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RESOURCES BUDGET 2008/09 AND MEDIUM TERM FINANCIAL PLAN

BRIEF SUMMARY OF REPORT

1.

The Resources Budget details the revenue and capital investment required
and the level of council tax to be raised from the people living in Suffolk to
deliver the Council’s activities in line with its priorities as outlined in the
Corporate Plan and the Sustainable Community Strategy.

This report presents the Resources Budget 2008/09 and Medium Term
Financial Plan together with the Corporate Plan for approval based on the
recommendations of Cabinet (5" February 2008 Agenda Item 05). The
revenue budget requirement is £424.6m giving a council tax of £1,073.88p
for a Band D property, an increase of 3.75%.

ACTION RECOMMENDED

3.

To agree the recommendations in the Resources Budget 2008/09
Appendix 1, Section D, Paragraph 27, Page 42 for the 2008/09 revenue
budget requirement and precept on the collection funds of District and
Borough Councils having regard to the report in Appendix 1 — Annex M
gold pages on the robustness of the estimates and adequacy of reserves.

To agree the recommended 2008/09 capital payments programme of
£124.5m and consequential financing (detailed in Appendix 1, Annexes J1
to J7 salmon pages).

To agree the recommended prudential indicators for 2008/09 (detailed in
Appendix 1, Annex N of the green pages) including the policy statement
on the Minimum Revenue Provision (MRP) at Paragraph 36.

To agree the Corporate Plan (Appendix 2).




REASON FOR RECOMMENDATION

7. It is the County Council's responsibility to set a budget and precept for
2008/09 and to publish a Corporate Plan for 2008/09 by 30 June.

ALTERNATIVE OPTIONS

8. As these are the Administration’s recommendations, no alternative options
are presented although other proposals might be discussed at the meeting.

MAIN BODY OF REPORT

9. This is self-contained within the Resources Budget and Medium Term
Financial Plan (Appendix 1) and the Corporate Plan (Appendix 2).

SOURCES OF FURTHER INFORMATION

a)

b)

d)

f)
)

h)

Report to Cabinet on 15 January on the Provisional Local Government
Finance Settlement 2008/09 — 2010-11

Report to County Council on 22 February 2007 on Resources Budget
2007/08 and Medium Term Financial Plan can be found at
http://intranet.suffolkcc.gov.uk/cqi-
bin/committee.cqi?p=detail&amp;id=1 9216

A Better Way for Suffolk can be found at:
http://www.suffolk.gov.uk/CouncilAndDemocracy/SuffolkCountyCounci
IPlansAndPolicies/ABetterWayForSuffolk.htm

Risk Management Handbook can be found at:
http://colin.suffolkcc.gov.uk/NR/rdonlyres/29D6DD1A-3F59-4CFE-
8875-BOBE87CE663E/0O/riskmanagementhandbookV22Nov05.pdf

Details of the government’s grant settlement for consultation can be
found on:
http://www.local.communities.gov.uk/finance/0809/grant.htm

Lyons Report into Local Government - http://www.lyonsinguiry.org/

Details of Comprehensive Spending Review 2007 (CSR07) can be
found on - http://www.hm-

treasury.gov.uk/spending review/spend csrO7/spend csrO07 index.cf
m

Report to Cabinet (Agenda Item 05) on 5 February 2008 — Resources
Budget 2008/09 and Medium Term Financial Plan

Report to Cabinet (Agenda Item 04) on 5 February 2008 —
Recommendations of Scrutiny Committees Relating to Pre-decision
Budget Scrutiny 2008/09
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A.

Background and Context to the Proposed Revenue
Budget 2008/09

About this Budget

1.

The budget continues to be about the future and the
ambitions the council has for the prosperity and well
being of people living and working in Suffolk. The
budget proposals have been subject to wide
consultation and scrutiny to ensure our communities
are involved in the decisions that affect their lives. The
Cabinet has listened and reflected on those responses
and the financial strategy being proposed will allow:

(@) transforming learning within communities including
Building Schools for the Future;

(b) protection and prevention for vulnerable children
and young people to ensure all reach their full
potential;

(c) interim and long term solutions for the disposal of
waste;

(d) improved person centred access, assessment and
care management for all Adults (Customer
Journey and personalised budgets);

(e) the residential homes review to be progressed;

() improved infrastructure and modernisation of the
Fire and Rescue Service through the Private
Finance Initiative (PFI);

() the Administration’s aggressive  efficiency
programme to be accelerated through Securing
the Future. This will deliver an entirely new
organisational structure, geared to work in a new
way that optimises opportunities for efficiency,
procurement and improvement in business
processes together with tighter cost control.

2.

It provides:

(&) extra resources of over £36m of which over £12m
has been added since pre-cabinet budget
scrutiny. This includes:

(1) more for vulnerable people and associated
activities(£6.7m) including £1m for public
transport;

(i) more for fire, audit and inspection
arrangements, contingencies, animal health
and community safety (£1.8m)

(i)  one-off investment in highways
maintenance (£2.5m) and the upkeep of
buildings (£0.5m) and £1m for invest to
save in Adult and Community Services to
advance service transformation in the
Home First Service.

b) a council tax increase of 3.75%
This is funded from:

(a) efficiencies and savings of £12m,;
(b) government grant of £12m; and
(c) council tax of £12m.

The council tax increase of 3.75% is a reduction on last
years increase of 4.5%, is lower than the latest Retalil
Price Index (RPI) of 4.0% and the pensions increase of
3.9% effective from April 2008. This level of increase
will probably put the Council in the lower increases for
Counties. It also provides a sustainable position for
budget planning in 2009/10 and 2010/11.

This budget has been developed within a sound
financial management framework, is prudent and
provides value for money whilst taking a measured



approach to future service developments in line with

the corporate priorities and addresses the proposed For 2007/08 all local authorities voluntarily complied
savings with the very highest risks. It sets the tone for and no authority was capped.

future service and financial planning.

Looking Back at 2007/08 9. The County Council’s element of the council tax in
2007/08 compared favourably with other counties as
5. The period over which the 2007/08 budget was planned shown in Chart 1 below:
and prepared represented a major change in the life of
the county council. The new Administration’s priorities, Chart 1: 2007/08 Council Tax (Band D) including
combined with reduced government funding and Fire Authorities

capping of council tax rises (for the foreseeable future)
forced a radical re-think on what we do and how we do L0
it.

12001 _

6. The 2007/08 budget of £391.5m (excluding schools) TR

included savings of £21.3m (on top of the previous "I
year’s savings of £23.9m) and a council tax increase of
4.5%. This increase was marginally above the RPI of
42% and the pensions increase of 3.6%. oo LI LR BRI HN L

7. 2007/08 was the second year of the government’s two 0
year formula grant settlement announced in January
2006. This was part of the promised stability and
certainty in funding to aid local authorities in their
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8. In announcing the two year grant settlement the

Minister said: o .
10. The communication of the reasons why savings had to

be made on this scale and of the continuing pressure
into future years, had brought home to councillors,
employees, interest groups, the media and the public

“We have made it clear that we expect the average
council tax increase in England in both 2006/07 and
2007/08 to be less than 5%



11.

12.

the fact that the council is entering a period of financial
restraint as the overall growth in planned public
spending reduces.

It is therefore critical that the savings planned for
2007/08 must be delivered, as intended, to avoid un-
met savings rolling over the year end and adding to
future years’ budget problems. Current indications
from budgetary control show most of these savings
being achieved as planned, with other mitigating
actions in place where this is not the case, due to the
timing of implementation. This was confirmed to
Scrutiny Committees during November 2007 when the
progress and any service impact of each saving
proposal were considered. However firm management
action will need to continue to maintain this position.

In addition, there is widespread agreement that future
improvements in services and the need to produce low
council tax rises can only be achieved through
transforming the way services are delivered and the
way the council is organised in order to drive down
costs. In parallel ensuring that available resources are
distributed to the Council’'s corporate priorities. The
planning process for 2008/09 to 2010/11 has
addressed these objectives. The current medium term
planning process is shown as one of the council’s
strengths in the recent Use of Resources assessment
undertaken by the Audit Commission.

Strategic Planning

13.

Strategic planning enables us to manage our resources
effectively, ensuring they are targeted towards the
delivery of our priorities. The Council’'s strategic
planning framework has been designed to provide a
clear link between our high level objectives (set out in A

14.

15.

16.

17.

Better Way for Suffolk) and the 20 year ambitions set
out in Suffolk’s Community Strategy (2008-2028).

To deliver against the wider and long term objectives,
the Council has agreed medium term priorities and
these are set out in the Corporate Plan 2008-2010 (see
Appendix 2).

The Council is required to publish annually how it
performs against statutory Best Value Performance
Indicators, (as well as many other targets and
indicators set by central government) and our Best
Value Performance Indicators are published on our

website, available at:
http://www.suffolk.gov.uk/NR/rdonlyres/E48EEESE-DOA8-4243-
BED5-A37F67EBD28E/130628/200607BVPIfinalwebsite.pdf

It is vitally important we review our performance on a
frequent basis throughout the year so that, if
necessary, we can divert resources to areas that may
need particular attention. We have developed a suite
of indicators known as our Dimensions of Performance,
that provide information about:

i) how well we are progressing towards achieving
our strategic aims and objectives;

i) whether our rate of improvement is as expected;
and

iii)  any associated risk if performance is off-track.

The ‘Dimensions of Performance’ indicators are
reported quarterly to Cabinet and Corporate
Management Team and are published on COLIN (The
Council’s intranet).

As part of the Comprehensive Spending Review
(CSR07) and the Local Government and Public


http://www.suffolk.gov.uk/NR/rdonlyres/E48EEE5E-D0A8-4243-BED5-A37F67EBD28E/130628/200607BVPIfinalwebsite.pdf
http://www.suffolk.gov.uk/NR/rdonlyres/E48EEE5E-D0A8-4243-BED5-A37F67EBD28E/130628/200607BVPIfinalwebsite.pdf

18.

19.

20.

Involvement in Health Act 2007, the current Best Value
Performance Indicators and other [statutory] Key
Performance Indicators are to be replaced by a new set
of National Indicators, introduced with effect from April
2008. The new Indicator set is still subject to a formal
Consultation process but once finalised, will effect
changes to the current Dimensions of Performance
suite.

The Council's strategic planning directly links to, and
contributes towards the delivery of the commitments
set out in ‘A Better Way for Suffolk’. These are listed
below:

(@) Innovation in Service Delivery

(b) Promoting Opportunity for All

(c) A Healthy, Prosperous and Safe Suffolk
(d) High Quality Transport and Access

(e) How we Deliver — A Better Way

Each of the five themes has high level commitments
and priorities and these are consistent with the aims
outlined in Suffolk’s Community Strategy. They are
consistent with the aims of the Local Strategic
Partnerships (LSPs) and the outcomes and targets for
Suffolk’s new LAA will be derived directly from the
community strategy.

Some outcomes are already contributing towards
achieving the Administration’s commitments and these
include:

(1) the University Campus Suffolk (UCS) launched
1% August 2007. UCS will provide access to
new and improved opportunities for learners and
employers, and it will enhance the economic
development of the region;

(ii)

(iif)

(iv)

v)

(vi)

the labour market performance in Suffolk is good
with employment rates higher than national and
regional averages. Growth in the proportion of
jobs in the knowledge-driven sectors has also
exceeded national and regional average growth
although still remains low overall;

20 Children’s Centres were opened by
November 2007 with another 15 centres
planned by March 2008;

the introduction of an innovative electronic case
recording system enabling childcare
practitioners to easily identify children’s needs,
and streamline the delivery of services for the
benefit of children and their families;

the ‘Customer Journey’ programme was rolled
out countywide in October 2007. The
programme redesigned relationships and
services provided to adults in need of
community care, increased ease of public
access and needs assessment, as well as
securing and reviewing care;

the Council exceeded the LAA target to increase
the number of Safer Neighbourhood Teams to
47, and Suffolk Constabulary has embedded the
work of Safer Neighbourhood Teams into its
core business. The introduction of Community
Support Officers has had a positive impact
through increased visibility and MORI surveys
indicate Suffolk’'s communities are feeling safer;



21.

22.

(Vi)

(viii)

(ix)

during 2006/07, 3,756 fire alarms were fitted and
2,331 home fire safety checks were carried out
in the homes of the elderly and most vulnerable;

the creation of 463.4 hectares of accessible
natural greenspace has exceeded our LAA
target to increase the area of green space
managed in whole or in part for its ecological
interest and improved public access;

our waste partnership achieved Beacon status
and is one of the best waste and recycling
services in the country;

The major issues facing the Council are:

(@)
(b)
(©)
(d)
()

(f)

(9)

(h)

meeting rising public expectations for quality
services;

balancing government policy shifts and
inspections with local choice;

addressing demographic change;

protecting vulnerable children and adults;

strengthening the county’s economic
development capacity;
complying  with  increasingly = demanding

environmental and regulatory standards for
waste, roads, transport and trading standards;
providing value for money and maintaining low
council tax increases at a time of financial
restraint; and

Increasing skills and aspirations.

Collectively the Council is tackling these challenges
through the following developments:

(@)

(b)

()
(d)
(e)
(f)

(@

(h)

()

(k)
()

managing demand through prevention strategies
(Adult and Community Services (ACS) and
Children and Young People (CYP));
modernising and integrating service arrangements
through revised assessment and care
management; developing Children’s Centres,
rolling out extended schools, setting up the
Children’s Trust, supporting the School
Organisation Review; Transforming learning within
communities - Building Schools for the Future
(BSF) and 14-19 strategy and Review of Local
management of schools funding formula;
creating affordable and integrated service
structures and working effectively with other
partners, agencies and stakeholders;

improving access to services;

planning for the long term future requirements
relating to the disposal of domestic waste
meeting the requirements of legislative change
e.g. Education and Inspection Act 2006, Children
and Young People Bill 2007 and European
Directives etc;

seeking out and delivering efficiency savings
together with putting in place robust systems for
procurement, financial and performance
management;

reviewing and maintaining the council’s assets
and infrastructure for suitability and value for
money;

building capacity by developing the workforce,
effective use of modern ICT and ancillary
business processes;

moving to an enabling organisation through
Securing the Future;

embedding risk management; and

satisfying audit and inspection regimes.



Local Government and Public Involvement in Health Act

23.

24,

25.

In parallel with the above developments the Council is
also responding to reforms contained within the Local
Government and Public Involvement in Health Act
(passed November 2007).

Briefly, the Government, through the Act is seeking to
create a system of local government that:

(i) provides strong and visible local leadership;

(i) is more accountable, standardising the ways in
which local people can demand action from their
local authority and empowering local people, and
their elected representatives, in their communities;

(i) transforms local public services so that they can
combine greater efficiency with  greater
responsiveness; and

(iv) incorporates greater joined up working, with
formal partners, the third sector, and local groups
and people.

The White Paper preceding the Act was accompanied
by an invitation to Councils to submit proposals to
pioneer, as pathfinders, new models of two tier working
and applications to become unitary authorities. The
proposal from the Council and seven district/borough
councils was successful in gaining ‘Pathfinder’ status.
However, in December 2007 Government's final
decision on Ipswich’s bid to become a unitary authority
was to commission the Boundary Committee to
conduct a fundamental review of local government
structures across Suffolk as a whole. Thus,
superseding both the Pathfinder work and Ipswich’s
unitary proposals. The Committee’s work is expected

26.

27.

to begin in April 2008 culminating in a recommendation
to Government approximately late 2008/early 2009.

The Committee’s recommendation must meet the
government’s criteria for both unitary and pathfinder
proposals and:

(@) be affordable i.e. met from existing resources;

(b) be supported by a broad -cross-section of
partners and stakeholders;

(c) provide strong, effective and accountable
strategic leadership;

(d) deliver genuine opportunities for neighbourhood
flexibility and empowerment; and

(e) deliver value for money and equity on public
services.

In the mean time councils across Suffolk are continuing
to pursue the shared services agenda wherever
appropriate to transform and integrate services.

Lyons Inquiry

28.

