Agenda Item No 4
Council
7 October 2015

Devolution & Combined

Report of the Chief Executive Authorities
1 Summary
1.1 The purpose of this report is to update Members on progress since the

meeting on 15 July 2015 and the update to the Special Sub-Group on 16
September and to assist Members in deciding on the best option for North
Warwickshire.

1.2 Recommendation to the Council

1 That the Council is keen to retain its historic, economic and
cultural links with the County of Warwickshire and Coventry,
whilst maximising the benefits available through the wider West
Midlands region;

For that reason, it agrees to seek Non-Constituent Membership
of the West Midlands Combined Authority, recognising that this
will not preclude it from being part of another collaboration
involving other authorities either within Warwickshire County or
otherwise;

That it will review its position when the West Midlands
Combined Authority Scheme and Devolution Deal are finalised,
to ensure that Non-Constituent Membership remains in its best
interests; and

That the Council formally endorses the Statutory Governance
Review and draft Scheme relating to the proposed West
Midlands Combined Authority, for consultation by the
Government.

2 Consultation

2.1 This is an issue affecting the whole Council and all Members have had the
opportunity to attend briefings.
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4.2

5.1

5.2

5.3

Introduction

At the Extraordinary meeting of the Council held on 15 July 2015, Members
considered my report on Devolution and Combined Authorities. Prior to the
meeting, Members received a presentation from PwC and were able to ask
questions on areas of concern.

My report, including the Recommendation which was adopted in full by the
Council, comprises Appendix 1 to this report.

In brief, the resolution was to continue to be involved in discussions to explore
opportunities to deliver the Council’'s economic development objectives, both
through existing mechanisms and potentially through Devolution
arrangements both with the West Midlands Combined Authority or any other
proposed alternatives.

The purpose of this report is to update Members on what has proved to be a
very fast-moving agenda since that meeting, with a view to assisting them in
making a decision in advance of 20 October, which is the date when the
statutory consultation process for the West Midlands Combined Authority
commences.

Recent Developments

Since 15 July 2015, there have been a number of meetings involving,
primarily, the Leader and Chief Executive, to keep abreast of the emerging
proposals for both the Combined Authority and the Devolution Deal.

Members will recall that there are two distinct elements to the proposals. The
first relates to the make-up, Constitution and governance of the Combined
Authority and the second relates to the content of the Devolution Deal and
who can participate in it. | shall address these two issues separately.

Combined Authority

The seven Metropolitan Councils of Birmingham, Coventry, Dudley, Sandwell,
Solihull, Walsall and Wolverhampton have made a commitment in principle to
develop a proposal to establish a West Midlands Combined Authority by 1
April 2016.

The Combined Authority is not a Council and can currently only hold powers
in relation to Council transportation and economic regeneration.

The Cities and Local Government Devolution Bill currently going through
Parliament will enable any Council (and other public authority) powers to be
transferred to a Mayor and/or Combined Authority. How this would work in
the West Midlands would depend on the outcome of the negotiations on the
Devolution Deal.
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The only authorities that can be full members are the ones that the Combined
Authority geographically covers. These are called Constituent Members.
That geographical area is currently just the Metropolitan District areas.

Membership is available for Councils, like North Warwickshire, which are
outside of the geographical area of the Combined Authority. This is called
Non-Constituent Membership and means those Councils which are not in the
area of the Combined Authority but are closely associated with it and their
role is as defined by local agreement with the Combined Authority.

The idea is that Non-Constituent Membership will enable Councils to build on
their relationship with the wider bodies that comprise the Combined Authority,
attend Combined Authority meetings, have the opportunity to take a shared
strategic approach in the development of significant policy areas, utilise and
contribute to joint working and share communications and channels for future
opportunities.

The Metropolitan Authorities have indicated that certain devolved powers will
be shared with other Councils. What those powers will be depends on the
outcome of the devolution negotiations with Government. The Metropolitan
Authorities have, however, indicated that a number of these powers will only
be shared with those Councils which become Non-Constituent Members due
to the complexity of those issues. One such example may be the Business
Rates pool.

In terms of voting, the procedure is as follows:

(a) Constituent Members (ie the Mets) will have a single vote on those issues
which relate only to the functions of the Combined Authority (CA) within
the Metropolitan Area.

