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REPORT OF THE HEAD OF DEMOCRATIC AND PARTNERSHIP SERVICES
1. ISSUE

1.1
The Leader presented the draft Cabinet budget proposals for the 2013/14 to 2015/16 General Fund Revenue Budget to Cabinet when it met on 14 January 2013 and Cabinet resolved:

(a) the draft General Fund Revenue Budget proposals now circulated be released for consultation; and

(b) the responses to the consultation be submitted to Cabinet at a meeting to be held on Monday, 11th February 2013, to enable Cabinet to make recommendations to Budget Council on 25th February 2013.

1.2
Each Scrutiny Panel has arranged to discuss the Cabinet budget proposals and this report includes an account of those discussions
2. RECOMMENDATION

That Cabinet take the recommendations of Scrutiny Panels into account when it considers a final set of budget proposals to present to Council.

Specific Recommendations from the Communities Scrutiny Panel are as follows;

Recommendation: The Communities Scrutiny Panel is concerned about the impact on households of a £1.1million reduction in Council Tax Support in 2014/15 and requests that any new scheme proposals are presented to the Scrutiny Panel prior to approval.

Recommendation: That the required saving of £120,000 by 2015 in the Commissioned Services budget be met through smarter working and joint commissioning rather than a reduction in funding to the voluntary and community sector.

Recommendation: That managers across all Directorates act with compassion when dealing with staff facing potential redundancy.
3. BACKGROUND

3.1 Scrutiny Panels have met to  discuss Cabinet budget proposals on the following dates:
Adults Health and Social Care Scrutiny Panel

22 January 2013
Use of Resources Scrutiny Panel



23 January 2013
Environment and Economy Scrutiny Panel

24 January 2013

Children and Young People Scrutiny Panel

30 January 2013
Safer and Stronger Communities Scrutiny Panel
31 January 2013 

3.2
Cabinet Members have been invited to all budget discussions at Scrutiny Panels.
3.3
The following advice was given to Scrutiny Panels to assist them in their deliberations:

3.3.1
The Improvement and Development Agency (IDeA) sets out the following scrutiny 
checklist in their local leadership academy – scrutiny of finance member workbook
· Do the proposed spending plans fit with the council’s overall aims, objectives and priorities?

· Is it clear how outcomes/outputs will be measured?

· What opportunities are there to generate income for the council (e.g. from fees, charges etc)?

· Have targets been established?  Are these targets acceptable and how will they be monitored by members?

· Has the budget been reviewed thoroughly by members or “rolled over” from the previous year, i.e. more or less the same commitments with some allowance for inflation of costs?

· How well does the budget link with expected service demand?

3.3.2
The Centre for Public Scrutiny has suggested a similar checklist:

▪ Is the budget-making process linked to the overall Medium Term Financial Strategy, or is it an annual process of trimming money to meet the required council tax level?

▪ How have individual budgets been constructed? Have they been “rolled over” with little review of why and how the money is spent?

▪ How well does the budget link with the expected demand for the service in the next financial year?

▪ Do not demand unnecessary detail. A 3cm pile of detailed budget analysis rarely assists the scrutiny process.
3.3.3 
When Use of Resources Scrutiny Panel considered the long term financial future 
of the 
Council on 24 October 2012 they adopted a report that included:

Immediate resource and finance issues and addressing the long term are part and parcel of the same thing. If we do not start to address the longer term issues now, then the problem will be exacerbated. So the budget process we are about to begin should bring about a balanced budget for 2013/14 and subsequent years. But the decisions we take next February should contribute to the longer term challenges as well.
In recent years, Scrutiny Panels have undertaken a “line by line” examination of Cabinet budget proposals. Whilst this has produced some useful discussion, Scrutiny Panels should consider the overall strategic thrust of the budget proposal and their impact on the longer term issues.  


Scrutiny Panels may wish to question Cabinet Members and senior officers about 
the longer term implications of the Cabinet budget proposals, as well as the more 
immediate impact.

3.3.4
When they discuss the Cabinet budget proposals, Scrutiny Panels may choose to:

· Question the Cabinet member(s) and senior officers about the detailed implications of budget proposals 

· Assure themselves that there has not been “double counting”  of budget proposals

· Undertake an “impact assessment” of budget proposals

· Provide a commentary on the budget proposals, rather than a position for or against particular proposals.

· Ensure that the views of key stakeholders have been considered, for example, a Scrutiny Panel may wish to consider the views of the police, if a proposal has potential community safety implications.

4.
SCRUTINY PANEL COMMENTS
4.1
Adults Health and Social Care Scrutiny Panel
Adults Health and Social Care Scrutiny Panel discussed the Cabinet budget proposals on 22 February 2013. Councillor Bob Metcalfe, Bev Maybury and Paul Butcher attended the meeting.
Councillor Metcalfe introduced the budget proposals.

Councillor Metcalfe provided overall comments and the context of where the Cabinet were with regard to Adults, Health and Social Care.  The existing Budget Proposals were for savings of £51.7m that had happened or were being worked through the budgetary process.  The Council was now looking for extra savings of £21.6m by March 2016.  Cabinet had so far protected Adults, Health and Social Care budgets and they were working on a 3 year rolling budget timescale. The bulk of these savings suggested in the proposals would not come into effect until 2015/16. 