Sir Michael Lyons was commissioned to undertake an
independent inquiry to consider the case for changes to
the present system of local government funding in
England, including the reform of council tax. The
government extended his remit in autumn 2005, to
cover questions relating to the functions of local
government, its future role and how it is funded. The
Inquiry reported in March 2007, although its final
conclusions were less radical, particularly in terms of
funding reform, than originally expected. Key
conclusions are set out below. Significantly, the Local
Government and Public Involvement in Health Act
(Nov 2007) encompassed actions around the ‘place
shaping’ and ‘greater involvement’ recommendations



(e.g. introducing a ‘duty to involve’ and a ‘duty to co-
operate’):

(@) Local government’s place shaping role is crucial,
to improve satisfaction and well-being through
local choice, flexibility and economic prosperity;

(b) there needs to be greater clarity about who is
responsible for what and local people should
have a greater say in local priorities;

(©) Council tax should be reformed rather than
replaced, but is under too much pressure;

(d) reduce the number of targets and performance
indicators. The government has published a
new National Indicator Set containing 198
indicators down from over 1,200;

(e) reduce specific grants. The government has
merged a range of specific grants into the new
Area Based Grant and removed the ring fencing
(see Annex F2). Some other grants have been
transferred into formula grant (see Section B
Paragraph 14, Page 14 and Annex A2);

) abolish capping. The government have ruled
out this proposal;

(9) Local Authority Business Growth Incentive
(LABGI) scheme should be simplified. The
government have issued a consultation paper on
this topic (“Building Better Incentives for Local
Economic Growth”) with a view to implementing
a revised scheme in 2009/10; and

(h) a supplement to the business rate. The
government is consulting on the technical detail
of a new power to allow councils to implement a
Supplementary Business Rate (SBR) in
2010/11.

Financial Outlook

29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

Funding for local government is heavily prescribed by
central government through its ‘Spending Review’ (SR)
which is published every two years. This sets out the
context for the government’'s priorities for the public
sector, performance targets and spending plans, over a
3 year period.

The most recent SR was the second ‘Comprehensive
Spending Review’ (CSR07) and this was published in
October 2007 covering the period 2008/11. It was a
‘root and branch’ review of all areas of public spending
and policy. This included responding to a series of
commissioned pieces of work covering Value for
Money and efficiency, Climate Change, Pensions,
Local Government  (Lyons Inquiry), Service
Transformation (Varney Review), Skills (Leitch Review)
etc. and service reviews into Waste, Adults, Children
etc.

Some of the key financial messages had been
previously trailed in the chancellor's budget statement
i.e. 3% efficiency savings and limiting pay increases to
2%. So budget planning had been based on a much
tighter financial climate anticipating the outcomes of
CSRO7.

The main headlines from CSRO07 are that there will be
real terms increases per annum for Education of 2.8%,
for Health of 4% and for local government an average
increase of 1% per annum, down from an average
increase of 3.9% over the last ten years.

The increase for local government is front loaded and if
the PFI special grant is deducted then the increases
are much smaller as Table 1 overleaf shows:



34.

35.

Table 1. CSR0O7 - Spending Increases for Local

Government
Real Terms Cash Terms
% % Adj % % Adj
for PFI for PFI
2008/09 1.5 1.0 4.2 3.8
2009/10 0.8 0.1 3.5 2.8
2010/11 0.7 -0.1 3.4 2.6

Annex Al provides a more detailed commentary on
CSRO7.

All public services have been set a target of achieving
at least 3% net cash-releasing value for money gains
per annum over the period 2008/09 to 2010/11. Local
Government is expected to achieve £4.9bn cash
releasing efficiencies from revenue and capital
expenditure by 2010/11. Efficiency in this context is
defined as:

“achieving the same outputs for less resource or
additional outputs for the same resource.
Consequently, an action that fully or partially
alleviates a cost pressure is countable as a cash
releasing efficiency, but an action that frees up
cash at the expense of the overall effectiveness
of service delivery is not an efficiency gain.”

There will not be a mandatory efficiency target for each
individual council only for the sector overall. However,
it will be possible for an efficiency target to be
negotiated as one of the 35 targets in each Local Area

36.

37.

Agreement (LAA), should efficiency be identified and
agreed as a priority area. Such a target could cover
other partners in the LAA as well as councils if that was
considered appropriate locally.

The government will collect information on Councils
efficiency performance twice a year based on the
following indicator:

“the total net value of ongoing cash releasing
value for money gains that have impacted since
the start of the 2008/09 financial year.”

The Council has one of the best records of achieving
efficiency savings under the current arrangements
introduced with SR04. Chart 2 below shows Suffolk’s
performance for annual efficiency savings (AES)
compared to other county councils.

Chart 2: Percentage Over Achievement of AES
Target Cumulative to end of 2006/07
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38.

39.

To recognise the success of individual councils in
achieving cashable efficiency savings greater than their
target of 7.5% of their 2004/05 baseline expenditure,
the value of the excess can contribute to the CSR07
target provided they remain ongoing.

The restraint on public spending is likely to continue
beyond CSRO7 and into the next 3 year spending
review period. Therefore the pursuit of further
efficiency savings and focusing resources on key
corporate priorities will be the cornerstone of future
budget and service planning.
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Local Government Finance Settlement 2008/09

On 24 January 2008 the Minister for Local Government,
John Healey announced the final local government
finance settlement for 2008/09, with figures for 2009/10
and 2010/11 still provisional. This is the first three year
grant settlement and together with the announcement
of the Area Based Grant (ABG) and other specific
grants over the same time period, means this does
bring more certainty to budget planning.

Aggregate External Finance (AEF) is the total level of
revenue support the Government provides to local
authorities for their core functions. This support is
normally made up of Revenue Support Grant, National
Non-Domestic Rates, Police Grant, Area Based Grant
and most Specific Grants.

AEF is planned to increase in cash terms by 4% in
2008/09, 4.4% in 2009/10 and 4.3% in 2010/11 (this
includes schools). This compares with an AEF
increase in 2007/08 of 4.9%. If the Private Finance
Initiative (PFI) special grant is excluded the run of
increases is 3.6% for 2008/09, 2.8% in 2009/10 and
2.6% in 2010/11 compared with 3.7% in 2007/08.
These figures are equivalent to real terms increases of
about 1%, 0.1% and —0.1% previously reported in the
analysis of the Comprehensive Spending Review 2007
(CSRQ7).

Formula Grant is planned to increase in cash terms by
3.5% in 2008/09, 2.8% in 2009/10 and 2.6% in
2010/11. The existing ‘four block’ model remains in
place consisting of:

@) A relative needs block; worked out through
relative needs formulae (RNF) covering
Children’s Services, Adult Services, Police, Fire
and Rescue, Highways, Environment, Protection
and Cultural Services (EPCS) and Capital
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Financing. The formula for each service is
based on a per client amount with top-ups to
reflect local circumstances, including deprivation
and area costs.

(b) A relative resource amount; to take account of
different capacity to raise income from council
tax. This is a negative amount.

(©) A central allocation amount; which is allocated
on a per capita basis.

(d) A floor damping block; to ensure that all
authorities receive a minimum grant increase.

Following the consultation on formula grant distribution
undertaken during August and September some
formula changes have now been made. The main ones
are:

(@) Changes in the weights given to relative needs
and relative resources in the calculation of
formula grant; an increase of 2% in the size of
the relative needs and relative resources blocks.
This will tend to benefit authorities with higher
relative needs and disadvantage those with
property in higher banded council tax bands;

(b) No damping within the relative needs formulae
for children’s or younger adults;

(c) Revision of the low income adjustment for social
services for older people.

As the formula distribution is now so complex with
different changes interacting with other parts of the
model it is not always clear what the benefits or
disbenefits of the changes produce. However it would
appear that the Upper Tier functions of Social Services
had increases in their control totals (i.e. the totals of all
authorities Relative Needs Formulae for each major



service area) far in excess of the average increase in
RNF nationally. The national average is just 5.8%, but
Children’s Services increased by 8.2% and Adult’'s
Social Care increased by over 15%. Suffolk showed
increases of 12.8% and 19.9%. On the other hand
Police, Fire and Rescue, lower tier Environmental,
Protective and Cultural Services (EPCS) and Capital
Financing all saw increases or decreases below the
5.8% national average. The national increase for
EPCS was 5.2%; the County level EPCS increase was
9.4% probably reflecting the waste disposal pressures.
Suffolk’s increase was 10.3%.

Damping arrangements are to smooth out the volatility
in grant distribution and ensure that all authorities
receive a minimum grant increase or floor increase.
The minimum grant increases by functional
classification are set out below in Table 2:

Table 2: Damping Arrangements (floor increases)

2007/08 | 2008/09 | 2009/10 | 2010/11
%age %age %age %age
Authorities
with Education | , 5 2.0 175 |1.50
and Social
Services
responsibilities
Shire Districts | 2.7 1.0 0.5 0.5
Fire 2.7 1.0 0.5 0.5
Authorities
Police 3.6 2.5 2.5 2.5
Authorities
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These minimum grant increases (floors) are paid for by
scaling down the grant increases to authorities within
the same class (e.g. counties) above the floor. The
figures for 2007/08 are shown for comparison only but it
can be seen how the position has tightened and
become much less generous to shire districts and fire
authorities.

The national non-domestic rates (NNDR) poundage
(the multiplier) for England in 2008/09 will be 46.2p
compared to 44.4p in 2007/08. This is in line with the
Retail Price Index (RPI) increase as at September
2007.

Capping

In  announcing the provisional Local Government
Finance Settlement in December 2007 the Minister
said:

“This is a tight settlement for central and local
government alike, but it is fair and affordable”.

“Councils must balance their books just like
business, but rather than simply depending on
Government grants and local tax-payers, | want
them to be more ambitious and innovative using
revenue raising powers such as trading, new
business rate supplements and the community
infrastructure levy, as well as achieving
efficiency savings of three per cent per year to
deliver a better deal for the people they serve”.

“Keeping council tax under control remains a top
priority for the Government. We expect the
average council tax increase in England to be
substantially below 5 per cent. Councils must be
under no illusions. We will not hesitate to use
our capping powers as necessary to protect tax-
payers from excessive increases. Authorities



would be unwise to assume previous capping
principles will be repeated”.

These sentiments were again echoed in the final
settlement.

Schools Funding

11. Nationally the Dedicated Schools Grant (DSG) will
increase per pupil by 4.3% in 2008/09, 4.7% in 2009/10
and 5.3% in 2010/11. By 2010/11 this will equate to
£6,600 per pupil nationally. Whilst less generous than
the settlement for the last funding period, which
averaged over 6.5% per pupil, this is a reasonable
settlement for Schools.

Area Based Grant and Specific Grants

12. In announcing the provisional local government finance
settlement and trailed in CSR0O7 the government have
switched several specific grants into formula grant.
Most notably Access and Systems Capacity, Delayed
Discharges, Children’'s Services and the Waste
Performance and Efficiency grants.

13. A range of specific grants have also been moved into
the Area Based Grant (ABG) with all ring fencing
removed.

Settlement for Suffolk

14. The provisional Formula Grant settlement for Suffolk
County Council for 2008/09 to 2010/11 is set out in
Table 3 overleatf:
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Table 3: Provisional Formula Grant 2008-2011

2007/08 | 2008/09 | 2009/10 | 2010/11
Adj
£m £m £m £m

Formula 144.8 154.7 161.9 168.9
Grant
%age 6.8 4.9 4.4
increase
Note

The position for 2007/08 is adjusted to reflect the
transfers of specific grants into formula grant had the
changes been made in 2007/08 to aid comparison with
2008/09.  Similarly the changes in 2009/10 and
2010/11 are measured against adjusted figures for
2008/09 and 2009/10. The main grants transferred are
shown in Table 4 below:

Table 4: Specific Grants Transferred into Formula

Grant

£000
Access and Systems Capacity 7,509
Delayed Discharges 1,399
Childrens Services 1,904
Waste Performance and
Efficiency 400
Gower’s review of Intellectual
Property 49
Good Hygiene Enforcement
on Farms 30
Total 11,291

Further net adjustments were made in the final
settlement of £0.295m of which £0.345m was a




15.

16.

17.

18.

transfer of funding to local government for Public Law
Family Fees.

The Shire Counties overall formula grant increase for
2008/09 is 5.3% and Chart 3 shows how the different
classes of authority compare. The Counties have the
highest increase with the Shire Districts and London
faring the worst.

Chart 4 shows Suffolk’'s increase compared with other
county councils. We have the eleventh highest increase
and whilst there are sizeable increases for some
counties a number are only receiving the floor increase
of 2%. The adjusted cash increase is £9.8m and is
about £7.1m more than expected. For future years the
increases are smaller but cost pressures will continue
to rise at a higher rate reflecting demography and
demand for our services.

Chart 5 shows the comparative increase in formula
grant by Region and Chart 6 shows the increases
before and after the ‘damping mechanism’ has been
applied and the extreme differences this produces.
This shows the impact of the ‘floor damping’ system
and that it almost ignores altogether the calculations of
relative need. Floor damping is a system by which
Councils are guaranteed a minimum grant increase
even though the normal workings of the formula would
give them less than this minimum increase. Other
Councils (in the same class) have grant taken from
them in order to pay for the damping system. Suffolk
has had £14.1m (8.4%) removed from its settlement in
2008/09 to pay for the minimum grant increases of
other counties. £7.3m was foregone in 2007/08.

In practice following the changes to the grant formula
introduced in 2006/07 there are now two separate grant
settlements. The first represents the grant councils
would receive if the relative needs formula had
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operated normally. The second represents the grant
councils will receive after damping has been applied.

Schools

19.

20.

21.

Schools are mainly funded through the dedicated
schools grant. For Suffolk this is a good settlement and
funding will increase by 12.6% per pupil over the three
year period. There will be a 4.8% increase in 2008/09,
followed by a 3.6% increase in 2009/10, and a 4.2%
increase in 2010/11. The minimum funding guarantee,
which sets out the lowest level of funding any particular
school can receive, has been set at a 2.1% per pupll
increase for each year of the three year period. This is
lower than in previous years as the Department for
Schools, Children and Families (DSCF) would expect
all schools to make efficiency savings each year, but it
must be noted that very few schools in Suffolk if any will
be on the minimum funding guarantee level.

The Council has worked with schools and the Schools
Forum to review the Local Management of Schools
Funding Formula. This was agreed in November, and
the new formula will be in place for 2008-11, which
provides greater support for pupils from deprived
backgrounds, with special educational needs, and
those who require additional support for a range of
other reasons.

Other specific grant funding streams for schools, such
as the Standards Fund Grant and the School Standards
Grant, have in general been increased by 2.1% per
pupil for each year of the settlement.

Specific Grants

22.

The main change is the introduction of the Area Based
Grant (ABG) Annex F2 provides an analysis of how the



ABG has been constructed from previous specific
grants.

23. The overall level of grant has increased but within this
total there are some ups and downs. The main
increases are Carers Grant, Local Involvement
Networks, Mental Capacity, Mental Health, Care
Matters White Paper, Extended Schools, School
Improvement Partners, plus some new grants for
Children’s Social Care Workforce, Choice Advisers,
Education Health Partnerships and Child Death Review
Processes. The Supporting People Grant will be
transferred into ABG from 2009/10. The main reduction
is Preserved Rights which was planned to reduce over
time though costs are not falling at the same rate.

24. It should be noted that the ABG will be paid as one
grant to the County Council, as a non ring fenced grant
and as can be seen, it funds many of the Council’s core
services.

25.  Turning to specific grants these are at a broadly similar
level to 2007/08 with the main new grant being for
Social Care Reform of £1.093m in 2008/09, £2.576m in
2009/10 and £3.201m in 2010/11.

Conclusion

26. The finance settlement is more favourable to the
Council than was anticipated prior to the pre-Cabinet
budget Scrutiny Committees and therefore the Cabinet
has considered its options and made some adjustments
to budget allocations in the light of their key priorities,
the very high risk assessments of some savings
proposals, the responses from Scrutiny Committees
and the results of the consultation exercises carried out
during the Autumn. These are described in Section C,
Paragraphs 6-21, Pages 22-24 and Section C
Paragraphs 27-36, pages 27-33.
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27.

The current grant system is still regarded as being
unsustainable particularly with the heavily damped
results moving grant between authorities. However,
any changes (if any) will not come in before 2011 as
the existing system was virtually re-confirmed after the
Lyons Review reported earlier this year.
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Chart 3

2008-09 Percentage Grant Increase - Class of Authority Comparison
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Chart 4

2008-09 Percentage Grant Increase (Inc Fire) - Shire Comparison
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Percentage Increase

2008-09 Percentage Grant increase - Regional Comparison

Chart 5
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Chart 6
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C.

