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	Division(s): N/A


ITEM CA6

Supplement

CABINET – 15 january 2008

SERVICE AND RESOURCE PLANNING 2008/09 – 2012/13 

Supplementary Report by Assistant Chief Executive & Chief Finance Officer

Introduction 

1. Further information relevant to the revenue budget and Medium Term Financial Plan (MTFP) 2008/09 to 2012/13 has become available since the preparation of the report to Cabinet of 15 January 2008.  This paper sets out those changes, which include, final Tax base figures and the updated information relating to income from the Local Authority Business Growth Incentive (LABGI) scheme. 
2. The final implications for the Council of the Local Government Finance Settlement and the Collection Fund have yet to be announced, and Members will be notified as soon as they are available.
3. Accompanying this report is the following annex:
Annex 1: Budget consultation briefing note
Tax Base
4. Formal confirmation has now been received from three District Councils in relation to their agreed taxbases for 2008/09 and in addition informal figures have been acquired for the remaining two Councils.  The main report on this Cabinet agenda sets out an estimate based on the then latest information, showing the Taxbase increase could be 0.64% compared to 1.1% set out in the MTFP. Based on a 4% council tax increase, this produced a shortfall in precept due of £1.194m. The latest Taxbase of 240,004 represents a 0.42% increase from 2007/08. The effect of this is to decrease further the amount of money that can be collected through council tax and therefore the amount of precept to be paid to the County Council.  Based on the 3.875% council tax increase set out in the Cabinet’s proposed budget, £0.589m less will be due from the district councils than anticipated in the previous report.  Compared to the MTFP, there is an overall shortfall of £1.783m.

5. The table below shows the Taxbase by District Council for 2007/08 and 2008/09 and how this compares to the MTFP.

	District Council
	Taxbase 2007/08

No.
	Taxbase 2008/09

No.
	Increase from 2007/08

No.
	Increase from 2007/08

%

	
	
	
	
	

	Cherwell *
	49,214
	49,678
	464
	0.9%

	Oxford City *
	46,180
	46,180
	0
	0.0%

	South Oxfordshire
	54,670
	54,732
	62
	0.1%

	Vale of White Horse
	47,637
	47,496
	-141
	-0.3%

	West Oxfordshire
	41,308
	41,918
	610
	1.5%

	Whole County
	239,009
	240,004
	995
	0.42%

	
	
	
	
	

	MTFP
	239,009
	241,639
	2,630
	1.10%

	Difference
	0
	-1,635
	-1,635
	-0.68%


* Confirmation not received 

Budget Consultation

6. To inform the 2008/09 budget setting process, the council carried out three bespoke pieces of consultation.  These were:
· A community workshop developed in partnership with Ipsos MORI
· A short survey included in ‘Oxfordshire’, the council’s news magazine which is delivered to all households in Oxfordshire and is available in public buildings (such as libraries and council offices)
· An e-survey of a sample of Citizens’ Panel members (in response to a motion relating to consultation on social care that was passed at full council on 8 November 2007).
7. Attached at Annex 1 is a briefing note comprising a summary of the outcomes of the first two consultations.  The e-survey will be reported under separate cover, as the survey is still in the field. 
Local Authority Business Growth Incentive (LABGI) Scheme

8. A Communities and Local Government statement made on 7 January 2008 indicates that, in light of the need to consider new legal challenges, the Government is re-considering all aspects of the approach used to distribute the remaining resources available for 2007/08, the third and final year of the LABGI scheme. No conclusions have yet been reached, but this may result in a new methodology for the calculation of grants and have an impact on the timing of any payments that are made. The Service & Resource Planning Report to Cabinet on 18 September 2007 set out that the County Council was anticipating receiving a similar amount to that received for 2006/07, around £1m, with payment due in February 2008 for use in 2008/09. 
Flood Defence Levy

9. The Environment Agency has not yet confirmed the 2008/09 flood defence levy for Oxfordshire.  As confirmation has not been received, any variation from the £0.744m included in the MTFP (made up of £0.283m base, plus £0.159m increase from 2007/08, plus £0.300m potential increase for 2008/09) should be funded from balances in 2008/09 with an allocation made from the sum available to allocate in 2009/10 to fund this on a permanent basis.