(b) Non-Constituent Members will not get voting rights under the Scheme to
be approved by Government, but through a locally-agreed consultation
with the Constituent Members. These voting rights will apply to issues
which do not just relate to the Metropolitan Area. The Non-Constituent
Members are likely to be those District Councils which are minded to join
and the three LEPs.

(c) Because the Government scheme for the Combined Authority will relate
largely just to the Metropolitan Area, any joint working arrangements with
Non-Constituent Members outside that area will largely be by agreement
and the most likely format for this is a Joint Committee. The Joint
Committee can have Constituent and Non-Constituent Members on it and
potentially Councils who are not members at all, but current thinking is that
some powers and rights would only be delegated to Non-Constituent
Members.
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The idea is that the Joint Committee would be able to make binding
decisions on any issues the Councils choose to delegate to it, but
Councils can choose to leave the Joint Committee and revoke a
delegation at any time.

The joint working arrangements, including voting would need to be the
subject of further negotiation and discussion, but the clear intention is that
every authority would have a vote. It is also the stated aim to have as few
votes as possible, following the Greater Manchester and West Midlands
Transport Authority model, by agreeing as much as possible by
consensus.

The process that is currently underway to take the Combined Authority
forward is that the Constituent Councils are finalising a draft Scheme (‘the
Scheme’) which will need to be agreed by authorities wanting to be either
Constituent or Non-Constituent Members.

Following that, the Secretary of State will undertake a consultation upon a
proposed Statutory Order, setting out the establishment of a Combined
Authority which is based upon the Scheme. The final stage is for the
Secretary of State to create an Order establishing a Combined Authority.

In practical terms, once the Scheme has been approved by Councils, the
Secretary of State will start the Combined Authority process and the
Constituent Members need to approve the final Scheme at full Council
meetings, prior to 20 October.

The Governance Review and draft Scheme comprise Appendices 2 and 3 to
this Report.

Similarly, bodies that wished to be named in the Scheme as Non-Constituent
Members will need to make the decision as to whether or not they wish to be
named by 12 October, at the latest.

The “Heads of Terms” of the Constitution for the Combined Authority, such as
membership, voting and powers, will be set out in the Scheme.

As explained above, only Constituent Members will be given voting rights by
the Scheme. Non-Constituent voting rights will have to be set out in the
Constitution of the Combined Authority.

In terms of engagement post 20 October, there is a proposal that Districts
who continue to participate should pay £10,000 for 2015/16 and £25,000 for
2016/17, although this may be for further decision/negotiation. In terms of
engagement post 20 October, it has been agreed that any Districts who
decide not to join the Combined Authority should no longer attend meetings
of the Shadow Board and only attend Regional Leaders’ meetings, which will
take place with the Leaders of the Councils in the three LEP areas, together
with LEP representatives and observers from bordering Councils. This is to

4/4



6.1

6.2

6.3

7.1

enable Councils who are not members of the Shadow Board to keep up to
date with developments.

Devolution Deal

The only reason why it would make sense for this Council to be involved in
the Combined Authority process would be if there were likely to be either
advantages from being part of the deal, or significant disadvantages if we
were not.

A proposed Devolution Deal has been agreed for negotiation purposes with
Government, but was still confidential at the time of writing this report,
although evidence of leakage to the press was starting to emerge.

The headline proposals that have been reported elsewhere are set out
below:-

Securing greater control of Government funding on transport, infrastructure
and housing.

Securing enhanced connectivity and securing key benefits from HS2 for the
area of the Combined Authority.

Securing local management of transport networks and integrated road and
rail plans.

Devolution of employment and skills funding to secure innovative new set of
services for the area.

Devolution of a range of Government functions and funding streams for
business support and start up.

Devolution of policy making powers and resources for focus on troubled
individuals, including devolution of criminal justice system.

Establishing a Mental Health Commission for the Combined Authority Area to
provide more targeted interventions and support to individuals.

By the time of the meeting, there may be more details of the proposals in the
public arena, following recent press coverage.

Issues for North Warwickshire
In making a decision about how the Council wishes to proceed, it is worth
considering what our current strengths and weaknesses are, particularly in

terms of economic development and what opportunities and threats face the
Council in making its decision.
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Strengths

North Warwickshire has a strong and growing economy currently.

