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Subject: Local Area Agreement: Performance Reward Grant
1. Reason for Report


1.1 At its meeting in July, the Delivery group asked for a paper with possible options for allocating Local Area Agreement performance reward grant.
1.2 At the meeting on 8 September Delivery Group members were asked to contribute ideas to the development of this paper and comments received have been included in this re-drafted report.  Comments were in the form both of “principles” and more detailed suggestions.
2. Key Issues
2.1 On current performance and forecasts Calderdale might achieve performance reward grant of around £4m or 63% of the total available monies.  (A further update on RET progress will be submitted to the next meeting of the Delivery Group). 


2.2 There is a set process for claiming Performance Reward Grant, which includes a certification of claims by the Council’s Chief Executive.  Any claims must be supported, at a minimum, by a certificate from the Council’s Internal Audit function.  The Chief Executive’s PRG claim letter must also certify that Pump Priming Grant (PPG) has been used to support eligible expenditure.  Work with the Council’s Internal Audit has already commenced to ensure adherence to CLG’s requirements.


2.3 PRG will be paid in two instalments, one in each of the financial years following the end of the agreement.  Fifty per cent of PRG will be capital and 50% revenue.  This does slightly complicate how PRG can be used but there may well be flexibility and a further report on options around this will be brought back.


2.4 As the Accountable Body for LAA funds, the final allocation and payment of PRG funds is the responsibility of the Council’s Elected Members.  However there is clear expectation from Central Government that partners will contribute to any Elected Member decision.  How partners contribute can be decided locally.


2.5 In terms of the principle of the allocation of PRG the options set out below might be considered
· i) Reward past performance/achievement through allocating PRG to partners or partnerships on the basis of their contribution to delivery of the final target.
a) Comments Received
“There should be some genuine reward for partners who have made a genuine contribution”

“Needs to be some recognition of the input of VCS groups in helping hits some of these targets – could be mix of capital and revenue” 
b) Possible issues
How will contributions be measured and agreed?

Should only those partners contributing to a successful indicator be eligible for reward?

Should any contributor who has been contracted (ie already received payment) to deliver on the target also be eligible for reward monies?

· ii) Allocate PRG to partners or partnerships to help them address Calderdale’s current/future priorities as set out in the SCS/LAA2
a) Comments Received
“Allocate a significant chunk of money to an innovation funding with an agreed framework for its allocation such as: promoting social enterprise; promoting return to work; narrowing the gap; and delivering the Green agenda”

“Use a sum of money from the capital element to support the Asset Transfer Procedure – a fund to support VCS groups engaged in Asset Transfer”
“Create an area endowed fund to provide an ongoing grants pot for grassroots initiatives”  

b) Possible issues
Could be used to provide support for a single issue or a number of issues
Managing the expectations of partners that good performance would be rewarded 
A formal business case/application process might be required

· iii) A combination of rewarding past performance and contributing to current/future priorities.
a) Comments

“Balance of funding should be focussed on “initiatives” to deliver Calderdale priorities”
Possible issues
In what proportion should the PRG be allocated to past performance and future priorities? 
· iv) Other comments around principles
Split out capital and revenue and use differently
Initiatives must be sustainable (financially)

Funding not to be used to sustain existing commitments

The balance of funding should be in favour of big initiatives rather than many small initiatives.

Should be real clarity on expected impacts

Funding used for investment not for spending

Citizens panel to contribute to selection of initiatives

2.6 As PRG is not ringfenced and Government has expressed no interest in how it is spent, the decision on how PRG is to be used is a local one, resting with the Council’s elected members.
3. Conclusions
3.1 The use of PRG is a local issue and Calderdale Forward needs to present its view to Elected Members in order to inform the decision-making process.
3.2 The comments received to the initial draft paper suggest there is support for an approach which:

· Focuses on future priorities but also rewards contributors to performance achieved
· Has a clear framework for agreeing how the money should be spent

· Has a clear set of principles for what should be achieved from the funding

· Should involve a citizens panel in the process

3.3 Some further work is still required in understanding the implications of the capital/revenue split and how this might affect use of the grant.


3.4 There may be a need for some wider consultation within the LSP to ensure that any views on usage of PRG have wider ownership and support.


3.5 It is still not clear how much PRG Calderdale will achieve therefore any suggested use of funding should remain at the ‘in principle’ level. 
4. Recommendations
4.1 That the Delivery Group considers the broad options and suggestions raised in the report.


	For further information on this report, contact:

	Alan Duncan
	LSP and Partnerships Manager

	Telephone:
	01422 392207
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