Bev Maybury, Director, Adults, Health and Social Care advised that budget savings were proposed in the context of continued significant pressures on local authority budgets. The Directorate was continually to try to find solutions that did not take services away from people.  

Q: Had the Directorate achieved, or was it confident of achieving, the entire budget savings agreed for 2013/14 and 2014/15 in previous budget rounds and other processes. Were there any of the previously agreed savings that gave them any particular concern?

 A: Evidence showed that last year the Directorate had a £300,000 underspend and was in a very fortunate position with one-off monies received from Health Budgets to do some of the transformation work. However, there was also the “winter pressures” to take into consideration. The Director’s view was that this year, “the Directorate would be comfortable, next year would be okay, but the year after was more difficult to predict”.  Councillor Metcalfe added that there were robust systems in place to monitor savings, including quarterly meetings with the Leader, Deputy Leader and Chief Executive - savings were closely monitored. The big issue was always to look at the impact on people; 

Q: Could Members be advised of how these proposals address the priorities in “Moving Forward in Challenging Times”, in particular:

· increase the provision of “extra care” places.

A:  Three bids had been submitted to develop plans for “extra care” places and 
     Officers were confident there would be improvements once these were in   

     Place; 
· increase the number of personalised budget holders – 60% of care packages via personal budgets by May 2014. 

A: The Panel was advised that they were now at 86% for personalised budget 
     holders (24% on direct payments) 

· increase the number of people using telecare by 100%;
A:  telecare had increased from 34 users in 2010/11; to 1,000 in 2011/12; so 

far, the figures for 2012/13 showed around 1,000 referrals/950 take-ups to date     

· 10% reductions in admissions to permanent residential care.

A: The Panel was advised that the Directorate had seen a 5% reduction in the 
last quarter, however there was still work to be done to further address this target. 

· reduce the number of people with learning disabilities placed outside the borough by 20%. 

A:  the Directorate had received some specific funding which it was utilising   
     to review every out of area placement to see why each person had been  

     placed out of the area.  Detailed plans of who could be brought back within 
     the borough would be available by April 2013; 

Q: Could Members be advised of how these proposals would help address the challenges set out in the Wellbeing Strategy, in particular?

· Fewer emergency admissions for patients over 65, fewer care home placements; smaller proportion of older people receiving formal community care assessments; expansion of the “Making Every Contact Count” service and expanding telecare.

A.  Much work had been undertaken to help people getting discharged from hospital and the Directorate were looking at integrated support and independence teams to get people home with support as soon as they could.

· How did these proposals address the longer term resource position of the Council, beyond three years? 
A. The Panel was advised that this needed a flexible market and support and they were working with the Clinical Commissioning Group about establishing a proposed Hospital Avoidance Team. 

Q.  Improve outcomes for the Support and Independence Team - how was this improved effectiveness to be achieved at no cost? Were there any plans to measure people’s experiences? Were Officers confident that this proposal would have no detrimental effect on carers, as set out in the Equality Impact Assessment? The background papers suggested that this proposal would generate savings for both health and social care? What savings would be achieved for the health service?
A.  The Panel was informed that there would be a formal review in six months.  There was a need to look at integrating more around the individual with clinical and therapy support.  Members were informed they were confident they would see changes, but if not, would reconsider the long term plan. 

Q: Additional efficiency - Were Officers confident that the additional savings already achieved were sustainable? Financial monitoring reports had not reported any problems in arrears management? How long had Officers been aware of this problem? What were the current levels of arrears? The service reviews seemed to include some services that had been reviewed extensively over the past three years and had already taken large savings (day care services for people with learning disabilities for example), were Officers confident of the capacity to find these extra savings? 

A.  The Panel was informed that no final decisions had been made yet. Councillor Metcalfe commented on the need to improve arrears management.  
Q:   Efficiency Review of services 

A:   Efficiency savings were achievable if they continued to target the right resources to the right people and at the right time.  Councillor Metcalfe advised that these were additional savings on top of previous savings that were ongoing.  There was a need to find £500,000 next year but because of the current efficiencies half of this had already been achieved.  Councillor Metcalfe added efficiency review of services also usually involved consultation with staff and service users.  He also mentioned the future move of the Directorate from Park Road.  
Q: Transformation of Adults, Health and social Care – Managing Expectations

A: Bev Maybury gave an example of a “tele-health” initiative in Birmingham which had resulted in serious efficiencies for the Council which resulted in savings of 8% of their social care spend.  She added that locally, savings were achievable if we all worked more differently and flexibly moving forward.

Q: Public Health (included in Chief Executive’s Office savings) -The background papers stated that “the allocations were £9.8m for 2013/14 and £10.7 for 2014/15; it should therefore be possible to save £500K across the Council by 2015/16. Why was this the case? What would be the impact on initiatives to reduce obesity, smoking levels etc.?

