box.
COUNCIL

WARWICK H
DISTRICT LE
||

Insert name and date of meeting in this

Executive 2nd December 2009

Agenda Item No.

Title

Review of Concurrent Services Scheme

For further information about this report
please contact

Jenny Clayton
01926 456013
jenny.clayton@warwickdc.gov.uk

Service Area

Finance

Wards of the District directly affected

All

Is the report private and confidential and not
for publication by virtue of a paragraph of
schedule 12A of the Local Government Act
1972, following the Local Government
(Access to Information) (Variation) Order
2006

No

Date and meeting when issue was last
considered and relevant minute number

Executive September 2004 (Minute no.
354)

Executive September 2007 (Minute
no.406C)

Executive February 2009 (Minute no. 779 —
11)

Executive June 2009 (Minute no. 16)

Background Papers

Reports to Executive September 2004 and
2007, June 2009

Contrary to the policy framework: No
Contrary to the budgetary framework: No
Key Decision? Yes
Included within the Forward Plan? (If yes include reference number) | Yes no 170

Officer/Councillor Approval

With regard to officer approval all reports must be approved by the report authors relevant
director, Finance, Legal Services and the relevant Portfolio Holder(s).

Officer Approval Date Name

Relevant Director Andy Jones

Chief Executive

CMT

Section 151 Officer Mike Snow

Legal Peter Oliver

Finance Mike Snow

Portfolio Holder(s) ClIr Michael Doody,
Cllr Les Caborn

Consultation Undertaken

Parish Councils have been sent an explanatory letter asking for further details and
supplementary views in addition to those expressed earlier in the year.
Further details are contained within the report

Final Decision?

| Yes

Suggested next steps (if not final decision please set out below)




1.

11

1.2

13

2.1

2.2

2.3

2.5

2.6

3.1

3.2

3.3

SUMMARY

In February 2009, the Executive considered applying a minimum threshold to the
Concurrent Service Allocations to Parish Councils undertaking such services and
requested a full review of the Scheme be undertaken. The results of the initial
consultation being reported to the Executive in June.

Due to the low numbers of responses and details within them being inconclusive, a
further investigation was undertaken. This report contains financial evaluation of the
additional information and any further views of the Parish Councils.

In light of the future budgetary constraints within this Council, this report
recommends the fairest way forward for future allocations of the Concurrent
Services Budget.

RECOMMENDATION
The Executive note the responses from the Town and Parish Councils.

The Executive approve the re-allocation of the 2010-11 budget across the Parishes
in line with the 3 year average expenditure analysis in Column 7 of Appendix A.

During the next 3 years, (2010 to 2012), further consideration is given to alternative
approaches as to how the scheme might operate.

A further report is brought to the Executive during 2010 for reconsideration.

The guidance for applications for Rural Initiatives Grants and the mechanism for
Concurrent Service Reimbursement be updated, endorsed and re-circulated to the
Town and Parish Councils

REASONS FOR THE RECOMMENDATION

The existing scheme for reimbursing Parish Councils for concurrent expenditure

was instigated in 2005. This is attached at Appendix B. Over the years, concerns
have been raised that reimbursement is not sufficient to cover actual expenditure
incurred.

The 15 Parish Councils providing Concurrent Services have been asked to provide
expenditure information for the last 3 financial years. At the time of writing this
report, there was a response rate of 93%, from which it can be seen that the
average total amount of expenditure incurred on Concurrent Services by Parishes
(based on a 3 year average) across the District is £59,500 against a budget of
£54,600. In most cases, it can be seen from the in-depth analysis that the annual
costs incurred are not consistent across the 3 years. For example, notice boards
may only require maintenance every 3 years and therefore the Parish Council
would need to set aside a provision each year towards the outlay. Whilst this
Council’s Budget is insufficient to meet all of this expenditure, it would be
appropriate to allocate this budget across each of the Parishes in proportion to the
average amount of costs they incur.

By retaining the principles of the existing scheme, with the revised allocations,
there is certainty for both the District and Parish Councils, in that the level of
funding requirement is ascertained when the budget is set. The District Council
knows what the full annual cost will be and the Parishes know in advance the exact
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amount of funding they will be getting and can allocate their budgets to meet known
future commitments. All Council’s answering this question in the initial consultation,
said they benefited from this certainty.

The existing criteria for the awarding of Rural Initiative Grants and Concurrent
Service funding contain some anomalies. Capital Expenditure supported by way of
a Rural Initiatives Grant should not receive future revenue support. Conversely,
Concurrent funding should not provide the Parishs’ contribution to Rural Initiatives
schemes.