It is well-located on the national infrastructure network and is popular for
inward investment.

There has been strong Business Rate growth in recent years.

We have an up-to-date Core Strategy in place and a five year housing supply.
Employment levels are high, with the Council being a net importer of workers.
Weaknesses

The strength of the local economy is based primarily on logistics, with the
result that whilst jobs are plentiful wages are low.

Our local skill base is low and academic achievement, whilst improving, has
some way to go to catch-up with the rest of the County.

Although strategically well located, North Warwickshire Borough Council is a
small authority surrounded by some very large ones.

Our location in the North of Warwickshire and our lack of political
representation on the LEP, together with the focus of our economic activity
being largely outside the County and linked into the wider West Midlands, has
impacted on our role in the Coventry and Warwickshire LEP which, in general
terms, focusses on Coventry and the South of the County. This has not been
helped by the LEP and its constituent members not agreeing to all District
Councils having a seat at the LEP table, despite being funders.

Transportation, particularly in the context of local people getting to jobs and
training opportunities, is a key problem.

Opportunities

The Devolution Deal could potentially give financial benefits, eg through a
much greater local retention of Business Rate growth.

As well as potential for additional funding, we may be able to be involved in
efficiencies through devolved budgets, leading to better use of public
resources.

We should, through a Joint Committee, have a seat at the table and a vote on
Joint Committee business, as we currently do on the Coventry &
Warwickshire Shadow Economic Prosperity Board, but not (significantly) on
the Coventry & Warwickshire LEP.
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HS2 (see also Weaknesses) The Combined Authority is putting significant
emphasis on the growth opportunities arising from HS2. This growth will be
happening on North Warwickshire’s borders and if the project is going to
happen, the Borough should be seeking to benefit as much as possible, so a
seat at the table on this issue would be very important.

In terms of housing and employment, whilst North Warwickshire does have an
up to date Core Strategy and five year plus land supply, it will have to
exercise the duty to co-operate in terms of growth from nearby urban areas,
including Tamworth, Coventry and, most significantly, Birmingham. A seat at
the table may be an opportunity to influence growth strategies, in particular so
as to strengthen urban areas and increased use of brownfield sites, in a way
that may be more difficult from the outside.

Threats

The Devolution Deal could potentially lead to there being less funding
available for projects other than those agreed by the Combined Authority
and/or Joint Committee.

If the Council decides not to go in, this may lead to less funding opportunities
and, as Coventry will leave the Coventry and Warwickshire Business Rates
Pool, this will dissolve and the Borough Council is likely to be worse off in
terms of Business Rates funding.

HS2 continues to create a major threat for North Warwickshire. As well as
the impact on the rural environment and economy, there are potentially
significant threats to the Council’s finances through loss of business rates.
The other side of this argument are in the opportunities shown above.

In terms of opportunities, | have said that being inside the Combined Authority
arrangements may give us a voice and more say. We would have to ensure
that our planning sovereignty was not comprised through requiring safeguards
in voting, particularly on Planning issues, as have been used in Greater
Manchester for example.

Linked to the previous point, the economy of the West Midlands is likely to be
significantly changed by the Combined Authority arrangements. Unlike the
rest of Warwickshire, North Warwickshire has extensive boundaries with both
Birmingham and Solihull and our economy will be directly impacted by those
changes.

If the Borough Council does not join in at this stage, but decides to sit on the
fence for a little longer, we need to understand whether that will have a long
term effect on our ability to join or to influence the nature of how the
Combined Authority agenda develops.
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There is a clause in the original Cities and Local Government Devolution Bill
(previously referred to as ‘Clause 10’ that allows the Government to make
changes to the governance, structure and constitution of Local Authorities as
well as boundary changes. Explanatory notes from the Government say that
the intention is for this to be used as agreed with local Government but does
mention the creation of unitary authorities, reducing the number of Councillors
and mergers of Councils.

Key Issues
What are the alternatives?

The Council could decide not to join and, were it felt that it needed to engage
in future, either seek to become a Non-Constituent Member at that stage, or
just seek to be part of the Joint Committee. If these options were taken, there
is no guarantee that our application would be accepted (though as a key part
of the LEP area, hopefully it would) and if we were, we would have to join
under the rules already agreed by others, which we have had no say in.

