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“Regional Management Boards…MUST

� Establish regional control centres as an operational priority…”

“Fire and Rescue Authorities, through Regional Management Boards, MUST

� Ensure that the local authority companies who will run the control centres on behalf of 
Fire and Rescue Authorities are established by … 1 January 2007 in the West 
Midlands, North West and South East…”

(p.19)
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• Interim Arrangements

• Final Arrangements

6. FBU Meeting

7. Project Costs and Capacity Implications
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Q1: Do the governance arrangements described above offer the 
most effective way of:

- delivering a resilient national control centre network and the effective 
management of national resilience assets; while at the same time

- Maintaining FRA accountability and an appropriate level of flexibility for 
elected members in ensuring that the service meets the needs of local 
people?
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Q2: Should the local authority companies be restricted in the scope 
of their activities as described in this consultation document, or 
should they be given the freedom to diversify?

Q3: Should authorities be given complete freedom in the 
composition and selection of board members and the naming of 
their company?
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Q4: Should there be a relationship between RCC companies and 
RMBs and if so what form should it take?

Q5: Should RCC companies be subject to the same provisions on 
conduct and maladministration as local authorities and other 
relevant bodies, and to the rules relating to local authority 
indemnity?
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Q6: Are you content with the draft Memorandum and Articles of 
Association?  Please comment freely on both

Q7: Do FRAs have views about the best way to manage the 
relationship between the RMB and the company in the running 
of the project?
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Voting and Cost apportionmentVoting and Cost apportionment



� Proportional or non-proportional?   

� Linked to costs or not linked to costs?

Suggestion: Share of votes between political parties could be determined 
locally.
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Option 1: not proportional / not linked to cost. 

Berks = 1
Bucks = 1 
East Sussex = 1
Hampshire = 1
Kent = 1
Isle of Wight = 1
Oxfordshire = 1 
Surrey = 1 
West Sussex = 1
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Option 2: not proportional / linked to cost. 

Berks = 1 £715,600
Bucks = 1 £715,600
East Sussex = 1 £715,600
Hampshire = 1 £715,600
Kent = 1 £715,600
Isle of Wight = 1 £715,600
Oxfordshire = 1 £715,600
Surrey = 1 £715,600
West Sussex = 1 £715,600

* All figures are based on current costs of South East control rooms less 30% assumed saving
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Option 3: Proportional / not linked to cost  (per 0.5m population)

No. Votes (Population)

Berks = 2 (815,000) 
Bucks = 2 (693,700) 
East Sussex = 2 (755,058) 
Hampshire = 4 (1,675,100)
Kent = 4 (1,599,900) 
Isle of Wight = 1 (139,000)
Oxfordshire = 2 (625,600)
Surrey = 3 (1,064,600) 
West Sussex = 2 (766,200)
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Option 4: Proportional / linked to cost (per £0.5m)

Berks = 2 £645,300
Bucks = 2 £549,200
East Sussex = 2 £597,800
Hampshire = 3 £1,326,200
Kent = 3 £1,266,700
Isle of Wight = 1 £110,000
Oxfordshire = 1 £495,300
Surrey = 2 £842,900
West Sussex = 2 £606,600

* All figures are based on current costs of South East control rooms less 30% assumed saving
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Voting % Costs Agreed Y/N

� North East 2/FRS Awaiting FFWG N

� East Midlands 1/FRS ? Y

� South West ? ? ?

� East of England ? ? N

� West Midlands tbd tbd N

� North West ? ? N

� Y&H ? ? ?

� London n/a n/a n/a
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� Impossible to know impact of RCC costs per FRA until proportions agreed

� Long-term planning therefore difficult

� Short-term: may impact project timetable eg setting up LACC (and LACC is 
critical to taking forward HR matters)

� DCLG position: non-prescriptive;  a matter for local choice

� But, want to make sure no region disadvantaged:

� Cover “losses”

� Share costs of national functions and fall-back
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� DCLG insist there will be net savings for South East (Outline Business 
Case suggests 30%)

� Cost of Current Service in SE:
� £10.52m in Business Case, but completed inconsistently
� Compare control room budget (+ “ in scope but in FRS”  + “ out-of-

scope” )

� Should “ winners”  provide protection for “ losers?”  
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I. Pro-rata according to population (DCLG preference) - An equal amount is paid per 
person

II. Pro-rata according to Council Tax base – wealthier areas pay proportionately more

III. Pro-rata according to no. calls – incentive to engage in fire prevention activities

IV. Pro-rata according to voting structure in RCC – each FRA pays according to 
influence

V. Equal shares

VI. Hybrid system – fixed element linked to population or council tax base, and variable element 
depending on call numbers
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Population Tax Base No. calls

� Berks £645K £636K £680K

� Bucks £549K £568K £520K

� East Sussex £598K £593K £692K

� Hampshire £1,326K £1,230K £1,281K

� Kent £1,267K £1,224K £1,366K

� Isle of Wight £110K £106K £89K

� Oxfordshire £495K £471K £330K

� Surrey £842K £970K £815K

� West Sussex £606K £641K £666K

* All figures are based on current costs of South East control rooms less 30% assumed saving
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Pro-rata to votes Equal shares

� Berks (2 votes - £716K) £716K

� Bucks (1 vote - £358K) £716K

� East Sussex (2 votes - £716K) £716K

� Hampshire (3 votes - £1,073K) £716K
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� Isle of Wight (1 vote - £358K) £716K

� Oxfordshire (2 votes - £716K) £716K
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� West Sussex (2 votes - £716K) £716K

* All figures are based on current costs of South East control rooms less 30% assumed saving
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� 50% pro-rate to population, 50% pro-rata to calls

� 75% pro-rate to population, 25% pro-rata to calls
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50:50 75:25 90:10

� Berks £663K £654K £649K

� Bucks £535K £542K £546K

� East Sussex £645K £621K £607K

� Hampshire £1,304K £1,315K £1,322K

� Kent £1,316K £1,292K £1,277K

� Isle of Wight £100K £105K £108K

� Oxfordshire £413K £454K £479K

� Surrey £829K £836K £840K

� West Sussex £636K £621K £613K

* All figures are based on current costs of South East control rooms less 30% assumed saving
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� Funding 

� New Burdens

� Business Case

� Best Value

� VAT

� HR Issues*

� Conflicts of Interest

� Directors’ Liability

� Insurance

� Procurement

� National Governance
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HR Issues
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� Consultation (joint bet LACC and FRS)

� Recruitment of RCCD (to make day to day decisions for LACC)

� Staff transfer/transition 

� Shift Patterns

� Staffing numbers

� Recruitment and selection

� Assessment centres

� Terms and conditions (new staff)

� Policies and procedures

� HR Administration and IT software
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Options under consideration by the national HRWG

1. Using the services of another local authority

2. In house provision

3. Outsourcing (long term 5 – 6 years)

Options under consideration by the national HRWG

1. Using the services of another local authority

2. In house provision

3. Outsourcing (long term 5 – 6 years)

HR Provision for LACC – Post Interim ArrangementsHR Provision for LACC – Post Interim Arrangements



Timetable and Programme for LACC Establishment
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� Set up

� “Go Live”

� Business As Usual
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� Acceptance of “Mem and Arts”

� Interim arrangements
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Questions?Questions?


