
Norfolk County Council 
Date: Monday 12 February 2018 

Time: 10.00 am 

Venue: Council Chamber, County Hall, Norwich 

Persons attending the meeting are requested to turn off mobile phones. 

This meeting may be recorded for subsequent publication via the Council’s internet 
site – at the start of the meeting the Chairman will confirm if all or part of the meeting 
is being recorded. You should be aware that the Council is a Data Controller under the 
Data Protection Act. Data collected during this recording will be retained in accordance 
with the Council’s Records Management Policy.  

Under the Council’s protocol on the use of media equipment at meetings held 
In public, this meeting may be filmed, recorded or photographed. Anyone who 
wishes to do so must inform the Chairman and ensure that it is done in a 
manner clearly visible to anyone present. The wishes of any individual not to be 
recorded or filmed must be appropriately respected. 

Prayers 

To Call the Roll 

AGENDA 

1. Minutes

To confirm the minutes of the meetings of the Council held on:

11 December 2017
8 January 2018

(Page 5) 
(Page 46)

2. To receive any announcements from the Chairman

3. Members to Declare any Interests

If you have a Disclosable Pecuniary Interest in a matter to be
considered at the meeting and that interest is on your Register
of Interests you must not speak or vote on the matter.  It is
recommended that you declare that interest but it is not a legal
requirement.
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If you have a Disclosable Pecuniary Interest in a matter to be 
considered at the meeting and that interest is not on your 
Register of Interests you must declare that interest at the 
meeting and not speak or vote on the matter.   

In either case you may remain in the room where the meeting 
is taking place.  If you consider that it would be inappropriate in 
the circumstances to remain in the room, you may leave the 
room while the matter is dealt with.   

If you do not have a Disclosable Pecuniary Interest you may 
nevertheless have an Other Interest in a matter to be discussed 
if it affects: 

- your well-being or financial position
- that of your family or close friends
- that of a club or society in which you have a management role
- that of another public body of which you are a member to a
greater extent than others in your ward.

If that is the case then you must declare such an interest but 
can speak and vote on the matter. 

4. Norfolk County Council Revenue and Capital Budget
2018-2022

Briefing for all Councillors from the Executive Director of 
Finance and Commercial Services setting out the latest 
financial position for the Council including a revised Business 
Rates position as at 31 January 2018  

• Annexe 1 – Strategic and Financial Planning 2018-19 to

2021-22 and Revenue Budget 2018-19 [updated from

Policy and Resources Committee to reflect the final

financial position and changes as detailed in the Executive

Director’s Briefing]

• Annexe 1 – Appendix H(ii) – Equality Impact Assessments

(as presented to Policy & Resources Committee –

29/01/18).

• Annexe 2 – County Council Budget 2018-19 to 2021-22:

Statement on the Adequacy of Provisions and Reserves

2018-22 [updated from Policy and Resources Committee to

reflect the final financial position and changes as detailed in

the Executive Director’s Briefing]

• Annexe 3 – County Council Budget 2018-19 to 2021-22:

Robustness of Estimates [updated from Policy and

(Page 49) 

(Page 59) 

(Page 195) 

(Page 282) 

(Page 311) 
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Resources Committee to reflect the final financial position 

and changes as detailed in the Executive Director’s 

Briefing] 

• Annexe 4 – Capital Strategy and Programme 2018-19

as presented to Policy and Resources Committee 29/01/18]

• Annexe 5 – Annual Investment and Treasury Strategy

2018-19 [as presented to Policy and Resources Committee

29/01/18]

(Page 324)

(Page 362)

Chris Walton 
Head of Democratic Services 
County Hall 
Martineau Lane 
Norwich 
NR1 2DH 

Date Agenda Published: 2 February 2018 

For further details and general enquiries about this Agenda 
please contact the Assistant Head of Democratic Services: 

 Chris Walton on 01603 223100 or email greg.insull@norfolk.gov.uk 

If you need this agenda in large print, audio, Braille, alternative 
format or in a different language please contact Greg Insull,     
Tel: 01603 223100. Minicom 01603 223833 
 Email: greg.insull@norfolk.gov.uk and we will do our best to help 
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Norfolk County Council 

Minutes of the Meeting Held on Monday 11 December 2017 

 Present: 78 

Present: 
Mr T Adams Ms A Kemp 
Mr A Adams Mr K Kiddie 
Mr S Aquarone Mr M Kiddle-Morris 
Mr D Bills Mr B Long 
Mr B Borrett Mr I Mackie 
Ms C Bowes Dr E Maxfield 
Mr R Brame Mr G Middleton 
Mrs J Brociek-Coulton Mr S Morphew 
Mrs S Butikofer Mr G Nobbs 
Mr M Castle Ms J Oliver 
Mr S Clancy Mr R Oliver 
Ms K Clipsham Mr G Peck 
Mr D Collis Mr G Plant 
Mr E Colman Mr R Price 
Ms E Corlett Mr A Proctor 
Mr S Dark Mr W Richmond 
Mrs M Dewsbury Mr D Roper 
Mr N Dixon Mr D Rowntree 
Mr D Douglas Ms C Rumsby 
Mr P Duigan Mr M Sands 
Mr F Eagle Mr E Seward 
Mr T East Mr C Smith 
Mr S Eyre Mr T Smith 
Mr J Fisher Mr M Smith-Clare 
Mr T FitzPatrick Mr B Spratt 
Mr C Foulger Ms S Squire 
Mr T Garrod Mr B Stone 
Mr A Grant Mrs M Stone 
Mrs S Gurney Mr M Storey 
Mr R Hanton Dr M Strong 
Mr D Harrison Mr H Thirtle 
M Chenery of Horsbrugh Mrs A Thomas 
Mr H Humphrey Mr V Thomson 
Mr B Iles Mr J Timewell 
Mr A Jamieson Mrs K Vincent 
Mr T Jermy Mrs C Walker 
Mrs B Jones Mr J Ward 
Dr C Jones Mr B Watkins 
Mr C Jordan Mr A White 
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Apologies for Absence: 
 
Apologies for absence were received from Mrs P Carpenter and Mr M Wilby. 

 

1 Minutes 
 

1.1 The minutes of the Council meeting held on Monday 16 October 2017 were 
confirmed as a correct record and signed by the Chairman. 

 

2 Chairman’s Announcements 
 

2.1 The Chairman outlined some of the many visits he had carried out since the last 
meeting, in particular highlighting the hosting of the Dutch Ambassador on his 
two-day visit to Norwich with the Lord Mayor; attending the Lord Lieutenant’s 
presentation of the British Empire Medals; attending the Rembrandt exhibition 
launch at Norwich Castle and numerous Trafalgar Day and Remembrance Day 
duties.  The Chairman also referred to the visit he had organised for Councillors 
at RAF Marham as well as attending a yuletide event at RAF Mildenhall. 
 
The Chairman went on to remind Council of his theme for the year – volunteering 
for youth groups with the emphasis on scouts, guides and cadets and that he 
had set his Chairman’s Challenge to demonstrate something youth groups were 
doing to help alleviate loneliness in their communities.  He also threw down a 
challenge to staff at county hall as well as Councillors to take up a new volunteer 
role within a youth group and said there would be a reception in the spring at 
County Hall where badges and certificates would be presented to those that had 
risen to the challenge.   
 

2.2 The Chairman reminded Council that the annual Christmas Carol Service would 
be taking place on Friday 15 December at 12 noon in the marble map area and 
invited Members to attend where they could enjoy a glass of mulled wine and a 
mince pie for a minimum donation of £1 for charity.   
 

2.3 The Chairman also mentioned the Citizenships ceremonies which took place on 
the first Wednesday of each month from 5 to 7pm.  Two Councillors were invited 
to each ceremony and if any Member wanted to attend they should contact Trish 
Rodgers-Daymond in the first instance.     

 

3 Declarations of Interest 
 

3.1 Mr D Roper declared an interest in agenda item 5 (Motion 3) as his brother was a 
serving Police Community Support Officer (PCSO).   
 

3.2 Mr H Humphrey declared an interest in agenda item 5 (Motion 2) as he was a 
Governor at Emneth Nursery and Children’s Centre.   
 

3.3 Mr T FitzPatrick declared an interest in Agenda item 5 (Motion 7) as he sat on 
the Executive of the Local Government Association.   
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4 Questions to Leader of the Council 

 
4.1 Question from Mr G Nobbs 
4.1.1 Mr Nobbs referred to the recent meeting the Leader had held with other District 

Leaders in Norfolk to discuss Unitary status or a single unitary in Norfolk.  He 
asked the Leader if he had found any District Leader in Norfolk who supported 
his policy.   
 

4.1.2 The Leader replied that he did not have a policy but was enquiring whether there 
could be a better way for governance in Norfolk and that all Leaders were 
involved in it.   
  

 Mr Nobbs considered the Leader had not answered the question and again 
asked the Leader if any District Leader supported his policy for a unitary Norfolk.   
 

 The Leader replied that all Norfolk Leaders were involved in the discussions. 
 

4.2 Question from Mr D Roper 
4.2.1 Mr Roper said he trusted the Leader would agree with him, that it was vitally 

important that Norfolk County Council was able to support its residents in terms 
of access to education and their place of work.  He asked if the Leader further 
agreed with him that it would be disgraceful if any member of the community 
was no longer able to get to work or their place of education as a result of cuts 
to bus services as a direct result of cuts to bus subsidies by this Council.   
 

4.2.2 The Leader replied that as the topic was subject to the consultation he would 
reserve comment.   
 

4.3 Question from Mr M Castle 
4.3.1 Mr Castle referred to the fact that a return to a Cabinet System of Governance 

by May 2019 was anticipated and asked the Leader to confirm that a vote to this 
effect would take place at the Annual meeting.  He asked if the Leader would 
also confirm if his Administration would stick to the important protocol regarding 
the Chair of Scrutiny Committees being drawn from the opposition side of the 
Council.   
 

4.3.2 The Leader replied that as there was a committee currently considering the 
subject he would not predetermine any recommendations.   
 

4.4 Question from Mr B Stone 
4.4.1 Mr Stone asked the Leader if he could confirm whether there was any truth in 

the claim that Council was not promoting the budget consultation and was 
instead hiding it away.   
 

4.4.2 The Leader replied that there was no truth in the claim and the Administration 
was being quite open.  He added that to date, 1328 responses had been 
received, therefore people were getting engaged with the consultation, it was 
open and was as straight as a gun barrel.   
 

4.5 Question from Mr M Sands 
4.5.1 Mr Sands said that Adult Social Care had been completely omitted in the 

autumn statement and County Council’s Adult Social Care Committee had taken 
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the action of passing a cross-party motion on funding and the Chairman, Cllr 
Borrett, had a motion concerning Adult Social Care on the agenda.  He added 
that the broadcast and print media in recent weeks had all covered the state of 
care in the home and of care homes and now we were informed through the 
EDP of the likely collapse of Four Season’s Care Homes in Norfolk and Suffolk.  
Mr Sands asked if the Leader of the Council, with his counterpart in Suffolk, 
would be taking action to ensure continued and unbroken care of the residents 
of Four Seasons Care Homes should the administrators be called in.  He also 
asked if the Leader would join him in deploring the actions of the hedge funds 
that seemed more intent on asset stripping or running down services rather than 
providing services and if the Leader would be writing to the Minister concerned.   
 

4.5.2 The Leader replied that he was not aware of details of Four Seasons Care 
Homes but in a global sense he thought that Norfolk County Council’s role and 
responsibility was to do the best it could for the elderly.  

 

4.6 Question from Mr B Watkins 
4.6.1 Mr Watkins referred to the recently published state of the nation report into 

social mobility which had revealed that six local authorities in Norfolk were in the 
bottom 20% of 325 local authorities across the country.  He added that this was 
a pretty damning indictment of a lack of effective action and coordination across 
the county and surely could not be allowed to continue, looking particularly at 
the prospects for young people in some areas getting a poor start in life from 
which they struggled to recover later on.  Mr Watkins quoted Dan Mobbs, the 
CEO from the Mancroft Advice Project which supported young people, who had 
said we should be ashamed of ourselves. Mr Watkins asked if the Leader 
agreed with Mr Mobbs and also what plans the Conservative Administration had 
to raise the profile of social mobility across Norfolk.   
 

4.6.2 The Leader responded that one of his visions for Norfolk was to increase social 
mobility but that also, there used to be grammar schools but that they had been 
discontinued, the decision of which a lot of people still disagreed with.  He 
added that personally he was not in favour or against it, but that either way 
social mobility was going to become a big issue.    

 

4.7 Question from Ms J Oliver 
4.7.1 Mrs Oliver asked the Leader, following the decision by the Labour Group to 

oppose the NDR western link, if he could confirm whether the project still had 
his full support.   
 

4.7.2 The Leader replied that the project still had his full support. He added that he 
thought it was a real benefit to the city as well as Norfolk generally and that it 
was sad Labour did not support it, or it had been reported at EDT Committee 
that they did not support it.   

 

4.8 Question from Dr M Strong 
4.8.1 Dr Strong referred to proposed budget cuts and said she had been pleased to 

see that Lord Porter, the Leader of the Conservatives at the Local Government 
Association (LGA) and Leader of the LGA, had harangued the government by 
stating that local government was the most efficient part of the public sector, 
vigorously delivering balanced budgets and carving out efficiencies when 
carrying out essential local services, but we were reaching the impossible and 
facing uncertainty of future funding and the rise in demand for services for 
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children, adults and homeless people.   
 
Dr Strong asked the Leader for details about the last time this county had 
approached the government with a similar plea and when was the last time 
Norfolk had harangued all our MPs for their support and if so, what the response 
had been.   
 

4.8.2 The Leader replied that he had spoken to George Freeman recently on this 
subject and also spoken to Sajid Javid at the CCN conference a couple of 
weeks ago.  He added that the topic was constantly at the forefront as everyone 
knew that Norfolk was under-funded and that a fairer funding campaign was 
going ahead and that London Boroughs were relatively a lot better off than 
shire counties.  He added that something needed to happen with fairer funding 
and that hopefully the government would listen. 
 

4.8.3 Dr Strong asked if we had approached all our MPs, to which the Leader replied 
that he had spoken to some, but not all, of them.   

 

4.9 Question from Ms E Corlett 
4.9.1 Ms Corlett asked the Leader, ahead of item 8 on the agenda, if he could tell 

Council what the current job seekers allowance was per week, which 
unemployed citizens in Norfolk had to live on.   
 

4.9.2 The Leader responded that he understood it was £8.50 or £8.64 per hour.  
 

4.10 Question from Ms A Kemp 
4.10.1 Ms Kemp said that essential infrastructure was needed in west Norfolk.  A river 

crossing had been agreed for Great Yarmouth, the NDR in Norwich was nearing 
completion but urgent improvements were needed in King’s Lynn.  She added 
that there had been another fatality near the pullover roundabout recently and 
urgent improvements in the infrastructure plan were needed.  She asked what 
the Leader was doing in lobbying for this as the lack of funding was harming 
productivity and that businesses were moving away because of the poor road 
network.   
 

4.10.2 The Leader replied that Martin Wilby, the Chairman of Environment, 
Development and Transport Committee was constantly lobbying.  

 
4.11 Question from Mr S Morphew 
4.11.1 Mr Morphew said, in light of the possible announcement of the Local 

Government Settlement later this week, if the Leader could let Council have 
some detail, because there was no detail available as yet, what lobbying he had 
done of Ministers in the lead-up to the Local Government settlement on behalf 
of the people of Norfolk.   
 

4.11.2 The Leader replied that he had spoken to those mentioned previously and that 
he had lobbied, would continue to lobby and that the Managing Director was 
also lobbying.  He added that everything possible was being done to get extra 
money into the Council.   

 
4.12 Question from Mr T Jermy 
4.12.1 Mr Jermy referred to the Leader’s comments about the openness of the 

consultation currently taking place and asked if the Leader could confirm how 
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many press releases had been issued by the County Council promoting the 
consultation to date and how many more would be issued before the 
consultation closed in a few weeks’ time.     
 

4.12.2 The Leader replied that he didn’t have the details to hand and would provide a 
written reply.   

 
5 Notice of Motions 

 
5.1 The following motion was proposed by Mrs C Walker and seconded by Mr T 

Jermy: 
 
“Council believes the economic development contribution of the County Council is 
crucial in supporting business and growth in Norfolk. Council further believes the 
Business and Property Committee is currently too inward looking and not including 
on its agenda issues that are important to Norfolk like Britvic, Colman, CITB, 
Downham Market Science hub, Multiyork and Remploy. 
 
Council resolves to request the Managing Director to present a report to the 
January Policy and Resources Committee with recommendations to strengthen 
the Economic Development function for incorporation into the 2017/18 budget if 
Policy and Resources Committee agrees. 
 
Council further resolves that if any of the recommendations require consideration 
by CAG that they be brought directly to Council to avoid delay.” 

 

5.1.2 Following debate, and upon being put to a vote, with 25 votes in favour and 1 
abstention, the motion was LOST. 

 
5.2 The following motion was proposed by Ms E Corlett and seconded by Mr M Smith-

Clare: 
 
“Council notes: 
 
a. The public response to proposals to reduce council funding for Children’s 

Centres from £10m to £5m as exemplified by the petition that has exceeded 
5000 signatures opposing the proposals. 
 

b. The briefing was provided for Council members in 2016 (attached at annex A 
of the report) setting out the overwhelming benefits to families of Children’s 
Centres and the longer term cost effectiveness of investing in Children’s 
Services.  
 

