E;%a Nottinghamshire
=4 1 County Council

County Hall West Bridgford Nottingham NG2 7QP

SUMMONS TO COUNCIL

date Thursday, 13 December 2018 venue County Hall, West Bridgford,
commencing at 10:30 Nottingham

You are hereby requested to attend the above Meeting to be held at the time/place and on
the date mentioned above for the purpose of transacting the business on the Agenda as
under.

Chief Executive

1 Minutes of the last meeting held on 20 September 2018 5-30

2 Apologies for Absence

3 Declarations of Interests by Members and Officers:- (see note
below)

(a) Disclosable Pecuniary Interests
(b) Private Interests (pecuniary and non-pecuniary)

4 Chairman's Business

a) Presentation of Awards/Certificates (if any)

5 Constituency Issues (see note 4)

6 Presentation of Petitions (if any) (see note 5 below)

7 Members and Officers of Groups 31-34
8 Treasury Management Mid-Year Report 2018-19 35-44
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10

11

12

Local Government Reorganisation Outline Case for Change and 45 - 130

Next Steps - Withdrawn from the agenda

Questions

a) Questions to Nottinghamshire and City of Nottingham Fire
Authority

b) Questions to Committee Chairmen
NOTICE OF MOTION

This Council notes that according to our constitution...
"Nottinghamshire County Council is committed to the principles of
openness and accountability and encourages the public to attend
meetings and take an active interest in how the Council works."
This Council further notes that as guardians of public money,
Nottinghamshire County Council is committed to the fundamental
principles of openness and transparency. This is the greatest
strength of local government, working with and for the people we
represent to strive for the very best services and the most effective
use of public money.

This Council therefore requests that the Monitoring Officer conduct a
review of:

1. Any meetings including Council Members relating to Council
functions and decision-making which are held in private.

2. Whether working groups of this County Council should be
held in public

3. To look into whether meetings should be streamed live on the
Council's website and Facebook page to ensure maximum
transparency and coverage.

The review will be reported back to Governance and Ethics
Committee to form an action plan ensuring the maximum amount of
business is held in public and that meetings are scheduled at times
which enable the widest possible access to elected councillors.
Councillor Jason Zadrozny Councillor David Martin

ADJOURNMENT DEBATE

(if any)
Notes:-

(A) For Councillors

(1) Members will be informed of the date of their Group meeting for
Council by their Group Researcher.

(2) The Chairman has agreed that the Council will adjourn for
lunch at their discretion.
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(3) (a) Persons making a declaration of interest should have
regard to the Code of Conduct and the Procedure Rules for
Meetings of the Full Council. Those declaring must indicate whether
their interest is a disclosable pecuniary interest or a private interest
and the reasons for the declaration.

(b) Any member or officer who declares a disclosable
pecuniary interest in an item must withdraw from the meeting during
discussion and voting upon it, unless a dispensation has been
granted. Members or officers requiring clarification on whether to
make a declaration of interest are invited to contact the Monitoring
Officer or Democratic Services prior to the meeting.

(c) Declarations of interest will be recorded and included in
the minutes of this meeting and it is therefore important that clear
details are given by members and others in turn, to enable
Democratic Services to record accurate information.

(4) At any Full Council meeting except the annual meeting, a
special meeting and the budget meeting, Members are given an
opportunity to speak for up to three minutes on any issues which
specifically relates to their division and is relevant to the services
provided by the County Council. These speeches must relate
specifically to the area the Member represents and should not be of
a general nature. They are constituency speeches and therefore
must relate to constituency issues only. This is an opportunity
simply to air these issues in a Council meeting. It will not give rise to
a debate on the issues or a question or answer session. There is a
maximum time limit of 30 minutes for this item.

(5) Members are reminded that petitions can be presented from
their seat with a 1 minute time limit set on introducing the petition.

(6) Members are reminded that these papers may be
recycled. Appropriate containers are located in the respective
secretariats.

(7) Commonly used points of order

36 - Supplementary Questions must be on the same matter

50 - The Member has spoken for more than 10 minutes

52 - The Member is not speaking to the subject under

discussion

55 - The Member has already spoken on the motion

60 - Points of Order and Personal Explanations

79 - Disorderly conduct

(8) Time limit of speeches

Motions
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50 - no longer than 10 minutes (subject to any exceptions set
out in the Constitution)

Constituency Issues
24 - up to 30 minutes allowed

Petitions
27 - up to one minute allowed

Questions to Committee Chairmen
32 - up to 60 minutes allowed

Adjournment Debates

74 - Mover has up to 5 minutes

75 - any other Councillor has up to 3 minutes

76 - relevant Committee Chairman has up to 5 minutes to reply

(B) For Members of the Public

(1) Members of the public wishing to inspect "Background Papers”
referred to in the reports on the agenda or Schedule 12A of the
Local Government Act should contact:

Customer Services Centre 0300 500 80 80

(2) The papers enclosed with this agenda are available in large
print if required. Copies can be requested by contacting the
Customer Services Centre on 0300 500 80 80. Certain documents
(for example appendices and plans to reports) may not be available
electronically. Hard copies can be requested from the above
contact.

(3) This agenda and its associated reports are available to view
online via an online calendar -
http://www.nottinghamshire.gov.uk/dms/Meetings.aspx
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E%a Nottinghamshire
=5 1 County Council

Meeting COUNTY COUNCIL
Date Thursday, 20 September 2018 (10.30 am — 5.58 pm)
Membership

Persons absent are marked with ‘A’

COUNCILLORS

Reg Adair
Pauline Allan
Chris Barnfather
Joyce Bosnjak
Ben Bradley
Nicki Brooks
Andrew Brown
Richard Butler
Steve Carr

John Clarke

Neil Clarke MBE
John Cottee

Jim Creamer
Mrs Kay Cutts MBE
Samantha Deakin
Maureen Dobson
Dr John Doddy
Boyd Elliott

Sybil Fielding
Kate Foale
Stephen Garner
Glynn Gilfoyle
Keith Girling
Kevin Greaves
John Handley
Tony Harper
Errol Henry JP
Paul Henshaw
Tom Hollis
Vaughan Hopewell
Richard Jackson
Roger Jackson

Mrs Sue Saddington (Chairman)
Kevin Rostance (Vice-Chairman)

Page 5 of 130

Eric Kerry

John Knight
Bruce Laughton
John Longdon
Rachel Madden
David Martin
Diana Meale

John Ogle

Philip Owen
Michael Payne
John Peck JP
Sheila Place

Liz Plant

Mike Pringle
Francis Purdue-Horan
Mike Quigley MBE
Alan Rhodes

Phil Rostance
Andy Sissons
Helen-Ann Smith
Tracey Taylor
Parry Tsimbiridis
Steve Vickers
Keith Walker
Stuart Wallace
Muriel Weisz
Andy Wetton
Gordon Wheeler
Jonathan Wheeler
Yvonne Woodhead
Martin Wright
Jason Zadrozny



OFFICERS IN ATTENDANCE

Anthony May (Chief Executive)

David Pearson CBE (Adult Social Care and Health) (part)
Jonathan Gribbin (Adult Social Care and Health)

Paul McKay (Adult Social Care and Health)

Sara Allmond (Chief Executives)

Carl Bilbey (Chief Executives)

Angie Dilley (Chief Executives)

Martin Gately (Chief Executives)

David Hennigan (Chief Executives)

Anna O’Daly-Kardasinska (Chief Executives)

Marjorie Toward (Chief Executives)

Rob Shirley (Chief Executives)

Nigel Stevenson (Chief Executives)

James Ward (Chief Executives)

Colin Pettigrew (Children, Families and Cultural Service)
Adrian Smith (Place)

OPENING PRAYER

Upon the Council convening, prayers were led by the Chairman’s Chaplain.

MINUTE SILENCE

A minute silence was held in memory of former County Councillor Tim Bell and
Honorary Alderman and former County Councillor Martin Brandon-Bravo

1. MINUTES

RESOLVED: 2018/033

That the minutes of the last meeting of the County Council held on 12 July 2018
be agreed as a true record and signed by the Chairman.

2. APOLOGIES FOR ABSENCE

The following apology was submitted:-
e Councillor Samantha Deakin — other reason

3. DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST

None

4. BUSINESS OUTSTANDING FROM THE LAST MEETING

The motion carried over from the last meeting had been withdrawn by the mover and
seconder.
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D. CHAIRMAN’S BUSINESS

(@) FORMER COUNTY COUNCILLOR TIM BELL AND HONORARY

ALDERMAN AND FORMER COUNTY COUNCILLOR MARTIN BRANDON-BRAVO

The Chairman and Councillors Adair, Bosnjak, Butler, Carr, Cottee, J Clarke,
Cutts, Knight, Laughton, Rhodes, Tsimbiridis, Weisz and G Wheeler spoke in
memory of former County Councillor Tim Bell and Honorary Alderman and
former County Councillor Martin Brandon-Bravo.

(b) PRESENTATION AND AWARDS

None

CHAIRMAN'S BUSINESS SINCE THE LAST MEETING

The Chairman updated the Chamber on the business she had carried out on
behalf of the Council since the last meeting.

6. CONSTITUENCY ISSUES

The following Member spoke for up to three minutes on issues which specifically
related to their division and were relevant to the services provided by the County

Council.

Councillor Roger Jackson — regarding car parking issues in Lowdham

7a. PRESENTATION OF PETITIONS

The following petitions were presented to the Chairman as indicated below:-

(1)

(2)

®3)

(4)

(5)
(6)

(7)

Councillor Tony Harper regarding the removal of a tree on Nottingham
Road, Eastwood

Councillor Roger Jackson regarding street lighting on Leeks Close,
Southwell

Councillor Keith Girling concerning the condition of the pavement of
Riverside Road, Fairway, Peebles, and part of Hawton Road, Newark

Councillor Keith Girling regarding concerns about HGV traffic on
Boundary Road, Newark

Councillor Phil Rostance regarding road repair requests in Hucknall

Councillor Pauline Allan requesting a residents parking scheme for
Henry Street and Larkspur Avenue, Arnold

Councillor Muriel Weisz requesting tarmac on the highway verge outside
Weaverthorpe Pre-School Centre, Arnold
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RESOLVED: 2018/034

That the petitions be referred to the appropriate Committees for consideration
in accordance with the Procedure Rules, with a report being brought back to
Council in due course.

7/b. RESPONSE TO PETITION PRESENTED TO THE CHAIRMAN OF THE
COUNTY COUNCIL

RESOLVED: 2018/035
That the contents and actions taken as set out in the report be noted.

8. NOTTINGHAMSHIRE YOUTH JUSTICE STRATEGY ANNUAL UPDATE

Councillor Philip Owen introduced the report and moved a motion in terms of resolution
2018/036 below.

The motion was seconded by Councillor Tracey Taylor
RESOLVED: 2018/036

That the 2018 annual update of the Youth Justice Strategy 2015-18, attached as
Appendix 1 to the report, be approved.

9. THE GREAT WAR ONE HUNDRED YEARS COMMEMORATIONS 2018

Councillor Mrs Kay Cutts MBE introduced the report and moved a motion in terms of
resolution 2018/037 below.

The motion was seconded by Councillor Keith Girling.

RESOLVED: 2018/037

1) That the sacrifice of the 14,000 brave men and women of Nottinghamshire who
gave their lives in the service of their country during the Great War be

acknowledged;

2) That the programme of events in 2018 to commemorate the end of the Great War,
as agreed by Policy Committee on 24 January 2018 be endorsed

3) That a final report on this programme of work be taken to Policy Committee, with
any interim update reports being taken the Communities and Place Committee.

10. COMMUNITIES AND PLACE REVIEW AND DEVELOPMENT COMMITTEE

Councillor Richard Butler introduced the report and moved a motion in terms of
resolution 2018/038 below.
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The motion was seconded by Councillor Nicki Brooks.
RESOLVED: 2018/038

1) That a Communities and Place Review and Development Committee be
established with terms of reference at set out in Appendix A of the report and that
the Council’'s Constitution be amended accordingly.

2) That Councillor Gordon Wheeler be appointed as Chairman and Councillor Errol
Henry JP as Vice Chairman of the new Committee until May 2019 and that the Vice
Chairman will always be a member of the Main Minority Group.

3) That Councillor John Handley be appointed as Vice Chairman of Communities and
Place Committee until May 2019 in place of Councillor Gordon Wheeler.

4) That the composition of committees and sub-committees as set out in Appendix B
of the report be confirmed.

11. OQUESTIONS

(a8 QUESTIONS TO NOTTINGHAMSHIRE AND CITY OF NOTTINGHAM FIRE
AUTHORITY

No questions were received
Council adjourned from 12.30pm to 1.30pm for lunch.

(b) QUESTIONS TO COMMITTEE CHAIRMAN

Six questions had been received as follows:-

1) from Councillor Andrew Brown concerning bus services to villages in the
Leake and Ruddington Division (Councillor John Cottee replied)

2) from Councillor Alan Rhodes regarding the Fair Funding Review for
Nottinghamshire (Councillor Mrs Kay Cutts MBE replied)

3) from Councillor Mike Pringle about funding for the Robin Hood Line
(Councillor John Cottee replied)

4) from Councillor Muriel Weisz concerning the response to ‘The lives we want
to lead’ consultation (Councillor Stuart Wallace replied)

5) from Councillor Liz Plant regarding Mental Health provision for children and
adolescents in Nottinghamshire (Councillor Dr John Doddy replied)

6) Councillor Jason Zadrozny about funding for the Local Government

Reorganisation Business Case and decision making (Councillor Mrs Kay
Cutts MBE replied)
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As far as question six was concerned, following receipt of the answer from
Councillor Mrs Kay Cutts MBE, Councillor Zadrozny moved:-

“That an adjournment debate take place on this question.”
This was seconded by Councillor Helen-Ann Smith.

The full responses to the questions above are set out in set out in Appendix A to these
minutes.

12. NOTICE OF MOTIONS

MOTION ONE

A Motion as set out below was moved by Councillor David Martin and seconded by
Councillor Tom Hollis:-

“This Council notes Nottinghamshire County Council's Highways capital and revenue
programme that is to be delivered during 2018/19.

This Council further notes the £20m to be invested in highways over the next 4 years
and the continued consultations with Councillors about their divisional priorities.

This Council notes however that with such a huge investment in our Highways, the
quality of any work is critical. This Council notes complaints from hundreds of
residents across Nottinghamshire about the quality of pot-hole repairs with this Council
having to repeatedly re-revisit and improve patching on our Highways.

This Council therefore instructs the Communities and Place Committee or the
Communities and Place Review and Development Committee to undertake regular
reviews of any highway’s improvements undertaken by this Council to ensure best
practice so that any investment in our Highways benefits Nottinghamshire for the long
term future.”

An amendment to the Motion as set out below was moved by Councillor John Cottee
and seconded by Councillor Phil Rostance:-

“This Council notes Nottinghamshire County Council's Highways capital and revenue
programme that is to be delivered during 2018/19.

This Council further notes the £20m to be invested in highways over the next 4 years
and the continued consultations with Councillors about their divisional priorities.

This Council notes however that with such a huge investment in our Highways, the
quality of any work is critical. This Council notes any complaints from hundreds—of
reS|dents across Nottlnghamshlre about the quallty of pot hoIe repairs with-this- Council

, ways and will re-visit
and improve such repairs Wherever there is a genuine safety issue.
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This Council therefore instructs the Cemmunities—and—Place—Committee—or—the
Communities and Place Review and Development Committee to uhdertake conduct
regular reviews of any highway’s improvements undertaken by this Council to ensure
best practice so that any investment in our Highways benefits Nottinghamshire for the
long term future.”

Councillor David Martin accepted the amendment.

Following a debate, the Motion as amended was put to the meeting and after a show
of hands the Chairman declared it was carried and it was:-

RESOLVED: 2018/039

This Council notes Nottinghamshire County Council's Highways capital and revenue
programme that is to be delivered during 2018/19.

This Council further notes the £20m to be invested in highways over the next 4 years
and the continued consultations with Councillors about their divisional priorities.

This Council notes however that with such a huge investment in our Highways, the
quality of any work is critical. This Council notes any complaints from residents across
Nottinghamshire about the quality of pot-hole repairs and will re-visit and improve such
repairs wherever there is a genuine safety issue.

This Council therefore instructs the Communities and Place Review and Development
Committee to conduct regular reviews of any highway’s improvements undertaken by
this Council to ensure best practice so that any investment in our Highways benefits
Nottinghamshire for the long term future.

MOTION TWO

A Motion as set out below was moved by Councillor Jason Zadrozny and seconded
by Councillor Helen-Ann Smith:-

“This Council notes the ongoing problems caused by synthetic cannaboid substances
like Black Mamba and Spice. Black Mamba, Spice and similar drugs are currently
Class B drugs and are illegal to produce, supply or import in Britain.

This Council further notes that drugs like these do not just have a devastating impact
on users but also cause huge demand on public services and our Police and other
Emergency Services.

This Council calls for the substances and similar substances to be reclassified as
Class A drugs to give our Police more powers to deal with the issues created by their
misuse. These are substances that belong in the highest category of narcotics,
alongside heroin and cocaine.

This Council believes that the illegal use of drugs like Spice and Black Mamba are the
biggest threat to public health for a generation and congratulates Lincolnshire’s Police
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and Crime Commissioner Marc Jones and 19 other PCCs for writing to the Home
Secretary calling for the drugs to be reclassified.

This Council regrets that Nottinghamshire’s current Police and Crime Commissioner
has not counter-signed the letter.

This Council therefore resolves to:

1. Ask the Leaders of the Ashfield Independents, Conservatives, Labour and the
Mansfield Independent Forum to write a joint letter to the Home Secretary Rt. Hon.
Sajid Javid MP to outline Nottinghamshire County Council’s support to reclassify
drugs like Black Mamba and Spice to Class A Drugs.

2. This Council further calls for Paddy Tipping, Nottinghamshire’s current Police and
Crime Commissioner to join his PCC colleagues and write to the Home Secretary
calling for a reclassification of these drugs and for extra resources to deal with it.

3. To request that the Adult Social Care and Public Health Committee receives
regular reports on the problems that the misuse of these drugs are causing across
our County for users, residents and traders.”

An amendment to the Motion as set out below was moved by Councillor Stuart Wallace
and seconded by Councillor Tony Harper:-

“This Council notes the ongoing problems caused by synthetic cannaboid substances
like Black Mamba and Spice. Black Mamba, Spice and similar drugs are currently
Class B drugs and are illegal to produce, supply or import in Britain.

This Council further notes that drugs like these do not just have a devastating impact
on users but also cause huge demand on public services and our Police and other
Emergency Services.

This Council calls on Government to carefully consider all of the evidence for
these substances and similar substances to be reclassified as Class A
drugs alongside heroin and cocaine, and for giving te-give our Police more powers

to deal with the issues created by their misuse.—Fhese-are-substances-that-belong-in
the highest category of narcotics, alongside heroin and cocaine.

This Council believes that the illegal use of drugs like Spice and Black Mamba areis

a the-biggest threat to public health and a matter of public concern fera-generation

and notes that eengratulates Lincolnshire’s Police and Crime Commissioner Marc
Jones and 19 other PCCs have written ferwiriting to the Home Secretary calling for
the drugs to be reclassified.

This Council therefore resolves tethat:
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1. Ask+tThe Leaders of aII qroups on the County CounC|I will the—Ashfield

write ajomt Ietter to Nottlnqhamshlre Members of Parllament asklnq them to
lobby the Home Secretary The Rt. Hon. Sajid Javid MP to consider all of the

evidence for eutlineNettinghamshire-County-Counci's—suppert-te reclassifying
drugs like Black Mamba and Spice to Class A-Brugs.

32. Tereguestthatthe Adult Social Care and Public Health Committee will receives
regular reports on the numbers of referrals where New Psychoactive

Substances are identified, allowing Members to report any further examples
of the problems being caused by thatthe misuse of these drugs are-causing
across our County for users, residents and traders:, and to discuss any further
actions they require.”

Council adjourned from 3.32pm to 3.45pm.
Councillor Jason Zadrozny accepted the amendment.

Following a debate, the Motion as amended was put to the meeting and after a show
of hands the Chairman declared it was carried and it was:-

RESOLVED: 2018/040

This Council notes the ongoing problems caused by synthetic cannaboid substances
like Black Mamba and Spice. Black Mamba, Spice and similar drugs are currently
Class B drugs and are illegal to produce, supply or import in Britain.

This Council further notes that drugs like these do not just have a devastating impact
on users but also cause huge demand on public services and our Police and other
Emergency Services.

This Council calls on Government to carefully consider all of the evidence for these
substances and similar substances to be reclassified as Class A drugs alongside
heroin and cocaine, and for giving our Police more powers to deal with the issues
created by their misuse.

This Council believes that the illegal use of drugs like Spice and Black Mamba is a
threat to public health and a matter of public concern and notes that Lincolnshire’s
Police and Crime Commissioner Marc Jones and 19 other PCCs have written to the
Home Secretary calling for the drugs to be reclassified.

This Council therefore resolves that:

1. The Leaders of all groups on the County Council will write a joint letter to
Nottinghamshire Members of Parliament asking them to lobby the Home Secretary
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The Rt. Hon. Sajid Javid MP to consider all of the evidence for reclassifying drugs
like Black Mamba and Spice to Class A.

2. The Adult Social Care and Public Health Committee will receives regular reports
on the numbers of referrals where New Psychoactive Substances are identified,
allowing Members to report any further examples of the problems being caused by
the misuse of these drugs across our County for users, residents and traders, and
to discuss any further actions they require.

MOTION THREE

A Motion as set out below was moved by Councillor Jim Creamer and seconded by
Councillor Sybil Fielding:-

“This council congratulates its Planning Officers for the comprehensive written
evidence submitted to the House of Commons Communities and Local Government
Committee on guidance for local authorities taking planning decisions on fracking
applications.

In summarising this written evidence, the authority highlighted the need for
involvement in such applications throughout the various stages of the decision making
process. This authority’s response also emphasised:

‘The need to include both local professional and specialist input, as well as
opportunities for elected members to represent their communities. The views of local
people must be given the same level of consideration as is currently the case. It must
remain a fair and transparent process and one with which local people feel able to
engage’.

This council further commends the work of the Ministry of Housing, Communities and
Local Government in their Consultation document ‘Permitted development for shale
gas exploration’, which summarised the findings of a National Consultation on this
issue, and noted:

1) No justification or evidence had been provided for why fracking has been singled
out to be included in a national planning regime.

2) Mineral Planning Authorities should be free to adapt their Local Plans as they see
fit as long as they do not arbitrarily restrict fracking developments. It is essential
that Mineral Planning Authorities have the right to put conditions in their Local
Plans which can be justified having proper regard to local circumstances.

3) It is essential that Mineral Planning Authorities are sufficiently resourced to deal
with fracking planning applications.

This council is in full support of the guidance issued by the House of Commons Select
Committee, published July 5" 2018. Furthermore, this council resolves to respond to
the current consultation on permitted development for fracking, reiterating that the right
to determine shale gas applications for Nottinghamshire remains within our
jurisdiction, and does not support any proposal to grant the status of ‘Permitted
Development’ for shale gas applications.”
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An amendment to the Motion as set out below was moved by Councillor Chris
Barnfather and seconded by Councillor Tracey Taylor:-

“This council congratulates its Planning Officers for the comprehensive written
evidence submitted to the House of Commons Communities and Local Government
Committee on guidance for local authorities taking planning decisions on fracking
applications.

r—sSummarising this written evidence, the authority highlighted the need for
involvement in such applications throughout the various stages of the decision making
process. This authority’s response also emphasised:

‘The need to include both local professional and specialist input, as well as
opportunities for elected members to represent their communities. The views of local
people must be given the same level of consideration as is currently the case. It must
remain a fair and transparent process and one with which local people feel able to
engage’.

In_this spirit, the Council respects the rights of Community Liaison Groups
which are properly established as a condition of a planning permission to
provide an open dialogue between local residents, the County Council as the
Minerals Planning Authority and the site operators.

This eCouncil welcomes the opportunity to comment on the two furthercommends
the—work—of—the Ministry of Housing, Communities and Local Government in
their Sconsultation documents ‘Permitted development for shale gas exploration’ and
‘Inclusion _of shale gas projects in_the Nationally Significant Infrastructure
Project regime’, which-summarised and supports the findings of the Housing,
Communities and Local Government Committee report on ‘Planning guidance
on fracking’, in particular thata-Natieral-Censultation-on-thisissue,and-noted:

1) No justification or evidence had been provided for why fracking has been singled
out to be included in a natienal-planning-Nationally Significant Infrastructure
regime.

