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IOS.100/08
BUDGET 2009/10 TO 2013/14

Revenue Budget Reports
(a) Summary of New Revenue Spending Pressures

The Director of Corporate Services (Mrs Brown) submitted report CORP.64/08 summarising the new revenue spending pressures and reduced income projections that had emerged as part of the current year budget monitoring procedures and which would need to be considered as part of the 2009/10 budget process.   The issues were to be considered in the light of the Council’s corporate priorities.

The Executive had on 24 November 2008 (EX.302/08) received the report and forwarded it to Overview and Scrutiny Committees for consideration as part of the 2009/10 budget process.

In response to a Member’s question, Ms Brown stated that the results of the consultation paper and the final allocations on the Local Authority Business Growth Incentive Scheme (LAGBI) had not yet been received or confirmed.  However, it was clear that the level of resources would be lower than previous levels.

Details of the proposals for New Revenue Spending Pressures which fell within the remit of the Committee were as detailed on the Agenda for the meeting.

Members then considered the following new priorities and raised the following comments and questions:

· Car Parking – a recurring bid for £320,000 

It was projected that the 2008/09 level of income generated would be £200,000 less than the original budget.  The service had been reviewed and options to generate the increase had been presented in the Community Services Charges Review Report (CS.94/08).  The Medium Term Financial Plan (MTFP) assumed in 2009/10 an increase of 3.8% of the 2008/09 original estimate would be generated in line with the CCP, amounting to £1,611,000.  The potential future annual shortfall ranged from a minimum of £205,200 to a maximum of £364,000.

(a)  Was there any opportunity in the next budget year to investigate an increase in contract car parking?

The Director of Community Services (Mr Battersby) responded that there would be an event held in the new year on the Green Travel Plan which all major employers within the City were invited to.  It was the intention to raise such questions at that event.

(b)  A Member highlighted page 19 of the budget documents and questioned the number of complaints with regard to the car parking machines.  The Member further commented that an increase in charges for Sunday parking might have a detrimental effect on the footfall within the City Centre.

Mr Battersby responded that Report CORP.64/08 set out a range of options for Sunday parking and they had not been agreed by Executive.  He explained that there had been an increase in footfall on a Sunday as it had become a popular shopping day.  There was currently a fixed charge for Sunday parking but there was an option to charge the same on Sunday as the rest of the week.

The Finance and Performance Management Portfolio Holder added that if the change in the charges to Sunday parking was agreed, it would not be because of the car park machines.

A Member further commented that Sunday had become increasingly popular and felt that changing the parking rates to the same rates as the rest of the week would increase the use of the car parks.

(c)  Where did the Car Parking Policy fit in with other work within the City?

Mr Battersby responded that the County Council had completed a range of studies which included car parking, the outcome of the studies could include an aspiration of the County to introduce Park and Ride schemes.  To support this the City car parking charges would need to increase to encourage the use of Park and Ride.  He explained that the concessionary fares scheme would impact on the car parking policy and car parking within in the city was lower because of the concessionary fares scheme.

The Environment and Infrastructure Portfolio Holder added that the City Council aimed to keep short stay car parks close to the City and the long stay car parks further out of the City.  He stated that in the current economic climate the City Council had to make decisions that would benefit the economy.

(d)  A Member commented that it would be of more benefit to the Council to increase the Contract Parking Charges by 6% instead of the proposed 12%.

(e)  Had there been any investigation into other car parking facilities within the City  and what impact would a change in car parking charges have on those facilities?

Mr Battersby responded that there had been a study of potential displacement areas and there were three main concerns.  The first was that people might  use alternative forms of transport or not come to the City.  The second was to check what the private sector was charging and to monitor any new applications for car parks and the third was the impact on parking in streets that were within walking distance of the City or had residents parking schemes.

· Brampton Business Centre and Telecentre – 

A recurring budget saving of £200,000 was included in the MTFP from 2009/10 onwards.  The pressure of £93,000 represented the Central Services cost, which mostly related to IT costs which had not separately been identified as part of the IT Shared Services Business Case.  The impact on central services from reduced service levels needed to be considered corporately and would be looked at in detail as part of the shared management arrangements.  In addition to the £93,000 there may also be some one off costs relating to the Centre closure and some other costs which may stay at the Council.