Budget Planning Framework

Budget Strategy for 2008-11

1.

The budget strategy is broadly a continuation of the
existing strategy as the anticipated financial climate has
not changed since the announcement of CSRO7.
Government specific grants and formula grant will be
squeezed, and with council tax increases still subject to
capping, the room for manoeuvre will be limited.

Each Directorate was asked to identify savings to cover
all cost increases for inflation, demography and
demand as far as possible. These were expected to be
drawn from the ‘Securing the Future’ programme. This
Programme will deliver an entirely new organisational
structure, geared to work in a new way that optimises
opportunities for efficiency, procurement and
improvement in business processes together with
tighter cost control.

The thrust is very much about reducing costs and
providing value for money services. So the aim is to
make more efficient and effective use of the workforce
and reduce the use and cost of goods and services
without reducing service outputs/quality significantly.
Additionally income is to be maximised whilst limiting
the impact on access to services.

Budget Process

4.

The 2008/11 budget planning process commenced in
March 2007 following a similar timetable to last year
which brought forward the scrutiny arrangements by
three months. The process for 2008/11 has built on
and further strengthened improvements made in
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2007/08. In particular these included providing a
greater consistency on the risk assessments of the
savings and providing more detailed information on
cost pressures. In addition a more detailed project
planning culture was introduced to ensure key dates
and events were met.

During the planning period a range of issues have been
considered by the Administration in formulating its draft
budget proposals including:

(@) the ambitions for the County Council, the results
of the public consultation exercise and the
customer satisfaction survey together with the
challenges facing both Suffolk and Suffolk
County Council and the key corporate priorities;

(b)  comparative cost and performance of the
council’s services (benchmarking). A copy of
the report is attached at Annex B;

(©) a profile of the Council's workforce to inform
workforce planning and service development;

(d) forecast cost pressures, options for savings from
Securing the Future, other service reductions
together with their respective risks and
implications; and;

(e) major procurement projects such as Waste, Fire,
PFI, Building Schools for the Future (BSF) etc;
and

)] a medium term financial forecast;



Consultation Arrangements

Public Consultation

6.

8.

Over the past 18 months a range of public consultation
activities have been undertaken to examine the
priorities and perceptions of Suffolk residents. These
included the Best Value Performance Indicator (BVPI)
User Satisfaction Survey; a Suffolk Speaks postal
survey to 20,000 Suffolk residents, asking for views on
council expenditure and council tax; budget roadshows;
focus groups with ‘hard to reach’ groups; and focus
groups to inform the development of the Suffolk
Strategic Partnership’s new Community Strategy.
These mechanisms have provided good quality
information on residents’ priorities for the county.

From these activities, the following public priorities and
emerging issues were identified:

Key priorities:
Community safety and crime prevention
Health and well being (specifically care and support
for older people)
Affordable housing
Environment
Road and pavement repairs
Public transport

Emerging issues:
Levels of traffic congestion
Clean streets
Activities for teenagers

Priorities such as community safety and crime
prevention, health, and affordable housing reflect the
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10.

11.

12.

national picture and have been consistently high
priorities in Suffolk over many years.

Council tax

In terms of council tax, the Suffolk Speaks postal
guestionnaire carried out in September 2006 found that
respondents favoured either maintaining a similar level
of service to that currently provided, by moderately
increasing Council Tax (46%), or reducing some
services in order to keep Council Tax increases as low
as possible (47%). There was little support for
improving services if it meant a significant increase in
Council Tax (7%).

Focus groups

In order to build on this information and explore some
of the issues around budgets in more depth it was
agreed that this year’s public budget consultation would
be in the form of focus groups. The focus groups took
place in September 2007 in partnership with the
District/Borough Councils and the Police Authority via
the Suffolk Speaks partnership.

A total of 21 focus groups were held, 3 in each district,
in both urban and rural locations. Participants were
given background information on the way the council is
funded and how money is allocated between different
service areas. They were also given information on the
cost pressures and the increasing demand for services
the council is facing, thus demonstrating the council’s
need to make savings in order to balance the budget.
Participants were then given the opportunity to discuss
the council’s priorities and give their views as to how
and where they felt savings could be made.

There was a general feeling amongst all groups that
the council needed to be more efficient in the way it



13.

14.

15.

operates, although there was recognition that a
significant amount of bureaucracy and paperwork was
driven by central Government targets and
requirements. Although the council’s efficiency
programme and restructuring was referred to by the
group facilitators, participants were still sceptical about
how efficient the council is and whether its money is
spent as effectively as possible.

It was felt that the council needed to explore further
opportunities for generating income, perhaps through
attracting more funding and grants to Suffolk. In
addition, it was suggested that the council has more of
a role to play in tackling waste at source, (by
challenging retailers over packaging etc) rather than
penalising residents through increasing council tax.

When asked to focus on potential savings in the major
service areas, participants found it difficult to say where
they felt the savings should be made, without more
detailed information on what sort of impact different
levels of savings may have on specific services. There
was an understanding that a proportion of the council’s
money is committed to statutory functions but
participants wanted more information on how much of
the budget is committed to statutory functions and how
much is committed to services that are ‘nice to have’.
They felt that this kind of information would enable
them to make better judgements about where potential
savings could be made.

People’s priorities for savings were very much driven
by their own personal circumstances. For example,
those living in urban areas and/or car owners were
much more likely to identify public transport as being a
potential area for savings, whereas rural residents
and/or those reliant on public transport felt it was a

16.

17.

18.

19.
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service area that needed to be protected from any
savings as much as possible.

Overall, people felt that if savings had to be made, the
fairest way to do it would be to aim to save an equal
proportion from each service area’s budget. However,
some participants felt that the service areas with the
largest budgets probably had greater scope to make
savings.

In some cases participants said they would be
prepared to pay more council tax if it resulted in them
experiencing an improvement in services. However,
these participants felt that the council needed to be
able to demonstrate that its resources were being used
more effectively before tax payers would support
increases in council tax.

The findings from the budget focus groups were
included in the budget report used during the scrutiny
process so that the committees could take account of
public opinion when considering the budget proposals.

Other consultation activity

The Portfolio Holder for Resource Management and
Transformation, the Head of Strategic Finance and
other senior officers attended seven area meetings of
Suffolk Association of Local Councils (SALC) in order
to gather views from parish and town councils. The
main issues raised or questioned included:

(@) concern about the lack of youth facilities;

(b) concern about the level and distribution of
highways maintenance particularly in the rural
areas and the ineffective cleaning of signs;

(c) guestions on Unitary and Pathfinder;



20.

21.

(d) concern about excess packaging on goods and
whether the Council could assist by influencing
retailers;

(e) guestions on the funding of the School
Organisation Review and Building Schools for
the Future; and

)] Concern about conflicting policies e.g. greenest
county and reducing spending on Public
Transport.

Students from four Suffolk high schools took part in a
role playing management team game to set a budget
for an imaginary county council; and

Staff and Trade Unions were consulted through the
existing formal consultation processes on budget
information, staff briefings and the cascade of budget
information through management teams.

Administration’s Key Priorities

22.

23.

In establishing its corporate priorities for 2008/9, the
Council has placed them in the context of both its
medium term ambitions (A Better Way for Suffolk) and
how the Council is going to contribute to the
achievement of the long term Sustainable Community
Strategy.

The Sustainable Community Strategy is currently being
developed by the Suffolk Strategic Partnership (SSP).
The SSP has now agreed on four themes which
encapsulate ambitions for Suffolk over the next 20
years. These are:

(@) A prosperous and vibrant economy;
(b) Learning and skills for the future;
(c) The greenest county; and

24.

24

(d) Safe, healthy and inclusive communities.

A Better Way for Suffolk established a series of aims
for the Council. These are consistent in outcome terms
with the vision of the Community Strategy. At the same
time, A Better Way emphasises the need for
organisational innovation and collaboration and for an
aggressive efficiency and performance management
agenda if the County Council is to meet community
aspirations within the resources available. In the period
since 2005, the County Council has continued to
develop a more integrated approach to adult and
community services and children's services, it has
continued to secure efficiency savings in procurement
and processes, and has developed new ways of
working with other agencies. Going forward, the
Council will continue to drive this innovation/efficiency
programme so that as much resource as possible goes
to front-line services, and so that we continue to invest
in the voluntary sector and other agencies. Areas for
focus within this programme include:

(@) Securing the Future - The Securing the Future
(StF) programme aims to deliver an entirely new
organisational structure, geared to work in a new
way that optimises opportunities for efficiency,
procurement and improvement in processes and
tighter cost control. It will enable the organisation
to deliver against objectives and planned
outcomes with lower resources through structures
and processes adapted for the purpose.

(b) Shared Services - The aim is to deliver high-
guality public services for less money through
improved joint working and development between
the tiers of local government (county, district and



25.

26.

borough, and town and parish) in Suffolk.

(c) Performance improvement — Performance
management is strong within the Council, however
the creation of a new specialist Planning and
Performance function within the new
organisational structure will ensure that the
enhanced performance management culture
needed to support continuing innovation and
efficiency is in place.

(d) Caring for the Council tax payer i.e. listening and
responding as far as possible to what they tell us.

In order to make progress against the long-term
ambitions for Suffolk within the Sustainable Community
Strategy and to deliver the administration’s aims for the
year ahead, the Administration has identified six
corporate priorities. It is important that it is clear how
these priorities will be delivered over the coming year,
and how they can be delivered within the resource
envelope.

The six corporate priorities, together with the relevant
Community Strategy theme, are set out below and
include details on why they have been chosen and the
steps that need to be taken in order to achieve them.
The priorities tie in with the resource allocation
proposals that were presented to Scrutiny Committees
for comment as part of the budget process. They will
then form part of the Corporate Plan (Appendix 2)
which will be presented with the budget to Cabinet on
5" February 2008.
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The Six Corporate Priorities for 2008/09
1. Drive Suffolk’s economic development

Why? We want to tackle Suffolk’s economic inequalities
and raise economic prosperity to encourage young
people to want to stay, live and work here. We want
the Suffolk workforce to have a choice of skilled, well-
paid jobs and to have the infrastructure in place to live
in a pleasant environment.

How? By working with partners, we will drive the
regeneration initiatives and activities in key areas in
Suffolk and develop and implement the strategies
needed to:

o Ensure that job growth is integrated with
sustainable  transport, housing and the
environment;

o Promote the development of clusters of
businesses in knowledge based sectors in Suffolk
to increase employment in these sectors; and

o Identify what the long-term  supporting
infrastructure needs for Suffolk are, and
understand how we can ensure that sustainable
planning solutions are developed.

2. Transform learning in Suffolk

Why? We want Suffolk to have the right learning
environment so that our children and young people
have the best start in life and the county’s adult
population can get the right skills needed for the
workplace.

How? By continuing to create a learning environment
for everyone fit for the 21%' Century through:



o Implementing the School Organisation Review to
change the pattern of school provision and the
Building Schools for the Future Programme, which
will rebuild or modernise every secondary school
in the next 10-15 years;

o Continuing to raise standards in schools by
investing in and modernising teaching and
curriculum development; and

o Providing learning opportunities for everyone,
regardless of age or background, so they can
reach, at least, a minimum standard of education
and employability.

3. Responsible management of the environment in
Suffolk

Why? We want the quality of Suffolk’s historic, built
and natural environment to be improved and kept for
future generations. We want Suffolk to take an active
role in tackling climate change.

How? By supporting the Suffolk Strategic Partnership’s
vision of creating the greenest county:

o Putting in place the foundations of sound
environmental management and developing
solutions to reduce carbon emissions in Suffolk;

o Minimising waste and managing it in ways that are
environmentally, economically and socially
acceptable; and

o Ensuring transport strategies are designed to help
people access and use sustainable forms of
transport.
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4. Encourage and assist people in Suffolk to meet
their full potential

Why? We want to encourage everyone in Suffolk to
make the most of the opportunities to meet their full
potential in terms of education, health, well-being and
job opportunities. We want people to have access to
services that will meet their individual needs and for
Suffolk to be a good place to bring up children.

How? By working with our partners to provide
increased access to available services that are fit for
purpose and make a difference to people’s lives:

o Providing local joined-up services for all;

o Continuing with the children’s centre programme
to support parents and provide children aged
under five with the best start in life;

o Putting equality and diversity at the heart of our
service design and delivery to meet the needs of
all Suffolk people; and

0  Supporting the Primary Care Trust (PCT) and
health professionals to address and reduce the
health inequalities in Suffolk with appropriate
housing, transport, education and socio-economic
planning.

5. Keep Suffolk a safe place to live, work and visit

Why? We want everyone in Suffolk to feel safe as they
go about their work, leisure and day to day activities.

How? By working with Suffolk people to build a good
understanding of their needs and views, and
maintaining our role with partners to continue
developing strong communities where everyone feels
safe and included:



o Taking every opportunity to engage with the
people of Suffolk through a variety of different
ways;

o Ensuring no groups or communities feel
disadvantaged and that they are encouraged to
participate in consultation and involvement;

o Tackling rogue traders particularly those who prey
on the vulnerable and elderly; and

o Ensuring safety in our homes, workplaces and on
Suffolk’s streets and roads.

6. Maximise well-being, health and choice for all in
Suffolk

Why? We want people to have the choice and control
to enable them to live independent and fulfilling lives
and provide the opportunities to improve and maximise
their personal well-being and feel they are a valued
member of their community.

How? By promoting healthy lifestyles and offering
opportunities for people to improve their well-being,
providing support where needed and available:

o Continuing to care for the most vulnerable people
in our community, both old and young;

0  Supporting the Youth Service to ensure activities
for young people, which support their personal
and social development through informal
education;

0 Helping older people to be independent, living in
their own homes if they choose; and

o Providing accessible cultural and sporting
opportunities for people of all ages and
backgrounds and the opportunity to share those
experiences.
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Pre-Cabinet Scrutiny Process

27.

28.

29.

The Administration has subjected its budget proposals
to the rigours of the scrutiny committee process prior to
them being presented to Cabinet for approval.

The objectives of pre-decision budget scrutiny are to:

(@) understand the process for making decisions
about how and what services are delivered
(b) consider the potential impact of the proposed
savings on:
(i) service users; and
(i) how services are resourced, for example
directly, in partnership or through
commissioning.

Each Scrutiny Committee was provided with two
related papers:

(@8 A Corporate Context paper containing specific
information relating to objective 28(a) above.
This included the financial planning framework,
budget strategy, explaining the Administration’s
priorities, information on the budget process,

cost pressures, consultation arrangements,
summarised savings proposals and the risks and
implications.

(b) A directorate specific paper containing specific
information relating to objective 28(b) above. It
included details of the portfolio and service
context, budget savings proposals together with
an assessment of the potential impact of these
savings, and the measures taken to reduce the
key risks.



30.

31.

The Scrutiny Committees met between the 7 and 29
November 2007 to consider the budget proposals.
Resources, Finance and Performance (RFP) Scrutiny
Committee met again on 17 December to review the
outcomes of the other scrutiny committee meetings. At
their first meeting the RFP scrutinised the Corporate
Context paper and came to a view on the following

guestions:

a) Is this process for making decisions about budgets
clear?

b) Is the Committee clear about the Administration’s
priorities?

c) Has there been satisfactory explanation as to why
the priorities have been chosen?

d) Is there clear information about the financial
constraints and the scale of the savings that need
to be made?

e) Inthe view of the Committee, is the process for
identifying the cost pressures robust?

f)  What initial consideration has been given to the

impact of these budget proposals on future
savings needs?

In relation to these questions the RFP Scrutiny
Committee agreed that:

a)

The process for making decisions about budgets
had been extremely clear however the Committee
wished to highlight the following points for referral
to other Scrutiny Committees:

(i) The effect of the
Spending Review 2007,
(i) The percentage split between council tax,
grants and other income for 2007/08
should be provided as part of the

Comprehensive

28

b)

d)

f)

information  on
scrutiny;

(i) It was satisfied that the budget was cost
pressure driven and appropriate
methodology was used to arrive at the
proposals presented and that the
proposals were in line with the corporate
priorities.

pre-decision budget

The Committee was of the view that the
Administration’s 6 corporate priorities were clearly
defined and that they were appropriately linked to
the Sustainable Community Strategy.

The Committee felt that the question about why
the priorities had been chosen was more relevant
for consideration by other Scrutiny Committees in
relation to the budget proposals of each
directorate. The Committee was satisfied that the
priorities were being applied to the budget
proposals.