2) Mineral Planning Authorities should be free to adapt their Local Plans as they see
fit as long as they do not arbitrarily restrict fracking developments. It is essential
that Mineral Planning Authorities have the right to put conditions in their Local
Plans which can be justified having proper regard to local circumstances.

3) It is essential that Mineral Planning Authorities are sufficiently resourced to deal
with fracking planning applications.

This council is in generalfult support of the guidance issued by the House of Commons
Select Committee, published July 5" 2018. Furthermore, this council resolves to
respond to the current consultation on p’Permitted development for shale gas
exploration’ fracking;-and the consultation for ‘Inclusion of shale gas production
projects in the Nationally Significant Infrastructure Project regime’. We believe

that, on balance, reiterating—that the right to determine shale gas exploration
applications for Nottinghamshire should remains within our jurisdiction, and we does

Page 15 of 130 11



not support any proposal to grant the status of ‘Permitted Development’ for shale
gas exploration applications.”

Council adjourned from 4.55pm to 5.07pm

Councillor Creamer accepted the amendment, with the agreement of Councillor
Barnfather that it be recorded that the mover of the amended motion be recorded as
Councillor Barnfather and the seconder recorded as Councillor Creamer to
demonstrate the cross-party support for the motion.

Following a debate the Motion as amended was put to the meeting and after a show
of hands the Chairman declared it was carried and it was:-

RESOLVED: 2018/041

This council congratulates its Planning Officers for the comprehensive written
evidence submitted to the House of Commons Communities and Local Government
Committee on guidance for local authorities taking planning decisions on fracking
applications.

Summarising this written evidence, the authority highlighted the need for involvement
in such applications throughout the various stages of the decision making process.
This authority’s response also emphasised:

‘The need to include both local professional and specialist input, as well as
opportunities for elected members to represent their communities. The views of local
people must be given the same level of consideration as is currently the case. It must
remain a fair and transparent process and one with which local people feel able to
engage’.

In this spirit, the Council respects the rights of Community Liaison Groups which are
properly established as a condition of a planning permission to provide an open
dialogue between local residents, the County Council as the Minerals Planning
Authority and the site operators.

This Council welcomes the opportunity to comment on the two Ministry of Housing,
Communities and Local Government consultation documents ‘Permitted development
for shale gas exploration’ and ‘Inclusion of shale gas projects in the Nationally
Significant Infrastructure Project regime’, and supports the findings of the Housing,
Communities and Local Government Committee report on ‘Planning guidance on
fracking’, in particular that:

1) No justification or evidence had been provided for why fracking has been singled
out to be included in a Nationally Significant Infrastructure regime.

2) Mineral Planning Authorities should be free to adapt their Local Plans as they see
fit as long as they do not arbitrarily restrict fracking developments. It is essential
that Mineral Planning Authorities have the right to put conditions in their Local
Plans which can be justified having proper regard to local circumstances.
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3) Itis essential that Mineral Planning Authorities are sufficiently resourced to deal
with fracking planning applications.

This council is in general support of the guidance issued by the House of Commons
Select Committee, published July 5" 2018. Furthermore, this council resolves to
respond to the current consultation on ‘Permitted development for shale gas
exploration’ and the consultation for ‘Inclusion of shale gas production projects in the
Nationally Significant Infrastructure Project regime’. We believe that, on balance, the
right to determine shale gas exploration applications for Nottinghamshire should
remain within our jurisdiction, and we do not support any proposal to grant the status
of ‘Permitted Development’ for shale gas exploration applications.”

13. ADJOURNMENT DEBATE

Following the motion by Councillor Jason Zadrozny that an adjournment debate take
place on question six, which was duly seconded, the motion was debated.

In accordance with the Constitution, no vote was taken.
During this item the Chairman exercised her discretion to extend the meeting by 30

minutes to enable the business of the meeting to be completed.

The Chairman declared the meeting closed at 5.58 pm.

CHAIRMAN
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APPENDIX A

COUNTY COUNCIL MEETING HELD ON 20™ SEPTEMBER 2018
QUESTIONS TO COMMITTEE CHAIRMEN

Question to the Chairman of the Communities and Place Committee from
Councillor Andrew Brown

Would the Chairman of Communities and Place join me in welcoming recent news that
up to 14,000 new jobs will be created at and around East Midlands Airport, and does
he share my belief that even more jobs will materialise in the future, given the perfect
location of this site at the heart of the UK for air and land-based freight operations?

In view of these fantastic opportunities on our doorstep, does he understand the
frustration of residents of most villages in my division that they still have no direct bus
service to the airport, or to the new Roxhill Gateway Development, or to East Midlands
Parkway Station, meaning they face a round trip of up to two hours to access a site
which should be only a 10-15 minute bus drive away?

This frustration is compounded by the knowledge that a ‘Skylink Express’ service
bypasses these villages every day as it travels between the airport and Nottingham;
while another Skylink service stops regularly on its way through Beeston, Chilwell and
Toton; and a further Skylink service has just been announced to serve East
Staffordshire, which lies many miles West of the airport.

Would the Committee Chairman agree that residents in my division deserve a bus
service which gives them direct access to these jobs, as well as the flights on offer,
and will he investigate every possible way of delivering this for the benefit of these
villages and businesses?

Response from Councillor John Cottee, Chairman of the Communities and Place
Committee

Thank you, Councillor Brown, for your question. | know this is a major issue for
residents of the division you share with Councillor Adair, and one which you have
raised before through a Constituency Issues speech to this Council, and at other
committee meetings.

As part of the forthcoming Transport Review, our officers will be considering how the
County Council in partnership with local bus operators can deliver the ambitions of the
Council's Strategic Plan, and specifically the Place Department element of the Plan,
to improve connectivity and access to the emerging job opportunities across the
County and the East Midlands, which of course includes the airport and the East
Midlands Enterprise Gateway (or EMEG for short). Officers are already engaged with
a group of key EMEG stakeholders, which includes the adjoining counties of
Leicestershire and Derbyshire, the District Councils, major employers such as MandsS,
DHL, SEGRO, and local bus operators, all with a view to delivering our Public
Transport Strategy.
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Good progress has already been made with the Skylink network which is now largely
commercial, but as you rightly say, the ‘Skylink Express’ service, whilst valuable to
those seeking a fast and direct link between the airport and Nottingham, does not stop
to collect passengers within the villages in Leake and Ruddington division.

So, our attention has now turned to addressing the residual gaps in the network to the
east of the East Midlands airport site and to improve rural access in particular. We are
engaging with all the local bus operators to look at innovative transport solutions, such
as Demand Responsive Transport, as well as more traditional fixed bus routes.

| have asked officers from the County Council to work with EMEG, to look at funding
opportunities to deliver better transport for local residents, which could also inform
future bus provision across Nottinghamshire.

| share your view that people living within such close distance of the airport should
have public transport available to access the opportunities it offers. Recent media
reports suggest there are well over 10,000 new jobs being created, on top of the
60,000 already in existence in that vicinity, with more expected to follow.

As ever, when new bus services are provided, there is a "use it or lose it" factor which
dictates whether those services go from strength to strength or disappear, but with the
economy of the area booming it is difficult to believe that there would not now be good
foundations for a commercially viable route.

| know from our recent conversations that you have a particular desire to see good
transport links established for the East Midlands Airport Academy, and the Defence
and National Rehabilitation Centre officially opened by the Duke of Cambridge in June
this year. | am sure the work being undertaken will take these facilities into
consideration.

| assure you that, working with all our partners, Nottinghamshire County Council
officers will look at all the available options to improve bus services and links to other
public transport services in your area, and across Nottinghamshire as a whole.

Question to the Leader of the Council from Councillor Alan Rhodes

Could the Leader please provide members with an update on the progress of the Fair
Funding Review for Nottinghamshire, (presented to Full Council in November 2017)
and could she include details of all correspondence on the matter?

Response from the Leader of the Council, Councillor Mrs Kay Cutts MBE

In October 2015 the Government announced its intention to enable local government
to retain all business rates raised locally. The Government also committed to a full
review of the needs and redistribution mechanism for local authorities.

This became known as the Fair Funding Review, and as part of our response, a

unanimous decision was made at Full Council last November to write to the Secretary
of State for Communities and Local Government, at that time The Rt. Hon. Sajid Javid,
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explaining how Nottinghamshire along with other areas of the East Midlands has
suffered from the lowest level of public expenditure in the country for many years.

This letter was sent “on behalf of and including all Nottinghamshire County
Councillors” on 11" December, and a reply was received from the Secretary of State
at the end of January 2018 which was circulated to Members.

At the Budget meeting on 28" February, Councillor Richard Jackson quoted directly
from the letter which said, and | quote:

‘You rightly highlight councils’ hard work to deliver efficiency savings, and | ...
acknowledge the contribution which councils have made to balancing their books.
Collectively, you have delivered a better deal for local taxpayers, while satisfaction
with local public services has been broadly maintained.’

Sajid Javid added:-

‘You raise concerns regarding the distribution of funding to Nottinghamshire,
particularly for social services. | can confirm that | remain committed to the Fair
Funding Review as an important way to address concerns about the fairness of current
funding distribution.’

Since then, the Local Government Association has been collaborating with local
authorities and central government to take these proposals forward. Both the Chief
Executive Anthony May and our Service Director for Finance Nigel Stevenson have
been involved in these discussions and working groups. They have continued to
engage with the Ministry for Housing, Communities and Local Government and the
LGA to progress issues around Fair Funding and Business Rates
Retention. Members can find agendas and technical papers on the progress of Fair
Funding and Business Rates Retention on the LGA website.

At Finance and Major Contracts Management Committee on 19" March this year,
Members agreed the Council’'s response to the Government’s data gathering
consultation exercise, named ‘Fair Funding — A Review of Relative Needs and
Resources’.

In July, the County Council volunteered to take part in research commissioned by the
Ministry for Housing Communities and Local Government and the Department for
Education into the development of a new children’s services funding formula, and on
the 34 September we received a request for data in this regard, for which we will meet
the response deadline of 24" September.

Meanwhile, various professional bodies, such as the Association of Directors of Adult
Social Services, the Society of County Treasurers, and the County Council's Network,
have been collating data from Councils to help shape the overall debate on local
government funding and the Fair Funding Review.

So, Chairman, a lot of work is still going on in the background, but beyond the

Secretary of State’s earlier letter we still await further “official” developments worthy of
report to the Policy Committee or Full Council.
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Question to the Chairman of the Communities and Place Committee from
Councillor Mike Pringle

| should like to congratulate Councillor Cottee on the first draft of the Visitor Economy
Strategy which came to Policy Committee last week. Given the need for increased
connectivity throughout our region, would Councillor Cottee be prepared, with the
support of myself and Councillor John Peck, to write to the Secretary of State for
Transport seeking funding to reinstate the Robin Hood line, which would undoubtedly
strengthen our tourism offer in Nottinghamshire?

Response from Councillor John Cottee, Chairman of the Communities and Place
Committee

As you will be aware, the County Council has already invested over £200,000 on
feasibility work to help progress the opening of the line between Shirebrook and
Ollerton, and it is worth making the point that no other organisation has funded any of
these works. It is estimated that it will cost a further £1 million to undertake the
remaining feasibility works which the Council is unable to fund and we have therefore
discussed alternative funding arrangements with Government representatives.

As part of the Department for Transport’s published responses to the East Midlands
Rail franchise consultation it stated that the next operator of the East Midlands
franchise will be required to submit a business case to the Secretary of State to
demonstrate the case for opening the line to Ollerton for passenger
services. Therefore, any potential Department for Transport funding for this scheme
is dependent on the outcome of that business case, which will not be undertaken until
after the new franchise starts in August 2019.

However, | am happy to write to the Secretary of State to ask that the Department for
Transport press for the Robin Hood line extension business case to be developed by
the franchisee, and submitted to the Department for Transport for consideration, as
soon as possible following the award of the franchise.

The Council also considers that it is up to Central Government, if it supports the
scheme following the submission of the business case, to develop a funding package
to deliver the improvements that does not require the County Council to pay for the
majority of the associated capital works and any ongoing revenue running costs.

Question to the Chairman of the Adult Social Care and Public Health Committee
from Councillor Muriel Weisz

Given the absence of the promised Green Paper from the government to address the
crisis in social care, the LGA paper ‘The lives we want to lead’ is currently out for
consultation. Can the Chairman inform members what the Council’s likely response
will be to the following key point made in the consultation document - ‘Significant
reductions to council’s funding from national government is now jeopardising the
impact local government can have in communities across the country’?
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Response from the Chairman of the Adult Social Care and Public Health
Committee, Councillor Stuart Wallace

| thank Councillor Weisz for her question, about a matter which is of most crucial
importance for the future of many people, not only in this county but right across the
country. My answer will only refer to what we have control over here in
Nottinghamshire. | am not making any predictions on what should happen elsewhere
in the country.

In the March 2017 Budget, the Conservative Government said that it would publish a
Green Paper on Social Care to allow for a public consultation. Unfortunately, the
publication of the Green Paper has been delayed until this Autumn 2018, with the
announcement that a 10-year plan for the NHS would need to be developed
alongside. The Government has said that the proposals in the Green Paper will
ensure a care and support scheme that is sustainable in the long term, which is crucial.
As the then Minister responsible for the Green Paper, Damian Green, told the House
of Commons in November 2017, “reform of this vital sector of care and support has
been a controversial issue for many years, but the realities of an ageing society mean
that we must reach a sustainable settlement for the long-term”. And the key word of
course is that it has to be a sustainable settlement, it cannot be a fix.

In a speech in March 2018, the then Health and Social Care Secretary, Jeremy Hunt,
outlined seven key principles to guide thinking on the Green Paper. | will give you the
seven, and | will state where Nottinghamshire is already working towards these.

First of all was ‘quality and safety embedded in the service provision’.

The second is ‘whole-person, integrated care with NHS and social care systems
operating as one’. You will have seen from the comments made by the Sustainability
and Transformation Partnership (STP) that we are already integrating many of our
services and driving forwards towards that objective. It is also important to tell this
Council, indeed many of you already know, that we have been accepted, or rather the
Greater Nottinghamshire STP has been accepted by the Government as an ICS
(Integrated Care System).

Going forward, the highest possible control of support should be given to care users
and service users. We already do this through our system of giving people the funding
to organise their own care. We also do this by enabling them to do self-assessment,
so they can be in control of their future and in control of the service we provide.

‘A valued workforce’ is crucial and important, and although we suffer - or rather the
units and businesses we engage suffer in that they sometimes have difficulty in
retaining staff - overall we are still able to manage and provide support all the way,
from all of the tiers of care.

‘Better practical support for families and carers’ — the next Adult Social Care and Public

Health Committee in October will have a paper on the new care offer that we are
providing to carers which is, | believe, well supported by them.
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‘A sustainable funding model for social care supported by a diverse, vibrant and stable
market’. | believe that Nottinghamshire manages to achieve this by being honest in
the way it pays monies out to different companies, and the way that we accommodate
new developments, such as incorporating increases to the living wage.

‘Greater security for all’ — for those born and developing a care need early in life and
entering old age. They need to know what their future is. We already do that, we
build, we show that there is a practical system by which people are cared for.

At the same time that the then Secretary of State for Health and Social Care made this
announcement, he also made a further announcement, which said that
Nottinghamshire is one of three [pilot] sites selected to take a proactive and joined up
approach to:-

e assessment of people with health and social care needs
e integrated personal budgets for health and care funding.

This would be a pilot, where people will receive better and more joined up care
achieved by multidisciplinary teams delivering services as simply and effectively as
possible. That programme is being constructed now and will be developed for the
later part of this year and early next year.

There are four main issues which | think need to be addressed in the Green Paper:-

e Thefirstis to ensure there is sufficient funding for the existing means-tested system
that we operate in this country. The sector’s funding gap is calculated by the LGA
to be £2.3bn annually. This evidence of a system under pressure has been
provided by a range of think tanks and reports including the National Audit Office
and the Office of Budget Responsibility. We all know that as austerity has worked
through, as we have tried to restore Britain’s economic position, pressures have
come across all departments. Health and social services have to take part;

e The second is how much should the state (and therefore the population) pay for
social care collectively and how much should continue to fall on individuals and
individual families? Anyone with over £23,250 in savings or capital assets will pay
the full cost of their care. For some people this is difficult, although we do in this
county run a system of deferring payments which does help. People also contribute
from their income where this is above a minimum level, which according to
Government advice depends on age, and is around £189 a week for older persons.

e The third is what further reform would improve the system and help deliver social
care? | think the Government have said that this should include integration with
health and other care services, carers, workforce, technological developments and
the interface with housing. | am able to say that today, an announcement was made
by the NHS that Nottinghamshire has been selected to receive a tranche of monies
towards technologies allowing hospitals, such as the one in Bassetlaw which will
get the largest sum of money, to be able to communicate through their
computerised systems with social care. At the moment, neither can speak to each
other.
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e The fourth is how [do] we pay for the social care now and in the future? The state
pays just above 1% of GDP towards social care. If you look around the world it is
a small proportion of national wealth. Most economists predict that this will need to
rise as we become richer and more of us live longer. The average life expectancy
of someone with Down’s syndrome has gone from 23 in 1980 to 60 today. There
is a 4.5% increase in the number over 85’s each year that live in Nottinghamshire
and while this is good and people are enjoying their longer life, they do come to us
with longer term conditions.

| do recognise that funding pressures are considerable and are set to grow. | think we
have done much in this county through our adult social care strategy to build a modern,
efficient and effective social care service based on promoting independence, choice
and control. | actually think and am quite proud to say that Nottinghamshire is held in
unrivalled esteem by the rest of the care service [sector]. We remain in budget, whilst
services are excellent. People come to view us to see how we operate and | think that
in itself is a complement not just to this Administration, but also the Administration
before us, and our Administration before that.

Question to the Chairman of the Health and Wellbeing Board from Councillor Liz
Plant

Research states that 1 in 10 children and adolescents need support and treatment for
mental health issues, and that over half the mental health problems in adult life start
by age 14, and 75% by age 18. Given such stark facts, can the Chair of the Health
and Wellbeing Board be confident that the ambitions outlined in the government’s
Future in Mind document to transform the delivery of the local service offer for children
and adolescents with mental health issues is being delivered, and that all financial
resources are being spent appropriately to deliver an improved, joined up offer for
children and adolescents throughout Nottinghamshire?

Response from the Chairman of the Health and Wellbeing Board, Councillor Dr
John Doddy

This is a crucial question because of the very statistics that [Councillor Plant] points
out. This question asks about the mental health of the children of Nottinghamshire
and you would think this had been taken directly from a document we know very well
— our ‘Joint Health and Wellbeing Strategy 2018-2022".

The number one priority is to give every child the best chance in life. What worse
chance can a child have than suffering a mental illness and not getting timely care for
that? This thought comes straight from [Sir Michael] Marmot in 2010, the Professor of
Epidemiology and Public Health [at University College, London] saying that if we give
children a good start in life then we can actually create social mobility and address the
social inequality that exists. This is about how we deliver mental health services to
allow that child to get a good start in life, allow them to go to school, allow them to get
a good education, allow them to get a good job, allow them to get a good house and
therefore allow them to move up through the ranks of social mobility.

Demographically (from the recent publication, some 170 odd pages of the demography
of Nottinghamshire), one in ten, what does it mean? It means that we have 785,800
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people within Nottinghamshire, of whom 23% are children. That means over 180,000
children, of whom one in ten - over 18,000 potential children — could suffer a mental
illness. That's quite a staggering statistic.

So, to deliver [mental health services] well, under the guidance of Future in Mind, is
very important. We know the problem exists, we know it is important in terms of social
mobility and the health and wellbeing of children and giving them a good start, and we
now know demographically the size of the potential problem. You [Councillor Plant]
said 75% of the mental illnesses [in adult life] start in childhood [up to 18 years], but
this doesn’t necessarily mean that it progresses into adulthood because the normal
time limit for a lot of illnesses is eight to twelve months, and a lot of mental illnesses
which come on in later life. We have talked in the past about dementia and age-related
illnesses such as Parkinson’s Disease, strokes, etc., so there are a whole host of
mental illness that are independent of childhood, but there are indeed quite a lot that
exist in childhood and some that then continue into adulthood. It is not just the fact
that they continue into adulthood, it's the fact that they can destroy childhood and [a
child’s] education, meaning that by the time they get to adulthood they have actually
lost many potential opportunities in their life. Mental illness in childhood can be
nothing less than devastating to the progress of that child going forward.

So, when we look at that and we say to ourselves, well, how are we going to address
such a complex problem as this, you have to first understand the situation and the life
we are in. The world we are in is generating children with mental illness. Part of
‘Future in Mind’ was put forward by Norman Lamb [Minister for State Care and Support
until May 2015] who formed a [Children and Young People’s Mental Health and
Wellbeing] Taskforce and said that we must develop resilience in our children, the
ability to get through challenges in their lives in order to allow them to go forward and
have a happy and healthy and prosperous life. We need children who are in safe
homes. We need children who can play both indoors and outdoors safely. We need
children who can go to school and feel safe at school and feel that they are not
intimidated at school and that it is a place of learning and a place of good experiences,
not a place of fear. We need children who can feel that they are in control of their own
destiny, not children that feel that they are victims. We need children who can take
blows, who can get knocked back, who even if they experience episodes of mental
illness still have that resilience to allow them to move forward.

So today’s world creates the challenges. Today’s world creates the environment where
children do get exposed. And if they don’t have that resilience - which comes from
within communities, which comes from each and every one of us working in our
communities, from the spirit of communities getting people involved in community
activities to make them feel valued - if that doesn’t happen, and you don’t have that
resilience and you suffer from mental illness, then children, the same as adults, can
suffer mental health problems (not just depressed).

Children, perhaps more uniquely, self-harm. One in four teenage girls is thought to
self-harm. A staggering figure. When | started in medicine | would never see that,
but now, looking after a Secure Unit, | go in and see kids every week and their whole
arms look like sleeve tattoos, you cannot see a single area of skin that has not been
cut open. | see children inserting pens under the skin and then going to hospital and
coming back and doing it again. Self-harm has become an epidemic as an expression
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of mental illness in young people today. Eating disorders - anorexia and bulimia - still
kill people. Anorexia is the single biggest killer in the country in terms of eating
disorders. | have a lot of experience of seeing kids with anorexia.

In terms of mental illness, children, particularly those with any sort of learning
disabilities, particularly those who have stresses in their lives, develop anxiety. They
have a fear of going outside. It starts simply and then grows and becomes a specific
anxiety. “l don't like school” - school phobia, school avoidance; then it's “I don't like
going outside”, then it's “I don't like talking to people” and at that very point, that's
where the intervention is required, because failure to intervene has a devastating
consequence.

This brings me to the comments of Norman Lamb in 2014, published in 2015, saying
we need a cohesive approach to developing a solution to the problem. However, if
you don’t know the size of the problem, if you don’t know the circumstances in which
it thrives, if you don’'t know the levels of resilience, it's hard to give that joined-up
service. We are seeking to deliver that joined-up service through the Nottingham City
and Nottinghamshire Joint Local Transformation Plan for Children and Young People’s
Emotional and Mental Health 2016 - 2020. The plan, developed through a partnership
between Nottinghamshire and Nottingham City, gives details on how we are working
together to develop, deliver and monitor [the effectiveness of] mental health services
for children and young people locally.

We have the Nottinghamshire Children and Young People's Mental Health and
Wellbeing Executive Group made up of NHS, Public Health, other local authority
colleagues and Health Watch, a group of people coming together to monitor and
ensure that we are implementing the very thing asked for by the ‘Future in Mind’ policy
document. So you now have a local transformation plan and a monitoring executive
group to oversee implementation of the plan and the individual projects designed to
ensure that the aims delivered.

One of the things within the plan - there are two elements to it, a 74 page complete
document and an executive summary — is the aim of developing on-line support. So,
over the last two years, we have put £300,000 into ‘Kooth’, a mental health online
counselling service for adolescents with mental health problems. There is a service
provided by the Children’s Society, called ‘Safe Time’ for children who have had
abuse, for children who suffered from sexual abuse. Child and Adolescent Mental
Health Services (CAMHS) have beefed up their services to reduce waiting times,
seeing every child and examining and beginning treatment within as short a time as
possible (average wait is 11 weeks, but the 18 week target does not apply to
CAMHS). In addition to that, we have a children’s rapid response service, which sees
children in crisis as soon as possible in their own homes and also in hospital, ensuring
they don’t get stuck in hospital longer than needed.

