Appendix 1

Consultation Category A - Options for Change

EqlA

Reference Department Title Committee required and NE;gbeer
undertaken

A0l Adult Social Care, Health & Public Protection |[Commercialisation of Business Advice and Support Community Safety Committee No 14

A02 Adult Social Care, Health & Public Protection [Reduction in transport budget Adult Social Care and Health Committee No 5-8

A03 Adult Social Care, Health & Public Protection [Change to the staffing structure in the Adult Access Service Adult Social Care and Health Committee No 9-10
A04 Adult Social Care, Health & Public Protection [Day Services - withdrawal of Catering and Facilities Management advisory service Adult Social Care and Health Committee Yes 11-14
AO05 Adult Social Care, Health & Public Protection |Investment in Shared Lives scheme Adult Social Care and Health Committee No 15-18
A06 Public Health Public Health Staffing Restructure Public Health Committee Yes 19-22
AQ7 Public Health Commissioned Services - Contract Savings Public Health Committee No 23-26
A08 Children, Families & Cultural Services Relocation of the Adoption Team and Emergency Duty Team Children and Young People Committee No 27-30
A09 Children, Families & Cultural Services Restructure of locality management arrangements Children and Young People Committee Yes 31-32
Al10 Children, Families & Cultural Services Restructure of the Early Childhood and Early Help Locality Services Team Children and Young People Committee No 33-36
All Children, Families & Cultural Services Detailed Budget Review Children and Young People Committee No 37-38
Al2 Place Efficiency Savings: Transport and Travel Services Budget Transport and Highways Committee No 39-42
A13 Place Sgr\llgpfcgenerated from the reduction in unitary charge payment on the Waste PFI Environment and Sustainability Committee NoO 43-44
Al4 Place Reducing the Carbon Reduction Commitment (CRC) Energy Efficiency Scheme budget. |Environment and Sustainability Committee No 45-46
Al5 Place Reducing expenditure on economic development Economic Development Committee No 47-50
Al6 Place Property and Facilities Management budget savings Finance and Property Committee No 51-54
Al7 Place Changes to Grant Aid and Conservation service funding Policy Committee No 55-58
Al8 Place Road Lighting Energy Transport and Highways Committee No 59-62
Al9 Resources ICT Services efficiency programme Finance & Property Committee No 63-64







Nottinghamshire
County Council Option for Change

Option Ref  WaXe!

1. Service Area Trading Standards and Community Safety

2. Option Title Commercialisation of Business Advice and Support

3. What we propose to do and how we propose to do it

To create appropriate arm’s length local authority trading company, wholly owned by the
County Council, in order to more effectively realise the opportunities that exist in the
market by selling Trading Standards skills and services to businesses in a more
commercial way. The Council is currently restricted to supplying Trading Standards
expertise on a cost-recovery basis. This proposal looks to explore the creation of a
Trading Company that would allow the Authority to sell these skills at rates paid by
businesses to other providers.

The new company would also allow the development of new services using Trading
Standards Officer skills that currently are not be offered by the Authority. Existing Council
Trading Standards Officers would be seconded to the proposed company to carry out work
as contracts were won. Additional staffing if required would be sourced on the open
market, for example from agencies or other Local Authorities.

The costs of the officers seconded by the Council would be met on a cost recovery basis
by the company and, in line with current arrangements, the charges paid back to the
Authority would be calculated on an hourly basis. Once all costs of running the company
had been paid, then all surplus would be paid back into the County Council.

The proposed model would retain all staff, resources and regulatory/enforcement roles ‘in-
house’, and would also maintain the current income levels for the Service. The governance
arrangements of any company created would be determined by Nottinghamshire County
Council.

The proposed company would create ways for possible future joint working arrangements
with other Local Authorities, as the business would allow more flexibility and be more
responsive. Limiting the scope of the proposal initially to business advice and support also
reduces both the risk to the Council and the start-up costs.

4. Why this option is being put forward

The newly appointed Business Development and Income Generation Manager within the
Service has undertaken a full assessment of how the Service can most effectively reduce
the net cost to taxpayers, through the development of additional income, whilst maintaining
or improving the current Service. This work has included market research and analysis,
and soft testing of ideas with business. This proposal stems from the detailed analysis of
potential demand in the market, and analysis of the most effective way to exploit current
and future opportunities.




5. What is the impact?

ON SERVICE USERS AND COMMUNITIES
Improved responsive service to businesses, which would generate a surplus to reinvest in
the Authority and improve services to our communities.

ON OTHER ORGANISATIONS / PARTNERS
None

ON OTHER PARTS OF THE COUNTY COUNCIL

There are plans to develop a corporate commercialisation unit, for which this proposal
would act as a pathfinder.

COULD THERE BE A DISPROPORTIONATE IMPACT ON PEOPLE WITH PROTECTED
CHARACTERISTICS? {¥N) (age, disability, gender reassignment, pregnancy and
maternity, race, religion or belief, gender and sexual orientation)

This proposal is purely a commercial offering with no direct impact on any individuals or
communities with any protected characteristics.

DOES A FULL EQUALITY IMPACT ASSESSMENT ACCOMPANY THIS N
OPTION FOR CHANGE?

6. Projected Net Savings to the Budget

WHAT IS THE PERMANENT
BUDGET?

GROSS
£000

2,047

NET
£000

1,124

WHAT ARE THE PROJECTED NET SAVINGS TO THE BUDGET?

2016/17 2017/18 2018/19 TOTAL
£000 £000 £000 £000
Gross Saving 0 50 75 125
LESS Loss of Income 0 o o o
LESS Costs of Reprovision 0 0 0 0
NET SAVING 0 50 75 125
WHAT ARE THE NET SAVINGS AS A % OF NET BUDGET?

7. Estimated Implementation Costs

2016/17 2017/18 2018/19 TOTAL
£000 £000 £000 £000
Capital Costs 0 0 0 0
Revenue Costs 10 0 0 10




8. Projected Permanent FTE Reductions

WHAT IS THE CURRENT
PERMANENT FTE 39.4

STAFFING?

2016/17 2017/18 2018/19
WHAT ARE THE PROJECTED
PERMANENT FTE 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
REDUCTIONS?

9. Risks and mitigating actions

The creation of a trading company that deals only with commercial activity whilst leaving
the regulatory role of the Service ‘in-house’ would minimise costs, activation delay, and risk
to the Authority, whilst preserving governance over the regulatory parts of the Service so
valued by Members and the Public.

10. Chief Officer Signoff

Signature Date Signed

| confirm that in my opinion the option is
realistic and achievable, and that known .
costs of implementation are included. Doond o amson Nov 2015
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Nottinghamshire
County Council Option for Change

Option Ref  pALY

1. Service Area Adult Social Care, Health & Public Protection

2. Option Title Reduction in transport budget

3. What we propose to do and how we propose to do it

The departmental gross transport budget for Service User expenses in 2015/16 is
£3.73m. However there is expected to be a £170k overspend on this budget. There are
plans to reduce this budget by £150k as well as eliminate the £170k overspend. This will
be achieved through the following initiatives: integrating with public bus services, reducing
the number of dedicated day service vehicles, market-testing external contracts including
taxis and introducing a travel hub.

The main areas of transport spend are:

. the internal passenger fleet, transporting Service Users to Council day services;

. external contracts for transport, taking Service Users to Council day services;

. other vehicles used as part of Council service provision to transport Service
Users (e.g. short break units, Brooke Farm, Care and Support Centres), and;

. taxis and other specialist vehicles which take individuals or a small number of

Service Users to a variety of services, including Council day services, Brooke
Farm, external day services, colleges, residential care (for visits), hospice stays
and short break stays.

Proposed savings are as follows:

1. Integration with public bus services:

It is likely that a further 5 fleet vehicles could be integrated with public bus services
during 2016/17. This proposal depends on the local bus review commencing now
and ending August 2016. Please note that Adult Social Care and Health (ASCH)
wishes to evaluate the impact that the integration of the current 12 routes has had
on the transport of Day Service Users and the Council's day service operation,
before further integration is approved. Where 5 vehicles are integrated= £205k x
55% (estimated average usage)

a. Estimated saving: £113k pa

2. ASCH wishes to reduce from 17 to 15 vehicles for dedicated day service use from
2016/17 (dependent on the closure of a further main day service).

Estimated saving: £82k
3. External contracts (£437K cost 2013/14)
a. The proposal is to market test the 12 external contracts that transport

Council day service users, based on the current service.

b. Estimated saving: £35 k pa 2016/17




4. Taxis — regular and short term use

a. The proposal is to retender the Ad Hoc taxi framework agreement, which
ends in July 2015, to seek savings on recurrent bookings and short-term /
one-off journey costs, given that fuel prices have fallen in recent years. In
addition, it may be possible to extract further efficiencies by negotiating a
lower mileage rate for regular booked journeys with no end date (e.g. to day
services) than for one-off journeys at shorter notice. The use of either one or
two key providers, at agreed rates for county coverage, could also bring
further efficiencies through the use of new technologies and process review.

b. Estimated saving: £ 200k pa 2016/17

5. Total Transport Plan — join up health transport with the Council to utilise vehicles
and existing routes more effectively. Potential saving £187k over two years from
2017/18.

Taken together therefore it is anticipated that the £170k overspend can be eradicated
from the budget in 2016/17 as a result of these savings. It is difficult to be precise over
the level of savings. However on top of removing the overspend it is expected that £50k
per year can be removed from the gross transport budget, i.e. £150k over three years.

4. Why this option is being put forward

To continue work to reduce the transport budget using a variety of initiatives around more
efficient use of resources.

5. What is the impact?

ON SERVICE USERS AND COMMUNITIES
(incl. considerations relating to vulnerable people and communities & equality)

There may be changes in transport operators as a result of this exercise. However this is
around a change of operator not of the service provided. For example a new fleet
operator would be replacing a vehicle provided by another operator — this will not
negatively impact on vulnerable people. Some of the activity is subject to a commercial
procurement exercise.

ON OTHER ORGANISATIONS / PARTNERS
No significant impact.

ON OTHER PARTS OF THE COUNTY COUNCIL
The County Council passenger fleet services could be affected, depending on the
outcome of the market testing exercise.




COULD THERE BE A DISPROPORTIONATE IMPACT ON PEOPLE WITH
PROTECTED CHARACTERISTICS? (Y/N) (age, disability, gender reassignment,
pregnancy and maternity, race, religion or belief, gender and sexual orientation) - No

As the main client group for transport will be older people and people with disabilities this
proposal could have a disproportionate but not negative effect. Discussions with the
Equality Officer have confirmed there will not be a negative impact on people with
protected characteristics.

DOES A FULL EQUALITY IMPACT ASSESSMENT ACCOMPANY THIS N
OPTION FOR CHANGE? (Y/N)

6. Projected Net Savings to the Budget

WHAT IS THE PERMANENT GROSS NET
BUDGET? £000 3735| £000 2,903

WHAT ARE THE PROJECTED NET SAVINGS TO THE BUDGET?

2016/17 2017/18 2018/19 TOTAL
£000 £000 £000 £000
Gross Saving 50 50 50 150
LESS Loss of Income 0 0] 0 0
LESS Costs of Reprovision 0 0 0 0
NET SAVING 50 50 50 150
WHAT ARE THE NET SAVINGS AS A% OF NET BUDGET?

7. Estimated Implementation Costs

WHAT ARE THE ESTIMATED IMPLEMENTATION COSTS?

2016/17 2017/18 2018/19 TOTAL
£000 £000 £000 £000
Capital Costs 0 0 0 0
Revenue Costs (0] 0 0 0

8. Projected Permanent FTE Reductions

WHAT IS THE CURRENT
PERMANENT FTE 0.0
STAFFING?