With regard to whether there was clear information
about the financial constraints and the scale of the
savings that needed to be made, the Committee
was of the opinion that the impact of the
Comprehensive Spending Review should be
clearly identified for all Scrutiny Committees.

The Committee considered that that the process
for identifying the cost pressures was robust.

The Committee was of the view that initial
consideration had been given to the impact of the
budget proposals on future savings needs and
that this was robust. However the Committee also
recognised that further consideration needed to be
given to the financial impact of some strategic
changes that were still unquantifiable. These
included CSD contract renewal, Pathfinder,
Unitary status and the outcomes of discussions



32.

33.

with the health sector about financial contributions
to services provided by the Council.

The service scrutiny committees met to consider the
Directorate specific papers and to come to a view on
the following questions:

a) Do the proposals reflect the corporate and service
priorities?

b) Has the information given to the Committee
provided evidence that there has been a thorough
consideration of opportunities and risks of
proposed changes?

c) Have the key risks to service users been
identified?

d) Is it clear what is proposed to reduce the risks to
service users?

e) Are there any additional risks that should be
considered before Cabinet makes its decision?

The service Scrutiny Committees broadly agreed that
the Directorate specific papers contained sufficient
information to enable them to agree that:

a) The proposals reflected the corporate and service
priorities.

b) The information given to the Committee provided
evidence that there had been a thorough
consideration of opportunities and risks of
proposed changes.

c) Key risks to service users had been identified.

d) The proposals to reduce the risks to service users
were clear.

e) They did not have any additional risks they wished
to highlight to Cabinet before it made its decisions.
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34.

35.

RFP scrutiny committee met again on 17 December
2007 acting in a co-ordinating and overarching role to
consider the responses from each scrutiny committee,
prior to formulating their recommendations and
comments to Cabinet. Details are contained in a
separate report (Item 5) on your Agenda.

The Committee agreed:

a) that the Cabinet should be provided with a copy of
all relevant Appendices and minutes at its meeting
on 5 February when it would make its decision on
the budget for 2008/09;

b) that the Chairman of the RFP Scrutiny Committee
should attend the Cabinet meeting on 5 February
2008 on behalf of the Scrutiny Committees; and

c) torecommend to the Cabinet that, in light of the
more favourable than anticipated Government
grant settlement, which had been announced
since the Scrutiny Committees had met, the
following be taken into account when deciding the
budget for 2008/09:

) Consideration be given to any additional
resources being used in areas of high risk
and those with greatest impact on services

Response

Cabinet have reflected on the more
favourable grant settlement together with its
planned council tax increase and have
included proposals to address those
savings proposals with the very highest
risks. (see Section D Paragraph 15 Table
9, Page 39)



36.

i)

All views and recommendations expressed
by all Scrutiny Committees.

The main comments and observations from scrutiny
committees are summarised below together with the
Cabinet’s responses:

Comments

(@) Resources, Finance and Performance

The Committee commented that the papers
provided were informative, clear and an
improvement on previous years. The
Chairman thanked all those involved in the
production of them.

Response
Welcomed these comments.

The Committee recommended that authors
and directors should be reminded of the
Council’'s policy to ensure that Committee
papers are written in plain English and
appropriately approved.

Response
This was agreed by officers.

The Committee asked for the information in
Annex 1, Paragraph 2.3 to be brought to the
attention of all scrutiny committees. This
showed the likely increases, in real terms, for
local government for 2008/11.

Response

This information was brought to the attention
of all Scrutiny Committees held from 22
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November to 29 November, and was
contained as supplementary information,
Agenda Item 4, Appendix 1 paragraph 5 to
the RFP meeting on 17 December 2007. It
is also contained in Section A, paragraph
33, Table 1, Page 10 of this report.

The Committee asked for the following
information to be provided and highlighted to
other scrutiny committees:

(@) The effect of the Comprehensive
Spending Review 2007,

(b) The percentage split between council
tax, grants and other income for
2007/08 and noted that this should be
provided as part of the information on
pre-budget scrutiny.

Response

(@) The details contained within Annex 1
were emphasised to each Scrutiny
Committee and were contained as
supplementary information, Agenda
Item 4, Appendix 1 paragraph 22 to the
RFP meeting on 17 December 2007.

(b) This information was brought to the
attention of all Scrutiny Committees and
is reproduced for 2008/09 in Annex I.

The Committee noted and queried the
significant expenditure increase in relation to
parks/recreation sites.

Response

The financial statistics for parks and
recreation were open to a degree of



VI.

VII.

interpretation as the figures also included
expenditure that had been wrongly classified
and spending funded from external grants.

The Committee wanted reassurance that
within highways and transport the corporate
policy for capital projects is consistently
applied to ensure that the revenue
implications of capital projects are included
at the start.

Response
It was confirmed that the revenue
implications of capital projects within

highways and transport are included from
the outset. This practice will be re-inforced
by the introduction of 3-year capital planning.

The Committee asked for additional
information on the value of savings
proposals that had been rejected or scaled
down following the risk and impact
assessment where this had resulted in risk
scores that were classified as high or very
high.

Response

This information was brought to the attention
of all Scrutiny Committees and was
contained as supplementary information,
Agenda Item 4, Appendix 1 paragraph 22 to
the RFP meeting on 17 December 2007.

(b) Roads and Transport

The Committee requested the Portfolio
Holder for Environment and Transport to
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reconsider the propsal to introduce a £10
charge for the Explore Card.

Response

Cabinet have reflected on the introduction of
this charge and propose to delete this
saving. This is possible due to a more
favourable Formula Grant settlement than
anticipated.

The Committee requested the Director of
Environment and Transport to consider
undertaking research into identifying the
groups of people affected by the reduction in
bus services and what alternative
arrangement individuals had made.

Response

We are proposing to review the way in which
accessibility needs are met in Suffolk,
particularly in rural areas, and the role that
scheduled bus services should play in
meeting these needs. We will consider
carrying out some research into the impact
of reductions in scheduled bus services as
part of this review.

(c) Public Protection

The Committee expressed concern that
Trading Standards had had to find savings
yet again in 2008/09 and expressed the view
that it should not be asked to provide further
savings beyond those identified for 2008/09.

Response

The comments are noted. As a result of the
more favourable formula grant settlement
and planned council tax increase an



(d)

additional £80,000 for Animal Health
actitivies has been included in the budget.

The Committee expressed the view that the
Emergency Planing Unit should not be asked
to provide any further savings beyond those
identified for 2008/09.

Response

The comments are noted. It is planned to
set aside a one-off amount of £100,000 from
the 2007/08 contingency to consider the
findings from the Pitt Review into the
summer floods.  Any further resources
required will be considered in the next
budget planning round 2009-12.

More than One Scrutiny Committee
l.

Members of the Scrutiny Committees
gueried how insurance claims are dealt with

under the County Council’'s financial
arrangements?
Response

The County Council operates its current
insurance  arrangements  for  council
departments by a mixture of external
insurance cover (paying premiums to an
insurance company) and self-insurance
(whereby a part or all of the costs associated
with an insurance claim are met by the
County Council itself). In this instance the
question related to a particular recent claim
(Day v SCC). The full costs of the claim,
when they are finally determined, will fall to
be met by the County Council, because they
fall within the sef-insured element of the
insurance arrangements. The Council is
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currently reviewing its highways inspection
arrangements in the light of this claim.

Members of several Committees queried
how the drive for workforce efficiency
savings might impact on staff performance
and morale?

Response

Cabinet share these concerns and the
Corporate Management Team are reviewing
workloads and are developing a ‘People
Issues’ action plan to address matters
arising from the recent employee survey and
to retain the Council's Investors in People
accreditation.

Members of some scrutiny committees
queried what was the capacity of other
providers (voluntary and private sector) to
take on further work?

Response

The diversionary element of the Adult and
Community Services (ACS) Customer
Journey project seeks to direct customers
who are not eligible for council funded care
(either financially or on grounds of eligibility),
towards voluntary and private sector
providers.

ACS is not anticipating that the third sector
soaks up this extra activity without additional
funding. It is important to recognise that
many of these customers would be required
to pay for the services they receive.
Furthermore, ACS is working closely with the
Commercial Division to ensure that clearer
contractual outcomes are specified with



providers for the funding they receive. This
clarity will enable providers to stop activity
that ACS does not require, and ensure that
the funding is recycled to provide those
services which ACS does require.
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D.
Cost Increases

Revenue Budget 2007/08

Using the Council’'s normal financial policies for
analysing movements in budgets Table 5 overleaf
summarises the cost increases for a ‘Standstill Budget’
as presented to the pre-Cabinet budget Scrutiny
Committees (i.e. delivering the same service levels as
the current year, taking into account increases for
inflation, the number of clients and other unavoidable
cost increases).

The provisional local government finance settlement for
2008/09 to 2010/11 was more favourable to the councll
than previously anticipated. That together with a
planned council tax increase of 3.75% has enabled the
Cabinet to reconsider some of its earlier budget
proposals in the light of:

(@) the consultation and scrutiny responses;

(b) savings proposals with very high risk scores;

(©) further emerging cost pressures;

(d) its corporate priorities; and

(e) the impact on the Council’s future financial
position.

As a result Table 5 also shows the changes ‘post-
scrutiny’ that are being proposed.
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Table 5: Funding Proposals Pre and Post Scrutiny

Pre Post

Scrutiny Scrutiny

£'000 £'000
Inflation 11,393 11,393
Demography and Demand 6,309 6,761
Unavoidable Cost Increases 7,254 11,072
Invest to Save Schemes 682 682
25,638 29,908

Further details of the build up to these costs are
contained in Annex C1 (Blue page) and Annex D1
where the changes post scrutiny are highlighted in
bold.

In summary these adjustments are described below:
Permanent base funding for:
(@) Localities budget £0.75m

This has been a feature of the Council’s budget
for the last few years but financed from the County
Fund Reserve. Itis now proposed that this
becomes part of the Council’'s base budget and
funded permanently.

(b) Culture £0.25m

Originally this was to be funded from service
reserves, pending permanent funding being
identified. The proposal is to allocate permanent
resources and include this within the ACS base
budget.



()

Accreditation of Community Wardens £0.07m

Cabinet agreed to this scheme in May 2007 to be
met from redeploying existing resources from
within community safety. This is adding pressure
to other community safety activities overall so the
opportunity is being taken to permanently fund the
accreditation scheme.

Emerging Cost Pressures

(@)

(b)

(€)

(d)

Care Proceedings £0.4m

The Ministry of Justice propose to increase court
fees for public law Children Act cases.

Audit and Inspection Fees £0.1m

The Audit Commission are consulting on their
work programme and increased fees for 2008-11.
Councils are making representations against the
significant increases and the growing audit and
inspection burden but some rise in costs appears
to be inevitable.

Animal Health £0.08m

Extra resources are required to handle the
growing work associated with the more regular
outbreaks of animal diseases such as Bird Flu and
Bluetongue.

Top up the Contingency £0.6m

The need for an adequate level of contingency for
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the risks the Council will be carrying (e.g. any non
delivery in full of the proposed savings,
unforeseen emergencies and pressures emerging
in the year, losses of income, part use as a
contribution to management of change). This
requires an additional £0.6m to restore it to £3.6m.
A more detailed statement of the strategic
financial risks and mitigating strategies is
contained in Annex M (Gold pages) — Report by
Head of Strategic Finance on the Council’'s Budget
Plan 2008-11.

Increased Investment in:

(@)

(b)

(€)

Fire PFI £0.7m

This scheme is moving towards financial close
and though still providing value for money there is
an affordability gap of £0.7m.

Youth Services £0.2m

The Council has one of the lowest spend per head
on youth services and it is critical that more is
done in this area to transform learning, assist
people to meet their full potential and maximise
well-being and choice for all. This together with
the existing plans to increase the budget by
£0.15m (bringing the increase to £0.35m) will
make a significant contribution to youth services in
the County.

Major Projects £1m

This will ensure the preparation costs of the major
projects such as BSF, Waste, Residential Homes



(d)

()

review etc. are properly resourced to achieve the
desired outcomes (see also Paragraph 5 below).

Coast Protection £0.1m

A contribution (together with two other district
councils) towards obtaining strategic advice on the
appropriate strategy to pursue to protect the
Suffolk coastline from the policy of ‘no active
intervention’.

Purchased Care £0.3m; Vulnerable Children and
Families £0.075m; Public Transport £0.05m
Extra resources for these areas to reflect growing
demand offset from reduced cost pressure on
capital financing (£0.4m).

In addition there is an increase in spending of £2.656m
supported by the Area Based Grant. This primarily
covers:

ACS
(@)
(b)

(€)

(d)

an increase in the level of grant for services to
Carers;

an increase in the grant available to support
services developed under the Mental Capacity
Act 2005;

an increase in the grant available to increase
public involvement as described in the Local
Government and Public Involvement in Health
Act 2007,

a further reduction in the grant available to meet
the costs of care for people with preserved rights
status under Section 50(1) of the Health and
Social Care Act 2001;
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CYP

(€)

(f)

@

(h)

investment in services for Looked after Children
to meet the new national requirement in the
Care Matters White Paper;

increase support to primary schools through the
roll out of School Improvement Partners to the
primary sector as required by DCSF;

further development of study support, child care,
and a safe place to be for young people through
the Extended Schools programme; and
increased investment in services for children and
young people with mental health problems.

Indicative Costs of Major Procurement Projects

6.

There are a number of major projects at different
stages of the business case/procurement phase which
have already been endorsed by Cabinet and are
consistent with the agenda for transforming services
and Securing the Future. These are:

Children & Young People (CYP)

(a) Transforming Learning within Communities

(b)

()

(d)

(Building Schools for the Future (BSF))
Schools Organisation Review (SoR)

Adult & Community Services (ACS)

Residential Care

Environment & Transport

Highways Service Procurement

(e) Waste — interim and long term solutions



Public Protection
()  Fire Private Finance Initiative (PFI)

Resource Management
(g) Traded Services
(h)  Work Environment Programme
) Public Service Village (PSV) with
St.Edmundsbury Borough
Council
i)  Waveney Campus with Waveney District
Council and Centre for Environment,
Fisheries and Aquaculture Science (Cefas)
() Review of Property Services

A short summary of each project is attached at Annex
L.

The Council faces significant costs not only in putting
the schemes together to ensure successful outcomes,
but in some cases, recurring costs to fund the
organisation set up to facilitate service delivery e.g.
‘special purpose vehicle’ in Waste and BSF. On the
other hand schemes like BSF will attract £500m/£600m
of government investment over 15 years and the Waste
and the Fire Projects will also attract significant
amounts of special grant under ‘PFl credits’. The
ongoing unitary charges less any PFI grant would fall to
be met from school or service budgets. Both schemes
in the Work Environment Programme are joint projects
with other councils/Cefas to share and integrate
services as far as possible.

Management of Change

The council agreed to set up a management of change
budget in 2007/08 of £2.3m and this has been retained
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10.

in the current budget. This reflected the major
transformation of services the council was planning to
undertake.  This continues to gather pace with
Securing the Future and other Directorate change
programmes including the joint finance transformation
project (through Project Matrix) with CSD which will
impact on the whole organisation. This will bring a
complete reimplementation of our Oracle financial
systems and integrate finance and procurement
business processes.

In addition there will be work to be undertaken with the
Boundary Committee following the minister’s decision
not to go forward with an Ipswich Unitary Council and
review the whole local government structure in Suffolk.

These change programmes will require resources to
implement them successfully and the management of
change fund can be used flexibly with other sources of
funding such as the corporate contingency and
directorate service reserves. They will include
leadership and culture change programmes, specialist
advice and support, training and development to equip
individuals for new roles and back filling posts to
release staff to provide training and coaching in their
services (‘train the trainer’), career management, some
downsizing and other staffing adjustments if the above
strategies cannot deliver the new behaviours and
competencies required.

Proposed Savings

11.

After allowing for cost increases and resources for one-
off investment in highways (£2.5m) and building
maintenance (£0.5m), together with an ‘invest to save
scheme’ to advance changes to Home First in ACS
(E1lm) and extra spending (£2.656m) funded by the



12.