So we not only have a clear transformation plan, we not only have a high level group
that monitors progress, we not only have specific eating disorder clinics that have been
set up, but also specific online services and specific intervention services. This leaves
me in no doubt whatsoever to say, in answer to your question, that we are excelling in
the delivery of ‘Future in Mind’, we are excelling in the delivery of our plan, we are
excelling in the delivery of services, and | am confident that fiscally and in terms of
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face-to-face services we are doing remarkably well. | would like to thank the Council
and particularly the Commissioning Hub in Public Health for their delivery of the Future
in Mind programme and such a fantastic service.

Question to the Leader of the Council from Councillor Jason Zadrozny

This Council is commencing building a case that could see the biggest change in Local
Government in Nottinghamshire since 1974. It has already committed £270,000 of
public money to the project. Can Councillor Cutts expand on the total amount it will
cost when we include Nottinghamshire Council Officers' time?

Who does she think is best placed to make the decision to scrap our local councils in
this County - the people or politicians?

Response from the Leader of the Council, Councillor Mrs Kay Cutts MBE

This proposal isn't “the biggest change in Local Government in Nottinghamshire since
1974”, but another change.

Nottinghamshire County Council agreed with our colleagues in the City that in 1998 it
would be better for the representation of County and City residents if the City became
a unitary authority based on the City Council boundaries, and not a district council in
a two-tier system — which was the case after the 1974 review.

| have had no correspondence from any Leader of the City Council, nor any Chief
Executive, urging me to revert to the previous system and therefore the only
conclusion | can come to is that they are satisfied with unitary status and would not
wish to go back to those arrangements under the 1974 Act.

| am not surprised that Councillor Zadrozny is opposed to the current proposals, since
he has only recently become the Leader of Ashfield District Council. | therefore
understand the position he takes because — under a unitary authority for the whole of
Nottinghamshire — his post would become redundant.

The fact is that this Council voted in favour of exploring the possibility of a unitary
authority for Nottinghamshire at the last Full Council meeting on 121" July 2018.

Therefore, it is my duty to carry out these instructions, which is why a cross-party
working group has been set up which conducted its first meeting on 6" September
2018. Councillor Zadrozny’s Group placed him on this committee, together with
Members from other parties, where all forms of Local Government for Nottinghamshire
were discussed, using the building blocks of whole district and borough councils as
we are obliged to do by Government. We looked at the different configurations that
might create a unitary authority.

Government guidelines state that the population of any new unitary authority should
be substantially more than 300,000, though there is no upper figure, as has been
suggested by some district councils. Officers of this Council have researched this and
can find no Government guidance on exact upper limits of population.
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Councillor Zadrozny asks how much the Local Government Reorganisation
preparation work will cost in terms of officers’ time. The simple answer is that we
cannot know until it has concluded, but we estimate around £100,000, contained within
a small team in the Council. This of course is a notional calculation based on officers’
salaries, and not “extra” money being spent.

Nottinghamshire County Council’s overheads are just 0.18%, some of the lowest for
any County Council. District Councils in Nottinghamshire, on average, spend 12.74%
of their budget on overheads — except for Ashfield District Council, where overheads
amount to 21% of their total budget.

Most of the £270,000 we are proposing to spend is to engage an independent, well-
regarded organisation to carry out on this Council’s behalf a proper consultation with
members of the public — including face-to-face interviews, group interviews, online
surveys, and hard copies placed in County Council Libraries, of which there are 60 in
this county, including nine in the district of Ashfield.

These amounts are of course one-off costs which would be offset almost five times
over by the savings that could be made by no longer holding seven separate district
council elections. The average cost of district council elections across the country is
£259,000 for each district, so multiplied by the seven districts in Nottinghamshire this
adds up to £1.81 million pounds for just one electoral cycle. This is money that could
be better spent on services rather than running district elections, for which the district
council chief executives receive an honorary sum.

Only after proper consultation has been carried out by an independent organisation
on local government reorganisation, and when this Council has had a further report -
| will say that again, when this Council has had a further report - will any decisions be
made over the next steps.

In the meantime, this administration will work tirelessly to produce a balanced budget
for our debate in February. | would welcome any suggestions from the Ashfield
Independents or any other Group as to how this Council can save £54 million as well
as continue to provide services, for which there is a rising demand. We have an
obligation to the people of Nottinghamshire who elected us to make difficult decisions
on their behalf, but have regard to their needs and not our own ambition or our current
positions. We are here to serve the public, not ourselves.
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Iﬁ‘%a Nottinghamshire Report to Full Council
== 1 County Council 13 December 2018

Agenda Item: 7

REPORT OF THE CHIEF EXECUTIVE

MEMBERS AND OFFICERS OF GROUPS

Purpose of the Report

1. To report details of the current membership of the political Groups of the Council, together
with the names of officers appointed within the Groups

Information

2. ltis a requirement for Members to note the composition of the political Groups of the Council
as required by the Committees and Political Groups Regulations made under the Local
Government and Housing Act 1989.

3. The Chief Executive has received notification that the Group formerly known as the
Nottinghamshire County Council Conservatives and Mansfield Independent Forum Group will
now be know as The Nottinghamshire County Council Conservatives and Mansfield
Independent Group. The Group retains the same membership as before as set out in
appendix A. Appendix A also includes details of the officers for each political group which also
remain the same.

4. There are currently three political Groups on the Council, which are:-

¢ the Nottinghamshire County Council Conservatives and Mansfield Independent Group
e the Nottinghamshire County Labour Group
e the Ashfield Independents Group

5. In addition to the three Groups detailed within this report, there are two non-aligned County
Councillors who are not part of any political Group of the Council. These are Councillor Steve
Carr (Liberal Democrats) and Councillor Maureen Dobson.

6. There has been no change to the membership of the Groups since the last report to Full
Council on 10 May 2018.

7. Regulations made under the Local Government and Housing Act 1989 require that seats on
Committees and Sub-Committees are allocated to the political groups in a way which reflects
the overall balance of the Council. The political balance has not changed since the last report
to Full Council on 10 May 2018.

Other Options Considered
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8. None, it is a requirement of the Constitution to report any changes to the political groups of
the Council to Full Councll

Reason/s for Recommendation/s

9. Itis necessary for Council to note the political Groups on the Council and their Officers as set
out in the Constitution.

Statutory and Policy Implications

10.This report has been compiled after consideration of implications in respect of crime and
disorder, data protection and information governance finance, human resources, human
rights, the NHS Constitution (public health services), the public sector equality duty,
safeguarding of children and adults at risk, service users, smarter working, sustainability and

the environment and where such implications are material they are described below.
Appropriate consultation has been undertaken and advice sought on these issues as required.

RECOMMENDATION/S
1) That the membership of the political groups be noted
2) That in accordance with the Procedure Rules, the Officers of the Groups be noted.
Anthony May
Chief Executive
For any enquiries about this report please contact:
Constitutional Comments (SLB 21/11/2018)
Full Council is the appropriate body to consider the content of this report.
Financial Comments ([initials and date xx/xx/xx])
11.
Background Papers and Published Documents
Except for previously published documents, which will be available elsewhere, the documents
listed here will be available for inspection in accordance with Section 100D of the Local
Government Act 1972.
e None

Electoral Division(s) and Member(s) Affected

e All

Page 32 of 130 2



APPENDIX

MEMBERS AND OFFICERS OF GROUPS

(A) Nottinghamshire County Council Conservatives and Mansfield Independent Group

35 Members

Reg Adair

Chris Barnfather
Ben Bradley
Andrew Brown
Richard Butler
Neil Clarke MBE
John Cottee

Mrs Kay Cutts MBE
Dr John Doddy
Boyd Elliott
Stephen Garner
Keith Girling

John Handley
Tony Harper
Vaughan Hopewell
Richard Jackson

Bruce Laughton
John Longdon
John Ogle
Philip Owen

Francis Purdue-Horan

Mike Quigley MBE
Kevin Rostance
Phil Rostance

Mrs Sue Saddington
Andy Sissons
Tracey Taylor
Steve Vickers
Keith Walker
Stuart Wallace
Gordon Wheeler
Jonathan Wheeler

Roger Jackson Martin Wright
Eric Kerry

Officers

Leader: Councillor Mrs Kay Cutts MBE
Deputy Leader: Councillor Reg Adair

Business Manager: Councillor Richard Butler

(B) Nottinghamshire County Council Labour Group

23 Members

Pauline Allan
Joyce Bosnjak

Diana Meale
Michael Payne

Nicki Brooks John Peck JP
John Clarke Sheila Place

Jim Creamer Liz Plant

Sybil Fielding Mike Pringle
Kate Foale Alan Rhodes
Glynn Gilfoyle Parry Tsimbiridis
Kevin Greaves Muriel Weisz
Errol Henry Andy Wetton
Paul Henshaw Yvonne Woodhead
John Knight

Officers

Leader: Councillor Alan Rhodes

Deputy Leader: Councillor Kate Foale

Business Manager: Councillor Nicki Brooks
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6 Members

Samantha Deakin David Martin
Tom Hollis Helen-Ann Smith
Rachel Madden Jason Zadrozny
Officers

Leader: Councillor Jason Zadrozny

Deputy Leader: Councillor Tom Hollis

Business Manager: Councillor Helen-Ann Smith

(D) Other Members

Councillor Steve Carr (Liberal Democrats)
Councillor Maureen Dobson (Independent)
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E%a Nottinghamshire Report to County Council
%=1 County Council 13 December 2018

Agenda Item: 8

REPORT OF CHAIRMAN OF FINANCE AND MAJOR CONTRACTS
MANAGEMENT COMMITTEE

TREASURY MANAGEMENT MID-YEAR REPORT 2018/19

Purpose of the Report

1.

To provide a mid-year review of the Council’s treasury management activities in 2018/19 for
the 6 months to 30 September 2018.

To seek approval to vary the treasury management (TM) policy with regard to Pension Fund
cash, which is managed separately from Council cash but up to now has adopted the same
TM policy.

Information

3.

Treasury management is defined as “the management of the council’s investments and
cashflows; its banking, money market and capital market transactions; the effective control of
the risks associated with those activities; and the pursuit of optimum performance consistent
with those risks”.

County Council approves the Treasury Management Policy and Strategy and also receives
mid-year and full year outturn reports. The Council delegates responsibility for the
implementation, scrutiny and monitoring of its treasury management policies and practices to
the Treasury Management Group, comprising the Service Director (Finance, Infrastructure &
Improvement), the Group Manager (Financial Management), the Senior Accountant (Pensions
& Treasury Management) and the Senior Accountant (Financial Strategy & Compliance).

In the first half of 2017/18, borrowing and investment activities have been in accordance with
the approved limits as set out in the Council’'s Treasury Management Policy and Strategy.
Appendix A provides a detailed report on the treasury management activities and Appendix B
provides a breakdown of the transactions during the period. The main points to note are:

e All treasury management activities were undertaken by authorised officers within the
limits agreed by the Council.

¢ All investments were made to counterparties on the Council’s approved lending list.

e £10m of new borrowing has been raised since the start of the financial year, and £7.9m
of existing debt has been redeemed on maturity.

e Over the 6 month period the Council earned 0.65% on its short-term lending, performing
better than the average 7 day London Inter-Bank Bid (LIBID) rate of 0.56%.
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6.

Up to now Pension Fund cash has always been managed using the same treasury
management policy as Council cash. The Council’'s cash balances are managed according to
the principles of security, liquidity and yield, but Pension Fund cash, while needing to be
managed securely, serves a different role, leavening the effect of some of the more volatile
assets like equities. Cash holdings must grow in proportion to the Fund size, and so it has now
become necessary to increase the limits on deposits of cash made by the Fund in the money
market funds (MMFs) it uses. It is therefore proposed to increase the limit on each approved
Pension Fund MMF cash balance from £20m to £40m.

Reasons for Recommendation/s

7.

It is considered good practice for Members to consider treasury management planned and
actual performance at least three times per financial year, firstly in the Strategy Report before
the start of the year, then in this Mid-Year Report, and also in the Outturn Report, after the
close of the financial year.

Although managed separately from the County Council’'s cash, the Pension Fund has
heretofore adopted the same cash management policy as the Council. It is now necessary to
vary this, and this needs to be approved by the County Council, which is the administering
authority for the Pension Fund.

Statutory and Policy Implications

9.

This report has been compiled after consideration of implications in respect of crime and
disorder, data protection and information governance finance, human resources, human
rights, the NHS Constitution (public health services), the public sector equality duty,
safeguarding of children and adults at risk, service users, smarter working, sustainability and
the environment and where such implications are material they are described below.
Appropriate consultation has been undertaken and advice sought on these issues as required.

Financial Implications

10. The money market funds selected by the Council for depositing cash balances are highly liquid

and meet strict criteria to ensure a high credit rating. Increasing the limit on each MMF to
£40m necessarily increases the Pension Fund's exposure in this area, but as MMFs are
considered to be one of the lowest risk investments in the money markets, the risk associated
with this increased exposure is negligible.

RECOMMENDATION/S

1) That County Council members approve the actions taken by the Section 151 Officer to date

as set out in the report.

2) That County Council members approve the new policy relating to Pension Fund cash balances

invested in money market funds.
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Councillor Richard Jackson
Chairman of Finance and Major Contracts Management Committee

For any enquiries about this report please contact:
Tamsin Rabbitts — Senior Accountant (Pensions & Treasury Management)

Constitutional Comments (SLB 02/11/2018)

11.This is mainly an updating information report and the County Council is the correct body for
considering that information. The County Council is also the administering authority for the
Pension Fund and is therefore the correct body for considering changes to the Pension Fund’s
cash management policy.

Financial Comments (TMR 02/11/18)

12.The financial implications are set out in paragraph 10.

Background Papers and Published Documents

Except for previously published documents, which will be available elsewhere, the documents

listed here will be available for inspection in accordance with Section 100D of the Local

Government Act 1972.
e None

Electoral Division(s) and Member(s) Affected

e All
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Appendix A

TREASURY MANAGEMENT MID-YEAR REPORT 2018/19

1.2

1.3

1.4

1.5

1.6

Treasury Management Activity

The Council’s treasury management strategy and associated policies and practices for
2018/19 were approved in February 2018 by Full Council. The Council manages its
investments in-house and invests with institutions on its approved lending list, aiming to
achieve the optimum return on investments commensurate with appropriate levels of
security and liquidity.

Table 1 below provides a monthly analysis of the Council’s treasury management activity
to the end of September:

Table 1 Fixed Term Fixed Term MMF MMF Monthly
Invested Redeemed Invested Redeemed Total
£ £ £ £ £

Total b/f 4,500,000 49,050,000 53,550,000
April 0 (2,000,000) 71,200,000 (47,750,000) 21,450,000
May 0 0 72,850,000 (71,300,000) 1,550,000
June 0 0 30,250,000 (64,900,000) (34,650,000)
July 0 0 67,800,000 (51,700,000) 16,100,000
August 0 0 55,200,000 (52,900,000) 2,300,000
September 0 (500,000) 59,950,000 (56,150,000) 3,300,000
Total c/f 4,500,000 (2,500,000) 406,300,000 (344,700,000) 63,600,000

This shows that very little use has been made of fixed-term deposits, while active use
has been made of the money market funds (MMFs) on the Council’s counterparty list.
This was due mainly to the Council delaying its borrowing in order to delay the cost of
carrying borrowed cash and thereby make savings. Money market funds provide instant
access in a ‘low cash’ environment are much more liquid than fixed-term investments.

The Council’'s investment return (total interest receivable divided by the average
outstanding principal) for the first half of the financial year was 0.65%. Over the same
period the average 7 day LIBID was 0.56%.

A snapshot of the Council’s investments outstanding as at 30 September is shown in the
table below.

Investment
Table 2: Returns on Investments Balance Return
£m %
Fixed Term Investments — LAMS 2.0 2.89
Fixed Term Investments - Other 0.0 0.00
Money Market Funds 61.6 0.67
Total 63.6 0.67

There were no major changes made to the Council’s lending criteria during the first half
of the year. The lending list itself is regularly monitored.
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2.1

2.2

2.3

2.4

Appendix A

Long Term Borrowing

Over the past several years the Council has partly financed the capital programme by
using its cash balances (referred to as ‘internal borrowing’). This utilises earmarked
reserves, general fund reserves and net movement on current assets until the cash is
required for their specific purposes.

This strategy has the effect of postponing external borrowing, thereby making short-term
savings for the Council and also reducing credit risk (by holding lower cash balances).
However, this cashable benefit has to be weighed against the risk of not borrowing and
taking advantage of lower interest rates which may increase in future. Delaying
borrowing could therefore potentially lead to increased long-term costs. Therefore, it
sometimes might be necessary for the Council to borrow before the demand for cash is
felt from a cashflow perspective.

The Council’s Treasury Management Strategy for 2018/19 indicated that at least £40m of
borrowing would be required to finance the capital programme and maintain liquidity. In
June 2018 the Council took £10m of this from the PWLB.

An update to the Council’s forecast borrowing requirement for 2018/19 is provided in the
table below:

Table 3 2018/19 2018/19
Strategy Revised
£m £m
Borrowing requirement
Capital Financing Requirement 802.0 776.0
Less:
- Long-term liabilities (121.7) (115.7)
- Existing borrowing (441.8) (451.8)
- Cap Ex to be financed by borrowing (1) (49.6) (49.4)
- Replenishment/Replacement borrowing (2) 4.9 24.5
Internal borrowing (A) 193.8 183.7
Cash and cash equivalents 20.0 20.0
Fixed investments 0.0 0.0
Y/E investment balances (B) 20.0 20.0
Cash deployed (A+B) 213.8 203.7
comprising:
- Forecast earmarked reserves 165.3 180.2
- Forecast working capital 48.5 23.5
Borrowing summary:
2018/19 borrowing requirement (1+2) 44.7 249
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Appendix A

2.5 This table shows that the Council expects to be under-borrowed by approximately £184m
relative to its Capital Finance Requirement, which roughly equates to the forecast
earmarked reserves. It also indicated that further borrowing of around £25m will be
required during 2018/19. However, if PWLB or market rates appear favourable, and if
cashflow dictates, then an amount greater than this may be taken. Conversely, slippage
in the capital programme may result in a lesser amount being required.

2.6 The chart below shows how current borrowing compares with the prudential indicators

and shows that borrowing has been managed within these limits. The operational
boundary for 2018/19 was set at £5638m and the authorised limit at £563m.

Borrowing Limits 2018/19

600

550

m
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450 ......................... e

400
Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep

Authorised Limit === 0perational Boundary esss-- Actual Borrowing

2.7 The chart below shows that PWLB interest rates from the PWLB were very stable over
the first half of the financial year. However, treasury officers continue to monitor rates
with a view to borrowing when these become relatively favourable.
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2.8

3.1

3.2

3.3

3.4

Appendix A

PWLB Maturity Loans 2018/19

5

01 Apr 18
15 28-Sep-1R

0.5

1 LYY 10 11 154 16 206 21 254 26 30k 31 15 36 0k 41 454 46

Although the Council always has the option of rescheduling (i.e. redeeming old debt and
replacing it with new debt) its existing long-term PWLB debt, it still remains unlikely that
this will occur in the near future, given the PWLB’s current redemption policy. This
generally means that local authorities pay a large premium to reschedule. In practice, the
Council’s policy is to let all debt mature naturally.

Pension Fund Cash Balances

The Council’'s cash balances are managed according to the Prudential Code, with
specific regard to the principles of security, liquidity and yield. The aim in managing these
balances is no ensure, firstly, that credit risk is minimized; secondly, that balances are
adequate such that payments can be made when they fall due; thirdly, that a reasonable
rate of return is obtained on any sums invested.

The Code does not cover pension fund cash investments, but Pension Fund cash has to
date been managed under the same treasury management policy.

However, pension fund cash, while needing to be managed with regard to security,
liquidity and vyield, serves a different purpose than Council cash. Pension fund cash is
given a specific allocation within the fund (up to 10%), with the aim of balancing the effect
of some of the fund’'s more volatile assets (such as equities). This implies that cash
holdings will grow broadly in proportion to the fund size. So, on a £5bn fund, cash
balances could be as high as £500m.

Currently, for both the County Council and the pension fund, a limit of £20m applies to
each of 5 different money market funds (MMFs) for highly liquid cash investments. This
provides total ‘headroom’ of £100m each for the Council and the fund. However, given
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3.5

Appendix A

the significantly higher cash balances often retained by the fund, it is proposed to
increase the limit on approved MMF cash balances from £20m to £40m. This will afford
the pension fund some £200m of headroom in total.

Although this does not impact at all on the Council’s treasury management policy, it
should be recognized that the County Council is the administering authority for the
Pension Fund. The County Council is therefore the correct body for considering changes
to the Pension Fund’s cash management policy.
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E%a Nottinghamshire Report to County Council
=41 County Council 13 December 2018

Agenda Item: 9

REPORT OF THE LEADER OF THE COUNCIL

LOCAL GOVERNMENT REORGANISATION
OUTLINE CASE FOR CHANGE AND NEXT STEPS

Purpose of the Report

1. The purpose of this report is to seek approval of the County Council to undertake further
consultation in respect of Local Government Reorganisation (LGR) in Nottinghamshire.

Information

2. At County Council on 12 July 2018, Motion 3 was agreed with regard to Local Government
Reorganisation. This motion instructed officers ‘to continue their work preparing a formal case
for a unitary authority and to bring forward a report to a future meeting of County Council
setting out the Business Case’.

3. At Policy Committee on 12 September 2018, Members received an update on the work to
prepare an outline case for change for local government in Nottinghamshire. This report
included details on the following areas:

e The Government’s criteria and advice on LGR.

e The structure and scope of the case for change.

e The approach to financial analysis and validation of the potential savings that could accrue
by moving to a unitary structure.

e The two-phased approach proposed to engagement and consultation with the public and
other stakeholders.

4. On 14 November 2018, Policy Committee agreed the five configuration options to be assessed
as part of the outline case for change. In addition, Policy Committee was updated on the
engagement activities that had been undertaken to date with stakeholders and the public.

Outline Case for Change

5. The Future of Local Government in Nottinghamshire Outline Case for Change (OCC) is
attached at Appendix One (bound separately) and is structured to cover the following areas:

e The key challenges and future needs of Nottinghamshire.

e An assessment of the potential options for local government reorganisation including a
financial appraisal; phase one engagement appraisal and options appraisal.
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e The County Council’s vision of how a new unitary council could operate.
e Next steps and conclusion.

6. The Outline Case for Change concludes that the preferred option for consultation is for a single
unitary council with potential savings of £27 million per year to be made on annual operational
expenditure. It is estimated that this option would also incur £19 million of one -off
implementation costs.

7. The Outline Case for Change concludes that one new unitary council could offer broader
benefits for the prosperity and health and well-being of Nottinghamshire residents. These
benefits could include more effective and efficient services, a stronger local voice for residents
and a single strategic voice for the County, speaking up regionally and nationally.

8. There were mixed views about a move to a unitary structure arising from the public and
stakeholder engagement with no clear consensus for change. The engagement was high-
level and it is recommended that a further period of more intensive consultation be conducted
in 2019. This would allow the public and local stakeholders to express views on whether they
believe change to the structure of local government is desirable, and if so whether they agree
with the Council’s preferred option, or another option.

Next Steps

9. If the County Council approves the recommendations in this report, consultation will be
undertaken commencing in January 2019. It was agreed by Policy Committee on 12
September 2018 that this consultation would be a formal consultation exercise with residents
and a broader range of stakeholders.

10.The cost of Phase 2 of the consultation exercise is estimated to be £140,000 and was included
in the budget approved at Policy Committee on 12 September 2018. An independent social
research company, Opinion Research Services (ORS), an expert in this area, will undertake
this work as with phase one.