ALTERNATIVE OPTION CONSIDERED

The initial questionaire sent to all Town and Parish Councils contained 7 alternative
options as well as continuation of the existing scheme. The preferred options
responses indicated continuation of the existing scheme or reverting to the original
methodology of reimbursement based on actual expenditure in the following year.

It should be noted that only 2 Parish Councils are in favour of setting a minimum
threshold, and one of them does not undertake Concurrent Services.

The Council could choose to cease reimbursing parish/town councils for concurrent
services. This approach was followed by Stratford on Avon District Council from
April 2006. This would release £54,600 of on-going savings to this Council.

BUDGETARY FRAMEWORK

The budget for reimbursement of Concurrent Services for 2009-10 is £59,000 this
includes £4,400 to cover the Council’s administrative and support costs. It also
allowed an additional £1,900 for a minimum threshold of £1,000 for all eligible
Parishes as approved by the Executive in the February Budget Report, payment of
which was approved by the Executive in June.

Under the current scheme the budget is uplifted annually for inflation, which is duly
passed on to the Parishes. Continuing with the present arrangements would not
impact on the budget or the future level of Council Tax increases above inflation.

Should the Executive consider reverting to the old mechanism whereby Councils
were retrospectively reimbursed on the basis of actual expenditure this would lead
to an increase in the budget and impact on resources available for other areas and
priorities. Members are reminded of the current work being undertaken to identify
over £1.8 million savings during the next 4 years.

It must be pointed out, that this Council could not control the levels of expenditure
committed by Parishes towards the services in their areas, yet these costs would be
met from its budget. At present the Council has discretion over the annual uplifts to
this budget. Such a change would lead to uncertainty as to the provision required to
reimburse Parish Councils for the services they determine.

The financial analyses received from the Councils demonstrate that the annual costs
of concurrent services are not consistent, fluctuating from year to year. Hence
reverting to the previous scheme would mean this Council would not be able to
accurately forecast the annual budget required for reimbursement.
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POLICY FRAMEWORK

The Parish Councils provide the same services (to the same level of quality) as the
District Council provides in the urban areas. This scheme addresses two of the
2008-11 Corporate Strategy Priorities-

Development- Create thriving town centres, keep pleasant villages and make the
district an attractive place to live and work.

Communities- Promote safe, vibrant and sustainable local communities

BACKGROUND

In September 2007 the Executive approved continuation of the reimbursement
scheme introduced in 2005. Details of this scheme including the services falling
within this remit are shown at Appendix B

There are 15 Parish Councils (including Whitnash Town Council) who provide
concurrent services. Under the scheme, each Council is paid a sum to cover the
cost of their concurrent service expenditure for the financial year. This was based
on a 3 year average of previous claims, calculated in 2004, uplifted in line with
inflation annually.

Concerns had been expressed by several Parishes that their existing allocations
did not now fully cover the costs they were incurring on Concurrent Services.
When the Budget was set in February a provision was set aside to allow for a
minimum payment of £1,000 to each of the Parish Councils undertaking
Concurrent Services. It was also recommended that a further review be
undertaken.

In April of this year, questionnaires were sent to all Town and Parish Councils,
including those who do not currently receive reimbursement for concurrent
services. There were 15 responses, which proved inconclusive. 50% were in
favour of maintaining the scheme in its present format and 50% were in favour of
reverting to the original scheme, whereby Councils were reimbursed
retrospectively on the basis of actual expenditure incurred. Since the June
Executive met, a further Parish Council has stated their preference for retaining
the existing scheme.

At its meeting in June 2009, the Executive decided that further information was
needed to assess the levels of expenditure actually being incurred by the
individual parishes providing these services. The last time this was undertaken it
was based upon the 3 years from 2001-02 to 2003-04. It is recognized that costs
will not have necessarily increased in line with inflation, they might be above or
below this. Parishes may have changed the types of eligible services which they
provide. Due to the time it would take to collate this information, it was also
decided to release the “Top-Up” payments in 7.3 above to the 4 Parish Councils
affected.

The 15 Councils providing Concurrent Services were asked to provide financial
data for their expenditure over the last 3 years to 2008-09. At the time of writing
this report 14 have responded. The information has been collated and uplifted in
line with annual inflation to enable a comparison with the allocation this Council is
currently funding. A summary analysis of the impact on each Council is included in
Column 3 at Appendix A. The returns have been carefully scrutinized and any one-
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off non-recurring costs have been excluded to present a fair three year average.
Where Councils have chosen to provide a service which is above the standard
provided by this Council in the Towns, the costs have been reduced accordingly.
However, it should be noted that some returns have required further information to
explain variances in the figures. The outstanding return has progressed as a
matter of urgency, for now it has been assumed that the current allocation is in line
with current expenditure. The current position as at Appendix A indicates, that
there is a shortfall of £4,923 between the average costs being incurred and the
budget available.