Area Based Grant (ABG), less the government’s
formula grant increase and a council tax increase of
3.75%, there is a need to deliver savings of £12.0m.
Table 6 sets out the position below:

Table 6: Savings Required for 2008/09
£000 £000

Cost Increases (Table 5 above) 29,908
Resources for ‘One Off’

investment (Para 11 above) 4,000
Extra Spending matched by the
Area Based Grant 2,656 36,564
Less
Increase in Area Based Grant 2,656
Formula Grant Increase 10,242
Council tax increase 11,699 24,597
Savings Required 11,967

The proposed savings are predominantly generated
from efficiency savings in line with the budget strategy.
Table 7 below analyses the savings between those
from Securing the Future and other savings measures:

Table 7: Proposed Savings 2008/09

£000
Efficiency Savings
Securing the Future 5,831
Other Savings 6,136
Total Savings 11,967
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Chart 7 below shows the above analysis by
Directorate.

Chart 7: Savings by Category by Directorate

£000
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13.

Table 8 overleaf summarises the overall savings by
Directorate and as a percentage of the adjusted
2007/08 controllable budget together with the potential
number of full time equivalent (FTE) posts to be taken
out.




Table 8: Summary of Savings for 2008/09 by
Directorate

Savings as
%age of Indicative
2008/09 2007/08 FTE
Directorate Savings Adjusted Savings
Controllable
Budget

£000 % Numbers
Adult &
Community
Services 5,730 3.3 0
Chief
Executives 175 4.6 3.0
Children &
Young
People 2,186 2.1 24.0
Environment
& Transport 2,178 3.1 13.0
Public
Protection 543 2.1 1.0
Resource
Management 1,155 2.1 14.2
Total 11,967 2.8 55.2

Details of each saving proposal are contained in Annex
El to E6 (Lilac pages). As in the current year, every
effort will be made to minimise the number of
redundancies through vacancy management,
redeployment and the release of temporary or agency
staff. The number of indicative FTE’s is still being
assessed and the ‘head count’ number will be greater
reflecting those employees who work less than full time.

39

14.

15.

16.

17.

The draft package of proposed savings includes
changes in response to Scrutiny Committees and other
consultees and as a result of the greater flexibility
provided by the provisional local government finance
settlement.

Savings with the very highest risk assessments have
been removed from the pre-Cabinet budget scrutiny
proposals. These are shown in Table 9 below:

Table 9: Savings Deleted from Pre-Cabinet budget
scrutiny proposals

ltem £000 £000
ACS Purchased Care 1,973.0
CYP Home to School Transport  200.0
Vulnerable Children and
Families 525.0 725.0
E&T  Public Transport 950.0
RM Maintenance of Properties 100.0
3,748.0

Using the Council’'s risk management framework, the
savings proposals have been risk assessed by each
Directorate. The risks were assessed and scored for
the impact of the risk (or opportunity) to service users,
should it occur and the deliverability i.e. how difficult it
would be to implement. The risk scores were
moderated by the Head of Corporate Improvement and
Risk and the Strategic Financial Planning Manager.

The savings proposals have been ordered by Securing
the Future and Other savings and by risk score. They
also show the percentage of savings against the
related budget. In addition the very highest risks have



now been mitigated in line with the Administration’s
corporate priorities (Section C, Paragraph 26, Page

25) as outlined above.

Budget Build Up — 2008/09

18.

The build up of the overall council’s budget is

summarised in Table 10 below:

Table 10: Budget Build Up 2008/09

£000 £000
2007/08 Budget 391,535
Adjusted for Grant Transfers 37,897
Add 429,432
Cost Increases (Table 5) 29,908
Spending from ABG 2,656
‘One-off’ investment 4,000 36,564
465,996
Less - Proposed Savings -11,967
Net Budget 454,029
Less
Area Based Grant -29,352
Use of County Fund -36
Budget Requirement 2008/09 424,641

Further supporting information including the Summary
Revenue Budget and the Revenue Budgets by
Directorates are included at Annex C1 and C2 to C8
(Blue pages). Details of the budget savings are
included in Annex E1 to E6 (Lilac pages). A summary
of government specific grants by Directorate is shown
at Annex F1 with the Area Based Grant at Annex F2.
The subjective analysis of expenditure by Directorate is
included at Annex G and a Summary of Employee
Deployment by Directorate is included at Annex H.
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The Council’s budget shows an increase of 5.8% after
taking out proposed savings of £12m — a reduction of
2.8%. Chart 8 below shows the ‘cash’ change in
resources by Directorate between 2008/09 and 2007/08
(excluding non-recurring expenditure).

Chart 8: Cash Change in Recurrent Resources
between 2008/09 over 2007/08 by
Directorate
9,000
8,000 +—
7,000 -
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19.

It has been the practice to provide a locality budget of
£0.75m financed from the county fund. This budget
proposes to consolidate the funding within the base
budget (see Section D paragraph 4a, Page 34).
However any un-used amounts from the locality budget
under the present rules will be returned to the county
fund.  Should more structured local management
arrangements be developed the council’s share of the
Performance Reward Grant will be used in the first
instance as a pump priming resource.




20.

21.

22.

23. The council has complete freedom to spend this on
The use of the county fund for one-off items is locally determined priorities, although the aim of the
reasonable pending more permanent funding coming scheme is to encourage economic growth and for local
on-stream or the piece of work coming to an end. It authorities to work in partnership with businesses. The
does not compromise the ‘financial standing’ of the current allocation of £2.286m has been reserved for
council (the Audit Commission’'s Use of Resources economic development. However it is recommended
Assessment) term for the strength of the council’s that any increase over this amount is set aside towards
reserves) which scored 3 out 4 in the recent judgement. the funding of ‘one-off’ costs of the major procurement
The forecast balance of the county fund at the end of projects referred to earlier. In time, a number of these
2008/09 is expected to be around £10.4m (2.4% of the will have economic benefits across Suffolk.
budget requirement) after taking account of all known
commitments in the remainder of this year and next
year and the final contribution (£36,000) to the phased
change to Home to School Transport charges Council Tax
introduced in 2005/06.
The Local Authority Business Growth Incentive
Scheme (LABGI) was introduced from April 2005 and 24.  The budget strategy for 2008/09 produces a council tax
was planned to run for only 3 years. This allows increase of 3.75% for county council services. This will
authorities to retain a proportion of growth in business probably place Suffolk in the lower increases among
rates above a pre-determined threshold. The scheme county councils. This compares to the latest Retail
prescribes that this growth is split between the tiers of Price Index (RPI) of 4.0% and the forthcoming April
local government in the ratio 35:65% between counties pensions increase of 3.9%.
and districts.
These additional resources have therefore been treated
as one-off and held in a specific reserve. The amount 25. Table 11 overleaf shows how the precept requirement

received to date is £2.3m and the final payment should
be received in February 2008. A further amount of £1m
was expected but this is uncertain at this stage as the
Government are facing new legal challenges over the
scheme which may change the eventual distribution
and in the most extreme case — clawback of some
existing money.
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is calculated. This is based on the budget requirement
of £424.641m (see Table 10, Page 40) less formula
grant and a share of the net surplus on council tax
collection funds held by the district councils.



26.

Table 11: Budget and Precept Requirement 2008/09

£000 £000
Budget Requirement 2008/09 424,641
Less
Formula Grant 154,656
Collection Fund Surplus 953 155,609
Precept 2008/09 269,032
Divide by
Taxbase (Band D equivalent 250.524
properties)
Band D Council Tax 1,073.88

The effect of the above proposals on the 2008/09
revenue budget would be to set a Band D council tax of
£1,073.88p (2007/08 - £1,035.18p) an increase of 74
pence per week (3.75%). Table 12 overleaf sets out
the council tax across the full range of bands together
with the weekly increases for those paying the full tax
with no benefits or discounts and those who would be
entitled to single person discount.
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27.

Table 12: Recommended Council Tax 2008/09 (at
3.75% increase)

Band Council Weekly Weekly
Tax Increase Increase (with
S ok
£p
£p
A 715.92 0.50 0.37
B 835.24 0.58 0.43
C 954.56 0.66 0.50
D 1,073.88 0.74 0.56
E 1,312.52 0.91 0.68
F 1,551.16 1.08 0.81
G 1,789.80 1.24 0.93
H 2,147.76 1.49 1.12

The recommendations to county council on the budget
and the precept on the collection funds of District
Councils are shown below:

(@) A 2008/09 budget requirement of
£424,641,011; and

(b) A total precept on the collection funds of
District Councils of £269,032,434.




Risk Management Issues

28.

The County Council on 21 February will consider the
recommendations of the Cabinet on the budget for
2008/09. The Local Government Act 2003 includes a
personal duty on the “Chief Finance Officer’ (Head of
Strategic Finance) to make a report to the council when
it is considering its budget and council tax. The report
covers the robustness of the estimates and the
adequacy of reserves allowed for in the budget
proposals. The report is informed by a risk assessment
of the accuracy/robustness of the budget forecasts. A
copy of the report is contained in Annex M (Gold
pages). The Act requires the county council to have
regard to this report in making decisions on the 2008/09
budget.
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E.

Capital Programme for 2008-11

Policy Framework for Capital Finance

Since April 2004 there has been a new system of
capital finance. Part 1 of the Local Government Act
2003 abolished the system of credit approvals and
introduced a new regime for the control of local
authority debt.

Regulations under the Act give statutory backing to the
CIPFA Prudential Code, which established a regime to
ensure that capital investment is both affordable and
prudent. The regulations have been applied to the
budget preparations for 2008/09.

The arrangements for government support of capital
investment are:

a) capital grants are known as Supported Capital
Expenditure (Capital Grant) or SCE(C); and

b) borrowing which is supported through Formula
Grant is known as Supported Capital Expenditure
(Revenue) or SCE(R).

The arrangements for the national Single Capital Pot
continue and there are elements in the Formula Grant
for indicative supported borrowing for the major service
blocks, and for more specific elements for specific
projects and activities.
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Councils which receive “excellent” or *“good”
Comprehensive Performance Assessment ratings
receive capital allocations from the national Single
Capital Pot (SCP) in the form of a grant or supported
borrowing. Other capital funding is received through
ring fenced grants from government departments, such
as funding for children centres, or funding which is
passported directly to schools.

Authorities are also able to incur unsupported
borrowing, otherwise known as prudential borrowing.
This is borrowing which is not eligible for support
through Formula Grant and falls directly on the council
tax (to the extent that it is affordable and prudent, as
demonstrated by our compliance with the Prudential
Code).

Government Support for Capital in 2008/09

The support comes in three main categories:

(€)) Outside the national Single Capital Pot or ring-
fenced within it.

(b) Non ring-fenced but for government endorsed
programmes.

(©) Non ring-fenced general allocations.



8. The 2008-11 capital settlements notified to date are
shown in Table 13 below.

Table 13: Capital Settlement 2008-11

Grant and Grant and Grant and
Borrowing Borrowing Borrowing
Approvals Approvals Approvals
2008/09 2009/10 2010/11
£m £m £m
Ring-Fenced:
Children & Young
People 36.360 42.025 43.694
Coast Protection 0 0. 0
36.360 40.025 43.694
Non Ring-Fenced:
Government Endorsed
Programmes:
Transport 32.310 23.967 23.130
\Waste 1.218 1.221 0.451
33.528 25.188 23.581
Non Ring-Fenced:
General Allocations
(all SCE(R))
SCC Single Capital Pot 1.144 TBC TBC
Total Government
Support 71.032 65.213 67.275
9. The capital settlements in Table 13 above represent

the cash allocations rather than the spending profiles
which are reported in Annex J1-7 (Salmon Pages)
and are discussed below.
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Capital Programme

Adult & Community Services

10.

11.

12.

The Capital Programme for the period 2008/09 to
2010/11 provides £4.059m for the redevelopment and
refurbishment of eight libraries across Suffolk. A sum
of £4.520m is to be invested in new building based
services for people with learning disabilities in Bury St
Edmunds, Lowestoft and Felixstowe. A total of
£0.901m has been allocated to developing supported
housing for vulnerable people; £0.900m on
environmental and health & safety works across the
portfolio of assets in ACS and £0.400m will be spent on
the planned replacement of library service vehicles. A
total of £0.592m will be used to complete Thorpe
Woodlands & Chantry Nurseries improvements. £80k
will be invested to improve the Museum of East Anglian
Life, which is the council contribution to a funding
partnership, including Mid Suffolk District Council and
Stowmarket Town Council, to gain £2.6m of Heritage
Lottery funding for the Museum.

This is substantially financed from Single Capital Pot
and local resources.

In addition £215k will be spent on supporting
organisations providing Mental Health care, this
expenditure being supported from government.

Children and Young People

13.

There is supported borrowing of £18.7m. This includes
£1.5m to fund the schools access initiative, £14.4m for
modernisation and new pupil places and £2.8m for
Quality and access for all young children. There is
grant funding of £21.6m. This includes £1.72m to fund
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15.

the Sure Start programme, £3.7m for Harnessing
Technology, £0.93m for Extended Schools and
£13.33m for Devolved Formula Capital.

Targeted capital funding of £5.9m has been received
for the re-provision of Wolsey School and £1.2m for the
Harbour Pupil Referral Unit. Targeted capital funding
was made available over the three years from 2006/07
with the final year of grant funding of £1.92m available
for 2008/09.

The key priorities of the directorate will be to use capital
resources to support the delivery of Every Child Matters
outcomes. This will be done through implementing the
Schools Organisation Review and the Building Schools
for the Future Programme to transform learning. We
will use ring-fenced funding for Childrens Centres and
Early Years to support integrated local services for
Children, Young People and their Families.

Transport

16.

17.

The Local Transport Plan funding supported by the
Government amounts to £22.534m, made up of
£3.768m grant and £18.766m borrowing approval.
£15.696m will be spent on structural maintenance on
our highways assets, together with £5.800m provided
locally, and £6.838m will be spent on minor highway
improvements.

The government also approved the funding for the new
Stowmarket Relief Road. The total cost of this project is
£18m with £12m being provided by the Government
and the balance of £6m coming from developer
agreements. The project is due to start in February
2008 and £9m of the scheme cost is expected to be
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18.

spent in 2008/09.

In addition, £1m has been allocated from county
council funds to continue to replace the oldest and
most unreliable street lights and traffic signals.

Environment

19.

£0.750m has been allocated by the county council to
promote greater recycling of waste to help us achieve
the tough Government targets which progressively
restrict the amount of waste that can be deposited in
landfill sites. In addition £0.125m is being allocated for
Council Reuse and Recycling initiatives in 2008/09

Other Services

20.

21.

22.

23.

£0.572m has been allocated by the County Council
towards essential health and safety and operational
expenditure in the Fire Service.

In addition, an allocation has been made in 2008/9 and
2009/10 to help fund the possible acquisition of land
associated with the long term plans for waste disposal.

The major building projects to rationalise and share
accommodation with other public sector partners at
Bury and Lowestoft will continue to progress in
2008/09.

Another major area of capital spend is some £1.355m
that is required to maintain the large county council
property asset base.

Finally, new ICT projects amounting to £1.760m are
planned to start in 2008/09.



Proposed Use of Capital Resources

25.

26.

27.

28.

The proposal is that for 2008/09 government grants and
supported borrowing will continue to be applied to the
capital programmes of the relevant services though the
use of supported borrowing in this way will need to be
kept under review.

The resources from government for 2008/09 are
supplemented by local sources of capital finance i.e.
capital receipts (£7m), prudential borrowing (£28m)
renewals reserves (£3m), revenue budgets/reserves
(E3m) and external contributions (£6m).

The capital programme is constructed in two blocks.
The first block reflects the allocation of ring-fenced or
government endorsed funding to their related
programmes. This applies particularly to the capital
resources for education and transport, which support
the Education Asset Management Plan and the
priorities within the Local Transport Plan respectively.
Both these services then evaluate schemes, against
the priorities laid out in these corporately agreed plans,
to agree a detailed programme.

The second block of the programme is financed from
the Single Capital Pot (SCP) general allocation,
Information and Communications Technology (ICT)
general allocation and local sources of capital finance.
It includes Adult and Community Services, Public
Protection, Children and Young People, Environment
and Transport and Resource Management. The
services prepare bids, identifying the nature of each
scheme, its cost and the anticipated outcomes. The
bids are then evaluated and scored by a team of
relevant officers who advise portfolio holders. The
scores reflect how each scheme addresses strategic

47

29.

30.

31.
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priorities, impacts on service delivery, manages risk
and improves the quality of the council’s assets.

The scoring information has helped to determine which
schemes are to be recommended for inclusion in the
2008/09 capital programme.