 Council therefore resolves to: 
 

1. Abandon the proposals to reduce funding to Children’s Centres; 
2. Withdraw those proposals from public consultation; 
3. Utilise any recoverable underspends from Children’s Centres for this 

financial year to mitigate the budget for 2018/19 and ask officers to bring 
proposals to fund any residual gap from other budgets; 

4. Prepare budgets for 2018/19 to 2020/21 based on the presumption of 
protecting Children’s Centres; 

5. Request the Director of Children’s Services to update the briefing to 
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members on the benefits of Children’s centres; 
6. Recommend that all members visit their local Children’s Centre(s) by the 

time committees meet in January 2018, in order to be better informed 
during discussions on the future of Children’s Centres” 

 
5.2.1 The Chairman received the Petition against reducing council funding for Children’s 

Centres from Ms E Corlett.   
 

5.2.2 Following debate, and upon being put to a recorded vote (attached at Appendix 
A), with 27 votes in favour, 48 votes against and 2 abstentions, the motion was 
LOST. 

 
5.3 The following motion was proposed by Dr C Jones and seconded by Mr D 

Rowntree: 
 

 “Council regrets the proposal by Norfolk’s Chief Constable to abolish PCSOs and 
reduce public access to police stations. Council believes this is contrary to the 
Police and Crime Plan produced by the Police and Crime Commissioner to 
increase visible policing. Council notes the increase in warranted officers being 
proposed and that they will not materially increase visibility because of the nature 
of the work required of them. 
 
Council believes the reduction in visible policing, even with the increase in 
warranted officers, is detrimental to the peace of mind of Norfolk residents. 
Whether it results in increased low level crime, it will undoubtedly result in 
increased fear of crime. Local intelligence and early warning of problems that can 
be mitigated by early intervention will also be lost. 
 
As those most affected are likely to be the more vulnerable, Council believes 
abolishing PCSOs and reducing visible policing will put further strain on Council 
services either from victims, those needing support or because of the missed 
opportunities for early intervention mean a problem has already escalated.  Whilst 
Council appreciates the financial challenge faced by Norfolk Constabulary caused 
by cuts in police funding, we also believe shifting the burden onto Councils is no 
solution. 
 
Council resolves: 
1. To welcome the increase in warranted officers and oppose the abolition of 

PCSOs, and to request the Chief Constable and Police and Crime 
Commissioner to review their proposals  

2. To lobby the Home Secretary and Secretary of State for Communities and 
Local Government to recognise the links between visible policing and its 
impact on demand for council services and provide more funding for visible 
policing through PCSOs 

3. To undertake an impact assessment to establish the likely knock on effect 
on demand for County Council services and the projected impact on 
safeguarding of the reduction of police presence in Norfolk’s schools.” 

 

5.3.1 Following debate, and upon being put to a vote, with 25 votes in favour and 2 
abstentions, the motion was LOST. 

 
5.4 The following motion was WITHDRAWN by Mrs S Butikofer. 
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 “Over the last three years (2013-2015) in Norfolk 290 people have taken their own 
lives, on average there are 77 suicides every year in the county. This gives Norfolk 
an age-standardised suicide rate of 12.4 per 100,000, significantly higher than the 
national average of 10.1. 
 
Nationally, suicide is the biggest killer of men under the age of 45. 
 
Suicide is preventable yet in England 13 people kill themselves every day; one 
person every 90 minutes in the UK. 
 
The government’s Mental Health Five Year Forward View (2016) has set the 
ambition to reduce the number of deaths from suicide by 10% from 2016-2021. 
 
This Council rejects the target of a 10% reduction as inadequate. 
 
The Council agrees that the Norfolk Suicide Prevention Strategy 2016-21 should 
be rewritten so that its target can be reset away from this government target and 
should follow the lead taken by the Cheshire and Merseyside Suicide Prevention 
Network of a ‘NO MORE’ suicide prevention strategy in saying clearly that aiming 
for zero suicides is the only acceptable outcome for the people in Norfolk.” 

 
5.5 The following motion, proposed by Mr S Aquarone and seconded by Dr M Strong 

was amended by Mr Aquarone.  Council accepted the amendment: 
 
“This Council considers that sexual harassment is completely unacceptable and 
believes that it has no place in today’s workplace. Any councillor or member of 
staff who feels that they have been subjected to unwanted sexual advances 
should feel confident to be able raise their concerns without fear of intimidation or 
retaliation. 
 
In light of this, the Managing Director is asked to report to the next meeting of the 
Policy and Resources Committee on the number of sexual harassment 
allegations claims that have been made in the last two years, any action or 
learning points and if any changes are required to the Council’s procedures in light 
of the report’s findings.” 

 

5.5.1 The following amendment was proposed by Ms S Squire: 
 

 “This Council considers that sexual harassment, bullying, harassment and 
intimidation is completely unacceptable and believes that it has no place in 
today’s workplace. Any councillor or member of staff who feels that they have 
been subjected to unwanted sexual advances, bullying, harassment and 
intimidation should feel confident to raise their concerns without fear of 
intimidation or retaliation. 
 
In light of this, the Managing Director is asked to report to the next meeting of the 
Policy and Resources Committee on the number of sexual harassment, bullying, 
harassment and intimidation allegations that have been made in the last two 
years, any action or learning points and if any changes are required to the 
Council’s procedures in light of the report’s findings.” 

 

5.5.2 As proposer of the original motion, Mr Aquarone accepted the amendment, which 
became the substantive motion. 
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5.5.3 The following amendment was proposed by Mr R Oliver, which was accepted by 
Mr Aquarone as proposer of the original motion and became the substantive 
motion: 
 

 “This Council considers that sexual harassment, bullying, harassment and 
intimidation is completely unacceptable and believes that it has no place in today’s 
workplace or society. Any councillor or member of staff who feels that they have 
been subjected to unwanted sexual advances, bullying, harassment and 
intimidation, should feel confident to raise their concerns without fear of 
intimidation or retaliation. 
 
In light of this, the Managing Director is asked to report to the next meeting of the 
Policy and Resources Committee on the number of sexual harassment, bullying, 
harassment and intimidation allegations that have been made in the last two 
years, any action or learning points and if any changes are required to the 
Council’s procedures in light of the report’s findings.” 

 

5.5.4 Following debate, and upon being put to a vote, the motion was unanimously 
CARRIED. 

 
5.6 The following motion was proposed by Dr E Maxfield and seconded by Mr D 

Roper: 
 

 “A 2016 report by The Children’s Society found that when care leavers move into 
independent accommodation they begin to manage their own budget fully for the 
first time. The report showed that care leavers can find this extremely challenging 
and with no family to support them and insufficient financial education, are falling 
into debt and financial difficulty.  
 
Research from The Centre for Social Justice found that over half (57%) of young 
people leaving care have difficulty managing their money and avoiding debt when 
leaving care.  
 
Norfolk County Council has statutory corporate parenting responsibilities towards 
young people who have left care up until the age of 25.  
 
The Children and Social Work Act 2017 places corporate parenting responsibilities 
on district councils for the first time, requiring them to have regard to children in 
care and care leavers when carrying out their functions.  
 
This council believes that:  
 
 1.  To ensure that the transition from care to adult life is as smooth as possible, 

and to mitigate the chances of care leavers falling into debt as they begin to 
manage their own finances, they should be exempt from paying council tax 
until they are 25.  

 
2.  Care leavers are a particularly vulnerable group for council tax debt.  This 

council resolves to use the County Council’s convening powers and 
expertise in corporate parenting to work with all council tax collecting 
authorities to exempt all care leavers in the county from council tax up to the 
age of 25, sharing any arising costs proportionately.” 
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5.6.1 Following debate, and upon being put to a recorded vote (attached at Appendix 
B), with 27 votes in favour, 47 votes against and 1 abstention, the motion was 
LOST. 

 

5.7 The following motion was proposed by Mr B Borrett and seconded by Mr G Plant: 
 

 “Social care services across the country is facing a funding gap of over £2.5bn by 
2020.  

   
We believe that older and disabled people and their carers deserve lives which 
are good, dignified, healthy and as independent as possible, in their own 
communities.  
 
The government needs to urgently recognise why social care matters and treat it 
as a national priority.   
 
Therefore, this council resolves to call upon the government to: 
 
1.  Carry out an urgent and fundamental review of social care and health before 

next year’s autumn Budget.  
 

2.  Properly fund social care with genuinely new government money and to 
explore other mechanisms to support social care.” 

 

5.7.1 The following amendment was proposed by Mr B Watkins and seconded by Mr D 
Roper: 
 

 “Social care services across the country is facing a funding gap of over £2.5bn by 
2020.  

   
We believe that older and disabled people and their carers deserve lives which 
are good, dignified, healthy and as independent as possible, in their own 
communities.  
 
The government needs to urgently recognise why social care matters and treat it 
as a national priority.   
 
Therefore, this council resolves to call upon the government to: 
 
1.  Carry out an urgent and fundamental review of social care and health before 

next year’s autumn Budget.  
 

2.  Properly fund social care with genuinely new government money and to 
explore other mechanisms to support social care. 
 

3. The Council urgently assesses the effects of its cuts to Adult Social 
Care funding and reports to a future meeting of the Adult Social Care 
Committee, not later than the 5 March 2018 meeting, on the outcomes 
that the reduction in funding is having on the recipients of care.” 

 

5.7.2 As proposer of the original motion, Mr Borrett did not accept the amendment, 
which was then debated by Council.  Upon being put to a vote, with 28 votes in 
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favour and 2 abstentions, the amended motion was LOST.  
 

5.7.3 The following amendment was proposed by Ms E Corlett and seconded by Mr M 
Sands: 
 

 “Social care services across the country is facing a funding gap of over £2.5bn by 
2020.  

   
We believe that older and disabled people and their carers deserve lives which 
are good, dignified, healthy and as independent as possible, in their own 
communities.  
 
Council notes the funding gap of children's services by £2 billion by 2019/20 
as outlined in the cross-party Local Government Association (LGA) report 
'Bright Futures' published in October, further backed up by an open letter to 
ministers last month from the LGA, Barnardo's, The Children's Society, 
Action for Children and the National Children's Bureau.  
 
As corporate parents we believe that Norfolk children and young people 
deserve lives which are safe, healthy and happy, and should be supported 
equally to achieve their potential. 
 
The government needs to urgently recognise why social care matters and treat it 
as a national priority.   
 
Therefore, this council resolves to call upon the government to: 
 
1.  Carry out an urgent and fundamental review of social care and health before 

next year’s autumn Budget.  
 

2.  Properly fund social care with genuinely new government money and to 
explore other mechanisms to support social care. 

 
3. Lobby the government to properly fund the needs of Norfolk in the 

forthcoming Local Government funding settlement announcement 
 

4.  Lobby the government to properly fund children's services and plug the 
£2 billion funding gap 

 
Council further resolves 
 

• To a cross party delegation to speak to ministers to show unity of 
purpose to government on behalf of Norfolk residents 

• To use any underspend in the adult services budget this year to 
mitigate the impact of funding cuts on services to vulnerable people 
in Norfolk”. 

 
5.7.4 As proposer of the original motion, Mr Borrett did not accept the amendment, 

which was then debated by Council.  Upon being put to a vote, with 27 votes in 
favour, the amended motion was LOST. 
  

5.7.5 Mr B Borrett proposed the following amendment to the motion which was agreed 
by Council and became the substantive motion: 
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 Social care services across the country is facing a funding gap of over £2.5bn by 
2020.  
   
We believe that all recipients of adult social care older and disabled people and 
their carers deserve lives which are good, dignified, healthy and as independent 
as possible, in their own communities.  
 
The government needs to urgently recognise why social care matters and treat it 
as a national priority.   
 
Therefore, this council resolves to call upon the government to: 
 
1.  Carry out an urgent and fundamental review of social care and health 
before next year’s autumn Budget.  
 
2.  Properly fund social care with genuinely new government money and to 
explore other mechanisms to support social care. 

 
5.7.6 The substantive motion was then debated and upon being put to a vote was 

unanimously CARRIED: 
 

 Social care services across the country is facing a funding gap of over £2.5bn 
by 2020.  
   
We believe that all recipients of adult social care and their carers deserve lives 
which are good, dignified, healthy and as independent as possible, in their own 
communities.  
 
The government needs to urgently recognise why social care matters and treat 
it as a national priority.   
 
Therefore, this council resolves to call upon the government to: 
 
1.  Carry out an urgent and fundamental review of social care and health 

before next year’s autumn Budget.  
 
2.  Properly fund social care with genuinely new government money and to 

explore other mechanisms to support social care. 
 
Council adjourned at 12.50 p.m. and reconvened at 1.30 p.m. 
 

5.8 The following motion was proposed by Mr K Kiddie and seconded by Mr S Clancy: 
 

 “This council recognises the vital importance of job creation and economic growth 
as drivers of prosperity, improved quality of life, and as the number one means of 
lifting people out of poverty. 
 
We celebrate the fact that over 30,000 more Norfolk people are in work now than 
in 2010, and applaud the role played by the Conservative government in helping 
creating the conditions that have brought this about. 
 
The launch of the government’s Industrial Strategy now takes this to a new level, 
ensuring investment is targeted in the areas likely to generate the greatest 
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outcomes. 
 
This council resolves to: 

• Make the strongest possible case to the government that Norfolk is open 
for business 

• Prepare a plan for submission to the Secretary of State for Business, 
Energy and Industrial Strategy, outlining how Norfolk can play its part in 
raising productivity, driving innovation and creating jobs, and putting us at 
the front of the queue for new investment. 

• Express to the government our support and readiness to play a full role in 
addressing the four Grand Challenges, particularly the challenge of an 
ageing population.” 

 

5.8.1 The following amendment was proposed by Mr T Jermy and seconded by Mr S 
Morphew: 
 

 “This council recognises the vital importance of job creation and economic growth 
as drivers of prosperity, improved quality of life, and as the number one means of 
lifting people out of poverty. 
 
We celebrate the fact that over 30,000 more Norfolk people are in work now than 
in 2010, and applaud the role played by the Conservative government in helping 
creating the conditions that have brought this about. 
 
We celebrate the fact that over 30,000 more Norfolk people are in work now than 
in 2010, but recognise the challenges faced by the nature of a low wage 
economy with two District Council areas in Norfolk ranking within the top 10 
in the UK in terms of low wages.  
 
The launch of the government’s Industrial Strategy now takes this to a new level, 
ensuring investment is targeted in the areas likely to generate the greatest 
outcomes. 
 
This council resolves to: 
 
• Make the strongest possible case to the government that Norfolk is open for 

Business 
• Prepare a plan for submission to the Secretary of State for Business, Energy 

and Industrial Strategy, outlining how Norfolk can play its part in raising 
productivity, driving innovation and creating jobs, and putting us at the front of 
the queue for new investment. As part of this we will highlight to the 
Government that the Eastern Region remains the second least funded 
region in England for spending per head on transport infrastructure and 
demand more equitable support. 

• Express to the government our support and readiness to play a full role in 
addressing the four Grand Challenges, particularly the challenge of an ageing 
population.” 

 

5.8.2 As proposer of the original motion, Mr Kiddie did not accept the amendment, which 
was debated and put to a vote.  With 27 votes in favour the amended motion was 
LOST. 

 

5.8.3 The following amendment was proposed by Ms A Kemp:  
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“This council recognises the vital importance of job creation and economic growth 
as drivers of prosperity, improved quality of life, and as the number one means of 
lifting people out of poverty. 
 
We celebrate the fact that over 30,000 more Norfolk people are in work now than 
in 2010, and applaud the role played by the Conservative government in helping 
creating the conditions that have brought this about. 
 
The launch of the government’s Industrial Strategy now takes this to a new level, 
ensuring investment is targeted in the areas likely to generate the greatest 
outcomes. 
 
This council resolves to: 
• Make the strongest possible case to the government that Norfolk is open for 

business 
• Prepare a plan for submission to the Secretary of State for Business, Energy 

and Industrial Strategy, outlining how Norfolk can play its part in raising 
productivity, driving innovation and creating jobs, and putting us at the front of 
the queue for new investment. 

• Express to the government our support and readiness to play a full role in 
addressing the four Grand Challenges, particularly the challenge of an ageing 
population, including road, infrastructure and public transport.” 

 

5.8.4 As proposer of the original motion, Mr Kiddie did not accept the amendment 
and, with no seconder, the amendment FELL.   

 

5.8.5 The substantive motion was then debated.  Upon being put to a vote, with 54 
votes in favour, 16 votes against and 2 abstentions, the motion was CARRIED. 
 

 “This council recognises the vital importance of job creation and economic 
growth as drivers of prosperity, improved quality of life, and as the number one 
means of lifting people out of poverty. 
 
We celebrate the fact that over 30,000 more Norfolk people are in work now 
than in 2010, and applaud the role played by the Conservative government in 
helping creating the conditions that have brought this about. 
 
The launch of the government’s Industrial Strategy now takes this to a new 
level, ensuring investment is targeted in the areas likely to generate the 
greatest outcomes. 
 
This council resolves to: 
• Make the strongest possible case to the government that Norfolk is open 

for business 
• Prepare a plan for submission to the Secretary of State for Business, 

Energy and Industrial Strategy, outlining how Norfolk can play its part in 
raising productivity, driving innovation and creating jobs, and putting us 
at the front of the queue for new investment. 

• Express to the government our support and readiness to play a full role 
in addressing the four Grand Challenges, particularly the challenge of an 
ageing population.” 
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6 Recommendations from Service Committees 
 

6.1 Policy & Resources –  Recommendations from the meetings held on 30 
October and 27 November 2017 
 

6.1.1 Mr C Jordan, Chairman of Policy & Resources Committee, moved the 
recommendations in the report.   
 

6.1.2 Consents for the Appointment of Company Directors – Norse 
Environmental Waste Services Ltd. 

 

 
 

Council RESOLVED to: 

 • Appoint Tracy Jessop as the nominated Director of Norse Environmental 
Waste Services Ltd.   