Other Minor Amendments

10. Other minor amendments need to be made to the MTFP to reflect final allocations of inflation in both 2008/09 and future years.  The effect is to increase the sum available by £0.012m in 2008/09.  The impact on the sum available to allocate over the medium term is set out in the table below.

Sum Available to allocate 2008/09 to 2012/13 

11. Information contained in this report alter the sum available to allocate in 2008/09 and future years.  The table below sets out the impact of the changes.

	
	2008/09

£m 
	2009/10

£m
	2010/11

£m
	2011/12

£m
	2012/13

£m

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Sum available per January main report 
	7.725
	5.828
	5.905
	10.982
	10.876

	Impact of reduced Taxbase 
	-0.589
	-0.030
	-0.032
	-0.033
	-0.034

	Inflation provision
	0.012
	0
	-0.082
	-0.078
	-0.006

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Revised sum available to allocate (on-going)
	7.148
	5.798
	5.791
	10.871
	10.836


Conclusion 

12. This report reflects a number of changes since the production of the current report to Cabinet.  It reflects the finalisation of the tax base and other minor changes.  A further update will need to be provided once the Local Government Settlement and the Collection Fund have been confirmed. 
SUE SCANE

Assistant Chief Executive & Chief Finance Officer

Contact Officer:
Lorna Baxter
Strategic Financial Planning Manager

Tel. 01865 816087

14 January 2008
ANNEX 1
2008/09 Budget Consultation BRIEFING NOTE

January 2008

1. Context

1.1
Oxfordshire County Council has a long history of consulting on budget and council tax.  We have employed a variety of approaches to do so including surveys, questions in council publications and on our website and community workshops.

1.2
To inform the 2008/09 budget setting process, the council carried out three bespoke pieces of consultation.  These were:

· A community workshop developed in partnership with Ipsos MORI

· A short survey included in ‘Oxfordshire’, the council’s news magazine

· An e-survey of a sample of Citizens’ Panel members, in response to the motion that was passed at full council on 8 November 2007.
“Council also notes that the County's Citizens' Panel has not been consulted on an issue relating to social care since autumn 2005 (direct payments).  In the light of possible inadequate funding, Council asks the Director for Social & Community Services to request that the Panel is consulted this autumn on the availability and adequacy of adult social care services in Oxfordshire in good time so that for its response to help to inform the Council's budget debate.”
1.3
Other sources of data such as the three yearly Best Value Performance Indicator Survey, which was conducted in autumn 2006, provide more detailed information about public perceptions of services and priorities for improvement.  These have previously been shared with councillors.

2. 
Reporting

2.1 This briefing note comprises a summary of the outcomes of the first two consultations.  The e-survey will be reported under separate cover, as this survey is still being conducted.  A copy of the full consultation reports will be made available to all councillors via email, by posting hard copies in the Members’ Resource Room at County Hall and also via the online Consultation Tracker at www.oxfordshire.gov.uk/consultation.

A - Community Workshop (This section of the briefing note was written by Ipsos MORI)

3.
Background

3.1
Oxfordshire County Council commissioned Ipsos MORI to run a budget consultation exercise with residents in advance of the budget setting for 2008/09. The event took place at the Paramount Oxford Hotel on Saturday 8th December 2007. The detailed findings from this consultation exercise will be presented to the council by Ipsos MORI on 14 January and all councillors have been invited to attend.  A copy of the final report will be published on the county council’s consultation tracker and placed in the Members Resource Centre.  
3.2
Out of the 36 Oxfordshire residents who were invited to take part, 34 attended the event. In order to ensure broad representation from all groups in Oxfordshire, quotas for the recruitment were set on age, gender, work status, social class, rurality and district. 

3.3
The event included sessions with all participants and break-out discussions. For the break-out discussions, participants were split into three age groups, as follows:

· Younger group, 11 participants aged 18-30

· Middle group, 13 participants aged 31-54

· Older group, 10 participants aged 55+

3.4
As a qualitative exercise, the main aim of the discussion day was to consider residents’ views in some depth – to understand attitudes rather than to measure them. The exercise was deliberative and, at various stages, participants were given information about the council’s priorities, finances and some of the complexities of budget setting. Representatives from the council were also able to answer questions raised by participants. In this way, participants became increasingly informed as the day progressed.

3.5
The topics discussed during the day included:

· Living in Oxfordshire – What is Oxfordshire like as a place to live/work? What are the good/bad things?
· Council services – What services are run by the county council? Which ones are run well/not so well?

