope for some shared enabling support functions. Taking into account
existing roles, it is unlikely that a Section 151 Officer role could be shared, as the role is already shared across policing and
PCC, although theoretically this would be possible.
• No formal public consultation is required to implement this option.

Governance
and approval
Implications and •
timescales
Direct costs and •
financial
benefits

This could be delivered as soon as possible.
There will be some additional recurrent and one-off costs associated with the additional workload for the Office of the PCC.
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Governance option
This option uses the powers set out in the Act to allow the PCC to take on the role of the FA. Under this
option, the FA role of GCC will be abolished and its functions transferred to the Police and Fire Crime
Commissioner (PFCC). A new legal entity will need to be established for fire and rescue. There will be
three legal entities: the PFCC conducting the PCC roles; the former FA functions, employing fire staff,
and GC. GFRS and GC will continue to have their own chief officers. The PFCC would have governance
responsibility for both GFRS and GC.

Notes:
1. The PFCC has 2 corporations sole – one in the PCC role and
one in the FA role.

Key:
Denotes corporation sole
Financial reporting group /
S151 responsibilities

129

Governance option – implications
Theme
Overarching

Implication











Staffing, assets
and liabilities





Governance
and approval



The PCC would become the Police Fire and Crime Commissioner (PFCC) and the employer of all fire and rescue staff, and
holder of assets and contracts. The Chief Fire Officer will continue to have operational responsibility and day-to-day
responsibility for the leadership of GFRS, but the PFCC would ultimately be accountable for fire and rescue services. The Chief
Constable will also continue to employ staff in line with current arrangements. The distinction between operational policing and
fire-fighting will be maintained, with the law preventing a full-time police officer from being a fire-fighter remaining in place.
The PCC continues to be a corporation sole and a separate corporation sole would be established for the FA functions.
A new precept will need to be created for fire and rescue. This will need to be calculated and agreed before consultation.
The Office of the PFCC would need to be expanded and restructured to take on the role of governance of GFRS and enhanced
collaboration.
Following hand-over, GCC will no longer have responsibility for fire and rescue. While this is a matter for GCC, the roles of the
Cabinet Member and the wider roles currently undertaken by the Chief Fire Officer (e.g. trading standards and IT) would need
to be reviewed and changed.
The Police, Fire and Crime Panel will continue to provide oversight of the PCC including with the additional remit. This may
have an impact on resource requirements.
Under this option, there is an assumption that there would be:
o Scope to share the Section 151 officer roles, although based on current OPCC arrangements, there is already a shared
S151 officer across GC and OPCC, and therefore a separate GFRS S151 officer would probably be required.
o Shared fire/police governance support and single monitoring officer.
o Over time, the development of an integrated fire and police plan and risk strategies, and single commissioning
approach.
The position of support services would need to be resolved for the short and longer term. A short-term option would be for GCC
to continue to provide services under an SLA, but this may increase costs.
This model could be a stepping stone for the single employer model.
The PCC would need to carry out a detailed review of the contracts, assets, liabilities, etc. of GFA prior to transfer and there
would need to be a transfer of contracts, assets and liabilities to the new entity. Formal due diligence would need to take place
on novation or change control terms that could delay implementation or create complexity. We would also need to confirm if
liabilities as well as assets transfer but we assume so.
For GFRS staff, there would need to be a staff consultation process relating to the transfer of their employment, which would
take place following Cabinet Office Statement of Practice (COSOP) procedures. We would need to confirm if there are any staff
performing roles that have a mix of transfer and non transferring functions but we believe these to be limited. The pension
situation for staff will also need to be confirmed as the PCC would need to become an admitted body to the pension schemes.
This option requires formal public consultation then scrutiny of a business case (by the Home Office) before approval by the
Home Secretary and the drafting of secondary legislation to enact the change. The degree of scrutiny will depend upon the
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Theme
Implications
and timescales

Implication
level of local support there is for change.
 Based on current advice and guidance, it is assumed that this option can be implemented by April 2019 at the earliest given
precept complications.

Direct costs and 
financial
benefits


There will be some additional recurrent costs associated with the additional workload for the Office of the PCC and it is
assumed that additional costs of taking on FA governance responsibilities can be absorbed within existing staffing. There will
also be some one-off requirements for specialist implementation resources e.g. project staff and professional advice relating to
HR, finance and consultation.
It is not expected that there will be a reduction in expenditure of direct fire governance costs as the Monitoring Officer and
Section 151 roles are limited for GFRS and the Lead Cabinet Member has a much wider portfolio.
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Single Employer option
Under this option, the PCC takes on the role of the FA and creates a single employer for both police and
fire personnel under a single chief officer. The PCC becomes the Police Fire and Crime Commissioner
(PFCC).

Notes:
1. The PFCC has 2 corporations sole – one in the PCC role and
one in the FA role.

Key:
Denotes corporation sole
Financial reporting group /
S151 responsibilities
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Single employer option – implications
Theme
Overarching

Implication








Staffing, assets
and liabilities











The PCC would become the Police Fire and Crime Commissioner (PFCC).
A Chief Officer would be appointed as head of both GFRS as well as GC, employing both fire and police personnel. The PCC
continues to be a corporation sole and a separate corporation sole would be established for the FA functions. Accountabilities
of the PFCC would be different for police and fire and rescue.
A new precept will need to be created for fire and rescue. This will need to be calculated and agreed before consultation. There
will be two separate precepts and funding streams for fire and policing. Budgets need to be accounted for separately, however
there is flexibility to pool funds.
The Office of the PFCC would need to be expanded and restructured to take on the role of scrutiny of GFRS and enhanced
collaboration.
The Police, Fire and Crime Panel will continue to provide oversight of the PCC including with the additional remit. This may
have an impact on resource requirements.
Following hand-over, GCC will no longer have responsibility for fire and rescue. While this is a matter for GCC, the roles of the
Cabinet Member and the wider roles currently undertaken by the Chief Fire Officer (e.g. trading standards and IT) would need
to be reviewed and changed.
This option provides scope for integrated strategies, investment plans, and more pooled functions.
The chief officer would appoint a senior fire officer to lead fire operations and a deputy chief constable to lead police operations,
under their command. The distinction between operational policing and fire-fighting will be maintained, with the law preventing
one person being both full-time police officer and fire-fighter remaining in place. However, as now, fire fighters can become
specials or PCSOs.
There is scope to share the Section 151 and Monitoring Officer roles. Wider shared roles and greater sharing of support
services are likely.
All fire personnel would transfer under CoSOP arrangement (this could be a one or two-step process).
As with governance, we would need to confirm if there are any staff performing roles that have a mix of transfer and non
transferring functions. The pension situation for staff will also need to be confirmed as the PCC would need to become an
admitted body to the pension schemes. Under this model, the PCC would also need to decide if they intend to make changes to
terms and conditions, which are likely to be required in order to gain the full benefits and also mitigate against risks of equal pay
claims. Any complexity would lead to a longer and more risky staff transfer process than under the governance model, which
could delay delivery of benefits.
Transfer of staff to the single Chief Officer is considered to be legally complex but achievable.
There would be an option to transfer contracts, assets and liabilities from the old Fire and Rescue Authority to the Chief Officer
or to the new Fire and Rescue Authority entity.
Further work would also be needed on how complaints and professional standards would be managed under a Single
Employer. Current arrangements differ significantly between police and fire. Fire would be subject to Police codes on
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Theme
Governance
and approval

Implication
disciplinary matters. There is likely to receive a high degree of interest from staff and unions on how this would operate.
 As with the governance option, this option requires formal public consultation then scrutiny of a business case by the Home
Office before approval by the Home Secretary and the drafting of secondary legislation to enact the change. The degree of
scrutiny will depend upon the level of local support there is for change.
 Once approval for this option is given, the PFCC could take on the role of the Fire and Rescue Authority and establish a single
employer.
 It is likely that this would take place as a two-step process, with the Governance option being the first stage. If the PCC does
not implement the Single Employer model within a short period of time (a year or less) advice is that this would require
additional consultation and a further local business case, as well as enabling secondary legislation.

Implications
and timescales



It is estimated that delivery of this option would take at least six months and potentially twelve months longer than the
governance option due to the potential impact on staff making consultation more complex, appointment of the single chief and
deputies and any other required organisational restructuring to enable the Single Employer model to take effect. This means
that October 2019 would be the earliest this model could be implemented.