2016/17 2017/18 2018/19
WHAT ARE THE PROJECTED
PERMANENT FTE 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
REDUCTIONS?




9. Risks and mitigating actions

There is a risk that market testing of the external contract coaches and re-procurement of
the Taxi Framework will result in higher prices rather than lower. However, this is unlikely
due to the reduction in fuel prices.

There is a risk that enough vehicles currently used for transport can be successfully
merged with public bus routes.

These risks have been taken into account in the overall proposal.

10. Chief Officer Signoff

Signature Date Signed

I confirm that in my opinion the option is
realistic and achievable, and that known :
costs of implementation are included. Doond teamon Nov 2015




Nottinghamshire
County Council Option for Change

Option Ref  RALL]

1. Service Area Adult Social Care, Health & Public Protection

2. Option Title Change to the staffing structure in the Adult Access Service

3. What we propose to do and how we propose to do it

The Adult Access Service is an office based service which deals with adult social care
enquiries and which seeks to address and resolve the enquiries at the earliest point. The
service comprises a number of different grades of staff and the proposal is to restructure
the team by disestablishing the 2.45 full time equivalent (FTE) Social Work posts and
establishing 1.5FTE Community Care Officer posts and 1FTE Senior Practitioner post.

This is as a result of a review of the work undertaken by the social workers in the service
which suggests that there is little differentiation between the work undertaken by a
gualified worker and an unqualified worker.

4. Why this option is being put forward

As the service has developed it is has become clear that the level of work does not
require qualified social workers. Service Advisers and Community Care Officers have
become very skilled and are able to take on this work providing there is adequate
professional oversight from Senior Practitioners.

Social work skills can then be used for the more complex work in district team which will
fully utilise their skill and expertise.

5. What is the impact?

ON SERVICE USERS AND COMMUNITIES

Members of the public will not see a change in the response they receive from the Adult
Access Service. This proposal is about changing the skill mix and is not about a reduction
in the level of service.

ON OTHER ORGANISATIONS / PARTNERS

Partners will not experience any impact (negative or positive) in the working relationships
with the Adult Access Service as this is proposal is about changing the skill mix, not the
function of the service.

ON OTHER PARTS OF THE COUNTY COUNCIL

The qualified social workers would be available to be redeployed into social work posts in
the districts which would be positive. Districts teams who receive work from the Adult
Access Service will not experience any change in the level of service

COULD THERE BE A DISPROPORTIONATE IMPACT ON PEOPLE WITH
PROTECTED CHARACTERISTICS? (Y/N) (age, disability, gender reassignment,
pregnancy and maternity, race, religion or belief, gender and sexual orientation)

Discussions with the Equality Officer have confirmed there will not be an impact on people
with protected characteristics.

DOES A FULL EQUALITY IMPACT ASSESSMENT ACCOMPANY THIS
OPTION FOR CHANGE? (Y/N)




6. Projected Net Savings to the Budget

WHAT IS THE PERMANENT GROSS NET
BUDGET? £000 556| £000 556

WHAT ARE THE PROJECTED NET SAVINGS TO THE BUDGET?

2016/17 2017/18 2018/19 TOTAL
£000 £000 £000 £000
Gross Saving 10 0 0 10
LESS Loss of Income 0 0 0 0
LESS Costs of Reprovision 0 0 0 0
NET SAVING 10 0 0 10
WHAT ARE THE NET SAVINGS AS A % OF NET BUDGET?

7. Estimated Implementation Costs

WHAT ARE THE ESTIMATED IMPLEMENTATION COSTS?

2016/17 2017/18 2018/19 TOTAL
£000 £000 £000 £000
Capital Costs 0 0 0 0
Revenue Costs 0] 0] 0] 0

8. Projected Permanent FTE Reductions

WHAT IS THE CURRENT
PERMANENT FTE 14.9
STAFFING?

2016/17 2017/18 2018/19

WHAT ARE THE PROJECTED
PERMANENT FTE 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
REDUCTIONS?

9. Risks and mitigating actions

There is a low risk that the quality of the work will reduce but this is mitigated by providing
some additional management capacity in the Senior Practitioner post to ensure adequate
oversight and management of unqualified staff.

10. Chief Officer Signoff

Signature Date Signed

| confirm that in my opinion the option is )
realistic and achievable, and that known Doovndh Lo arton

costs of implementation are included. Nov 2015




Nottinghamshire
County Council Option for Change

Option Ref Az

1. Service Area Adult Social Care, Health & Public Protection

Day Services — withdrawal of Catering and Facilities
Management advisory service

2. Option Title

3. What we propose to do and how we propose to do it

The Council's Catering and Facilities Management Team (C&FM) provides a management
service to Day Services. This service is operated at a cost of £28,280 per annum (as
costed for the year 2015-16). This proposal would allow Day Services to operate their own
catering function, as C&FM would withdraw their advisory service.

This would save Day Services £28,280 per annum as well as allowing C&FM to exclusively
focus their resources on supporting catering in schools.

4. Why this option is being put forward

As part of the modernisation of Day Services, day to day operational line management of
catering staff was transferred from Day Services to the Environment and Resources
Catering and Facilities Management Team (C&FM) in August 2013. This was in order to
achieve more effective cost controls and improve standardisation e.g. around menu
planning, processes and procedures, and purchasing of ingredients.

Following the two year anniversary of the revised arrangements, the continued business
justification for the fee has been evaluated. This assessment identified that the original
benefits have been realised and operational line management of catering staff can now
revert to Day Services.

5. What is the impact?

ON SERVICE USERS AND COMMUNITIES

If managed appropriately, this ‘behind the scenes’ change would result in no noticeable
impact on the quality of catering provision for Service Users e.g. menus would continue to
change twice a year; special diets would still be accommodated; and the same staff would
continue to prepare and serve meals for Service Users.

ON OTHER ORGANISATIONS / PARTNERS
Not applicable.

ON OTHER PARTS OF THE COUNTY COUNCIL

There would be an impact on C&FM. They would experience an annual revenue drop of
£28,280 as a result of Day Services’ withdrawal from the fee. Currently no one individual
within C&FM has responsibility for providing this advisor support to Day Services.
However, roles and responsibilities of C&FM colleagues may need to be reviewed if this
proposal is approved.
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COULD THERE BE A DISPROPORTIONATE IMPACT ON PEOPLE WITH PROTECTED
CHARACTERISTICS? (Y/N) (age, disability, gender reassignment, pregnancy and
maternity, race, religion or belief, gender and sexual orientation)

No

DOES A FULL EQUALITY IMPACT ASSESSMENT ACCOMPANY THIS OPTION [,
FOR CHANGE? (Y/N)

6. Projected Net Savings to the Budget

WHAT IS THE PERMANENT GROSS NET
BUDGET? £000 416| £000 134

WHAT ARE THE PROJECTED NET SAVINGS TO THE BUDGET?

2016/17 2017/18 2018/19 TOTAL
£000  £000  £000 £000
Gross Saving 28 0 0 28
LESS Loss of Income 0 0 0 0
LESS Costs of Reprovision 0 0 0 0
NET SAVING 28 0 0 28
WHAT ARE THE NET SAVINGS AS A % OF NET BUDGET?

7. Estimated Implementation Costs

WHAT ARE THE ESTIMATED IMPLEMENTATION COSTS?

2016/17 2017/18 2018/19 TOTAL
£000 £000 £000 £000
Capital Costs 0 0 0 0
Revenue Costs 0] 0] 0 0

8. Projected Permanent FTE Reductions

WHAT IS THE CURRENT
PERMANENT FTE 10.4
STAFFING?

2016/17 2017/18 2018/19
WHAT ARE THE PROJECTED
PERMANENT FTE 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
REDUCTIONS?

Please note this full time equivalent (FTE) reflects that of Day Services’ catering staff
(Cooks and Catering Assistants) only.
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9. Risks and mitigating actions

Risk- C&FM would experience a shortfall in income which may be difficult to translate into
a reduction in its costs.

Mitigation — Support will be provided in explaining the rationale for this proposal.

Risk- Day Service colleagues may have concerns around their capacity to cope with the
formal re-allocation of all responsibilities previously undertaken by C&FM.

Mitigation- Staff consultation will allow the specific nature of any concerns to be identified
SO appropriate supportive actions can be planned and implemented.

10. Chief Officer Signoff

Signature Date Signed

I confirm that in my opinion the
option is realistic and achievable, .
and that known costs of Dot oaron

) . ) Nov 2015
implementation are included.
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Nottinghamshire
County Council Option for Change

Option Ref AR

1. Service Area Adult Social Care, Health & Public Protection

2. Option Title Investment in Shared Lives scheme

3. What we propose to do and how we propose to do it

Shared Lives is a highly successful way of helping vulnerable people to live with families,
make friends and become part of their communities. It has demonstrated positive
outcomes for people who use it, and carers that support them. The proposal supports
increased productivity within the service by investing in a new skill mix in the team.

This proposal is to recruit 30 new carer households to the scheme over 3 years. If 10 of
these households provide long term care this will result in cashable savings to the
Council. If each of the remaining 20 households support 2 different people with short
breaks, then non-cashable savings will be made against our in-house short break
services, which will free them up to focus on people who have complex needs or people
who need an emergency bed.

Since the scheme was launched in April 2013, it has become clear that a lot of co-
ordinator time is taken up with managing day to day carer and Service User issues,
limiting their ability to process new carer assessments within the required timescales.
However, despite this the scheme has almost doubled in size, growing from 25 carer
households supporting 30 people to 52 households supporting 58 people. The service has
reached capacity in relation to further development.

Creating a Senior Coordinator role would enable us to re-direct some tasks currently
occupying the manager’s time. This would enable the manager to focus on areas of the
scheme which require development such as internal audits, compliance with legislation,
marketing and growing the scheme, setting up carer and Service User groups, developing
a panel process, developing a pathway for transitions, quality monitoring, Mental Capacity
and Deprivation of Liberty Safeguards work and ensuring compliance with the new Care
Quality Commission (CQC) standards and regulations. The other area which would help
to increase productivity is dedicated Business Support. Many tasks that currently fall to
the manager and the team could be undertaken by Business Support which would free up
time to focus on other areas. Dedicated Business Support would also increase capacity to
market the scheme and ensure that systems and processes are as effective as possible.

An analysis of growth over the past 2 years shows that from the 27 new carer households
recruited, 7 of these are now providing long term placements, representing a saving of
£3,607 per week or £187,564 per year, when compared to the alternative cost of
Supported Living or residential care. Looking at the remaining 20 households, at least 20
people are now using some of these households for their short break allocation which
represents an annual non-cashable saving to the Council of £61,120 when compared to
the alternative cost of our in-house short break units.
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In addition, the Shared Lives scheme is in a strong position to look at the development of
Homeshare as there are many similarities in relation to assessment, matching and
monitoring of arrangements.

There are currently 12 co-ordinator hours vacant within the team with a budget attached
of £10,119 per annum. In addition, the service has identified £10,000 from within the
existing Shared Lives budget which could be used towards staff recruitment. This would
leave an investment of £40,111 (calculated at top salary scales) to recruit to the Senior
Coordinator and Business Support roles.

4. Why this option is being put forward

Shared Lives is an alternative to residential care or Supported Living for some people,
and Shared Lives schemes up and down the country consistently receive the highest
ratings from CQC. There is evidence that Shared Lives is able to demonstrate a lot of
positive outcomes for people. The cost of using in-house beds, residential care or
Supported Living is substantially higher than using Shared Lives so by providing more
Shared Lives placements the Council will be able to both make savings as well provide
suitable accommodation in the community for vulnerable people.

5. What is the impact?

ON SERVICE USERS AND COMMUNITIES

Shared Lives is a highly successful person-centred way of helping people to live in their
communities and it is based on relationships, which make a real and positive difference to
the lives of individuals and their Shared Lives carers.