5 Councils are receiving slightly more than is required, whilst in 9 cases, funding
falls short of the allocation. This Council is facing considerable financial challenges
in the forthcoming years and is not in a position to increase its budgets by more
than an inflationary amount. Members are reminded of the need to achieve £1.8
million of on-going savings by 2013-14. Withdrawal of the scheme would
contribute £54,600 towards this target. Reducing the scheme to 50% of the current
allocation base would realize £27,300.

As outlined in the Budgetary framework, it would be appropriate to maintain the
levels of certainty for both this Council and the Parishes. The discrepency between
current allocations and actual expenditure are noted and a potential remedy
explored below.

Since this Council cannot increase the total allocation to the Parishes, it would be
fairer to share the shortfall across each of them in line with their existing
expenditure. Hence, each would proportionately share a small deficit, rather than
some parishes receiving more than is required, whilst others having varying
amounts of shortfall.

It is recommended that the 2010-11 base budget for Concurrent Services be
derived from the original 2009-10 Parish Allocations plus recharges and uplifted by
inflation. It is also proposed that this budget then be re-alined in proportion to the 3
year average costs presented in this report. This would ensure that all Council
receive a fair proportion of a contribution from this Council. The Allocations,
including inflation, that the Parishes would receive for 2010-11 are shown in
Column 7 of Appendix A for members’ approval.

It should be noted that some of the one-off items included in the Parish’s figures
had been part funded by this Council by way of a Rural Initiatives Grant. The
existing guidance does not discount expenditure already receiving this Council’s
support from inclusion. These costs have been excluded from the analysis in the
appendices as these will not recur in the immediate future and would distort the 3
year average revenue figure. Members attention is drawn to the Rural Initiative
Guidance at Appendix C in which it clearly states that within the criteria, this
Council’s contribution will not normally be in excess of 50%. The criteria also re-
enforces that this Council should not be required to assist with future revenue
costs arising from these initiatives. This leaves a slight anonamally with the
Concurrent Services Guidance, which does not refer to costs of concurrent
services arising from these Grants. In light of this, it is recommended that that both
sets of guidance be updated to clarify that when a Rural Initiatives Grant is
awarded, the Parish Contribution is not considered as a Concurrent Service which
is eligible for reimbursement and future costs arising from such will not be eligible
either.
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In 2007-08 a Rural Initiative Grant was approved for another organization in a
Parish to provide a village Play Area. The organization recognized that it could not
rely on this Council’s support in future years. However, it then approached the
Parish Council for their Support. This Council has subsequently committed to part
funding the on-going maintenance costs. Current guidance does not clarify how
this third party funding should be treated and so it is proposed to amend both sets
of Guidance to clarify that such future costs are not eligible for concurrent
reimbursement even if funded by way of a third party. In this particular case, since
the Parish Council had already committed such monies prior to the updating of this
guidance and had not been fully aware of the situation, these committed costs
have been included in the analysis.

It has also become apparent that footway lighting was initially included as a
service eligible for re-imbursement. However, it was not included in the scheme
approved in September 2007, details of those included are listed within Appendix
B. Since the service is provided by Warwickshire County Council, who recharge
the parishes, it would be inappropriate for this Council to be indirectly reimbursing
the County for their services. It is therefore proposed to reinforce this exclusion
within the guidance. The proposed revised sets of guidance are attached at
appendices D and E. The Executive are asked to approve these. It is also
recommended that the revised guidance be circulated to all eligible Town and
Parish Councils.

During the analysis of the Parish Council’s costs, it was apparent that Parishes are
also able to secure funding particularly towards large projects from other
organizations. In fact one Council in conjunction with its Village Committee
secured £26,000 in funding over 3 years towards a “Village Spout Project”. It is
clear that Parishes are actively seeking alternative sources of income, both for
major projects and also smaller amounts from local organizations, albeit these are
limited. They should be congratulated on this. Similarly, it is noted that one-off
significant items of expenditure such as major repairs can make a big impact on
the Parish’s Budget for that year. Any major one-off projects receiving external
financial support have been excluded from the 3 year average calculations.

A considerable amount of time and effort by Officers, Councillors and Parish
Clerks has been used to undertake this review and analysis. Some time has been
spent considering whether the mechanism to reimburse Councils based on their
actual expenditure is the most appropriate. It is recommended that during the next
3 year period, further alternatives and their implications be explored, with a further
reports being brought to the Executive to determine how the scheme should
operate from then on.