Direct costs and
financial
benefits



There will be some additional recurrent costs associated with the additional workload for the Office of the PCC and it is
assumed that additional costs of taking on FA governance responsibilities can be absorbed within existing staffing. There will
also be some one-off requirements for specialist implementation resources e.g. project staff and professional advice relating to
HR, finance and consultation.
It is not expected that there will be a reduction in expenditure of direct fire governance costs as the Monitoring Officer and
Section 151 roles are limited for GFRS and the Lead Cabinet Member has a much wider portfolio.
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APPENDIX D:
Strategic risks and implementation costs

1. Critical Success Factor 5: Deliverability risks and issues (for Governance and Single Employer model
options)
2. Critical Success factor 6: Strategic risks (for Governance and Single Employer options)
3. Indicative implementation costs – Representation option
4. Indicative implementation costs – Governance and Single Employer options
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Critical Success Factor 5: Deliverability risks and issues (for Governance and Single Employer model options)
Deliverability
theme
Implication
costs
Local political
support

National
political
support
Support
services

Precept
calculation

PFI / assets

Description

Mitigation

Both Governance and Single Employer, and to a lesser degree,
Representation, will require additional OPCC costs of
implementation
• GCC political leadership has not engaged in the process, and
a GCC recent motion against a change in governance was
unanimous
• If GCC does not support the LBC, an independent
assessment will be required
• Home Office has not issued a statement of commitment for
police and fire governance change since the Election and
Grenfell Tower
• If GFRS support costs are provided under SLA by GCC, then
there will be no financial benefits and duplication will exist for
GC services
• If GFRS support services are provided by GC, there may be
efficiencies for GC, but there could be exit costs for GCC as
well as implementation challenges as GFRS HR, Finance,
Legal, Occupational Health, Pensions and Communications
support are embedded within GCC roles
• The process for agreeing the fire precept and transfer of
reserves is still not clear
• Negotiations between GCC and the OPCC are likely to be
difficult given the above points
• Prior to any discussions on the precept, the true cost of
support services for FRS needs to be understood
• GFRS has 4 operational fire stations and the SkillZONE (5
properties)
• Joint with Avon, Devon & Somerset and Gloucestershire Fire
and Rescue Services, GFRS has the Severn Park Joint
Training centre
• There may be risks around novation of these contracts and

•

Would need to be funded through existing budgets /
reserves

•

OPCC has written to GCC regarding the Representation
option and GCC has provided advice stating Representation
model is not an option in Gloucestershire.
OPCC will seek to work with GCC.
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•
•

Government has continued to express commitment for
greater collaboration and change in governance where the
case is made.
We are still waiting for information on this point:
• Costs from GC for provision of support services for GFRS
• Costs of a GCC SLA (and in doing so, accurate activity
based costing for corporate service provision to GFRS)
• In lieu of the above, we will assume that support services
would be provided in line with the current cost of GCC
provision
•
•

The OPCC is continuing to engage with the Home Office
Precept will only become clear during negotiation phase with
GCC

•

We are still waiting for information on any novation issues
with PFI contracts

Deliverability
theme
OPCC
management
time

Description
•
•

Mitigation

any financial liabilities
We have costed project support for implementation and
additional ongoing FRS resource in the OPCC
However this does not include the ongoing senior
management time which will be required in implementation
and as part of business as usual

•

•
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Resources within the OPCC are believed to be sufficient
within the team, however there needs to be appropriate
engagement to prepare the team for the change, and ensure
that management time is not diverted from policing through
the change
Prior to implementation, understanding the lessons learned
from other PCC areas would be beneficial

Critical Success factor 6: Strategic risks (for Governance and Single Employer options)
Deliverability
theme
Unknown
impact from
national
changes

Impact on
GCC of
reduced
budget

Perceived risk
to social care
delivery

Unknown
pension risks

Description

Mitigation

The impact of the Grenfell Tower tragedy and recent terror
attacks on the national fire and rescue picture is not clear yet –
there may be national regulatory changes impacting on the local
financial situation, which may not be funded centrally e.g. pay
rises for fire fighters, changes in regulation around fire safety
assessments.
• GCC’s overall budget will reduce under a Governance or
Single Employer model. This is only an issue if this has a
knock-on impact on other council services which are
integrated with GFRS e.g. support services
• If budgets for support services transfer to GC, economies of
scale for GCC will likely be reduced, as a small % of staff time
is spent on FRS currently which may not be able to be
released through savings.
• There is not anticipated to be any risk around transfer of
GFRS staff who are currently delivering regulatory services
as most staff do not deliver joint roles across GCC / GFRS
functions (some management roles are shared)
• The Full Council discussion on 29/06 assumed that social
care activities currently delivered by GFRS would no longer
be delivered
• There is a perceived risk therefore that a governance change
would detrimentally impact on social care through creation of
new organisational boundaries between GFRS and the GCC
social care functions
Fire fighters’ pension scheme
• No assets are held to meet future pension liabilities and the
level of contributions is set nationally, subject to triennial
revaluation
• Lump sum payments are also made to firefighters who retire
on ill-health grounds
• Changes to membership in the pension scheme may

•

Continue engagement with Home Office to understand
possible changes

•

Any unfunded posts for GCC may need to be funded by GC.
Whilst this does not affect the economic case (as it is based
on the whole public sector costs and benefits, regardless of
agency), it will affect the financial case

•

The LBC will need to provide assurances that there will be
no change to existing social care arrangements and the
existing relationship of collaboration between GFRS and
social care will continue

•

Further work will need to be completed to understand
existing pension structures
We would require details on membership of pension
schemes including:
o Number of staff on each
o Average Salary
o Average Age
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•

Deliverability
theme

Description

Mitigation

increase cost as during the transfer the PCC would be
required to enrol staff onto a pension scheme who are
currently opted out

Capital
budgets for
one-off
expenditure

Fire is a
distraction
from policing

Local government pension scheme
• A funded scheme, therefore assets are held to meet long
term liabilities by the employer and contributions are payable
by the employer
• Depending on the agreement made, long term funding
responsibility may transfer to the PCC
There are existing FBU legal challenges
• Currently GFRS makes a capital bid each year for funding in
line with other council services
• This funding is not safeguarded through reserves and
therefore the approach to funding the existing capital
programme would need to be agreed through negotiations
with GCC
• There is a risk that taking on governance of fire would create
a distraction away from the important work of scrutiny of
police

139

•

For each scheme we would need to review the liabilities and
the process for these to be transferred in applicable

•

Share 5 year capital plan with the OPCC and identify the
funding and affordability scenarios

•

If Governance or Single Employer are the preferred options,
the LBC will need to evidence in the Management Case how
the governance model to implement and continue to monitor
fire services will not affect governance of GC

Indicative implementation costs – Representation option
The following table (based on PA Consulting analysis) shows an indication of possible implementation costs for each option. Note that we have
included cost estimates, where we assume that specialist resources may be needed, and assumed that legal / HR / finance support is provided inhouse. However, subject to the complexities of the precept and contracts (especially PFIs) there may be a requirement for specialist external advice.
Coat type

Theme

Recruitment

Resource costs - Office of the PCC

One off

One-off project costs – Office of the
PCC

Representation option –
assumptions
Additional staffing in OPCC to
support PFCC (e.g. 0.5 FTE PO1
48K)
Legal advice
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Representation option - £
£24,000

£20,000

Indicative implementation costs – Governance and Single Employer options
The following table is based on PA analysis and shows an indication of possible implementation costs for each option. Note that we have included
cost estimates, where we assume that you may be needed. Subject to the complexities of the precept and contracts (especially PFIs) there may be a
requirement for specialist external advice.
Cost
type

Theme

Governance option – assumptions

Governance
option - £

Single employer option – assumptions

Recurrent

Resource
costs Office of the
PCC



£24K
£48K



Recurrent

Governance
support



One-off

One-off
project costs
– Office of
the PCC

One-off

One-off
project costs
– GCC



Additional staffing in OPCC to support
Comms x 0.5 FTE at P01
Additional staffing in OPCC to support PFCC
1FTE

Assume can be accommodated within
existing OPCC costs
12 month implementation period
Assumed team of two: project manager 1 FTE
PO3 £53K and Communications manager 0.5
FTE @ £48k per FTE at PO1 Grade(including
on-costs)
 Legal advice
 Consultation advice
 Pensions advice (liabilities)
 HR support
 Finance support
PA estimate based on working in other areas.
GCC would need to do more detailed work to
define this. GCC consultants have estimated
transition costs of c.£400k.
 Project manager (0.5 FTE £25K)
 Legal advice (50K)
 HR support (50K)
 Finance support (50K)
 Pensions advice (50K)
 Communications support (20K)



Additional staffing in OPCC to support
Comms X 0.5 FTE at P01
Additional staffing in OPCC to support PFCC
1FTE

Single
employer
option - £
£24K
£48K



£77K
£100K
£50K
£50K
£75K
£75K
£427K
£245K
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Assume can be accommodated within
existing OPCC costs
As governance, but over a longer period of time
(24 months). Assumed team of two: project
manager 1 FTE PO3 £53K and Communications
manager 0.5 FTE @ £48k per FTE at PO1
Grade(including on-costs)
 Legal advice
 Consultation advice
 Pensions advice (liabilities)
 HR support
 Finance support
PA estimate based on working in other areas.
GCC would need to do more detailed work to
define this. GCC consultants have estimated
transition costs of c.£400k.
 Project manager (0.5 FTE £25K)
 Legal advice (50K)
 HR support (50K)
 Finance support (50K)
 Pensions advice (50K)
 Communications support (20K)

£154K

£100K
£50K
£50K
£150K
£75K
£579K
£245K
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APPENDIX E:
Recent events relating to the resignation of former the Chief Fire Officer

1. Press relating the resignation of the former Chief Fire Officer
2. Executive summary of the Internal Audit report into whistle-blowing complaints relating to Gloucestershire
Fire & Rescue Service. This summary was presented to the GCC Audit and Governance Committee on 12
October 2018.
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Press relating the resignation of the former Chief Fire Officer

https://www.telegraph.co.uk/news/2018/07/02/fire-chief-obe-resigns-disgrace-selling-serviceland-rover-family