Once we decided not to go in, we will no longer be invited to Joint Committee
meetings and potentially we would be excluded from certain opportunities,
including in all probability the Business Rates Pool, which is likely to have a
negative impact (see below).

Voting Rights

| have commented on voting in section 5 of the report, but it is likely that
Government will require the Mets to have the maijority of votes on Combined
Authority issues, because the law requires this and because the powers and
responsibilities are devolved to them. Despite that, Non-Constituent
Members will have a seat, a say and a vote, and the voting on Non-Combined
Authority issues dealt with through the Joint Committee will be for local
agreement.

Exit Strategy

If the Council decides to go forward, Members will want to understand what
their options are in relation to leaving the arrangement if it is not in the
Council’s interests and what are the timescales and any other implications of
us doing so. We have recently had a response from DCLG officials clarifying
the position on a number of issues which have been of major concern and a
copy of the questions and the answers to them comprise Appendix 4 to this
report. Members will be particularly interested in the replies which confirm:-

that Non-Constituent Members retain their sovereignty over powers except
where they agree otherwise;

the ability to be involved in more than one collaboration;
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the responses on business rates and significantly;

the reply about the changes to the list of Non-Constituent Members. This
confirms that the list can be changed up to the Order being laid in Parliament,
although this may cause delay in process.

This led to a further question being asked as to whether authorities who agree
to go in now but don’t like the Devolution Deal can pull out before the
Combined Authority goes live and it was confirmed that there was nothing to
stop authorities dropping out before the Order is laid in Parliament, although it
could cause some delays in setting up the WMCA. We are still waiting to
hear what the position is to exit after the authority goes live.

What do the proposals mean for Planning and Economic Development?

The proposed Combined Authority aims to maintain a continuous supply of
housing and employment land, as all Councils are obliged to do now under
planning policy. The Borough currently faces significant pressure to accept
growth from the rest of the Housing Market areas it is part of
(Coventry/Warwickshire and Greater Birmingham). On balance, the proposed
Combined Authority is unlikely to make a significant difference to those
pressures. The Council has already started to look at how some of these
additional housing pressures can be accommodated and it is clear that
making sure improvements are made to the infrastructure of the Borough is
essential to this exercise. It has been made clear to Birmingham and others
that their help will be sought given the housing need stems from their area
and, if the Combined Authority is to gain increased powers over such issues
as transportation, then this could help with this work. It may assist if the
Borough is in a position to influence the Combined Authority on these issues.

With regard to economic development, it is clear that North Warwickshire has
significant links with the Greater Birmingham economy, as well as the
Coventry and Warwickshire economy.

Nearly 12,000 of the 25,000 of our residents in employmentwork in
Birmingham, Tamworth, Nuneaton, Solihull and Coventry, compared with
8,500 who work in the Borough. It is clear therefore that the Functional
Economic Area (FEA) for the Borough includes, as its largest component,
areas that will be in the West Midlands Combined Authority.

The Heseltine Review of economic growth in the UK outlined a policy agenda
that put increased emphasis on the role of FEAs rather than working within
administrative boundaries in securing increased economic productivity and
prosperity. The Combined Authority agenda from Government is designed to
strengthen local control over and the performance of the FEA.

What is the impact of any decision on the Council’s financial position,
particularly in relation to Business Rates?
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Becoming a Non-Constituent Member would enable the Council to join the
Combined Authority business rates pool. This would have a financial benefit
to the Council. Current modelling shows that the Council would be £135,000
per annum better off than under the current Coventry and Warwickshire pool
arrangements, as the levy payable by the pool on growth would reduce from
16.4% to zero. The Council would also be £213,000 per annum better off
than being in no pool at all. Should the Council ever require a safety net
payment, due to the reduction in business rates income, any payment would
not be repayable under the Combined Authority scheme unlike the current
arrangements in the Coventry and Warwickshire pool. The submission to
Government is asking that the Government’s share of growth generated within
the pool should be retained by the Joint Committee, with decisions on how it
is spent taken by the Joint Committee.