(f)The Council should be supporting initiatives such as the Brampton Business Centre and Telecentre which were in small towns within the district.  How realistic was the continuation of the Business Centre?

Ms Brown responded that the Brampton Business Centre savings had been identified in the last budget and some of the proposed savings had been achieved.  Some of the savings would be made through Shared Services in terms of the IT Shared Services.

(g)  The Shared Management Arrangements were mentioned several times within the reports, if the Arrangements were approved how long would they take to impact the budget?

Ms Brown stated that the Arrangements had not been decided and it was difficult to plan the impact on the Authority but if it was agreed it would impact on the budget immediately.

· Carlisle Renaissance Delivery Team – A bid for £309,000 in 2010/11, £318,000 in 2012/13 and £328,000 in 2013/14 to continue support of the Carlisle Renaissance Delivery Team and facilitate the delivery of the Carlisle Renaissance Action Plan.

(h)  The figures in columns one and two of the table on page 137 were incorrect but the total figures for the columns were correct.

(i)  In response to a Member’s question Ms Brown explained that the Council made a large contribution to Carlisle Renaissance because the Council had identified Carlisle Renaissance as a priority.

(j) When would the Council’s contribution reduce? 

Ms Brown responded that she did not know but the contribution the Council made supported the Carlisle Renaissance team.  Carlisle Renaissance also relied on the contributions from the North West Development Agency (NWDA) and the County Council.  The County had agreed their contribution for one year and the NWDA had committed a lot of money and had assured their support for the future.

(k) A Member commented that the Carlisle Renaissance organisation seemed to be growing without any actions, there was no action plan and no indication of when the Board met.  Members felt it was important that Carlisle Renaissance showed what work had being carried out.

(l)  Members were extremely concerned that the costs for Carlisle Renaissance listed in the table were very high, Members requested that the costs were broken down so they could understand where the money would be spent.  Members felt that the budget was unsupportable until more details and facts were provided.  Members also requested details on how the media budget related to the City Council’s media budget and team.

(m)  If a member of staff left the Carlisle Renaissance team, would the vacancy management policy be applied to the post as it would be in the Council?

The Finance and Performance Management Portfolio Holder confirmed that Carlisle Renaissance posts would be subject to the vacancy management procedure.

(n)  The Gross Cost of the Carlisle Renaissance budget was lower than the Income, where would the surplus money go?

Ms Brown agreed to investigate the above points and provide Members with more details on the Carlisle Renaissance budget as requested.

(o)  How had the premises and support services ‘in-kind’ budget been calculated?

Ms Brown responded that she had liased with the Carlisle Renaissance Board on the level of support they required, but the support may change in the future.

(p)  When would the Action Plan be available for scrutiny?

The Economic Development and Enterprise Portfolio Holder responded that the Action Plan had been agreed at the Carlisle Renaissance Board in November and should be coming through the Council process.

(q)  The bid for the Economic Strategy had a number of questions with regard Carlisle Renaissance.  Members had concerns that the objectives and priorities of the Carlisle Renaissance Board were not available.  Members had not seen the Action Plan or any outputs.  Members felt they were being asked to support something in the budget process without all of the information they required.

(r)  Members stated that the Action Plan and minutes from the Carlisle Renaissance Board were very important and Members asked why they not been made available for scrutiny despite several requests for them?

The Economic Development and Enterprise Portfolio stated that the meeting had taken place at the beginning of November and there had been a press release.  Any decision making from the Action Plan had to come to this Council for agreement and it was the intention of the Board to keep Members informed.

· Assistant Planning Officer – a bid for £43,000 in 2009/10, £93,000 in 2010/11 and £95,000 2011/14

The funding was for three temporary Assistant Planning Officer posts which expired in August 2009.  The posts were funded on a three year basis as a measure to ensure the City Council was removed from being a Standards Authority.  Mr Eales explained that if the posts were not retained the Council would fail to meet its Development Control targets and would have difficulty in maintaining the planning policy would required to meet the requirements of the Local Development Scheme (LDS).