Fire chief with OBE resigns in disgrace after 'selling service Land
Rover to family member at vastly reduced price'
A fire chief awarded an OBE last month has resigned amid claims he sold a service-owned Land
Rover to a member of his family at a vastly reduced price.
Stewart Edgar, chief fire officer of Gloucestershire Fire and Rescue Service, stood down after a
whistleblower reported his behaviour to the county council, triggering an internal audit.
Cllr Mark Hawthorne, leader of Gloucestershire County Council said: “As a result of those
investigations initial findings, the chief fire officer has tended his resignation with immediate effect.
This is the right thing for him to do given the serious nature of the allegations made and the outcome
of that investigation.
“While his departure is regrettable given his previous outstanding contribution to our county, his
actions have made his continued employment untenable.”
Mr Edgar, 50, who is married and has two daughters aged 22 and 25, moved to Gloucestershire from
the Scottish Fire and Rescue Service, with which he had served since the early 1990s, in 2014,
earning almost £150,000.
He was awarded an OBE in June for services to local government and the community.
Brent Thornley, acting regional secretary of the Fire Brigade Union in Gloucestershire, said staff had
originally been told by the council, which runs the service, that Mr Edgar was leaving to spend more
time with his children.
It later emerged that his departure concerned the disposal of a vehicle but the council declined to
provide further information, leading to frustration amongst firefighters.
“Staff are very concerned about the lack of detail they are being given and do not understand why
they are being kept in the dark and not being told the truth about this,” he said.
“This was a highly paid job and one in which he would not have walked away from lightly. He was in
the middle of many projects and had a lot of plans for the future. The staff have a right to know what
has happened.”
Pete Bungard, chief executive of Gloucestershire County Council, said: “I can confirm a complaint
was recently made in relation to the disposal of a fire service vehicle.
“As a result an internal audit investigation was carried out. The investigation identified poor judgement
by the Chief Fire Officer, which he acknowledges has damaged the council’s confidence in his ability
to undertake his senior leadership role. Stewart Edgar has taken responsibility for his actions and has
resigned.”
Victoria Ward
02/07/18 – 20:49
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https://www.gloucestershirelive.co.uk/news/gloucester-news/full-details-behind-shockresignation-1751542

Full details behind shock resignation of Gloucestershire's fire chief Stewart
Edgar revealed
Details of the internal investigation into his conduct have been made public
Gloucestershire's most senior fire officer bought himself a fire service-owned Land Rover worth
thousands of pounds for £500 through a company he has links to, it can be now be revealed.
Stewart Edgar handed the company the cash after accepting its £500 offer for the Gloucester Fire
Service 4x4 so he could get it for a fraction of its value of up to £8,000.
Mr Edgar, who was in charge of authorising sales as the chief fire officer, rejected a second, higher
bid for the 15-year-old Land Rover Discovery, although that offer was made after a set deadline, and
accepted the lower amount.
He now has to return the 4x4 to Gloucestershire County Council so the authority doesn't lose any
money.
The county council confirmed the news earlier today (July 5) after an email to staff from chief
executive Peter Bungard outlining what had happened was leaked.
Mr Bungard said Mr Edgar's actions resulted in a "loss of trust".
An investigation triggered by a whistleblower forced Mr Edgar to step down earlier this week from his
£147,000 a year job.
The internal review showed Mr Edgar, who was awarded an OBE last month for 27 years of service,
demonstrated "poor judgement" over the sale of the fire service vehicle.
What the internal audit investigation found
The county council said: "A 15 year old Land Rover Discovery was identified as being surplus to the
Fire and Rescue Service’s requirements.
"The vehicle was put up for disposal via a formal tender process to an approved list of companies.
"A bid of £500 was accepted by the Chief Fire Officer for the Land Rover. There was a second, higher
bid which missed the tender deadline and was not considered.
"It is not possible to put a specific value on the Land Rover Discovery due to the level of use and
internal adaptations, however, it is estimated as being between £5,000 and £8,000.
"In relation to two other vehicles being disposed off, no bids were received before the deadline but
late bids were received and accepted for these vehicles
"Having accepted the £500 bid, Stewart Edgar went on to purchase the vehicle from the successful
bidder. Stewart Edgar has now offered to return the vehicle to ensure the council doesn’t suffer a
financial loss."
The leader of the council, Mark Hawthorne, said Mr Edgar resigning was "the right thing to do".
Mr Bungard said: “The internal audit investigation identified poor judgement by the Chief Fire Officer
in not recognising the significance of his interest in acquiring a vehicle he’d had oversight of the
disposal process for.
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"It is important to maintain fair and transparent dealings with organisations that regularly bid for
council contracts and that such dealings are fair and free from any bias or improper influence.
“Stewart Edgar resigned recognising that purchasing the vehicle showed poor judgement and resulted
in a loss of trust in him by the council."
Mr Edgar, who was appointed chief fire officer in February 2014, has deleted all of his social media
accounts since his resignation.
Deputy chief fire officer, Andy Hermiston, will be temporarily overseeing Gloucestershire Fire and
Rescue Service supported assistant chief fire officer John Beard.
Peter Jones, ex-deputy chief executive of the county council and ex-chief fire officer, will give
executive oversight over the next few months for free as an "independent scrutineer".
Leigh Boobyer
05/17/18 – 12:36
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Executive summary of the Internal Audit report into whistle-blowing complaints
relating to Gloucestershire Fire & Rescue Service.

Gloucestershire Fire and Rescue
Service (GFRS) Investigation
17th September 2018

Theresa Mortimer – Chief Internal Auditor
Carolyne Wignall - Principal Auditor (Investigating Officer)
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Important


Gloucestershire County Council’s Internal Audit function conforms to the
International Standards for the Professional Practice of Internal Auditing.



The information contained within this audit report is confidential and personal data herein is
subject to data protection legislation.

This report has been prepared solely for the use of Gloucestershire County Council’s auditors
and those officers and Members named on the distribution list. Its contents, either in part or in
its entirety, must not be reproduced or distributed to anyone other than its intended recipients
without the written permission of the Council’s Chief Internal Auditor.
Gloucestershire County Council accepts no liability to any third party for any loss or expense
arising from their reliance on any part of this report.
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Gloucestershire County Council - September 18

Executive Summary
Introduction
1. On 15th June 2018 a letter of complaint was sent by email to the Leader of the Council
from a whistleblower. There were three strands to the complaint, concerning:




The sale of a Gloucestershire Fire and Rescue Service (GFRS) owned vehicle
where it was alleged that the vehicle, a Land Rover Defender, was not sold to the
highest bidder;
The high level of staff turnover in the last 24 months; and
The level of staff with mental health issues who have sought the use of the
Council’s Occupational Health Service during the last 24 months.

2. The letter was forwarded to the Chief Executive on 18th June and then on 20th June it was
passed to the Commissioning Director: Communities and Infrastructure to follow-up. After
discussions with Internal Audit (IA) on 21st June, it was agreed that IA would investigate
the first matter raised and Human Resources (HR) would review the remaining two
concerns.
3. Shortly after commencing the investigation, numerous additional whistleblowing
allegations and Freedom of Information Requests (FOI’s) in respect of other concerns
relating to GFRS governance arrangements, procedures, systems and processes were
received. As a result, following IA review, research, analysis and interviews with key
stakeholders including relevant GFRS Officers, IA has co-ordinated the findings and
made a number of recommendations to undertake detailed reviews within each area to
determine the level of risk, as outlined in the Action Plan at Appendix 1.
Disposal of GFRS vehicle (Land Rover)
4. As noted above, whistleblowing allegations in respect of the disposal of a GFRS Land
Rover Defender and potential probity issues in relation to the involvement of the ex-Chief
Fire Officer (CFO) in this process were raised.
5. As per the Council’s Whistleblowing Policy, IA commenced an extensive investigation that
included the review of relevant policies, practices, systems and processes, testing the
adequacy of those procedures against the requirements of the Council’s Constitution and
policies and undertook a suite of audit interviews with key officers involved in the disposal
of the Land Rover Defender.
6. Within days of the investigation starting and before any outcomes were known, the
then CFO resigned acknowledging ‘poor judgement’ by not recognising the significance
of his personal interest in acquiring a vehicle, whereby the disposal process had been
overseen by himself. The CFO acknowledged his actions ‘have damaged the Council’s
confidence in his ability to undertake his senior leadership role’.
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7. Despite this resignation the IA investigation continued, and following detailed analysis of
the information received and evidence obtained, together with results of the interviews
undertaken, IA identified the need to contact and liaise with Gloucestershire Constabulary
on this matter in accordance with the Council’s Fraud Response Plan.
8. Following the resignation of the CFO, a significant number of additional whistle blowing
allegations together with Freedom of Information requests were received notifying
numerous other governance issues, the main concerns being around the culture within
the GFRS, which is not in the remit of IA to consider. To ensure this was reviewed, the
Chief Executive asked Peter Jones, former Chief Fire Officer until 2006 and former
County Council Deputy Chief Executive until 2015, to act as a conduit for staff concerns in
relation to GFRS culture and advise regarding any findings.
9. Please be advised that at the date of this report, Gloucestershire Constabulary has
confirmed their involvement in this case and that their investigation into the potential
probity issues around the disposal of the Land Rover Defender is still ongoing and that
no-one has been charged. Further updates will be provided to the Audit and Governance
Committee (AGC), as the nominated committee overseeing the delivery of the action plan,
as part of the action plan monitoring process.
Recommendations
10. To ensure that all IA’s initial findings and whistleblowing allegations are fully addressed,
IA has made the following GFRS specific and council wide / cross cutting
recommendations. Further detail on these recommendations, including action owners and
target dates can be found at Appendix 1 to this report.
1. To rebuild the confidence and trust within GFRS, the “cultural review “of GFRS
undertaken in 2016, which seems to have initially been well received, needs to be
rejuvenated, and implemented in a timely manner;
2. Focusing on the governance areas identified as part of the investigation and
notified as part of the whistleblowing allegations, IA to immediately commence a
series of extensive compliance audits across GFRS;
3. In addition to the above, during the next 18 months, IA to undertake ‘pure
compliance’ audits across the whole Council. These audits will review compliance
with the Council’s key corporate policies (financial and non financial);
4. To ensure that GFRS staff are made aware of the Council’s Contract Standing
Orders, Financial Regulations and Accounting Instructions, the provision of
relevant (including financial management) training is provided. Consideration
should also be given to introducing a countywide training programme that is not
just restricted to GFRS which includes periodic refresher training; and
5. IA to test the adequacy of the 2018/19 Directors and Heads of Service
Governance Assurance Statements, which in relation to GFRS may previously
have given false assurance. This activity will be incorporated into Quarter 1 of the
2019/20 Internal Audit Plan.
11. Please be advised that a detailed Terms of Reference will be developed and agreed in
relation to each IA activity. All findings / outcomes of each review will be presented to the
AGC to enable the relevant assurances to be provided.
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Conclusion
12. The results of the investigatory work, including full consideration of the whistleblowing
allegations, has resulted in a number of high priority improvement actions required to
significantly strengthen the governance arrangements operating within GFRS. In
addition, this review has also highlighted the need for more countywide ‘compliance’
audits.
13. An improvement action plan has been developed which is attached at Appendix 1. It is
proposed that progress updates against each action is provided by the relevant action
owner, to the AGC to provide the relevant assurances that these recommendations are
being addressed in a timely manner. The action owners will continue to report on the
progress of the actions to the AGC until all actions listed have been fully completed to the
satisfaction of the AGC.
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Appendix 1