Shared Lives is growing rapidly across the country, bringing new choices to vulnerable
people who become valued members of households, families and communities. It helps
people to live well and safely in ordinary homes where they can make friends and live a
good life. Shared Lives helps create the sorts of communities that we all want to be part
of.

The Shared Lives scheme is committed to recruiting carers from all walks of life and
wants to recruit more carers from minority groups. There are no barriers to being a
Shared Lives carer in terms of equality as long as applicants can evidence that they are
able to provide a safe, healthy and positive environment for the people they support.

ON OTHER ORGANISATIONS / PARTNERS

Nationally there has been increased interest from other organisations in developing
services for people with dementia using the Shared Lives model. Other areas that have
grown during 2013/14 include schemes that are developing work with younger people,
especially those in transition, people with mental health issues and other excluded adults
such as ex-offenders and people fleeing domestic violence. There are a number of areas
where Shared Lives could potentially support health partners in providing services. These
include intermediate care and reablement as well as care for Young Adults with life
limiting conditions, and people with substance misuse issues.

ON OTHER PARTS OF THE COUNTY COUNCIL

Shared Lives can have a positive effect on other service areas either by supporting carers
to care for longer or by offering an alternative to the more traditional forms of care and
support. Shared Lives carers are passionate and dedicated about the support they
provide which is why it is such a successful service. The service is often asked to produce
good news and positive media stories for the council to promote.




COULD THERE BE A DISPROPORTIONATE IMPACT ON PEOPLE WITH
PROTECTED CHARACTERISTICS? (age, disability, gender reassignment, pregnancy
and maternity, race, religion or belief, gender and sexual orientation) No

DOES A FULL EQUALITY IMPACT ASSESSMENT ACCOMPANY THIS N
OPTION FOR CHANGE? (Y/N)

6. Projected Net Savings to the Budget

WHAT IS THE PERMANENT GROSS NET
BUDGET? gooo | 118755 gogo | 106,150

WHAT ARE THE PROJECTED NET SAVINGS TO THE BUDGET?

2016/17 2017/18 2018/19 TOTAL
£000 £000 £000 £000
Gross Saving 260 260 260 780
LESS Loss of Income 0 0 0 0
LESS Costs of Reprovision -200 -200 -200 -600
NET SAVING 60 60 60 180
WHAT ARE THE NET SAVINGS AS A% OF NET BUDGET?
7. Estimated Implementation Costs
2016/17 2017/18 2018/19 TOTAL
£000 £000 £000 £000
Capital Costs 0] 0 0 0
Revenue Costs 40 40 40 120

The current staffing is 5.32 full time equivalent (FTE). The proposal is to increase this to
7.32FTE which equates to 1FTE x Senior Coordinator post and 1FTE x Admin Support

8. Projected Permanent FTE Reductions

WHAT IS THE CURRENT
PERMANENT FTE 53

STAFFING?

2016/17 2017/18 2018/19
WHAT ARE THE PROJECTED
PERMANENT FTE 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
REDUCTIONS?

9. Risks and mitigating actions

There is a risk that the Council will not be able to recruit sufficient carers who want to offer
long term support representing an alternative to residential placements. This risk will be
mitigated by the team working in a more productive and focussed way which would

contribute to the effective marketing and recruitment of additional carers.
10. Chief Officer Signoff

Signature Date Signed

| confirm that in my opinion the option is
realistic and achievable, and that known ¥
costs of implementation are included. Doond e amon Nov 2015
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Nottinghamshire
County Council Option for Change

Option Ref  (Wa§

1. Service Area Adult Social Care, Health & Public Protection

2. Option Title Public Health Staffing Restructure

3. What we propose to do and how we propose to do it

Integrate Public Health into the Adult Social Care, Health & Public Protection Department, at the
same time undertaking a restructure, aligning all staff onto the Council’s terms and conditions,
and removing vacancies from the establishment.

The restructure will follow the Council’s Human Resources (HR) policies and procedures and
will conclude with removal of posts from the establishment, transfer of staff into newly
established posts and transfer of terms and conditions where applicable.

The restructure will be from top to bottom and will take effect from 1 April 2016.

4. Why this option is being put forward

Public Health transferred into the Council on 1 April 2013 along with associated financial
resources in the form of ring-fenced Public Health grant. In 2015/16, the Public Health grant
was set at £36.119m. £2.987m was attributable to staffing and running costs in 2014/15 and this
was reduced to £2.837m in 2015/16 when a £150,000 previously agreed savings proposal was
implemented.

Transfer into the ASCH Department offers an opportunity to look for further savings as part of
the restructure. The estimate of savings is subject to the outcome of job evaluation and the
effects of pay protection, if required.

The staffing element of the Public Health function delivers the following activities: Public Health
policy and advice; partnership and influencing roles with Clinical Commissioning Groups
(CCGs) and other partners; Public Health leadership; health protection and planning for health
emergencies; support for the work of the Health and Wellbeing Board; Public Health
commissioning and contract management.
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5. What is the impact?

ON SERVICE USERS AND COMMUNITIES

Reductions in staffing would not directly impact on service users, as Public Health is a
commissioner rather than a direct provider of services. However, there could be an indirect
effect, if lack of staff affected commissioning or management of contracts.

ON OTHER ORGANISATIONS / PARTNERS

e Public Health operates within the framework of the Health and Wellbeing Board (HWB).
Avalilability of staff to support implementation of HWB strategy may be limited by
reductions

¢ Maintaining advice to CCGs is a statutory requirement. Council must sign off
confirmation that it has provided Public Health advice to the CCGs as part of its annual
accountability for Public Health grant. Reducing the staff complement could affect
availability of staff to perform this function.

ON OTHER PARTS OF THE COUNTY COUNCIL
e Reductions in availability of Public Health staff to work in partnership with other parts of
the Council on design / delivery of services incorporating Public Health considerations

¢ Centralisation of business support staff could have potential implications for management
resource elsewhere.

COULD THERE BE A DISPROPORTIONATE IMPACT ON PEOPLE WITH PROTECTED
CHARACTERISTICS? (Y/N) (age, disability, gender reassignment, pregnancy and maternity,
race, religion or belief, gender and sexual orientation)

No

DOES A FULL EQUALITY IMPACT ASSESSMENT ACCOMPANY THIS Y
OPTION FOR CHANGE? (Y/N

6. Projected Net Savings to the Budget

WHAT IS THE PERMANENT GROSS NET
BUDGET? £000 2,837 £000 2,837

WHAT ARE THE PROJECTED NET SAVINGS TO THE BUDGET?

2016/17 2017/18 2018/19 TOTAL
£000 £000 £000 £000
Gross Saving 450 0 0 450
LESS Loss of Income 0 0 0 0
LESS Costs of Reprovision 0 0 0 0
NET SAVING 450 0 0 450

WHAT ARE THE NET SAVINGS AS A % OF NET BUDGET? 15.9%
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7. Estimated Implementation Costs

WHAT ARE THE ESTIMATED IMPLEMENTATION COSTS?

2016/17 2017/18 2018/19 TOTAL
£000 £000 £000 £000
Capital Costs 0 0 0 0
Revenue Costs 0] 0 0 0

8. Projected Permanent FTE Reductions

WHAT IS THE CURRENT
PERMANENT FTE 55
STAFFING?

2016/17 2017/18 2018/19

WHAT ARE THE PROJECTED
PERMANENT FTE 6.0 0.0 0.0 6.0
REDUCTIONS?

9. Risks and mitigating actions

1. Needs of the service may outweigh the level of staffing, affecting delivery of the Public
Health work programme and other efficiency savings related to recommissioning within
timeframe. Mitigating actions: maintain a minimum level of staffing to ensure work
programme and mandatory functions can be delivered.

2. Additional staff capacity is required to undertake re-commissioning work in a period of
intense activity. Mitigating actions: temporary contracts in place with funding drawn from
Transition and Reserve resources.

3. Staffing levels need to be maintained at a level to ensure support to CCGs. Mitigating
actions: maintain sufficient level of permanent staffing to ensure this aspect can be
delivered.

4. Savings depend on job evaluation. Pay protection will apply for a two year period for
affected staff. Some costs savings may be delayed until pay protection expires.
Mitigating actions: Assign provision from within Public Health reserves to offset costs of
pay protection, if required.

10. Chief Officer Signoff

Signature Date Signed

| confirm that in my opinion the option is
realistic and achievable, and that known .
costs of implementation are included. Do foLagon Nov 2015
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M Option for Change

Option Ref Ay

2. Option Title Commissioned Services - Contract Savings

1. Service Area Public Health

3. What we propose to do and how we propose to do it

It is proposed to achieve £0.9m of further savings on Public Health commissioned
services.

The Public Health grant released £8m through a combination of staffing reductions,
contract efficiencies, and some reductions in commissioned services during the period
2013-15. This figure equates to a 24% reduction of the previous Public Health grant.
Whilst this limits the scale and scope for further savings, all services have been
recommissioned in such a way as to realise further savings throughout the term of the
contracts. In 2016/17, this is estimated at £200k. Additionally in 2016/17, Health Visiting
and Family Nurse Partnership services will form part of the Council’'s commissioning
responsibilities. The estimate is for savings on this element of public health
commissioning is £700k.

Savings will be made through:

» a proper and mutual understanding of the contract terms by all parties;

* building a good relationship with the providers;

» establishing robust systems for monitoring and reporting of performance,;
» keeping stakeholders informed;

e proper governance arrangements, and;

» tight administration of contracts.

4. Why this option is being put forward

The Public Health Grant is predominantly used for contracted services. These measures
will enable savings from these services to be made in a reasonable and safe way
minimising the impact on service users.

5. What is the impact?

ON SERVICE USERS AND COMMUNITIES

Services will be provided as commissioned to a volume of service users as determined by
commissioners (bearing in mind viability for the provider and assessed need of the
population) and therefore robust contract management should not impact on service
users, especially if the service delivers public health outcomes. If the provider sees more
service users than the volume set, the Authority will pay up to a maximum cap and the
provider will bear the cost for any service users seen over and above that cap.

However, if the scale and scope of the commissioned services is reduced or volume
targets set too low, there may be an impact on service users and communities.




Health Visiting transferred to the Council on 1 October 2015. This is a universal service
and the current block contract with the incumbent providers will remain in place during
2016/17. With the move from registered population to resident population for the service,
the population eligible for Health Visiting Services commissioned by Public Health in
Nottinghamshire will increase by an estimated 2,000 children. This represents a potential
service pressure and there may be an impact on service users and communities.

ON OTHER ORGANISATIONS / PARTNERS

Only if there is a reduction in the scale and scope of services could there be a potential
adverse impact on other organisations and partners. Concerns around the level of savings
and the detrimental impact on health and social services by a lack of investment in
traditional public health services has already been voiced by key partners. This is a
particular concern in relation to universal public health services, such as Health Visiting,
provided to young children. A number of commissioned providers sub-contract to third
sector providers who provide in some instance an ‘added extra’ to the commissioned
services. These may come to an end. Another potential impact could mean that primary
and secondary care, the police, and third sector organisations are having to pick up the
needs and negative outcomes of service users affected if the scale and scope of a public
health commissioned service is reduced.

ON OTHER PARTS OF THE COUNTY COUNCIL

Only if there is a reduction in the scale and scope of services could there be a potential
impact on other parts of the County Council, in particular (a) social services having to pick
up the needs of service users who have not been provided a timely public health
intervention and (b) children’s early help services and Children’s Centres, commissioned
by the Children, Families and Cultural Services Department.