A:   Paul Butcher advised that the Public Health Budget was ring-fenced for the first two years and it was only announced in January 2013 that they had received an additional £1m.  Calderdale had received an increase of 10% in year 1 and 8.6% in year 2.  Officers were aware of the £500,000 saving in 2015/16 but as they had only just received the budget announcement, no details were available for where this would be saved.  Officers were looking at re-tendering some services to get better value on what they were currently spending and reviewing back office functions; it was not possible to say what effect the saving would have on lifestyle initiatives such as reducing obesity, smoking levels as yet.

Q. Breast Feeding Support Review (included under CYP) - the proposed saving was £30,000 with no change in service or staffing. Could this service be picked up by Public Health at no detriment to the service? 
A. Paul Butcher, Consultant in Public Health advised the Adults, Health and Social Care Panel that they had received some non-recurrent money and there would be no reduction in the service in year 1.  Public Health was in discussions with colleagues in the Children and Young People Directorate to be sure of what the money was delivering and how it linked with partnerships.  This would be part of the review of what was being commissioned to see how best to develop from here. (eg how it linked with roles such as those undertaken by health visitors / midwives)”.

4.2
Use of Resources Scrutiny Panel

Use of Resources Scrutiny Panel discussed the Cabinet budget proposals when it met on 23 January 2013. Below is a note of the discussions. Councillor Tim Swift, Councillor Bryan Smith, Merran McRae, Peter Hartley, Pete Smith and John Walsh attended the Use of Resources Scrutiny Panel discussions on the Cabinet’s budget proposals

Councillor Swift introduced the budget proposals.

Members are aware of the background and the scale of the savings that have been found and we have to face.  These proposals focus on the new savings, but we need to remember that million of pounds of savings are already built into the budget process.

We are generally on track with the savings that have already been identified.

The proposals are consistent with the Council’s overall priorities. For example, the living wage is a priority issue, which needs to be considered in the context of the changes to benefits. The living wage is not only about our own staff, but about what we can do to apply it to people who supply services to the Council.

For the last two years we had to “cope with the cuts”.  There is now a mind shift that “this is the new normal” and there will be a continuing squeeze on our services. We are looking at how we can make services and communities more resilient and how we can reduce demand. Examples include the reshaping of health and social care services and reducing the number of looked after children and hence costs.

We were asked to comment on the proposed 2% council tax rise. The council tax freeze grant is time limited. A 2% rise is the right balance to maximise the resources available. It would be foolish to have a referendum – it would be too costly and too risky.  Unless you are seeking a council tax rise significantly above 2% the cost of the referendum would take up the increase in resources available.

Councillor Smith added that the sale of software was an exciting project that is going forward. We are also entering a partnership arrangement with Leeds on software. The staff engagement initiative is gaining some levels of support with the unions, particularly around the living wage.

 Q: BC&PM –anticipated further savings of £150k could be achieved from the sale of software and a further reduction in the overall establishment of the service - will the sale of software be a “one-off” or will there be ongoing income from licenses?

 Reductions in staffing levels in BCPM, HR and Finance are on top of significant reductions in previous years. What will be the impact on services provided to the rest of the Council?

A: Sale of software is a new initiative that covers both sale and maintenance licenses. There is also increased income from schools for IT services.  These initiatives may produce larger savings in the future. 

In the past we have been able to reduce staffing levels in Human Resources and continue to deliver a service to other Directorates. We have now reached a point where we will need some additional resource to deliver some change projects such as AM/FM.

In Business Change and Performance Management there has been a 25% reduction in staffing levels – there has been no noticeable difference in the last nine months over the delivery of services. Savings have been achieved by cutting out duplication and reducing the number of managers.

In Finance there have been significant reductions over the last three years. This has been achieved through rationalising processes. There will be a point when the service can’t take any further savings.

Q: How will these savings be achieved, natural wastage, voluntary redundancy, vacant posts?

A: A combination of agreed voluntary early redundancy and non-filling of vacant posts.

Q: Will the welfare benefits changes create more pressure on staff to collect the Council Tax?

A: This year we are absorbing the cost of the Council Tax Support Scheme, but other welfare benefit changes will have an impact, which will make it harder for some people.  The Council should have sufficient resource to get the Council Tax in. 2014/15 will be the key year.

Q: Staff Engagement Initiatives Have these proposals been raised already with the trades unions? What levels of staff are currently entitled to receive overtime payments rather than time off in lieu? How many staff are likely to be affected by this proposal?
A: There have been no formal discussions with the trades unions, but these issues have been discussed informally. Conditions of Service allow staff on SO1 Grade and below to be paid overtime.  Above that level staff should be given time off in lieu. Staff given time off in lieu get it on an hour-for-hour basis. This saving is about enforcing Conditions of Service. Last year £97,000 overtime was paid to staff above SO1 grade.

Comment: Time off in lieu can have an adverse effect because staff are then not present at work

Comment: Can we have more information about special payments, car allowances and the sickness scheme?

Q: Cost of Democracy : Could any of these savings be delivered before 2015/16? Is the reduction in Committee Administration referred to covered in Income Generation / Other Savings Opportunities?
A: Yes, the reduction in Committee Administration referred to covered in Income Generation / Other Savings Opportunities. This is a “planning ahead” saving.  There are already other savings to achieve.

Q: Is there any allocation for by-elections?