In meeting the development control targets the Council had been rewarded with additional funding through the Planning Delivery Grant (PDG).  The PDG had ended and the grant changed to the Housing and Planning Delivery Grant (HPDG) which rewarded achievement in preparing the documents identified in the LDS.  If the Council failed to meet the targets any HPDG would be abated and the Council would lose grant aid.  To compensate the loss of the PDG the Government increased planning application fees by an average of 20% with the aim of providing additional finance to maintain and improve performance.  The increase had been taken into account when setting the budget for 2008/09 with the anticipated income from planning application fees increasing from £534,000 to £613,000.  Last year an income of £487,000 was achieved and therefore the income target had been set too high.

(s)  The number of planning applications had dropped, was there a necessity to keep the same level of staff?

The Head of Planning and Housing Services (Mr Eales) explained that there was a projected reduction in the number of planning applications and a post had already been deleted.  When the Council was a Standards Authority the best practice was for each planning officer to have a maximum of 150 planning applications per year.  Planning Officers within the authority currently had more than 150 applications each and there was a number of major applications due which would require more than one case officer.  Mr Eales felt that the planning department did require additional resources to deal with the current level of applications.

The Environment and Infrastructure Portfolio Holder added that the Council had put in for a Growth bid and had aspirations to grow the City.  He felt it would be wrong for the Council to not have enough members of staff in the Planning Department.  In the past the authority had been very good at ‘growing their own’ Planning Officers.

A Member further commented that the Council should ‘grow their own’ staff and it should be encouraged more.

(t)  Was the Council in breach of contract if it was not using the Government money to maintain and improve performance and would this be highlighted if the Council was audited?

(u)  Could the 20% increase in income be ring fenced to maintain and improve performance?

Ms Brown responded that the money was not formally ringfenced and was supposed to be used for performance and as long as performance improved the use of the money would not be questioned.

· Learning City – a bid for £12,000 in 2009/10 and £50,000 in 2010/11, 2011,12 and 2012/13

The bid was to renew and extend the contract of the Learning City Manager to maintain and develop the Council’s priority of Learning City.  The post was the only resource that was dedicated to the priority.

(v)  Was there any scope to bring in external or partnership funding for the Learning City Post?  Members felt it was an important post with a clear remit.

The Environment and Infrastructure Portfolio Holder responded that money came from other areas to support Learning City activities and he agreed that the possibility of funding for the post should be investigated.

· Making Space for Water – a bid for £25,000 in 2009/10, 2010/11 and 2011/12 

The Making Space for Water group had been set up following the major flood event in 2005.  It was a multi-agency group and each partner had committed to a contribution of £25,000 per year.  The agreed funding expired at the end of 2008/09.  The bid sought the approval of funding at a similar level for the next three years.

(w)  A Member commented that the Making Space for Water work was very important and he was pleased to see it had been included in the budget process.  

(x)  What was the potential level of contribution from partners?

Mr Battersby responded that the level of contribution was still being validated.  The Environment Agency was committed to the project but there were still a number of decisions to be taken.

· Other Potential Pressures – 
(y) Was the £3,000,000 set aside for more than Job Evaluation?

Ms Brown stated that the money was allocated to cover the implications of Job Evaluation including any increase in the pay bill, pay protection and back pay.  A further minor impact was the need for temporary resources to deliver the implementation of the whole project.

(z) Members had serious concerns regarding the amount of mail they received and the size of the envelopes in relation to the contents.  Members felt smaller envelopes would be more appropriate and would reduce postage costs.  On occasion Members had received correspondence separately from different offices within the Civic Centre.

Members asked that, where possible, documents were emailed to them with an offer of hard copies if they required them.  

RESOLVED – 1) That the observations of the Community Overview and Scrutiny Committee, as outlined above, be conveyed to the Executive.

2)  That the Committee has serious concerns regarding the Carlisle Renaissance budget and felt that they could not support the budget until further details had been received;

3)  That Members were concerned at the volume of post being received and the method of distribution and asked that the matter be the subject of a review.