COULD THERE BE A DISPROPORTIONATE IMPACT ON PEOPLE WITH
PROTECTED CHARACTERISTICS? (Y/N) (age, disability, gender reassignment,
pregnancy and maternity, race, religion or belief, gender and sexual orientation) N

The proposal is to achieve savings from contract efficiencies based on current service
specifications. Although Public Health commissions a number of specific services for
particular groups, since the proposal is to achieve savings from contract efficiencies, there
should not be a disproportionate impact on these groups.

DOES A FULL EQUALITY IMPACT ASSESSMENT ACCOMPANY THIS

OPTION FOR CHANGE? (Y/N) N
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6. Projected Net Savings to the Budget

WHAT IS THE PERMANENT GROSS
BUDGET? £000

WHAT ARE THE PROJECTED NET SAVINGS TO THE BUDGET?

2016/17 2017/18 2018/19 TOTAL
£000 £000 £000 £000
Gross Saving 900 0 900
LESS Loss of Income 0 0 0 0
LESS Costs of Reprovision 0 0 0 0
NET SAVING 900 0 0 900
WHAT ARE THE NET SAVINGS AS A % OF NET BUDGET?

7. Estimated Implementation Costs

WHAT ARE THE ESTIMATED IMPLEMENTATION COSTS?

2016/17 2017/18 2018/19 TOTAL
£000 £000 £000 £000
Capital Costs 0 0 0 0
Revenue Costs 0 0 0] 0]

8. Projected Permanent FTE Reductions

WHAT IS THE CURRENT
PERMANENT FTE 0.0
STAFFING?

2016/17 2017/18 2018/19
WHAT ARE THE PROJECTED
PERMANENT FTE 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
REDUCTIONS?

9. Risks and mitigating actions

1. Projections are uncertain owing to being volume based and/or open access
services. If the providers are successful in increasing volumes, and so offering
interventions to an increased number of service users in Nottinghamshire, the
price will increase (albeit this is mitigated by a cap on the budget envelope) and
this level of savings may not be achieved.

2. If a volume is set by commissioners that is too low, this may be unviable for the
provider who may walk away from the contract. Robust data collection and
evidence of actual delivery will inform commissioners in setting a reliable volume
that can be agreed with the provider. The collar in some contracts will provide
further protection to providers.

3. If the provider does not meet the expected outcomes, they will not receive 100% of
their payment which while realising savings means that public health outcomes are
not being met in Nottinghamshire.

4. Reductions on other commissioned services may affect quality or scale of
commissioned services, or be too low to attract tenders.
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5. When the numbers of children eligible for universal Health Visiting service
increases with a move from registered population coverage to resident, the
reduction in funding of the service combined with increased number of service
users will potentially affect the quality and effectiveness of the service, potentially
resulting in unmet need in the under 5s population, worsening health outcomes for
this group and increased pressure on primary care and early help services.

10. Chief Officer Signoff

Signature Date Signed
I confirm that in my opinion the option is
realistic and achievable, and that known :
costs of implementation are included. Dok TLason Nov 2015
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M Option for Change

Option Ref A
1. Service Area Children’s Services

2. Option Title _Il?sflionc]atlon of the Adoption Team and Emergency Duty

3. What we propose to do and how we propose to do it

This proposal seeks to re-locate the Adoption and the Emergency Duty Team (EDT) from
their existing non-Council accommodationto an existing Council owned property. This will
save £156,000.

The Adoption team comprise 30.61 full time equivalent (FTE) staff.

There are currently 12 FTE staff within the EDT, plus a Business Support Officer (with no
more than four people in the office at any one time).

4. Why this option is being put forward

Currently both teams are based in non-Council buildings, which attract rent payments.
Moving these teams into existing Council buildings would remove these extra costs.

The budget position for these is as follows:
Adoption

The budget is £156,000.

EDT

The budget is £30,902.

The budget saving isn’t included in full to allow for any disturbance allowances and
marginal property costs that may be required.

5. What is the impact?

ON SERVICE USERS AND COMMUNITIES

There will be an impact on existing users of the building but this should be minimal and
restricted to a change of location within the same site.

ON OTHER ORGANISATIONS / PARTNERS

None




ON OTHER PARTS OF THE COUNTY COUNCIL

None

COULD THERE BE A DISPROPORTIONATE IMPACT ON PEOPLE WITH
PROTECTED CHARACTERISTICS? (Y/N) (age, disability, gender reassignment,
pregnancy and maternity, race, religion or belief, gender and sexual orientation)

No

DOES A FULL EQUALITY IMPACT ASSESSMENT ACCOMPANY THIS
OPTION FOR CHANGE? (Y/N) N

6. Projected Net Savings to the Budget

WHAT IS THE PERMANENT GROSS NET
BUDGET? £000 4,961 £000 4,826

WHAT ARE THE PROJECTED NET SAVINGS TO THE BUDGET?

2016/17 2017/18 2018/19 TOTAL
£000 £000 £000 £000
Gross Saving 78 78 0 156
LESS Loss of Income 0 0 0 0
LESS Costs of Reprovision 0 0 0 0
NET SAVING 78 78 0 156

WHAT ARE THE NET SAVINGS AS A% OF NET BUDGET?
7. Estimated Implementation Costs

WHAT ARE THE ESTIMATED IMPLEMENTATION COSTS?

2016/17 2017/18 2018/19 TOTAL
£000 £000 £000 £000
Capital Costs 0 0 0 0
Revenue Costs 0 0 0 0

8. Projected Permanent FTE Reductions

WHAT IS THE CURRENT
PERMANENT FTE 42.6
STAFFING?

2016/17 2017/18 2018/19
WHAT ARE THE PROJECTED
PERMANENT FTE 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
REDUCTIONS?
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9. Risks and mitigating actions

Risk: Existing rent arrangements cannot be exited.
Mitigating Action: Existing rental arrangements to be confirmed.

Risk: No suitable Council properties available.
Mitigating Action: Liaise with property colleagues early on.

Risk: Current venues may provide better provision to service users.
Mitigating Action: Would need to evaluate alternative locations and assess their
suitability.

Risk: Costs of any required building works to make the alternative accommodation
suitable may outweigh the savings.
Mitigating Action: To be assessed prior to a decision being taken.

10. Chief Officer Signoff

. . - o Signature Date Signed
| confirm that in my opinion the option is

realistic and achievable, and that known C/’..?Ef /é%
17/11/15

costs of implementation are included.
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Nottinghamshire
County Council Option for Change

Option Ref  gaAS]

2. Option Title Restructure of locality management arrangements

1. Service Area Youth Service

3. What we propose to do and how we propose to do it

The proposal is to reduce the number of senior Young People’s Service management
posts, whilst reinforcing locality management and frontline delivery arrangements for the
Service. This will result in a net saving of £50,000.

Under the proposals, the existing 3 full time equivalent (FTE) Locality Manager posts
would be disestablished, along with 7 term time only youth worker posts, with 7 new posts
being established, to co-ordinate the youth work offer in each district area, whilst also
delivering 2 youth work sessions, 1 early help session and line managing the youth work
teams in each district.

Due to the reduction in youth worker posts, each district will also be provided with an
additional six hours of youth worker time to lead on 2 evening youth work sessions. This
will result in no net loss of youth work hours.

4. Why this option is being put forward

Reduce the cost of delivery without reducing the quantity of youth work delivered.

5. What is the impact?

ON SERVICE USERS AND COMMUNITIES; there may be a slight drop in quality of
planning and quality assurance.

ON OTHER ORGANISATIONS / PARTNERS; there will be two (North and West) or three
(South) youth work leads to liaise with rather than one in each locality.

ON OTHER PARTS OF THE COUNTY COUNCIL; there will be two (North and West) or
three (South) youth work leads to liaise with rather than one in each locality.

COULD THERE BE A DISPROPORTIONATE IMPACT ON PEOPLE WITH
PROTECTED CHARACTERISTICS? (Y/N)
Yes — the service is exclusively for young people aged 10 — 19.

DOES A FULL EQUALITY IMPACT ASSESSMENT ACCOMPANY THIS
OPTION FOR CHANGE? (Y/N)




6. Projected Net Savings to the Budget

WHAT IS THE PERMANENT GROSS
BUDGET? £000

WHAT ARE THE PROJECTED NET SAVINGS TO THE BUDGET?

2016/17 2017/18 2018/19 TOTAL
£000 £000 £000 £000
Gross Saving 0 50 0 50
LESS Loss of Income 0 0 0 0
LESS Costs of Reprovision 0 0 0 0
NET SAVING 0 50 0 50
WHAT ARE THE NET SAVINGS AS A % OF NET BUDGET?

7. Estimated Implementation Costs

WHAT ARE THE ESTIMATED IMPLEMENTATION COSTS?

2016/17 2017/18 2018/19 TOTAL
£000 £000 £000 £000
Capital Costs 0 0 0 0
Revenue Costs 0 0 0 0

8. Projected Permanent FTE Reductions

WHAT IS THE CURRENT
PERMANENT FTE 10.0
STAFFING?

2016/17 2017/18 2018/19
WHAT ARE THE PROJECTED
PERMANENT FTE 0.0 3.0 0.0 3.0
REDUCTIONS?

9. Risks and mitigating actions

There are slight risks in the reduction of the quality of leadership, planning, delivery and
guality assurance of youth work. This is considered to be negligible.

Loss of management knowledge and skills.

In mitigation there will be an intensive induction programme for the new Senior
Practitioner posts.

10. Chief Officer Signoff

| confirm that in my opinion the option is | Slgnature Date Signed

realistic and achievable, and that known -
costs of implementation are included. C%%/'Tr 17/11/15




Nottinghamshire
County Council Option for Change

Option Ref AV

1. Service Area Early Childhood and Early Help Locality Services

Restructure of the Early Childhood and Early Help Locality
Services Team

2. Option Title

3. What we propose to do and how we propose to do it

It is proposed to restructure the management arrangements within the Early Childhood
and Early Help Locality Service. There will be changes to the function, scope and grading
of posts. This will lead to an overall reduction in establishment of 0.8 full time equivalent
(FTE) posts by April 2017. Details of the change will be consulted on and establishment
changes will be subject to approval by Children and Young People’s Committee.

4. Why this option is being put forward

Since the previous restructure the operating environment for Early Childhood Services
has changed and the type and scope of roles needed is different. Statutory duties placed
on Local Authorities are also changing (e.g. no longer a duty to have a Child Poverty
Strategy), with a particular emphasis on early years and early education hence the need
to increase the priority on this work.

For example, now that the Children’s Centres contract has been in place for a number of
years, there has been a reduced need for monthly contract monitoring meetings which
have now moved to quarterly instead. New outcomes and performance indicators will be
in place from 2016 enabling countywide rather than locality contract performance
meetings to gain more information about local activity reducing the number of
management posts required to monitor this.

5. What is the impact?

ON SERVICE USERS AND COMMUNITIES
There should be no negative impact on service users and communities. In many cases
there should be clearer lines of accountability.

ON OTHER ORGANISATIONS / PARTNERS

The removal of three Locality Managers will reduce the amount of localised partnership
work outside of the set partnership groups already in place. The current review of
Children’s Locality Management Groups will also help the Council to understand what
local partners require in terms of local needs assessments, information sharing and
communication etc.




ON OTHER PARTS OF THE COUNTY COUNCIL

The removal of the Strategic Parenting and Child Poverty role may have an impact on the
Family Service as they will be expected to lead on quality assurance of parenting
programmes, as well as the Parents and Carers strategy and action plan. It will be
important to ensure that the work maintains a partnership focus.

There may also be a requirement for other Council departments in relation to
Nottinghamshire’s approach to tackle poverty in relation to assessing data and formulating
needs assessments, and developing a partnership approach to implementing the Child
Poverty Strategy. There will be a requirement to ensure the Child Poverty Strategy is
embedded in a range of strategies and plans including Economic Development, Adults
Social Care, and Public Health who have child poverty as a Public Health outcome
measure.