Action Plan to address the recommendations made in relation to the independent investigation of the
Gloucestershire Fire and Rescue Service (GFRS)
Progress as at October 2018
Recommendation

1

GFRS Culture
Due to the number of whistleblowing allegations raised
around culture within GFRS it is recommended that:
 The current culture within the GFRS is reviewed to
enable the understanding of leadership and
employee behaviours, attitudes and beliefs;
 This could be achieved by building upon and
rejuvenating the outcomes of the Cultural Review
of the service undertaken during 2016 and
exploring options from bringing the findings up to
date alongside the results of the 2018 Employee
Engagement Survey; and
 This needs to consider a wide range of concerns
expressed, including confidence in leadership;
ability to challenge; and progression within the
service.

Progress to date

The CFO recruitment is
in progress and
recruiting the right leader
to set the culture will be
critical.
The fire service has
ongoing action in a
number of areas to
improve the culture
including structured
routes for employee
engagement and
manager development.
John Bonney, the
independent adviser who
undertook the cultural
review has revisited his
recommendations and
actions to consider
progress.
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Internal Audits
(IA) Role

N/A

Lead Officer

Proposed
Reporting
Arrangements
and
Timescales

Managing Director /
Commissioning Director Jon McGinty and Head of
HR and OD - Mandy
Quayle

Ongoing progress
updates will be
provided to the
AGC.
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Recommendation

Progress to date

Internal Audits
(IA) Role

Lead Officer

Proposed
Reporting
Arrangements
and
Timescales

We are working with the
adviser to learn from his
recent findings regarding
the effectiveness of the
interventions and how to
improve.
Complaints from fire
fighters over this period
have been investigated
independently.
There have been early
conversations with the
Fire Brigade Union
regarding working
positively together.
2

Training
To ensure that GFRS staff are made aware of the
Council’s Contract Standing Orders, Financial
Regulations and Accounting Instructions, the provision
of relevant (including financial management training) is
provided.
Consideration should also be given to introducing a
county wide training programme that is not just
restricted to GFRS which includes periodic refresher
training.

A training programme
has been developed
within Strategic Finance
and will be delivered to
GFRS staff throughout
Qtr.2.
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N/A

Director of Strategic
Finance and Enabling
Services - Jo Walker

Ongoing progress
updates will be
provided to the
AGC.

Gloucestershire County Council - September 18

Recommendation

Progress to date

Internal Audits
(IA) Role

Lead Officer

Proposed
Reporting
Arrangements
and
Timescales

Compliance testing
has commenced
during Qtr. 2
2018/2019.

Managing Director /
Commissioning Director Jon McGinty

Ongoing progress
updates will be
provided to the
AGC.

Internal Audit Reviews - GFRS
3

Governance (GFRS)
A Terms of Reference in
To review the governance structure and arrangements
that are currently in place within GFRS and in particular: respect of this review
has been produced by IA

Roles, responsibilities and accountabilities of
and agreed with the
members/senior managers in GCC and GFRS and Commissioning Director:
the inter-relationship between the two (including
Communities and
Infrastructure – Nigel
the key support services relationships, e.g.
Finance and HR to ensure compliance with GCC’s Riglar and the Managing
Director/Commissioning
Constitution);
Director – Jon McGinty

Governance assurance frameworks, e.g. Annual
Ongoing.
Governance Statements (AGS) and Her Majesty’s
Inspectorate of Constabulary and Fire and Rescue
Services (HMICFRS) inspection framework;


GCC’s Constitution - decision-making powers and
schemes of delegation in relation to both
operational and corporate decisions; and



Code of Conduct - Register of Interests and Gifts
and Hospitality.
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Recommendation

4

Progress to date

Internal Audits
(IA) Role

Lead Officer

Proposed
Reporting
Arrangements
and
Timescales

Fleet Management
a) Disposal of vehicles
To review the effectiveness of the governance
arrangements, including the decision making
processes, for the disposal and/or transfer of the
GFRS’s surplus vehicles, seeking advice from GCC as
necessary.

A Terms of Reference in
respect of this review will
be produced by IA and
agreed with the
Managing Director /
Commissioning Director Jon McGinty.

b) Commissioning of new vehicles
To establish whether the purchases have been
procured in accordance with GCC policies and Contract
Standing Orders.
c) Fleet maintenance and stores stock control
To ascertain the adequacy of the fleet maintenance
and stores stock control systems.
d) Use of pool cars, personal and leased cars and
fuel schemes
To ensure compliance with the relevant terms and
conditions e.g. Gold Book/Grey Book (GFRS specific
terms and conditions), HMRC regulations and
GFRS/GCC policies, in the context of best practice
within the fire sector.
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Compliance testing
will commence
during Qtr. 3
2018/2019.

Managing Director /
Commissioning Director
Jon McGinty

Ongoing progress
updates will be
provided to the
AGC.
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Recommendation

Progress to date

Internal Audits
(IA) Role

Lead Officer

Proposed
Reporting
Arrangements
and
Timescales

Compliance testing
will commence
during Qtr. 3/4
2018/2019.

Managing Director /
Commissioning Director Jon McGinty

Ongoing progress
updates will be
provided to the
AGC.

This will include:

5



Reviewing the use of fuel cards, bunker fuel and
reimbursement schemes; and



Establish the adequacy of the systems for
recording of private and official business mileage in
line with the above regulations and Council
policies.

HR and Payroll
To evaluate the effectiveness of the control procedures
in place to ensure that all staff payments are
appropriately authorised i.e. starters, movers, leavers
and retained firefighters are paid the correct amounts,
any variations to pay details are authorised and
actioned correctly and in a timely manner (e.g.
overtime, annual increments, re-grading, changes in
hours worked, service benefits), and salary payments
for leavers cease at the right time and in compliance
with the relevant policies including Accounting
Instruction No.13 (Payroll Procedures), and the relevant
GFRS Terms and Conditions e.g. Gold Book.

A Terms of Reference in
respect of this review will
be produced by IA and
agreed with the
Managing Director /
Commissioning Director Jon McGinty and Head
of HR and OD – Mandy
Quayle.
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Recommendation

Progress to date

a) Recruitment, Progression and Retirement
Ensure the recruitment, progression and retirement
(pensions) processes within GFRS are in compliance
with the Council/GFRS policies and procedures.
b) Absence reporting procedures
To ascertain the GFRS compliance with the Council’s
sickness, absence and attendance management and
reporting procedures.
c) Expenses and Service Benefits
To establish compliance with Accounting Instruction
No.8 (Travelling and Meal Expenditure), GCC policies
such as Staff Travel Expenses and Use of Vehicles and
service benefit entitlements (where applicable) such as
subscriptions to professional bodies, medical, dental,
optical and clothing expenses.
d) Complaints/Grievances process
To ascertain the process for receiving and recording
complaints/grievances raised by staff and to ensure that
they are dealt with in a consistent, fair and appropriate
way.

A Terms of Reference in
respect of this review will
be produced by IA and
agreed with the above
officers and the Director:
Strategy and Challenge
– Jane Burns.
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Internal Audits
(IA) Role

Lead Officer

Proposed
Reporting
Arrangements
and
Timescales
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Recommendation

6

Lead Officer

Proposed
Reporting
Arrangements
and
Timescales

A Terms of Reference in
respect of this review will
be produced by IA and
agreed with the
Managing Director /
Commissioning Director Jon McGinty and Head
of Commercial – Ian
Mawdsley.