(b)  Summary of Savings Proposals

The Director of Corporate Services (Mrs Brown) submitted report CORP.65/08 summarising proposals for savings and additional income generation to be considered as part of the 2009/10 budget process.  The Savings Strategy approved by the Council on 5 February 2008 and endorsed in the Medium Term Financial Plan approved by Council on 9 September 2008 had concentrated on the following areas to deliver the savings required to produced a balanced longer term budget:

(a) Service Improvement Reviews

(b) Asset Review

(c) Shared Services

At this stage Members were being asked to give initial consideration to the new proposed permanent reductions in base expenditure budgets and also increases to income budgets from 2009/10.  The requests needed to be considered in the light of the projected budget shortfall.

The Executive had on 24 November 2007 (EX.303/08) considered the report and decided: 

“That the proposed reductions to the base budget and potential additional income generation from 2009/10 onwards, as set out in Report CORP.65/08, be received and forwarded to Overview & Scrutiny Committees for consideration as part of the budget process.”

Details of the proposals for savings and additional income generation which fell within the remit of the Committee were as detailed on the Agenda for the meeting.

In response to a question the Head of Economic and Tourism Services (Mr Beaty) explained that if the proposed changes in the Asset Review were agreed, 2013/14 would be the earliest date that the Council would see an income.

RESOLVED –  That Report CORP.65/08, Summary of Savings Proposals be noted.

c)
Summary of Charges Review

· Community Services
Report CS.94/08 was submitted setting out the proposed fees and charges for the services falling within the remit of the Community Services Directorate.  Where relevant background information was provided on performance in the current year.

The Executive had on 24 November 2008 (EX.298/08) decided in relation to this Committee’s area of responsibility that all the proposed charges (excluding car parking and commercial waste) in report CS.94/08 be forwarded to Overview and Scrutiny for their comments.

· Development Services
Report DS.140/08 was submitted setting out the proposed fees and charges for areas falling within the responsibility of the Development Services Directorate.

The Executive had on 24 November 2008 (EX.300/08) considered and agreed the report, including the proposed charges as set out in the Appendices with effect from 1 April 2009.

RESOLVED – That the decision of the Executive be noted.

Capital Budget Reports

d)  Provisional Capital Programme
The Director of Corporate Services (Mrs Brown) submitted report CORP.63/08 detailing the revised capital programme for 2008/09, together with the proposed method of financing as set out in Appendices A and B.  The report also summarised the proposed programme for 2009/10 to 2013/14 in the light of the capital bids submitted to date for consideration, together with the estimated capital resources available to fund the programme.

The Executive had on 24 November 2008 (EX.304/08) considered the report and decided:

“That the following be noted and referred to the Overview and Scrutiny Committees for consideration as part of the 2009/10 budget process:

1. 
The revised capital programme and relevant financing for 2009/09 as set out in Appendices A & B of report CORP.63/08.

2.
The capital spending request for 2009/10 to 2013/14 contained in Report CORP.63/08 in the light of the estimated available resources; and 

1. that any capital schemes approved by the Council may only proceed after a full report, including business case and financial appraisal, had been approved.”

Details of the new capital spending proposals which fell within the area of responsibility of the Committee were as detailed on the Agenda for the meeting.

A Member asked if the future commitments, which were listed in CORP.63/08, would be progressed and if so what work had been carried out?

Ms Brown explained that both the revenue and capital budgets were under severe pressure in all aspects of the budget.  The funding for the future commitments had not been clarified.  However, it was understood that the Council could not fund the commitments on its own and would rely on external funding to complete them.  She added that the Three Rivers Strategy could be removed and the IT Strategy had been included as part of Shared Services.  The Housing Strategy and the Asset Review Programme had both been included in this budget round.

Mr Battersby added that the Executive had commissioned work on the Tullie House Development and Trust Implications, Theatre and Arts Study and the Sports Facilities Study Implications.  Each would be reported back to Executive in 2009.

RESOLVED – That the Committee noted the position.