 
6.1.3 Norwich Northern Distributor Road – Capital Update.  

 
 Council RESOLVED to: 

 
 • Increase the NDR Budget by £19.25m to £205m as explained at Appendix 1 

of the report.   
 

6.1.4 Mid-Year Treasury Management Monitoring Report 2017-18. 
 

 Council RESOLVED to: 
 

 • Agree the Mid-Year Treasury Management Monitoring Report 2017-18.   
 

6.1.5 Recommendations from the Constitution Advisory Group meeting held on 
8 November 2017.  
 

 Council RESOLVED to: 
 

 • Agree the Recommendations from the Constitution Advisory Group meeting 
held on 8 November 2017.  

 

6.1.6 Norse Consents Report 
 

 Council RESOLVED to: 
 

 • Agree the appointment of Directors to Companies in the Norse Group as set 
out below: 
 

 1 A change to the Directors of Enfield Norse Ltd whereby Justin 
Galliford is replaced as a Director by Robert Trewick, who is the 
Operations Director of Commercial Services at Norse Commercial 
Services Ltd; and Ruth Metcalf, who has recently left the business, is 
replaced by Nick Maddox, Group Director, Building & FM at Norse 
Commercial Services Ltd.  

 2 A change to the Directors of NEWS Ltd whereby Ruth Metcalf is 
replaced by Mark Emms, Group Director, Environmental and 
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Transport at Norse Commercial Services Ltd. 
 3 The appointment of Mike Britch, Managing Director of the Norse 

Group Ltd, and David Shaw, Operations Director of NPS Norwich Ltd 
as Directors of the new joint venture company, Build Insight Ventures 
Ltd.   

 

6.2 Recommendations from the Environment, Development & Transport 
Committee meeting held on 10 November 2017.    
 

6.2.1 Mr S Clancy, Vice-Chairman of Environment, Development & Transport 
Committee, moved the recommendations in the report.   
 

6.2.2 Highway Capital Programme & Transport Asset Management Plan (TAMP). 
 

 Council RESOLVED to: 
 

 • Note the content of the Inspector’s report into the examination of the 
Single Issue Silica Sand Review. 

• Adopt the Single Issue Silica Sand Review, incorporating the main 
modifications and additional modifications. 

• Adopt the associated changes to the Revised Policies Map. 

• Note that, on adoption, the Single Issue Silica Sand Review would form 
part of the adopted Norfolk Minerals Site Specific Allocations 
Development Plan Document.   

 

7 Reports from Service Committees (Questions to Chairman) 
 

7.1 Report of the Adult Social Care Committee meetings held on 9 October and 
6 November 2017. 
 
Mr B Borrett, Chairman of Adult Social Care Committee moved the report.  
 

7.1.1 Question from Dr M Strong 
 Dr Strong asked if the Chairman would write to every single Norfolk MP for 

support, asking for them to write to Government and also ask them if there was 
any other action they could take to speed up the process of getting additional 
funding for adult social care.   
 

 The Chairman replied that he would be very happy to do so.  
 

7.1.2 Question from Mr B Watkins 
 Mr Watkins said that it had been agreed earlier this year that part of the extra 

£35m Council had received from Government for adult social care would be used 
for the recruitment of up to 50 new social workers.  Mr Watkins asked if the 
Chairman could explain what the rationale was for removing the 2018/19 
proposed saving relating to the reduction in the number of personnel we use who 
work for employment agencies, what the extra cost to Council was and if it 
indicated that the recruitment process for new social workers had run into 
difficulties.   
 

 The Chairman replied that the recruitment process had not run into difficulties and 
that he would let Mr Watkins have a written response to the technical issues 
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regarding costs, etc.  
 

7.1.3 Question from Mr D Rowntree 
 Mr Rowntree said that the Chairman may, or may not, know that he was delighted 

to have been appointed the Labour Group Champion for People with Learning 
Disabilities.  He added that one in 50 adults had such a disability which could 
cause problems with learning new skills or information and living independently.  
Mr Rowntree said he intended to meet as many people across the county with 
learning disabilities as he could, but those he had already met had been asked 
what the one thing Council could do that would most transform their lives.  The 
overwhelming response had been that people were desperate for help in finding a 
job.  He continued that Councillors may already know there was some support 
available, for example, the Match scheme who tried to place adults in suitable 
jobs in the community and the Owl Scheme, led by Children’s Services, who 
helped young people prepare for work.  He continued that, in Norfolk, the 
outcomes in this area were very poor with the latest figures showing that, out of 1 
million learning disabled adults who were willing to work and be able to carry out 
suitable work, only 7,500 had paid jobs.  Sadly many organisations were still 
nervous about employing disabled people, especially those with learning 
disabilities and were often unaware of the reasonable adjustments they could 
make, the financial help available, but most importantly the abilities if you looked 
past the disabilities.  Mr Rowntree added that he was pleased to say that the tide 
seemed to be turning and some large organisations, including the NHS had 
committed to taking positive steps to increase the intake of staff with learning 
disabilities.  He said, with that in mind, he had two questions – 1) how many 
people did the Council currently employ who identified as having a learning 
disability, and 2) would Council join the growing list of employers and commit to 
taking positive steps to increase the number of staff it employed who had a 
learning disability.   
 

 The Chairman replied that it was a target of the Adult Social Care Committee to 
increase the number of people with learning disabilities in employment.  He 
added that he had said earlier that people in employment had far better outcomes 
and that Adult Social Care followed that principle.  He continued that currently, a 
Learning Difficulties Strategy for the Council was being developed and was 
currently out for consultation.  The Chairman said he did not know the answer to 
the question about how many people were employed by the County Council and 
would provide a written reply, but confirmed that the County Council employed as 
many people as possible and this was something that Adult Social Care 
Committee had already championed in the past and would continue to do so.    

 

7.1.4 Question from Ms S Squire 
 Ms Squire stated, with the forthcoming budget looming large, the biggest fear she 

heard from talking to residents was that the budget will mean service cuts to 
people receiving social care.  She asked if the Chairman could please confirm if 
service cuts were planned and if so, whether they had been discussed, or if there 
were plans to discuss them, with any co-production groups to minimise the impact 
on residents.   
 

 The Chairman replied that the budget was currently out for consultation, so 
Members would be aware of the proposals.  
 

7.1.5 Question from Mr M Sands 
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 Mr Sands said that 20 out of the 50 additional social workers and six managers 
had been employed, but asked if this was 20 in addition to the filling of the 31 
vacancies, meaning 51 had been employed in total.  In other words was this 20 
additional social workers over and above the 31 vacancies, meaning 51 had been 
employed, or was it just 20 filled vacancies out of 81? 

 

 The Chairman replied that these new appointees were part of the 50 additional 
capacity positions.  He added that it was right that there was a turnover of social 
workers so there were always vacancies and we routinely recruit to replace those. 
He said he was pleased to say that the new recruitment campaign was now 
attracting people from outside Norfolk as well as internally through promotion and 
that he would provide Mr Sands with a breakdown.   
 

7.1.6 Question from Mr E Seward 
 Mr Seward stated that the Chairman would be aware that, at the Policy & 

Resources Committee meeting, when reductions in building resilient lives budget 
and the provision of funding for emergency alarm systems in sheltered housing 
had been discussed, and the Chairman had said that this kind of funding had 
been the responsibility of District Councils since 2012.   He continued that he had 
written to North Norfolk District Council and asked them how they were exercising 
this responsibility to which they had replied that they were not responsible for 
funding this service.  He asked the Chairman who was right, North Norfolk District 
Council or him.   
 

 The Chairman replied that he stood by what he had said and that if Mr Seward 
had a concern with an answer he had received from another authority he needed 
to take it up with them.  

 

7.1.7 Council RESOLVED to note the report.  
 

7.2 Report of the Business & Property Committee meeting held on 18 October 
2017. 
 
Mr K Kiddie, Chairman of Business & Property Committee moved the report. 
 

7.2.1 Question from Mr J Timewell 
 Mr Timewell proposed a word change to page 177, 7.2 section 6 of the agenda.  

 
 (vi) AUTHORISE the Head of Property to implement the rental disposal of 2 

sites by way of lease on Scottow Enterprise Park for use as battery storage 
facilities on terms to be agreed. In the event of the disposal values exceeding 
delegated limits the Head of Property in consultation with the Executive 
Director of Finance & Commercial Services and Chair of Business and 
Property Committee was authorised to accept the proposal and report the fact 
at a subsequent Business and Property committee meeting.  
 

 The Chairman agreed the amendment.  
 

7.2.2 Question from Mr M Castle 
 Mr Castle said, when a number of inadequate Children’s Services office facilities in 

Great Yarmouth were relocated to the Havenbridge House three years ago, the 
expectation was that there would be a speedy disposal of the redundant sites.  Mr 

22



Castle asked the Chairman of Business and Property Committee if he could please 
tell Council if plans had yet been prepared with regard to the development of the 
County’s Tar Works Road site, which was in Mr Castle’s Division, and which would 
lend itself to a riverside development of town houses with garages/utility rooms 
below in this attractive riverside location.   
 

 The Chairman replied that it was a redundant site, but having had discussions with 
officers, it was a highly complex site with regard to utilities.  Discussions were 
taking place and once a clearer view of the site and its potential was known he 
would let Mr Castle know.   

 

7.2.3 Question from Ms A Kemp 
 Ms Kemp referred to the discussions taking place with EPUK Ltd for the piece of 

land at the Willows site and asked why EPUK Ltd were applying to the Secretary of 
State to nearly double the size of the power station from 1000 megawatts to 1700 
megawatts which would raise the height of the stack to more than 200ft high to 
accommodate the emissions to a safe level.   She added that the Borough Council 
of King’s Lynn and West Norfolk had agreed to limit the extent of the output at the 
site in 2003.  Ms Kemp asked if the Chairman was aware of the application and 
what view he took about EPUK Ltd stating they did not need to have a human 
health assessment, which she thought was disgraceful.   
 

 The Chairman replied that as far as he was aware EPUK Ltd wished to develop the 
site for power production.   To do so, because the various rules and regulations had 
changed he understood they needed to include carbon capture requirements and 
therefore would require a bigger site.   
 

 Ms Kemp continued that her question was about capacity from 1000mw to 1700mw 
whereas when King’s Lynn & West Norfolk Borough Council had voted for not 
allowing the site to produce more than 1000mw due to safety reasons as it was 
next to an urban area, the stack would already need to be 200ft high and if 1700mw 
was produced, the stack would need to be even higher and potentially not suitable 
for that area.  She asked the Chairman what his view was, as EPUK Ltd had written 
in their scoping report that they thought they didn’t need a human health 
assessment.   
 

 The Chairman said he did not know the answer, but he understood to make the site 
viable in line with carbon capture requirements it needed to be bigger and they 
needed to produce more power. However, he would provide a written response.   

 

7.2.4 Council RESOLVED to note the report. 
 

7.3 Report of the Children’s Services Committee meetings held on 17 October 
and 14 November 2017 
 
Mr S Dark, A/Chairman of Children’s Services Committee moved the report. 
 

7.3.1 Question from Ms S Squire 
 Ms Squire referred to what appeared to be an ongoing crisis with the application 

and issuing of EHCPs (Education Health Care Plans) in our County, and that she 
was alarmed to hear of incidences where ECHP’s were being issued without the 
proper amendments recommended by health care professionals, on the basis that 
they were then finished quickly and parents could appeal afterwards if they wished.   
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She said considering the effects of a properly written EHCP on the education of a 
child and the stressful effects on the parents, not to mention the costs involved for 
both the parents and the Council when an appeal was undertaken, she would like 
to ask the Chairman if he was aware of the number of EHCP’s that were being 
appealed, what the costs involved with an appeal were for both the council and the 
parents and whether he would agree that if something was worth doing, it was 
worth doing properly in the first place to avoid un-necessary stress and costs 
involved. 
 

 The A/Chairman responded that he totally agreed that if we were doing something 
we should get it right.  He added he would provide a written response with the 
exact numbers of appeals, together with costs.   

 

7.3.2 Question from Ms E Corlett 
 Ms Corlett asked the A/Chair to update Council about how much the Department 

for Education had cut the Norfolk Maintained Nursery School Grant by and what the 
impact would be in real terms of this cut on our maintained Nursery Schools at 
Emneth, King’s Lynn and Earlham.   
 

 The A/Chairman replied that he did not have the details on those but would provide 
a written response to all Members. 

 

7.3.3 Question from Ms K Clipsham 
 Ms Clipsham said that she was sure the A/Chair was aware that one of the 

priorities identified by the Department for Education for the Norwich Opportunity 
Area Board was to improve outcomes for the most disadvantaged young children. 
Earlham Nursery School in her division was in the middle of the most deprived area 
in Norwich.  Given the wealth of research proving that Maintained Nursery Schools 
had a significantly positive impact on social mobility, would the A/Chairman commit 
to raising this issue with the unelected Opportunity Area Board and demand that 
they commit some of their funding to keep Earlham Nursery open to improve the 
life chances of some of the most deprived families in our community? 
 

 The A/Chairman responded that he felt proud to be part of Children’s Services 
Committee that was investing £162m over the next four years in our schools, as he 
fully took on board, together with all Members, that education and improving life 
chances was very important.  He added that 89% of the schools in Norfolk were 
now rated good, or outstanding by Ofsted.  The A/Chairman continued that he was 
not fully aware of the circumstances at Earlham, but would be happy to visit if Ms 
Clipsham would arrange it to familiarise himself with the challenges faced.  He 
continued that he was not in a position to demand action by other organisations, 
but it was hoped the investment would improve outcomes.   

 

7.3.4 Question from Mr M Smith-Clare 
 Mr Smith-Clare asked the A/Chairman, with the roll-out of universal credit and the 

closure of children’s centres across the county, what assurances could be given to 
continue the essential support and protection of already deprived and vulnerable 
young members of our communities. 
 

 The A/Chairman responded that he understood the concerns, but referring to the 
closure of children’s centres was premature at this stage as we were waiting for a 
report back to Children’s Services Committee from the Children’s Services 
Leadership Team as to what the new service could look like, after which it could be 
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discussed further.     
 

7.3.5 Council RESOLVED to note the report. 
 

7.4 Report of the Communities Committee meetings held on 11 October and 15 
November 2017.  
 
Mrs M Dewsbury, Chairman of Communities Committee, moved the report.  

 

7.4.1 Question from Mr M Castle 
 Mr Castle said, in advance of the planned completion of the Great Yarmouth third 

river crossing in 2022, that it remained absolutely essential that no change was 
made to the current situation whereby there were fire stations in both Great 
Yarmouth and Gorleston.  Mr Castle asked if the Chairman of Communities 
Committee could confirm that it was her intention that both fire stations be retained 
in the interests of public safety.   
 

 The Chairman replied that she had not had any discussion about either Great 
Yarmouth or Gorleston fire stations.   

 

7.4.2 Question from Mr B Watkins 
 Mr Watkins referred to the number of alcohol specific deaths for people aged 50 and 

over which had risen nationally.  The outcomes were worse in Norfolk than across 
England for the overall successful completion of alcohol and drug treatment and 
hospital admissions for alcohol related conditions.  Despite this the public health 
grant to Local Authorities had been substantially reduced with an in-year cut of 
£100m in 2015-16, with real-term cuts averaging 3.8% per year until 2020/21.  Mr 
Watkins asked if the Chairman of Communities Committee agreed with Izzi 
Seccombe, the current Chair of LGA Community Wellbeing Board, who had said 
that alcohol related deaths were preventable and that Councillors would be able to 
do more if the cuts in the public health grant were reversed.   
 

 The Chairman replied that she didn’t know enough about it to comment on what Izzi 
Seccombe had said.  The Chairman added that the Drug and Alcohol contract had 
recently been put out to commission a better service.  The Chairman continued that 
Norfolk County Council did the best it could with the money available.   

 

7.4.3 Question from Ms A Kemp 
 Ms Kemp referred to the work carried out by Healthwatch, in consulting about the 

STP Plan although £189,000 was now to be removed from their budget.  Ms Kemp 
asked the Chairman what she was going to do to ameliorate the cuts to ensure that 
proper consultations took place. 
 

 The Chairman replied Norfolk County Council received an amount of money to pass 
on to Healthwatch, which it added to, giving them more money than we received.   

 

7.4.4 The Chairman referred to the motion on suicide which had been withdrawn from the 
agenda.  The Chairman wished to mention how much good work public health were 
doing in conjunction with the Theatre Royal, Farmers Union and other organisations.  
A leaflet had been circulated to all Councillors, giving contact numbers and giving 
information on reducing the suicide rate in Norfolk.  She urged Councillors to pass 
that information on to their parish councils and communities.  
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7.4.5 Question from Dr M Strong 
 Dr Strong asked the Chairman when Communities Committee would be discussing 

rural libraries and library buses.   
 

 The Chairman replied that she would ensure Dr Strong knew when the subject 
came up for discussion.   

 

7.4.6 Council RESOLVED to note the report. 
 

7.5 Report of the Digital Innovation & Efficiency Committee meetings held on 12 
October and 8 November 2017.  
 
Mr T Garrod, Chairman of the Digital Innovation & Efficiency Committee moved the 
report.  

 

7.5.1 Question from Mr V Thomson 
 Mr Thomson asked if the Chairman supported the potential move of Channel 4 into 

Norwich.   
 

 The Chairman responded that he absolutely supported it as it summed up exactly 
what the Committee had been set up to do to develop a digital offer to give us a 
competitive edge when companies were considering relocating around the country.   