· Prioritisation of services – Which services are of high importance? Which ones are not so important?

· Budget Exercise – Which of the council’s proposed savings/ pressure/ investments do you agree with?
4.
Living in Oxfordshire

4.1
Participants were generally very happy with Oxfordshire as a place to live, comparing it favourably to other places they have lived in. They liked the easy access to the countryside, the good transportation links to London and other cities and the relatively low levels of crime. Concerns included the urban sprawl, the high costs of living (both local costs such as housing and nationally set costs such as utility bills), traffic congestion; and the costs, frequency, and coverage of local public transport. Some participants also felt that Oxfordshire lacked the good shopping facilities offered in larger cities. 

5.
Council Services

5.1
Participants were generally satisfied with libraries, education services and fire and rescue services. They were less satisfied with youth centres and facilities for young people, social services and waste and recycling services (although there was confusion as to which council is responsible for refuse collection, waste management and disposal).
5.2
Participants were divided about traffic management and public transport. Traffic management was seen to be poorly planned, therefore causing unnecessary congestion in some areas (e.g. Oxford). Public transport provision was generally praised although there were complaints about the frequency or lack of services in some rural areas. When asked about local roads and pavements, many participants cited anecdotes of accidents they had witnessed resulting from poor maintenance. 

6.
Prioritisation of Services

6.1
Overall, community services were seen as most important. Other services were prioritised as follows:

· Services for children and families and services for children and young people were uniformly seen as high priority.

· Education, support for vulnerable adults and care services for older people were seen as either high or medium priorities.

· Transport services and safety services were seen as being of medium importance

· Waste management, cultural services, and capital growth were seen as being of low importance. 

7.

The Budget Exercise

7.1
Each group was given a set of stars (28 in total) which represented money. Each star was worth £250,000 with the total sum of the stars worth £7 million. The participants were then asked to discuss how to allocate the stars by choosing between proposals. These were divided between:

· Savings - to cut services (4 proposals costing £1 million overall)

· Pressures - to maintain services  (8 proposals costing £3.75 million overall)

· Investments - to improve services (7 proposals costing £11 million overall)

7.2
During the budget exercise decision-making process, participants frequently asked council representatives to provide further information. The presence of expert witnesses, providing factual and objective answers to participants’ questions, meant they were able to make more informed decisions. Participants who had no experience of the services in question found it more challenging to make decisions. The younger group was more affected by this issue than the other groups.  

7.3
Overall, participants were most likely to agree with proposals to improve social and community services, and to reject proposals related to cultural services, roads and parking. When making decisions, participants understood and supported the concept of long-term efficiencies and investments: they agreed to spend more now if it meant savings for later. They struggled to distinguish between pressures and investments: instead they were more concerned with the groups of residents who would be affected by the decisions. Finally, participants expressed concerns about services being delivered by private organisations such as care agencies as this was not thought to be good value for money.

8.
Conclusions

8.1
Although participants were quite vocal at the start of the day about issues such as traffic congestion, parking, roads and pavement maintenance, waste management, and costs of living, these became comparatively less important to participants as the day progressed. Expenditures agreed during the budget exercise primarily focused on social and community services.

8.2
Participants found the event informative and enjoyable. It provided them with a better understanding of what the council does with their council tax. They also understood that, in real life, councillors take a range of other evidence into account when making budget decisions, along with statutory obligations and further consultations.

B - Oxfordshire Magazine Survey

9.
Methodology and Interpretation of Data

9.1
A short survey was included in the autumn edition of ‘Oxfordshire’, the council’s magazine delivered to residents’ homes. The magazine was delivered to households from 5 November 2007. It was also made available on the council’s website and in public buildings (e.g. libraries). A freepost address was given for residents to return their completed surveys free of charge.
9.2
By 14 December 2007, 183 completed surveys were returned and analysed.  
9.3
As the number of completed surveys returned was relatively small, percentages have not been included in this report as these could be taken out of context. Instead the actual number of people replying in particular ways is shown. The results should therefore be taken as indicative of a range of views held by residents rather than robust statistical data.
10.
Key Findings

10.1 Residents were asked to identify whether they would spend more, spend the same or spend less on each of six areas shown below:

	Children and Families
	Includes schools, youth services, social care for children and families, early years education

	Adult Services
	Includes care for older people, people with disabilities and people with mental health problems

	Transport
	Includes traffic management, public transport, road and pavement maintenance and cycle routes

	Community Services
	Includes libraries, museums, registration and adult learning

	Environmental Services
	Includes recycling centres, waste disposal, countryside service

	Safety
	Includes fire and rescue, trading standards, crime and prevention


10.2 As might be expected, there was no general consensus on whether spending should be increased, maintained or reduced for each of the areas as can be seen below:
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10.3
Comments were received about specific service areas.  A flavour of these is summarised below, however the full comments will be provided to all councillors.