The removal of property work led by three Locality Managers will require additional
support through Corporate Property and Children, Families and Cultural Services (CFCS)
premises leads. They will have an increased role and therefore capacity will need to be
maintained.

COULD THERE BE A DISPROPORTIONATE IMPACT ON PEOPLE WITH
PROTECTED CHARACTERISTICS? (Y/N) (age, disability, gender reassignment,
pregnancy and maternity, race, religion or belief, gender and sexual orientation)
N

DOES A FULL EQUALITY IMPACT ASSESSMENT ACCOMPANY THIS
OPTION FOR CHANGE? (Y/N)

6. Projected Net Savings to the Budget

WHAT IS THE PERMANENT GROSS NET
BUDGET? £000 528 | £000 514

WHAT ARE THE PROJECTED NET SAVINGS TO THE BUDGET?

2016/17 2017/18 2018/19 TOTAL
£000 £000 £000 £000
Gross Saving 0 45 0 45
LESS Loss of Income 0 0 0 0
LESS Costs of Reprovision 0 0 0 0
NET SAVING 0 45 0 45

WHAT ARE THE NET SAVINGS AS A% OF NET BUDGET?
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7. Estimated Implementation Costs

WHAT ARE THE ESTIMATED IMPLEMENTATION COSTS?

2016/17 2017/18 2018/19 TOTAL
£000 £000 £000 £000
Capital Costs 0 0 0 0
Revenue Costs 0 0 0 0

8. Projected Permanent FTE Reductions

WHAT IS THE CURRENT
PERMANENT FTE 9.6
STAFFING?

2016/17 2017/18 2018/19
WHAT ARE THE PROJECTED
PERMANENT FTE 0.0 0.8 0.0 0.8
REDUCTIONS?

9. Risks and mitigating actions

There is a risk that the removal of some posts will increase the demand on other teams
and services across the Local Authority. Property and premises work will be the most
substantial demand. It is proposed that the work is led by the departmental quality and
assurance team, who already have 1 FTE lead for children centres, and a further FTE
post is now in place to support other premises issues. There is support for this transfer of
roles as capacity has increased.

The potential to transfer parenting work to the Family Service will also require capacity
and it is hoped that the 3 FTE interventions managers within the new service will lead the
work. However it is important to note that the Family Service will not offer universal
services to children and families.

10. Chief Officer Signoff

Signature Date Signed

| confirm that in my opinion the option is

realistic and achievable, and that known _
costs of implementation are included. &;ﬁ"’ 17/11/15
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Nottinghamshire
County Council Option for Change

Option Ref  [aYN!

1. Service Area Children, Families and Cultural Services

2. Option Title Detailed Budget Review

3. What we propose to do and how we propose to do it

Managers across the Children, Families and Cultural Services Department have
conducted a line by line review of all running/operating costs within the Department to
analyse the detail behind budget allocations and expenditure. This exercise identified
savings from across all department budgets which range from £1,000 to upwards of
£50,000.

The focus of this exercise is on running costs and so staffing reductions are not
considered as part of this proposal. Children’s Social Care is excluded from this proposal
because it has recently been subject to a base budget review.

4. Why this option is being put forward

Due to the rate of change that the Council has experienced in the past 5 years, budgets
have been adjusted, realigned and reallocated. This inevitably creates the need to
conduct a full budget review to ensure that budget allocations reflect accurately the
services that they support.

This exercise identifies savings such as further reduction of support budgets that include
mileage, printing and stationary costs, a tighter vacancy level turnover and reduction in
training budgets. These areas have already experienced large reductions but this
proposal proposes further cuts in order to protect frontline delivery as much as possible.
In addition, changes to the way Council officers work, for example the introduction of
mobile working, justifies the reductions in mileage allowances and printing costs.

5. What is the impact?

ON SERVICE USERS AND COMMUNITIES
No impact

ON OTHER ORGANISATIONS / PARTNERS
Minor impact — review of subscriptions may affect some private organisations.

ON OTHER PARTS OF THE COUNTY COUNCIL
No impact

COULD THERE BE A DISPROPORTIONATE IMPACT ON PEOPLE WITH
PROTECTED CHARACTERISTICS? (Y/N)
No

DOES A FULL EQUALITY IMPACT ASSESSMENT ACCOMPANY THIS
OPTION FOR CHANGE? (Y/N)

NO




6. Projected Net Savings to the Budget

WHAT IS THE PERMANENT GROSS NET
BUDGET? £000 81,578| £000 58,184

WHAT ARE THE PROJECTED NET SAVINGS TO THE BUDGET?

2016/17 2017/18 2018/19 TOTAL
£000 £000 £000 £000
Gross Saving 529 201 102 832
LESS Loss of Income 0] 0] 0] 0
LESS Costs of Reprovision 0 0 0 0
NET SAVING 529 201 102 832
WHAT ARE THE NET SAVINGS AS A % OF NET BUDGET?

7. Estimated Implementation Costs

WHAT ARE THE ESTIMATED IMPLEMENTATION COSTS?

2016/17 2017/18 2018/19 TOTAL
£000 £000 £000 £000
Capital Costs 0 0 0 0
Revenue Costs 0 0 0 0

8. Projected Permanent FTE Reductions

WHAT IS THE CURRENT
PERMANENT FTE NA|
STAFFING?

2016/17 2017/18 2018/19
WHAT ARE THE PROJECTED
PERMANENT FTE 0.0 0.0 0.0 NA|
REDUCTIONS?

9. Risks and mitigating actions

The line by line review conducted by managers enabled budget holders to make risk
assessments about where savings, however small, can be made.

These measures will have no impact on service users and managers will absorb the
reduction in running costs and manage spend appropriately.

10. Chief Officer Signoff

| confirm that in my opinion the option is Signature Date Signed

realistic and achievable, and that known & s
costs of implementation are included. %/‘Tf 17/11/15




Nottinghamshire
County Council Option for Change

Option Ref AW

1. Service Area Transport and Travel Services

2. Option Title Efficiency Savings: Transport and Travel Services Budget

3. What we propose to do and how we propose to do it

To reduce the Transport and Travel Services budget by £579k by 2018/19.

This will be achieved by a re-negotiation of the concessionary fares agreements with
service providers, the reduction of IT support costs, a reduction in pool car costs, a review
of all budget lines and further staff reductions.

The current concessionary pass agreements are due to expire in March 2016.
Negotiations with operators must be concluded by November 2015 to allow the
agreement proposals to be published on 1 December 2015. It is intended that with the
support of service operators reductions can be achieved over the next three years.

Changes to the provision of pool vehicles and associated changes to the casual car user
regulations will offer a saving of £40k against Transport and Travel Services budgets.

Introducing revised processes and support agreements across a number of IT systems
will deliver cost and administrative savings, including the use of external partners and
providers.

A re-structuring of the senior management team following the current service reviews
taking place.

4. Why this option is being put forward

Negotiations with service providers are due to commence in September 2015 and will
have very little impact on the local bus service network.

5. What is the impact?

ON SERVICE USERS AND COMMUNITIES
Service users will not be affected by these proposals.

ON OTHER ORGANISATIONS / PARTNERS
Increased partnership working with external providers; reduced concessionary fare
reimbursement to suppliers.

ON OTHER PARTS OF THE COUNTY COUNCIL
Users of pool vehicles or casual car users may need to make changes to their travel
arrangements.




COULD THERE BE A DISPROPORTIONATE IMPACT ON PEOPLE WITH
PROTECTED CHARACTERISTICS? (Y/N) (age, disability, gender reassignment,

pregnancy and maternity, race, religion or belief, gender and sexual orientation)
No

DOES A FULL EQUALITY IMPACT ASSESSMENT ACCOMPANY THIS N
OPTION FOR CHANGE? (Y/N)

6. Projected Net Savings to the Budget

WHAT IS THE PERMANENT
BUDGET?

GROSS
£000

11,966

NET
£000

11,966

WHAT ARE THE PROJECTED NET SAVINGS TO THE BUDGET?

WHAT ARE THE NET SAVINGS AS A% OF NET BUDGET?
Achievable by implementation of:-

e Revised IT Provision & Contract Negotiations £50k in 16/17.
e Pool Cars reductions £40k in 16/17.
o Staff Efficiencies £60k in 16/17.

WHAT ARE THE ESTIMATED IMPLEMENTATION COSTS?

8. Projected Permanent FTE Reductions

WHAT IS THE CURRENT
PERMANENT FTE
STAFFING?

2016/17 2017/18 2018/19
WHAT ARE THE PROJECTED
PERMANENT FTE 1.0 0.0 0.0
REDUCTIONS?

2016/17 2017/18 2018/19 TOTAL
£000 £000 £000 £000
Gross Saving 250 150 179 579
LESS Loss of Income 0 0 0 0
LESS Costs of Reprovision 0 0 0 0
NET SAVING 250 150 179 579

2016/17 2017/18 2018/19 TOTAL
£000 £000 £000 £000
Capital Costs 0 0 0 0
Revenue Costs 0 0 (0] 0

48.0

1.0

o Concessionary Fares - New Agreement £100k in 16/17; £150k in 17/18; £179k in 18/19.

7. Estimated Implementation Costs
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9. Risks and mitigating actions

Risk - operators/suppliers fail to agree new reimbursement arrangements for
concessionary travel which leads to appeals to the Department for Transport and possible
additional costs.

Mitigation - commence negotiations in September 2015 to achieve the changes in
agreement with the suppliers.

10. Chief Officer Signoff

Signature Date Signed

| confirm that in my opinion the option is
realistic and achievable, and that known
costs of implementation are included.

17.11.15
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Nottinghamshire
County Council Option for Change

Option Ref YK

1. Service Area Waste and Energy Management

Saving generated from the reduction in unitary charge
2. Option Title payment on the Waste Private Finance Initiative (PFI)
contract.

3. What we propose to do and how we propose to do it

The Council has prepaid a block of future unitary charge payments in respect of new
transfer stations in the Waste PFI contract in order to generate savings over the
remaining life of the contract. As a result of this, the ongoing costs associated with the
haulage of residual waste element of the unitary charge have been reduced and the
service is able to offer these further savings of £300,000 in 2016/17.

4. Why this option is being put forward

Contract savings being realised.

5. What is the impact?

ON SERVICE USERS AND COMMUNITIES
None

ON OTHER ORGANISATIONS / PARTNERS
None

ON OTHER PARTS OF THE COUNTY COUNCIL
None

COULD THERE BE A DISPROPORTIONATE IMPACT ON PEOPLE WITH
PROTECTED CHARACTERISTICS? (Y/N) (age, disability, gender reassignment,
pregnancy and maternity, race, religion or belief, gender and sexual orientation)
No

DOES A FULL EQUALITY IMPACT ASSESSMENT ACCOMPANY THIS
OPTION FOR CHANGE? (Y/N) N

43



6. Projected Net Savings to the Budget

WHAT IS THE PERMANENT GROSS NET
BUDGET? £000 7,484 | £000 5,771

WHAT ARE THE PROJECTED NET SAVINGS TO THE BUDGET?

2016/17 2017/18 2018/19 TOTAL
£000 £000 £000 £000
Gross Saving 300 0 0 300
LESS Loss of Income 0 0] 0 0
LESS Costs of Reprovision 0 0 0 0
NET SAVING 300 0 0 300
WHAT ARE THE NET SAVINGS AS A % OF NET BUDGET?

7. Estimated Implementation Costs

WHAT ARE THE ESTIMATED IMPLEMENTATION COSTS?

2016/17 2017/18 2018/19 TOTAL
£000 £000 £000 £000
Capital Costs 0 0 0 0
Revenue Costs 0] 0 0 0

8. Projected Permanent FTE Reductions

WHAT IS THE CURRENT
PERMANENT FTE 0.0
STAFFING?