The proposed capital payments programme for
2008/09 totals £124.5m and is shown in Annex J1 with
its financing in Annex J2. Details of capital spending
by Directorate and their financing are shown in Annex
J3 to J7 (All Annex J, Salmon pages). Each annex
includes an estimate of the annual running costs and
depreciation charges by scheme as appropriate.
Depreciation is a method of attributing the historical or
purchase cost of an asset across its useful life.
Running costs and depreciation charges are included
within service revenue budgets.

The trends in the size of the capital programme over
recent years is summarised in chart 9 below.

Chart 9: Trends in Capital Investment 1999 — 2008

01/02 02/03 03/04 04/05 05/06 06/07 07/08 08/09 09/10 10/11

m Total Capital Programme O Funding from Gowvernment




Prudential Indicators

32.

33.

34.

35.

The Local Government Act 2003 introduced a system
for councils’ capital investment that has given greater
freedom to councils. Councils can now make their own
decisions on how much they can afford to borrow to
support capital investment in their services. When
taking those decisions councils must ensure that their
plans are affordable, prudent and sustainable.

With the removal of these direct controls, the
government requested that the public sector
accountancy body the Chartered Institute of Public
Finance and Accountancy (CIPFA) develop a way of
assessing that capital expenditure was being controlled
by authorities. To do this CIPFA has developed the
Prudential Code which all councils must adopt.

The Prudential Code is designed to ensure that when
decisions are taken on capital spending appropriate
consideration is given to the affordability of these plans
in the light of the revenue budget position and future
financial forecasts. In order to do this the council must
agree a number of targets and monitor financial
performance against them. Within the Code these
targets are known as prudential indicators and
particular indicators are used to separately assess:

(@) management of capital expenditure;
(b) affordability;

(©) prudence;

(d) management of external debt; and
(e) treasury management.

The proposed prudential indicators for the County
Council (including borrowing limits and borrowing
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36.

policy) as required by the Prudential Code, are shown
in Annex N (green pages).

In addition under recent statutory guidance each local
authority has to prepare a statement before the start of
each year of its policy on making Minimum Revenue
Provision (MRP) i.e. debt repayment in that year to full
council. This is discussed in Paragraphs 28-36,
Annex N (green pages) with the recommendation for
adoption set out in Paragraph 36.



Medium Term Financial Plan

Indicative Forecast 2009/10 — 2010/11

The Council’s budget for 2008/09 is part of an overall
medium term financial plan stretching to 2010/11.
Managing the resources of an organization with a £1bn
turnover and a capital programme of £124.5m requires
medium and long term planning. As evidenced by the
planned funding towards the major projects the Council
is embarking on which will come to fruition during the
next decade and beyond.

The government’s three year grant announcement also
assists in more realistic medium term planning. So in
parallel with the 2008/09 budget, indicative forecasts
for 2009/10 and 2010/11 have also been prepared.
These build on the information that is known through
CSRO07 and the local government finance settlement
together forecasts for cost pressures. Table 14
overleaf provides a summary of the medium term
financial forecast.
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Table 14: Summary Indicative Forecast 2009/10 to

20010/11
2009/10 2010/11
£m £m
Forecast Budget 454.0 486.3
Add Cost Pressures:
Inflation 10.9 11.2
Demography & demand 6.8 6.9
Unavoidable Cost
Increases 10.8 5.6
28.5 23.7
Add Transfers of Expenditure
from Specific Grants 19.1 -1.7
501.6 508.3
Less
Planned Savings -15.3 -10.0
Indicative budget funded from 486.3 498.3

Grant and Council Tax

Annex C9-C10 (Blue pages) and Annex D2 and D3
provide further details on cost pressures.

Clearly financial year 2010/11 is subject to the
outcomes and timing of the Boundary Committee’s
work on local government structures in Suffolk.

These forecasts anticipate a level of savings identified
through budget planning 2008/11 of £15.3m and £10m.
Using the grant figures from the provisional finance
settlement and factoring in the changes from the Area
Based Grant and council tax provides the financial
envelope for detailed service and financial planning.



Conclusion

5.

The Council continues to face challenging times over
the medium and long term. In agreeing this budget for
2008/09 it provides a solid platform for moving forward
with the Council’s exciting agenda for improving
services and meeting the ambitions set out in the
community strategy together with pursuing more
efficiencies to enable council taxes to be kept low.
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Corporate Priorities
Our commitments and contributions to
‘Transforming Suffolk’ 2008 -2010

Foreword

Suffolk County Council provides services that are used by every resident, worker and
visitor to the county. We are proud of the services we deliver, many of which we deliver
in partnership with others, but we have to be clear about how we will manage the
increasingly competing demands upon our resources.

The purpose of this document is to show how, over the next three years, we intend to
contribute to the delivery of the strategic objectives set out in ‘Transforming Suffolk’, the
countywide Sustainable Community Strategy agreed by the Suffolk Strategic Partnership
(www.onesuffolk.co.uk/ssp/) in November 2007, and the Council’'s medium term plan, ‘A
Better Way for Suffolk’, published in 2006.

One way to deliver our priorities is through increased partnership working — a sharing of
resources between partners to deliver local services to local people. We are working
extensively with partners to deliver our Suffolk Local Area Agreement (LAA) and to
develop the LAA2, which comes into effect in 2008. We know that listening to and
understanding the views of our users and stakeholders is essential and we ensure that
we build that into our budget planning. We have used the information from the results of
the 2007 Suffolk-wide user satisfaction survey to identify our priorities and we aim to
continue to increase the level of citizen and community involvement and engagement
through future consultation events.

Our Service Offices all have a business plan detailing the activities they will be
undertaking and the resources they will need to deliver the Council’s priorities.
Performance measures for these activities are reported on regularly by the Service
Offices and risks and opportunities assessed frequently.

Our Medium Term Financial Plan 2008-2011 and our Best Value Performance Plan,
which gives the detail of our actual performance during 2007, supplement this Corporate
Plan. The Performance Plan also shows how all the Council’s plans link together.

We hope this document demonstrates how we aim to deliver the quality services the
people and communities of Suffolk expect.


http://www.onesuffolk.co.uk/ssp/
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THE SUFFOLK CONTEXT: Things that influence Suffolk County Council’s priorities.

Suffolk is a good place to live: of its population of around 702,100, 86% are satisfied with Suffolk as a place
to live (ref MORI), because of its unique environment, its relative safety and because key public services
like hospitals and schools are well regarded. Suffolk is a mosaic of places and its population reflects a
wealth of diversity. A third of its population lives in the county’s three main towns of Ipswich, Lowestoft and
Bury St Edmunds, the remaining two thirds live in over 470 separate communities across Suffolk.

Suffolk has a relatively low-skilled, low-earning economy where average weekly earnings are around 14%"
lower than the British average. However, it is also an economy that provides lots of employment
opportunities and one where there are positive signs of growth and development.

By 2021, Suffolk’s population is projected to rise by about 12% with much of this growth concentrated in the
south east of the county. The proportion of people aged 65+ is expected to rise by almost a quarter of the
total population.  Although Suffolk overall performs well on health, with life expectancy levels the 4"
highest in Britain and mortality rates from coronary heart disease and cancer well below the national
averages and falling, there are variations within the county.

The County Council and its partners face a nhumber of choices and challenges; we could either maintain
the status quo and avoid the risks of change, or seek a more ambitious outcome for the county and its
people. Suffolk is at a crossroads facing some key decisions:

Choices and Challenges

Perpetuate the low-skill, low-earning economy or seek a transformation of the skills base and the
learning environment and encourage the growth of new and more dynamic sectors in the Suffolk
economy;

Accept that overall deprivation levels are low and quality of life high, or tackle the county’s
inequalities in the economy and health;

Regard an ageing population and unbalanced, unsustainable communities as inevitable
developments, or create a cohesive place where young people want to work and live, where it is
good to bring up children, and where the contribution of older people is fully valued;

See migrant and other workers as a peripheral development, or as an opportunity to harness their
skills and abilities to build more cohesive communities;

Be complacent about our high-quality environment, or seek to make Suffolk the country’s greenest
county;

Accept that the county is relatively safe and healthy, or seize new opportunities to make Suffolk
even safer and healthier, and,;

Accept that on-going financial pressures will inevitably result in lower quality services, or find new
ways for public services to work together.

‘Transforming Suffolk: Suffolk’s Community Strategy 2008-2028’, developed and adopted by the Suffolk
Strategic Partnership (SSP) in 2007, identified four themes that encapsulate ambitions for Suffolk over the
next 20 years and address the choices and challenges Suffolk faces. These are:

A prosperous and vibrant economy;
Learning and skills for the future;

The greenest county, and;

Safe, healthy and inclusive communities.

[elNelNelNe]

Suffolk County Council fully subscribes to these ambitions and is committed to acting as a full participant,
with others in the delivery of the Sustainable Community Strategy.

To make progress against these long-term ambitions for Suffolk, the County Council has agreed six
priorities it needs to focus on in the next three years. These priorities have been placed in the context of
our medium term ambitions laid out in A Better Way for Suffolk, the Council’'s contribution to the
achievement of the long-term ambitions and principles in Transforming Suffolk and the Council's
overarching ambition to encourage the people of Suffolk to raise their aspirations, expectations and
standards to enable them to have a high quality of life.

! Average weekly earnings of those who work full-time in Suffolk (source ONS)
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OUR SIX PRIORITIES

Drive Suffolk’s economic development

Why? We want to tackle Suffolk’s economic inequalities and raise economic prosperity to encourage young
people to want to stay, live and work here. We want the Suffolk workforce to have a choice of skilled, well-
paid jobs and to have the infrastructure in place to live in a pleasant environment.

How? By working with partners, we will drive the regeneration initiatives and activities in key areas in
Suffolk and develop and implement the strategies needed to:

o Ensure that job growth is integrated with sustainable transport, housing and the environment;

o Promote the development of clusters of businesses in knowledge based sectors in Suffolk to increase
employment in these sectors, and;

0 Identify what the long-term supporting infrastructure needs for Suffolk are and understand how we can
ensure that sustainable planning solutions are developed.

Transform learning in Suffolk

Why? We want Suffolk to have the right learning environment so that our children and young people have
the best start in life and the county’s adult population can get the right skills needed for the workplace.

How? By continuing to create a learning environment for everyone fit for the 21% Century through:

o Implementing the School Organisation Review to change the pattern of school provision and the
Building Schools for the Future Programme, which will rebuild or modernise every secondary school in
the next 10-15 years;

o Continuing to raise standards in schools by investing in and modernising teaching and curriculum
development, and;

o Providing learning opportunities for everyone, regardless of age or background, so they can reach, at
least, a minimum standard of education and employability.

Responsible management of the environment in Suffolk

Why? We want the quality of Suffolk’s historic, built and natural environment to be improved and kept for
future generations. We want Suffolk to take an active role in tackling climate change.

How? By supporting the Suffolk Strategic Partnership’s vision of creating the greenest county:

o Putting in place the foundations of sound environmental management and developing solutions to
reduce carbon emissions in Suffolk;

o Minimising waste and managing it in ways that are environmentally, economically and socially
acceptable, and;

o Ensuring transport strategies are designed to help people access and use sustainable forms of
transport.

Encourage and assist people in Suffolk to meet their full potential

Why? We want to encourage everyone in Suffolk to make the most of the opportunities to meet their full
potential in terms of education, health, well-being and job opportunities. We want people to have access to
services that will meet their individual needs and for Suffolk to be a good place to bring up children.

How? By working with our partners to provide increased access to available services that are fit for
purpose and make a difference to people’s lives:

o Providing local joined-up services for all;

o Continuing with the children’s centre programme to support parents and provide children aged under
five with the best start in life;

o Putting equality and diversity at the heart of our service design and delivery to meet the needs of all
Suffolk people, and;

0 Supporting the Primary Care Trust (PCT) and health professionals to address and reduce the health
inequalities in Suffolk with appropriate housing, transport, education and socio-economic planning.
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Keep Suffolk a safe place to live, work and visit

Why? We want everyone in Suffolk to feel safe as they go about their work, leisure and day to day
activities.

How? By working with Suffolk people to build a good understanding of their needs and views, and
maintaining our role with partners to continue developing strong communities where everyone feels safe
and included:

0 Taking every opportunity to engage with the people of Suffolk through a variety of different ways;

o Ensuring no groups or communities feel disadvantaged and that they are encouraged to participate in
consultation and involvement;

o Tackling rogue traders particularly those who prey on the vulnerable and elderly, and;

o Ensuring safety in our homes, workplaces and on Suffolk’s streets and roads.

Maximise well-being, health and choice for all in Suffolk

Why? We want people to have the choice and control to enable them to live independent and fulfilling lives
and provide the opportunities to improve and maximise their personal well-being and feel they are a valued
member of their community.

How? By promoting healthy lifestyles and offering opportunities for people to improve their well-being,
providing support where needed and available:

o Continuing to care for the most vulnerable people in our community, both old and young;

0 Supporting the Youth Service to ensure activities for young people, which support their personal and
social development through informal education;

o Helping older people to be independent, living in their own homes if they choose, and;

o Providing accessible cultural and sporting opportunities for people of all ages and backgrounds and the
opportunity to share those experiences.
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SUPPORTING MECHANISMS

To enable us to meet our ambitions and deliver against our priorities we have a range of policies,
strategies and initiatives in place that support our strategic planning framework, and are designed
to ensure we deliver in the best way possible within our available resources. These include,
amongst other things, our:

Medium Term Financial Plan: sets out how we will allocate our financial resources to
deliver value for money services over the next three years;

Service Office Annual Plans: show how the respective Service Offices will deliver the
Council’'s ambitions and priorities and detail of the resources to be applied to them, as well
as the risks and opportunities we need to manage to ensure they are delivered;

Best Value Performance Plan: sets out how we are performing on the targets, measures
and Performance Indicators that we have either been set by central government or that we
have set ourselves;

People Strategy and Action Plan: sets out how we will develop and support our staff fairly
and inclusively to ensure we have the right skills, competencies and behaviours to deliver
services to the people of Suffolk. The strategy supports the set of ‘Our Values’ which
underpin how we work:

| deliver excellent results

| work for a team with no boundaries
| learn, | adapt, | create

| make a real difference

| put customers first.

O O O O O

‘Securing the Future’: Suffolk County Council’s transformation programme to deliver a new
organisational structure geared to work in a new way that will optimise opportunities for
efficiency and improvement and ensure we deliver Value for Money services.

More detail on these can be found on our website www.suffolk.gov.uk

Local Area Agreement (LAA)

Since 2005, the Suffolk Local Area Agreement (LAA) has improved the way Suffolk’s public
sector organisations work together with local people to deliver local solutions. In 2008, Suffolk
will move to its LAA2, the new three-year agreement that will see even more local involvement.
More details can be found on the One Suffolk website www.onesuffolk.co.uk/laa

How will you know we have delivered?

Our Service Office plans detail the actual activities the council will be carrying out during the year
and how they will contribute to the delivery of the priorities shown here. Progress will be reported
on regularly, together with the key performance indicators to show how we are performing. A
progress report, ‘Dimensions of Performance’, is reported and published quarterly. Progress on
LAA targets and performance indicators can be seen on the LAA website:
www.onesuffolk.co.uk/laa/currentworkstreams/Performance+Reporting.htm



http://www.suffolk.gov.uk/
http://www.onesuffolk.co.uk/laa
http://www.onesuffolk.co.uk/laa/currentworkstreams/Performance+Reporting.htm

Comprehensive Spending Review 2007 (CSRO07)

This note provides the key facts and potential implications for
local government and the County Council where identifiable
from CSRO7 as they are currently known.

Macroeconomic Position

1.

The pre Budget Report economic forecast is for Gross
Domestic Product (GDP) growth of 3% in 2007, slowing
to 2 to 2¥2% in 2008 before strengthening to trend at
2% t0 3% in 2009 and 2010.