What have other Districts decided to do?
The position is changing all the time and a number of Councils will not be

making a decision until around the same time or just after North
Warwickshire. The position at the time of writing this report is as follows:-

Name of Authority In Not In Date of Meeting
to Decide

Warwickshire Districts

Nuneaton & Bedworth 4

Rugby 8 October
Stratford on Avon 8 October
Warwick 7 October
Warwickshire County v

Staffordshire Districts

Cannock Chase 12 October
East Staffordshire 5 October
Lichfield 13 October
South Staffordshire

Tamworth v 15 September

Worcestershire Districts

Bromsgrove 7 October
Redditch 8 October
Wyre Forest 4

Leicestershire Districts

Hinckley & Bosworth 7 October

How much will it cost?
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11.1

There has been no firm decision on this, but the current offer is £10,000 for
the remainder of 2015/16 and £25,000 for 2016/17. Further discussion needs
to take place on this.

Will the decision affect our LEP Membership?

No, because the LEP area will include Councils (particularly the County) who
have opted out. It is likely, however, to have an impact on LEP Governance
issues, which will need reviewing when the position has clarified. The Council
will, for example, need to consider the nature and cost of its membership.

Will the decision affect our ability to join other devolution arrangements?

Whether we opt out or decide to go in as a Non-Constituent Member, this
would not affect the Council’s ability to be part of another Devolution Deal, eg
with the County Council.

Conclusion

Having given this issue very considerable consideration, a number of key
points have emerged:-

This is not a straight choice between the West Midlands and Warwickshire. It
remains possible to be part of both and indeed if a more alternative proposal
arises outside the West Midlands Combined Authority to become either a
Constituent or Non-Constituent Member of that.

That, on the best information currently available, there are financial
advantages in being part of the wider West Midlands Business Rates Pool
and there may be financial detriment in not joining.

Joining as a Non-Constituent Member will not affect our sovereignty.

Deciding to join at this stage does not stop us pulling out before the Scheme
goes before Parliament if the Devolution Deal is unattractive.

That, should we stay in we will have a say, a seat and a vote, unlike our
current status on the Coventry and Warwickshire LEP.

That the only immediate financial commitment would be £10,000 for the
remainder of this financial year, which gives us a seat at the table and ability
to influence discussions and negotiations on the deal at the key time.

Involvement fits with the Council’s previously acknowledged position of its
significant links to the wider West Midlands economy.
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11.2 It is difficult to point to any significant downside to agreeing to become a Non-
Constituent Member at this stage and consequently | am recommending that
the Council agrees to seek Non-Constituent Membership on the terms set out
in the recommendation at the front of this report.

12 Report Implications

12.1 The normal implications sections are not set out in the report, given the very
broad scope of the subject matter.

13 Links to Council’s Priorities
13.1 This report is relevant to all of the Council’s priorities.

The Contact Officer for this report is Jerry Hutchinson (719200).

Background Papers

Local Government Act 1972 Section 100D, as substituted by the Local Government Act,
2000 Section 97

Background Paper No Author Nature of Background Paper Date
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Appendix 1

Agenda Item No 4

Council

15 July 2015

Devolution and Combined
Report of the Chief Executive Authorities
1 Summary

1.1 The purpose of this report is to assist Members in considering the issues
involved in the Devolution and Combined Authorities Agenda and recommend
a way forward.

Recommendation to the Council:-

(a) That the Council continues to be involved in discussions to
explore opportunities to deliver its economic development
objectives, both through its continuing involvement in the
Coventry and Warwickshire Joint Committee and Shadow
EPB and LEP and looking potentially at Devolution
arrangements including governance both with the
proposed West Midlands Combined Authority, or any other
proposed alternatives, and Government;

That Council authorise the Leader and Chief Executive to
engage with partners on Combined Authority and
Devolution arrangement options;

That the implications for the existing relationship with the
Coventry and Warwickshire LEP be considered,;

That officers prepare a report for consideration by
Executive Board on what the Council would seek from
Devolution arrangements, including governance; and

That monthly meetings of the Special Sub-Group, open to
all Members, be arranged to report on progress.
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2.1

2.2

(@)
3.1

3.2

3.3

3.4

3.5

Introduction

At its meeting on 24 June 2015, Council agreed to hold a Special Meeting to
consider issues around Combined Authorities and Devolution.

The purpose of this report is to update Members on what is a very fast-
moving agenda and enable them to make an informed decision on how this
Council should respond.