A: Yes, there is an election reserve

Q: Are we looking at the amount we spend on members going on away-days for courses, training etc.? It can cost £400 to send a member to an event in London, yet they don’t seem to need to apply for permission to go and don’t need to report back anywhere.

A: This may be a question for the Member Development Working Party. Development and training has now been centralised and one of the missions of the service is to improve systems and accountability and the service is looking at measurement and evaluation.  The focus has initially been on the officer side, rather than the member side.

Q: Do the proposals about the Mayoralty include doing away with the civic Mayor and introducing an elected mayor?

A: There are a number of potential areas for savings, but this proposal does not include the introduction of an elected mayor. The number of functions undertaken by the Mayor has already been reduced dramatically.

Q: Public Health – How has the 5% saving in public health been arrived at?

A: It is an estimate.  We will seek to find efficiencies in how we procure and commission. We also anticipate that we will identify overlaps in existing activity in the Council, particularly in environmental health and emergency planning. There will also need to be some reductions in service to achieve the saving?

Q: Do we have a requirement to provide public toilets under our public health responsibilities?

A: The public health funding is ring fenced for the next two years and how we spend it will be closely scrutinised. It is very unlikely that public toilets will be seen as legitimate expenditure within the public health budget.

Q: Living wage - How many staff will benefit from this proposal? Will this proposal be of particular benefit to any particular groups of staff, eg women?

Are any staff groups excluded, eg apprentices, younger people? How will any increases in the living wage be covered in future years?
Q: Is this a national agreement? Is it the right time? What percentage increase in Council Tax is needed to fund this?

A: The Living wage proposals are part of an integrated package. It may be better to look at all the components in the package together.

Comment: Anything to increase pay for the lower paid is a good thing. But we should guard against it becoming a benchmark and higher rates getting squeezed.

Q: Are apprentices excluded

A: Yes

Comment: The minimum wage has become the norm, not the exception, particularly in the private sector.

Q: Are we looking at procurement, as well as our own staff, eg social care?

A: Yes, although we have received some advice that this may be illegal.  We do want to look at procurement more broadly and build quality into tendering processes. This may include wages policy.

Q: Will this build in additional costs to the council when we procure services?

A: We have a number of poor providers of social care in the independent sector. For AHSC there may be a net saving, but costs in some areas may increase.

Q: Remove savings shortfall provision - What is the total amount of resource held to allow for risks of the non-achievement of those savings previously agreed?  Has the risk reduced in any particular areas?

A: This proposal takes out all the provision for the non-achievement of previously agreed savings. All the previous savings are on track; with the exception of the AM/FM saving that is behind schedule. The AM/FM saving will be achieved, but not at the same pace.

Q: How is lean management progressing within the Council? How are we going on with any additional savings that can be made?

A: Use of Resources Scrutiny Panel discussed this issue a couple of meetings ago.  There is good progress within the council, but some parts of the council have made more progress than others. There is a further report to be brought to scrutiny panel in the next few months. The evidence of delivery is into £millions.  We are now looking at demand management – i.e. external pressures, as well as lean management. Demand management has not yet been considered by Scrutiny Panel.
There are no budget headings for lean management savings as we use that process and the BCPM expertise in all reviews.  We have tried to avoid a lot of small £20K/£30 K savings, but we are not planning to give Directorates funding for non-pay inflation.  We are putting the onus on Directorates to find those savings.

Lean management is a tool for achieving savings and efficiencies.  By reducing the stages in processes and improving the letters we send to service users, we may not achieve a cash saving, but will offer an improved service.

Q: What is the level of earmarked reserves?

A: A document setting out the levels of reserves was circulated. The document detailed the all the reserves funds that the Council currently holds. Total non-schools reserves for 2012 are £41.501m. Total schools reserves are £12.947m.
4.3
Economy and Environment Scrutiny Panel

The Economy and Environment Scrutiny Panel met on 24th January to discuss the Cabinet budget proposals.

Councillor Barry Collins attended the meeting to present the Cabinet proposals. He was accompanied by Mark Thompson, Head of Housing and Environment, Geoff Willerton, Head of Planning and Highways, and Heidi Wilson, Housing Access Manager.

The Chair and Deputy Chair had previously prepared a series of questions and the discussion was framed by looking at these questions and listening to the responses, with follow-up questions where appropriate.

Proposal:  Reduction in cost of Waste Collection Service: 

Q. What impact will this have on residents?

A. It’s not certain at this stage, but we hope that it will not be significant.

Q. The part-year saving in 2015/16 is estimated at £500k. What will be the annual ongoing saving thereafter?

A. It is very difficult to answer at this moment in time. We need to look at the current contract and our learning from it as it has progressed. We have engaged a consultant to model the current contract and also look at other authorities to assess where savings might be made, such as on inflation assumptions or what happens to recyclate, bearing in might the rise in commodities prices over recent years. If we were to re-contract or engage in a similar type of contract then we would wish to explore some form of gainshare system to ensure we benefited from the through-sale of such.

Q. Have we/ are we exploring other options such as joint working with other councils (given the residual waste plant scheme with Bradford will be coming on-stream about that time) or returning in-house?