11.The formal consultation activity would seek to engage a broader range of stakeholders and
provide more detail for both information and debate. It would consist of:

a. A seminar with all the County Council’s elected members
At this seminar ORS would outline the purpose and aims of the consultation process, and
how members could participate, and engage their communities and constituents.

b. An open consultation questionnaire available on line and with paper copies at
libraries
The consultation questionnaire would be available for stakeholders to have their say on
Local Government Reorganisation. It would be widely publicised to maximise awareness
amongst the public.

c. Arepresentative residents telephone survey
This approach is recommended by ORS and the Consultation Institute and seeks to
achieve views from all types of residents in order to provide overall results based on the
make up of the general public. The telephone surveys would focus on gathering responses
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from a representative sample of the population to ensure suitable geographic coverage
across Nottinghamshire. Approximately 1,500 residents would be surveyed.

d. Deliberative forums with residents
The purpose of this qualitative consultation would be to elicit opinions and attitudes about
the important issues which underpin Local Government Review, using group discussions
to stimulate reflection and openness. Within a broad agenda of topics, one forum would be
held per district (seven in total) to give participants the opportunity to raise their own
priorities. Representatives would be randomly selected but profiling would ensure they are
representative of their geographic area and local demographics.

e. Stakeholder events with businesses, district and borough councils, town and parish
councils and voluntary sector representatives
These events would gather stakeholder views and would be held at times throughout the
day and evening and across the county with a view to increasing opportunities for
attendance.

f. Telephone interviews with priority stakeholders
These would gather the views of the key stakeholder organisations at a strategic level,
including the district and borough councils, blue light services, health partners, universities
and business leaders.

g. Analysis of feedback from other formats (e.g. letters and emails) and social media
analysis
This will ensure that feedback from all sources is included.

12. Subject to the decision of Council on 13 December 2018 the formal public consultation would
commence on Monday 14 January 2019 and take place over 10 weeks. This would ensure
the formal consultation activity is completed before the pre-election period, which begins on
26 March 2019 for all the District and Borough Councils, and Nottingham City Council.

Conclusion

13.1t is proposed to undertake consultation on Local Government Reorganisation. The
consultation would be with the public of Nottinghamshire and local stakeholders. Consultation
would seek views on whether to change local government structures, and if so what form the
new structures should take, including both the Council’s preferred option of a single unitary
structure and other options.

14.Feedback from the formal public consultation exercise will be carefully considered. A report
on the outcome of the consultation will be taken to County Council in summer 2019, along
with a report with recommendations as to appropriate next steps.

Other Options Considered

15.Seven options in total for Local Government Reorganisation were considered at the Policy
Committee meeting on 14 November 2018. It was agreed not to proceed with further analysis
of two of these options, primarily due to the substantial differences in population density.
Accordingly, if there is to be consultation as recommended, these will not be options on which
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the Council will specifically seek views. That said, the consultation will allow consultees to
express views about opinions which the Council does not specifically put forward for
consultation.

Reason/s for Recommendation/s

16.To enable members of the County Council to determine whether to proceed to formal
consultation with the public and stakeholders about Local Government Reorganisation.

Statutory and Policy Implications

17.This report has been compiled after consideration of implications in respect of crime and
disorder, data protection and information governance finance, human resources, human
rights, the NHS Constitution (public health services), the public sector equality duty,
safeguarding of children and adults at risk, service users, smarter working, sustainability and
the environment and where such implications are material they are described below.
Appropriate consultation has been undertaken and advice sought on these issues as required.

18. As part of the preparation of the Outline Case for Change an Equality Impact Assessment has
been undertaken. The development of the Outline Case for Change has regard to this
assessment, which has been published on the County Council’'s website to inform decision
makers in considering this proposal. The Equality Impact Assessment states that it is
anticipated that the proposal will have a neutral impact on people with protected
characteristics.

RECOMMENDATION/S

Taking into account the conclusions reached in the report entitted ‘The Future of Local
Government in Nottinghamshire Outline Case for Change’ it is recommended that:

1) Formal consultation about Local Government Reorganisation is undertaken with the public
of Nottinghamshire and local stakeholders starting on 14 January 2019 for a period of 10
weeks.

2) The formal consultation is undertaken using the methods set out in paragraph 11 of this
report.

3) The formal consultation seeks views on whether to change local government structures,
and if so what form the new structures should take, including both the Council’s preferred
option of a single unitary structure and other options including the status quo.

4) The Chief Executive of the County Council is authorised to finalise the details of the
consultation.

5) County Council considers the consultation outcome and decides upon appropriate next
steps during summer 2019.

6) The County Council and the District and Borough Councils work together to identify
opportunities for joint working and continue a dialogue about the future of local government
in Nottinghamshire.

Councillor Mrs Kay Cutts MBE
Leader of the Council

Page 48 of 130 4



For any enquiries about this report please contact:
Celia Morris, Group Manager, Performance and Improvement
T:0115 977 2043/ E: celia.morris@nottscc.gov.uk

Constitutional Comments (HD 04/12/18)

19. County Council has the authority to determine the recommendations set out within the report.

Financial Comments (NS 04/12/18)

20.The financial implications arising from the Outline Case for Change are set out in paragraph
6. These savings and costs were externally verified by Deliotte. The additional external costs
for the formal consultation of £140,000 will be contained within the budget of £270,000
approved at Policy Committee in September 2018.

Background Papers and Published Documents

Except for previously published documents, which will be available elsewhere, the documents
listed here will be available for inspection in accordance with Section 100D of the Local
Government Act 1972.

‘Review of local government reorganisation savings’ - Deloitte

Full Report of public and stakeholder engagement - Opinion Research Services
Nottinghamshire Area Profile

Equality Impact Assessment

Local Government Reorganisation Update paper to Policy Committee on

14 November 2018

Local Government Reorganisation - Development of the Case for Change paper to Policy
Committee on 12 September 2018

Amended Motion Three to County Council on 12 July 2018

Electoral Division(s) and Member(s) Affected

All
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Executive Summary

This outline case for change evaluates the

opportunities for changing the structure of local

government in Nottinghamshire as an enabler of a -
much bigger vision for the future of the County. 7T.) °

Our vision is to provide twenty first century local government services that take advantage of
technology and are locally focused to deliver what people and businesses in Nottinghamshire
require.

We want to ensure that Nottinghamshire is the best place it can be for everyone; is healthy,
vibrant and inclusive; aspirational and ambitious; where people want to live, visit, learn and

4

work; where ambitions are achieved and there is increased prosperity for residents and
businesses.

The outline case for change considers the
options of retaining the status quo and
moving to a single tier of local government in
the county of Nottinghamshire.

A single tier structure is where there is just
one level of local government responsible
for all local services in the area (this is
referred to as a unitary council). All local
authorities in Scotland, Wales and Northern
Ireland operate as unitary councils, as

do some 55 authorities in England.

The outline case for change is based on
proposals for Nottinghamshire County
Council and the seven district and borough

councils. It excludes Nottingham City Council,

which is already a separate unitary council
outside of the Nottinghamshire County
Council administrative area.

The outline case for change sets out the
current operating context, carries out an
assessment of the options and describes the
County Council's vision for how a new unitary
council could work.
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Current Operating Context

The way we live our lives is changing at

an unprecedented rate. The world we live

in is evolving, with rapid advancements

in technology, healthcare, improved
connectivity and changes to the way that we
do business.

There are a number of drivers which underpin
this outline case for change:

» The current two-tier structure of local
government in Nottinghamshire can be a
barrier to strategic planning, efficient and
effective delivery of services, and lobbying
to Government.

« Residents and local businesses often find
the current two-tier system confusing
and are not clear about which council has
responsibility for which service.

» Over the last five years all eight
Nottinghamshire authorities have seen a
£120 million reduction in Revenue Support
Grant from Government.

» There is increasing demand on services
with population growth, an ageing
8pulation and increasing health demands.



The modernisation of local government

is an opportunity to give Nottinghamshire
the strength it needs to deliver services for
communities and businesses and to address
the challenges and needs of a modern
society.

Assessing the Options

The financial appraisal is based on a

single unitary council option and a two
unitary council option for the county of
Nottinghamshire compared against the cost
of the status quo.

The financial appraisal has been carried out
in accordance with the method prescribed by
Ernst & Young and published in the County
Council Network’s publication ‘Independent
Analysis of Governance Scenarios and Public
Service Reform in County Areas’.

* The financial modelling estimates that
a single unitary council could achieve
annual operational expenditure savings of
£27.1 million compared to the current two
tier arrangement. This saving arises from
the consolidation of common services
and activities across the Councils, and
excludes any potential savings from the
transformation of County only services
such as social care; the opportunity for
more joined up working with other public
sector partners such as health, and capital
receipts from a rationalised and improved
estate.

* A two unitary council arrangement
could generate annual savings of £16.4
million compared to the current two tier
arrangement. This saving reflects the
same consolidation and transformation
considerations as above.

The cost of implementation of the two
options does not vary significantly, with the
single unitary option estimated to cost around
£19.2 million and the two unitary option
£20 million. This results in a significantly
better return on investment for the single
unitary option, as well as a shorter payback
period.

The County Council commissioned
accountants from Deloitte to validate the
accuracy and impartiality of the modelling
work undertaken and Deloitte concluded that:

COverall the approach
taken to calculate costs
and savings is robust at this
stage of the process.”’

The phase one engagement appraisal

is based on the public and stakeholder
engagement carried out by an independent
social research company, Opinion Research
Services (ORS).

The phase one listening and engagement
period was to gain initial views and
perceptions and ran from 1 October 2018 —
31 October 2018. During this time residents,
stakeholders and staff were invited to provide
feedback through a range of routes. The
phase one engagement has shown that at this
stage there are mixed views about a move to
a unitary council structure.

A consistent theme from the engagement was
the need for more information before a better
informed view can be reached. A second
phase of consultation has been proposed

that would be a more formal exercise, directly
engaging a broader range of stakeholders,
and providing more detail on the preferred
option for both information and debate.

The options appraisal is based on the
Government criteria, local criteria and
legislation. The following parameters were
considered when identifying options to
ensure that they:

» Contain a population of greater than
300,000;

e Maintain reasonable levels of population
density (current density is 392 population
per km?);

» Are within the existing administrative
boundaries of Nottinghamshire County
Council;

Page 54 of 1@66 based on current district and borough
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¢ Are likely to improve local government.

The options appraisal was carried out by the
County Council and incorporates the findings
of the financial appraisal and the phase one
public and stakeholder engagement.

The County Council's preferred option is for
one single unitary council. The Council's view
is that this option would:

1. Best support the future development of
services for residents, businesses and
visitors to the County;

2. Reduce the complexity that the public and
partners face when dealing with councils
and provide a single point of accountability
for local government;

3. Deliver the greatest possible level of
financial savings to ensure the future
sustainability of services that people need
and want.

The New Council

Under the proposed model the County
Council's vision is that the new council would
deliver five key aims:

Aim One: A stronger local voice for residents

Strong mechanisms for listening to local
communities and giving residents a real say on
local issues. This includes councillors who are
responsible and democratically accountable
for all decisions in their community, in a
simplified structure that ensures people always
know who to turn to in their local area.

Aim Two: A single strategic voice speaking
up on behalf of the area

Speaking with one voice to Government

and all local strategic partners, giving
Nottinghamshire the ability to lobby for major
new investment. Providing the strategic
capacity to understand and tackle complex
problems across the County and the powers,
local discretion and willingness to take

bold and farsighted decisions on behalf of
residents, communities and businesses.

Aim Three: A more prosperous
Nottinghamshire

A coordinated approach to economic growth
that delivers the best for the area, along with
joined up and improved strategic planning to
stimulate the economy and achieve economic
growth on a countywide scale.

Aim Four: Improved health and wellbeing
for communities in Nottinghamshire

The people of Nottinghamshire want health,
care and wider local government to join

up to better meet their needs. Joining up
modern public services would enable every
community to have access to consistent and
coordinated support over which they have
more influence and control.

Aim Five: Better services

Building on best practice and a wealth of
expertise to improve services to meet the
changing needs of Nottinghamshire people in
a financially sustainable way. Creating the right
conditions to innovate and transform public
services at speed and drive a commercial
approach, to ensure best value for money.

Conclusion
and Next Steps

A unitary council provides the opportunity

to blend the best practice from each current
council, build on existing developments and
exploit further opportunities for the benefit of
all residents and businesses in the County.

The County Council's preferred option is for a
single unitary council and the outline case for
change will be considered by County Council
on 13 December 2018. Approval will be sought
for a formal public consultation exercise with
residents and stakeholders.

The outcome of this formal consultation
exercise will inform the process of refining and
further developing the case for change and
the final case for change would be considered
by the County Council in Summer 2019.
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Introduction

Nottinghamshire County Council believes that it is the right time to consider reorganisation of the
local government structure in Nottinghamshire to:

1. Support a new vision that can deliver a better future for everybody; and

2. Ensure a better framework of government that is efficient, effective and financially
sustainable.

Our vision is to provide twenty first century local government services that take
advantage of technology and are locally focused to deliver what people and
businesses in Nottinghamshire require.

We want to ensure that Nottinghamshire is the best place it can be for everyone;
is healthy, vibrant and inclusive; aspirational and ambitious; where people want
to live, visit, learn and work; where ambitions are achieved and there is increased
prosperity for residents and businesses.

The current two tier structure of local
government in Nottinghamshire came

about over 46 years ago under the It is to achieve this vision that we are exploring
Local Government Act 1972. The last opportunities for modernising and simplifying
major change took place in 1998, when the structure of local government in
Nottingham City Council became a unitary Nottinghamshire. The outline case for change
council. Since then the County Council and sets out the current operating context, carries
the seven district and borough councils out an assessment of the options explored and
have delivered services in the county of describes the County Council's vision around
Nottinghamshire. how a new unitary council could work.
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Details of current Nottinghamshire councils

Nottinghamshire
County Council
spends 91% of the
local government
funding available for
the area on delivering
countywide services
including: education,
special educational
needs and disability
support, social care
for children and
adults, public health,
road maintenance
and transport
services, cultural

and leisure services
including libraries,
waste recycling and
disposal, trading
standards, planning
issues and registration
services.

Bassetlaw District Council
116,304 residents
48 District Councillors

Bassetlaw District

Newark and Sherwood

District Council
Mansfield District Council 120,965 residents
108,576 residents 39 District Councillors

36 District Councillors M

Ashfield District Council WEREISE
. District
126,164 residents
35 District Councillors Newark and Sherwood District

Ashfield
District

Gedling Borough Council Since 1998, Nottingham

117,128 residents Gedling City Council has been a

41 District Councillors RO Borough separate local government
Borough area operating as a unitary

council.

Nottingham

Rushcliffe Borough

Broxtowe Borough Council
112,718 residents
44 District Councillors

Rushcliffe Borough Council
115,996 residents
44 District Councillors

The seven district & borough Councils There are also 205 Town and Parish Councils
spend 9% of local government funding across Nottinghamshire in those areas that
delivering services including: council tax have a Town or Parish Council, each with their
collection, council housing, waste collection, own group of councillors. They deliver some
environmental health, local planning local services, such as maintenance of parks,
applications, parks and some leisure services. churchyards and allotments.

The eight councils in Nottinghamshire are currently organised in a two-tier structure. This is
where services are divided between the County Council and the seven borough or district

Councils.

In total, there are 353 councillors for the County and district/borough Councils, each receiving a
separate councillors allowance for the work they do.

There are 66 councillor positions for the County Council. Currently, out of this number
51 councillors are both a county councillor and a district/borough councillor.

Each of the eight councils has its own popltlcal l ader ((')hlef Executive and senior management
team and its own headquarters building.

of 13
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Why do we need change?

A change to the structure and provision
of local government in Nottinghamshire is
needed to:

« strengthen the links between councils and
local people;

e give a stronger voice to localities and
ensure all council services deliver to high
standards and to local needs;

» capitalise on best practice that is currently
dispersed across eight organisations,
to create a more modern, agile and
responsive system of local government
that can better tackle current and future
financial and demand pressures.

Simplifying the complexity
of local government in the
County

Apart from Nottingham City Council, there
are eight councils in Nottinghamshire — the
County Council and a total of seven district
and borough councils. The councils provide
different, as well as sometimes overlapping
services, and the seven different district and
borough councils broadly replicate the same
services across their different localities. In
many areas of England, there is one council
covering the entire area.

The two-tiers of local government in
Nottinghamshire (county and borough/
district) can be a barrier to strategic planning,
efficient and effective delivery of services, and
lobbying to Government.

Over the last five years all eight Nottinghamshire authorities have seen a combined £120 million

Residents and local businesses often find

the current two-tier system confusing and
difficult to navigate. The lack of clarity about
which council does what, which councillor
has responsibility for county or district/
borough services, and who to contact with
their questions can make ‘doing business’ with
local government a frustrating experience.

Pressures facing local
government

Unlike some other public organisations that
can run at a deficit for a specified period of
time, councils cannot spend more than they
have in any given year and cannot lawfully
exist without an annually balanced budget.
They also do not have total control of the
amount of money they can raise to meet ever
rising costs.

Between 2015 and 2020,
councils will have lost 77p out
of every £1 that Government
has provided for services.

reduction in Revenue Support Grant from Government.
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Between 2015 and 2020, councils will have
lost 77p out of every £1 that Government has
provided for services. By 2020, councils will
no longer receive Revenue Support Grant
funding from Government - with uncertainty
about how services will be funded beyond this
time.

Adding to this complex picture, councils

are experiencing unprecedented increases

in demand in adults and children’s social

care. Many of these services are for those
most vulnerable in society, such as providing
dignified care for our elderly and disabled
adults, and protecting children and young
people from harm and neglect. This has arisen
due to a real increase in the level of need
within our communities, the result of growing
numbers of people living longer with complex
conditions, and an increased awareness of the
needs of vulnerable children.

Despite reduced funding and increasing
demand, local government in
Nottinghamshire has achieved a lot over
recent years through savings programmes.
Embracing efficiency and innovation, the
councils have gone to great lengths to
minimise impact on the quality of services to
local people.

The picture is different elsewhere in the
country. For example Northamptonshire
County Council failed to balance its budget
in 2018, and when things go wrong the
impact is significant. When local authorities
reach the point where they do not have the
funds to provide their minimum statutory
responsibilities, it is local communities and
economies which suffer the consequences.

Current service budgets total £978 million
across the eight Nottinghamshire authorities.
The Medium Term Financial plans report
either a budget shortfall in the medium term
or a requirement to use substantial reserves
to balance budgets. There is a projected
total budget shortfall of £71 million across
all councils, meaning that important local
services, which are delivered by all councils
will inevitably come under review.

Government funding is dependent on the
nation’s finances and with the ongoing effects
of the 2008 downturn, along with the current
economic uncertainty of Brexit, it is unlikely
that the financial environment and prospects
for local authorities will improve anytime
soon.

In these circumstances, local authorities
across England are turning their attention to
the bigger picture of modernisation of local
government. For example, in October 2018
Leicestershire County Council reported to
its Cabinet on the development of a unitary
structure. This process is most advanced

in Dorset and Buckinghamshire, with
Government approval being granted for one
unitary council in Buckinghamshire and two
unitary councils in Dorset.
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Modern local government
for Nottinghamshire

One single tier of local
government in Nottinghamshire
offers an opportunity to improve
people’s quality of life; health and
wellbeing; drive growth in the
economy and boost jobs for the
whole of Nottinghamshire

Nottinghamshire has a great many

strengths, including a wonderful heritage

and countryside, some of the best market
towns and villages in the country, good

living standards and unrivalled connectivity.
The County also has an increasingly diverse
business base with some of the fastest
growing companies in the Midlands providing
good quality jobs.

Nonetheless, whilst many residents already
experience the best that Nottinghamshire
has to offer, there are others who deserve
more. Fragmentation in local government
structures limits how well we can work for all
local people. Public services need to harness
opportunities for growth in the economy and
build on existing strengths.

A single tier of local government would
simplify the provision of existing council
services to the public, while also offering the
chance to redesign the relationship between
the services across councils and other
partners to provide residents and businesses
with a more integrated offer that is easier to
access. For example, closer working between
social care, leisure and recreation services
would enable health and care providers

to help people to fulfil their potential and
achieve a better quality of life. Achieving this
currently requires coordination between eight
councils, health and other providers. The
creation of a single tier of local government
could dramatically simplify service design and
delivery.

It is essential that local services meet the
needs of the people of Nottinghamshire. The
opportunities in joining up health, care and
wider local government are wide ranging. A
seamless and proactive approach to providing
coordinated prevention, care and treatment
through a single tier structure could improve
the health and wellbeing for local people.

A single strategic voice speaking
up on behalf of the area

A single tier system could give
Nottinghamshire a stronger, more consistent
voice. It would be a powerful advocate for the
County, speaking up on behalf of all residents,
businesses and partners on local and national
issues to get the best for the area.

A single tier structure is where there is just
one level of local government responsible
for all local services in the area. All local
authorities in Scotland, Wales and Northern
Ireland operate as unitary councils, as do
some 55 authorities in England.
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One tier of local government
could provide a stronger local
voice, giving communities a real
say on the things that matter to
them

The creation of a unitary structure could
provide a strong mechanism for listening to
local communities, responding to differences
in need and ensuring a strong local identity is
in place.

By building on the experience of the eight
councils in the current two tier system, a
single tier system could give local people
more choice and control with:

¢ A new devolution offer to town and parish
councils — providing opportunities for
communities to run some services in a
cost effective and local way;

e The creation of new town and parish
councils in areas where one doesn't
currently exist;

e Area planning committees — enabling
local councillors to take decisions on
local planning issues impacting their
community.

Nottinghamshire is a great place for people

to live, work and do business — but that
said, it needs to be even better in order to
maintain its future.

The Outline Case
for Change

This outline case for change evaluates the
opportunities for changing the structure
of local government in Nottinghamshire
as an enabler of a much bigger vision

for the future of the County. It considers
retaining the status quo and moving to a
single tier of local government.

This outline case for change covers:

e Chapter One:
Key challenges and future need

o Chapter Two:
Assessing the options

o Chapter Three:
The new Council

o Chapter Four:
Conclusion and next steps

Nottinghamshire County Council

and the seven district and borough
councils and their geographic areas,
will be collectively referred to as “the
County”. This excludes Nottingham
City Council, which is a separate
unitary council, outside of the County
administrative area.
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The way we live our lives is changing at an unprecedented rate. The world we live in has evolved,
with advancements in technology, healthcare and improved connectivity and greater use of
social media, as well as changes to industries and the way we do business.

The future needs of the County and the expectations of residents, local communities and

businesses have also changed. Residents and local communities want a greater say and more

involvement in the design and delivery of local services which are more responsive and flexible.
Residents want easy access to information to help them make important decisions about what
services best meet their needs and how they are provided. People want choice in when, where and
how they interact with local government and to resolve issues quickly and effectively, first time.

People

The County has a population of 817,851,
which is expected to increase by 62,714 over
the next fifteen yearst.

An increase in the number of people that live
in the County is likely to increase demand on
the full range of local government services.
There will be more people using roads and
public transport to travel around the County;
more people who require a home to rent

or own; more people visiting country parks
and leisure facilities; more children requiring
school places; and more people generating
rubbish and recycling to be collected and
disposed of.

The County, like the rest of the UK, has an
ageing population. By 2032, 1 in 4 people in
the County will be aged 65+ years, with the
number of people aged 85+ years increasing
by 14,000. An increase in the number of older
people in the County, and those requiring
healthcare support due to disability and long
term illnesses, will lead to more demand on
adult social care, housing, healthcare and
community services. This will also create
greater urgency for a more coordinated
response between hospitals, social care and
housing providers, to ensure that hospitals
are able to discharge patients home or into

!Based on Office for National Statistics population projections

the community as quickly as possible in order
to meet their own increasing demand for
hospital beds.

A single tier of local government in the
County could ensure a more coordinated
and joined-up response to the increasing
demands on services arising from population
growth. It could also better support a
countywide approach to planning for all
services to ensure that services continue

to meet people’s changing needs and
expectations.

Health & Well-Being

People are now living longer but they are also
experiencing longer periods in poorer health.

Research has suggested that up to 85% of

a person’s health is influenced by social
factors such as good employment, good
education, a healthy environment and

strong and supportive communities?. Taking
a coordinated approach to unlocking the
benefits that each local area has on health
and wellbeing, such as green spaces and
local community groups, would contribute to
better health outcomes and healthier lives for
everyone - especially communities that are
least advantaged.

) - . ) . . . .
McGinnis, J.M., Williams-Russo, P. and Knickman, pgd%Og@ B:re1c§®e for more active policy attention to health

promotion. Health Affairs 21 (2) pp.78-93
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Whilst many health outcomes for
Nottinghamshire are close to the England
average, there are health disparities across

the County. This is reflected in the gap in life
expectancy, with men in the most affluent
parts of the County living more than nine
years longer, and women living eight years
longer, than those in the most deprived areas®.