The projections for the public finances show the
government meeting its strict fiscal rules of:

(@) the golden rule: over the economic cycle, the
government will borrow only to invest and not to
fund current spending; and

(b) the sustainable investment rule: public sector
net debt as a proportion of GDP will be held over
the economic cycle at a stable and prudent
level. Other things being equal, net debt will be
maintained below 40% of GDP over the
economic cycle. It is forecast to rise from 37.6%
in 2007-08 to 38.4% in 2008-09 and then remain
under 39% through to 2012-13 (38.6%)

Inflation expectations have remained close to the
government’s target of 2% since the switch from the
Retail Price Index excluding mortgages (RPIX) to the
Consumer Price Index (CPI), except for peaking in
March 2007 at 3.1%. The Treasury’s forecast is for
inflation to remain around its 2% target through to
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2010-11, in line with the view of external forecasters. It
currently stands at 2.1%. However the RPI for
September is 3.9% which is the measure used to
uprate pensions and benefits with effect from April
2008.

Overall public spending shows average increases of
about 2% per annum for 2008-11 in real terms,
compared with about 4% over recent years. A
considerable tightening.

Local Government

5.

Funding increases for local government will average
1% in real terms over 2008-11 compared to 39% over
the last 10 years. A considerable reduction in
resources to meet the key challenges of:

(@  Adult Social Care — rising demands due to long
term demographic changes;

(b)  Waste — pressure to radically reduce household
landfill to meet European Union (EU)
commitments;

(c) Communities — increasing place shaping role for
local Councils; and

(d) Services — rising expectation for modern and
personalised services.

These increases will be underpinned by a 3% per
annum cashable efficiency target for local government
which is forecast to realise £4.9bn over the CSR
period. Councils will be supported to deliver this
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efficiency programme by an additional £150m with the
continuation of the Capacity Building Grant.

More of the financial detail from CSRO7 is set out

below:

(@)

An increase in net Aggregate External Finance
(AEF) (i.e. Revenue Support Grant (RSG), plus
National Non Domestic Rates (NNDR)), funding
of 4.2% in 2008-09; 3.5% in 2009-10 and 3.4%
in 2010-11. This amounts to real terms
increases of 1.5%, 0.8% and 0.7% over the CSR
period after adjusting for 2.75% (the GDP
deflator — the government’s economic measure
of inflation). However if the Private Finance
Initiative (PFI) special grant is deducted then the
corresponding run of increases would be (with
the real terms increases in brackets) — 3.6%
(1%) in 2008-09; 2.8% (0.1%) in 2009-10 and
2.6% (-0.1%) in 2010-11 which is an even more
concerning position. The table overleaf provides
further details for 2008/09:
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2007/08 2007/08 %
Settlement | Adjusted 2008/09 Adjusted
Change
TOTAL AEF
66,608 67,725 70,416 4.0%
of which Special Grants
44,382 44,562 46,330 4.0%
NET AEF
(CSR07)
22,226 23,120 24,081 4.2%
plus Total post-
CSR transfers
0 43 5
equals NET AEF (incl
PFI) 22,226 23,163 24,086 4.0%
minus PFI 563 563 677
equals NET AEF (excl
PFI)
21,663 22,600 23,409 3.6%
minus NNDR
Distributable
Amount 18,500 18,500 20,500 10.8%
equals TOTAL RSG
3,163 4,100 2,909 -29.0%
minus RSG for
specified
bodies 58 58 56 -3.4%
equals TOTAL RSG
FOR
RECEIVING
AUTHORITIES 3,105 4,042 2,854 -29.4%
add back | NNDR
Distributable
Amount 18,500 18,500 20,500 10.8%
plus Police Grant
(incl Met
Special
Payment) 4,028 4,025 4,136 2.8%
equals FORMULA
GRANT 25,633 26,566 27,490 3.5%




(b)

()

(d)

(€)

(f)
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At least £5bn of former specific grants and Local
Area Agreement (LAA) ring-fenced grant will be
transferred into formula grant (i.e. RSG +
NNDR) and the new Area Based Grant (ABG)
by 2010-11 with all the ring-fencing removed.
Annex F1 and F2 identifies the current specific
grants, by government department, which will be
delivered through the ABG and those that will
remain as specific grants. Ring-fencing of
specific grants would only be retained where the
programme is particularly novel or there is little
or no discretionary element at local level.

The government expects that the money for
local government will enable local authorities to
keep council tax increases well below 5% in
each of the next three years. This will be very
challenging for most Councils.

The settlement announces Local Authority
Business Growth Incentive Scheme (LABGI)
funding of £50m for 2009-10 and £100m in
2010-11, with no funding outlined for 2008-09.
This is £850m less than is available in the
current 3-year scheme.

The Government is consulting on the technical
detail of a new power to allow councils to
implement a Supplementary Business Rate
(SBR) from 2010-11.

A single set of priority outcomes for local
government working alone, or in partnership, a
single set of 198 national indicators, and there
will be no mandatory targets for LAA’s. Any and
all targets reflecting national priorities — to a
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maximum of 35 — will be negotiated through
LAAs (plus the 17 statutory education and early
years targets).

8. Summarised details on individual services and other
changes are set out below:

(@)

Adult Social Care

On social care, the government announced that
funding for local authorities will be £2.6bn higher
by 2010-11 than in 2007-08, an annual average
growth of 1% in real terms. Direct funding of
social care is due to increase by £190m, to
£1.5bn by 2010-11. This funding will be used to
support:

0] Increased personalisation of care,
including individual budgets.

(i) Continued investment in prevention,
including expanding the Partnerships for
Older People’s Projects.

(i)  Phasing out of NHS residential
accommodation for people with learning
disabilities, with individuals being
supported in future to live independently
in their own homes in communities.

(iv)  The Access and Systems Capacity and
Delayed Discharges grants will be rolled
into RSG by 2010-11.
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The Government also announced that it would be
consulting on reform of the public support and care
system.

(b)

(€)

Children’s Services

(i)

(ii)

(iif)

The settlement for the old DfES was

announced at the time of the spring

Budget. The CSR provides some further

increases but does not go into detail. (i)
The CSR states that total education

spending will rise on average by 2.8 per

cent a year in real terms between 2007-

08 and 2010-11, from £77bn in 2007/08

to £92bn in 2010/11, but provides no

details of how this will be allocated.

The totals for schools’ capital for 2008-11

was announced by schools minister Jim

Knight on Monday 8 October, as £6,669

million in 2008-09, £7,024 million in 2009-

10 and £8,035 million in 2010-11. This

includes an additional £200m for primary (i)
schools which was announced with

CSRO7.

Waste and the Environment (iv)

(i)

The settlement announced additional PFI
funding for sustainable waste
management options, rising from £280m
in 2007-08 to £700m in 2010-11.
DEFRA'’s own funding will increase by
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1.4% in real terms, with an
announcement on the implications for
waste funding for local government
expected in due course. The settlement
also announced a contribution to the
Environmental Transformation fund of
£570m in total (E400m to international
element and £170m to domestic
element).

The 1.4% real terms increase for DEFRA,
takes no account of the pressures
identified, which indicated that waste
spending will need to rise by 10% a year
to meet rising landfill targets and avoid
escalating landfill tax and fines. The
increased PFI funding for waste
management facilities is welcome, but the
long lead in times and complexity of
developing them means that this could
have little or no impact on waste cost
pressures during the CSR period.

The Environmental Transformation Fund
will help to promote the economic
opportunity created by the need to
respond to climate change.

Government will receive an additional
£150m extra income in 2008-09 as a
result of the rise in landfill tax.
Government stated that this money would
be returned to local government;
however, it is not clear from the
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settlement where this money has been
returned to councils.

(d)  Value for Money/Efficiency

(i)

The CSR confirmed ambitious targets for
efficiency savings, 3% per annum, all
cash releasing and totalling £30bn across
the public sector by 2010-11. Local
government’s share of the target is
£4.9bn. A value for money delivery plan
published by CLG with the CSR shows
that savings can be achieved through
business process improvements and
collaboration - £1.8bn, smarter
procurement - £2.8bn and better asset
management - £300m.

(e) A Simpler Performance Framework

(i)

(ii)

A single, balanced and coherent set of
priority outcomes as set out in the
relevant Public Service Agreements
(PSAs) and Departmental Strategic
Objectives (DSOs);

A single national indicator set of 198
drawn from the PSAs and DSOs for
everything local government delivers
alone or in partnership. Thisis a
reduction in performance indicators from
an estimated 1200;

(f)

(iif)

(iv)
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There will be no mandatory targets for
Local Area Agreements nor any other
target setting mechanism for outcomes
local government is delivering alone or in
partnership: LAAs will focus on a
maximum of 35 improvement targets to
be negotiated with Government Office
plus the 17 statutory education and early
years targets. Annex A2 provides a
summary of Local Area Agreements and
Area Based Grant;

A third round of reward grant; level to be
announced in November 2007, with the
distribution model to be consulted upon
and agreed in January 2008.

Housing

(i)

(ii)

(iii)
(iv)

Proposals to increase building of
affordable homes by 50%.

£1.7bn for investment in infrastructure in
designated growth areas is to be
welcomed.

Funding for the new Housing and
Planning Delivery Grant.

Government has abandoned its plans for
Planning Gain Supplement and is instead
proposing a statutory planning charge.
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(99 Economic Development

(i)

(ii)

(iif)

The government has announced that it

will implement a power for councils to (h)
introduce a new supplementary business

rate (SBR) for councils — Business Rates 0]
Supplements — A White Paper. This

power will be subject to four levels of

protection for business, with spending

only available for a specified economic

development purpose and subject to

detailed statutory consultation, a

maximum limit of 2p in the pound of

rateable value (compared to Lyons’

recommendation of 4p), an exemption for

properties with a rateable value less than

£50,000 and a requirement to ballot

where the supplement supports more (i)
than a third of the cost of the project.

The scheme will not be available until

April 2010 and the Local Government

Association (LGA) has estimated that

levying the maximum rate would produce

less than £600m. District Councils and

London Boroughs will not have the power

to levy an SBR.

The CSR also announced funding for the

LABGI scheme over the next 3 years: no

funding was announced for 2008-09;

£50m for 2009-10; and £100m for 2010-

11. The government is consulting on the
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new scheme, with a closing date on 12
December.

Transport

The Spending Review confirms 2.25%

real increase for transport. This will allow

the Department for Transport to:

1. Go ahead with Crossrail — with DfT
providing £5 billion in grants;

2. Provide £15bn funding for the rail
network;

3. Take forward road pricing including
local schemes; and

4. Introduce free off-peak bus travel to
all residents in England over the age
of 60 and disabled people.

The Spending Review announced that

£212m will be paid to councils by special

grant to fund the national bus concession

in England 2008-09. In this instance

special grant is preferable to formula

grant as it can be made more flexible to

more accurately distribute the resources

and is transparent so councils know what

they are receiving. This will increase to

£217m in 2009-10 and £223m in 2010-

11.
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0] Higher Education and Skills

(i)

Increasing spending by the Department
for Innovation, Universities and Skills on
higher education and skills from £14.2
billion in 2007-08 to £16.4 billion by 2010-
11 to implement the recommendations of
the Leitch Review, developing a strong
partnership with employers and
individuals to deliver higher skills.
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Local Area Agreements and Area Based Grants

The Aim of Local Area Agreements (LAA)

1. LAAs are intended to reduce central prescription and
devolve more power to local communities, combining a
number of Central Government funding streams in an
area-based grant rather than specific ring-fenced
grants to give local authorities and their partners more
flexibility to make funding decisions in response to local

needs and priorities.

2. The LAA allows services to be delivered in a more
joined-up way by bringing together partners from the
public, private and voluntary sectors through the Local
Strategic Partnership. The Local Government and
Public Involvement in Health (LGPIH) Act 2007
emphasises this by introducing a ‘duty to co-operate’

for a number of partner agencies.

3. From 2008 onwards, the LAA will form the main

delivery mechanism between central and

government. They will focus on up to 35 improvement
targets drawn from the National Indicator Set (see
below) negotiated between central government

(through the Government Office) and local areas.

3Local Government White Paper, Chapter 5 p104 paragraph 5.46
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Agreeing LAA Agreements

4.

LAAs are designed to meet central as well as local
priorities in a way that makes most sense locally.

LAAs are formed through negotiations between the
Local Strategic Partnership (LSP)* and the
Government Office (GO) for the region. As of March
2007, 149 LAAs have been signed covering the whole
of England. The Local Government and Public
Involvement in Health contains a statutory duty for local
authorities and partners to prepare an LAA.

The Agenda of Local Area Agreements

6.

Each area has a long-term vision for its people and
places that is set out in their Sustainable Community
Strategy (SCS). The Strategy attempts to address the
economic, social and environmental needs of an area
and it is this document that sets out the agenda for the
LAA.

In other words, the LAA is the delivery plan for the
Sustainable Community Strategy.

! The LSP consists of all the key stakeholders in a local area who deliver
services. The Upper Tier local authority is the lead partner in the LSP and
it is they who negotiate the LAA on behalf of the LSP, and in turn they who
are responsible to Central Government. Other key players can include
Police Authorities and Primary Care Trusts.

Except the Isles of Scilly
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Local Area Agreements in Two-Tier Areas

8.

10.

It is the responsibility of the Upper Tier Authority to
produce the Local Area Agreement, but districts must
be included in its development and are subject to the
‘duty to co-operate’. Under the LGPIH Act certain
named partners (e.g., all District Councils, PCTs,
Police Authorities etc.) will also have a ‘duty to have
regard to’ delivery of LAA targets and the preparation
of the SCS.

Performance Indicators (PIs)

The Local Government White Paper (Strong and
Prosperous Communities) promised that the current set
of PlIs (such as Best Values Performance Indicators)
would be replaced by a streamlined set of no more
than 200 indicators across Government — the National
Indicator Set (NIS).

The new National Indicator Set was published with the
Comprehensive Spending Review 2007 (CSR07) on 12
October 2007. These (198) indicators will replace all
other sets of indicators including Best Value
Performance Indicators and Performance Assessment
Framework indicators from 2009. LAAs will include up
to 35 improvement targets drawn from the National
Indicator Set and 17 statutory attainment and early
years targets.

3Local Government White Paper, Chapter 5 p104 paragraph 5.46
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Financing Local Area Agreements

11.

12.

13.

14.

Prior to 2008 the funding for LAAs was linked to
centrally imposed indicators and outcomes and
targeted towards one of the four “themes”. The LAA
funding was paid to the upper tier authority as the
accountable body in the LSP and was in addition to any
funding that the authority was already allocated as
formula grant or specific grant.

From 2008 onwards, Government are shifting to
remove the ring-fencing attached to specific grants
based on “the Government's presumption against”
ringfecning®.

An Area Based Grant (ABG) is replacing the old LAA
grant and all the ring-fencing is being removed. At the
same time the CLG are attempting to transfer as many
specific grants as possible either into RSG or the new
Area Based Grants.

Local authorities and partners will now be free to spend
the Area Based Grant however they see fit, in
accordance with their Local Area Agreement.

Area Based Grants

15.

Future Area Based Grants for the period 2008-09 to
2010-11 are shown in Annex F.



16.

Local Area Agreements and Area Based Grants

Area Based Grants (ABG) can be combined with RSG,
NNDR and Council Tax in order to meet the targets set
out in the LAA and the national performance
framework.

Area Based Grants in Two-Tier Areas

17.

18.

19.

With the Government’'s aim to reduce the current
number of specific grants it is now possible that a
specific grant that was previously paid to lower tier
authorities, for example the Planning Delivery Grant,
will nhow become none ring-fenced and paid to the
Upper Tier authority as an area based grant.

In cases such as these it is the County’s decision
whether they choose to retain the money within the
LAA Fund for delivery of the LAA or instead choose to
pay this funding back to the districts.

For more information on the Area Based Grants and
LAAs please visit the CLG website.

3Local Government White Paper, Chapter 5 p104 paragraph 5.46
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http://www.communities.gov.uk/localgovernment/performanceframeworkpartnerships/localareaagreements/

Annex B
BENCHMARKING SUFFOLK'’S 2006/07 EXPENDITURE (Budget) AND PERFORMANCE

CONTEXT

1.

The benchmarking report identifies and evaluates the council’s spending patterns compared with our performance. This should help us to
better understand whether our absolute levels of resource and their distribution are appropriate, which in turn, can help inform decisions on
the re-prioritisation of resources. It might also be possible to identify areas where the management of services/ resources need to be
improved.

The data used for making the spending comparisons has been obtained from CIPFA’s statistical service. The most up to date information is
based on the 2006/07 budgets. The general comparative measure is “service expenditure per head of population”; with the exception of
spending comparisons for Primary and Secondary Education which are also shown on a “per pupil” basis. Table 1, page 10 provides a
summary analysis of SCC’s spending patterns when compared with all counties, our comparator group and the Eastern Region.