2016/17 2017/18 2018/19
WHAT ARE THE PROJECTED
PERMANENT FTE 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
REDUCTIONS?

9. Risks and mitigating actions

None

10. Chief Officer Signoff

Signature Date Signed

| confirm that in my opinion the option is ___.____________
realistic and achievable, and that known Qe

costs of implementation are included. 17.11.15
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Nottinghamshire

County Council Option for Change
1. Service Area Waste and Energy Management

- - Reducing the Carbon Reduction Commitment (CRC) Energy
2. Option Title Efficiency Scheme budget.

3. What we propose to do and how we propose to do it

Reduce the current allocated corporate estate Carbon Reduction Commitment budget by
£60,000 per annum.

4. Why this option is being put forward

The CRC is a UK mandatory scheme which provides an incentive for reducing emissions.
Through the Council’s success in reducing carbon emissions and achieving energy
efficiencies the current corporate estate CRC budget is now greater than the identified
cost and a £60,000 saving can be released as a result.

5. What is the impact?

ON SERVICE USERS AND COMMUNITIES
None

ON OTHER ORGANISATIONS / PARTNERS
None

ON OTHER PARTS OF THE COUNTY COUNCIL
None

COULD THERE BE A DISPROPORTIONATE IMPACT ON PEOPLE WITH
PROTECTED CHARACTERISTICS? (Y/N) (age, disability, gender reassignment,
pregnancy and maternity, race, religion or belief, gender and sexual orientation)
No

DOES A FULL EQUALITY IMPACT ASSESSMENT ACCOMPANY THIS
OPTION FOR CHANGE? (Y/N) N




6. Projected Net Savings to the Budget

WHAT IS THE PERMANENT GROSS NET
BUDGET? £000 280| £000 280

WHAT ARE THE PROJECTED NET SAVINGS TO THE BUDGET?

2016/17 2017/18 2018/19 TOTAL
£000  £000  £000 £000
Gross Saving 60 0 0 60
LESS Loss of Income 0 0 0 0
LESS Costs of Reprovision 0 0 0 0
NET SAVING 60 0 0 60
WHAT ARE THE NET SAVINGS AS A % OF NET BUDGET?

7. Estimated Implementation Costs

WHAT ARE THE ESTIMATED IMPLEMENTATION COSTS?

2016/17 2017/18 2018/19 TOTAL
£000 £000 £000 £000
Capital Costs 0 0 0 0
Revenue Costs (0] 0 0 0

8. Projected Permanent FTE Reductions

WHAT IS THE CURRENT
PERMANENT FTE 0.0
STAFFING?

2016/17 2017/18 2018/19

WHAT ARE THE PROJECTED
PERMANENT FTE 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
REDUCTIONS?

9. Risks and mitigating actions

The proposed budget reduction is based on recent weather profile, continuation of recent
energy efficiency investment and knowhow of the CRC scheme rules. Should additional
funding be required as a result of changes to any of these variables then a budget
pressure will result.

10. Chief Officer Signoff

Signature Date Signed

| confirm that in my opinion the optionis [
realistic and achievable, and that known | Qe

costs of implementation are included. 17.11.15
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Nottinghamshire
County Council Option for Change

Option Ref N

1. Service Area Economic Development and Devolution

2. Option Title Reducing expenditure on economic development

3. What we propose to do and how we propose to do it

The proposal is to reduce the amount of discretionary funding available to support
economic development projects and initiatives. The proposal delivers the savings target
of £80,000.

As part of this proposal, the current Nottinghamshire Work Club scheme will be replaced
by more targeted projects which will be provided and funded by other local organisations.
This will contribute £52,000 towards the savings target.

4. Why this option is being put forward

The economic development service currently delivers a range of activities that are
strategic priorities for the council including: the Better Broadband for Nottinghamshire
Programme; LEADER rural development programme; major site and infrastructure
developments; management of three Innovation Centres, the Council’s Economic
Development Capital Fund and youth employment programmes.

The reduction in the service’s discretionary budget will deliver total savings of £80,000.

The Council currently funds the Nottinghamshire Work Club Scheme to deliver informal
employment support to residents in nine libraries. A new ‘community based’ scheme is
currently under development which will be funded through the European Social Fund. This
will support activity to be delivered across Nottinghamshire from April 2016. This will result
in the same level of service delivery — funded in a different way by utilising European
funds to support unemployed people.

The new services will offer much more tailored support to young people aged 18-24, older
people 40+ and women returning to work — instead of the generic job hunting skills
currently offered by the Work Clubs.

The economic development team is working with potential providers of these services to
ensure that they are available countywide, particularly targeting rural areas, and that
libraries continue to be used as venues where possible.

This proposal will contribute £52,000 towards the savings target. Other, smaller scale
activities supported through the Economic Development budget will also need to be
reviewed to deliver the remaining £28,000 savings.
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5. What is the impact?

ON SERVICE USERS AND COMMUNITIES

A reduction in economic development activities that support communities and businesses
in the county.

ON OTHER ORGANISATIONS / PARTNERS
Nil

ON OTHER PARTS OF THE COUNTY COUNCIL
Nil

COULD THERE BE A DISPROPORTIONATE IMPACT ON PEOPLE WITH
PROTECTED CHARACTERISTICS? NO

age, disability, gender reassignment, pregnancy and maternity, race, religion or belief,
gender and sexual orientation)

DOES A FULL EQUALITY IMPACT ASSESSMENT ACCOMPANY THIS
OPTION FOR CHANGE? (Y/N)

6. Projected Net Savings to the Budget

WHAT IS THE PERMANENT GROSS
BUDGET? £000

WHAT ARE THE PROJECTED NET SAVINGS TO THE BUDGET?

2016/17 2017/18 2018/19 TOTAL
£000  £000 £000 £000
Gross Saving 80 0 0 80
LESS Loss of Income 0 0 0 0
LESS Costs of Reprovision 0 0 0 0
NET SAVING 80 0 0 80
WHAT ARE THE NET SAVINGS AS A % OF NET BUDGET?

7. Estimated Implementation Costs

WHAT ARE THE ESTIMATED IMPLEMENTATION COSTS?
2016/17 2017/18 2018/19 TOTAL
£000 £000 £000 £000
Capital Costs 0 0 0 0
Revenue Costs 0 0 0 0
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8. Projected Permanent FTE Reductions

WHAT IS THE CURRENT
PERMANENT FTE 10.3

STAFFING?

2016/17 2017/18 2018/19

WHAT ARE THE PROJECTED
PERMANENT FTE 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
REDUCTIONS?

9. Risks and mitigating actions

There is a low risk that the new scheme will not be up and running by April 2016. The
Council will keep this under review with the intention to bridge any temporary gap in
service delivery.

10. Chief Officer Signoff

Signature Date Signed

| confirm that in my opinion the optionis [
realistic and achievable, and that known Qe

costs of implementation are included. ' ’ 17.11.15
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Nottinghamshire
County Council Option for Change

Option Ref WAV

1. Service Area Property Services and Facilities Management

2. Option Title Property and Facilities Management budget savings

3. What we propose to do and how we propose to do it

A reduction in current budget levels is proposed in the following areas:

Land Bank £229,000 - Proposal to reduce by £22,000 for each of the next two years.
This is used to maintain sites and buildings awaiting disposal.

Planning Consultants £136,000 - Proposal to reduce by £40,000 over a two year period.
This budget is used to support the Property team in procuring specialist advice for
maximising development value on surplus sites. The Council has a very successful record
in achieving valuable planning allocations on its vacant sites that provides a stream of
capital receipts for future years supporting the Capital Programme. A lot of the major
planning work is now completed. The demand for this budget should be decreasing over
time.

Mileage £50,000 - Proposal to reduce by £10,000 in 2016/17. The nature of Property
work means that officers need to frequently visit properties around the county involving
the use of their own private motor vehicles for which a mileage rate is payable. An
initiative to reduce the amount of car usage has seen some under-spends in recent years.
The increasing promotion of pool and rental cars should see this trend continue.

General Consultancy £15,000 — Proposal to reduce by £5,000 in 2017/18. This budget is
used to buy in any specialist skills for occasional pieces of work throughout the year for
example specialist valuations.

Staffing: With the introduction of the new Joint Venture arrangement for the Design and
Operation side of Property services, there is a need to review the structure that will be
required for the remainder of the Property Group. Whilst there are no significant changes
expected, several posts may be disestablished and become redundant releasing around
£80,000 savings over two years.

Catering Facilities Management/Building Maintenance - The balance between the
savings targets and the proposals above will be met by a progressive reduction in the cost
of Facilities Management budgets as the programme of property rationalisation for the
corporate estate progresses. This is estimated to be £100,000 of savings for each of the
next three years.
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4. Why this option is being put forward

These proposals are considered to be achievable and reasonable to this area of the
Council’s expenditure on Property and Facilities Management. They can be made ahead
of a potential transfer of assets into a new Joint Venture which is expected to take place in
April 2016.

The proposal protects any further reduction in the planned repairs and maintenance
budget.

5. What is the impact?

ON SERVICE USERS AND COMMUNITIES

The reduction in the budget available to manage vacant sites and buildings could result in
land and buildings deteriorating that causes concern to communities e.g. weed growth on
open land.

ON OTHER ORGANISATIONS / PARTNERS
None anticipated

ON OTHER PARTS OF THE COUNTY COUNCIL
The management of vacant sites and buildings could have an adverse effect on insurance
premiums if risks are not adequately managed.

COULD THERE BE A DISPROPORTIONATE IMPACT ON PEOPLE WITH
PROTECTED CHARACTERISTICS? (Y/N) (age, disability, gender reassignment,
pregnancy and maternity, race, religion or belief, gender and sexual orientation)
None anticipated

DOES A FULL EQUALITY IMPACT ASSESSMENT ACCOMPANY THIS
OPTION FOR CHANGE? (Y/N)
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6. Projected Net Savings to the Budget

WHAT IS THE PERMANENT ~ GROSS
BUDGET? £000
WHAT ARE THE PROJECTED NET SAVINGS TO THE BUDGET?

2016/17 2017/18 2018/19 TOTAL

£000  £000  £000 £000

Gross Saving 192 187 100 479
LESS Loss of Income 0 0 0 0
LESS Costs of Reprovision 0 0 0 0
NET SAVING 192 187 100 479
WHAT ARE THE NET SAVINGS AS A % OF NET BUDGET?

7. Estimated Implementation Costs

WHAT ARE THE ESTIMATED IMPLEMENTATION COSTS?

2016/17 2017/18 2018/19 TOTAL
£000 £000 £000 £000
Capital Costs 0 0 0 0
Revenue Costs 0] (0] 0 0

8. Projected Permanent FTE Reductions

WHAT IS THE CURRENT
PERMANENT FTE 124.0
STAFFING?

2016/17 2017/18 2018/19

WHAT ARE THE PROJECTED
PERMANENT FTE 70.0 0.0 0.0 70.0
REDUCTIONS?

Note: these staffing reductions are related to Property Joint Venture proposals

9. Risks and mitigating actions

The risk identified is with the reduction in the Land Bank budget which is used to secure
vacant sites and buildings. The Property team is currently working with risk and insurance
colleagues to risk rate our vacant properties. A better targeting of spend provides the
opportunity that we can reduce this budget need.