 

7.5.2 Question from Mr D Rowntree 
 Mr Rowntree said he welcomed the Committee’s proposal to survey mobile phone 

coverage across the county, but that he had concerns about the proposed focus on 
the survey on rural areas.  He added that in some areas of his Division (University) 
in Norwich there was no mobile phone signal at all, let alone 3G or 4G and rural 
areas now seemed to be forging ahead but we were now in a situation where areas 
one mile from the coast had a better coverage than areas one mile from the city 
centre.  Mr Rowntree asked the Chairman if he would commit to using the study to 
get areas like University ward the mobile phone service they were entitled to.   
 

 The Chairman replied that the study would be commissioned on all A & B roads 
and results should be received in time for the January meeting when 
representatives from some mobile phone companies would be attending.   The 
Chairman said he would then take the Committee’s guidance on whether an 
enhanced offer was needed in certain areas, but he felt a clearer picture of mobile 
phone coverage across the county was needed first.   

 

7.5.3 Question from Ms S Squire 
 Ms Squire said while it was pleasing to see Norfolk on schedule to providing high 

speed broadband to most homes and businesses, it seemed that some residents, 
particularly the elderly and those on a limited income, were almost being forced to 
pay for fibre, when all they really wanted to be able to do was to check their emails 
and look at Facebook occasionally, however their data speeds were so slow, they 
were forced to pay the increased cost. Ms Squire asked if the Chairman would 
agree that, instead of trying to get super high speed for the majority of residents, it 
might be beneficial to actually get a usable speed for all residents instead. 
 

 The Chairman responded that he thought we needed both and he would not like to 
prioritise areas.    
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7.5.4 Question from Ms A Kemp 
 Ms Kemp said when Mr Garrod next met with representatives from BT and BT 

Openreach, could he make sure that he spoke up for the people of West Winch and 
make sure that the timescale that had slipped for improving the end of the West 
Winch Gravel Hill lane and Poplar Road connection did not slip back any further.   
 

 The Chairman responded that he did not know the specifics of the West Winch 
contract but Norfolk County Council was on target with the BT Openreach contract.  

 

7.5.5 Question from Dr M Strong 
 Dr Strong asked if a company had yet been appointed to carry out the survey and if 

the survey had been started yet? 
 

 The Chairman responded that he would provide a written response.  
 

7.5.6 Council RESOLVED to note the report. 
 

7.6 Report of the Environment, Development and Transport Committee meetings 
held on 20 October and 10 November 2017.  
 
Mr S Clancy, Vice- Chairman of EDT Committee moved the report.  
 

7.6.1 Question from Mr T East 
 Mr East stated, as a long standing supporter of a complete NDR, he noted that 

there had been a number of changes to the NDR contract as agreed at the Policy & 
Resources Committee meeting on 27 November 2017.  Mr East asked if a copy of 
the contract was available so that everyone could be clear who was responsible for 
what under the contract.     
 

 The Vice-Chairman replied that a working group had been looking at the contract in 
its current form, and deferred the question to Mr C Foulger who chaired the working 
group for a response.   
 

 Mr Foulger responded that there was a new contract, and that both parties of the 
contract will have a consolidated copy of the contract which brought together all the 
changes into one document and which was clear and comprehensive.   

 

7.6.2 Question from Mr S Aquarone 
 Mr Aquarone asked, as a railway fan and with the recent government 

announcements that certain railway lines which were closed in the 1960s could 
now be reconsidered for reopening, if a case could be made in the Norfolk Shared 
Vision Document for the restoration of passenger, business and commercial 
services to places like Dereham, Fakenham, and Melton Constable to help 
promotion and development of a Norfolk orbital railway.  
 

 The Vice-Chairman replied that the Government was committed to relooking at 
railways, especially some branch lines.  He added that it could be looked at and 
that it would be sensible to submit a submission document of potential routes 
around Norfolk which could lead to viability.  He added that realistically he didn’t 
envisage anything happening unless viability could be proven.    

 

7.6.3 Question from Mr T Jermy 
 Mr Jermy referred to the growing concern across Norfolk about the impact of 
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removing £0.5m from the public transport budget.  He also referred to a BBC Look 
East programme where they had interviewed a bus driver from Sanders Coaches 
who was still driving in his 70’s, where he had challenged Norfolk County Council’s 
Councillors to get out of County Hall and meet with him and others to talk about the 
effects of this decision.  Mr Jermy said he had accepted the challenge and hoped to 
meet with representatives soon.  He asked the Vice-Chairman if he would agree to 
visit with him so he could hear the concerns which could then feed into the 
consultation.   
 

 The Vice-Chairman replied that there was a lot of work being done, and 
consultation was taking place with all the bus operators and all routes were being 
appraised.  He said he recognised the concerns in rural communities on subsidised 
routes and that Norfolk County Council spent approximately £2.7m on bus 
subsidies in Norfolk so it was important that we got the service right.  The Vice-
Chairman said he would encourage all Members to ensure they consulted with their 
residents and parish councils to build up a strong case for consideration, although 
the reality remained that changes needed to be made but he was aware of the 
public concerns, particularly in rural parishes.   

 

7.6.4 Question from Mr M Castle 
 Mr Castle said that, although the County Council had made the dualling of the A47 

Acle Straight a priority scheme for the RIS2 Highways Programme, uncertainty 
remained about the outcome of the move in the Spring of 2016 of around 800 
Lesser Whirlpool Ramshorn Snails, which must be successfully completed before 
work could proceed on dualling the road.  The snails only had a 12 month life 
expectancy and the study had been ongoing since 2015.   Mr Castle asked if the 
Chairman of EDT would be prepared to make early representations to Highways 
England to secure a progress report on work so far, and a firm timescale for ruling 
the move of the snails a success. 
 

 The Vice-Chairman agreed and said he approved getting on with the dualling of the 
full A47 including the Acle Straight without delay.  He added that he fully approved 
of wildlife, but the Ramshorn Snails should have been rehoused quickly as the 
amount of time taken was a total waste of public money.  He added that he would 
speak with the Chairman to try to progress the issue quickly.   

 

7.6.4 Question from Ms A Kemp 
 Ms Kemp said that she had conducted her own consultation at West Winch which 

had identified that the current bus service did not accommodate the needs of the 
residents. She asked what could be done about it.   
 

 The Vice-Chairman strongly suggested Ms Kemp submit the evidence she had 
gathered to Community & Environmental Services department which would be 
carefully considered. 

 

7.6.5 Council RESOLVED to note the report. 
 

7.7 Report of the Policy and Resources Committee meetings held on 30 
October and 27 November 2017. 
 
Mr Jordan, Chairman of Policy and Resources Committee, moved the report.   
 

7.7.1. Question from Mr G Nobbs 
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 Mr Nobbs referred to the NDR contract and the fact he had been reported as 
saying you always had to be prepared for surprises.  He added that on 13 
October 2017 Mr Jordan had said to the EDP that “I personally think it (the 
contract) would be around £200m to £205m, that is what I think, that is what I 
have always thought, that is the figure I set out and I still think that”.  Mr Nobbs 
asked the Leader, who had been Leader for 18 months now, when he had set it 
out, which Officers had he shared that information with and what provision he 
had made to make up the shortfall.   
 

 The Chairman replied that he had not made that prediction to any officers.  He 
had spoken to the Chairman of EDT, in a private conversation when the 
contract was first signed, and said that there was no hope of delivering the 
contract for that money.  He added that it was a bet he had made between Mr 
Wilby and himself and he had written the price down and put it in a drawer and 
would open it when the work was completed, which was his business.    

 

7.7.2 Council RESOLVED to note the report. 
 

 Other Committees 
 

7.8 Report of the Health Overview and Scrutiny Committee meeting held on 26 
October.   
 

 M Chenery of Horsbrugh, Chairman, moved the report.   Council RESOLVED to 
note the report.  

 

7.9 Report of the Joint Museums Committee meeting held on 27 October 2017.   
 

 Mr J Ward, Chairman, moved the report.   Council RESOLVED to note the report.   
 

7.10 Report of the Records Committee meeting held on 3 November 2017.  
 

 Mr P Duigan, Vice-Chairman, moved the report.  Council RESOLVED to note the 
report.  

 

8 Review of Norfolk County Council Members’ Allowances Scheme. 
 

8.1 Council received the report by the Independent Remuneration Panel which was 
moved by Mr C Jordan, who proposed the following amendments to the 
recommendations in the report.  The proposed amendments were seconded by 
Mrs A Thomas. 

  
 Basic Allowance – Proposed Amendments 

 
1 To amend recommendation 1, so that it reads: 
 

“That the Basic Allowance be increased to £10,500 from the current 
financial year (2017/18) – to be backdated to 15th May 2017 – and subject 
to the same percentage increase, if any, that is awarded to local authority 
employees in subsequent years. 
 

2 To amend recommendation 2, so that it reads: 
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“That a fundamental review of all members allowances be undertaken by 
the Panel in 2020, with any resulting changes to be implemented for the 
start of the new council in May 2021. 
 

Special Responsibility Allowances (SRAs) – Proposed Amendments 
 
1 To delete recommendation 1. 
 
2 The remaining recommendation to be amended to read as follows: 
 

• Leader of the Council’s SRA to increase to £31,700 from the current financial 
year (2017/18) – to be backdated to 15th May 2017 - and for the remainder 
of the scheme of SRAs to be adjusted accordingly. 
 

• Chairmen of Children’s Services Committee and Adult Social Care 
Committee to receive 57.5% of the Leaders SRA. 
 

• Group Spokespersons from the second largest Group not holding the Chair 
on Service Committees and Policy and Resources Committee to receive 5% 
of the Leaders Allowance. 

 

8.2 Following debate and upon being put to a recorded vote (Appendix C), with 39 
votes in favour, 26 votes against and 2 abstentions, Council RESOLVED to 
AGREE the recommendations, including the amended recommendations set out 
in paragraph 8.1 above.  

 

9 Proportional Allocation of Seats on Committees 
 

9.1 Council received the report by the Head of Democratic Services detailing the 
overall allocations of committee places to political groups following recent changes 
to the political balance of the Council.   
 

9.2 Mr C Jordan proposed that the Conservative Group give up places on the 
following Committees to the Independent Group: 
 
• 1 Conservative place from Communities Committee 
• 1 Conservative place from Children’s Services Committee 

 
and  
 

• 1 Labour place on Environment, Development & Transport Committee to 
Independent Group. 

 
Upon being put to a vote, with 34 votes in favour, 14 votes against and 8 
abstentions the proposal was CARRIED.  
 

9.3 Council RESOLVED to: 
 

 • Determine the political composition of the committees as set out in the 
report.  

 • Agree that the Group Leaders notify the Head of Democratic Services by 15 
December 2017 of their proposed changes to appointments to reflect the 
new political composition of committees and the appointments then formally 
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be made by the Head of Democratic Services under the delegated powers 
set out in the Constitution.   

 

10 Appointments to Committees, Sub-Committees and Joint Committees 
(Standard Item).  
 

 None 
 

11 
 
11.1 

To answer questions under Rule 8.3 of the Council Procedure Rules 
 
Question from Ms A Kemp to Leader of the Council: 

 This Council cannot possibly justify its budget proposal to cut £0.5 million from 
Norfolk’s buses, while it is prepared to spend an extra £19 million for the over-
budget Norwich Distributor Road; so shouldn’t this Council allocate at least the 
same funding in next year’s budget, if not more, to buses to: 
 
1. increase independence for Norfolk’s ageing population, needing access to 

essential shopping, banking and health services in key rural centres, 
instead of diminishing their choice;  
 

2.  reduce future, more costly demands on Adult Social Care by keeping 
people active for longer and in better mental health;  
 

3.  provide access to work for young people and disabled people; and  
 

4.  encourage more people to use public transport to reduce congestion, 
which is affecting Norfolk’s competitiveness and attractiveness to 
business? 

 
 The Leader replied that they are all out for consultation.  

 

11.2 Question from Ms S Squire to the A/Chairman of Children’s Services 
Committee: 

 Given that there is still an appalling backlog of Education Health and Care Plans 
(EHCP's) waiting to be issued by this council, which is seriously damaging the 
education and life chances of Children in Norfolk with Special Educational 
Needs (SEN), what plans does the Chairman and committee have for clearing 
the backlog and ensuring that all EHCP's are in future, processed and issued in 
a timely fashion and are fully SEN Code of Practice compliant and also done 
properly? 
 

 The A/Chairman responded that he shared the concerns about EHCPs which 
was being addressed in conjunction with the NHS.  The A/Chairman suggested 
that he meet with Ms Squire to discuss the topic in more detail.   

 

11.3 Question from Mr D Roper to the Chairs of all Service Committees: 
 • Adult Social Care 

• Children’s Services 

• EDT 

• Business and Property 

• Communities 

• Digital Innovation & Efficiency 
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• Policy & Resources 
 
Referring to budget proposals for your specific Committee for 2018/9 and the 
medium term financial strategy: 
 
1) What is the estimated reduction in staffing establishment by department as a 

result of proposals for your Committee? 
2) How many jobs do you anticipate will be lost from providers from whom 

Norfolk County Council commissions services as a result of proposals from 
your Committee? 

 
 The Chairman of Adult Social Care replied that the staffing establishment has 

increased. 
 

 The A/Chairman of Children’s Services Committee replied that he would provide 
a written response.   

 

 The Vice-Chairman of Environment, Development & Transport Committee 
replied that the net reduction in EDT was 13 Full-Time Equivalent (FTE) posts. 

 

 The Chairman of Business & Property Committee responded that no reduction 
had been made. 

 

 The Chairman of Communities Committee replied that the net reduction was 
36.8 FTE, which included 13 vacant posts which were no longer needed.  

 

 The Chairman of Digital Innovation & Efficiency Committee replied that there 
had been no direct reduction in the staffing establishment as a result of the 
proposals and no jobs were directly at risk as a result of the Committee 
proposals.  

 

 The Chairman of Policy & Resources Committee replied that there were none 
as far as he was aware.   

 
11.4 Question from Mr D Roper to the Leader of the Council: 
 The Leader of the Council has made public statements calling for local 

government reorganisation in Norfolk with a personal preference for a County 
Unitary Authority 
 
Could the Leader outline what steps (if any) he has taken to progress this stated 
aim 
 
Could the Leader outline what steps he intends to make (if any) in the coming 
months to progress this stated aim. 
 

 The Leader replied that discussions were being held but there are no steps 
being taken.   

 
11.5 Question from Mrs B Jones to the Leader of the Council: 
 Does the leader agree it is time we tried to make the business of Council as 

accessible as we reasonably can by: 
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1.  Introducing signing for council, main committees and other meetings where 
there is a demand  

2.  Webcasting full council meetings 
3.  Extending provision of council documents and consultation materials in 

languages other than English and ensuring translation services are 
available for councillors as part of the support given to them by the council 
and agree to ask CAG to draw up proposals for consideration by Policy 
and Resources so agreed changes can be introduced from the Council 
Annual Meeting in 2018? 

 
 The Leader replied that the Constitution Advisory Group had a number of things 

to consider, of which this was one item.  He said he would also suggest that a 
judgement is made on the number of motions put to Council each meeting due 
to the amount of time taken up in debating them.   

 
11.6 Question from Mr M Sands to the Leader of the Council: 
 An article published online by CHPI (Centre for Health and Public Interest) states: 

 
The reorganisation of health services in England by teams of planners in 44 
“footprints” could hardly be more important, yet the process has no legal basis. 
This means a corresponding lack of public accountability, increasing the risk of 
serious mistakes, conflicts of interest and misuse of public funds. 
 
Under this process there is a table of costs that includes consultants and staff 
time. On this table Norfolk is fourth in expenditure with a total outlay to date of 
£1,010,000. Given the cuts to budget across County, can the Leader explain why 
Norfolk has spent in excess of £1million on outside consultants on a process that 
has no legal basis, and can we have a breakdown of where and on what this 
money has been spent? 

 
 The Leader replied that as far as he was aware there was very little expenditure 

involved.   
 

11.7 Question from Mr M Sands to the Chairman of Adult Social Care 
Committee: 

 I see that 20 new social workers have been appointed along with 6 managers. 
Are these new appointees part of the 50 'new' positions created or are they part 
of the 31 existing vacancies before the project to employ 50 was begun. In other 
words is this 31 plus 20 out of the 81 positions, or 20 out of 81 positions? Where 
appointments were made internally have the vacant positions created been 
filled? 
 

 The Chairman replied that this question had already been asked and answered.   
  
11.8 Question from Mr M Sands to the Leader of the Council: 
 Human trafficking and modern slavery is a sad factor across Britain and I know 

that Norfolk is no exception to this. Police, Immigration and other agencies are 
involved in the fight to tackle these terrible situations, but does Norfolk County 
Council have a role in this, and if so in what capacity? 
 

 The Leader replied that human trafficking and modern slavery was a sad fact 
across Britain and Norfolk was no exception.  Police, Immigration and other 
agencies were involved in trying to tackle the problem and Norfolk County 
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Council had an important role to play in tackling human trafficking and modern 
slavery.  Everyone who was subject to, or at risk of, these crimes required a 
multi-agency response, including working in partnership with the non-statutory 
sector.  Norfolk County Council was classed as the first responder, which was 
an agency that was responsible for identifying and interviewing potential victims 
of modern slavery.  Only trained specialists within the first responder 
organisations could decide whether someone may be a victim of trafficking or 
modern slavery and make a referral to the National Referral Mechanism.  In 
Norfolk multi-agency expertise on trafficking and modern slavery was 
embedded within the MASH team.  Norfolk’s adults and children’s safeguarding 
boards were responsible for coordinating a strategy across agencies in Norfolk 
on human trafficking and modern slavery to assist staff in identifying, referring, 
assessing and supporting potential victims.  So far, there had been two 
convictions in Norfolk for modern slavery offences.  Modern slavery referrals to 
NCC were increasing - in 2016 there had been 22 referrals, although this 
number was surpassed in October 2017.  However this number is still low 
compared to large cities like London and Birmingham which received 40 plus 
referrals per day.   