Background
Pre-General Election

During the course of the 2010-15 Government, this Council was involved
initially in a City Deal with the other Councils in the Coventry and
Warwickshire Sub-Regional, together with Hinckley & Bosworth Borough
Council. The aim of the City Deal was to regenerate the area.

One of the requirements of the City Deal was that the Councils should
formally set up a Joint Committee to manage the arrangements, but that that
would only be the first stage, with the Councils moving to more formal
statutory arrangements in the form of an Economic Prosperity Board (a form
of joint arrangements between Councils to discharge economic development
activities)) and, ultimately, a Combined Authority, which would include
additional powers relating to transport

None of these arrangements would lead to North Warwickshire Borough
Council disappearing or becoming part of a Combined Authority, as the
partnerships only related to having a joint approach to certain functions
around Economic Development and, potentially, transport, to be agreed
between the parties.

In parallel with the work going on in Coventry and Warwickshire, the Leaders
of Birmingham City Council and the Black Country Authorities met in late
2014 to agree, in principle, to setting up a Combined Authority which other
authorities in the West Midlands would be welcome to join.  This
announcement had arisen following a number of statements on Devolution
following the Scottish Independence Referendum in late 2014, including, in
particular, the announcement of a Devolution deal for Greater Manchester.

A key issue in the thinking around Devolution both before and since the
General Election is that it should be based on functional economic geography
and, with that in mind, some work took place involving all the Coventry and
Warwickshire authorities to see whether there could be any agreement on the
geography of a Combined Authority.
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3.9

3.10

3.1

3.12

3.13

In order to provide Members with further information and seek views on
options, a briefing was held in the Council Chamber on 9 March, led by a
presentation from Dave Hill of Warwickshire County Council and Jenni Venn
of Coventry City Council, giving an overview of the key issues, why the
discussion was happening now, potential gains and also some detailed
information on ‘functional economic geography’, including commuting patterns
and alternative models, etc.

Following that meeting, Members indicated on an informal basis that certain
of the suggested options were of interest whilst others weren’t. The detail of
those options were included as an Appendix to the report to Executive Board
on 16 June and forms Appendix A to this report.

No conclusions were reached by the Coventry and Warwickshire authorities,
either on what they wanted from a Combined Authority or which authorities
should be part of it, prior to the General Election.

Post General Election

Since the General Election, the Government has moved quickly to pursue its
manifesto policy of economic growth through Devolution and has published
the Cities and Local Government Devolution Bill which is aimed at assisting in
the process. The Government priority attached to the Devolution agenda is
evidenced by the fact that the Chancellor's first post-Election speech
focussed upon the Northern Powerhouse and Devolution.

The speech stressed the importance of the cities and their areas in the north
to improving productivity and rebalancing the national economy. The policy is
based upon an economic theory that significant increase in productivity
requires areas to work together at scale, ie, that there are real benefits to be
had from economic agglomeration where places collaborate on key economic
initiatives. The Chancellor promised greater powers and autonomy through
devolution to cities elsewhere in the UK, particularly to those who choose to
have an elected Metro Mayor.

This offer from the Chancellor, along with the Cities and Devolution Bill, has
led to an increase in activity and pace for the development of a Combined
Authority in the West Midlands, which is now the only metropolitan area in
England that does not have a Combined Authority proposal.

What has become clear, however, is that there are two very distinct elements.
The first is the creation of a Combined Authority (which is a legal entity) and
the second separate element is the Devolution Deal that may be negotiated
with Government on the back of creating a Combined Authority.

There is a legal process to be gone through to set up a Combined Authority

which includes consultation. In the case of the West Midlands, this is being
carried out by Wolverhampton City Council’s Legal Team, supported by Price
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3.15

3.16

3.17

3.18

3.19

3.20

Waterhouse Coopers (PWC) and the consultants who supported Greater
Manchester.

To be clear, Combined Authorities are not intended to replace existing local
authorities. Member Councils continue to deliver local services and retain
civic responsibility for their area. Combined Authorities do not replace Local
Enterprise Partnerships (LEPs) which are made up of a combination of local
business and local authority representatives and would continue to operate
alongside Combined Authorities. Greater Manchester, which is the area
furthest down the road, is to be given powers not only over economic
development and transport, but also over health and social care, but linked to
the creation of a metro Mayor.