Compliance testing
will commence
during Qtr. 3 /4
2018/2019.

Managing Director /
Commissioning Director Jon McGinty

Ongoing progress
updates will be
provided to the
AGC.

A Terms of Reference in
respect of this review will
be produced by IA and
agreed with the
Managing Director /
Commissioning Director Jon McGinty and Head
of Financial Management
– Paul Blacker.

Compliance testing
will commence
during Qtr. 4
2018/2019.

Managing Director /
Commissioning Director Jon McGinty

Ongoing progress
updates will be
provided to the
AGC.

Procurement
To evaluate the GFRS procurement system in place to
ensure alignment with EU legislation, and for
compliance with GCC and local policies and procedures
(including Accounting Instruction No.1 Ordering,
Receiving and Payment of Goods and Services,
Contract Standing Orders and Financial Regulations).
This audit will include the review of the use of the
Council’s procurement cards (P Cards) process by
GFRS staff to ensure that goods and services
purchased are in compliance with Council policies,
value for money is achieved and where appropriate
VAT is reclaimed on purchases made (Accounting
Instruction No.16 (VAT)).

7

Internal Audits
(IA) Role

Progress to date

Capital Programme
This review will seek to provide assurance that GFRS
has a robust governance framework in place for
management of the Capital Programme and is
compliant with good practice requirements as published
in CIPFA guidance and Accounting Instruction No.19
(Capital Programme).
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Recommendation

8

Lead Officer

Proposed
Reporting
Arrangements
and
Timescales

A Terms of Reference in
respect of this review will
be produced by IA and
agreed with the
Managing Director /
Commissioning Director Jon McGinty and Head
of Financial Management
– Paul Blacker.

Compliance testing
will commence
during Qtr. 4
2018/2019.

Managing Director /
Commissioning Director Jon McGinty

Ongoing progress
updates will be
provided to the
AGC.

A Terms of Reference in
respect of this review will
be produced by IA and
agreed with the
Managing /
Commissioning Director Jon McGinty and Head
of Financial Management
– Paul Blacker.

Compliance testing
will commence
during Qtr. 4
2018/2019.

Managing Director /
Commissioning Director Jon McGinty

Ongoing progress
updates will be
provided to the
AGC.

Income (including petty cash)
The audit will seek to evaluate the effectiveness of the
income and cash handling procedures; and compliance
with Financial Regulations, Accounting Instructions
No.2 (Income), No.3 (Security of Cash) and No.6 (Petty
Cash Imprest Accounts).

9

Internal Audits
(IA) Role

Progress to date

Budget Setting and Budget Monitoring
This review will seek to establish the effectiveness of
the budget setting process and relevant control
arrangements to provide assurance that an accurate
and operationally reflective budget is set prior to the
start of the financial year.
In addition, the audit will also review the robustness of
the budget monitoring system to ensure that forecasts
submitted are accurate and reflect the actual and
planned spend (Accounting Instruction No.14 (Budget
Estimates and Monitoring Procedures)).
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Recommendation

Progress to date

Internal Audits
(IA) Role

Lead Officer

Discussion at the July
2018 AGC supported the
approach of considering
Council wide compliance
audits in the event of any
learning points arising
from the GFRS reviews,
together with any reprioritisation of the
2018/19 Internal Audit
plan as required.

In addition, audit
activities to be
developed as part
of the risk based
internal audit
planning process
2019/20.

Director: Strategic Finance
and Enabling Services –
Jo Walker

Outcomes to be
presented to the
AGC as part of
the quarterly
Internal Audit
progress reports
during 2019/20.

Discussion at the July
2018 AGC resulted in a
request that IA undertake
a review of the adequacy
of the 2018/19 Directors
and Heads of Service
Governance Assurance
Statements.

This audit activity
to be incorporated
into Quarter 1 of
the 2019/20
Internal Audit Plan.

Director: Strategic Finance
and Enabling Services –
Jo Walker

Outcomes to be
presented to the
AGC as part of
the quarterly
internal audit
progress reports
during 2019/20.

Proposed
Reporting
Arrangements
and
Timescales

Internal Audit Reviews – Council wide
10

Council Wide Compliance Reviews
In addition to the above, during the next 18 months, IA
to undertaken ‘pure compliance’ audits across the
whole Council. These audits will review compliance with
the Council’s key corporate policies (financial and non
financial).

11

Governance Assurance Statements
To test the adequacy of the 2018/19 Directors and
Heads of Service Governance Assurance Statements.
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F.

APPENDIX F:
Letter from S Edgar (GFRS) to P Trott (OPCC) re Representation Model dated 18 July 2017

Letter from former Chief Fire Officer Steward Edgar to OPCC Chief Executive Paul Trott outlining GCC’s
formal response to the Representation Model option for Gloucestershire
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G.

PUBLIC CONSULTATION AND STAKEHOLDER ENGAGEMENT
Describes the feedback received from the public and stakeholders during the consultation on the
draft business case (07/11/18 – 21/12/18)

A summary of the findings from the stakeholder and public consultation.

Full reports can be found in the following supporting

documents:

• 01. Communication and stakeholder
engagement plan
• 02. Chronology of media and engagement
activity
• 03. Correspondence from GCC (GFRS FA)
• 04. Stakeholder feedback (with responses
where applicable)

• 05. Correspondence received by the OPCC
from public
• 06. Results of the online survey
• 07. Results of the on-street survey
• 08. Results of the paper survey (libraries)
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How we sought the views of stakeholders and the public
On 19th September 2018, letters of notification regarding the PCC’s decision to refresh the analysis
into a change of GFRS governance was circulated to key identified stakeholders. This included
local MPs, Local Authorities (political leaders and Chief Executives), staff representative
organisations, Gloucestershire Constabulary, GFRS and the South West Ambulance Trust. A full
list can be found in supporting document 02. Chronology of media and engagement activity.
In line with statutory requirements for the PCC to consult on the preferred option for FRS
governance, on 7th December 2018 the PCC published the Outline (draft) Business Case (OBC)
and launched a period of consultation.
Legislation specifies that the PCC must:
• Consult each relevant local authority about the proposal.
• Consult people in the PCC’s police area about the proposal.
• Consult people appearing to the PCC to represent employees who may be affected by the
proposal.
• Consult people appearing to the PCC to represent members of a police force who may be so
affected.
Furthermore, a PCC must “publish, in such manner as the PCC thinks appropriate, a response to
the representations made or views expressed in response to those consultations.”
A communication and stakeholder engagement plan was developed once the PCC’s preferred
option was clear (see supporting document 01. Communication and stakeholder plan) and a full
consultation was launched on 7th November 2018 for a period of 6 weeks up to 21st December
2018. Consultation materials were produced in support of this along with a dedicated page of the
OPCC website (www.gloucestershire-pcc.gov.uk/how-to-get-involved/consultations-andsurveys/fire-governance).

Stakeholder feedback
County Council / GFRS Fire Authority
As outlined above, notification regarding the PCC’s decision to re-look at the case for change was
provided in writing on 19th September 2018 to the Chief Executive of GCC, the Cabinet Member for
Public Protection, Parking and Libraries (includes responsibility for GFRS), former Cabinet Member
for Fire, Planning and Infrastructure, the Acting Chief Fire Officer and the Leader of the County
Council.
Initial feedback was obtained in writing from the Leader of Gloucestershire County Council which
noted Cllr Hawthorne’s regret at the PCC’s decision (20/09/18). A further e-mail from the Chief
Executive of GCC was received on 1st October 2018 confirming receipt of the letter from the
OPCC.
In accordance with statutory obligations, a further e-mail was sent to GCC, along with other
identified stakeholders regarding the publication of the OBC and the launch of the consultation
period. A copy of the OBC was provided along with links to the OPCC website containing the
online survey.
A full chronology of engagement activity and feedback (including detail of correspondence) from
GCC is contained in supporting document 03. Correspondence from GCC (GFRS FA) however a
summary is provided below:

168

Date
19/09/18

From
OPCC

To
GCC

20/09/18

GCC

OPCC

01/10/18

GCC

OPCC

07/11/18

OPCC

GCC

15/11/18

GCC

OPCC

OPCC /
GCC

GCC /
OPCC

16/11/18

22/11/18
–

Detail
Formal notification of intent to reopen the work to assess
the case for change
Response from Cllr Hawthorne regarding 19/09/18 letter.
Noted his regret at the decision and the cost of the work in
2017 and further costs. Reminded the PCC of the
unanimous opposition to the proposal from County
Council members in 2017 when debated. Concerned that
the proposal is bad for GCC, GFRS and GC.
Acknowledgement of receipt of letter (19/09/18) from Chief
executive GCC to Chief Executive OPCC.
E-mail to all identified stakeholders to publicise LBC and
consultation period. OBC provided and links to
information on OPCC website and online consultation
(plus other means of feedback to the OPCC).
Report to the Police and Crime Panel from Cllr D Norman
(Cabinet Member for Public Protection, Parking and
Libraries). The purpose of the report: “To give a brief
overview of the initial view on the accuracy of the Police
and Crime Commissioners Report … which is out for
public consultation”.
Police and Crime Panel. Issues raised by members of the
Panel:
• Clarification regarding the Chief Constable’s position
should there be a change of governance for GFRS.
Governance model explained (i.e. two heads of
service).
• Overview of timetable for submission of the Business
Case.
• Cost of change and request for financial information
from GCC to provide detail of costs of service (GFRS).
• Concern regarding other priorities for GC/PCC
(specifically in relation to HMIC inspection into child
protection).
• Discussion about levels of scrutiny in GCC and
concern that issues raised by whistleblowing complaint
were missed.
• Concern about national pressures on Government
(Brexit).
• The Commissioner’s salary should a change in
governance be made.
• Acknowledgement of the wider council brief for the
Chief Fire Officer and principal officer team.
• Whether the PCC could sit on the scrutiny committee
with current oversight of GFRS. It was explained that
this would be the Representation Model and that this
option had been rejected previously by GCC.
• Query about union consultation.
• Agreement that this would be discussed again in more
depth by the Panel and to include Cabinet Member
with responsibility for GFRS.
• PCC requested GFRS financial data.
Correspondence organising briefing session for
Environment and Communities Scrutiny Committee and
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Date
27/11/18