A. No options are being discounted at this time. We can look at partnership working but it is important that we consider quality of service, not just cost. We have a more sophisticated recycling collection system than other authorities in the area, and we would want them to level up, not us level down. 

Equally, the option of bringing the collection service back in-house will be considered. The need to save £500k in these proposals will not prejudice our evaluation of the best system option for Calderdale.

Proposal: Further Review of Highways and Engineering Service
Q. The budget is already due to reduce drastically by 2014/15. Given the costs of the summer’s floods (and the lack of Bellwin funding), what risk assessment has been done to ascertain our ability to respond to another similar occurrence with such reduced funds, and what impact would such flooding have on our ability to deliver the other highway and engineering services in a given year?

A: The costs last year were met in part by a contribution from central funds, and if a similar flooding event happened in the future we’d have to make approaches again.

Q: Where will cuts come from?

A: We will have to undertake a base budget exercise throughout the service.

Q: Will this size of cut make road safety improvements impossible?

A. We have to manage expectations. The pot is finite. We need to have robust assessments in order to balance conflicting demands, but also be aware that criteria and indicators change over time.

Comment from Cllr Collins: The Council will do what it has to do if there are further flooding or similar events. We are also fortunate in that we have brilliant staff. A paper is being prepared to go to the Capital Working Group to look at how we tackle the backlog of £45million of highways works which has built up over the years. We also need to renew our street lights at some point, and we also have a further backlog of £45million on repairs to the 350-plus we have. It needs to be borne in mind that the Government has cut LTP funding, which we rely on for much highway work, by two-thirds since 2010.

Proposal: Collection of Clinical Waste from Public Health Agencies
Q: The Equality Impact Assessment states the “savings option allows for the Primary Care Trust to contribute the full cost of collecting all clinical waste and containers from 01 April 2013”. The PCT will have ceased to exist the day before. What negotiations have taken place with the Shadow CCG to ensure they will take this on?

A:  Discussions have begun with the PCT but they are at an early stage. We haven’t spoken directly to the CCG yet. 

Comment: We need to be tough with the CCG. If we’re providing them with a service they ought to pay for it.

Comment: We effectively subsidise them 50%. We need to ensure whole-cost recovery.

Proposal: Increase in charge for the collection of bulky waste
Q. The EIA identifies a possible increase in fly-tipping as a consequence of the increased charge, yet the income assumption is based on the same number of requests as we currently have. How do these two things reconcile themselves?

A. The current charge only came in recently, but to date we’ve seen no obvious increase in fly-tipping. Lots of what is classed as bulky waste was actually “side waste”, e.g. extra bags used if the bin was full. Recycling and charging has reduced this. We are working with the neighbourhood teams to educate people and help reduce it further.

A significant element of fly-tipping appears to be caused in private-rented accommodation when previous tenants have “flitted” and their furniture has then been dumped outside by either the landlord or the new tenant.

Q. The EIA identifies that “people who have restricted/ less mobility or health needs may be impacted negatively by the proposed change”. How does this proposal fit in with the Cabinet priorities, agreed on September 10th, 2012, of “Supporting Vulnerable and Older People” and “Tackling Inequalities in Health and Wellbeing”?

A. A Community skip budget still exists. We also wish to encourage neighbourliness – the charge is per collection, not per item, so neighbours could club together. It is free to drop off bulky items at our waste sites, and the collection charge only covers our costs, no more.

Additional questions were then asked on the following proposals

Proposal: Further review of the Corporate Asset and Facilities Management (CAFM) service

Q. How confident are we that the savings target can be met?

A. We are not confident, but we have to do as much as we can to achieve it, to avoid having to make savings elsewhere. The staff team is now in place, which should help, but we still need to solve the FM issues inherent in an organisation of this size.

Proposal: Implementation of the Living Wage for Council employees

Q. Given the current financial circumstance, is this the right time to bring in a living wage?

A. There is an economic argument that says this is exactly the right time to bring it in, as the will be more money in the local economy. There is also a social as well as economic argument.

Comment: Hopefully, this will result in less agency staff and more of our own staff.
4.4
Children and Young People Scrutiny Panel
Children and Young People Scrutiny Panel discussed the Cabinet budget proposals when it met on 30 January 2013. 

Councillors Megan Swift and  Ashley Evans and Stuart Smith, Director, attended the Children and Young People Scrutiny Panel discussions on the Cabinet’s budget proposals

Councillor Megan Swift introduced the budget proposals and set out the context of where the Cabinet were with regard to the Children’s and Young People’s service.

 Review of early years service in Mixenden  

Q: Why are you reviewing the range of children and family support specifically in Mixenden?

A: Mixenden is the only place where we provide a single organisation a grant as well as pay for children’s centres in the area. We need to see if there is value for money and the extent of duplication.

Q: Tell us more about the likely impact on the people who use the service? (equality impact assessment states “the review could impact on services to low income families and work with the partners to support those not in employment and training”)

A: The council has given this grant for a number of years without any proper contract or contract monitoring. One of the concerns is that the council does not have a formal view of the services provided or their VFM.

Q: The Panel notes some of the services in the area affected by this proposal operate a crèche (equality impact assessment states: “which would need to look for alternative funding or close”). Are there any alternative funding sources identified in Mixenden to provide for alternative crèche provision?