Some statistics indicate likely health
improvements, such as an anticipated
reduction in the number of 18-65 year olds
with a moderate or severe physical disability
by 2035%. Conversely, other trends show
likely increases in the number of those over
18 years with a learning disability.> Local
government will need to understand these
trends and develop flexible services to meet
the needs of the whole County population.

All council services will need to work
collectively and with health partners to
address health disparities.

*\l‘ 38%

of allillness, disability or
o injury in Nottinghamshire

could be prevented

48%

Total population by 2032 =

880,565
Men live 9 years @
i o 8,600

live 8 years longer

Economic growth

Economic growth is vital for the future
prosperity of the County and the wellbeing of
it's residents. All eight councils recognise its
importance and all cite it as a priority in their
corporate plans.

Over the last 30 years, the fall in dominance
of heavy industries, which supported entire
communities and multiple generations has
given rise to an economy that is characterised
by a diverse range of smaller firms and service
industries.

Whilst the East Midlands area overall
continues to outperform other parts of

the country, there are nonetheless marked
disparities in economic fortunes across the
County. The south and east are generally
performing at or around the national average,
but the north, especially Ashfield and
Mansfield, are below the national average

in terms of education, skills, training, annual
earnings and business growth®.

£

&l 70%

" olds by 2032

more children

more older people i
- people In different parts of and young people
predicted to be living the County 1o 052
alone by 2035. (aged 0-19) by 203
3Public Health Outcomes Framework, indicator reference 0.2iii — Inequality in life expectancy at birth LA, available at:

https://bit.ly/2RpjeP8

4Reducing from 51,406 people in 2017 to 49,733 in 2035 (Data from Projecting Adult Needs and Service Information and
Projecting Older People Population Information via www.pansi.org.uk and www.poppi.org.uk accessed 12.11.18)

SIncreasing from 18,370 in 2017 to 19,986 in 2035 (Data from Projecting Adult Needs and Service Information and
Projecting Older People Population Information via www.pansi.org.uk and www.poppi.org.uk accessed 12.11.18)

6Skills and qualifications data from ONS Annual Pog.%ﬁg
17:

Survey of Hours and Earnings — resident analysis 2

r 2017-Dec 2017. Earnings data from ONS Annual
urgztégsfgf?v\(?th data from ONS Business Demography — 2016.
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28,50

businesses registered

45%

of new businesses survive
the first 5 years

-
N

A countywide approach is needed for those
issues that are fundamental to providing
economic growth, such as strategic planning,
housing, transport and infrastructure.

A new form of local governmentin
Nottinghamshire could maximise the County’s
influence and voice with Government and
business in order to attract investment and
jobs into the area and address disparities of
economic growth across the County.

Skills and employment

Local businesses need skilled people to
employ, and local people need strong
businesses that grow the local economy,
providing good jobs for the prosperity of the
County and local people.

The County performs better than the
national average in terms of employment,
with 80% of the working age population
being economically active and only 1.6%
of the population being unemployed (as at
July 2018).” However, there are significant

89%

Manufacturing
sector is the
largest employer

firms employ more
than 250 people

X

differences across the County, with Ashfield
and Mansfield having the lowest economically
active working age population®, and Bassetlaw
and Ashfield experiencing the highest
unemployment rates®.

of businesses
employ less
than 10 people

31% of working age people in the County

are educated to degree level or above, but
there are disparities across the County with
467% of residents in Rushcliffe educated to
degree level or above, compared with 17.5% in
Mansfield.

Although significant strides have been made
in addressing low skills levels, more is needed
to ensure that qualification rates increase in all
areas of the County?.

A single tier of local government could
provide better joined up planning with
schools, colleges, universities and the
business community. This would enable a
more coordinated approach to tackle the skill
gaps in the County and ensure people have
the range of skills necessary to work in the
future economy.

778.6% of England’s working age population are economically active and 2.2% of the UK population are unemployed

(Data from ONS Claimant count July 2018)

872.1% in Ashfield and 76.9% in Mansfield (data from ONS Annual Population Survey Jan 2017-Dec 2017)
°Bassetlaw has the highest unemployment at 2.1%, followed by Ashfield at 2% (data from ONS Claimant count July

2018)

1© Nottinghamshire (8.2%) has a higher level of people with no qualifications than England (7.6%) but Rushcliffe (2.9%),
Broxtowe (5.5%), Newark & Sherwood (6.7%) and Cpg@é (ég?dfa% below the national average (data from ONS

Annual Population Survey Jan 2017-Dec 2017)
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Housing

Housing is a vital issue for councils, with six of
the seven district and borough councils citing
quality housing as a priority in their corporate
plans. The predicted increase in the number
of people living in Nottinghamshire over the
next 15 years means there will be a need for
25,000 more homes in the area''.

Over the last four years, there have been
8,160 houses built across the County with

a further 20,604 houses planned over the
next five years. District and borough councils
focus solely on their respective areas for
housing delivery which has failed to keep up
with demand, and there has been a disjointed
approach to spatial planning and ensuring that
strategic infrastructure is in place. This means
that strategic planning of housing across

the County in a two tier system is not as
effective as it could be??. Instead, housing and
associated infrastructure should be developed
in areas of economic growth, where there

80%

31%

of working age of people
residents in Notts are

economically active

1 Based on Office for National Statistics projection

qualified to degree
level or above

are employment opportunities that meet the
needs of the population, including housing
with care for older people and supported
living for people with disabilities.

Whilst the price paid for a house in the
County is below the national average at
£172,684%, owning a home is still unattainable
for many people. Local government has a

key role in ensuring that there is good quality
housing available where people want to

live. This includes good quality affordable
housing, an effective rental market and social
housing for those who need it. This should
include different types of housing need due to
increases in the numbers of young people and
older people, as well as a targeted approach
to reducing levels of homelessness.

Work will also be needed to ensure suitably
safe and energy efficient accommodation
that prevents fuel poverty, especially for
those most susceptible to the negative health
impacts of living in cold and damp conditions.

46% in
Rushcliffe

17.5% in
Mansfield

8.2% of people in
Nottinghamshire have
no qualifications

2'County Councils & Strategic Planning: A review of current & emerging practice’ by Catriona Riddell Associates for the

County Councils Network (June 2018)

3The average price paid for a house in Nottinghamshire is £172,684 (as at June 2018), remaining below the national
average of £245,076 (data from HM Land Registry House Price Statistics — Prices paid data June 2018)

“There were 2,417 reported cases of homelessness prevention and relief in Nottinghamshire in 17/18. The number

of reported cases of homelessness in Nottinghamshire is substantially lower than the regional and national rate. The
Nottinghamshire rate being 6.88 per 1,000 households with the rates being 9.40 for the East Midlands and 9.16 for
England. (data from Ministry of Housing, Communig%sg&éLeeabq,oygr@ment Homelessness Prevention and Relief figures

2017/18)
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£172,684

Average house cost

16,963

people on the waiting
list for social housing

387,000

households required by 2032

165

councils houses are
bought each year

P

On average, people in
the County spend 42%
of their disposable
income on a 3 bed
house in the private
rental sector.

In comparison, it would
cost a person 22% of
their disposable income
to rent a 3 bed council
house on average.

under Right to Buy

Social Housing

Social housing faces significant demand at a
time when the number of available council
houses is reducing due to people buying
council housing under the Right to Buy® and
current housing stock being insufficient.

Despite there being 24,867 council houses
owned by district and borough councils
and a further 27,072 provided by housing
associations, there are still 16,963 people
on the waiting list for council housing, with
demand varying significantly across the
County!¢. There are 5,324 people on the
waiting list in Mansfield, compared with 472
people on the Rushcliffe waiting list'.

Despite the demand, there are 427 council
properties that have been vacant for more
than six months in the County®®. This points
to available housing not being appropriate,
which potentially could include being in the
wrong area or being in a state of disrepair.

A single tier of local government would help
to plan ahead to meet the changing housing
needs of the population, now and in the
future.

Technology

Technological advancement has changed
people’s expectations about how they live.

It has also changed how people interact

with local government and the services

they expect to receive. In an increasingly
technological world, people need the skills to
be able to use and work with technology. This
education needs to start in schools and be
offered to all adults so that they can benefit
from the opportunities that technology brings.

Businesses need to be well connected and
technologically advanced to compete on

a local, national and international scale

and to meet the changing expectations of
their customers. People increasingly expect
instant access to products and services and
responsive customer service across a range of
platforms and channels (websites, apps and
social media as well as telephone and face to
face).

15165 councils houses are bought each year under Right to Buy (Data from Ministry of Housing, Communities and Local

Government data information website table 605)

6 Data from Ministry of Housing, Communities and Local Government data information website table 116
7Data from Ministry of Housing, Communities and Local Government data information website table 600

8 Mansfield has 130 properties that are long term vacant despite having the highest waiting list for council housing (Data
from Ministry of Housing, Communities and Local pw@?r@fiat@@formation website table 615)
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Nottinghamshire’s investment in broadband
means that the County is one of the

most digitally connected places in the
country. However, technology is advancing
at an unprecedented rate. 5G mobile
communication will transform our daily lives
by enabling vehicles and home appliances
to connect and exchange data. Within the
next 12 years autonomous vehicles, artificial
intelligence-based manufacturing, and hyper-
fast connectivity will be the norm.

This will significantly change the way people
think about the services they receive and

the way they expect to access them. Single
tier local government could better plan for
these technological changes, harnessing
technology to deliver services and make more
effective investment decisions.

Environment

The County's natural, historic and built
environment provides a sense of place

for local communities, helps to make
Nottinghamshire an attractive place to live
and do business, promotes the health of
residents and supports the growth of the
visitor economy. Places like Sherwood Forest,
a wealth of country parks across the County
and local parkland provide green spaces for
local people to relax, get active and spend
time outdoors.

It is important that local government helps
to protect and enhance the natural and
historic environment including our response
to the changing climate and the increasing
likelihood of extreme weather events.

People’s changing awareness of the need to
address climate change, particularly through
recent high profile national campaigns on
plastic consumption, has led to an increase in
consumers who expect ‘green’ services, which
local government will need to be mindful of
when delivering services in the future.

A single tier of local government could
provide a more joined up approach to
the planning and delivery of leisure and
environmental services.

Financial sustainability

A combination of reducing Government
funding and increasing demand for services
means that there are significant financial
challenges ahead for all councils across the
country.

This poses a significant risk to the financial
sustainability of individual services and there
is a real risk of further reductions to highly
valued and vital services.

However, it is not just the amount of money
that is important but how the money is
spent. It is important that local government
generates as much value as possible from the
money it does receive and spends, to ensure
that it improves outcomes for residents.
Residents should reasonably expect quality
outcomes for local services and be reassured
that the money local government receives is
being spent well.

Given the savings and efficiencies already
made over recent years, further savings will
be harder to identify and deliver, especially

if Nottinghamshire Councils pursue this
separately, and with focus limited only to their
Oownh services.

In contrast, a single tier of local government
provides the County the opportunity to look
across all existing services and future needs,
and enable a single, joined up approach to the
prioritisation of investment and the equitable
distribution of resources.
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Chapter Two
Assessing

the Options

This chapter assesses the options for local government
reorganisation in Nottinghamshire in three sections:

Section A - Financial Appraisal

Section B — Phase One Engagement Appraisal
Section C — Options Appraisal

The chapter concludes with a preferred option.




SECTION A

— Financial Appraisal -

This section summarises the financial modelling which has been undertaken to evaluate the

impact of the options identified for local government reorganisation.

Financial Model: Approach

The financial modelling has been carried out
in accordance with the method prescribed by
Ernst & Young and published in the County
Council Network's publication ‘Independent
Analysis of Governance Scenarios and Public
Service Reform in County Areas’. This model
has been used by a number of councils

that are going through, or are considering,
local government reorganisation. Financial
modelling was undertaken on options for
both a single unitary council and two unitary
councils for Nottinghamshire.

The modelling has made a broad assumption
that each of the three arrangements
considered for two unitary authorities (options
3a, 3b and 3c), would all realise the same
overall levels of savings and implementation
expenditure.

The County Council commissioned
accountants from Deloitte to validate the
accuracy and impartiality of the modelling
work undertaken and Deloitte concluded that:

COverall the approach
taken to calculate costs
and savings is robust at this
stage of the process.”

A copy of Deloitte’s report ‘Nottinghamshire
County Council Review of Local Government
Reorganisation Savings' can be viewed

as a background paper in support of this
document.

Savings

Savings estimates were calculated using

the local councils’ financial statements

and published annual returns to Central
Government, CIPFA statistics and benchmark
comparisons with other local authorities.
Using this data, the financial modelling
estimates that a single unitary council could
achieve annual expenditure savings of
£27.063 million compared with the current
two tier arrangement. A two unitary council
arrangement could achieve annual savings of
£16.434 million, compared with the current
two tier arrangement.
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These projections make assumptions about the cost savings which could be achieved by
consolidating similar services delivered by each council and through the streamlining of six

areas of expenditure once they are brought together under a single countywide unitary council

or two unitary councils. They do not include any savings arising from further change activity in
services that are not common to the individual councils but that could nonetheless benefit from
transformation opportunities once a single tier of government is created. They also do not include
the potential benefit of lower costs of service provision arising from further possible integration of
service activity with other partners (i.e. health and social care) or any projections of capital receipts
arising from the consolidation of the current estate.

Savings calculation

The savings that have been calculated for use in the case for change have been identified from

six areas of current expenditure. These savings could all be achieved in the short to medium term
without any major transformation of services. It is possible that further savings could be achieved
in the longer term based on the decisions of the new council/s but these have not been included
due to uncertainty around future decisions of the new council/s.

The summary of the savings identified (£ millions) is below:

Description Rationale One Unitary  Two Unitaries
£ millions £ millions
Senior The eight local authorities currently operating in the County 5.741 2.676
Management each have a senior management team. The saving calculated is
based on rationalising these eight management teams into one
per unitary authority.
Council The eight local authorities currently operating in 0.958 1.109
Members Nottinghamshire each have a set of elected members. The
aggregate number of members is 353. The saving calculated is
based on rationalising these eight sets of members into one per
unitary authority.
Election Spend This saving would be realised from the reduction in cost 0.373 0.291
of conducting elections due to fewer local elections being
required.
Support Services Under a new arrangement it would be possible to rationalise the 9.057 5.159
support services being employed across the eight authorities
through removal of duplication, sharing best practice and
increased economies of scale.
Service Reorganisation would bring opportunities to consolidate the 8.985 5911
Opportunities services that are currently being delivered by seven district and
borough councils. This in turn would give opportunities to align
tasks, share best practice and increase economies of scale.
No savings have been attributed to social care or education
services.
Accommodation The reduction in the number of employees and members 1.949 1.288
calculated in the savings above would mean that less office
space is required by the new authority(ies) than is currently
being used by the eight existing authorities.
Total Annual 27.063 16.434
Saving
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Senior Management

The eight existing councils in the County
have a combined 93 officers in the top three
tiers of leadership. Many of these posts will
be carrying out similar functions in different
councils. It has been assumed that a new
unitary council would operate with a senior
management team of 37 officers for one
unitary council or with 34 officers for each
council in a two unitary council model.

Council Members

It has been assumed that the 353 members

of the eight existing councils could be
rationalised down to 132 members for one
unitary council or to 88 for each council in

a two council model. These estimates are
based on similar sized unitary councils but the
actual number of council members would be
decided by the Boundary Commission on the
creation of the new council/s.

Election Spend

Under the current arrangement, residents
elect members to each of the seven district
and borough councils and Nottinghamshire
County Council every four years, therefore
in a four year cycle there are eight council
elections in Nottinghamshire that must be
funded from public resources. Reducing the
number of councils to one or two would
reduce the number of elections required.

Support Services

Consolidation of support services such

as Finance, Human Resources, ICT, Legal,
Democratic Services and Procurement across
the County would enable savings to be made
through:

» Delivery of high quality, lower cost
processes, building on best practice
from existing councils. Under the current
arrangement different councils specialise
in the delivery of different services. Under
a unitary arrangement the new counci%

would be able to use the optimum level

of service being delivered in one locality
as the minimum service level for all of the
County. This would be achieved through
sharing best practices and embedding
these processes across the new council/s .

» Contract efficiencies because a larger
council would have increased buying
power and a stronger market position
ensuring that it receives better value for
money.

* Increased resilience and ability to respond
to peaks in workload to deliver a better
service for residents.

o Better strategic approach to property
based assets, ensuring properties are fit for
purpose and in the right location.

Stronger use of data and evidence to plan
services and develop early intervention and
prevention.

» Staffing efficiencies, standardising systems
and economies of scale that would be
achieved by one or two unitary councils.

Service Opportunities

Similar to the rationale for support services

savings, there are also many front line services

that are currently delivered by seven district
and borough councils. These services include:

* Waste collection
o Street cleansing

* Regulatory services such as environmental
health

e Housing strategy
o Community safety
e Planning and development

The savings that have been identified would
be achieved through building on best
practice, contract efficiencies, increased
resilience and stronger use of data and
evidence to plan services.
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Implementation/Transition costs

In order to transition to a new arrangement of local government in the County and deliver the
estimated savings, some one off costs would need to be incurred.

The summary of the estimated implementation costs (E millions) is below:

Description One unitary Two unitary councils
Emillions Emillions*
Planning and Pre Launch 0.270 0.270
IT costs and new system training 4.000 7.000
Redundancies/ Pensions 9.584 5.102
Service reconfiguration 1.000 1.500
Implementation Programme team 1.217 2.082
Corporate Communications 1.000 1.500
Legal Costs 0.400 0.700
Transition Contingency 1.748 1.815
Total 19.219 19.969

*assumes the two unitary councils would share a single back office service function

It is important to note that much of the expenditure would be classed as capital in accordance
with international accounting standards. This is relevant because it means that any new
council/s could account for the expenditure over a 40 year period thereby minimising the
impact that pursuing such a programme might otherwise have on the annual budgets used to
fund front line services.

In local government reorganisation, new councils can apply to the Secretary of State for
permission to use capital receipts to fund the remainder of this expenditure.

All implementation costs are estimates and would be subject to detailed project planning and
policy decisions of the new council/s.

Payback period

As illustrated in the table below, the savings which are predicted to be achieved would be realised
incrementally over a three year transition period. Costs of implementation would be more
immediate and therefore for a short period, the costs of implementation could be greater than the
savings achieved.

Year O Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5

Savings £ million 0.000 8.931 17.862 27.063 27.063 27.063
Implementation costs £ million -11.900 -6.763 -0.556 0.000 0.000 0.000
Cumulative Net Saving £ million -11.900 -9.732 7574 34.637 61.700 88.763

Net Budget Requirement £ million  591.892  577.824 562.686 552929 552929 552929
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Under a one unitary arrangement the savings achieved will ‘payback’ the investment in
implementation costs after 2.56 years.

Year O Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5

Savings £ million 0.000 5423 10.847 16434 16434 16434
Implementation costs £ million -14.096 -4.944 -0.928 0.000 0.000 0.000
Cumulative Net Saving £ million -14096  -13.618 -3.699 12.735 29.169 45604

Net Budget Requirement £ million  594.088 579.513 570.074 563.558 563.558 563.558

Under a two unitary council arrangement, the payback period would be increased to 3.23 years as
the implementation costs are higher and the annual savings are lower.

Payback Analysis of One Unitary Payback Analysis of Two Unitary
Council in Nottinghamshire Council's in Nottinghamshire
100 100
80 80
w 60 w 60
c c
£ 9
= 40 = 40
3 3
“ 20 ' “ 20 - . .
|
0 - = - 0 . -- .__ ‘
-20 -20
Year0 Year1 Year2 Year3 Year4 Year5 Year0 Year1 Year2 Year3 Year4 Year5
‘ Savings [ Implementation costs [ | ‘ ‘ Savings [ | Implementation costs [ | ‘

Cumulative Net Saving

Cumulative Net Saving

Once the payback period has been reached the new council/s will be able to begin realising
savings. However, as previously stated the new council/s could seek an order from the Secretary
of State to capitalise these costs in order to spread them over a number of years and account for
the savings earlier.
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Council Tax Equalisation

Under the current two tier authority
arrangement in the County, every household'’s
council tax bill is itemised to show the

four (five if in town and parish council

area) organisations that their council tax is
contributing towards. These are:

» Nottinghamshire County Council
(including Adult Social Care Precept)

e District or Borough Council

* Nottinghamshire Police and Crime
Commissioner

* Nottinghamshire Fire and Rescue

¢ Town and Parish Council

The pie chart illustrates how the council tax
collected across Nottinghamshire in 2018/19
was distributed. The illustration excludes town
and parish council precepts which are not
paid by every household:

19.168

328.617

[ Nottinghamshire County Council

B Nottinghamshire County Council
Adult Social Care Precept

District and Borough Councils

[ Nottinghamshire Police and Crime
Commissioner

[ Nottinghamshire Fire and Rescue

Contributions towards Nottinghamshire County Council, Nottinghamshire Police and
Nottinghamshire Fire & Rescue are consistent across the County but district and borough and
town and parish elements are set at a local level by their current administration. The table below
shows: the district or borough council precept set for a Band D property in each locality; the
average precept per council tax household; and the average town and parish council precept for a

Band D property.

Local Authority District precept Average precept Average town and
(Band D) per council tax parish council
household precept (Band D)
Ashfield District Council £18546 £145.84 £8.75
Bassetlaw District Council £168.48 £138.53 £31.75
Broxtowe Borough Council £161.85 £136.12 £24.90
Gedling Borough Council £163.07 £143.52 £18.37
Mansfield District Council £184.72 £143.10 £3.60
Newark & Sherwood District Council £170.27 £148.05 £73.33
Rushcliffe Borough Council £132.84 £135.71 £65.21
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Under a unitary council, the town and

parish councils would still set their own
precepts but the district and borough council
elements would cease to exist. It would be
the responsibility of the new council/s to set
a new council tax rate in order to generate
sufficient income to run their combined
services.

Appendix 1 models the effect on the new
council/s income and the average council
tax per household in each district of setting
the band D council precept at the current
Nottinghamshire County Council rate plus a
notional £155 per property to exemplify the
range of options.

Sensitivity Analysis
of Savings and
Implementation costs

Due to the assumptions that underpin the
calculations on savings and implementation
costs it is possible that the actual outcome
will differ from those calculated. A sensitivity
analysis has been undertaken to illustrate the
potential changes to overall costs, savings
and break-even periods should a material
difference arise. A summary can be seen at
Appendix 2. These assumptions would be
kept under review and updated from time to
time to reflect changes in government policy
and economic outlook.

Potential Further Savings

As well as the savings that could be achieved
in the medium term there are also further
and more significant savings that could

be achieved in the longer term as further
opportunities to transform services and their
method of delivery become possible.

Capital receipts

Revenue from the sale of council buildings
that may no longer be required under the
new council/s has not been included in the
financial modelling. The eight current councils
own £375 million of land and buildings. This
does not include housing stock, care homes
or schools. As there are currently both County
Council and district and borough council
owned office buildings in six of the seven
districts, it is likely that the new council/s
would be able to rationalise property and
generate one off capital receipts in addition

to the annual revenue savings detailed above.
The capital receipts generated could be used
to fund the capital expenditure requirements
of reconfiguring the remaining buildings in
the new council/s property portfolio, to make
them suitable for their new purpose.
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Reserves

The level of General Fund reserves held by each local authority in the County at the beginning of

2018/19 is shown below.

Council Opening General Fund Balance Budgeted Net Revenue
2018/19 Expenditure 2018/19
£ millions £ millions

Nottinghamshire 30.870 557.052

Ashfield 4.577 15.299

Bassetlaw 2.504 13.030

Broxtowe 6.299 8.727

Gedling 5928 11.927

Mansfield 11.586 12.450

Newark & Sherwood 1.737 13.035

Rushcliffe 2.604 11430

Total 66.105 642.950

NB Nottinghamshire figures exclude expenditure incurred by schools and Dedicated Schools
Grant reserve.

In addition to the General Fund Balances detailed above, local councils in Nottinghamshire held
£59.9 million in earmarked reserves at the beginning of 2018/19.
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The financial modelling was carried out by
the County Council in accordance with the
method prescribed by Ernst & Young, one
of the largest professional services firms in
the world, and then externally verified by
Deloitte, one of the "Big Four” accounting
organisations.

