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1. INTRODUCTION 
 
1.1 Background 
 
1.1.1 At the meeting of the ARP Joint Committee on 14 March 2013 it was resolved that 

together with the development of outline business cases for future governance models 
of ARP and the roll-out of a service improvement/implementation plan, a scope of 
works for shared support services would be produced. 

 
1.1.2 This report presents this scope of works and recommends that a full review of support 

services is undertaken together with the development of the full business case for the 
future governance of ARP. 

 
1.1.3 For 2012/13 the total ARP budget is £5,459,960 of which £548,659 (10.05%) is spent 

on support services. 
 
1.1.4 The support services are provided to ARP by Breckland District Council, Forest Heath 

District Council and St Edmundsbury Borough Council.  East Cambridgeshire District 
Council are not responsible for providing any support services to ARP. 

 
1.1.5 The support service arrangements have been developed over the lifetime of the 

partnership; they have, however, changed little over this time, with the exception of 
ICT support, which moved from Breckland to the joint West Suffolk ICT Team (Forest 
Heath District Council and St Edmundsbury District Council) in 2013.   

 
1.1.6 The table below highlights the ARP support service arrangements that are in place for 

2013/14: - 
 

Support Service Provider Cost (2013/14) 

ICT  West Suffolk £243,522 

Corporate Services Forest Heath £2,112 

HR Forest Heath £45,783 

Legal Services Forest Heath £7,915 

ICT Forest Heath £6,760 

Finance Support Forest Heath £8,337 

Recommendation(s): 
 

• That the ARP Joint Committee note the contents of this report; 
 

• That the ARP Joint Committee instruct the Operational Improvement Board to 
undertake a full review of ARP’s support services aligned to the development of a 
full business case on the future governance of ARP. 



Messenger Service Forest Heath £655 

Insurance Forest Heath £6,015 

HR Breckland £95,730 

Insurance  Breckland £32,310 

Communications Breckland £16,610 

Finance Support Breckland £44,840 

Legal Services Breckland £2,720 

Printing and Reprographics Breckland £15,330 

Postage Breckland £20,020 

 
1.1.7 The support service costs are allocated on the agreed partnership percentage split 

across all four ARP partners.  In sum, ARP pays £243,522 to “West Suffolk”, £77,577 
to Forest Heath District Council and £227,560 to Breckland District Council for the 
provision of the above support services. 

 
1.1.8 Some support services are not listed above and no financial charge is made for them 

(e.g. officer maintenance, committee services) 
 
1.1.9 There are currently on Service Legal Agreements in place regarding the provision of 

support services to ARP. 
 
1.2 Issues 
 
1.2.1 ARP has never strategically reviewed its support service arrangements.  Specific 

decisions have be taken with regard to particular services (e.g. ICT) but these have 
been done in isolation.  To ensure that ARP is receiving the services it requires and is 
getting best value for money it is recommended that a strategic review of support 
services is undertaken.   

 
1.2.2 As part of a review, it will be necessary to review what support services ARP requires.  

ARP has not – to date – evaluated what support it requires from the partner authorities 
[or outside agencies].  This work would inform the specification in any Service Level 
Agreements that should be put in place and managed by the ARP Management Team 
(as the Client) in the future. 

 
1.2.3 ARP is currently developing outline [leading to full] business cases for the future 

governance of ARP.  It is important that whatever support service arrangements are 
put in place are ‘fit for purpose’ in any new arrangement.  As such, the full review of 
support services should not be completed in isolation or prior to this work, but should 
be undertaken as an integral part of any full business case preparation moving 
forward. 

 
1.2.4 The timetable for the review of support services should fit with the timetable for the 

development of a full business case on ARPs future governance.  Any changes – if 
required – to support services should be ready for implementation alongside the new 
governance model.  The key pieces of work that will need to be undertaken as part of 
the support services review are as follows: - 

 

• Full review of existing arrangements, inc. current level of provision and cost; 

• Review of ARP requirements and agreement of service specifications; 

• If changes are proposed a competitive process should be run to ensure the 
nominated provider is demonstrating value for money; 

• If changes are proposed the new arrangements should be ready to commence 
alongside any new governance arrangements. 

 
 
 



 
1.3 Options  
 

• To do nothing. 
 

• To undertake a full review of ARP’s support services aligned to the development of a 
full business case on the future governance of ARP. 

 
1.4 Reasons for recommendations  
 
 It is recommended that a review is undertaken for the following reasons: - 
 

• To ensure that support services are providing good value for money; 

• To ensure that the support services fully meet the needs of ARP; 

• To introduce service specifications as outlined in SLAs; 

• To ensure that any new governance model for ARP has appropriate 
services supporting its development and provision. 

 
2. IMPLICATIONS 
 
2.1 Risk 
 

There is no evidence that the current support services are presenting operational risks 
to ARP.  That said, it is important that future risk is managed through the 
establishment of service standards and specifications and by putting in place Service 
Level Agreements.  Furthermore, we need to ensure that future support services are 
appropriate and make ‘business sense’ to the governance model that is in place.   

 
2.2 Financial 
 

Detailed in the body of the report.  Further financial information to be developed and 
provided following the full review.   

 
2.3 Legal 
 

Not applicable. 
 
2.4 Equality and Diversity 
 

Not applicable. 
 
2.5 Other  
 

Not applicable. 
 
 

 