From

28/11/18

GCC

03/12/18

12/12/18

GCC

To

OPCC

Detail
the Police and Crime Panel with PCC/OPCC (held on
12/12/18).
Motion at full council meeting regarding the proposal for a
change in GFRS Governance. Debate included:
• Concern about cost of process and transfer.
• Support for current arrangements with regards to
public accountability.
• GFRS reputation for providing an excellent service
recognised nationally.
• Members noted regret for the events surrounding the
whistleblowing complaint but were keen for the new
Chief Fire Officer to be given time to manage the
service.
• PCC’s efforts/focus should be concentrated on police
matters particularly in rural areas.
• The Home Secretary should intervene to stop further
waste of Commissioner’s resources to explore the
case for change.
• Concern regarding the “tension” between the Council
and PCC.
• Concern about the Commissioner’s commitment to
partnership working.
It was resolved that: “… the Council restates its opposition
to proposals to transfer the governance of Gloucestershire
Fire and Rescue service from the County Council to the
Police and Crime Commissioner. We call on the Police
and Crime Commissioner to abandon the plan, and, if he
does not, for the Home Secretary to reject it.”
Letter from Chief Executive of GCC to PCC with resolution
of full council regarding the GFRS governance motion
(see above).
Joint meeting of the Police and Crime Panel and the
Environment and Communities Scrutiny Committee to
discuss the LBC with the PCC and OPCC.
A briefing was provided by the PCC and then by the
Cabinet Member for Public Protection, Parking and
Libraries. A summary of the Member discussion is below:
• Current strong performance of GFRS including an
increased focus on prevention.
• Noted that the original analysis concluded that there
were no benefits identified with regards to community
safety.
• Existing and future opportunities for collaboration
should be a primary focus.
• Questions regarding transparency under the proposed
governance model and public scrutiny in comparison
to current arrangements within GCC.
• Concern regarding the cost of the case preparation
and of transfer.
• Concern about the OPCC’s ability to carry out
functions with regards to police if the remit is
expanded to include GFRS.
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Date

From

To

Detail
• Cost implications for GCC to cover the wide council
roles currently carried out by the CFO.
• PCC requested GFRS financial data.

Tier two councils
All local councils were informed of the consultation and sent relevant information such as links to
the website and survey and details of the business case along with offers of briefings / meetings
with the PCC and/or OPCC representatives to discuss the OBC. The table below summarises the
responses received:
Authority

Formal response received?

Cheltenham
Borough Council

Yes. Letter received 21/12/18 from
political leader of the Borough Council.

Offer of briefing /
meeting taken up?
No.

CBC in favour of status quo governance
arrangements. Satisfied that GCC
Internal Audit investigation and
subsequent recommendations will
address any requirements within the
service resulting from the whistleblowing
complaint.
Suggestion of delay in PCC’s to allow
HMICFRS to inspect and report as this
may present justification for the PCC to
revisit the case for change.

Cotswolds District
Council

Also would like to see more of an
assessment of the cost of change from
the perspective of GCC.
Yes. Letter received 21/12/18 from the
Head of Paid Services.

Forest of Dean
District Council

CDC not supportive of proposal for a
change in GFRS governance as do not
feel business benefits are clearly
demonstrated in the OBC.
Yes. Letter received 20/12/18 from the
Head of Paid Services.

Gloucester City
Council

Despite understanding the potential for
greater collaboration and scrutiny, the
council were unsure that the OBC clearly
demonstrated how this could be
achieved. Members also stated that, in
the interest of balance, a briefing from
GCC would be welcomed before
committing to a formal response to the
consultation.
Yes. Letter received 23/11/18 from the
three political leaders of the City Council.
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No.

Yes. Briefing
session for elected
members of District
and parish Council
held 18/12/18.

No.

Authority

Stroud District
Council
Tewkesbury
Borough Council

Formal response received?
The council noted the support provided
by GFRS to services supporting
vulnerable communities and fears a
change of governance would risk these
arrangements. Felt the OBC does not
indicate clear benefits and concern has
been raised about resources spent on
the OBC.
No.
Yes. Letter received 06/12/18 from the
Head of Democratic Services.
Letter notes that the proposal had been
debated by members on 4th December
2018 and found the OBC to be “illfounded” and would likely lead to a
“deterioration in the standards of Fire and
Rescue Service”. The reasons for this
are outlined below:
• GFRS provides an outstanding
service and a change to governance
is unnecessary and can “only risk
service deterioration”
• Additional costs to tax payers to fund
the cost of change with no
commensurate longer term
reductions in council tax identified.
• A change to a PCC model would
result in a “democratic deficit” in
comparison to the 53 elected FRA
members.
• Combining law enforcement with
Fire and Rescue would create
conflict due to differing
organisational cultures.
• GFRS supports county council
services and operates from shared
facilities. A change to this would
cause negative disruption.
• The OBC does not include a factual
base for Council Tax payers nor
detail regarding how performance
and scrutiny will be improved.
The letter concludes that benefits to
residents are not defined in the OBC and
that the status quo in relation to GFRS
governance should be maintained.

For more detail, see supporting document 04. Stakeholder feedback.
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Offer of briefing /
meeting taken up?

No.
No.

Staff representative organisations
Staff representative organisations were also written to before and during the consultation with
information and web links providing detail about the proposal and offers of meetings. The table
below summarises the responses received:
Staff association

Formal response received?

Fire and Rescue
Services
Association

No.
Although no formal response was
received from the FRSA, the following
issues were discussed at a meeting on
04/12/18:
•

Offer of briefing /
meeting taken up?
Yes. 04/12/18 with
National
Recruitment and
Development
Officer.

FRSA do not have a policy opposing
Commissioner governance models but
instead considers proposals on a case by
case basis.

•

Fire Brigades
Union

Keen to see improvements in working
environments – aware of concerns
regarding culture in GFRS and would
welcome anything that would improve
this.
Yes. Letter received 19/12/18 (dated
19/11/18) from Brigade Organiser.
In line with FBU conference policy, FBU
against Commissioner governance
models as views this as an “attack on
democracy”.
Noted that not content with current
governance arrangements but feel that
the proposed arrangements would not
“enhance efficiency, economy,
effectiveness and public safety” for the
following reasons:
• Concern of loss of neutrality for
GFRS if “lines blurred” with police.
• Concerned about integration of
control rooms due to differences in
staff roles.
• Collaboration could be achieved
without a change in governance
which is viewed as a “hostile
takeover”. Concerned this may
damage existing partnership
relationships.
• Concerned that the LBC focused
more in efficiency rather that public
safety although doesn’t reflect
potential costs to GCC.
• Financial information in the OBC
lacks transparency.
• Timing of proposal is opportunistic

173

One informal
meeting prior to
launch of
consultation. No
take up of
subsequent offers of
meetings once
consultation
launched.

Staff association

Formal response received?

Fire Officers’
Association

(whistleblowing complaints).
Yes. Letter received 18/12/18 from
Assistant Chief Executive.

Offer of briefing /
meeting taken up?
Yes. 27/11/18 with
Assistant Chief
Executive.

View proposals from PCCs on a case by
case basis (no national policy in support
or opposition).

Police Federation

Feel that the proposal may be a good
catalyst for change in light of
whistleblowing complaints and in overall
support for the governance proposal so
long as the following points are
considered:
• GFRS identity should be retained.
• Police and Fire should remain
separate with own leadership.
• Budgets should remain separate.
• Investment in training must be a
priority.
• Retention and strengthening of
prevention activity.
• Savings achieved through
collaboration between emergency
services reinvested to improve
services overall.
• Do not advocate compulsory
redundancies, would rather see
incremental changes to any
integration.
• Psychological and risk management
embedded in service linked to an
overarching stress management
policy.
• Issues relating to mental health
support to be incorporated into a
wider review of GFRS culture.
Yes. E-mail received on 21/12/18 from
Branch Secretary.
Supportive of the proposal and
particularly of wider collaboration.

Police
Superintendents’
Association

Yes. 26/11/18 with
Branch Secretary for
Gloucestershire
Constabulary Police
Federation.