Whilst initially seen as predominantly a vehicle for metropolitan areas, more
recently many local authorities have looked at creating a Combined Authority
for a variety of City, County and District Councils or a mixture of these.

As explained above, the Borough Council is already part of the Coventry and
Warwickshire shadow Economic Prosperity Board which comprises both the
area of the City Deal and also that of the LEP (plus Hinckley & Bosworth).
Whilst this reflects in general the economic and functional market area of the
sub-region, there are significant links with areas outside, significantly in North
Warwickshire’s case with Birmingham, Solihull and Southern Staffordshire.
The maps showing inward and outward commuting patterns comprising
Appendices B and C are evidence of this.

The fact that the West Midlands is the only metropolitan area in England
without a Combined Authority proposal has led to the view that it is largely
behind other areas of the country.

Furthermore, it is perceived that the Midlands is at risk of missing out on the
Government’s devolution agenda. The Northern Powerhouse already has a
financial provision and its own Minister.

In a recent visit to Birmingham, the Chancellor, the Secretary of Stage for
Communities & Local Government and Lord Heseltine made it clear that there
was an opportunity for the West Midlands to respond to the Government’s
Devolution agenda but this required a speedy and ambitious response from
local Councils. They also urged engagement with the wider adjoining area,
including District Councils.

Economic analysis undertaken by the metropolitan authorities has now led
them to propose that a Combined Authority should be created for the West
Midlands base on the three Local Enterprise Partnership areas of Coventry
and Warwickshire, Greater Birmingham and Solihull and the Black Country. It
is proposed these three functioning economic areas working together could
provide fresh opportunities for businesses, job creation, transport
improvements, skills programmes and housing investment.
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3.22

3.23

3.24

3.25

Solihull Metropolitan Council has recently indicated that it is likely to join a
West Midlands Combined Authority. Coventry City Council’'s Cabinet has
agreed in principle to join a combined authority with a preferred option of
councils from Coventry and Warwickshire (with Hinckley and Bosworth),
Greater Birmingham and Solihull and the Black Country. However, it is highly
likely that should the Warwickshire authorities decide not to participate that
Coventry would proceed with the West Midlands in any event. Consequently,
if the Borough Council was to prefer a Coventry and Warwickshire approach
there is presently no such proposal on the table to consider, the only one to
consider is for the wider West Midlands area.

The area proposed for the Devolution deal would potentially be the biggest
Combined Authority area in the country with a population of 4 million and
would run from northern Worcestershire (Redditch and Bromsgrove) in the
south to southern Staffordshire (including Tamworth and Burton on Trent) in
the north. This would be a new West Midlands larger than the metropolitan
area itself and considerably bigger than Greater Manchester (see Appendix
D). The Local Authorities that could be involved and their political control are
listed at Appendix E.

The nature of the engagement of the local authorities outside the area of the

seven metropolitans is still up for discussion, as it is clear that only those
seven can be full constituent members of the Combined Authority.

The options for the other Councils are to be:-
(@) Non-Constituent Members - Voting
These would pay a membership fee and would:-
o Be involved in any investment activity that they sign up for;
o Work on an agreed skills agenda;
o Be involved in public sector reform;
o Get devolved powers from Central Government; and
o Beinvolved in land and spatial activity as agreed.
(b) Non-Constituent Members — Non- voting.

These would have a contractual relationship and the contract would set
out the nature and financing of the arrangements.

These categories are proposed due to the limitations of current legislation
which stop these Councils becoming constituent members, although this
could change. Appendix F gives details of clause 10 of the Cities and
Devolution Bill which will give the Secretary of State wide-ranging powers to
make governance changes.
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3.26

3.27

3.28

3.29

3.30

3.31

3.32

3.33

3.34

3.35

3.36

At its last meeting, Council agreed to engage in discussions with Councils in
the Midlands regarding the issue of Combined Authorities:-

(@) That the business case for the options for Combined Authorities
continues to be developed; and

(b)  That this meeting be held

Since that meeting, there have been a number of developments.

The most significant one was the Leader and Chief Executive being invited to
a summit which was open to all authorities in the LEP areas (Coventry and
Warwickshire, Birmingham and the Black Country) to explain what had
happened to date, what was proposed and the way forward. This included
presentations on emerging economic and investment strategies, proposed
commissions dealing with Land, Productivity and Mental Health and the
approach being taken to developing skills.