A. The council is commissioning children’s services in this area; it might be possible for the provider to sub-contract.

Q. How soon this would review of the early years service in Mixenden be able to be undertaken and are you confident we can make the savings in the timescale indicated?  

A. I anticipate the review will take place before the end of March and the funds available will be reduced over three years.

Impact of early intervention on placement costs    

Q. The Council has made an assumption that the launch of Early Intervention Locality Teams (EILT) will eventually reduce the demand for social care and reduce the number of children requiring placements.  Are you confident of achieving £1.2m of savings by 2015/16?

A.    Nationally LAC numbers have risen by as much as 32% in some areas and reduced by as much as 12% in others...overall the average is an 8% increase.  If early intervention is protected and not subject to further national or local savings it is possible that we could reduce LAC demand.
Q.  How confident was the Director of achieving the budgeted £1.2m savings by 2015-16?
A:  If the playing field was level, and all grants the same for the next three years possibly could achieve.  
The EIG has been cut, but the Troubled Families initiative is having an impact.

Comment: Ever since 2007 the Council has increased funding in social care for children.  There now seems a reasonable prospect of this being achieved.

Q: How much work is being done on looking at duplication and savings that can be achieved across the whole system? What is the budget strategy and framework? How does it link to the outcomes that the Directorate is trying to achieve?

A: There has been lots of analysis in this areas, eg the Audit Commission report, Misspent Youth. The troubled Families initiative should save us a lot in the future.  The Children Act requires integrated work, but translating that into realisable savings is ”a different kettle of fish” Some savings may be in other parts of the system, eg the Courts. There is some evidence of efficiency gains being swept aside by increases in demand.

Q:   Will the commissioning of foster care placements through the White Rose Fostering Framework agreement have an impact on achieving this saving target?  

A.  This would have the effect of making LAC cheaper but not reducing LAC demand, so the answer is yes but only marginally.

Q: How much work was being done to address costs across all agencies?

A:  There was some evidence of efficiency gains.

Disabled Children’s Short Breaks Review 

Q.  What will be the impact on children with disabilities and their families?
A. Fewer for short break opportunities.

However in 2001 Calderdale spent approx 600k on a short breaks unit and 300k on other short breaks offset by approximately 200k NHS income. We now spend 1.63 million in total (offset by 200k NHS) so there has been significant growth and the grant that provided that growth has been cut by at least 28%

Q:
Will there be an impact on staffing as a result of this proposed saving?
A:
Unlikely this is largely commissioned services. This budget grew by £700K 
between 2001 and 2009. The Grant has been cut. It may have grown 
disproportionately – it has been an area of considerable growth
Careers Information Advice and Guidance:
Q.  What is the current value of the contract for the service commissioned and 

      delivered by C&K Careers company and Himmat?

A.  £1.3M C&K Careers £32K Himmat (total spend).  800k on universal and 
     700k on targeted.

Q.  How is the service different from the universal services funded by 

      secondary schools and academies?

A.  The targeted service provides additional support for vulnerable young people including those at risk of NEET and young people who are NEET.

Q. Why do we have to commission this service?

A.  The LA has a statutory duty to provide the targeted service; schools have 
     statutory duties to provide universal service.  These services must be 
     independent and impartial.
Comment: Extract from a report of the central Government’s cross-party education select committee that “the Government’s decision to take responsibility for pupil’s career guidance away from local authorities and hand it to schools was a significant mistake that has led to a significant worsening of the advice available”   
Comment: All the schools has clubbed together in Calderdale to buy from the same provider as the Council – happy with the service.   

Comment: Reductions at Himmat will affect Park ward in particular where there are high levels of youth unemployment.
A: We will renegotiate the contract in 2014 and will expect a bespoke service for different groups.  
Early Years Restructure
Q.  What impact will the proposal have on the quality  of the service provided, if there is to be a reduction in performance monitoring and quality assurance?

A.  We confidently believe that we can maintain the quality.  The Government has today announced their intention to outsource these services.

Middle Management Review

Q.  What will be the impact on services as a result of this proposal? Is there currently over capacity at middle management level?  Is there the capacity within middle management to pick up on the work undertaken by those posts that will be lost? 

A.  In one area we are moving to a commissioned service so the council will not require middle managers. In another we have staff retiring and the funding for their posts has been removed as a saving in previous years. There will be a full statutory consultation relating to the restructure. To a large extent children’s social care has been protected from this restructure. 

Play Service
Q: How many families/children currently use the Play service?

A. Very approximately 300
Q.  What will be the impact on children and their families? Will there be any impact on any of our looked after children or children with a child protection plan as a result of this proposal?

A. If we commission play services in similar areas there will be little impact for some, for others possibly a change in location and for some there will be less provision. It is possible that children in all categories will be affected.

Q.Is there sufficient capacity from external providers and community organisations to commission play services?

A.  We anticipate that existing local providers will wish to deliver these services.

Q.  Are the timescales proposed for giving notice of the service review 
      /ceasing the current service and commissioning from external providers 
      and/or in partnership with communities provision realistic/achievable?   