Concern raised regarding potential for an
increase in staffing in the PCC’s office
and any impact this may have on police
budgets. Reassured that service delivery
will be enhanced through greater
collaboration and supportive working.
Yes. E-mail received on 11/01/19 from
Yes. 22/11/18 with
Lead for Gloucestershire
Lead for
Superintendents’ Association
Gloucestershire
Superintendents’
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Staff association

Unison (GC)

Unison (GFRS)
Unite (GFRS)

Formal response received?
Supportive of the response provided by
the Chief Constable. Reiterated
commitment to partnership working
regardless of the outcome of the
consultation.
Yes. E-mail received from Assistant
Branch Secretary.
No real concern other than the potential
for personnel cuts due to merging of
‘back office’ services.
No.
No.

Offer of briefing /
meeting taken up?
Association.

Yes. 22/11/18 with
Branch Secretary.

No.
No.

For more detail, see supporting document 04. Stakeholder feedback.
Local Members of Parliament
There are six local MPs in Gloucestershire:
• Cheltenham: Alex Chalk MP
• The Cotswolds: Sir Geoffrey CliftonBrown MP
• Forest of Dean: Rt Hon Mark Harper MP

•
•
•

Gloucester: Richard Graham MP
Stroud: David Drew MP
Tewkesbury: Laurence Robertson MP

All MPs were written to prior to and during the consultation and offered meetings with the
PCC/OPCC to discuss the proposal.
A joint letter on behalf of all Gloucestershire MPs (with the exception of Stroud) was written to the
PCC regarding Gloucestershire Policing budget. Within this context, the Members of Parliament
stated their objection to the PCC revisiting the issue of GFRS “amalgamating” with Gloucestershire
Constabulary. They felt the involved work would cost the Constabulary more and this did not
represent value for money.
The Member for Stroud was the only MP to meet with the PCC to discuss the OBC. In his letter
David Drew raised concerns about current governance arrangements for GFRS and the culture
that led to the whistleblowing complaints in June 2018.
Mr Drew formally noted his support for the proposal. He stated that he felt a new governance
arrangement would allow GFRS to financially plan for the future, independent of a larger host
organisation. He supported the vision of improved community safety and greater collaboration
between emergency services. He also felt that a new governance model would support the
leadership required to take the service forward, alluding to the recent events surrounding the
whistleblowing complaint.
Local Emergency Services
As with other stakeholders, Chief Officers from GC, GFRS and SWAST were notified of the PCC’s
decision to revisit the case for change in GFRS governance. Offers of meetings with the PCC
were also made though none took advantage of this.
A formal response was not received from the Chief Officer Team in GFRS which is perhaps
unsurprising and to be expected. Responses were received from the Director of Operational
Services for SWAST and the Chief Constable of Gloucestershire Constabulary.

175

Both acknowledged the decision taken by the PCC as a political decision and both were keen to
record their commitment to collaborative working between services and the benefits this beings to
service delivery.
The Constabulary noted that differences in vision had been a barrier to some collaborative
working, particularly with regards to estate. Recognising the importance of wider system
collaboration, the letter called for a “governance landscape where consensus on future direction
can be reached across a broad spectrum of system-wide collaborative opportunities”. The
Constabulary also requested consideration is given to the capacity for change within GC “given the
ambitious transformation programme … already planned”.

The views of the public
Online survey
Views of the public were sought via an online and on-street survey. Direct correspondence was
also encouraged to the OPCC and paper surveys along with literature (full and summary OBC plus
FAQs) were provided to all public libraries across the county.
Consultation reports are available in the supporting document pack (see 05. Correspondence
received by the OPCC from public, 06. Results of the online survey, 07. Results of the on-street
survey and 08. Results of paper survey (Libraries)).
The online survey was open for the duration of the consultation period (07/11/18 – 21/12/18). In
total 626 people took part in the survey (a statistically significant number for the county of
Gloucestershire). Of these:
• 55.22% identified as male, 34.19% identified as female and 10.27% preferred not to say.
• 0.32% were aged under 18, 2.91% were aged between 18-24, 11.49% were aged 25-34,
17.15% aged 35-44, 21.68% aged 45-54, 23.14% aged 55-64, 19.09% aged 65 or over and
4.21% preferred not to say.
• 80.1% identified as white British, 3.7% identified as white other, 1.6% as Asian / British Asian,
0.8% Black / African / Caribbean / Black British, 1.3% as mixed / multiple ethnic groups, 10.2%
preferred not to say and 0.1% stated other.
• 17.13% were from Cheltenham, 14.03% from the Cotswolds, 9.95% from the Forest of Dean,
23.98% from Gloucester, 25.45% from Stroud and 9.46% from Tewkesbury.
Consultees were asked whether they worked or volunteered for Gloucestershire Fire and Rescue
Service, Gloucestershire County Council or Gloucestershire Constabulary.
• 60 respondents stated they worked or volunteered for GFRS (representing approximately 15%
of the workforce);
• 19 respondents stated they worked or volunteered for GCC (approximately 0.6% of the
workforce); and
• 62 respondents stated they worked for GC (representing approximately 3% of the workforce).
When asked if respondents supported the proposal for a change in GFRS governance, 60.39%
said they ‘yes’ and 39.61% said ‘no’.
Respondents were then asked to provide their main reasons for their ‘yes’ or ‘no’ response. There
were five response options provided; four specific answers and an ‘other’ choice, which
respondents were then asked to enter as an open-ended comment.
Reason
Financial considerations
Service resilience

Yes (%)
48.7%
48.1%

176

No (%)
30.9%
37.4%

Reason
Levels of collaboration
Replacing the existing Fire and Rescue
Authority
Other (see below)

Yes (%)
62.0%

No (%)
26.0%

41.7%

47.2%

22.7%

48.4%

For respondents that did not provide their support for the PCC governing the Fire and Rescue
Service, a larger proportion provided an open-ended response via the ‘other’ category. Again,
comments have been themed and summarised and the results included in the table below.
Reason
PCC needs to prove success with policing first –
existing mismanagement and mistrust
If it’s not broken don’t fix it – the current
arrangement serves well – trust and confidence
in the Fire and Rescue Service is positive
The current arrangement is the most transparent
and accountable of the options presented
Empire building and opportunistic on the part of
the PCC
Leave the Fire and Rescue Service to the
people who know what they’re talking about
Fearful of further cuts, particularly in rural areas
Fire and police are separate skillsets and should
be treated as such
The business case needs more detail
Making the governance political is the wrong
thing to do

Frequency

% of
respondents

29

24.4%

18

15.1%

17

14.3%

15

12.6%

14

11.8%

7

5.9%

7

5.9%

6

5.0%

6

5.0%

Of those respondents indicating the volunteered or worked for GFRS, 68% (41) were in favour of a
change in governance. Of the 41 ‘yes’ respondents, their reasons for their response were:
• Replacing the existing Fire and Rescue
• Service resilience (16)
Authority (32)
• Financial considerations (15)
• Levels of collaboration (18)
Those that provided an open-ended response tended to mention that a fresh start is needed and
that they are ‘fed up’ with and have a lack of faith in the council.
32% of GFRS employees/volunteers did not support the PCC taking over governance and the
reasons provided for their decision were:
•
•

Replacing the existing Fire and Rescue
Authority (12)
Financial considerations (10)

•
•

Service resilience (10)
Levels of collaboration (5)

Again, open-ended comments provided further insight and suggested a desire to remain
independent, with fears that the reputation and brand that is considered popular with the public, as
well as links that have been formed with community groups and agencies would be negatively
affected. There was also a suggestion that respondents would like the PCC to demonstrate that
he has been effective with policing.
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Of those respondents working or volunteering for Gloucestershire Constabulary, 84% stated that
they were in support of the PCC’s proposal. Reasons for this choice were as follows:
• Levels of collaboration (34)
• Replacing the existing Fire and Rescue
• Financial considerations (32)
Authority (18)
• Service resilience (31)
The reasons selected by fire and police employees are weighted differently in that fire employees
are focussed primarily on governance arrangements, whereas police focus more on the perceived
benefits of working more collaboratively, efficiency and improving service delivery. The openended comments of the police employees further reflect this and mention opportunities for
improved service, shared use of fire stations and their previous positive experiences of working
with the fire service.
Only ten police respondents (16%) said ‘no’ to the PCC governing the Fire and Rescue Service.
Reasons for their response included that the PCC has no experience of the fire service, it would be
too much work for one person and that having a PCC that is locally driven is getting in the way of
opportunities for national collaboration.
On-street survey
In order to widen the consultation concerning the PCC's proposals to assume responsibility for
GFRS beyond the online survey and stakeholder engagement, the OPCC commissioned The
Research Box to carry out on-street rapid public consultation in each of the six districts across the
county.
The survey questions differed to the online survey as it was assumed that interviewees would not
necessarily be aware of the proposal. This is in contrast to those choosing to take the online
survey who would have accessed the consultation via the OPCC website or social media which
contained background information and the business case. As such, many of the on-street
questions were designed to bring the respondent to a point where they could appraise the idea of
PCC governance of GFRS.
The consultation took place between 13th and 21st December in the following principle towns of the
county:
• Cheltenham
• Cirencester (Cotswolds)
• Tewkesbury
• Coleford (Forest of Dean)
• Stroud
• Gloucester
In total 374 face to face interviews were carried out with local residents (not a statistically
significant number for the county of Gloucestershire). Of these:
• 43% identified as male, 57% identified as female and 1 person preferred not to say.
• 0% were aged under 18, 5% were aged between 18-24, 8% were aged 25-34, 11% aged 3544, 17% aged 45-54, 18% aged 55-64, 41% aged 65 or over and 1 (0%) person preferred not
to say.
• 95% identified as white British, 2% identified as white other, 0% (1) as Asian / British Asian, 1%
Black / African / Caribbean / Black British, 0% mixed / multiple ethnic groups, 2% preferred not
to say and 0% stated other.
Whereas the location of residents was based on where respondents lived in the online survey, the
location for the on-street survey is based on where the consultation was carried out. This meant
that the distribution across the county was more evenly spread.
After a number of questions about knowledge of current governance models for the Fire and
Rescue Service and the Constabulary in Gloucestershire, respondents were asked whether they
would support the proposal for a change in GFRS governance.