11.8 Question from Mr T Jermy to the Chairman of Environment, Development 
& Transport Committee: 
Can the Chairman of ETD provide Councillors with a list of all the bus services 
in Norfolk that have seen their subsidy removed or reduced by Norfolk County 
Council in the past 10 years and can the Chairman confirm the rationale used to 
determine which services were affected and to what extent? 

The Vice-Chairman replied that a list of bus services subsidised and which 
could be subsidised would be provided.   

The meeting concluded at 3.50 p.m. 

Chairman 

If you need this document in large print, audio, Braille, 
alternative format or in a different language please 
contact Customer Services 0344 800 8020 or 18001 
0344 800 8011 (textphone) and we will do our best to 
help. 
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Norfolk County Council 
11 December 2017 

RECORDED VOTE – Motion 2 – Children’s Centres – Proposed by Emma Corlett, seconded 
by Mike Smith-Clare.  

For Against Abstain For Against Abstain 

ADAMS Timothy X KEMP Alexandra 
X ADAMS Tony X KIDDIE Keith 

X AQUARONE Steffan X KIDDLE-MORRIS Mark 
ASKEW Stephen X LONG Brian 
BARNARD Jess X MACKIE Ian 

X BILLS David X MAXFIELD Edward 
X BORRETT Bill X MIDDLETON Graham 
X BOWES Claire MOONEY Joe 
X BRAME Roy X MORPHEW Steve 

X BROCIEK-COULTON 
Julie 

X NOBBS George 

X BUTIKOFER Sarah X OLIVER Judy 
CARPENTER Penny X OLIVER Rhodri 

X CASTLE Mick X PECK Greg 
X CLANCY Stuart X PLANT Graham 

X CLIPSHAM Kim X PRICE Richard 
X COLLIS David X PROCTOR Andrew 

X COLMAN Ed X RICHMOND William 
X CORLETT Emma X ROPER Dan 

X DARK Stuart X ROWNTREE David 
X DEWSBURY 

Margaret 

X RUMSBY Chrissie 

X DIXON Nigel X SANDS Mike 
X DOUGLAS Danny X SEWARD Eric 

X DUIGAN Phillip X SMITH Carl 
X EAGLE Fabian X SMITH Thomas 

X EAST Tim X SMITH-CLARE Mike 
X EYRE Simon X SPRATT Bev 
X FISHER John X SQUIRE Sandra 
X FITZPATRICK Tom X STONE Barry 
X FOULGER Colin X STONE Margaret 
X GARROD Tom X STOREY Martin 
X GRANT Andy X STRONG Marie 
X GURNEY Shelagh X THIRTLE Haydn 
X HANTON Ron X THOMAS Alison 

X HARRISON David X THOMSON Victor 
X HORSBRUGH 

Michael Chenery of 

X TIMEWELL John 

X HUMPHREY Harry X VINCENT Karen 
X ILES Brian X WALKER Colleen 
X JAMIESON Andrew X WARD John 

X JERMY Terry X WATKINS Brian 
X JONES Brenda X WHITE Tony 
X JONES Chris WILBY Martin 

X JORDAN Cliff YOUNG Sheila 

With 27 votes in favour, 48 votes against and 2 abstentions the Motion was LOST. 

APPENDIX A 
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Norfolk County Council 
11 December 2017 

 
RECORDED VOTE – Motion 6 – Proposed by Ed Maxfield, seconded by Dan Roper.  

 
For Against Abstain  For  Against Abstain  

   ADAMS Timothy X   KEMP Alexandra 
 X  ADAMS Tony  X  KIDDIE Keith  

X   AQUARONE Steffan  X  KIDDLE-MORRIS Mark 
   ASKEW Stephen  X  LONG Brian 
   BARNARD Jess  X  MACKIE Ian 
 X  BILLS David X   MAXFIELD Edward 
 X  BORRETT Bill  X  MIDDLETON Graham 
 X  BOWES Claire    MOONEY Joe 
 X  BRAME Roy X   MORPHEW Steve 

X   BROCIEK-COULTON 
Julie 

X   NOBBS George 

X   BUTIKOFER Sarah  X  OLIVER Judy 
   CARPENTER Penny  X  OLIVER Rhodri  

X   CASTLE Mick  X  PECK Greg 
 X  CLANCY Stuart  X  PLANT Graham 

X   CLIPSHAM Kim  X  PRICE Richard 
X   COLLIS David  X  PROCTOR Andrew  
 X  COLMAN Ed  X  RICHMOND William 

X   CORLETT Emma X   ROPER Dan 
 X  DARK Stuart  X   ROWNTREE David 
 X  DEWSBURY 

Margaret 

X   RUMSBY Chrissie  

 X  DIXON Nigel X   SANDS Mike 
X   DOUGLAS Danny  X   SEWARD Eric 
 X  DUIGAN Phillip   X  SMITH Carl 
 X  EAGLE Fabian  X  SMITH Thomas 

X   EAST Tim X   SMITH-CLARE Mike  
 X  EYRE Simon  X  SPRATT Bev 
 X  FISHER John   X SQUIRE Sandra 
 X  FITZPATRICK Tom  X  STONE Barry 
 X  FOULGER Colin  X  STONE Margaret 
 X  GARROD Tom  X  STOREY Martin 
 X  GRANT Andy X   STRONG Marie  
 X  GURNEY Shelagh  X  THIRTLE Haydn 
 X  HANTON Ron  X  THOMAS Alison 

X   HARRISON David  X  THOMSON Victor 
   HORSBRUGH 

Michael Chenery of 

X   TIMEWELL John 

 X  HUMPHREY Harry  X  VINCENT Karen  
 X  ILES Brian X   WALKER Colleen 
 X  JAMIESON Andrew  X  WARD John 

X   JERMY Terry X   WATKINS Brian 
X   JONES Brenda  X  WHITE Tony 
X   JONES Chris    WILBY Martin 
   JORDAN Cliff    YOUNG Sheila 

 

With 27 votes in favour, 47 votes against and 1 abstention the Motion was LOST.  

APPENDIX B 
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Norfolk County Council 
11 December 2017 

 
RECORDED VOTE – Agenda Item 8 – Review of Norfolk County Council Members’ 
Allowances Scheme.  

 
For Against Abstain  For  Against Abstain  

 X  ADAMS Timothy    KEMP Alexandra 
X   ADAMS Tony X   KIDDIE Keith  
 X  AQUARONE Steffan X   KIDDLE-MORRIS Mark 
   ASKEW Stephen    LONG Brian 
   BARNARD Jess    MACKIE Ian 

X   BILLS David    MAXFIELD Edward 
X   BORRETT Bill X   MIDDLETON Graham 
X   BOWES Claire    MOONEY Joe 
X   BRAME Roy  X  MORPHEW Steve 
 X  BROCIEK-COULTON 

Julie 

 X  NOBBS George 

 X  BUTIKOFER Sarah X   OLIVER Judy 
   CARPENTER Penny    OLIVER Rhodri  

X   CASTLE Mick    PECK Greg 
 X  CLANCY Stuart   X PLANT Graham 
 X  CLIPSHAM Kim X   PRICE Richard 
 X  COLLIS David  X  PROCTOR Andrew  

X   COLMAN Ed X   RICHMOND William 
 X  CORLETT Emma  X  ROPER Dan 

X   DARK Stuart   X  ROWNTREE David 
X   DEWSBURY 

Margaret 

 X  RUMSBY Chrissie  

 X  DIXON Nigel  X  SANDS Mike 
   DOUGLAS Danny   X  SEWARD Eric 

X   DUIGAN Phillip  X   SMITH Carl 
X   EAGLE Fabian    SMITH Thomas 
 X  EAST Tim  X  SMITH-CLARE Mike  

X   EYRE Simon    SPRATT Bev 
  X FISHER John X   SQUIRE Sandra 

X   FITZPATRICK Tom X   STONE Barry 
X   FOULGER Colin X   STONE Margaret 
X   GARROD Tom X   STOREY Martin 
X   GRANT Andy  X  STRONG Marie  
X   GURNEY Shelagh X   THIRTLE Haydn 
X   HANTON Ron X   THOMAS Alison 
   HARRISON David X   THOMSON Victor 

X   HORSBRUGH 
Michael Chenery of 

 X  TIMEWELL John 

X   HUMPHREY Harry    VINCENT Karen  
X   ILES Brian  X  WALKER Colleen 
X   JAMIESON Andrew X   WARD John 
 X  JERMY Terry  X  WATKINS Brian 
 X  JONES Brenda X   WHITE Tony 
 X  JONES Chris    WILBY Martin 

X   JORDAN Cliff    YOUNG Sheila 
 

With 39 votes in favour, 26 votes against and 2 abstentions Council RESOLVED to agree the 
amended Recommendations.   

APPENDIX C 
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Questions requiring written responses from the Council Meeting – 11 December 2017 
 

 Question and response: 
Question to the 
Leader from Mr T 
Jermy 

Mr Jermy referred to the Leader’s comments about the openness of the consultation currently taking place and asked if the Leader 
could confirm how many press releases had been issued by the County Council promoting the consultation to date and how many 
more would be issued before the consultation closed in a few weeks’ time.    
 
Reply by the Leader: 
We have used a variety of means to promote our consultations including 27 social media postings, we have been interviewed by 
the media (BBC Radio Norfolk on 23rd November and 14th December). There have been articles in the press and we have talked 
about the consultations at a range of meetings. The Norfolk Association of Local Councils included information in its newsletter 
about our consultation in November and we have put information on the home page of our website. 

Question to the 
Chairman of Adult 
Social Care 
Committee from  
Mr B Watkins 

Mr Watkins said that it had been agreed earlier this year that part of the extra £35m Council had received from Government for 
adult social care would be used for the recruitment of up to 50 new social workers.  Mr Watkins asked if the Chairman could 
explain what the rationale was for removing the 2018/19 proposed saving relating to the reduction in the number of personnel we 
use who work for employment agencies, what the extra cost to Council was and if it indicated that the recruitment process for new 
social workers had run into difficulties.   
 
Response by the Chairman of Adult Social Care Committee 
The Chairman replied that the recruitment process had not run into difficulties and that he would let Mr Watkins have a written 
response to the technical issues regarding costs, etc. 
 
A recruitment campaign for 50 practitioners and 15 team managers is underway. In December and January we expect the 
following posts to be filled, 17 full time equivalent social workers, 11 full time equivalent team managers and 5 full time equivalent 
occupational therapists. The new recruitment campaign has proved successful and is also supported through the ongoing work 
with the Norfolk Institute of Practice Excellence to train and recruit new and returning social workers.  
 
With a few exceptions, Adult Social Care has not historically employed personnel through employment agencies. 
 

Question to the 
Chairman of Adult 
Social Care 
Committee from Mr 
D Rowntree 
 

Mr Rowntree said that the Chairman may, or may not, know that he was delighted to have been appointed the Labour Group 
Champion for People with Learning Disabilities.  He added that one in 50 adults had such a disability which could cause problems 
with learning new skills or information and living independently.  Mr Rowntree said he intended to meet as many people across the 
county with learning disabilities as he could, but those he had already met had been asked what the one thing Council could do that 
would most transform their lives.  The overwhelming response had been that people were desperate for help in finding a job.  He 
continued that Councillors may already know there was some support available, for example, the Match scheme who tried to place 
adults in suitable jobs in the community and the Owl Scheme, led by Children’s Services, who helped young people prepare for 
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 Question and response: 
work.  He continued that, in Norfolk, the outcomes in this area were very poor with the latest figures showing that, out of 1 million 
learning disabled adults who were willing to work and be able to carry out suitable work, only 7,500 had paid jobs.  Sadly many 
organisations were still nervous about employing disabled people, especially those with learning disabilities and were often 
unaware of the reasonable adjustments they could make, the financial help available, but most importantly the abilities if you looked 
past the disabilities.  Mr Rowntree added that he was pleased to say that the tide seemed to be turning and some large 
organisations, including the NHS had committed to taking positive steps to increase the intake of staff with learning disabilities.  He 
said, with that in mind, he had two questions – 1) how many people did the Council currently employ who identified as having a 
learning disability, and 2) would Council join the growing list of employers and commit to taking positive steps to increase the 
number of staff it employed who had a learning disability.   
 
Response by the Chairman of Adult Social Care Committee: 
 
NCC only record whether someone considers they have a disability under the Equality Act and not what type of disability they 
have, so we are unable to identify the data for a learning disability specifically. Last year we had 183 employees who had 
declared they had a disability - 3.17% of the workforce. However this is likely to be under reporting the actual numbers employed.  
 
Our approach as an exemplar employer includes engagement with Access to Work and Remploy to get a variety of support for 
individuals with all types of disabilities – physical and mental impairments. We use E-Voice and Indigo in relation to dyslexia 
support for individuals together with the Dragon software and other practical adjustments. We engage with external 
charities/support organisations to increase understanding of conditions and how that may affect individuals at work and what 
adjustments we might need to make to enable them to fulfil a full and active role in NCC. 
 

Question to the 
Chairman of Adult 
Social Care 
Committee from Mr 
M Sands 

Mr Sands said that 20 out of the 50 additional social workers and six managers had been employed, but asked if this was 20 in 
addition to the filling of the 31 vacancies, meaning 51 had been employed in total.  In other words was this 20 additional social 
workers over and above the 31 vacancies, meaning 51 had been employed, or was it just 20 filled vacancies out of 81? 
 
Response by the Chairman of Adult Social Care Committee: 
The breakdown for the extra capacity posts and their locations is as follows:  
 
Social Workers:     
6  in North 
9  in South 
6  in Central 
4  in East 
8  in West 
 
Occupational Therapists: 
2  in North 
2  in South 
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 Question and response: 
2  in Central 
1  in East 
2  in West 
 
Learning Disability Social Workers: 
8 Countywide 
 
Our current vacancies for TMs, PCs & SWs (not including the extra capacity posts, which are covered by the dashboard) is 21.5 
FTE. 

Question to the 
Chairman of 
Business & Property 
Committee from Ms 
A Kemp. 
 

Ms Kemp said that her question was about capacity from 1000mw to 1700mw whereas when King’s Lynn & West Norfolk 
Borough Council had voted for not allowing the site to produce more than 1000mw due to safety reasons as it was next to an 
urban area, the stack would already need to be 200ft high and if 1700mw was produced, the stack would need to be even higher 
and potentially not suitable for that area.  She asked the Chairman what his view was, as EPUK Ltd had written in their scoping 
report that they thought they didn’t need a human health assessment.   
 
Reply: 
EP UK are at the very start of the formal process of obtaining the revised consent for the power station and as Ms Kemp notes 
have just produced a scoping report.  
 
This is the first stage of their application which will undergo a series of independent assessments by statutory bodies, who are 
well placed to assess and comment on the suitability of any development on the site.  Of particular concern will be the safety of 
the site.  
 
Norfolk County Council will respond in its statutory roles as: Highway Authority; Lead Local Flood Authority; Public Health; and 
Minerals and Waste Planning Authority. The County Council will also continue to monitor the application and the views of the 
statutory agencies throughout this process.  Until further work has been undertaken, it would be inappropriate for the Chairman of 
the B&P committee to comment and would further note that the responsibility for the determination of the amended proposal rests 
with Secretary of State for Business, Energy and Industrial Strategy. As a statutory consultee in the planning process the County 
Council’s response will be made through the procedures agreed by the Environment, Development and Transport Committee. 
  
 
 
 

Question to the 
A/Chairman of 
Children’s Services 
Committee from Ms 
S Squire. 
 

Ms Squire referred to what appeared to be an ongoing crisis with the application and issuing of EHCPs (Education Health Care 
Plans) in our County, and that she was alarmed to hear of incidences where ECHP’s were being issued without the proper 
amendments recommended by health care professionals, on the basis that they are then finished quickly and parents could 
appeal afterwards if they wished.   She said considering the effects of a properly written EHCP on the education of a child and the 
stressful effects on the parents, not to mention the costs involved for both the parents and the Council when an appeal was 
undertaken, she would like to ask the Chairman if he was aware of the number of EHCP’s that were being appealed, what the 
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 Question and response: 
costs involved with an appeal were for both the council and the parents and whether he would agree that if something was worth 
doing, it was worth doing properly in the first place to avoid un-necessary stress and costs involved. 
 
Reply by the A/Chairman of Children’s Services Committee:   
The Children & Families Act 2014 provides a right to families to appeal LA decisions regarding Education Health & Care Plans, 
for reasons relating to: 
 
• The LA deciding not to carry out an EHCP assessment 
• The LA deciding not to issue an EHCP after the assessment 
• The content of a final EHCP, i.e. the ‘provision’ 
• The named education provider within a final EHCP, i.e. the ‘placement’ 
• The LA deciding not to make amendments to an existing EHCP at each subsequent annual review of the plan 
• The LA determining changes to an existing EHCP, at each subsequent annual review of the plan, that the parents do not 
agree with, i.e. the ‘provision’ or the ‘placement’ 
 
A parent has 2 months to lodge an appeal to the 1st Tier Tribunal for SEN after the LA deciding any of the above elements.  At 
the point of appeal current provision and placement must be maintained until the outcome of the Tribunal hearing.  The LA has a 
duty to inform parents that in addition to their right to appeal to the Tribunal they can also continue to meet with Officers of the LA 
to try to resolve the issues and also to do this via dispute resolution / mediation. 
 
Therefore, in addition to the employment of Education Health & Care Plan Co-ordinators to carry out the assessment and to meet 
with parents and professionals, the LA must also commission a dispute / mediation service and have arrangements in place for 
representation at Tribunal. 
 