A.  Yes.

Q: “Resource Implications” in the report refer to budgeted redundancy costs of 
     £75,000 for 2013/14, with 12 possible redundancies (7FTE), but also 
     includes the figure of £95,000 for years 2014/15 and 2015/16.  Should      

     redundancy costs be a one-off cost, rather than recurring?    

A. Redundancy costs are one off. The service currently costs 195k. The proposal is to close the service, save half of the funding and use the other half to commission a service. The saving is not required in year one when we use it as a reserve against any redundancy costs
Q: Has the review of children’s centres, especially in Brighouse, been 
     completed?

A: There is a consultation that finishes on 15 February.  A paper will go to Committee.

A: We can get better value for money by commissioning through the voluntary and independent sector. There is capacity to pick this up in the independent and voluntary sector. We don’t know if we will be able to commission as much service as we currently have with half the budget and whether the quality of service can be maintained. 

Comment: Fees and charges – some people would like to retain services and would pay a contribution towards it if it meant not losing the service.    

Recommendation: It was agreed that Children and Young People Scrutiny Panel and Communities Scrutiny Panel should work together on scrutinising the Play Service.
Services to be funded by schools

Q.  The report states that the Local Authority consulted with the Schools Forum on 17th December, 2012 on this budget proposal with the expectation that these costs would transfer to the Dedicated Schools Grant (DSG) funding from April, 2013.  Did the Schools Forum agree that these costs would transfer to DSG funding from April, 2013? 

A.  Yes.

CYP Portfolio (but covered by AHSC Scrutiny Panel)

Breast Feeding support review 

Q.  The proposed saving is of £30,000 with no change in service or staffing. Can you confirm that this service can be picked up by Public Health at no detriment to the service?
A.  Yes, agreed for one year at the moment.

(Response given at the AHSC Scrutiny Panel held on 22nd January, 2013, which is reproduced below for the Panel’s information):-

“Paul Butcher, Consultant in Public Health advised the Adults, Health and Social Care Panel that they had received some non-recurrent money and there would be no reduction in the service in year 1.  Public Health was in discussions with colleagues in the Children and Young People Directorate to be sure of what the money was delivering and how it linked with partnerships.  This would be part of the review of what was being commissioned to see how best to develop from here. (eg how it linked with roles such as those undertaken by health visitors / midwives)”.
General questions

Q: What opportunities are there to generate more income from CYP services? Do children’s centres have subsidised places for better off people? Are there services we provide for people who have a job and income?

A: We need to be careful with introducing any charging that we do not undermine what SureStart and children’s centres are intended to achieve.

A: Some service users said the 2010 budget consultation that would rather pay some charges than see a service lost. We did include an income target of £1000 for each centre. Staff looked at this but it was too complex to find a way of introducing a fair charging scheme.

A: Charges would have to be increased massively to cover the subsidy.  There are areas where comfortably-off people are benefiting from the service. There is also a risk that we enable some businesses to be successful at the expense of others.

Comment: Day care has the subsidy.  In other areas the health service will ask for the money back. The day care service is a big element of the service.

Comment: There is a risk of creating a stigmatised service as an unintended consequence.

Q: Is there a risk that cutting preventive services will lead to greater expenditure “down the line”?

A: The Government has funded around 500 children’s centres and about half of them run day care. The primary purpose is to provide integrated family support to the most vulnerable families.

4.5
Safer and Stronger Communities Scrutiny Panel
Safer and Stronger Communities Scrutiny Panel discussed the Cabinet budget proposals when it met on 31 January 2013.

Robin Tuddenham, Director of Communities, attended the meeting to present the Cabinet proposals. He was accompanied by Ann Wardle, Head of Customer Services, and Andrew Pitts, Head of Neighbourhoods.

The Director set out the context of the budget proposals. He stated that these are challenging times. We have to set a three year budget in which we will have to reduce spending whilst attempting to minimise the impact, protect jobs and maintain services.

We have to make services as accessible as possible, and some of this will be achieved by further developments in the digital sector. We need to maximise income, reduce subsidy and manage demand. It should also be remembered that some cuts which come from the Communities budget will actually benefit the council as a whole.

The Chair and Deputy Chair had previously prepared a series of questions and the discussion was framed by looking at these questions and listening to the responses, with follow-up questions where appropriate.

Proposal: Reconsider Council Tax Benefit and Extra Advice

Q. Does the reduction of £1.1million a year in 2014/15 and 2015/16 mean that we will still have to subsidise some of the 10% cut from Government from our own reserves over those two years?

A. We have agreed to cover the cut from central Government by using funds from our reserves in the first year of the scheme. We will need to re-consult and draw up a new scheme for 2014-15 onwards. About 25% of local authorities are doing the same as us. Others are passing the cut on to residents from this April.

Whilst the cut from Government is about 10%, because some groups are protected then local schemes in some nearby authorities may result in a benefit reduction of 30% to some working age households.

Q. Will a better scheme here cause migration from neighbouring authorities?

A. It’s theoretically possible, but there are a lot of factors which influence where people live and it’s unlikely that this would have an impact.