178

On balance, more residents said that they would not support the proposal (42%) than those that
said they would (31%). Unlike the online survey, the on-street survey included an option of being
‘not sure’ – 27% of residents chose this option.
Respondents were given a list of potential benefits identified by the OPCC that could be achieved
with a change of governance. They were asked to consider the importance of these benefits.
Budget ring-fencing was seen as slightly more important than the other potential benefits and
scrutiny of GFRS was seen as the least important aspect. The graph below indicates the
proportion of respondents indicating the benefits were either very or quite important to them:

Respondents were asked an open ended question about whether they could see any other
potential benefits to the proposal. Responses tended to centre around better communication,
better incident responses and sharing of resources:
• “Better communication between the two organizations, sharing responsibilities and pooling
resources”
• “It would save costs in administration”
• “It will allow them to engage with the public more”
• “Closer teamwork, better communication, better response to incidents”
• “Clearer policy implementation”
• “Economy of scale, reduced admin costs, the need for only one call centre”
• “One person is in charge so streamlined responsibility”
Respondents were also asked about their concerns regarding the proposal. Responses centred
on a belief that Fire and Rescue Services and the police are different services and required
expertise and experience. There were also concerns that merged governance would provide an
excuse to cut budgets.
• “I just think the services should be overseen by two individuals and not one. How much
experience does a police commissioner have with the fire service?”
• “It could lead to poorer services and more budget cuts”
• “It depends if the right person is in the job”
• “Too much power?”
• “I think the police commissioner has enough to deal with looking after the police and by far the
general feeling is they are doing a poor job as it stands”
• “Fire and Police services should be run separately. They have conflicting interests”
Feedback from The Research Box indicated a general lack of awareness of current governance
arrangements for GFRS with only 51% of respondents identifying Gloucestershire County Council
as the ‘governing body’. This compares to 61% of respondents identifying the Police and Crime
Commissioner when asked about the governance arrangements for the Constabulary.
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The Research Box found that initial reactions of residents to the Governance Model proposal were
broadly negative but that an explanation of the potential benefits could influence a change of view.
That being said, respondents were more likely to be negative about the proposed governance
changes than positive although a significant proportion of respondents were unable to choose and
instead opted for ‘unsure’ when asked if they were in favour of the proposal.
As previously stated, the on-street survey was commissioned to widen the consultation base and
to reach those people that may have been less inclined to complete an online survey. Although
individuals were randomly chosen the results show the age and ethnicity profile of those
interviewed is significantly narrower than those that completed the online survey. For example,
results show that the proportion of on-street respondents aged 65 or over was twice that of the
county average.51
The online survey results show that those aged 65 or over are less inclined to be in favour of
change when compared to the group as a whole (52.6% in favour aged 65+ compared to 60.39%
for the whole survey). Given the narrow demographic sample of respondents to the on-street
survey, alongside the assumption that there will be reduced levels of interest / knowledge of the
GFRS governance debate overall, it is perhaps unsurprising that the on-street respondents are
more opposed to change than in favour.
Library survey
As part of the consultation, 32 libraries in Gloucestershire were provided with a copy of the full
business case, a number of copies of the summary business case and the paper survey with the
same questions of the online survey. Library staff were asked to collate responses and send them
back to the OPCC for recording.
Two completed surveys were received by the OPCC which means the potential for analysis is
limited. Both responses were from individual members of the community. One respondent was
female, aged 55-64, white British and from the Cotswolds. She was not in favour of the proposal.
The reason for her response to the proposal was as follows:
• Other: “The Fire and Rescue Service should have an independent review body (the county
council or other). The services / Constabulary expenditures appear to be very high; however I
commend both bodies for their high level of conduct”.
The second respondent was from the Forest of Dean, is male, Irish and aged 65+. He was in
favour of the proposal for the following reasons:
•
Financial considerations
•
Service resilience
•
Levels of collaboration
•
Replacing the existing Fire and Rescue Authority
•
Other: “To work, train and think collectively means brade5r outlook leading to better
information gathering and exchange.”
E-mails received by the OPCC
During the consultation period, residents were invited to share their views about the proposed
change to GFRS governance by e-mailing the PCC’s Office directly. In total, ten e-mails were
received from nine individuals. Eight out of the nine were in opposition to the proposal and one in
favour.
Comments received in opposition to the proposal included:
51

Gloucestershire County Council Population Profile 2018 states that 20.8% of local residents are
aged 65 or over in Gloucestershire. The proportion of on-street survey respondents aged 65 or
over was 41%, and 19% for the online survey.
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•
•
•
•
•
•

“The PCC should never be permitted to succeed in this latest power grab attempt”.
“The PCC is hardly a democratically elected official, as the election for this position was hardly
supported by the public who did not even know who the candidates were. The Chief Constable
should have complete control and report to an elected committee and not to one person”.
“…the commissioner can’t get a grip of his own force and police numbers on duty have
dwindled to dangerous numbers, don’t let this individual anywhere near the Fire service”.
“I feel quite strongly that the PCC should first of all sort out policing in rural areas before trying
to take over the fire service”.
“The astounding increase in costs make it a non runner. There is no way I as a rate payer I will
be funding this in fact I shall do everything possible to stop it and get the PCC disbanded as
well. It is just empire building”.
“We do not agree with the PCC taking over the Fire Service! The old saying is each to their
own, I would not call in an electrician to deal with a gas fire!”

The rationale from the one individual writing to the PCC to share support for the proposal wrote:
• “I wish to express my strongly held view that when, in 2012, PCCs were first elected, I was
deeply shocked to find that they were permitted in any way to affiliate themselves to political
parties. Martin Surl is independent - which is how things should be. I would be happy if he were
to become PCand Fire C, but I am against any creeping control of or influence over county
business by national political parties”.

Conclusion
Findings from the stakeholder and public consultation can be found in the following supporting
documents:
•
01. Communication and stakeholder
•
05. Correspondence received by the
engagement plan
OPCC from public
•
02. Chronology of media and
•
06. Results of the online survey
engagement activity
•
07. Results of the on-street survey
•
03. Correspondence from GCC (GFRS
•
08. Results of the paper survey
FA)
(libraries)
•
04. Stakeholder feedback (with
responses where applicable)
The current FRA (GCC) has been consistent in its objection to any proposed change to the
governance of GFRS governance. This is evident in the lack of engagement with PA Consulting in
2017, in Full Council debates52, and in response to the consultation relating to the Local Business
Case (LBC). There are a number of objections from GCC to the proposal but three themes
reoccur. These are:
•
the cost of the work to look at the case of change and the cost of transfer;
•
a concern about deterioration in public accountability for GFRS under the proposed model;
and
•
a loss to GCC in the wider functions carried out by the Fire and Rescue Service particularly in
relation to support for social care in activity relating to vulnerable groups.
Of the six tier two councils in Gloucestershire, four noted their opposition to the proposed
governance changes, one chose to withhold making a formal statement and one did not respond to
the consultation. A concern that the business benefits were not clearly defined in the LBC was
shared by two of the Authorities with one suggesting the PCC waits to see the outcome of the
imminent HMICFRS inspection as a means of potentially seeking justification for a change in
governance. Concern was raised about the potential dilution of support for vulnerable
52

GCC Full Council Debate 28/06/17 Motion 796: page 7 of printed minutes and GCC Full Council Debate
16/05/18 Motion 812: page 16 of printed minutes
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communities, as was also the cost of change particularly for GCC with the loss of additional
support to wider County Council functions currently provided by GFRS.
One of the local authorities raised additional concerns about a “democratic deficit” if governance
were moved to a Commissioner model as well as concerns about combining fire and “law
enforcement” functions.
The response from staff representatives was more supportive of the proposal with the exception of
the Fire Brigades Union. This is to be expected, however given the national position adopted by
the FBU which is in opposition to Commissioner governance models for Fire and Rescue Services.
In all other informal feedback received by the OPCC from staff representative organisations,
responses were generally in support of the proposed changes.
Five out of the six local MPs chose to make their objection to the proposal from the PCC in a joint
letter. The grounds of their objection appears to be in relation to the potential for an
“amalgamation” of GFRS and GC and that the work to assess the case for change did not
represent “value for money”.
The sixth local MP’s response was in favour of the proposed change. He highlighted the
opportunity for improved community safety and concerns following the whistleblowing complaint
made in June 2018 against GFRS.
The majority of respondents to the online survey indicating they either work or volunteer for GFRS
were in favour of the proposed governance change (60.4%). This is the same for those indicating
they either work or volunteer for GC (84% in favour).
On balance, the public response is also in favour of the proposed change to GFRS governance.
Combining the responses to the online, on-street (discounting respondents that said they were ‘not
sure’) and library consultation indicates 55% of respondents are in favour and 45% against the
proposal. The correspondence received by the OPCC via e-mail does not alter this result.

.
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