10. Chief Officer Signoff

Signature Date Signed

| confirm that in my opinion the optionis —
realistic and achievable, and that known Q.

costs of implementation are included. : 17.11.15
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Nottinghamshire
County Council Option for Change

Option Ref av¥

1. Service Area Planning and Community & Voluntary Sector

2. Option Title Changes to Grant Aid and Conservation service funding

3. What we propose to do and how we propose to do it

Grant Aid: The County Council’'s Grant Aid programme is a three year programme and
supports community and voluntary sector projects covering a number of themes in line
with council priorities. Grants have just been awarded for 2015 — 2018. In order to have
some flexibility to support new and innovative projects which may come forward within
each year, £50,000 per annum of the Grant Aid budget has been allocated for new and
innovative projects. The Community and Voluntary Sector team supports both the
successful applicants to the programme and also the unsuccessful.

It is proposed to remove the in-year innovation funding for 2016/2017 and 2017/2018.

Community and Voluntary Sector: To reduce the Business Support hours for the team
from 78 to 60 hours, a reduction of 0.5 full time equivalent (FTE) at Grade 3.

Conservation: The County Council’s financial support for Creswell Crags Heritage Trust
is provided from the Conservation Team Base Budget. The core funding (matched by
Derbyshire County Council) is £38,000. For the financial years 2013/2014 and 2014 /
2015 the Culture Committee approved £50,000 funding for the Creswell Heritage Trust.
This was to give the new Director opportunity to revise the Business Plan and to revisit
the current operating models for the different elements of the Creswell Crags offer with a
view to securing the long term sustainability of the site and facilities and to review the
requirements of working towards World Heritage Site Status.

It is proposed that the additional £12,000 funding is withdrawn on the basis that the
Heritage Trust has been successful in obtaining transition funding from the Heritage
Lottery Fund and is working towards no longer needing financial support from the
authorities.

4. Why this option is being put forward

Grant Aid: This part of the grant aid budget is not committed and is allocated each year.
In the current year, 13 projects will be supported, with an average allocation of around
£5,000 (there is a £10,000 ceiling on awards). Whilst the loss of this funding would not
enable new projects to be supported in year, this proposal would not impact on the main
grant aid programme.
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Community and Voluntary Sector: The Business Support for the team was reduced to
78 hours as part of the budget reductions 2013/ 2014 as part of a wider reorganisation of
the Community and Voluntary Sector Team. This revised structure has been in place
since April 2014. The Business Support needs of the team have been further reviewed
and it is considered that 60 hours of Business Support would meet the needs of the team
in delivering its service.

Conservation: The Conservation Team Base Budget includes £50,000 for the Creswell

Heritage Trust. It is proposed to reduce this to £38,000 (the core funding amount) as the
increase to £50,000 was to address a short term difficulty.

5. What is the impact?

ON SERVICE USERS AND COMMUNITIES

Grant Aid: The Grant Aid Programme supports projects in some of the most vulnerable
communities in Nottinghamshire. A reduction in funding will impact on the ability for
groups to access funding.

ON OTHER ORGANISATIONS / PARTNERS

Negligible

ON OTHER PARTS OF THE COUNTY COUNCIL

Negligible

COULD THERE BE A DISPROPORTIONATE IMPACT ON PEOPLE WITH
PROTECTED CHARACTERISTICS? (Y/N) (age, disability, gender reassignment,

pregnancy and maternity, race, religion or belief, gender and sexual orientation)

No

DOES A FULL EQUALITY IMPACT ASSESSMENT ACCOMPANY THIS
OPTION FOR CHANGE? (YIN)
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6. Projected Net Savings to the Budget

Grant Aid:
WHAT IS THE PERMANENT GROSS NET
BUDGET? £000 1,753| £000 1,753

WHAT ARE THE PROJECTED NET SAVINGS TO THE BUDGET?

2016/17 2017/18 2018/19 TOTAL
£000  £000  £000 £000
Gross Saving 50 0 0 50
LESS Loss of Income 0 0 0 0
LESS Costs of Reprovision 0 0 0 0
NET SAVING 50 0 0 50
WHAT ARE THE NET SAVINGS AS A % OF NET BUDGET?

Community and Voluntary Sector:

WHAT IS THE PERMANENT GROSS NET
BUDGET? £000 260| £000 260

WHAT ARE THE PROJECTED NET SAVINGS TO THE BUDGET?

2016/17 2017/18 2018/19 TOTAL
£000 £000 £000 £000

Gross Saving 11 0 0 11
LESS Loss of Income 0 0 0 0
LESS Costs of Reprovision 0 0 0 0
NET SAVING 11 0 0 11
WHAT ARE THE NET SAVINGS AS A % OF NET BUDGET?
Conservation:
WHAT IS THE PERMANENT GROSS NET
BUDGET? £000 552 | £000 552

WHAT ARE THE PROJECTED NET SAVINGS TO THE BUDGET?

2016/17 2017/18 2018/19 TOTAL
£000 £000 £000 £000
Gross Saving 12 0 0 12
LESS Loss of Income 0 0 0 0
LESS Costs of Reprovision 0 0 0 0
NET SAVING 12 0 0 12

WHAT ARE THE NET SAVINGS AS A % OF NET BUDGET?
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7. Estimated Implementation Costs

WHAT ARE THE ESTIMATED IMPLEMENTATION COSTS?

2016/17 2017/18 2018/19 TOTAL
£000 £000 £000 £000
Capital Costs 0 0 0 0
Revenue Costs 0] 0 0 0

8. Projected Permanent FTE Reductions

WHAT IS THE CURRENT
PERMANENT FTE 48.0
STAFFING?

2016/17 2017/18 2018/19
WHAT ARE THE PROJECTED
PERMANENT FTE 0.5 0.0 0.0 0.5
REDUCTIONS?

9. Risks and mitigating actions

Grant Aid: This part of the Grant Aid budget is allocated in year and expectations will be
managed as the pot of money to support schemes will be reduced.

Conservation: The proposal of not continuing to fund the Trust has been considered.
This has not been taken further, however, in view of both Local Authorities acting as lease
guarantors. In the event of the Trust ceasing to operate, responsibility for managing
Creswell Crags would rest with the two County Councils. The proposal of reducing the
level of support further has also been considered but it would be likely to have a very
damaging impact on the Trust’s ability to manage the site.

Nottinghamshire County Council’s partnership contribution is part of the core funding of
the project, without which it would cease to operate. The continuation of County Council
financial assistance to Creswell Heritage Trust is subject to a similar contribution from
Derbyshire County Council.

10. Chief Officer Signoff

Signature Date Signed

| confirm that in my opinion the optionis [
realistic and achievable, and that known | Qe

costs of implementation are included. 17.11.15
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Nottinghamshire
County Council Option for Change

Option Ref  gayks

1. Service Area Highways

2. Option Title Road Lighting Energy

3. What we propose to do and how we propose to do it
This proposal is to reduce the cost of road lighting and traffic signal energy to the Council.

The budget for this is £5.4m in 2015/16.

A significant spend to save energy project was introduced in 2013 when an interest free loan of
£1.8m from Salix (green investment for energy & carbon reduction) was secured. This money
has been invested in dimming some of our high wattage lanterns on main roads around the
County and also installing light-emitting diodes (LED) on residential roads.

To date approximately 6,000 150W/250W lanterns have been dimmed with savings of
£300,000 per annum. A further 1,500 are planned to be installed by the end of 2015 saving a
further £83,000.

10,000 LED alternative lanterns have also been installed resulting in energy saving of £164,000
per annum.

In January 2015 a further bid to Salix for a £3.6m loan was secured. This will enable the
remaining 42,000 low pressure sodium lanterns on our residential roads to be changed to LED
alternatives.

Energy is procured to maximise the best price available at the time of purchase, but local
authorities then have no control over the increases or decreases made by the energy
companies.

A reduction in the cost of energy in October 2015 has enabled additional savings to be made in
2016/17.

4. Why this option is being put forward

The energy saving initiative detailed above in conjunction with the recent reduction in energy
prices has resulted in significant savings from this budget.

Prior to October 2015 the authority was charged 11.33 pence per kilowatt hour (KWH) for
electricity. In October this has been reduced to 10 pence per kilowatt.

The predicted KWH for lighting and traffic signals, based on our inventory are;

2015/16 2016/17 2017/18 2018/19
38,776,709 37,079,539 35,365,397 33,634,114

Should electricity prices increase significantly, all of these savings will not be realised.
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5. What is the impact?

ON SERVICE USERS AND COMMUNITIES
This option will not affect service delivery

ON OTHER ORGANISATIONS / PARTNERS
None

ON OTHER PARTS OF THE COUNTY COUNCIL
None

COULD THERE BE A DISPROPORTIONATE IMPACT ON PEOPLE WITH PROTECTED
CHARACTERISTICS? (N) (age, disability, gender reassignment, pregnancy and maternity,
race, religion or belief, gender and sexual orientation)

DOES A FULL EQUALITY IMPACT ASSESSMENT ACCOMPANY THIS
OPTION FOR CHANGE? (Y/N

6. Projected Net Savings to the Budget

WHAT IS THE PERMANENT GROSS NET
BUDGET? £000 5,447 £000 5,447

WHAT ARE THE PROJECTED NET SAVINGS TO THE BUDGET?

2016/17 2017/18 2018/19 TOTAL
£000 £000 £000 £000
Gross Saving 250 225 225 700
LESS Loss of Income 0 0 0 0
LESS Costs of Reprovision 0 0 0 0
NET SAVING 250 225 225 700
WHAT ARE THE NET SAVINGS AS A% OF NET BUDGET? | 12.9%|

7. Estimated Implementation Costs

WHAT ARE THE ESTIMATED IMPLEMENTATION COSTS?

2016/17 2017/18 2018/19 TOTAL
£000 £000 £000 £000
Capital Costs 0 0 0 0
Revenue Costs 0 0 0 0

8. Projected Permanent FTE Reductions

WHAT IS THE CURRENT
PERMANENT FTE 0.0
STAFFING?

2016/17 2017/18 2018/19

WHAT ARE THE PROJECTED
PERMANENT FTE 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
REDUCTIONS?




9. Risks and mitigating actions

may increase without notice.

| confirm that in my opinion the option is
realistic and achievable, and that known
costs of implementation are included.

Signature

As the Council has no control of the fluctuation in price from the energy companies, the prices

10. Chief Officer Signoff

Date Signed

oy

17.11.15
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Nottinghamshire
County Council Option for Change

Option Ref  Qav&S]

2. Option Title ICT Services efficiency programme

1. Service Area ICT Services

3. What we propose to do and how we propose to do it

It is proposed to:
e Procure, implement and support a new shared broadband ICT network and internet

services for 402 corporate and school sites that takes advantage of current design,
technologies and price tariffs

e Procure a new and lower cost contract for the provision of the Council’s external
resilient second data centre provision

e De-commission the current legacy telephone network and transition to the use of
Microsoft Lync that uses the broadband network

e Review the current ICT operating model and mix of in-house and supplier teams to
ensure it remains optimised, efficient and reflects the move to using off-premise data
centres rather than in-house

¢ Implement changes to how ICT work is approved, prioritised and scheduled.
4. Why this option is being put forward

These proposals are in line with the County Council’s ICT Strategy 2014-17 that supports
having a reliable and secure day-to-day service, and transforming how County Council

services are delivered through the effective use of technology.
5. What is the impact?

ON SERVICE USERS AND COMMUNITIES
None.

ON OTHER ORGANISATIONS / PARTNERS
The new broadband network and data centre contracts being established are also
available to other regional public services, with some uptake already in progress.

ON OTHER PARTS OF THE COUNTY COUNCIL

Staff operating from County Council sites will have access to fit for purpose broadband
and internet services. More staff will also have access to Microsoft Lync telephony.
Requests for ICT resources will have to be increasingly scrutinised and prioritised as they
already exceed the available capacity.