The savings calculated for use in the outline
case for change have been identified from
six areas of expenditure. It can be reasonably
concluded that savings of £27.1m per annum
could be achieved from transitioning to a
single unitary council model. These savings
would reduce to £16.4m if transitioning to a
two unitary council model. The majority of
these savings would be found from reducing
the need for senior management, removal of
duplication in back-office functions, service
efficiencies and economies of scale.

There would be a cost to transition to a new
model of local government. The model shows
the payback period for recovering these costs
would range from between 2.56 years to

3.23 years. However, most of these would be
capital costs and others could be met from a
request to the Secretary of State to capitalise
the expenditure, which would provide the
opportunity to spread the costs of transition
over a longer period. This would allow the
new arrangement to benefit from annual
savings immediately after transition to the new
model.

The disparity of Band D council tax for each
district/borough council reflects the efficiency
of service provision, the value of services
provided through town and parish councils
and the percentage of properties within

each band for council tax. For example, the
authorities with more properties in the lower
bands, A & B, would require a higher Band

D council tax in order to collect the same
budget requirement than a Council with a

higher proportion of properties in bands D & E.
Moving to a hew model for local government
would require harmonisation of council

tax across the relevant unitary boundaries.
Consequently, the majority of council tax
payers would see a change in their council
tax bills post transition. On the assumption

of residents paying the equivalent of the
Nottinghamshire County Council rate plus a
notional £155 per Band D property to replace
the district and borough precept (detailed in
Appendix 1), the majority of residents would
pay less council tax. This may reduce the
overall amount of council tax collected and
therefore the annual savings shown in the
model. The model identifies the potential
amount based on some assumptions, though
the actual amount would not be known until
after the establishment of the any council/s.

The model identifies the potential for
additional savings and capital receipts from
the ability to rationalise the property estate.

The model confirms that a new countywide
single unitary council for the County would
be more financially robust than the eight
predecessor councils in the current two

tier arrangement. A two unitary council
arrangement would also improve the
financial position of local government in

the County, but to a lesser extent than a
single unitary council. Whilst medium term
financial planning indicates that the financial
position of local government in the County
will deteriorate over the next five years due
to increased pressures and reduced funding
from Central Government, the impact of
this on a single unitary council would be less
severe than for the existing councils under the
current arrangement.

The conclusion is that transitioning to
a unitary council model could generate
significant savings.
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SECTION B

Phase One Engagement

Appraisal

Engagement Approach

To ensure impartiality, an independent

social research company, Opinion Research
Services (ORS) was engaged by the County
Council to undertake the public and
stakeholder engagement. ORS is a Market
Research Society Company Partner and
Partner in Excellence of the Consultation
Institute. They have extensive experience of
important consultations across the public
sector, including with the NHS, Police and
Fire & Rescue Services, as well as major local
government reorganisation consultations
across Dorset, Buckinghamshire, Oxfordshire
and Northamptonshire.

The County Council has adopted a two-
phased approach to public and stakeholder
engagement and community consultation
with ORS, although other initial listening and
preparation discussions were held directly
between the county, district and borough
councils.

Phase 1, the listening and engagement period,
ran from 1 October 2018 — 31 October 2018
during which time residents, stakeholders

and staff were invited to provide feedback
through a range of routes. Detailed formal
consultation is proposed for phase two.

Nottinghamshire County Council



Phase One
Listening and Engagement Programme

It is important to note that the listening and
engagement programme has taken place

at a very early and formative stage in the
County Council's thinking. The purpose of
doing so was to clarify at this early stage
people’s awareness, attitudes, perceptions
and concerns about local government and
possible reorganisation. The County Council
wanted to identify what options it should
consider in more detail, and why. The phase
one ‘listening and engagement’ programme
was used to understand residents’ and
stakeholders’ perceptions of a wide range of
issues including:

e Current awareness of the number
and structure of councils covering
Nottinghamshire;

» Understanding of local government
finances and council tax precepts;

* Perceptions of the merits of unitary and
two-tier structures in principle;

e People’'s assumptions and reasons
for supporting two or one-tier local
government;

* Relative importance of the criteria for
considering the future of local government
across the County;

» The information that people might require
to inform their consideration of the issues;

o Attitudes towards the creation of one or
two unitary councils;

e Possible options for the division of the
County into two unitary council areas.

There were three main elements to the
listening and engagement programme:

1. An accessible engagement document
explaining the main issues and options.

2. An open questionnaire that was primarily
promoted for online completion, but with
paper copies available on request and
through County libraries.

3. A programme of deliberative events and
interviews, in which the views of town
and parish councillors, business people,
voluntary sector representatives, and other
key stakeholders were studied in forums or
interviews; and in which randomly selected
members of the public took part in detailed
focus group discussions.

A summary of the phase one engagement
report prepared by ORS can be found in
Appendix 3 of this document with the full
report available as a background paper.
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Open Questionnaire

ORS designed an accessible open questionnaire featuring four main
issues:

1. Whether change is needed.
2. Whether the number of councils might be reduced.

3. Whether unitary local government could be acceptable in
principle.

4. Whether the County might best form one or two unitary councils.

Responses

There was a total of 2,948 responses to the open questionnaire, including 2,926 from
individuals and 22 from organisations.

It is important to note that open questionnaires are not representative surveys based on
systematic or random samples of given populations. However, they do give everyone who
wants to respond an opportunity to register their opinions.

Typically, respondents to open questionnaires are more motivated to take part than average
citizens. In this case, the majority of respondents felt generally informed about local
government matters, whereas most of the randomly selected members of the public who took
part in the focus groups did not.

Respondents were skewed towards people aged 45 to 74 who represent less than half (48%)
of the County’s 16+ population, but accounted for two-thirds (67%) of the open questionnaire
respondents. People aged under 25 were under-represented by a factor of six times.

Key Findings?®

* |In terms of the criteria that should » 56% disagreed there is a case for reducing
inform the design of local government, the number of councils, while 37% agreed.
the open questionnaire showed that
Quality of Services was ranked top, with
Accountability and Access close behind.
Value for Money and Civic |dentity were
ranked fourth and fifth.

e Overall, in the open questionnaire more
than six-in-ten disagreed with the principle
of replacing two-tier local government
with a unitary system.

e There was much more support for two
unitary councils (64%) than for one single
unitary council (36%).

* Half of the open questionnaire respondents
agreed that the eight two-tier councils
need to make changes to respond to the
financial and service challenges facing
local government, while 40% disagreed.
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Deliberative Engagement

The deliberative elements of the engagement
were:

* Three focus groups with randomly selected
members of the public (34 participated);

» One focus group with business people (12
participants) and one with representatives
of the voluntary sector (9 participants);

e Alarge forum with town and parish
councils (71 participants);

* Interviews with seven key stakeholders,
including representatives from higher
and further education, a Local Enterprise
Partnership (LEP), a Clinical Commissioning
Group (CCG) and the Police & Crime;
Commissioner; and

¢ Five written submissions.

Responses

In total, there were 138 contributions to

the deliberative engagement, most of them
within the context of forums, focus groups,
interviews and submissions, in which a wide
range of thoughtful opinions were expressed.
This number cannot be certified statistically
as a representative sample of the County
population; but a third were randomly
selected (for the public focus groups) and
the others were well-informed and senior
stakeholders.

Key Findings

The deliberative discussions, interviews and
submissions gave a good deal of support for a
unitary structure including:

o 48% of those who expressed a view in the
public focus groups favoured a unitary
structure, but there was no clear outcome
Oon one unitary versus two unitary councils;

* The majority of the business focus group
favoured a unitary structure (with a
majority of three-to-one); and with a clear
preference for a single unitary council
(with a majority of eleven-to-one);

» Two-thirds of the voluntary sector focus
group could accept a unitary structure if
it worked well for their clients, but were
divided on whether a single unitary council
or two unitary councils would be best;

* More than half of the representatives
of town and parish councils favoured a
unitary structure with a majority of
two-to-one; but there was no clear view
on whether one or two unitary councils
would be best;

o Two-thirds of the key stakeholders
interviewed who expressed an opinion
favoured a unitary structure (but with
no consensus on the number of unitary
councils).

Many of those who did not express a view
wanted more information before deciding
— including 14 town and parish council
representatives, 6 out of 9 voluntary sector
representatives and 10 of 34 in the public
focus groups.
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In terms of the criteria that should inform

the design of local government, value for
money was a key factor in the deliberative
discussions. While the forum discussions
often showed people’s attachment to their
district and borough councils, the criteria
scores demonstrated that in general councils
do not have to be immediately ‘local’ to meet
citizens’ more important expectations for
accountability, quality and value for money.

Most stakeholders were relatively open-
minded about the structure of local
government. They could see benefits in
the existing two-tier structure, but did not
object to a unitary structure in principle —
as long as there are benefits and ‘localism’
is not lost. They want decent services,
local accountability, good joint working
between statutory agencies and others, and
an environment within which business, the
voluntary sector and academia can thrive.

Phase One Engagement Appraisal - Conclusion

The phase one engagement has shown

that, at this stage, there are mixed views
about a move to a unitary council structure.
The level of support varied across the open
questionnaire and the different stakeholder
groups, with the business focus group
showing a high level of support, but only
37% of the open questionnaire respondents
agreeing that there is a case for reducing the
number of councils.

There were mixed preferences for a one-or
two-council unitary structure, with the open
questionnaire favouring two councils and the
deliberative engagement showing no clear
outcome for either option (with the exception
of the business focus group which favoured
one council).

The listening and engagement phase has
taken place at an early formative stage and
the results should be seen in that context.
Taken together, the questionnaire and
deliberative findings show the “starting point”
for a possible public debate if the County
Council continues to consider the options for
change.

A consistent theme from the engagement was
the need for more information to reach an
informed view. It is proposed that the phase
two consultation would be a formal exercise,
providing more detail on a preferred option
for residents and stakeholders.

A full copy of the phase one engagement
report prepared by ORS is available as a
background paper, with a summary
attached as Appendix 3.
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SECTION C
— Options Appraisal

This section details the different options of unitary local government that have been considered

by the County Council. The options considered are based on the legislative framework and take
into account government and local criteria, as set out below.

Legislation

Section 2 of the Local Government and Public Involvement in Health Act 2007 enables the
Secretary of State for Housing, Communities and Local Government to invite any principal
authority (i.e. district/borough or county) to make a proposal for a single tier of local government.
Proposals must comprise one of the following types:

Type B

Single tier of local Single tier for an area Single tier for an area

government for the that is currently a district/ which currently consists

County borough or two or more of the County or one or
districts in the County more districts/boroughs

and one or more relevant
adjoining areas (i.e. an
adjoining county/district/
borough)

This means that proposals invited for a single tier of local government should consist of whole
council areas, i.e. proposals cannot break up parts of the existing district and borough areas.
Legislation also states that it is possible to have combinations of Type B and Type C models,
although there are some conditions and restrictions.
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Government criteria

Be based on a credible
geography consisting of
one or more existing local
government areas with a
population substantially
in excess of 300,000, but
no upper limit

This is recommended by
Government to provide
sufficient scale and
financial resilience.

Command a good deal
of local support

The Government
recognises that any
proposal may not carry
consensus from or within
all sectors. While no single
council or body, or group
of councils or bodies,

will have a veto, it will be
necessary for a proposal
to the Secretary of State
to have support from a
range of key partners,
stakeholders and service
users/citizens.

Government criteria and advice states that any proposal for changing local government should:

Be likely to improve

local government, which

means it would

- Improve service delivery;

- Provide greater value for
money;

- Yield significant cost
savings;

- Provide stronger
strategic and local
leadership;

- Deliver more sustainable
financial and partnership
structures e.g. with the
NHS, Police;

- Provide better outcomes
for local people.

Local criteria

In addition to the legislative framework and Government criteria, due regard has also been paid
to population density levels to ensure that any reorganisation would maintain reasonable density
levels. This is important as a low population density across a large geographic area would mean
that the population would be scattered, making services more difficult and more expensive to
deliver.

Page 85 of 130

Nottinghamshire County Council



Options

Based on the legislative framework,
Government criteria and local criteria,
the following parameters were
considered when identifying

options to ensure that they:

Are based on
current district
and borough
council
boundaries

Contain a population

greater than Are within the existing

3 0 0 0 0 O A A A A A administrative boundaries
’

of the County

Maintain reasonable

levels of population
density

(current density is 392
population per km2) @

The following options were discounted at the County Council Policy Committee meeting
on 14th November 2018:

Are likely to improve
local government

» Unitary Council Configurations that would not maintain reasonable levels of population
density:

o ‘Bassetlaw, Newark & Sherwood, Rushcliffe’ and ‘Ashfield, Broxtowe, Gedling Mansfield’
Population density levels: 208 and 1,202.

o 'Bassetlaw, Gedling, Newark & Sherwood, Rushcliffe’ and ‘Ashfield, Broxtowe Mansfield’
Population density levels: 259 and 1,304.
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Consideration of Options

Status Quo

One Single Unitary
Council

Two Unitary
Councils:

Ashfield, Bassetlaw,
Mansfield,

Newark & Sherwood
AND

Broxtowe, Gedling,
Rushcliffe

Population of
greater than

Newark & Sherwood
AND

Ashfield, Broxtowe,
Gedling and
Rushcliffe

Bassetlaw, Mansfield,

Ashfield, Bassetlaw
and Mansfield
AND

Broxtowe, Gedling,

Rushcliffe

Newark & Sherwood,

Bassetlaw,

Rushcliffe

AND

Ashfield, Broxtowe,
Gedling Mansfield

Newark & Sherwood,

Bassetlaw, Gedling,

Rushcliffe

AND

Ashfield, Broxtowe
Mansfield

Newark & Sherwood,

Nottinghamshire County Council

Maintain Within the
reasonable existing

levels of administrative
population boundaries

density
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The options considered in this option appraisal are ‘Preserving the Status Quo’ (Option 1), creating
a Single Unitary Council (Option 2), and creating Two Unitary Council's (Option 3).

Three variations of option 3 were considered, reflecting different combinations of district and
borough Councils. However, these have been considered together under option 3. Whilst it is
likely that the different geographies would deliver some different benefits over each other (for
example existing shared working arrangements), for this initial stage, this level of detail hasn't been
distinguished because this options appraisal has focused on a more strategic assessment of the
difference between one unitary, two unitaries and the status quo.

Preserve the status quo

This option would maintain the existing two-tier structure of one County Council and seven
district and borough councils, and provides a baseline comparison to the other options.

One single unitary council for the whole of Nottinghamshire

This option would create a new council covering the whole of the County and would be
responsible for delivering all local authority services currently delivered by the seven district
and borough councils and one county council.

Two unitary councils

This option would create two new councils responsible for delivering all local authority
services currently delivered by the district and borough councils and the county council within
their specific geographic area. Three configurations have been considered further:

o 3a) ‘Ashfield, Bassetlaw, Mansfield, Newark & Sherwood’ and ‘Broxtowe, Gedling, Rushcliffe’
Population density levels: 320 and 568;

o 3b) ‘Bassetlaw, Mansfield, Newark & Sherwood’ and ‘Ashfield, Broxtowe, Gedling and
Rushcliffe’ Population density levels: 253 and 657;

o 3c) ‘Ashfield, Bassetlaw and Mansfield" and ‘Broxtowe, Gedling, Newark & Sherwood and
Rushcliffe’ Population density levels: 426 and 370.
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Summary of the Options Considered
The initial strengths and weaknesses identified are:

Option 1 Option 2
Preserve the One single
status quo unitary council
‘ for the whole of
t‘ Nottinghamshire
Strengths Strengths
« No disruption to services because it » Largest revenue savings / sustainability of

maintains the current arrangements

No transition costs because there is no
change

Preserves identity at the local district and
borough level

Weaknesses

No associated savings

Risk to future service delivery

Lack of a consistent voice
Confusion amongst residents and
businesses about which council
does what

Variation in service delivery between
the councils

Population Density
2017 (Popn per km2)

service delivery

Single point of accountability and
responsibility for the whole County
Simplified partnership arrangements
Single strategic voice

Strategic decisions taken over the largest
possible scale

Reduced bureaucracy and quicker
decisions

Joined up approach to services such as
spatial planning, housing, transport &
infrastructure

Doesn't disaggregate existing countywide
services

Weaknesses

Disruption to services during the transition

phase

Ashfield 126,164 1,152 _ . .
Bassetlaw TeEoa 182 » Associated implementation costs
Broxtowe 112718 1407 » Ability to respond to local needs

Eoeli 117128 976 » Perceived lack of local identity

Mansfield 108,576 1,415

Newark and Sherwood 120,965 186 Area Population Density (Popn

2017 per km2)

Rushcliffe 115,996 283
817,851 EXN Nottinghamshire e S
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Options 3a-c
Two unitary councils for Nottinghamshire

Ashfield, Bassetlaw, Mansfield,
Newark & Sherwood
and Broxtowe, Gedling,

s,

Option
3a

1§

Bassetlaw, Mansfield,
Newark & Sherwood
and Ashfield, Broxtowe,

Option
3b

Ashfield, Bassetlaw and
Mansfield and Broxtowe,
Gedling, Newark & Sherwood,

Rushcliffe Gedling and Rushcliffe Rushcliffe
Strengths Area Population |Density
. . 2017 (Popn per km2)
« Second highest revenue savings ]
. : . . Option 3a
» Single point of accountability within the Achfiolg
shne
area served Bl Bassctlaw
» Partnership arrangements are simpler than g Mansfield
8 Newark & Sherwood
the status quo O Total 472,009 320
* Less competing voices than the status quo | Broxtowe
. . i) Gedling
* Reduced bureaucracy and quicker decisions S Rushcliffe
than the status quo S 345842 [568
» Greater feeling of local identity than one
large unitary council Option 3b
<
— Bassetlaw
Weaknesses T Mansfield
» Less savings than one single unitary council 3 Newark & Sherwood
. . . &)
* Higher implementation costs than one Tota.l — 1
. _ . El Ashfield
single unitary council 551 Broxtowe
« Disruption to services during the transition 3 Sjgr:gigffe
O
phase 472,006
* Local identity not as strong as the status
quo Option 3c
» Disaggregates countywide services < pshfield
« Variation in service delivery g Bassetlaw
. . . g Mansfield
» Strategic voice not as strong as one single S Total 351,044 426
unitary council Ll Broxtowe
: %) Gedling
* May not be able to reach countywide ) [ e——
consensus between the two councils &) Rushcliffe
466.807
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Appraisal of the options

The options appraisal is shown below. It has been carried out by the County Council and
incorporates the findings of the financial appraisal and the independent phase one engagement.

Each option has been assessed against each of the government criteria and scores green where it
fully meets the criteria (G), amber where it partially meets the criteria (A) and red where it doesn't

meet the criteria (R).
= Fully meets the criteria

A = Partially meets the criteria

ﬂ = Does not meet the criteria

2. Command a good deal The phase one

of local support

engagement
questioned the need
for moving from the
status quo and wanted
more information.

3. Be likely to improve local government:

a) Improve service
delivery

Existing structures
are not able to
lever the broader
transformational
change required.

The phase one
engagement showed
mixed support for

a unitary structure.
The level of support
varied across the
different stakeholder
groups, with the
business focus group
showing the highest
level of support, but
56% of questionnaire
respondents disagreed
that there was a case
for reducing the
number of councils.
There was also mixed
preferences for a one
or two council unitary
structure.

A unitary structure
will make service
improvements easier
to deliver, with the
potential to deliver
efficiencies and
economies of scale.

1. Be based on a credible Population = 817,851 Population = 817,851 Option a)
geography with a Population
population in excess of = 472,000 & 346,000
?‘0(_),000 but no upper Gien )
imit
Population
= 346,000 & 472,000
Option c)
Population
= 351,000 & 467,000

The phase one
engagement showed
mixed support for

a unitary structure.
The level of support
varied across the
different stakeholder
groups, with the
business focus group
showing the highest
level of support, but
56% of questionnaire
respondents disagreed
that there was a case
for reducing the
number of councils.
There was also mixed
preferences for a one
or two council unitary
structure, although the
open questionnaire
favoured two unitary
councils.

A unitary structure
will make service
improvements easier
to deliver, with the
potential to deliver
efficiencies and
economies of scale.
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b) Provide greater value
for money

c) Yield significant cost
savings

d) Provide stronger
strategic and local
leadership

e) Deliver more
sustainable structures
financially and
partnerships e.g. with
the NHS, Police

f) Provide better
outcomes for local
people

The existing structure
has overlapping areas
of service delivery and
posts that carry out
similar functions across
the two tiers.

Whilst savings have
been made, they
would not be at the
scale required to meet
the future demand
pressures, which is
likely to impact on
frontline services.

There would be no
change to the existing
strategic and local
leadership, which is
split across the two
local government tiers.

Existing structures are
confusing and can

be complicated for
partnership working.

Change is limited
within the status quo.

Pa

Financial appraisal
concludes that the
investment would be
paid back in 2.56 years.

Financial appraisal
concludes £27.1m of
savings per annum.

One unitary will
provide a single point
of accountability

and responsibility for
the whole County.
Strategic decisions
would be taken over
the largest possible
scale. This large scale
could negatively impact
on perceived local
identity.

One unitary will be
simpler than the
existing two tier
structure and will be
simpler for partners,
with one strategic
partner.

By bringing together
all eight councils there
is greater opportunity
for delivering more
transformational
change, which

will provide better
outcomes for local
people due to reduced
fragmentation.
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Financial appraisal
concludes that the
investment for two
unitary councils is
slightly higher than one
single unitary council
and would be paid
back over a longer time
period (3.23 years).

Financial appraisal A

concludes £16.4m of
savings per annum.

Two unitary councils A
will provide a single
point of accountability
within each of the
unitary areas, although
countywide strategic
decisions would need
the approval of both
unitary councils.
Would maintain more
local identity than one
unitary council.

Two unitary councils A

will be simpler than

the existing two tier
structure, although
more complicated than
one single unitary for
the whole County area.

Two unitary councils A
will be able to deliver
more transformational
change than the
status quo, however,
the disaggregation of
countywide services
(such as social care)
and existing district
shared service
arrangements, may
impact on outcomes
for local people.
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Options Appraisal - Conclusion

The options appraisal indicates that there
are a number of potential benefits of a
unitary council structure over the status quo,
including:

» The ability to deliver significant change;

* Having one single point of accountability
and responsibility;

e Having one strategic voice;

« Simplified and more strategic partnership
arrangements;

» Ability to deliver significant financial
savings.

At this stage, one single unitary council has
been assessed as preferable to two unitary
councils primarily because:

» |t retains the integrity of countywide
services and existing district shared service/
partnership arrangements;

* |t would enable strategic decisions to be
taken over the largest possible scale;

e It would have higher financial savings and a
shorter payback period.

However, both of the unitary options scored
below the status quo on one of the criteria
‘command a good deal of local support”
because at this stage there is mixed support
for a unitary structure.

It is proposed that phase two of the residents
and stakeholder consultation would be used
to provide more information on the need for
change, the relative strengths and weaknesses
of the identified options, and the benefits and
risks of the preferred option. More information
on how unitary council structures are working
in other parts of the country could also

be provided to both substantiate the need

for change and demonstrate the practical
advantages that unitary arrangements can
deliver to their localities.

The preferred option reached by the
options appraisal is for one single unitary
council for the County. This delivers the
greatest possible level of financial savings,
reduces complexity and provides a single
point of accountability to the public and
partners. It is proposed that one single
unitary council is formally consulted

on as part of the phase two public and

stakeholder engagement.

More detail on how the new council could
work is detailed in Chapter Three.
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The New Council

Nottinghamshire County Council believes that it is the right time to consider reorganisation of the
local government structure in Nottinghamshire to:

1. support a new vision that can deliver a better future for everybody; and

2. ensure a better framework of government that is as efficient, effective and financially
sustainable.

Having identified a single unitary council as The new council would build on existing

the preferred option, this chapter describes strengths and bring together the best

the County Council’s vision of how a new elements of the eight councils, achieving
unitary council could operate. This would be benefits of scale to reduce bureaucracy,
subject to detailed design and decisions by transform and sustain important services, and
the new council and is intended to provide have a strong local voice and democratic

a basis on which partners, residents and accountability.

businesses can develop an informed view on

o~

the unitary proposals and help shape their ~

conclusions. n

O:_o

Vision for Future Nottinghamshire

Our vision is to provide twenty first century local government services that takes advantage of
technology and are locally focused to deliver what people and businesses in Nottinghamshire
require.