• Our annual contract for dispute mediation is for a total cost of £70k (£49k NCC and £11k CCG) 
 
• Our current forecast spend for SEN Tribunal representation, via NpLAW, is £110k    
 
In line with the ongoing review of additional resources for Education Health & Care Plan work we are considering ceasing the role 
of NpLaw within Tribunal work and moving to a ‘Complex Cases Officer’ role which could make savings of approximately £40k per 
year.   
 
The latest published national figures for mediation / appeals to tribunal report that:  
 
• The number of mediation cases held in Norfolk was 53, and the proportion that went on to appeal was 13.2%. There were 
4.0 registered appeals to the SEND tribunal per 10,000 of its school population. This compares to the average for All English 
single tier and county councils of 3.8 per 10,000. [source : DfE, Local Area SEND Report 2017] 
 
This means that of the 53 cases that underwent mediation only 7 cases then progressed to Tribunal, with the balance of 46 
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 Question and response: 
having been resolved ‘locally’; this demonstrates better than national average performance and underlines Norfolk’s commitment 
to a person centred model of EHCP service.  However, it is possible for parents to go direct to Tribunal and not take up the offer 
of mediation: 
 
• Current number of appeals to Tribunal for 2017 = 74 cases  
 
The team who carry out EHCP assessments do so fully compliant with both the detail of the relevant legislation / code of practice 
and also the spirit of these; these teams in Norfolk strive to work in a ‘person centred’ way and are involved in over 900 new 
assessments per year and in excess of 4500 reviews each year.  There will be occasions, therefore, when there is parental 
dissatisfaction within individual assessments and this is the reason that the option of mediation and tribunal exist.  However, given 
the large number of families that the service deals with each year (over 5000) the number of appeals should be seen in that 
context. 
 

Question to the 
A/Chairman of 
Children’s Services 
Committee from Ms 
E Corlett. 

Ms Corlett asked the A/Chair to update Council about how much the Department for Education had cut the Norfolk Maintained 
Nursery School Grant by and what the impact would be in real terms of this cut on our maintained Nursery Schools at Emneth, 
King’s Lynn and Earlham.   
 
Reply by the A/Chairman of Children’s Services Committee: 
There has been an in year reduction to fixed sum received from the DfE for the three Norfolk Nursery schools of £98796.99 . 
However the hourly rate paid to providers in Norfolk has increased, so instead of £3.30 base rate, they now receive £3.65 per hour. 
The DfE have taken this increase in to account when deciding on the fixed sum.  

 
Original figures 
Emneth Nursery School 45600 132,136.37  

King's Lynn Nursery School 39900 115,619.33  

Earlham Nursery School 59280 171,777.29  

144780 419,532.99  

 
Revised figures 
Emneth Nursery School 45600 101019.21 

King's Lynn Nursery School 39900 88391.81 

Earlham Nursery School 59280 131324.98 

144780   320736.00 
 

Question to the 
Chairman of Digital 
Innovation & 
Efficiency 
Committee from Dr 
M Strong. 

Dr Strong asked if a company had yet been appointed to carry out the survey and if the survey had been started yet? 
 
Reply: 
 
The procurement was issued before Christmas following extensive analysis of which areas need to be analysed over 
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 Question and response: 

and above the A&B road network and subsequent definition of those areas in the tender specification.  The closing 
date for the tender is 11th January at which time we will appoint the supplier and advise DIEC members.  This delayed 
start does mean that we will not have any initial feedback at the January committee meeting, but should have the full 
analysis for the March meeting. 
 
The ITQ went out before Christmas and is due back on 11th January. No clarifications have been received. 

Question from Mr D 
Roper to Chairs of 
All Services 
Committees – 
Children’s Services 
Committee.   

Referring to budget proposals for your specific Committee for 2018/9 and the medium term financial strategy: 
 
1) What is the estimated reduction in staffing establishment by department as a result of proposals for your Committee? 
2) How many jobs do you anticipate will be lost from providers from whom Norfolk County Council commissions services as 
a result of proposals from your Committee? 
 
Reply by the A/Chairman of Children’s Services Committee: 

The Strategic & Financial; Planning paper which went to CS Committee on 17 October 2017 indicated that CS had been 
set a target for budget savings in 2018/19 of £5.913m. 
 
Much of this will be achieved as the full year effect of changes implemented during the current financial year. 
 
The rest will be made up as follows: 
 
£0.142m - from reduced spend on legal fees from more effectively prioritised use of legal advice 
 
£0.090m  - from increased fee income from Early Years training activities 
 
£0.200m  - from the increased recruitment and retention of Social Workers and consequent savings on agency 

worker spend 
 
£1.000m  - from Year 1 of the department’s Demand Management and Prevention Strategy transformation 

programme to achieve better outcomes for the children and young people involved in our services and to 
reduce both the numbers that we look after and the spend associated with formal care arrangements. 

 
£2.000m  - from remodelling Children’s Centre services to provide a more targeted response to families through 

working more closely with our other services and partners, for example by sharing buildings, and by 
focusing their work on the families that need them most. 

 
The first four of these proposals are not expected to involve reductions in staffing establishment in 2018/19 or beyond in 
MTP terms. 
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 Question and response: 

 
In relation to the last of the above proposals, we are in discussions with providers about the impact of a 7.5% reduction 
in their contract budgets for 2018/19 and it is anticipated this would have a limited impact in relation to the wider 
Children’s Centre workforce. This is alongside looking at working more closely with our other services and partners, for 
example by sharing buildings, and by further focusing their work on the families that need them most. Ultimately, it will 
be for the providers to determine how they will respond to any reductions in their contract income for these services and 
discussions with them are at too early a stage for them or us to be clear on any staffing implications.  
 

Question from Mr T 
Jermy to the 
Chairman of EDT 
Committee. 
 

Can the Chairman of ETD provide Councillors with a list of all the bus services in Norfolk that have seen their subsidy removed or 
reduced by Norfolk County Council in the past 10 years and can the Chairman confirm the rationale used to determine which 
services were affected and to what extent? 
 
Reply by the Vice-Chairman: 
Some bus services had subsidy reduced or removed in the period 2010/11, as a result of budget reductions in that period of 
financial planning. These are a matter of public record.  Due to negotiation and partnership working, only 2 routes were ceased 
from a total of more than 70. 
 
In terms of rationale, we look at the services on a route by route basis.  We assess the geographical need, and other factors 
based on rural deprivation. We also take into consideration the following: 
 
Who is using the services? 

• The number of users on a particular route 

• Levels of income of those who use the route 

• Levels of car ownership within the area of the route 

• The age range of people within the area of the route  

• The proportion of residents on the route who may be experiencing difficult social conditions  
 

The impact of changes to routes 

• Availability of alternative transport, i.e. rail, other bus or community based transport services ,  

• Does the route offer journeys to work or education? 

• Is the route used by many older or disabled people? 

• Can we reduce the frequency, rather than the whole service? 
 

Other considerations: 

• Will the bus operator be able to run the service without the council’s financial support?  

• Is renegotiation around cost of services possible? 

• Is replacement of services with a "Demand Responsive" or "Feeder" arrangement possible e.g. involving Community 
Transport providers? 
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• Value for Money, comparing cost of service with passenger usage

• Could we raise fares?

• Could we reduce the service on Sundays and evening’s services, when usage is much lower?
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Norfolk County Council 

Minutes of the Extraordinary Meeting Held at 10am on Monday 8 January 2018 

Present: 64 

Present: 
Mr T Adams Ms A Kemp 
Mr S Aquarone Mr K Kiddie 
Mr S Askew Mr B Long 
Ms J Barnard Mr I Mackie 
Mr D Bills Mr E Maxfield 
Mr B Borrett Mr G Middleton 
Mr R Brame Mr S Morphew 
Mrs J Brociek-Coulton Mr G Nobbs 
Mrs S Butikofer Mrs J Oliver 
Ms K Clipsham Mr R Oliver 
Mr D Collis Mr R Price 
Ms E Corlett Mr D Roper 
Mr S Dark Mr D Rowntree 
Mrs M Dewsbury Ms C Rumsby 
Mr D Douglas Mr M Sands 
Mr P Duigan Mr E Seward 
Mr T East Mr T Smith 
Mr S Eyre Mr M Smith-Clare 
Mr J Fisher Ms S Squire 
Mr T FitzPatrick Mr B Stone 
Mr C Foulger Mrs M Stone 
Mr T Garrod Dr M Strong 
Mrs S Gurney Mr H Thirtle 
Mr R Hanton Mrs A Thomas 
Mr D Harrison Mr V Thomson 
M Chenery of Horsbrugh Mr J Timewell 
Mr H Humphrey Mrs C Walker 
Mr B Iles Mr J Ward 
Mr A Jamieson Mr B Watkins 
Mr T Jermy Mr M Wilby 
Mrs B Jones Mrs S Young 
Dr C Jones 
Mr C Jordan 
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Apologies for Absence: 

Apologies for absence were received from Ms C Bowes, Mrs P Carpenter, Mr M Castle, 
Mr S Clancy, Mr E Colman, Mr N Dixon, Mr F Eagle, Mr A Grant, Mr M Kiddle-Morris, 
Mr J Mooney, Mr G Peck, Mr A Proctor, Mr W Richmond, Mr B Spratt, Mr M Storey, Mrs 
K Vincent and Mr A White.  

1 Chairman’s Announcements  

1.1 There were no Chairman’s Announcements. 

1.2 The Chairman received a petition containing approximately 6000 signatures titled 
“Reversing the increase in allowances to Norfolk County Councillors”.  

2 Declarations of Interest 

2.1 There were no Declarations of Interest. 

3 Motion 

3.1 The following motion was proposed by Mr S Morphew and seconded by Mr D Roper: 

3.2 “Council agrees to rescind the resolution passed at Council on 11 December 2017 
relating to Councillor allowances and accept the recommendations of the Independent 
Remuneration Panel”.   

3.3 Following debate and upon being put to a recorded vote (Appendix A), with 28 votes in 
favour, 36 votes against and 0 abstentions, the motion was LOST.   

The meeting ended at 11.10 a.m. 

Chairman 

If you need this document in large print, audio, Braille, 
alternative format or in a different language please contact 
Customer Services 0344 800 8020 or 0344 800 8011 
(textphone) and we will do our best to help. 
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Norfolk County Council 
8 January 2018 

 
RECORDED VOTE – Agenda Item 3 – Notice of Motion 

 
For Against Abstain  For  Against Abstain  

X   ADAMS Timothy X   KEMP Alexandra 
Absent ADAMS Tony  X  KIDDIE Keith  

X   AQUARONE Steffan Absent KIDDLE-MORRIS Mark 
 X  ASKEW Stephen  X  LONG Brian 

X   BARNARD Jess  X  MACKIE Ian 
 X  BILLS David X   MAXFIELD Edward 
 X  BORRETT Bill  X  MIDDLETON Graham 

Absent BOWES Claire Absent MOONEY Joe 
 X  BRAME Roy X   MORPHEW Steve 

X   BROCIEK-COULTON 
Julie 

X   NOBBS George 

X   BUTIKOFER Sarah  X  OLIVER Judy 
Absent CARPENTER Penny  X  OLIVER Rhodri  
Absent CASTLE Mick Absent PECK Greg 
Absent CLANCY Stuart Absent PLANT Graham 

X   CLIPSHAM Kim  X  PRICE Richard 
X   COLLIS David Absent PROCTOR Andrew  

Absent COLMAN Ed Absent RICHMOND William 
X   CORLETT Emma X   ROPER Dan 
 X  DARK Stuart  X   ROWNTREE David 
 X  DEWSBURY 

Margaret 

X   RUMSBY Chrissie  

Absent DIXON Nigel X   SANDS Mike 
X   DOUGLAS Danny  X   SEWARD Eric 
 X  DUIGAN Phillip  Absent SMITH Carl 

Absent EAGLE Fabian  X  SMITH Thomas 
X   EAST Tim X   SMITH-CLARE Mike  
 X  EYRE Simon Absent SPRATT Bev 
 X  FISHER John  X  SQUIRE Sandra 
 X  FITZPATRICK Tom  X  STONE Barry 
 X  FOULGER Colin  X  STONE Margaret 
 X  GARROD Tom Absent STOREY Martin 

Absent GRANT Andy X   STRONG Marie  
 X  GURNEY Shelagh  X  THIRTLE Haydn 
 X  HANTON Ron  X  THOMAS Alison 

X   HARRISON David  X  THOMSON Victor 
 X  HORSBRUGH 

Michael Chenery of 

X   TIMEWELL John 

 X  HUMPHREY Harry Absent VINCENT Karen  
 X  ILES Brian X   WALKER Colleen 
 X  JAMIESON Andrew  X  WARD John 

X   JERMY Terry X   WATKINS Brian 
X   JONES Brenda Absent WHITE Tony 
X   JONES Chris  X  WILBY Martin 
 X  JORDAN Cliff  X  YOUNG Sheila 

 

With 28 votes in favour, 36 votes against and 0 abstentions the Motion was LOST.  

APPENDIX A 
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NORFOLK COUNTY COUNCIL 

12 February 2018 
Item No 4 

Norfolk County Council Revenue and Capital Budget 
2018-19 to 2021-22 

To enable Members to reach agreement about the Council’s Revenue and Capital 

Budget 2018-22, there are a suite of reports contained here which cover the following: 

• Briefing for all Councillors from the Executive Director of Finance and

Commercial Services setting out the latest financial position for the Council

including a revised Business Rates position as at 31 January 2018;

• Annexe 1 – Strategic and Financial Planning 2018-19 to 2021-22 and Revenue

Budget 2018-19 [updated from Policy and Resources Committee to reflect the

final financial position and changes as detailed in the Executive Director’s

Briefing];

• Annexe 2 – County Council Budget 2018-19 to 2021-22: Statement on the

Adequacy of Provisions and Reserves 2018-22 [updated from Policy and

Resources Committee to reflect the final financial position and changes as

detailed in the Executive Director’s Briefing];

• Annexe 3 – County Council Budget 2018-19 to 2021-22: Robustness of

Estimates [updated from Policy and Resources Committee to reflect the final

financial position and changes as detailed in the Executive Director’s Briefing];

• Annexe 4 – Capital Strategy and Programme 2018-19 [as presented to Policy

and Resources Committee 29/01/18]; and

• Annexe 5 – Annual Investment and Treasury Strategy 2018-19 [as presented

to Policy and Resources Committee 29/01/18].

The Policy and Resources Committee on 29 January 2018 received the annexed 

reports relating to the Council’s Revenue and Capital Budget for 2018-22. As set out 

above, a number of these reports have been updated to reflect final changes arising 

after the Policy and Resources papers were prepared. The original versions of all 

reports are available on the Council’s website1. 

1http://norfolkcc.cmis.uk.com/norfolkcc/Meetings/tabid/70/ctl/ViewMeetingPublic/mid/397/Meeting/640/
Committee/21/SelectedTab/Documents/Default.aspx  
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RECOMMENDATIONS 

The County Council is recommended to: 

From the Strategic and Financial Planning 2018-19 to 2021-22 and Revenue 
Budget 2018-19 report (Annexe 1): 

1) Agree:

a) An overall County Council Net Revenue Budget of £388.799m for 2018-19,
including budget increases of £137.995m and budget decreases of £108.007m
as set out in Table 8 of this report, and the actions required to deliver the
proposed savings.

b) The budget proposals set out for 2019-20 to 2021-22, including authorising
Chief Officers to take the action required to deliver budget savings for 2019-20
to 2021-22 as appropriate.

c) With regard to the future years, that further plans to meet the remaining budget
shortfalls in the period 2019-20 to 2021-22 are developed and brought back to
Members during 2018-19.

d) To note the advice of the Section 151 Officer, at paragraph 6.1, on the financial
impact of an increase in council tax, as set out in section 8, and confirm, or
otherwise, the assumptions that:

i) the Council’s 2018-19 budget will include a general council tax increase of
2.99% and a precept of 3.00% for Adult Social Care, an overall increase of
5.99% (shown at Appendix D) as recommended by the Executive Director
of Finance and Commercial Services.

ii) the Council’s budget planning in future years will include council tax
increases reflecting forecast levels of CPI, as set out in the Medium Term
Financial Strategy (MTFS Table 5). These council tax assumptions have
regard to the level of referendum threshold expected to be set for the year,
and take into account the Government’s assumptions in the Local
Government Finance Settlement that Local Authorities will raise the
maximum council tax available to them. The final level of council tax for
future years is subject to Member decisions annually.

iii) there will be no increase in the Adult Social Care precept in 2019-20, based
on the current discretions offered by Government.

e) That the Executive Director of Finance and Commercial Services be authorised
to transfer from the County Fund to the Salaries and General Accounts all sums
necessary in respect of revenue and capital expenditure provided in the 2018-
19 Budget, to make payments, to raise and repay loans, and to invest funds.

f) To agree the Medium Term Financial Strategy 2018-22 as set out in Appendix
I, including the two policy objectives to be achieved:
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i) Revenue: To identify further funding or savings for 2019-20 and 2021-22 to 
produce a balanced budget in all years 2018-22 in accordance with the 
timetable set out in the Revenue Budget report (Appendix E).  

ii) Capital: To provide a framework for identifying and prioritising capital 
requirements and proposals to ensure that all capital investment is targeted 
at meeting the Council’s priorities, and to consider options available to 
maximise funding for capital expenditure whilst minimising the impact on 
future revenue budgets. 
 

g) The mitigating actions proposed in the equality and rural impact assessments2 
(Appendix H(i)). 