COULD THERE BE A DISPROPORTIONATE IMPACT ON PEOPLE WITH
PROTECTED CHARACTERISTICS? (Y/N) (age, disability, gender reassignment,
pregnancy and maternity, race, religion or belief, gender and sexual orientation)
No

DOES A FULL EQUALITY IMPACT ASSESSMENT ACCOMPANY THIS
OPTION FOR CHANGE? (Y/N)
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6. Projected Net Savings to the Budget

WHAT IS THE PERMANENT GROSS
BUDGET? £000

WHAT ARE THE PROJECTED NET SAVINGS TO THE BUDGET?

2016/17 2017/18 2018/19 TOTAL
£000 £000 £000 £000
Gross Saving 161 299 115 575
LESS Loss of Income 0 0 0 0
LESS Costs of Reprovision 0 0 0 0
NET SAVING 161 299 115 575

WHAT ARE THE NET SAVINGS AS A% OF NET BUDGET?

7. Estimated Implementation Costs
WHAT ARE THE ESTIMATED IMPLEMENTATION COSTS?

2016/17 2017/18 2018/19 TOTAL
£000 £000 £000 £000
Capital Costs 0 0 0 0
Revenue Costs 0 (0] 0 0

8. Projected Permanent FTE Reductions

WHAT IS THE CURRENT
PERMANENT FTE 0.0
STAFFING?

2016/17 2017/18 2018/19
WHAT ARE THE PROJECTED
PERMANENT FTE 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
REDUCTIONS?

9. Risks and mitigating actions

e The savings will be delivered through a series of projects each managed to PRINCE 2
standards which will consider, review and mitigate risks on an ongoing basis.

¢ There will be changes to the in-house staffing complement that will need to be
managed through the agreed Human Resources processes.

e Alarger ICT estate, growing demand for ICT assistance alongside a smaller ICT
function will require a change to the current operating model.

¢ The reliability of “cloud” solutions is largely unknown and service disruptions are
managed to Service Level Agreements/contracts, with less of an emotional bond with
the organisation.

Please note savings for 2016-17 are in addition to the £350,000 previously agreed.

10. Chief Officer Signoff

Signature Date Signed

| confirm that in my opinion the option is
realistic and achievable, and that known
costs of implementation are included. 24.11.15
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Nottinghamshire
County Council Option for Change

Option Ref AV
1. Service Area Legal Services

- - Maximising existing changes to digital working to deliver
2. Option Title further savings for Legal Services

3. What we propose to do and how we propose to do it

This proposal is to achieve savings through:

¢ reducing staff time spent travelling to meetings by increased use of video
conferencing — thus increasing the time available to staff in the office;

o further reducing the amount of external legal fees spent on specialist advice and
project work as those projects reach completion, and;

e reducing by 1 full time equivalent (FTE) Business Support Officer in 2018/19.

4. Why this option is being put forward

The savings are considered to be deliverable within current budget projections provided
service demand remains constant. Any increases in service demand may put these
savings at risk.

5. What is the impact?

ON SERVICE USERS AND COMMUNITIES
None envisaged.

ON OTHER ORGANISATIONS / PARTNERS
None envisaged.

ON OTHER PARTS OF THE COUNTY COUNCIL

Provided demand remains steady, there should be limited impact although timescales for
responses are likely to be affected when resources are reduced to the minimum levels
and expectations will need to be managed in this regard. In addition, when major projects
are approved in future, the anticipated legal costs will need to be provided for in the
project set up costs as there will be no available legal budget to meet these costs.

COULD THERE BE A DISPROPORTIONATE IMPACT ON PEOPLE WITH
PROTECTED CHARACTERISTICS? (Y/N) (age, disability, gender reassignment,
pregnancy and maternity, race, religion or belief, gender and sexual orientation)

None envisaged.

DOES A FULL EQUALITY IMPACT ASSESSMENT ACCOMPANY THIS
OPTION FOR CHANGE? (Y/N)




6. Projected Net Savings to the Budget

WHAT IS THE PERMANENT GROSS NET
BUDGET? £000 4,001| £000 3,882

WHAT ARE THE PROJECTED NET SAVINGS TO THE BUDGET?

2016/17 2017/18 2018/19 TOTAL
£000  £000  £000 £000
Gross Saving 46 46 33 125
LESS Loss of Income 0 0 0 0
LESS Costs of Reprovision 0 0 0 0
NET SAVING 46 46 33 125
WHAT ARE THE NET SAVINGS AS A % OF NET BUDGET?

7. Estimated Implementation Costs

WHAT ARE THE ESTIMATED IMPLEMENTATION COSTS?
2016/17 2017/18 2018/19 TOTAL

£000 £000 £000 £000
Capital Costs

0 0 0
Revenue Costs 0 0 0

[eNe)

8. Projected Permanent FTE Reductions

WHAT IS THE CURRENT
PERMANENT FTE 47.0
STAFFING?

2016/17 2017/18 2018/19
WHAT ARE THE PROJECTED
PERMANENT FTE 0.0 0.0 1.0 1.0
REDUCTIONS?

9. Risks and mitigating actions

Any increases in service demand could put these savings at risk. Mitigation is to monitor
budget spend and case throughput regularly and liaise with service departments
regarding their plans and budget pressures which might generate additional work.

10. Chief Officer Signoff

Signature Date Signed
| confirm that in my opinion the option is ,

realistic gnd achleval_)le, and‘ that known sy 1__.{1%% RS
costs of implementation are included. L 24.11.15




Nottinghamshire
County Council Option for Change

Option Ref vl

2. Option Title Committee support efficiency savings

1. Service Area Democratic Services

3. What we propose to do and how we propose to do it

This proposal is to make savings of £46,000 by reducing expenditure in the following
ways:

reduce 1 full time equivalent (FTE) Business Support Administrator post;
reduce expenditure on office and equipment;
reduce paper and printing costs further by building on electronic and digital
working, and;

e income generation from work for the Pension Fund both for Committees and for
the new Pensions Board.

4. Why this option is being put forward

The savings are considered to be deliverable due to scope for additional efficiencies
within the Democratic Services Budget and some income generation. Any further
reduction in income from grants or services to external bodies will put these savings at
risk.

5. What is the impact?

ON SERVICE USERS AND COMMUNITIES
None envisaged.

ON OTHER ORGANISATIONS / PARTNERS
None envisaged.

ON OTHER PARTS OF THE COUNTY COUNCIL
None envisaged.

COULD THERE BE A DISPROPORTIONATE IMPACT ON PEOPLE WITH
PROTECTED CHARACTERISTICS? (Y/N) (age, disability, gender reassignment,
pregnancy and maternity, race, religion or belief, gender and sexual orientation)
None envisaged.

DOES A FULL EQUALITY IMPACT ASSESSMENT ACCOMPANY THIS
OPTION FOR CHANGE? (Y/N)
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6. Projected Net Savings to the Budget

WHAT IS THE PERMANENT GROSS
BUDGET? £000

WHAT ARE THE PROJECTED NET SAVINGS TO THE BUDGET?

2016/17 2017/18 2018/19 TOTAL
£000 £000 £000 £000
Gross Saving 18 20 8 46
LESS Loss of Income 0 0 0 0
LESS Costs of Reprovision 0 0 0 0
NET SAVING 18 20 8 46
WHAT ARE THE NET SAVINGS AS A% OF NET BUDGET?

7. Estimated Implementation Costs

WHAT ARE THE ESTIMATED IMPLEMENTATION COSTS?

2016/17 2017/18 2018/19 TOTAL
£000 £000 £000 £000
Capital Costs 0 0 0 0
Revenue Costs 0 0 0 0

8. Projected Permanent FTE Reductions

WHAT IS THE CURRENT
PERMANENT FTE 22.0

STAFFING?

2016/17 2017/18 2018/19
WHAT ARE THE PROJECTED
PERMANENT FTE 1.0 0.0 0.0 10
REDUCTIONS?

9. Risks and mitigating actions

Risk is around sold services income reducing thereby cancelling out some or all of the
savings achievable. Mitigation is to maintain effective relationships with key clients to
maintain service satisfaction.

10. Chief Officer Signoff

Signature Date Signed

| confirm that in my opinion the option is
realistic and achievable, and that known
costs of implementation are included. 24.11.15




Nottinghamshire
County Council Option for Change

Option Ref av¥

2. Option Title Reduction in Member Budgets

1. Service Area Democratic Services

3. What we propose to do and how we propose to do it

The savings for Member budgets is £59,000.

The final recommendations of the Boundary Review for Nottinghamshire (approved by
County Council on 26 November 2015) will see the number of Councillors fall by one from
67 to 66 in 2017/18. This will result in consequent savings to the Member budgets of
approx. £16,500 including some provision for travel and expenses, ICT equipment and
other miscellaneous costs.

Other savings will be met by a reduction in the training budget and the conference budget
which have been underspent in recent years.

4. Why this option is being put forward

The amounts required appear to be deliverable due to proposed changes to Council
Electoral Division Boundaries and other general efficiencies from Member training
budgets and the reduced number of conferences attended.

5. What is the impact?

ON SERVICE USERS AND COMMUNITIES
None envisaged.

ON OTHER ORGANISATIONS / PARTNERS
None envisaged.

ON OTHER PARTS OF THE COUNTY COUNCIL
None envisaged.

COULD THERE BE A DISPROPORTIONATE IMPACT ON PEOPLE WITH
PROTECTED CHARACTERISTICS? (Y/N) (age, disability, gender reassignment,
pregnancy and maternity, race, religion or belief, gender and sexual orientation)
None envisaged.

DOES A FULL EQUALITY IMPACT ASSESSMENT ACCOMPANY THIS
OPTION FOR CHANGE? (Y/N)

69



6. Projected Net Savings to the Budget

WHAT IS THE PERMANENT GROSS NET
BUDGET? £000 1,931| £000 1,926

WHAT ARE THE PROJECTED NET SAVINGS TO THE BUDGET?

2016/17 2017/18 2018/19 TOTAL
£000 £000 £000 £000
Gross Saving 25 34 0 59
LESS Loss of Income 0 0] 0 0
LESS Costs of Reprovision 0 0 0 0
NET SAVING 25 34 0 59
WHAT ARE THE NET SAVINGS AS A % OF NET BUDGET?

7. Estimated Implementation Costs

WHAT ARE THE ESTIMATED IMPLEMENTATION COSTS?

2016/17 2017/18 2018/19 TOTAL
£000 £000 £000 £000
Capital Costs 0 0 0 0
Revenue Costs 0] 0 0 0

8. Projected Permanent FTE Reductions

WHAT IS THE CURRENT
PERMANENT FTE 0.0
STAFFING?

2016/17 2017/18 2018/19
WHAT ARE THE PROJECTED
PERMANENT FTE 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
REDUCTIONS?

9. Risks and mitigating actions

There is no significant risk.

10. Chief Officer Signoff

Signature Date Signed

| confirm that in my opinion the option is
realistic and achievable, and that known

|
| /
¢ R A
costs of implementation are included. \‘Lﬁ* f{““‘m" o 24.11.15
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Nottinghamshire
County Council Option for Change

Option Ref  EAVA]

1. Service Area Communications and Marketing

2. Option Title Operational efficiencies in Communications and Marketing

3. What we propose to do and how we propose to do it

This proposal is to save £86,088 by reducing staffing and operational budgets in
Communications and Marketing. This includes:

e £27,895 operational budgets — stopping two publications (Frontline staff
publication and Your Life resident publication), reducing the use of professional
photographers to support media activity and deleting the marketing budget for the
Robin Hood Festival event.

e £58,193 staffing budgets — reduction in management costs and deletion of posts.

4. Why this option is being put forward

This proposal will ensure that the communications and marketing remains a service that is
below average cost but high performing (Source: latest Chartered Institute of Public
Finance and Accountancy (CIPFA) benchmarking report) as the shape of the Council
changes.

Reductions in staf