In terms of performance, BVPIs (2005/06 Best Value Performance Indicators) have been used because they provide reliable comparative
data at a national level (national BVPI results are published annually by the Department for Communities and Local Government). However,
they only provide an indication, or ‘snap-shot’ of certain types of performance within service areas and there are many other components
that contribute to how Suffolk performs. In some areas there is only one BVPI whilst in others there are several and in those areas each
BVPI has been treated separately for analysis. There are currently no BVPIs available to inform a judgement on performance in the
following areas:- Special Education, Non School Funding, Nursery, Service Strategy, Adults with Physical, Learning, and Mental Health
needs, Asylum Seekers, Other Adults, Supported Employment, Transport Planning, Policy & Strategy, Environmental Safety, Economic
Development and other services.

Table 2 (page 11) provides a comparison, by service, of performance and spending. The first four (shaded) columns of performance data
indicate our respective quartile position — the three columns to the right of this provide an indication of how performance in Suffolk compares
year on year between 2005/06 to 2006/07 (the latest available trend). Note the figures used are from the 2005/06 BVPI set, as meaningful
National Benchmarking Data for 2006/07 will not be published by Government until December 2007.

As always, there is a health warning when comparing inter-authority statistics. However, it is possible to arrive at some broad conclusions
from the comparisons, which might then need to be corroborated by other evidence.
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Executive Summary

This report compares Suffolk’s 2006/07 spending (budgets) and performance with other authorities.

Spending

All Counties Comparator Eastern Region
Below Average Above Average | Below Average Above Average | Below Average Above Average

a) Total County Council
spending

b) Total Education spending

c) Total Social Care
spending

d) Total Highways and
Transport spending

e) Fire spending \

f) Libraries etc spending. \

Comparison of Service level spend with all counties, shows that SCC has 12 services ranked in the lower quartile, 7 ranked below average, 4
ranked above average and 4 ranked in the upper quartile (based on the per pupil statistics for education - refer to table 1.)

Performance
There are a large proportion of BVPIs in the upper quartile for both the Fire and Rescue Service and Children & Families Services whilst
spending in these key areas is lower quartile when compared to other County Councils.

In the area of Education, there are more BVPIs in the above average quartile (rather than below average) category of performance. In
particular, performance is above average in the areas of pupil absence in schools; GCSE attainment at grades A*- C and A* - G (English &
Maths); and generally attainment at Key Stage 3 Level 5. Unfortunately, attainment of Levels 4 and 5 at Key Stage 2 English and Maths
continue to be low. Key Stage 2 performance has been identified as a priority for action, targeting support at schools in the 3-tier system is a
Local Area Agreement priority.
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Spending on Older People Services is upper quartile when compared to other County Councils. This is reflected in the performance figures with
all the BVPIs used to make a judgement being above average or higher, suggesting continued improvement in this area.

Performance in the area of Traffic Management & Road Safety is mixed when compared to other County Councils whilst spending is in the
lower quartile. Of the 11 BVPIs used in making judgements, 6 suggest performance as below average or lower, and 5 suggest performance as
above average or higher. It is also pleasing to report that progress in 2006/07* shows performance is improving further which should result in a
higher proportion of BVPIs in the above average and higher thresholds.

Spending in the area of Roads & Bridges is above average whilst performance is generally below average, however the latest data for 2006/07*
suggests performance in this area has further improved.

(* 2006/07 BVPI data is only provisional and does not reflect changes nationally until verified comparative data is published later this year).




SPENDING COMPARISONS

6. The attached Table 1 (page 10) compares Suffolk’s spending with:

All 34 County Councils

Our comparator group of counties

Eastern Region counties
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The service heading descriptions are those used by the Government and CIPFA for compiling such data. They are not always the same as

our local descriptions but the differences are not significant.

Comparator Group:

Cambridgeshire
Cheshire
Derbyshire
Gloucestershire
Hampshire
Lincolnshire
Norfolk
Shropshire
Somerset
Staffordshire
Suffolk
Warwickshire
West Sussex
Wiltshire
Worcestershire

Eastern Region:

Cambridgeshire
Norfolk

Essex
Bedfordshire
Hertfordshire
Suffolk
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7. With reference to Table 1 within the larger services, there are significant variations in spending between services.

a)

Education

Primary and Secondary Education are shown with two types of spending comparison: one on a per head of
population basis (to be comparable with all other services) and one on a per pupil basis. The two bases create
contrasting quartile analyses and rankings but the “per pupil” data is the more meaningful. However, the
comparisons are affected by Suffolk’s middle schools, which tend to depress the “per pupil” costs for secondary
schools and increase the costs for primary schools.

On a per pupil basis, spending in primary schools remains in the upper quartile with SCC ranked 2nd on spend
within its comparator group and the highest spending authority when compared to other authorities in the Eastern
Region. However, in terms of performance SCC has four BVPIs in the lower quartile and only one BVPI in the
above average quartile. This indicates that whilst spending is high, performance is weaker. The high level of
expenditure is linked to the large number of smaller schools in Suffolk which increases costs. Poor performance
at Key Stage 2 is a well understood problem. The School Organisation Review aims to make step change
improvements through ending the current arrangement where in the three tier system there is split accountability
for key stage two.

Spending in secondary schools remains in the lower quartile. The difference in spending between primary and
secondary schools is largely due to the 3 tier school system operated in SCC referred to above. In terms of
performance there are seven BVPIs in total. One is in the lower quartile and 6 are in the above average quatrtile.

The authority is currently undertaking a review of its LMS Funding formula which may result in changes to the
funding for different age groups and so change the balance of spend between primary and secondary sectors.

Spending in special schools and non-school funding both remain below average. SCC also remains in the lower
end of our comparator group and is average when compared against other authorities in the Eastern Region.

This reflects previous decisions to delegate a high proportion of funding to schools, so reducing that available to
fund non-school services.

SCC's spending on nursery education, was a new category last year. Spending on nursery education for SCC
remains in the lower quartile when compared with all counties. SCC is ranked 12™ out of 15 when compared with
our comparator group and we have the lowest spend when compared with other authorities in the Eastern
Region. However, this trend must be treated with caution as it excludes the cost of private, voluntary, and
independent early years provision which is the main source of nursery education in Suffolk.

There are no BVPIs for special schools, non-school funding or nursery.



b)

Social Care
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Overall for Education SCC spending remains below average when compared with all Counties, we are ranked 8
out of 15 when compared with our comparator group and we are the second lowest spending authority in the
Eastern Region. There are seven BVPIs in the above average quartile and five in the lower quartile although all
BVPIs have improved year-on-year. The low level of funding is largely a result of the low level of DSG (Dedicated
Schools Grant) received by Suffolk. DSG is a ring-fenced grant from the DCSF which funds schools and a variety
of closely related school support purposes such as early years, behaviour support, and pupil referral units.
Suffolk’'s DSG allocation is comparatively low compared to our peers.

Spending on service strategy remains in the lower quartile and this is consistent with our Comparator Group and
Eastern Region rankings. There are no BVPIs for this service.

Spending on children and families has reduced from below average to the lower quartile and this trend is
consistent with our ranking within our Comparator Group and the Eastern Region where we have the lowest level
of spending. However, in terms of performance SCC has three BVPIs in the upper quartile and two above
average. This indicates that whilst spending is below average, performance is good.

Spending on older people remains in the upper quartile and we have the highest recorded spending in this area
within the Eastern Region and the second highest when compared to our Comparator Group. In terms of
performance there are four BVPIs which place us in the above average and the upper quatrtile.

Spending on adults with physical disabilities has increased from below to above average. This trend is also
evident when our spending is compared with our comparator group (6 out of 15) but less so when compared with
the Eastern Region (4 out of 6). There are no BVPIs for this service.

Spending on adults with learning disabilities has reduced significantly from above average to the lower quartile
and we are ranked 11 out of 15 in our Comparator Group and the lowest spending authority within the Eastern
Region. There are no BVPIs for this service.

Spending on adults with mental health needs remains above average. There are no BVPIs for this service.
Spending on asylum seekers remains below average. We are ranked 6 out of 15 within our Comparator Group
and 4 out of 6 within the Eastern Region. There are no BVPIs for this service. The low level of spend must be

understood in the context of Suffolk having few asylum seekers.

Spending on other adults also remains below average when compared with our comparator group however, we
are ranked 4™ and 2" on spending when compared with our Comparator Group and the Eastern Region



c)

Highways and
Transport
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respectively. There are two BVPIs for other adults and SCC has one in the lower quartile and one in the above
average quartile.

Spending on supported employment has reduced from above to below average whilst we are ranked mid table
when compared with our Comparator Group and the Eastern Region. There are no BVPIs for this service.

Overall spending on social services remains above average and there are two BVPIs in the lower quartile, six
above average and four in the upper quartile.

Spending on Public Transport remains in the upper quartile and SCC is ranked the highest spending authority
when compared with both our Comparator Group and within the Easter Region. In terms of performance, there
are two BVPIs in the above average quartile and one in the upper quartile. (Two of the BVPIs used to make a
performance judgement about Public Transport are based on the BVPI User Satisfaction Survey results — public
perception indicators — which are only undertaken once every three years).

Spending on Roads and Bridges rose last year from above average to the upper quartile but has reduced this
year back to above average. This trend is consistent with our Comparator Group and Eastern Region rankings.
However, in terms of performance there are two BVPIs in the lower quartile, two below average, one above
average, and one in the upper quatrtile.

Spending on transport planning, policy and strategy remains in the lower quartile and there are no BVPIs for this
service.

Spending on environment, safety and routine maintenance, which was a new category last year, remains in the
lower quartile and this trend is consistent when spending is compared with our Comparator Group and within the
Eastern Region. There are no BVPIs for this service.

Last year spending on traffic management and road safety rose from the lower quartile to below average although
this has reduced back to the lower quartile. SCC is ranked 14 out of 15 when compared with our Comparator
Group and is the lowest spending authority within the Eastern Region. There are three BVPIs in the lower
quartile, three below average, two above average, and three in the upper quartile. Ten out of 11 BVPIs have
improved year-on-yeatr.

Overall SCC's spending on Highways and Transport has reduced from above to below average and in terms of
performance, there are five BVPIs in the lower quartile, five below average, five above average, and five in the
upper quartile. Overall, performance is improving well on the previous year with 14 BVPIs showing improvements
and only 2 getting worse.
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Spending on Fire remains in the lower quartile with SCC’s spending being ranked the lowest both within our
comparator group and the Eastern Region. However in terms of performance there is one BVPI in the lower
quartile, three below average, three above average and eight in the upper quartile which indicates that, although
spend is low, performance is strong.

Spending on Libraries, Museums, Art Galleries also remains in the lower quartile and SCC is ranked 14 out of 15
when compared with our Comparator Group and we are the lowest spending authority within the Eastern Region.
In terms of performance there are five BVPIs in the lower quartile*, one below average, and two in the upper
quartile. (*Suffolk does not run any museums — which has a direct and unavoidable impact on the performance
against the museums BVPIs so the lower quartile judgement is meaningless for comparing like for like with other
counties — however, Suffolk does provide grant aid and supports museums in other ways).

Spending on Waste Management has risen from the lower quartile to below average although spending remains
low when compared with our Comparator Group (11th out of 15) and with other authorities within the Eastern
Region (4th out 6.) However, we have four BVPIs in the upper quartile and three have improved from the
previous year which indicates that whilst spending is low performance is improving.

Spending on parks and recreation has increased significantly from the lower quartile to above average and SCC
is the second highest spending authority in the Eastern Region for parks and recreation. In terms of performance
there is one BVPI in the below average quartile, one above average, and one in the upper quartile although all
BVPIs have worsened year-on-year. (Performance judgements for Parks & Recreation are based on the BVPI
User Satisfaction Survey results — public perception indicators — which are only undertaken once every three
years).

Spending on planning has reduced further from below average to the lower quartile and SCC is the lowest
spending authority on planning expenditure when compared with both our Comparator Group and within the
Eastern region. In terms of performance there is one BVPI in the lower quartile and one below average (the
indicator used in the lower quartile is a public perception which is only measured once every three years).

Spending on economic development has also reduced further from below average to the lower quartile. Spending
on ‘other’ services remains below average although spending on other home office remains in the upper quatrtile.
In terms of performance for other home office there are three BVPIs above average and one in the upper quartile.
There are no BVPIs for economic development and other services.
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Overall, SCC spending on all services has reduced from above to below average when compared with all
Counties and in terms of performance there are 20 BVPIs in the lower quartile, 14 below average, 26 above
average and 25 in the upper quatrtile.

Graham Dixon Sue Edwards
Director of Resource Management Head of Corporate Improvement
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COMPARISON OF 2006/07 SERVICE EXPENDITURE PER HEAD OF POPULATION Table 1
0 . . Comparator Eastern Region
Jpbages Compared with all Counties Group
Spending | Spending | Quardle  Average Average  Quarde | RKoutof1s |  Rankoutofs
Education
Primary 21 37 N ) 13(2) 4(1)
Secondary 27 48 () V 4(14) 3(5)
Special 3 5 \ 11 4
Non School Funding 6 10 \ 10 3
Children & Families 5 20 N 11 6
Nursery 0* 0 N 12 6
TOTAL — Education 57 100 \ 8 5
Personal Social Services
Service Strategy o* 0 \ 14 5
Older People (inc. older mentally ill) 13 50 N 1
Adults with Physical Disabilities 2 8 \/ 4
Adults with Learning Disabilities 4 16 \ 11 6
Adults with Mental Health needs 2 5 N 6 4
Asylum Seekers 0* 0 \ 6 4
Other Adults 1 1 N 4 2
Supported Employment 0* 0 \ 6 3
TOTAL - PSS 27 100 \ 3 4
Highways & Transport
Transport Planning, Policy & Strategy 0* 2 N 14 5
Traffic Management & Road Safety 0* 3 N 14 6
Roads & Bridges 2 48 N 3 2
Public Transport 2 30 \/ 1 1
Env. Safety & Routine Maint. 1 17 \/ 14 5
TOTAL — H&T 5 100 N 8 4
Fire 3 \ 7/(out of 7) 3/(out of 3)
Libraries, Museums & Art Galleries 2 \/ 14 6
Parks & Recreation 1 \/ 8 2
Planning 0* \/ 15 6
Economic Development o* \/ 13 4
Waste Management 3 N 11 4
Other Home Office o* \/ 6 1
Other 2 N 8 3
GRAND TOTAL — ALL SERVICES 100 \/ 5 4

*less than 0.5% () Schools statistics on a per pupil basis  calculated on a per head bas
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Table 2

Spending Compared with all Counties

Latest available performance trend
(compared with other counties 2005/06)

Number of indicators that have changed
since previous year (Suffolk only)

BVPIs)
Lower Below Above Upper Lower Below Above Upper
Quartile Average Average ng?tile Quartile Average Average Queietile InfgIrer7es) SRl N Eens
Education
Primary () 4 1 2
Secondary () 1 6 1
Special
Non School Funding
Children & Families 1 2 3 1
Nursery
TOTAL - Education better (3) worse (0) no change
5 7 (0)
nb. cannot judge (9)
Personal Social Services
Service Strategy
Older People (inc. older mentally ill) 3 1 2 1
Adults with Physical Disabilities
Adults with Learning Disabilities
Adults with Mental Health needs
Asylum Seekers
Other Adults 1 1
Supported Employment
TOTAL - PSS 2 6 4 better (3) worse (1) no c(r(;e)inge
Highways & Transport
Transport Planning, Policy & Strategy
Traffic Management & Road safety 3 3 2 3 10 1
Roads & Bridges 2 2 1 1 2
Public Transport 2 1 2 1
Env Safety and Routine Maintenance
TOTAL — H&T no change
5 5 5 5 better (14) | worse (2) )
nb. cannot judge (4)
Fire 1 3 3 8 1 1
Libraries, Museums & Art Galleries + 5 1 2 & 2
Parks & Recreation 1 1 1 &
Planning 1 1 1 1
Economic Development
Waste Management 1 3 1 4 & 1
Other Home Office 3 1 1 2
Other
no change
8 9 8 16 better (9) worse (10) ©)
nb. cannot judge (22)
NO
BETTER (29) WORSE (13) Gl
GRAND TOTAL — ALL SERVICES 20 14 26 25 NGE
0
NB. CANNOT JUDGE (35)