We want to ensure that Nottinghamshire is the best place it can be for everyone; is healthy,
vibrant and inclusive; aspirational and ambitious; where people want to live, visit, learn and
work; where ambitions are achieved and there is increased prosperity for residents and
businesses.

Nottinghamshire County Council



AIMS

Under the proposed model the new council would deliver five key aims:

A stronger local voice for residents

Strong mechanismes for listening to local communities and giving residents a real say on local
issues. This includes councillors who are responsible and democratically accountable for all
decisions in their community, in a simplified structure that ensures people always know who to
turn to in their local area.

A single strategic voice speaking up on behalf of the area

Speaking with one voice to Government and all local strategic partners, giving
Nottinghamshire the ability to lobby for major new investment. Providing the strategic
capacity to understand and tackle complex problems across the County and the powers,
local discretion and willingness to take bold and farsighted decisions on behalf of residents,
communities and businesses.

A more prosperous Nottinghamshire

A coordinated approach to economic growth that delivers the best for the area along with
joined up and improved strategic planning to stimulate the economy and achieve economic
growth on a countywide scale.

Improved health and wellbeing for communities in Nottinghamshire

The people of Nottinghamshire want health, care and wider local government to join up to
better meet their needs. Joining up modern public services will enable every community to
have access to consistent and coordinated support over which they have more influence and
control.

Better services

Building on best practice and a wealth of expertise to improve services to meet the changing
needs of Nottinghamshire people in a financially sustainable way. Creating the right conditions
to innovate and transform public services at speed and drive a commercial approach to ensure
best value for money.

Underpinning all of these aims is an improved customer experience for residents and businesses

in the County, through better and more joined up access to services and simplified customer
journeys.
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Customer experience

The way in which residents and businesses
are able to access council services plays

a major part in their overall quality and

wider customer satisfaction. The customer
service landscape in the County is currently
fragmented, causing confusion over who to
contact for which problem and how. Whether
it be making a planning application or waste
disposal and collection, there is no one point
of contact for all services.

Local services

Over the last 12 months, more than 20,000
customers called the wrong council number
in Nottinghamshire, contributing to longer
wait times for callers, delays and frustration as
customers are directed elsewhere. Although
best practice exists amongst each of the
eight existing councils, the reality of the two-
tier system prevents a clear, consistent and
streamlined customer experience.

A move to a unitary council could provide
opportunities to reduce duplication and

take best practice from County, district and
borough councils to provide a comprehensive
and consistent customer experience for all
services across the County.

A wide range of services would continue to be provided to local residents across the whole of
the County. This includes services delivered from schools, libraries, children’s centres, youth
centres and from local offices. This would also consist of face-to-face contact points for the
public.

One website

&g

o]

they need to contact.

One contact number
This would end confusion for residents and businesses about which council

A one stop shop for all key information shared in a consistent way with a
range of self-service options so that customers can report, apply and pay for
services online when and how they want.

One digital communication approach
Using technology to ensure important information is accessible to all, shared
quickly and tailored to meet local residents’ needs.

Improved involvement and experiences of residents interacting with
council services using the expertise currently spread across the eight
Nottinghamshire councils.

The following sections detail how a new unitary council could deliver the five aims listed

on page 47.
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AIM ONE:

A stronger local voice for residents R

A single unitary council for Nottinghamshire would serve a population of more than 800,000

and would ensure a strong mechanism for listening to local communities; responding to
differences in need and ensuring that strong local identities are valued and protected.

The new council could give local people,

a greater influence over their services;
ensure that community events and activities
that matter to local people are continued;
act on their concerns, and deliver greater
transparency and accountability.

There are currently 353 councillors across
the eight existing councils. Member
divisions would be decided by the Boundary
Commission but 132 members with single
member divisions are assumed.

The development of a unitary council provides
an exciting opportunity to design a new

local model, which builds on current good
practice, but goes much further in responding
to the appetite amongst residents, county

and district/borough councillors and town
and parish councils for a greater say on local
issues.

The new council could deliver this through
the following approach:

* A new devolution proposal for town
and parish councils — offering flexible
opportunities to enable them to run
services and assets currently run by the
county, district and borough councils
where it is cost effective to do so, with
packages tailored to local ambition and
priorities;

e The ambition to see the creation of
new town and parish councils across
all areas of the county that are currently
‘unparished’;

* Area Planning Committees — enabling
local councillors to take decisions on local
planning issues impacting their community;

o« Community events and activities —
ensuring that those that are important to
local people and currently supported by
county, district and borough councils are
continued.

Town and Parish Council
Devolution Proposal

Town and parish councils have a critical role
to play in supporting and strengthening local
communities and their influence on local
services. They will be key partners in ensuring
that local services are provided closer to the
people that use them and there is improved
local accountability.

There are existing examples of delegation
already in place across the County. A best
practice model could be created to support
communities to deliver local services.

The success of this model will depend on
communities taking on the role they want in
the services that matter to them, not being
given accountabilities that they do not want
and assets that they do not need. This will
require a confident strategic council that is
as comfortable delegating decision making
and resources as it is with managing its own
strategic responsibilities.
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Case Study — Newark Town Council

Town and parish councils in Nottinghamshire have taken on some powers from the county and
district and borough councils through devolution to deliver locally driven services which are more
responsive to the needs of individual communities. Newark Town Council is a successful example

that has flourished as a result of this.

Newark Town Council currently receives a delegated budget of £400,000 per year from Newark
& Sherwood District Council to deliver a range of local services. These include car parks, street
cleaning, and the maintenance of Newark market, public parks and public toilets. Newark Town
Council has the power to decide how its delegated budget is spent, meaning local people

are empowered to better shape their community by focusing spending on local priorities and

ensuring that local services deliver what is needed.

In agreeing a devolution proposal the new
Council could support town and parish
councils by providing:

o Support and advice with a dedicated
project team working with individual town
and parish councils and communities
according to their circumstances;

« A capacity building scheme for town and
parish councils, including initial support
with clerking, for up to a two year period.

The Creation of New Town
and Parish Councils

New town and parish councils could be
created through Community Governance
Reviews undertaken by the new council

in areas of the County that are currently
‘unparished’. A Community Governance
Review could be triggered by either the new
council or by the community, through the
submission of a petition which reaches a
minimum number of signatures.

Area Planning Committees

Planning decisions would need to be taken
by a formal committee in accordance with
the law unless delegated to officers (minor,
non-controversial applications below set
thresholds). In a single unitary council, some
planning decisions would be taken by Area

Planning Committees and some by a Strategic
Page 99 of 130

Planning Committee.
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Area Planning Committees would be
determined based on best fit with natural
communities and the appropriate size for the
effective functioning of the committees. The
Area Planning Committees would carry out
some of the functions currently carried out
by the district and borough council planning
committees, as well as determining planning
decisions which the County Council currently
takes on issues such as the approval of new
schools and extensions of existing schools.

The Strategic Planning Committee would
take decisions that have wider strategic
implications or a significant impact beyond a
specific local area, whilst still taking account
of local views. The thresholds for decision-
making on planning would be set out in the
new council’'s constitution.

Support for Community Events
and Activities

Local community events, activities and
schemes that are important to local people
would be prioritised, as would a Local
Improvement Scheme to provide targeted
financial support for community organisations
to deliver the new council’s priorities, and
help shape local places.



AIM TWO:

A single strategic voice speaking up on behalf of the area

One single council could give Nottinghamshire a stronger voice speaking on behalf of all
residents, businesses and partners on local and national issues to get the best for the area. It

would be a powerful advocate for Nottinghamshire and have a better
coordinated and strengthened voice when compared to the current
eight, often competing, local government voices in the County.

The new council would have strategic accountability and a single voice to set the place-shaping

agenda across the whole of the County.

On a regional, national and international level the new council would be responsible for:

Providing one strong voice when
working with government, the
region and business

Having one coordinated and strengthened
voice would enable the new council to focus
on strategic priorities for the local area, shape
the regional and national agenda, and put the
needs of the County first.

Being a new, powerful advocate
for growth opportunities in
Nottinghamshire

One council would be better placed to
address barriers to growth and attract national
investment to ensure that all areas of the

County, including rural areas, benefit from
growth opportunities.

Maximising opportunities for
devolution and investment to
give greater local control and
influence

A single unitary council would provide

a strong platform to argue for further
powers and funding. This would strengthen
engagement with other local and regional
partnerships such as the Local Enterprise
Partnership, Midlands Engine and Midlands
Connect.
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On a local level the new council would be
responsible for:

Representing Nottinghamshire
residents and businesses

Listening to the needs of residents and
businesses and implementing a single
coordinated vision for the County,
undertaking bold and strategic decisions to
meet future needs.

Creating a joined up, whole area strategic
framework for planning, transport,
regeneration and housing, skills and jobs

A coordinated countywide approach

to strategic planning and infrastructure
provision would ensure communities are
well planned with housing developed in the
right place according to need, with the right
infrastructure (roads, transport links, schools,
etc.) in place.

Creating the right conditions for a strong
local economy and for businesses to thrive

A single unified approach to economic
development, would allow the County greater
influence and a better chance of attracting
significant Government and business
investment by acting as one voice instead of
eight, often competing, voices.

Forging alliances to coordinate place based
strategy and investment

One council would enable the County to
maximise infrastructure funding opportunities
and prevent the current situation of councils
competing against each other for funding.
This would also ensure that funding is spent
where it would give the most benefit or meets
the greatest need.

Developing more effective and
improved partnership working to meet
Nottinghamshire priorities

A single council would create a streamlined
platform for partners when working with

local government. The council would

use its consolidated influence to broker
opportunities and influence the spend of
other organisations for the benefit of the area.

Making streamlined and responsive decisions

A more streamlined and agile leadership and
governance structure would enable strategic
decisions to be made quickly and effectively,
reducing bureaucracy and red tape. Fewer,
more empowered councillors would be more
accountable for making decisions relating

to all services within their community. This
would create a simpler process for residents
to contact their councillors regarding the
issues that matter to them.

Developing the momentum and driving
integration across the public sector to meet
the demands of a changing population

One council would allow transformation
work with partners, such as health and social
care integration, to be fast paced, aligned
with countywide priorities and developed

in a simpler way by reducing the number of
organisations involved.
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AIM THREE:

A more prosperous Nottinghamshire "= ®

Local councils hold many powers to help unlock the potential of the local economy. In a two
tier area, these powers are fragmented and split between the County Council and District/

Borough Councils. As a unitary authority, the council would have considerably stronger unified
powers to create the conditions for businesses to locate, invest and grow in Nottinghamshire.

Economic growth matters because it delivers
sustainable and productive businesses that
provide employment for local people, drives
prosperity for individuals and families and
helps improve living standards, and the health
and wellbeing of communities.

Businesses

Businesses need confidence that their
investment will generate a profit. Local
government can help bring that confidence,
offering a stable environment in which
businesses can invest and grow.

Two tier local government means businesses
need to know which council does what, how
to work with different organisations, what
their priorities are and how to navigate a
complex system of local public services. With
a single unitary council, there is one Leader
of the Council, one Chief Executive, one
planning authority and one point of contact.
This brings clarity and reduces complexity.

Good quality housing

Good quality housing helps to ensure that
families and children grow up in safe, healthy
homes in attractive environments. In the
County there are currently seven different
local planning authorities. Each district and
borough council has its own separate local
plan, with different thresholds for housing
development, different policies to be followed
by developers or investors and different
priorities for local district and borough
councillors.

In the County, we are not short of space for
development, but we lag behind in terms of
housing delivery. Currently, we have:

e One local planning authority that is subject
to Government intervention;

* One local planning authority that has
withdrawn its local plan;

e Four planning authorities that do not
have a five year forward supply of land for
development at this time.

This means Nottinghamshire does not have
full coverage of sound plans setting out the
future growth and development of local
communities.
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By creating a single unitary council,

the County could plan the growth and
development of housing across the whole of
Nottinghamshire more effectively. Currently,
the seven individual planning authorities are
effectively each in competition with each
other to attract developers to build housing to
meet stringent Government targets.

A single unitary council covering the County
would be able to plan more strategically
with developers to ensure that growth is

in the right place and of right quality. This
would enable better planning to deliver new
infrastructure such as roads and schools to
support the new development.

Fully realise technological
innovation

A single council will have the ability to

fully realise the potential of technological
innovation by developing areas in the County
to test new technology. Its planning powers
could also digitally future-proof the entire
County by ensuring new developments

are installed with a full fibre broadband
connection as standard.

Securing Infrastructure
Funding from Developers

Developers currently pay section 106 (s106)
(or the Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL)
if one is in place) to offset the impact of a
new development on local public services.
This impact includes the pressure on school
places, community provision such as libraries
and health centres and highways from a new
housing development.

In the County, planning responsibilities

are split between the County Council and
district and borough councils. Whereas
district and borough councils are the local
planning authority determining major
planning applications for housing, the County
Council manages the provision of key public
infrastructure such as highways. As a result,
difficulties and inconsistencies emerge in
ensuring that the impact of a development
is managed in a sustainable way and that
appropriate funding is secured.

For district and borough planning
applications, the final decision on a s106
agreement rests with the district/borough
council, and the County Council is often

not a signatory to the process. A district or
borough council can decide to prioritise
other matters that might not reflect local
needs, or accept reduced or nil contributions
from the developer because of risks that a
development might not take place.

Case Study — Section 106 Funding

The ability of the County to secure and recover developer funding and sustainably provide the
necessary infrastructure for new developments varies across Nottinghamshire with the process
being inefficient and costly. Between 2013 and 2017 this varied from approximately 95% recovery
of funds in one district compared with 40% in another.

A recent example of this in Nottinghamshire saw a development straddle two separate districts.
Since the district councils had differing approaches to s106 contributions, one part of the
development provided funding for the expansion of the local school whereas the other part did

not.

Nottinghamshire County Council
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A unitary council could collect s106 and CIL
receipts and reinvest these holistically in
strategic infrastructure that not only benefits
local communities, but unlocks or brings
forward further growth and development,
generating a positive cycle of prosperity.

In a single unitary council, planning services
will have the size and scale to better negotiate
with developers and secure financial
contributions to pay for important local
services and facilities which mitigate the
impacts.

Joined up plans to
support infrastructure
developments

Developers expect public services to

assist in ‘de-risking’ the development. This
means having a clear plan to support the
development including: a highways network
so people can get to and from their new
homes; digital connectivity; sufficient school
places; good public transport connections;
and appropriate waste and environmental
services. The planning and organising of these
services is currently split across the two tiers
of local government. A single unitary council
could help to streamline the development
process and ensure the integrated planning of
housing-led regeneration in a way that meets
the needs of local communities.

Investing in the infrastructure needed to
support economic development is expensive.
A unitary authority would be better positioned
to make a more strategic, stronger case for
investment of its own resources and those of
Government.

Nottinghamshire
as a place to invest

Unitary councils are able to offer a single
point of contact that can bring together all

of the support an investor needs to choose
the County as their preferred location to
invest. This would include a unified approach
to inquiry handling, intelligence and data
handling, planning, key account management
and after-care, and place-shaping.

A single unitary council could also ensure that
local people benefit from these opportunities
by having an integrated approach to
developing the skills local people need and
acting as a broker to help people access new
jobs.

Unlocking sites

Some large employment sites are unoccupied
in the County despite being allocated and
promoted by local district and borough
planning authorities. A single unitary council
could unlock these sites by bringing together
the investment in highways and transport
infrastructure, together with local planning
powers.

More effective planning

A single unitary council could sustain a
planning function that is able to combine the
countywide, strategic perspective alongside
the local perspective when considering the
priorities for growth and development. Whilst
the integration of planning powers could
deliver significant benefits, a mechanism for
local planning decisions would be retained to
ensure local communities are able to shape
their area.
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AIM FOUR:

Improved health and wellbeing ~
for communities in Nottinghamshire :‘
gro )

The people of Nottinghamshire want health, care and wider local government to join up to
better meet their needs and provide services in the right place at the right time. Joining up

modern public services would enable every community to have access to consistent and
coordinated support over which they have as much control as possible.

Together joined up modern health, care and
wider public services help to:

Ensure that people in every community
enjoy homes, neighbourhoods and
workplaces which underpin good health,
independence and wellbeing;

Prevent disease and long term conditions
for as long as possible;

Provide consistent care, support and
treatment in local services;

Identify people who need proactive co-
ordinated care, and provide this through
joined up healthcare and community
services;

Ensure inclusive neighbourhoods
where people can live independently
and contribute to the future of their
communities;

Give people more control over their care
and treatment.

A single unitary council presents the
opportunity to redesign the relationship

between health and care providers, as well as
the local commissioning landscape, to further

improve health outcomes for local people.

By bringing together a single tier of local
government, a new unitary would work
alongside hospitals, primary and community
health services; mental health; housing;
and the community and voluntary sector
in ensuring integrated prevention, care and
treatment for local people.

Although Nottinghamshire is considered
an exemplar of integrated health and care
services, a single unitary council would
further enhance progress towards an
integrated care system.
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Mobilising services that
impact upon the wider
determinants of health

A single unitary council would ensure better,
joined up services for public health, culture
and leisure. Currently, these services are
fragmented and dispersed across the eight
councils. A more integrated approach would
ensure better use of assets such as country
parks, leisure centres, green spaces and public
rights of way. This could have a significant
impact on health and wellbeing.

Improved health, social
care and housing support

The unitary council would align social care
for adults and children with housing. The new
council would join up and speed up working
across health, housing and social care to
ensure people get the right help at the right
time. Organising services in this way would
deliver better quality care and support around
the needs of the individual, their family and
their carers. For example, by housing and
social care working together people can be
supported to live independently at home with
the right equipment and adaptations which
might avoid the need for more costly and
intrusive interventions.

Strategic planning and commissioning
through one authority would ensure fit for
purpose accommodation that supports the
changing needs of an ageing population,
young people transitioning to adult services
and the needs of people with disabilities.

A unitary council would ensure a consistent
approach to safeguarding children and
vulnerable adults across all local government
functions and allow seamless support to be
provided for people with multiple needs.
Planning across all services on a countywide
scale would mean a better response to the
needs of care leavers, children and adults with
a special educational need or disability, and
families needing more support.

A consolidated revenue collection and
benefits function would allow greater
alignment with support services to ensure
that people get access to the support they
need. Customer journeys will be improved by
joining up assessments, benefits and housing
applications.

The Future of Local Government in Nottinghamshire

57



AIM FIVE:
Better services

A single unitary council provides the opportunity for better integrated and responsive services
that adapt to residents’ changing needs and expectations and offer a better customer experience.

During the engagement phase, people
highlighted the importance of local
knowledge for service delivery, especially

in planning for health, housing, social care,
education and economic development,

and raised concerns about losing district
based knowledge. Most of these services are
currently the responsibility of the County
Council and are delivered locally by staff
based in local offices or services such as adult
day centres. A unitary council would blend
best practice, knowledge and experience from
each current council and build on existing
developments to further exploit opportunities
for the benefit of all residents and businesses
across the whole of the County. It would
focus on achieving transformational service
improvements as well as ensuring services are
sustainable and achieving greater value for
money.

This section highlights the benefits for

the County of service integration, such

as removing duplication, and more
fundamental public service transformation
which could be brought about by a
single unitary council.

58 ‘ Nottinghamshire County Council

There are already examples of shared services
between the current eight Nottinghamshire
councils which can be built upon to create
opportunities for further service improvement
and efficiencies.

A single unitary council provides a real
opportunity to:

* maximise joint efforts between county
and district and borough services, such as
waste collection and waste disposal;

e combine those services delivered by more
than one council, such as community
safety, into one function to deliver
economies of scale and a consistent
approach;

e transform and reconfigure services to
ensure they are effective, efficient and
financially sustainable by removing
duplication and ensuring equity of service
provision regardless of where people live or
work.




Service Integration
& Transformation

Council services are currently split between
the County Council and district and
borough councils. Whereas the County
Council provides services such as waste
disposal, highways, and social care, district
and borough councils provide services
such as waste collection, local planning,
and leisure centres. The way in which
these responsibilities are split represents a
missed opportunity for residents to benefit
from improved services by maximising the
synergies between them.

The opportunities to transform services to
benefit residents and ensure sustainability

of services are greater through a unitary
structure, where transformational change
can deliver better value for money and
efficiencies. Creating a unitary council

would provide an exciting opportunity to re-
design and re-think ways of working placing
residents at the heart of planning and delivery
of services.

Exploring and harnessing opportunities
around digital technology and data analytics,
adopting common policies and processes
and creating an agile and mobile workforce
would be an integral part of the design of a
new council in order to drive innovation and
maximise the resources available to add value
to frontline services.

Reduction in funding for all local authorities
has increased pressure to deliver more for less
and necessitated the need to generate more
income to ensure a financially stable future
driven through stronger commercialisation.
The new council would need to be
entrepreneurial and seize opportunities for

commercialisation. It would adopt a strong
countywide commissioning and robust
performance management approach, and
exploit new opportunities as a result of
greater buying power, improved economies
of scale, combined skills, and the assimilation
of commercial operations.

There are a range of other opportunities a
unitary council could secure through a more
coordinated and transformative service offer.

One community
safety team

This would focus on greater community
safety by pooling funding, removing
duplication, and forming one contact point
for Nottinghamshire Police and other partners
on community safety issues. This would also
improve the support available to help local
community and voluntary sector groups,
through the pooling of available funding and
expertise.

Greater consumer
protection

By bringing together trading standards and
environmental health services, a consistent
countywide approach to protecting
consumers and residents will be possible.
More appropriate and seamless data and
intelligence sharing between consumer
protection services and social services would
ensure our vulnerable residents are safe
from exploitation through frauds, scams and
other unsafe trading practices. Legitimate
businesses would be able to access
comprehensive support and advice about all
of their regulatory and compliance needs.
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One waste collection,
disposal and recycling
service

A new single council would have responsibility
for collecting, disposing and recycling
household waste. This would improve
outcomes for residents by ensuring decisions
on how waste services are provided are based
on a single holistic operating model. Waste
collection fleets are potentially under used,
and collection rounds could be double shifted
to reduce the number of vehicles required,
and increase the utilisation of those that are
retained. A unified approach would make
better use of resources, enhance customer
satisfaction and potentially improve recycling
rates across the County.

A more unified and
comprehensive highway
services

Combining highway services to deliver a
more joined up approach to street sweeping,
highway maintenance and grass cutting with
one point of contact for customers across
the County could provide efficiency and
responsiveness to highways issues and reduce
confusion amongst the public about who

to contact about each issue. This could also
build opportunities for future transformation
to maximise the use of technology. For
example, some councils have begun fitting
bin lorries with high-definition cameras to
pro-actively identify defects on roads that
could become potholes and automatically
schedule the team to carry out the work.

Stronger emergency
planning

Better joined up planning and an

integrated service model would improve
Nottinghamshire's resilience to emergencies.
This would help protect communities and
residents from flooding, transport accidents,
and other major incidents.

Enhanced culture
and heritage services

Combining the management and operation
of country parks, leisure centres, and other
cultural activities into one organisation
would allow better planning of events and
activities, and improved utilisation of sites
and buildings to release capacity for other
uses. In the medium term existing external
leisure contracts could be consolidated to
both improve provision and reduce costs.
Releasing capacity is particularly relevant

for libraries, where co-location with suitable
partners could provide significant economies
across estate management, whilst retaining
and potentially enhancing the contact with
the public. The unitary council could use its
60 library network to provide a wide-ranging
network of public contact points, enhancing
their role and securing their future.
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Greater environmental
protection

Combining district/borough council and
County Council responsibilities could enable
a consistent approach to environmental
considerations, such as the limitation of
emissions and waste in new developments,
the transition to a low carbon economy in line
with the Government's clean growth strategy,
and the conservation of the county’s wildlife.
It would also enable a more coordinated land
drainage responsibility to limit the threat of
flooding.

Efficient use of property
and assets

A unitary council that removes duplication
could release parts of the existing local
council property estate. This could be used as
an opportunity to design new multi-purpose
community buildings and flexible working
spaces that would be shared with partners
from across national and local government,
voluntary, community and public sector
organisations. As well as promoting the
efficient use of public assets, this could further
transform co-location of teams working in
support of shared outcomes.