 
From the County Council Budget 2018-19 to 2021-22: Statement on the 
Adequacy of Provisions and Reserves 2018-22 report (Annexe 2): 
 
2) Agree to: 

 
a) Note the planned reduction in non-schools earmarked and general reserves of 

36.5% over four years, from £74.169m (March 2017) to £47.112m (March 2022) 
(paragraph 5.2); 
 

b) Note the policy on reserves and provisions in Appendix C; 
 

c) Agree, based on current planning assumptions and risk forecasts set out in 
Appendix B: 
 

i. for 2018-19, a minimum level of General Balances of £19.301m, and  
ii. a forecast minimum level for planning purposes of  

 

• 2019-20,       £22.738m; and 

• 2020-21,       £23.578m; and 

• 2021-22,       £23.791m. 
 
as part of the consideration of the budget plans for 2018-22, reflecting the 
transfer of risk from Central to Local Government, and supporting 
recommendations; 
 

d) Agree the use of non-school Earmarked Reserves, as set out in Appendix E. 
 

                                            
2 In agreeing mitigating actions, the Council has a duty under the Equality Act 2010 to have due regard 
to the need to: 

• Eliminate discrimination, harassment, victimisation and any other conduct that is prohibited by 
or under the Act;  

• Advance equality of opportunity between persons who share a relevant protected characteristic 
and persons who do not share it; and 

• Foster good relations between persons who share a relevant protected characteristic and 
persons who do not share it. 
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From the County Council Budget 2018-19 to 2021-22: Robustness of Estimates 
report (Annexe 3): 
 
3) Agree the level of risk and set of assumptions set out in this report, which underpin 

the revenue and capital budget decisions and planning for 2018-22. 
 

From the Capital Strategy and Programme 2018-19 report (Annexe 4): 
 
4) Agree: 

 
a) The proposed 2018-22 capital programme of £428.910m, including the new and 

extended capital schemes outlined in Appendix B; 
 

b) Agree the Capital Strategy at Appendix D as a framework for the prioritisation 
and continued development of the Council’s capital programme; 

 
c) Note capital grant settlements summarised in Section 4; 

 
d) Note the estimated capital receipts to be generated, subject to market 

conditions, over the next three years to support schemes not funded from other 
sources, as set out in Table 5; 

 
e) Recommend to full Council adoption and publication of the Council's Flexible 

Use of Capital Receipts Strategy for 2018-19 to 2022-23 as set out in Section 
5.  
 

From the Annual Investment and Treasury Strategy 2018-19 report (Annexe 5) 
 
5) Agree:  
 

a) the Annual Investment and Treasury Strategy for 2018-19 at Appendix 1, 
including: 
 

i. The capital prudential indicators included in the body of the report, 
ii. The treasury management prudential indicators detailed in Annex 4 and 
iii. The Minimum Revenue Provision Statement 2018-19 at section 5. 

 
 
 

 
ALL REFERENCES IN THE RECOMMENDATIONS  

RELATE TO THE ANNEXED REPORTS 
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BRIEFING FOR COUNCILLORS FROM THE 
EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR OF FINANCE  

AND COMMERCIAL SERVICES 

1. Revenue Budget 2018-19

1.1. Since the preparation of the budget reports for the Policy and Resources 
Committee meeting on 29 January 2018, updated information has been 
received from District Councils in respect of their Business Rates positions for 
the deadline of 31 January 2018. Final information has not been received from 
one District Council, and as such further adjustments remain possible.  

1.2. At the time of preparing this note, the date for publication of final details of the 
Local Government Finance Settlement 2018-19 by the Ministry for Housing, 
Communities and Local Government (MHCLG) has not been set, although 
there are indications it may be published on 5 February 2018. For the 
purposes of setting the 2018-19 Budget, it has been assumed that there 
will be no substantive changes between the provisional and final 
settlement allocations. Any variations arising from the Final Settlement will 
be reported to Members as part of the usual monitoring processes through the 
year.  

1.3. As set out in the covering note, the Revenue Budget and some of the other 
technical reports considered by Policy and Resources Committee have been 
updated to reflect key changes. The financial impacts of all changes for 2018-
19 are set out in Table 3 below, and include: 

• Confirmation of the final Business Rates (NNDR1) position received from
six of seven District Councils;

• Proposals that income available from the final Business Rates forecasts be
used to mitigate existing budget pressures which have been identified as
follows:
o A reduction in the Council’s allocation of Extended Rights to Free

Travel funding notified 26 January 2018; and
o An additional allocation for Treasury Management. Further review of

cashflow forecasts has indicated that there is a likely need for the
council to borrow funds this year as part of the financing of the capital
programme. The council had previously assumed continuing to
borrow internally, however the Public Works Loan Board (PWLB)
borrowing rates are very attractive making it a sensible time for the
authority to borrow.

• Transfer of savings proposed within the Community and Environmental
Services departmental budgets:

o Savings relating to the Historic Environment service, and Environment
Management service, to be transferred from Communities Committee to
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EDT Committee. This change results in a transfer of savings totalling 
£0.095m to the EDT Committee budget; 

o Savings relating to vacancy management and streamlined management
arrangements to be transferred from EDT Committee to Communities
Committee. This change results in a transfer of savings totalling £0.159m
to the Communities Committee budget;

o The net impact being an increase in the savings to be delivered by
Communities Committee of £0.064m;

• Changes to the forecast timing of use of the iBCF reserve (shown in Annexe
2); and

• Cost neutral changes between Committees have been added following
reconciliation of budgets.

1.4. In addition, the County Council budget papers have been updated to reflect 
final inflation estimates for future years. The increased inflation forecast means 
that the overall gap position for future years has increased to £94.695m.   

1.5. The following changes, which have no financial impact on the budget position, 
have also been made to the budget papers: 

• Appendix G (unconfirmed draft Service Committee minutes) has been added
to the Revenue Budget report (Annexe 1);

• Proposed council tax precept dates in the Revenue Budget report (Appendix D
of Annexe 1) have been amended to bring them in line with the Government’s
2018-19 payment dates for Revenue Support Grant and Business Rates, which
were confirmed 22 January 2018 following the publication of P&R papers;

• Paragraphs 8.32 and 8.33 of the Revenue Budget report (Annexe 1) have been
updated to reflect the response from District Councils regarding an alternative
proposal for the sharing of Second Homes council tax income received
following the publication of Policy and Resources papers.

• Table 8 of the Revenue Budget report (Annexe 1) has been amended to show
Children’s Services and Adult Social Care against the correct budgets.

2. Final Local Government Finance Settlement

2.1. The Final Local Government Settlement 2018-19 has not yet been debated by 
Parliament. As set out above, the date for publication of the Final Settlement 
by MHCLG has also not yet been confirmed. The 2018-19 budget reports for 
County Council assume that there will be no change between the Provisional 
and Final Settlement figures. Any changes in the Final Settlement figures will 
be reported to Members via the usual monitoring processes, and may need to 
be addressed through the use of general reserves where appropriate.   

2.2. As set out in the Revenue Budget report (Annexe 1) paragraph 9.12, the 
Government has confirmed that there were errors in the provisional settlement 
relating to the data used in the calculation of top-ups and tariffs within the 
business rates system, which will result in changes in the allocations for 
individual councils. The latest information available now suggests there will be 
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only a minimal adjustment for the County Council, but this will not be confirmed 
until the Final Settlement is published.   

 
2.3. Table 1 below shows the provisional figures for the Settlement Funding 

Assessment. The provisional Settlement Funding Assessment for 2018-19 is 
£207.151m, a reduction of £15.542m when compared to the 2017-18 actual 
allocation. 

 
Table 1: Provisional Local Government Finance Settlement 2018-19 
 

 2018-19 
Provisional 

 £m 
Settlement Funding Assessment 
Changes:  
Settlement Funding Assessment 207.151 
Received through:  
Revenue Support Grant 58.035 
Business Rates Baseline 149.116 
 via        Top-up 123.109 
              Retained rates 26.007 

 

3. NNDR1 Forecast of Business Rates 
 

3.1. District Councils have now provided updated Business Rates figures, which 
result in an overall increase in Business Rates income of £0.923m when 
compared to the provisional figures reported to Policy and Resources 
Committee. The movement represents an increase in the County Council’s 
share of Business Rates, notified to the County Council by Districts by the 
deadline of 31 January 2018. The change is mainly due to increases in Section 
31 Grant as set out below. 

 
3.2. At the Autumn Budget, the Chancellor of the Exchequer announced various 

changes to the business rates system. Some of these changes have an impact 
on local authorities’ business rate income in 2018-19. The Government has 
undertaken to compensate local authorities for the loss of income they suffer 
as a result of these changes. Compensation will be provided by means of a 
grant payment to authorities under section 31 of the Local Government Act 
2003. NNDR1 returns forecasting business rates income for 2018-19 have now 
been received from the District Councils. These returns have resulted in 
additional Section 31 Grant due to the County Council to compensate for the 
relief decisions taken by Government, which are higher than had previously 
been budgeted for in the position presented at Policy and Resources 
Committee. 

 
3.3. The latest forecast position based on the NNDR1 returns is therefore an 

increase in forecast income of £0.923m, as set out in Table 2. 
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Table 2: Business Rates 
 
 2018-19 

Original 
Forecast 

(P&R) 

2018-19 
Latest 

Forecast 
(NNDR1) 

Change 

 £m £m £m 
Business Rates – retained  -26.240 -26.083 0.157 

Business Rates – Section 31 
Grant 

-4.489 -5.564 -1.075 

Business Rates – top-up -123.109 -123.115 -0.005 
Total Business Rates forecast -153.838 -154.762 -0.923 

 

4. 2018-19 Budget Position 
 

4.1. Policy and Resources Committee considered the proposed 2018-19 Budget 
29 January 2018. The budget was recommended to County Council by the 
Committee without amendment, incorporating the proposed removal and 
changes to savings recommended by the Environment, Development and 
Transport Committee.      
 

4.2. The following table sets out details of all changes from the budget report 
presented to Policy and Resources Committee. There is no change to the 
overall net budget (council tax) position for 2018-19.  
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Table 3: Budget changes compared to Policy and Resources proposals 
 

 2018-19 2019-20 2020-21 2021-22 
 £m £m £m £m 
Net Budget reported to Policy 
and Resources Committee 29 
January 2018 

388.799 417.862 475.678 501.312 

     
Net change carried forward from 
previous years 

0.000 0.000 0.796 1.347 

     
Additional Business Rates 
income – based on final NNDR1 
returns 

-0.923 0.218 0.000 0.000 

Revised allocation of Extended 
Rights to Free Travel Grant 

0.022 0.050 0.050 0.050 

Treasury Management 0.895 0.000 0.000 0.000 

Final inflation for County Council 0.006 0.528 0.501 0.502 
     

Total change in Net Budget  0.000 0.796 0.551 0.552 
     
Net Budget for agreement by 
County Council 12 February 
2018 

388.799 418.658 477.025 503.211 

     
Forecast budget deficit 0.000 22.089 48.453 24.153 
     
Re-profile 2021-22 savings 
requirement 

0.000 12.076 12.077 -24.153 

Budget deficit as at County 
Council 

0.000 34.165 60.530 0.000 

 
4.3. The variations arising from these changes, and the latest Business Rates 

forecasts, are reflected in Table 4 below. 
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Table 4: 2018-19 Revenue Budget  
 

 

2017-18 
Base Budget 

Budget 
increase incl. 

costs & 
Funding 

decreases 

Budget 
decrease incl. 

savings & 
Funding 

increases 

2018-19 
Recommended 

Budget 

 £m £m £m £m 

Adult Social Care 261.453 44.706 -53.693 252.466 

Children’s Services 177.351 15.315 -6.718 185.948 

Environment 
Development and 
Transport  

134.236 6.900 -37.233 103.902 

Communities 48.811 2.383 -4.327 46.868 

Business and Property 9.039 0.558 -1.556 8.041 

Digital Innovation and 
Efficiency 

16.048 0.454 -3.304 13.198 

Policy and Resources -288.125 67.679 -1.177 -221.623 

TOTAL 358.812 137.995 -108.007 388.799 

There may be differences in the table above due to the rounding of figures. 

 
4.4. This final financial position is reflected in the updated technical budget reports 

elsewhere on this agenda. 
 
 

Simon George 
Executive Director of Finance and Commercial Services 

 
 

 

If you need this report in large print, audio, Braille, 
alternative format or in a different language please 
contact 0344 800 8020 or 0344 800 8011 
(textphone) and we will do our best to help. 
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ANNEXE 1 – REPORT AMENDED FROM: 

Policy and Resources Committee 
AS SET OUT IN THE BRIEFING FOR COUNCILLORS FROM 

THE EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR OF FINANCE AND 
COMMERCIAL SERVICES 

Item No 10 
 

Report title: Strategic and Financial Planning 2018-19 to 2021-
22 and Revenue Budget 2018-19 

Date of meeting: 29 January 2018 
Responsible Chief 
Officer: 

Executive Director of Finance and Commercial 
Services – Simon George 

Strategic impact 
 
This report sets out the overall direction of travel for strategic and financial planning for 
2018-19 to 2021-22 and provides the detailed financial information to support the Policy 
and Resources Committee’s Revenue Budget and council tax recommendations to the 
County Council. It explains the background to planning for the 2018-19 Revenue Budget, 
includes initial growth and savings proposals for budget planning for 2019-20 to 2021-22, 
and proposes the level of council tax in 2018-19. 
 

 

Executive summary 
 
Norfolk County Council is due to agree its budget for 2018-19, and Medium Term Financial 
Strategy to 2021-22, on 12 February 2018. The Policy and Resources Committee works 
with Service Committees to coordinate the budget setting process and to develop a robust 
and deliverable whole-council budget. Service Committees review and advise on budget 
plans for their service areas, taking into account the overall planning context as advised by 
Policy and Resources.  
 
This report forms a key part of the strategic and financial planning framework for the 
council. It builds on reports received by this Committee in July, September, October and 
November to set out the detailed revenue budget proposals for 2018-19. 
 
As part of the preparation of the 2018-19 Budget, the council has: 

• reviewed the performance in the delivery of savings during 2017-18; 

• considered the overspend pressures within the current year, 2017-18;  

• considered the resources available to support the delivery of services in 2018-19; 

• developed new savings proposals for 2018-19 and beyond;  

• considered the need for further investment to support service delivery; and 

• re-assessed the deliverability and timing of planned savings for 2018-19 onwards.     
 
As a result, the council’s budget proposals for 2018-19 focus its total resources of £1.4billion 
on meeting the needs of residents. Following the allocation of additional resources in 2017-
18, the council is making a further significant investment to protect social care services 
including: 
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• In Adult Social Care: 
o The use of the Improved Better Care Fund agreed in July 2017; and 

o The use of the Adult Social Care precept to fund care market costs that are 

above inflation, and demographic growth pressures. 

 

• In Children’s Services £18.550m to support the budget: 
o £9.000m on an on-going basis to address existing budget overspend 

pressures (continuing the funding provided as a one-off in 2017-18); 
o £6.000m to address 2017-18 budget pressures which have emerged 

including increased numbers of Looked After Children;  
o £2.000m held within Finance General budgets to fund the agreed one-off 

£12.000m Children’s Services investment over the next few years; and 

o £1.550m for the costs of COMPASS (which supports young people who are 
looked after (LAC) or are at risk of being taken into care) and PIMHS (Peri-
natal Infant Mental Health Services).  

 
This report sets out the latest information on the Provisional Local Government Finance 
Settlement and the financial and planning context for the County Council for 2018-19. It 
summarises the saving proposals for 2018-19, the proposed cash limited revenue budget 
based on all current proposals and identified pressures, and the proposed capital 
programme.  
 
It also details the feedback received to consultation on specific savings proposals and 
summarises the findings and mitigating actions of rural and equality assessments.  
 
The information in this report is intended to enable the Policy and Resources Committee to 
consider how these proposals contribute to delivering an overall balanced budget for the 
whole council, and take a considered view of all relevant factors in order to agree budget 
proposals for 2018-19 and the financial strategy to 2021-22, in order to recommend these 
to County Council when it meets on 12 February 2018 to agree the final budget and Medium 
Term Financial Strategy for 2018-22. The committee is also responsible for approving 
proposals in relation to the budgets for which it is directly responsible.  
 
Taking into account the council’s overall budgetary position, consultation responses, 
feedback from Service Committees, and the recommendation of the Executive Director of 
Finance and Commercial Services, this report has been prepared on the basis of an 
increase in council tax of 2.99%, plus a 3.00% increase in council tax in respect of 
the Adult Social Care precept, an overall increase in council tax of 5.99%. This reflects 
the additional 1% on general council tax which can be raised before a local referendum is 
required, which was announced in the provisional settlement. This means general council 
tax can be raised by 3%, which brings the increase in line with inflation. It also makes use 
of the discretion offered by the Government to bring forward (into 2017-18 and 2018-19) 
the increases in the Adult Social Care precept initially planned for 2019-20. As a result there 
will be no scope to increase the Adult Social Care precept in 2019-20.  
 
Policy and Resources Committee is recommended to: 
 
1) Note the specific recommendations for budgets and savings proposals relating 

to Policy and Resources Committee’s own budgets as set out in Appendix C and 
detailed in Appendix F.  
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2) Note the statements regarding the robustness of budget estimates, assumptions 
and risks relating to the 2018-19 budget, set out in section 6, section 9, and the 
separate report on the Robustness of Estimates elsewhere on the agenda.  

 
3) Note the feedback from Service Committees, and the further changes required 

to deliver a balanced budget as set out in this report (paragraph 9.11 and Table 
7). 

 
4) Consider and comment on the findings of equality and rural assessments, 

linked at Appendix H(ii) to this report, and in doing so, note the Council’s duty 
under the Equality Act 2010 to have due regard to the need to: 
 

• Eliminate discrimination, harassment, victimisation and any other conduct 
that is prohibited by or under the Act;  

• Advance equality of opportunity between persons who share a relevant 
protected characteristic and persons who do not share it; and 

• Foster good relations between persons who share a relevant protected 
characteristic and persons who do not share it. 