There was also due to be a session on discussing the Combined Authority
Prospectus, but it was decided that a draft which had been prepared but not
circulated should be revised and issues imminently.

It is fair to say that, whilst there is clearly a lot of will from government for this
particular Combined Authority to be created, it remains unclear exactly what
the final offer from Government will be and that will largely depend on the
proposal put forward by the local authorities.

In addition, whilst there was enthusiasm for the Districts to be involved, there
was no immediate expectation of sign-up.

This view is evidenced by the email sent on behalf of Metropolitan Leaders
dated 26 June which comprises Appendix G. This recognises the different
positions that authorities find themselves in and offers support in terms of
information provision.

It encourages involvement in the working up of the Devolution Deal, more
communication and updates for Members, business and officers.

At this stage, it is not asking for formal commitment, nor does it preclude us
from working with others on alternate proposals with other authorities,
although there are none currently on the table.

It would seem sensible at this stage, in line with other authorities, to keep our
options open.

Consequently, in terms of ongoing involvement, | would recommend:-
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3.37

3.38

41

5.1

(@) Continuing involvement in discussions to explore opportunities to
deliver the Council’s economic development objectives, both through
its continuing involvement in the Coventry and Warwickshire LEP and
potentially a Devolution Deal with the West Midlands Combined
Authority and Government;

(b)  That Council authorise the Leader and Chief Executive to engage with
partners on Combined Authority and Devolution Deal options;

(c) That the Council seeks assurance that any new body created to
support devolution should not be to the detriment of existing
relationships with LEPs;

(d)  The officers prepare a report for consideration by Executive Board on
what the Council would seek from a Devolution Deal; and

() That Members agree a mechanism for regular reporting back on
proposals.

Finally, and most importantly, it is vital that the Council identifies what it would
want to get out of a Devolution Deal and what it would not be prepared to give
up (eg, Planning powers).

Attached at Appendix H is an example statement agreed by Warwick District
Council.

Consultation

This report is for an open discussion affecting the whole Council.
Consequently, advance discussion with particular Ward Councillors was not
appropriate.

Report Implications

There are no specific report implications at this stage, other than a proposed
commitment to Member and Officer time. Depending on how Members wish
to proceed there will be further reports in which specific implications will be
set out.

The Contact Officer for this report is Jerry Hutchinson (719200).

Background Papers

Local Government Act 1972 Section 100D, as substituted by the Local Government Act,

2000 Section 97

Background Paper No Author Nature of Background Paper Date
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Many options.....

Option 1 Option 2

Populations

Warwickshire 548,800

Coventry 329,800
878,600

k]

Warwickshire

Option 3




Option 1a

Option 1b

Option 1c

Warwickshire

Population

Birmingham 1,092,300
Solihull 208,900
Black Country 1,152,500
Warwickshire 548,800

Coventry 329,800
3,332,300
Population
Birmingham 1,092,300
Solihull 208,900
Black Country 1,152,500
Coventry 329,800
2,783,500
Population
Solihull 208,900
Warwickshire 548,800
Coventry 329,800

1,087,500



Option 2a

Leicestershir

Y

Population

L Leicester & Leicestershire 995,400

~ Warwickshire 548,800

@ Coventry 329,800

X 1,874,000

Warwickshire
Option 2b

\7 Population

C Hinckley & Bosworth 106,000

/ Warwickshire 548,800

Coventry 329,800

984,600

Warwickshire



Option 3

The ‘Creative Counties’

Warwickshi
arwickshire /7

Population

Oxfordshire 666,100
Northamptonshire 706,600
Buckinghamshire 516,100

NB — Oxfordshire

has significant Warwickshire 548,800
border with Coventry 329,800
2,767,400

Warwickshire



Option 4

Worcestershire

Population

Worcestershire 572,200
Warwickshire 548,800
Coventry 329,800
1,450,800



Commuting patterns

Significant net in-
commuting — 8,000
more people come
into the area than
commute out on a
daily basis

Strongest in-
commuting flows
from Birmingham,
Tamworth,
Nuneaton and
Solihull

Biggest net
changes are from
Tamworth (+1,500);
Nuneaton (+1,100);
Birmingham
(+900); and the
Black Country
(+1,200)

Country”:

132

206

London:
100
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