Sharing information,
data and insight

By combining resources, local public service
organisations can create strong shared
business intelligence helping them to plan
community services together. By adopting
multi agency approaches to sharing data,
services will be better able to anticipate, plan
for and cope with demand as well as improve
early intervention and prevention services. As
a result, a unitary council could constantly
develop its understanding of the communities
it serves, learning from what has happened in
the past to inform the future.
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Chapter Four
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Conclusion

This report analyses the case for changing
the structure of local government in
Nottinghamshire.

The externally verified financial modelling
suggests that one unitary council for the
whole of Nottinghamshire could deliver the
greatest financial savings and provide local
government with the financial sustainability
it needs to respond to future challenges and
continue delivering for communities.

The County Council believes that a single
unitary council could also offer further
significant benefits for Nottinghamshire if the
aims outlined in the document are delivered.

These aims include a stronger local voice for
residents, a single strategic voice speaking
up on behalf of the area, a more prosperous
County, improved health and wellbeing for
communities, and better services with an
improved customer experience.

Based on work done so far, the report
concludes that a single countywide unitary
council is the preferred option. However, the
case for this preferred option is not complete
and a further period of refinement and
consultation is considered the appropriate
next step.

A recommendation to this effect will be
considered by Nottinghamshire County
Council on 13 December 2018.

If approved, a further phase of consultation
and refinement will take place in early 2019.
The outcome from this work will be reported
to another meeting of the County Council in
Summer 2019.

This chapter considers the next steps required
to further develop the case for change.
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Next Steps

The approach to developing the outline case for change for local government reorganisation in
Nottinghamshire has been phased. This allows for clear and accountable political decision making

to take place alongside the gathering of public and stakeholder views to inform the ultimate
outcome. There are three phases envisaged.

Phase One Phase Two

The first phase began following a County If County Council approval is obtained
Council decision in July 2018 to instruct in December 2018, the second phase
officers to continue their work preparing of the development of the case for
the formal case for local government change would involve a formal public
reorganisation in the County. A listening consultation exercise undertaken

and engagement period was undertaken by by ORS. Residents and stakeholders
an independent social research company, would have the opportunity to be
Opinion Research Services (ORS), during consulted on the preferred option
October 2018. It involved: for local government reorganisation

in Nottinghamshire, as set out in this
outline case for change, as well as other
options. Consultation would begin in
« focus groups with members of the public January and include:

from across the county;

» the circulation of an engagement
document and questionnaire;

» arepresentative residents telephone

* meetings with town and parish councils, survey,

businesses and the voluntary sector; . . .
e an open public questionnaire,

« discussions with key stakeholders from available online with hard copies in
across the county. Nottinghamshire libraries;

The County Council also held meetings with  focus groups with representative

the district and borough councils to gain their residents;

initial views. e workshops and interviews with key

The findings of the engagement period have stakeholder groups such as town

informed this outline case for change. The and parish councils, businesses the

executive summary of the ORS report can voluntary sector and other partners.

be found in Appendix 3 of this document
with the full report available as a background

paper.

If a final case for change is presented to
County Council in Summer 2019 it will
take account of the public consultation.
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Phase Three

Phase three would depend on the
outcome of phase two, and a further
decision of County Council. Broadly,
there are three possible options at the
end of phase two.

i) The final case for change meets
the Government criteria for local
government restructuring, in which
case it could be formally agreed by
County Council and submitted to the
Secretary of State for consideration.

i) The final case for change requires
further refinement, in which case
County Council could be requested
to approve further work, prior to any
decision to submit to the Secretary of
State.

iii) There is no prospect that the final
case for change will meet the
Government's criteria for local
government reorganisation, in which
case it would cease.

Delivering the new
council for
Nottinghamshire

Creating a new unitary council by bringing
together eight existing councils with a
combined budget of almost £1 billion
represents a significant body of work
which will need to be effectively managed
to mitigate risks and ensure benefits are
achieved. A combination of appropriate
resourcing, experienced political and
managerial leadership and thorough

programme management would be the key to

a successful transition.

It is important to note that this section

By speaking with recently formed unitary
councils across England and learning from
their experiences, the following suggested
critical success factors for transition have
been identified for the County:

1. Valuing the legacy of existing councils
and incorporating best practice

The two-tier system of local government
in Nottinghamshire has been in place since
1972 and, although changes have occurred
since then, each council has developed
a significant role and identity within the
communities they serve.

2. Continuity of service delivery

With eight councils delivering a large and
diverse range of services to over 800,000
residents it would be crucial that the
process of transition does not negatively
impact upon service delivery. Robust
programme management is the key to a
smooth transition for all council services
and residents.

3. Valuing the contribution of council staff
and partners

Council staff and partners across
Nottinghamshire are instrumental to the
successful delivery of local services. They
have transformed these services so that
they have been able to continue operating
under the significant financial pressures of
austerity. Their experience and expertise
would be critical to a successful transition.

4. Democratic and accountable leadership

The process of transition must be open
and accountable, with opportunities
for members of all political groups, as
well as residents and key stakeholders,
to contribute and hold decision makers
accountable.

presents outline proposals and that the exact
details and arrangements of transition would

be decided by the Government and any new
council/s. Page 114 of 130
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Transition Planning

If this work continues beyond phase two, a transition programme would be required to enable
the transition to a new unitary council/s for the County. This would primarily involve existing
Nottinghamshire councils and the Secretary of State but other partners would also be encouraged
to participate. The transition programme could be split into the following three stages:

66

Planning and preparation
required to gain

Secretary of State and
parliamentary approval
before establishing formal
transitional governance
arrangements. The focus
would be to bring together
key partners and develop a
high level transition plan.

Stage 2

Transition

Develop a detailed
transition plan taking

into account the factors
mentioned at stage 1

and implement the

work required within the
established workstreams
before fully transitioning to
the new council/s via local
elections. The focus would
be on service continuity

to ensure there is minimal
disruption while services
are integrated.

Realise the full benefits

of a unitary structure by
transforming services so
that they deliver better
value for money, offer
improved outcomes for
residents, and incorporate
the local voice of
individual communities.

Any further work on transition depends on the decision of County Council on 13 December 2018.

If the work on local government reorganisation continues into phase two (beyond 13 December
2018), more work will be undertaken on transition. Detailed plans would be set out at the end of

phase two, in Summer 2019.

In the meantime, a dialogue would continue with local councils and stakeholders.
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Appendix 1

Council Tax Equalisation

The modelling below illustrates the effect on a new single unitary council and Nottinghamshire
residents of setting the council element of council tax for each Band D property at a notional
£1,57443. The model is designed to exemplify one scenario. All decisions about council tax would
rest with any unitary council.

The council element of council tax is currently split between Nottinghamshire County Council
and the district/ borough council precept. For a Band D property the charge currently ranges
between £1,552.47 and £1,604.89. This reflects the variance between the precepts charged by the
district and borough councils.

2018/19 Council elements of council tax for a Band D property

Local Authority Nottinghamshire District Precept  Total Council
County Council Precept
Precept*
Ashfield District Council £1,41943 £185.46 £1,604.89
Bassetlaw District Council £1,41943 £168.48 £1,587.91
Broxtowe Borough Council £1,41943 £161.85 £1,581.28
Gedling Borough Council £1,41943 £163.07 £1,582.50
Mansfield District Council £1,41943 £184.72 £1,604.15
Newark & Sherwood District Council £1,41943 £170.27 £1,589.70
Rushcliffe Borough Council £1,41943 £132.84 £1,552.27

*including Nottinghamshire County Council’'s Adult Social Care precept

Setting the unitary Band D precept at £1,574.43 for all residents would equate to the current
Nottinghamshire County Council precept with £155 per Band D property replacing the variable
district/borough council precept.
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The effect of setting the Band D unitary authority precept at £1,574.43 on Nottinghamshire's
residents can be seen in the table below:

Band D charge Average Council Tax per Household

Locality Current councils Notional unitary Current councils Notional unitary
precept precept precept precept

Ashfield £1,604.89 £1,57443 £1,262.03 £1,238.08
Bassetlaw £1,587.91 £1,57443 £1,305.62 £1,294.54
Broxtowe £1,581.28 £1,57443 £1,329.93 £1,324.17
Gedling £1,582.50 £1,57443 £1,392.81 £1,385.70
Mansfield £1,604.15 £1,57443 £1,242.69 £1,219.66
Newark & £1,589.70 £1,57443 £1,382.32 £1,369.05
Sherwood

Rushcliffe £1,552.27 £1,57443 £1,585.77 £1,60841

Setting the Band D precept at £1,574.43 would result in 85.5% of Nottinghamshire's households
that pay council tax paying less.

As the majority of households would be paying less in council tax, the unitary council would
generate less income than the current County Council and district/borough councils together.

If the new council decided to set the standardised council element of council tax at £1,574.43
for every Band D property, the new council would generate £2.495 million less in income than
currently being generated across Nottinghamshire councils. This would need to be offset against
the savings generated by the reorganization and therefore reduce the annual saving for one

unitary to £24.568 million.
Council Tax generated by Nottinghamshire Councils

Locality Current councils £ millions Notional unitary £ millions
Ashfield 53.19 52.18
Bassetlaw 54.36 53.90
Broxtowe 52.89 52.66
Gedling 5798 57.68
Mansfield 46.37 45.51
Newark & Sherwood 60.92 60.33
Rushcliffe 66.14 67.09
Total 391.84 389.35

It is anticipated that similar savings in council tax bills would also be achievable under a two
unitary council model and this would also reduce the annual savings. However, under this
arrangement the level of council tax would be set by each new council depending on their policy
and strategic decisions.
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Appendix 2

Sensitivity Analysis of Changes to Annual Savings
and Implementation Costs

The modelling of estimated savings and implementation costs detailed in chapter 2 is based on
number of assumptions. The tables below illustrate the change the annual savings, implementation
costs and payback period should the actual savings or implementation costs differ.

Sensitivity Analysis of Savings achievable

One Unitary Council

Scenario Total Savings YrO - Yr5  Annual Saving*  Net Savings Yrs 0-5  Payback Period
£ millions £ millions £ millions Years
Baseline 107.983 27.063 88.764 2.56
Reduction of 5% 102.584 25.710 83.365 2.62
Reduction of 10% 97.184 24.357 77.966 2.68
Reduction of 25% 80.987 20.297 61.768 2.96
Increase of 5% 113.382 28416 94.163 2.51
Increase of 10% 118.781 29.770 99.562 2.46
Increase of 25% 134.978 33.829 115.760 2.34

Two Unitary Councils

Scenario Total Savings YrO- Yr5  Annual Saving* Net Savings Yrs 0-5 Payback Period
£ millions £ millions £ millions Years
Baseline 65.573 16.434 45.604 3.23
Reduction of 5% 62.294 15.613 42.325 3.29
Reduction of 10% 59.016 14.791 39.046 3.36
Reduction of 25% 49.180 12.326 29.210 3.63
Increase of 5% 68.851 17.256 48.882 3.17
Increase of 10% 72.130 18.078 52.161 311
Increase of 25% 81.966 20.543 61.997 2.98

*post implementation
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Sensitivity Analysis of Implementation Expenditure

One Unitary Council

Scenario Total Expenditure YrO - Yr5 Net Surplus Yrs 0-5 Payback Period
£ millions £ millions Years
Baseline -19.219 88.764 2.56
Reduction of 5% -18.258 89.725 2.51
Reduction of 10% -17.297 90.686 245
Reduction of 25% -14.414 93.569 2.29
Increase of 5% -20.180 87.803 2.62
Increase of 10% -21.140 86.842 2.67
Increase of 25% -24.023 83.959 2.84
Two Unitary Councils
Scenario Total Expenditure YrO - Yr5 Net Surplus Yrs 0-5 Payback Period
£ millions £ millions Years
Baseline -19.969 45.604 3.23
Reduction of 5% -18.971 46.602 3.16
Reduction of 10% -17.972 47601 3.10
Reduction of 25% -14.977 50.596 292
Increase of 5% -20.968 44605 3.29
Increase of 10% -21.966 43.607 3.35
Increase of 25% -24.961 40.611 3.53

The sensitivity analysis illustrates that under a unitary authority there is a high level of certainty
that annual savings would be between £20.3 million and £33.8 million with implementation
expenditure between £14.4 million and £24 million.

Under a two unitary arrangement there is a high level of certainty that annual savings would be
between £12.3 million and £20.6 million with implementation expenditure between £15 million
and £25 million.
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Executive Summary

Background

The Commission

Nottinghamshire County Council is aware of the need for governance, structures and processes to deliver
value-for-money local government services effectively and democratically. It is considering possible
options to replace the current two-tier structure with a single-tier or unitary structure, in which one or
two unitary councils would provide all local government services for the county. Any such proposals would
not include or directly affect the current Nottingham City Council, which became a unitary authority in
1998.

In this context, the County Council commissioned ORS to carry out a conscientious and independent initial
(pre-consultation) ‘listening and engagement’ programme, to understand residents’ and stakeholders’
perceptions of a wide range of issues, including:

Current awareness of the number and structure of councils covering Nottinghamshire
Understanding of local government finances and council tax precepts

Perceptions of the merits of unitary and two-tier structures in principle

People’s assumptions and reasons in supporting two- or one-tier local government

Relative importance of the criteria for considering the future of local government across the
county

The information that people might require to inform their consideration of the issues

Attitudes towards the creation of one or two unitary councils for Nottinghamshire (not including
the City)

Possible options for the division of Nottinghamshire into two unitary council areas
Other options (including cross-border ‘mergers’ and shared services).

The listening and engagement period ran from October 1% to 31 during which time residents,
stakeholders and staff were invited to provide feedback through a range of routes.

Listening and Engagement programme

The listening and engagement process should not be understood as a quasi-referendum or ‘popularity
contest’, in which possible options must have majority support to be worthy of further consideration.
Accountability means that public authorities should give an account of their ideas and take account of
public views; but it does not mean that majority views should automatically decide public policy. The
popularity or otherwise of ideas or options should not displace professional and political judgement about
what is the right or best public policy in the circumstances.

In this case, as the listening and engagement has taken place at a very early and formative stage in the
thinking of the County Council, and there have not yet been extensive and intensive public discussions.
Therefore, the engagement reported here is best understood as studying the “starting point” in a
potential public debate — to clarify, at thingéy‘l;B{g@fme@@Ie’s awareness, attitudes, perceptions and
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concerns about local government and possible reorganisation, rather than to determine their considered
judgements in the light of detailed debates in the public realm. For example, the engagement was more
concerned with people’s awareness and understanding of the current structure than with a definitive
assessment of their appetite for change; it was more concerned with understanding their concerns and
likely reasons for supporting or opposing options than with establishing a definite way forward; it was
concerned to clarify their ‘mental maps’ of the seven districts in the county, and attitudes towards
possible combinations, rather than making firm proposals; and it also sought to clarify what further
information people might need in order to consider the issues. Above all, at this stage, the County Council
wants to identify what options it might consider in more detail (and why), rather than what proposals it
should make.

In any case, it is important that both engagement and consultation are not primarily about numbers of
supporters or opponents, but about the cogency of the arguments for or against options or proposals;
and engagement and consultation findings have always to be considered alongside all the other evidence
available.

Engagement activities
There were three main elements to the listening and engagement programme, namely:

An accessible Engagement Document explaining the main issues and options — which was judged
to be ‘easy to understand’ by 53% of respondents (only around one-in-six disagreeing)

An Open Questionnaire that was primarily promoted for online completion, but with some paper
copies available on request — which achieved a total of 2,926 responses from individuals and 22
from organisations

A programme of Deliberative Events and Interviews — in which the views of parish and town
councillors, business people, voluntary sector representatives, and other key stakeholders were
studied in forums or interviews; and in which randomly selected members of the public took part
in detailed focus group discussions.

In all elements of the engagement it was stressed that the options under consideration did not include or
directly affect the status of Nottingham City Council (which is a long-standing unitary council) in any way.
That is, the issues and options considered relate only to the ‘Nottinghamshire’ county area.

ORS report

ORS does not endorse any opinions reported here but seeks only to portray them accurately and clearly.
While offering guidance on the consultation methodology and its interpretation, we seek to profile the
opinions and arguments of those who have responded; but we make no recommendations on the
decisions to be taken. This short summary chapter cannot do justice to the detail of the findings, so
readers should consult the full report —in particular, for the detailed findings many text comments in the
guestionnaire, and for the arguments and insights of the deliberative meetings.
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Main findings
Open Questionnaire

Based on the informative engagement document, ORS designed an accessible online and paper open
guestionnaire featuring four main issues — whether change is needed, whether the number of councils
might be reduced, whether unitary local government could be acceptable in principle, and whether
Nottinghamshire might best form one or two unitary councils. Throughout the questionnaire there were
open-ended or text questions in which respondents could explain their answers or make additional points.

Open questionnaires are not ‘surveys’; that is, their findings are not based on systematic or random
samples of given populations, and so they cannot be certified as accurate with specified error margins at
determinate levels of confidence. While open questionnaires are not representative surveys in that sense,
they are nonetheless invaluable in being inclusive, in giving everyone who wants to respond an
opportunity to register their opinions —and most consultations would be the poorer without their use.

Typically, the respondents to open questionnaires are more motivated to take part than average citizens,
with stronger feelings on the issues in question; older people (say, 45 and upwards) are much more likely
to participate than younger ones; and, therefore, the respondents to open questionnaires are not
necessarily representative of the general population. In this case, for example, the great majority of open
guestionnaire respondents felt generally informed about local government matters, whereas most of the
randomly selected members of the public who took part in three focus groups did not. Perhaps more
significantly, the people aged 45 to 74 are less than half (48%) of the Nottinghamshire 16+ population,
but those age groups account for two-thirds (67%) of the open questionnaire respondents; and people
aged under 25 are under-represented by a factor of six times. Nonetheless, the findings of the open
guestionnaire should be taken seriously alongside the deliberative results and other evidence.

In terms of the criteria that should inform the design of local government, the open questionnaire showed
that Quality of Services was ranked top, with Accountability and Access very close behind; Value for
Money was only a little way behind, with Civic Identity clearly in fifth place.

Half of the open questionnaire respondents agreed that the eight two-tier councils need to make changes
to respond to the financial and service challenges facing local government, while 40% disagreed.

On the other hand, only 37% agreed there is a case for reducing the number of councils, while a large
absolute majority (56%) disagreed. Around a third of respondents agreed in Bassetlaw (31%), Ashfield
(32%), Gedling (33%) and Mansfield (34%), while the level of agreement in Broxtowe (37%) matched the
overall result. Views in Rushcliffe and Newark and Sherwood were quite evenly split (with 47% and 48%
agreeing, respectively). Around half (49%) of local authority staff agreed.

Overall, in the open questionnaire, only three-in-ten individual respondents agreed with the principle of
replacing two-tier local government with a unitary system, while more than six-in-ten disagreed. There
was more support than average in Newark and Sherwood, and in Rushcliffe; but only about a quarter were
favourable in the remaining districts. Local authority staff findings showed 42% supporting a unitary
structure and 48% opposed.
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The open questionnaire respondents supported two unitary councils rather than one across all the
districts. Overall, almost two-thirds favoured two, while just over a third favoured one. The views of local
authority staff were somewhat more evenly divided: 47% preferred one and 53% preferred two unitary
councils.

In total, well over a thousand respondents provided (sometimes multiple) textual comments. Not
surprisingly, in the context of the data above, there was significant support for the status quo, with over
500 respondents stating their support for the current arrangements, and there were also around 115
comments in favour of increased partnership working. The open-text responses also showed a wide range
of ideas about how Nottinghamshire might be divided into two unitary council areas (including, in some
cases, recommendations that a southern unitary council should form around Nottingham City). Readers
should consult the full report for a detailed account of the range of views.

The quantitative results reported above and in the full report differ markedly from the findings of the
deliberative meetings with the public and important stakeholders —so it is crucial that the whole range of
findings are interpreted together. Taken together, the questionnaire and deliberative findings show the
“starting point” for a possible public debate if the County Council continues to consider the options for
change.

Deliberative engagement

In summary, the deliberative elements of the programme were:
Three focus groups with randomly selected members of the public (34 participated)

One focus group with business people (12 participants) and one with representatives of the
voluntary sector (9 participants)

A large forum with parish and town councils (with 71 participants)
Interviews with seven key stakeholders

Five written submissions from key stakeholders.

In total, then, 138 contributions were made, most of them within the context of forums, focus groups or
interviews in which a wide range of thoughtful opinions were expressed. Obviously, this number cannot
be certified statistically as a representative sample of the Nottinghamshire population; but a third were
randomly selected (for the public focus groups) and the others were well-informed and relatively senior
stakeholders; so their views deserve to be taken seriously.

Overall, the deliberative discussions, interviews and submissions showed a good deal of support for a
unitary structure — including:

More than half of the representatives of Parish and Town Councils (they favoured a unitary
structure with a majority of two-to-one); but there was no clear outcome on whether one to two
unitary councils would be best

Almost half of those who expressed a view in the public focus groups (with a significant number
of the others wanting more information before making up their minds); but there was no clear
outcome on one versus two unitary councils

The great majority of the business focus group (with a majority of three-to-one); and with an even
clearer preference for a single unitary council
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Two-thirds of the voluntary sector focus group (who could accept a unitary structure if it worked
well for their clients), but who were divided on whether one or two unitary councils would be
best

Two-thirds of the key stakeholders interviewed who expressed an opinion (but with no consensus
on the number of unitaries)

About half of the small number of submissions (with no consensus on the number).

Many of those who did not express a view wanted more information before deciding — including fourteen
Parish and Town Council representatives, six out of nine voluntary sector representatives and ten of thirty-
four in the public focus groups.

Most stakeholders were relatively open-minded about the structure of local government. They may see
benefits in the existing two-tier structure, but do not object to a unitary structure in principle — as long
there are benefits and ‘localism’ is not lost. They want decent services, local accountability, good joint
working between statutory agencies and others, and an environment within which business, the voluntary
sector and academia can thrive.

There were some clear messages about what is needed if a fair and reasoned case for unitary local
government is to be presented for formal consultation with the public and stakeholders —including all the
following:

Services and functions and quality are more important than delivery structure: if people get the
right services they do not worry about where they come from.

Stakeholders need more information: they need to see a business case that includes: a cost
benefit analysis, particularly the savings and transformation costs; reasons for the 300,000-
population threshold; and evidence of how well other unitary authorities are working (particularly
for cost savings, quality of service delivery and maintaining localism (local accountability and
service delivery)); and the comparative unitary authorities should be relevant to Nottinghamshire.

Local accountability needs to be preserved: mitigations are needed to avoid inaccessibility and a
remote bureaucracy with domination by an urban centre — and some form of area boards or
committees (or similar) were suggested quite frequently.

Some participants saw a need for communication with the City and Districts: some felt that the
review of structures would be strengthened by the support of the district and borough councils.

Some participants were concerned that the review should take the expansion needs of the City
into account: some participants questioned the logic of omitting the City from the possible
restructuring, irrespective of it already being a unitary authority

Many people wanted to be sure that district-based talents would not be lost in any reorganisation:
there were concerns about the importance of local knowledge for service delivery, especially in
planning for health, housing, social care, education and economic development; hospital
discharge management and educational support for children were mentioned particularly.

Some people feared that funding for district services might suffer in a unitary structure, given the
financial pressures on social services.

The future roles of Parish and Town Councils should be explained: some participants want a
commitment that current supportive arrangements will be continued and reassurances that
about the risk of double taxation for some areas.
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There was no consensus on how the county might be divided in the event of two unitary councils. Some
supported a north-south division (though there were variations on which districts should be included in
each one, and on whether the City of Nottingham should be the ‘core’ of a southern unitary). Some
supported a west-east division as being politically the most acceptable in recognising the interests and
bases of the main parties; but some residents and other stakeholders thought such a division would create
‘single party’ councils and leave the western unitary relatively worse off. Many of those who supported a
single unitary council did so because, while they recognised the differences between various areas within
the large county, they felt a single council would be more sustainable financially, and also less disruptive
to the existing structure of children and adult’s social services.

Conclusions

Listening and engagement programmes (and even formal consultation) on complex and controversial
options for local government cannot be expected to achieve a consensus; they should not be treated as
quasi-referenda; and in this case the deliberative findings contrast markedly with the open questionnaire
responses. Any overall interpretation should take account of all the engagement findings as well as all the
other evidence available. On the evidence reported here, there is nothing that means the County Council
must go ahead to propose a unitary structure; but nor is there anything to discourage it from doing so.
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