Children and Families 

10.4
72 comments were received. These included comments around the following themes:

· We should invest in children as our future

· Not enough for young people to do

· Investment needed in youth and education buildings

· Parents should take responsibility for children’s’ needs

Adult Services

10.5 76 comments were received. These included comments around the following themes:

· Importance of respecting elderly and caring for them

· Need for preventative care for aging population

· Better quality care for vulnerable and elderly

Transport

10.6 94 comments were received. These included comments around the following themes:

· Comments on specific roads, including A40 (Witney- Oxford)

· Concern over condition of roads/pavements

· Better co-ordination of road maintenance

· Improvement to public transport, particularly bus routes

Community Services

10.7 56 comments were received. These included comments around the following themes:

· Suggestions for improvement to adult education

· Satisfaction with libraries

Environmental Services

10.8 95 comments were received. These included comments around the following themes:

· Importance of recycling and suggestions to promote this

· Comments about household waste collection

· Comments about litter and litter picking

Safety

10.9 76 comments were received. These included comments around the following themes:

· Importance of prevention

· Requests for greater police presence on streets

· Preference for police officers over police community support officers

General comments

10.10 The 26 comments included a wide range of issues, including concern over how the consultation findings would be used and the difficulties faced in being asked to choose between important services.
Carole Stow, Consultation & Marketing Manager

Katie Pritchett, Consultation Officer 
	Division(s): N/A


ITEM CA8E
Supplement
CABINET– 15 JANUARY 2008
 

OXFORDSHIRE WASTE TREATMENT PROCUREMENT – SELECTION OF PARTICIPANTS TO BE INVITED TO SUBMIT DETAILED SOLUTIONS
 

Supplementary Report by Cabinet Member for Sustainable Development
Introduction

1. On 19 June 2007, Council passed the following Motion:

This Council:

(a) notes the need for the public to be informed about the progress of the procurement process for waste treatment facilities to meet European Landfill Directive requirements;

(b) asks the Cabinet to present a full report on this process to Council at the time of the Invitation to Submit Detailed Solutions (ISDS) and thereby to give elected members an opportunity to participate in the debate about how best to dispose of Oxfordshire’s municipal waste.

2. At its meeting on 8 January 2008, Council considered a report (CC8) from the Director for Environment & Economy, which he was instructed to prepare by the Cabinet at its meeting on 18 December 2007.

3. In order to allow a free and wide-ranging debate, and not be tied to a form of words on the agenda, Council agreed to allow the Motion at Item 8 to be withdrawn, and then suspended Council Procedure Rules 11 and 13 for the duration of the item.

4. At the start of the meeting, David Cullen (Oxford Brookes University, People and Planet) presented a petition against incineration; Jill Haas (Oxford Campaign against Climate Change) and Sam Clarke (Friends of the Earth) both addressed Council against incineration and asked the Council to consider alternatives.

5. I introduced the debate, making the following main points:

· New legislation means we must reduce dramatically the amount of waste we send to landfill.

· The Oxfordshire Waste Partnership (OWP) has agreed a Joint Waste Management Strategy

· Even with higher recycling rates (currently 41%) there is still a need to find an alternative way to dispose of our waste.

· The E & E scrutiny committee produced a report entitled “Waste not want not” in which they recommended incineration with Combined Heat and Power as the most sustainable option for the future of Oxfordshire’s waste

· The Council received outline solutions from five companies all of whom proposed Energy from Waste solutions.

· This number will be reduced to between 2 and 4 at the Cabinet meeting on 15th January.

6. Council then proceeded to have a long, informed and productive debate on the subject.  I have set out below what I believe were the main issues raised, with a short summary of the points made underneath each heading.

Procurement

There was some disquiet that the procurement process itself might have discouraged or ruled out other technologies.  The main concern expressed was that the strength of companies bidding might have discouraged some solutions, but the point was also made that smaller companies could work in partnerships with larger ones.