Q. Are the other authorities who are not passing on the cut also funding it from reserves?

A. It varies. Some are using other sources, such as the New Homes Bonus.

Recommendation: The Communities Scrutiny Panel is concerned about the impact on households of a £1.1million reduction in Council Tax Support in 2014/15 and requests that any new scheme proposals are presented to the Scrutiny Panel prior to approval.

Proposal: Sports Service Review

Q. In relation to 2013-14, the budget two years ago agreed a cut of £510k, last year’s budget offset that with a growth of £150k, and this year’s proposal is a cut of £200k. Does that mean a net cut of £560k?

A. The net reductions against the 2010-11 base budget are as follows:

2011-12
£150,000

2012-13
£403,000

2013-14
£763,000

Q. How viable will the service be after these cuts?

A. we are on course to achieve the reduction required in 2012-13, but clearly as the amount increases it becomes more difficult to achieve. We will have to look at vacancy management, facilities management and how we integrate the facilities. 

Membership has increased over the past 6 months and now stands at 8,500, significantly above our target. We will continue to work on external funding streams and also look to utilise all facilities. We will continue to explore partnership working such as Sport England’s “Inspiring Facilities” programme.

Q. Some local authorities have formalised the link between public health and leisure services (for example, Middlesbrough have a Cabinet Member for Public Health and Sport). Have we explored a closer relationship between the two, with possible funding opportunities?

A. We are developing this but need to work further with Public Health colleagues. We can also look at developing things such as GP referrals by building our relationship with the new Clinical Commissioning Group.

Comment: The panel would like to look further at the potential links with public health.

Proposal: Review of Commissioned Services
Q. The Equality Impact Assessment identifies that this proposal will potentially have a worse impact on people who have any of the eight protected characteristics. How does this proposal fit in with the Cabinet priorities, agreed on September 10th, 2012, of “Supporting Vulnerable and Older People” and “Tackling Inequalities in Health and Wellbeing”?

A. We want to manage this cut by improving the way we commission, looking at joint commissioning with partners such as the NHS, and also cross-directorate within the council.

Reducing funding to the voluntary and community sector would be an absolute last resort and we’d rather achieve the saving through smarter working.

Recommendation: That the required saving of £120,000 by 2015 in the Commissioned Services budget be met through smarter working and joint commissioning rather than a reduction in funding to the voluntary and community sector.

Previous Budget Proposals
Q. What are the expected number of job losses or number of staff affected by a reduction of hours within the directorate for 2013/14 as a consequence of previously agreed budgets in 2010/11 and 2011/12? (for example, within services such as Museums, Countryside Service, Customer First and also Commissioned Services)

A. Reviews of Museums, Libraries, Forestry, Countryside and the Safer Cleaner Greener service have taken place. The majority of job reductions have been achieved by voluntary early retirement, voluntary redundancy, reductions in hours worked, vacancy management or people moving to other jobs. Reviews of Customer First and Revenues and Benefits are at an early stage.

Overall, we should achieve our savings target this year and next year, but 2014-15 will be tough.

Q. Are we ready for Community Right to Challenge when it comes in?

A. We have a clear window for when expressions of interest can be made – a 3 month period starting in July – and a clear process for how those expressions must be made.

Comment from Mr Ashman, Unison: More compassion needs to be shown by managers when delivering potentially bad news such as redundancy consultation. Additionally, voluntary redundancy should be a preferred option rather than voluntary early retirement.

Response: managing these processes is not an easy thing and it is not what managers came into the job to do, but as the situation continues they are learning and improving how they deal with staff on these issues.

Q. Has a reduction in working hours had an impact on working tax credit for staff?

A. this has not come up as an issue with anyone.

Recommendation: That managers across all Directorates act with compassion when dealing with staff facing potential redundancy.
Proposal: Policing of Single Person Discount on Council Tax

Q. Will this be a rolling programme of savings?

A. Yes.
Proposal: Implementation of the Living Wage for Employees
Q. What will be the council position on a living wage for younger people and apprentices?

A. It is unlikely that the living wage will apply to apprentices as this would serve as a disincentive to employers to take people on.

Q. What implications would a move to a living wage have on staff in receipt of working tax credit?

A. We are not aware of any implications at this stage.

Q. Would the cost of funding a living wage have an impact on any other budget proposals for this directorate?

A. No, as there are no members of staff in this Directorate being paid below the living wage.
5 OPTIONS CONSIDERED

Not applicable.
6 CONSULTATION

This report is part of the Cabinet’s consultation exercise on its budget proposals.
7 FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS

This report concerns the Council budget for 2013/4 and following years.
8 CORPORATE IMPLICATIONS

The budget is a key instrument to deliver the Council’s corporate priorities.
Ian Hughes
Head of Democratic and Partnership Services

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION ON THIS REPORT CONTACT:

Mike Lodge, Senior Scrutiny Support Officer 01422 393249

mike.lodge@calderdale.gov.uk   
DOCUMENTS USED IN THE PREPARATION OF THE REPORT: Minutes of Scrutiny Panel meetings when the budget was discussed. 

DOCUMENTS ARE AVAILABLE FOR INSPECTION AT: Town Hall, Crossley Street, Halifax, HX1 1UJ
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