Several Members regretted the procurement process had resulted in energy from waste being the only solution offered by the remaining companies.  That being the case, they urged the Cabinet to choose the most environmentally friendly option form of Energy from Waste. They also asked that account was taken of possible future changes to Government financial incentives, especially through any possible changes to landfill tax and the introduction of carbon trading.

There was concern that responsibilities at the end of the contract (e.g. for clean up and for staff) were clear.

There was general acknowledgement that it was both too late and wrong to re-start the tendering process.

Consultation

Some Members expressed concern about the perceived lack of consultation and, therefore, public awareness of this issue.  Others referred to the work of the Oxfordshire Waste Partnership and felt the public involvement and consultation had been sufficient.

Landfill

It was generally accepted that current volumes of waste being sent to landfill could not be sustained, and two Members referred to landfill sites within their Divisions; one was of the opinion that incineration would be welcomed by local residents in preference to the litter, pollution, smell and vermin problems resulting from landfill operations.

Technology

Energy from Waste (EfW)

Some Members were in favour of EfW solutions, which involved incineration of waste, using the energy from this process to generate electricity.  A further by-product of which could be hot water; this process is known as combined heat and power (CHP).  Conflicting views were expressed on the impacts of EfW and CHP on greenhouse gas emissions relative to other options.  One issue mentioned was the possible future impacts of carbon sequestration.

Although one or two Members expressed concern about any level of dioxins, in the atmosphere, other Members felt that technology had progressed to the point that this was no longer a health issue.

It was noted that this technology was used by several European countries, including those noted for their generally positive approach to environmental issues.  There was some concern from Members about future EU policy, and a worry that emissions might be strictly controlled and that the ‘bottom ash’ residue from this process might one day be deemed to be ‘hazardous waste’.

Mechanical & Biological Treatment (MBT)

Several Members supported the call by Friends of the Earth and other environmental organisations, local and national, to consider MBT as a method of treating waste.  Other Members pointed out that the by-products from this process either had to be burnt or landfilled, with carbon implications.  One Member also expressed concern about re-hydration of the residue in landfill giving rise to methane emissions

It was noted that this technology was used by several European countries, and in several places in Great Britain.

Length of Contract

A number of Members were concerned that a contract period of 25 years was too long, particularly given the rapid pace of change in technology.  Some Members called for a ‘break’ clause in the contract at the five year point; others felt a mutual break clause at 15 years was appropriate.  It was pointed out that investors would look for reasonable certainty if they were to make major capital commitments.

Waste Hierarchy

There was some concern that any solution involving EfW would result in a change the attitude of the public, and they would consequently recycle less, knowing that their waste was going to be incinerated and not sent to landfill.

Several Members made the point that the Oxfordshire Waste Partnership (OWP) has a clear waste hierarchy (reduce, re-use, recycle) and also targets to meet for increased reduction in waste and increased recycling.  One Member in particular expressed concern about larger scale waste (e.g. kitchen and bathroom fittings, carpets, etc.) arising from home improvements.

Members were informed that the companies involved were aware of the reduction and recycling targets, and had taken these into account in their solutions; some Members had expressed concern about being tied into a contract which would mean guaranteeing levels of waste.  It was stated that the proposed solution (EfW) would not interfere with the OWP’s intention to lobby Government and others about reducing packaging.

Planning

There was some confusion about who would be the planning authority in respect of any proposed EfW treatment facilities, and I confirmed that the County Council would be the planning authority for this type of application.

One Member in particular was concerned about traffic movements increasing in the areas where proposed treatment facilities might be located.

7. In summing up the debate I made the following main points:

· Waste from a Mechanical Biological Treatment (MBT) plant would still have to be incinerated.

· OCC is the planning authority with regards to waste disposal sites.

· We cannot restart the bidding process as Landfill Allowance Trading Scheme (LATS) fines start to take effect in April 2009.  as it is any EfW plant is unlikely to be operational till 2012.

· Short contracts of either 10 or 15 years would be unacceptable to the industry with a project costing £100m.

· Members have been kept informed throughout the process with opportunities to attend seminars, visits to EfW, MBT and IVC facilities and finally quarterly reports (3 so far) from Frankie Upton.

Roger Belson

Cabinet Member for Sustainable Development
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