 
5) Agree to recommend to County Council: 
 

a) An overall County Council Net Revenue Budget of £388.799m for 2018-19, 
including budget increases of £137.995m and budget decreases of 
£108.007m as set out in Table 8 of this report, and the actions required to 
deliver the proposed savings. 
 

b) The budget proposals set out for 2019-20 to 2021-22, including authorising 
Chief Officers to take the action required to deliver budget savings for 2019-
20 to 2021-22 as appropriate. 

 
c) With regard to the future years, that further plans to meet the remaining 

budget shortfalls in the period 2019-20 to 2021-22 are developed and brought 
back to Members during 2018-19.  
 

d) To note the advice of the Section 151 Officer, at paragraph 6.1, on the 
financial impact of an increase in council tax, as set out in section 8, and 
confirm, or otherwise, the assumptions that: 
 
i) the Council’s 2018-19 budget will include a general council tax increase of 

2.99% and a precept of 3.00% for Adult Social Care, an overall increase of 
5.99% (shown at Appendix D) as recommended by the Executive Director 
of Finance and Commercial Services. 

ii) the Council’s budget planning in future years will include council tax 
increases reflecting forecast levels of CPI, as set out in the Medium Term 
Financial Strategy (MTFS Table 5). These council tax assumptions have 
regard to the level of referendum threshold expected to be set for the 
year, and take into account the Government’s assumptions in the Local 
Government Finance Settlement that Local Authorities will raise the 
maximum council tax available to them. The final level of council tax for 
future years is subject to Member decisions annually.  

iii) there will be no increase in the Adult Social Care precept in 2019-20, 
based on the current discretions offered by Government. 
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e) That the Executive Director of Finance and Commercial Services be 

authorised to transfer from the County Fund to the Salaries and General 
Accounts all sums necessary in respect of revenue and capital expenditure 
provided in the 2018-19 Budget, to make payments, to raise and repay loans, 
and to invest funds. 
 

f) To agree the Medium Term Financial Strategy 2018-22 as set out in Appendix 
I, including the two policy objectives to be achieved: 
 
i) Revenue: To identify further funding or savings for 2019-20 and 2021-22 to 

produce a balanced budget in all years 2018-22 in accordance with the 
timetable set out in the Revenue Budget report (Appendix E).  

ii) Capital: To provide a framework for identifying and prioritising capital 
requirements and proposals to ensure that all capital investment is 
targeted at meeting the Council’s priorities, and to consider options 
available to maximise funding for capital expenditure whilst minimising 
the impact on future revenue budgets. 

 
g) The mitigating actions proposed in the equality and rural impact 

assessments (Appendix H(i)). 
 

 

1. Background 
 
1.1. The County Council has a well-established approach to medium term service and 

financial planning. This year, the budget-setting process has been closely aligned 
with development of the new Council vision “Caring for our County”, which is 
submitted to the committee elsewhere on the agenda, together with the Council’s 
strategy for translating that vision into delivery. 
  

1.2. The budget process is based on development of a rolling Medium Term Financial 
Strategy with an annual budget agreed each year. The planning cycle for 2018-19 
to 2021-22 began in July 2017 when Policy and Resources Committee considered 
a report “Strategic and Financial Planning 2018-19 to 2021-22” on 3 July 2017, 
which set out a forecast gap of £100.000m for the period to 2021-22. This paper 
now sets out the latest information on the Local Government Finance Settlement 
and the financial and planning context for the County Council for 2018-19 to 2021-
22. It summarises the Committee’s pressures, changes and savings proposals for 
2018-19, the proposed cash limit revenue budget based on all current proposals 
and identified pressures, and the proposed capital programme.   
 

1.3. This report brings together the outcome of committee discussions and public 
consultation, and provides the latest information on the provisional Local 
Government Finance Settlement. It is intended to enable the Policy and Resources 
Committee to consider how these proposals contribute to delivering an overall 
balanced budget for the whole council, and take a considered view of all relevant 
factors in order to agree budget proposals for 2018-19 and the financial strategy 
to 2021-22, in order to recommend these to Full Council when it meets on 12 
February 2018 to agree the final budget and strategy for 2018-22. 
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2. County Council Strategy and Norfolk Futures 
 
2.1. The County Council Strategy sets out new ways of working and plans for a 

transformation programme, Norfolk Futures, which will change how Council 
services are delivered in future. Carried out successfully, the transformation 
programme will allow us to deliver better outcomes for people while remaining 
financially stable.  
  

2.2. The Council has started piloting seven flagship priorities to deliver these principles. 
This comprises a number of initiatives focused on demand management, 
prevention and early help, and a locality focus to service provision, as referenced 
in the “Strategic and Financial Planning 2018-19 to 2021-22” report presented at 
Policy and Resources 30 October 2017.   
   

2.3. Norfolk Futures will focus on delivering the administration’s manifesto priorities 
over the Medium Term Financial Strategy period and includes: 
 

• Local Service Strategy 

• Safer children and resilient families 

• Promoting independence for vulnerable adults 

• Smarter information and advice 

• Towards a Housing Strategy 

• Digital Norfolk 

• Commercialisation 
 

2.4. Further details of the Strategy are set out in the “County Council Vision and 
Strategy” report elsewhere on the agenda.  

 

3. Strategic financial context 
 

3.1. The financial context in which the council operates continues to be extremely 
challenging, with substantial ongoing reductions in core government grant having 
taken place since 2010. Local authorities face a growing gap between funding and 
service pressures, driven in part by demographic changes, unfunded new burdens 
such as the National Living Wage, and the needs of vulnerable social care users 
becoming increasingly complex. The underfunding of statutory services also 
places increasing pressures on discretionary and preventative services. The Local 
Government Association (LGA) has identified a funding gap of £5.8bn by 2019-20 
for the local government sector as a whole, as well as £1.3bn which is needed now 
to stabilise the ASC provider market.1 The LGA estimates that Children’s services 
will be facing a £2bn funding gap by 2020.2 
 

3.2. County councils in particular face some unique challenges within the local 
government family and analysis of Core Spending Power (CSP) information 
published alongside the provisional local government finance settlement 2018-19 
demonstrates that Core Spending Power and settlement funding assessment per 
dwelling is lower in shire county areas than for any other authority type, while the 

                                            
1 Adult Social Care Funding, State of the Nation 2017, LGA, October 2017, 
https://www.local.gov.uk/adult-social-care-funding-state-nation-october-2017. 
2 Bright Futures – getting the best for children, young people and families, LGA, October 2017, 
https://www.local.gov.uk/bright-futures-getting-best-children-young-people-and-families.  
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assumed level of council tax is higher. In other words, shire areas receive lower 
funding per dwelling overall, but are expected to fund a larger amount locally 
as shown in the table below.  
 

Table 1: Core Spending Power by local authority type 2018-19 
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  £m £m £m Number £ £ £ 

Shire County 
Areas  

16,218.236 11,478.891 3,745.366 9,777,474 1,658.73 1,174.01 383.06 

Unitary 
Authorities 

9,344.012 5,621.036 3,114.920 5,555,949 1,681.80 1,011.71 560.65 

Metropolitan 
Districts 

9,173.609 4,452.220 4,082.380 5,160,401 1,777.69 862.77 791.10 

London 
Boroughs 

6,750.302 3,359.996 2,901.229 3,582,360 1,884.32 937.93 809.87 

 
3.3. Against this background, the Government has previously announced plans to 

move towards a system of increased self-sufficiency for local government, 
including greater local retention of business rates funding. Alongside the 
Provisional Local Government Finance Settlement 2018-19, the Secretary of State 
for Housing, Communities and Local Government confirmed that the Government 
is now working towards implementing 75% Business Rates Retention and 
launched a further consultation, the Fair Funding Review: a review of relative 
needs and resources, which is intended to ensure that funding allocations reflect 
spending needs and take into account the ability to raise income locally. Both 75% 
Business Rates Retention and the Fair Funding Review are intended to be 
implemented in 2020-21. It will be critical that inequalities such as those identified 
above are addressed through the Fair Funding Review.     
 

3.4. The system of 75% Business Rates Retention will involve the rolling in of Revenue 
Support Grant and Public Health Grant. It is likely that council services will 
therefore be funded from 2020-21 through a system of locally retained business 
rates, council tax, miscellaneous locally generated revenue streams, and a 
residual element of central government funding. The precise details of these 
proposals are still emerging but there will be increased incentives for councils to 
place a priority on their role in generating economic growth. This will include 
developing the right conditions for businesses to grow, people to work, and places 
to thrive whilst running services on the most efficient basis so as to keep costs to 
a minimum.  
 

3.5. The Council’s responses to these budget pressures are set out in this paper, with 
the key focus being how plans can contribute to the preparation of a robust budget 
for the whole Council for 2018-19. 
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3.6. Over the period from 2010-11 to 2017-18, Norfolk County Council’s share of cuts 
has seen the authority lose £188.605m in Government funding while the actual net 
income on many of the Council’s services have continued to go up. For example, 
last year alone, extra demands on children’s services and adult’s social care 
services arising from circumstances outside of the Council’s control – such as 
inflation, and changes in Norfolk’s population profile – cost another £22.180m. 
Absorbing ongoing spending reductions of this scale requires the Council to keep 
its business and operations under constant review, and to continually seek to 
deliver services in the most effective way possible, for the lowest cost.  

 

4. The Council’s planning process for the 2018-19 Budget 
 
4.1. The Council’s budget planning for 2018-19 has been undertaken on the following 

timetable. 
 

Table 2: Budget and Service Planning Timetable 2018-19 
 

Activity/Milestone Time frame 

County Council agree recommendations for 2017-20 

including that further plans to meet the shortfall for 2018-19 

to 2019-20 are brought back to Members during 2017-18 

20 February 2017 

Spring Budget 2017 announced 8 March 2017 

Consider implications of service and financial guidance and 

context, and review / develop service planning options for 

2018-20 

March – June 2017 

Executive Director of Finance and Commercial Services to 

commission review of 2016-17 outturn and 2017-18 Period 

2 monitoring to identify funding from earmarked reserves to 

support Children’s Services budget.  

June 2017 

Member review of the latest financial position on the 

financial planning for 2018-20 (Policy and Resources 

Committee) 

July 2017 

Member review of budget planning position including early 

savings proposals 

September – 

October 2017 

Consultation on new planning proposals and council tax 

2018-21 

October to 

December 2017 / 

January 2018 

Service reporting to Members of service and budget 

planning – review of progress against three year plan and 

planning options 

November 2017 

Chancellor’s Autumn Budget 2017 22 November 2017 

Provisional Local Government Finance Settlement 19 December 2017 

Service reporting to Members of service and financial 

planning and consultation feedback 
January 2018 

Committees agree revenue budget and capital programme 

recommendations to Policy and Resources Committee 
Late January 2018 

Policy and Resources Committee agree revenue budget 

and capital programme recommendations to County 

Council 

29 January 2018 
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Activity/Milestone Time frame 

Confirmation from Districts of council tax base and 

Business Rate forecasts 
31 January 2018 

Final Local Government Finance Settlement TBC February 2018 

County Council agree Medium Term Financial Strategy 

2018-19 to 2020-21, revenue budget, capital programme 

and level of council tax for 2018-19 

12 February 2018 

 
4.2. In February 2017, the Council agreed the budget for 2017-18, and a three year 

Medium Term Financial Strategy (MTFS) taking account of the four year settlement 
figures provided by the Government. This included agreement of net planned 
savings of £72.737m for 2017-18 to 2019-20, which resulted in a forecast gap for 
the years 2018-19 and 2019-20 of £35.015m (£16.125m in 2018-19, and 
£18.890m in 2019-20). 
 

4.3. In July 2017 Policy and Resources Committee received a report setting out details 
of the latest forecast budget gap for the four year period to 2021-22, which was 
identified as £100.000m as a result of further budget pressures and changes 
identified. This was followed in September with reports to Service Committees to 
set out the allocation of savings targets required to aid in closing this projected 
gap.  
 

4.4. In October, Service Committees then reported to Policy and Resources on the 
savings proposals identified to assist in closing the forecast gap for 2018-19. The 
total gross savings proposed were £41.594m. Policy and Resources Committee 
also considered a number of further changes to the Council’s budget planning 
including the reversal and delay of a number of savings agreed as part of the 2017-
18 Budget that had been identified as no longer deliverable in 2018-19. After new 
savings had been included, against the target, a budget gap of £7.806m 
remained for 2018-19 and £63.351m for the MTFS planning period 2018-22. 
Policy and Resources Committee launched consultation on £3.580m of savings for 
2018-19, and the level of council tax for the year, in order for Service Committees 
to consider the outcomes of consultation in January to inform their budget setting 
decisions. 
 

4.5. In November, Service Committees were updated on the position reported to Policy 
and Resources Committee but were not asked to identify further savings. In view 
of the remaining gap position for 2018-19, Committees were advised that any 
change to planned savings or removal of proposals would require alternative 
savings to be identified.    
 

4.6. The budget position and the associated assumptions are kept under continuous 
review. The latest financial planning position, and details of all Service Committee 
savings proposals, are set out later in this report. 
 

5. The Autumn Budget 2017 and the Provisional Local Government 
Settlement 2018-19 

 
5.1. The Autumn Budget, announced by the Chancellor of the Exchequer, Philip 

Hammond, on Wednesday 22 November 2017 contained relatively few 
announcements with implications for the County Council. The Chancellor 
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characterised it as a “balanced approach” being adopted in the Budget, including 
preparing for the exit from the EU, maintaining fiscal responsibility, investing in 
skills and infrastructure, supporting housebuilding and home ownership and 
helping families with the rising cost of living.   
 

5.2. The provisional Local Government Finance Settlement for 2018-19 was 
announced on 19 December 2017. The 2018-19 Settlement represents the third 
year of the four year certainty offer which began in 2016-17, and was described by 
the Government as providing a path to a new system which will build on the current 
50% retention scheme and will see councils retain an increased proportion of 
locally collected business rates.  The Ministry for Housing, Communities and Local 
Government (MHCLG, formerly the Department for Communities and Local 
Government (DCLG)) plans to implement the latest phase of the Business Rates 
Retention Scheme (BRRS) in 2020-21, which will see 75% of business rates 
retained by local government. This is to be achieved by rolling in existing grants 
including Public Health Grant and Revenue Support Grant. Local Government will 
also retain a 75% share of growth from the 2020-21 reset onwards. 100% Business 
Rates pilots are continuing with a number of new pilots announced for 2018-19. 
Norfolk was not one of the 2018-19 pilots, although there may be a further 
opportunity to apply to participate in 2019-20. 
 

5.3. In recognition of the pressures facing local government, the settlement includes 
plans for the core council tax referendum limit of 2% to be increased by 1% to 
allow a maximum increase of 3% before a local referendum is required (in line 
with inflation) in both 2018-19 and 2019-20. The implications of this are discussed 
in the section on the latest 2018-19 budget position below. 
 

5.4. The settlement acknowledged concerns about planned reductions to Rural 
Services Delivery Grant (RSDG) and as a result this is to be increased by £15m in 
2018-19 – so that RSDG will remain at £65m throughout the settlement period (i.e. 
to 2019-20). There has been no change to the distribution methodology, which 
means an additional (one-off) £0.737m for the County Council in 2018-19.  
 

5.5. The Government set out plans to look at options for dealing with the negative 
Revenue Support Grant (RSG) allocations within the settlement which appear in 
2019-20, and intends to consult in the spring to inform planning for the 2019-20 
settlement. It should be noted that Norfolk is not in a negative RSG position during 
the four year settlement. The Government has also published a formal consultation 
on the review of relative needs and resources, intended to deliver an updated and 
more responsive distribution methodology for funding to be implemented from 
2020-21. 
 

5.6. No new funding has been announced for social care. However the Government 
has recognised that a long term solution to adequately funding social care services 
is required, and confirmed that a green paper on future challenges within adult 
social care is due to be published in summer 2018. There was no mention in the 
settlement of any funding for the recently announced local government pay offer 
for 2018-19 and 2019-20 of 2% in each year, with higher increases for those 
earning less that £19,430. There was also no extension of the Transitional Grant 
provided in 2016-17 and 2017-18, which has ceased in 2018-19. 
 

5.7. The Council received confirmation from the Ministry for Housing, Communities and 
Local Government (MHCLG, formerly the Department for Communities and Local 
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Government (DCLG)) on 16 November 2016 that its Efficiency Plan3 submission 
had been accepted. This means that the Council is formally on the multi-year 
settlement and can expect to receive the allocations published and confirmed as 
part of the 2018-19 settlement for the period to 2019-20 (subject to future events 
such as transfers of functions and barring exceptional circumstances). The multi-
year settlement does not include all of the funding in the local government 
settlement. The relevant elements that are included are: 

 
Table 3: Certainty funding allocations for Norfolk County Council 
 

 2018-19 2019-20 

 £m £m 

Revenue Support 
Grant (RSG) 

58.035 38.810 

Transitional Grant - - 

Rural Services 
Delivery Grant 

3.195 3.195 

Total 61.230 42.005 

 
5.8. As set out above, the 2018-19 provisional settlement has confirmed that nationally 

Rural Services Delivery Grant (RSDG) allocations within the certainty funding offer 
are to be increased by £15m in 2018-19 – so RSDG will remain at £65m throughout 
the settlement period (i.e. to 2019-20). Based on no change to the distribution 
methodology, this means an additional £0.737m for the County Council in 2018-
19. 
 

5.9. The Provisional Local Government Settlement 2018-19 provides provisional 
funding details for 2018-19, and is expected to be confirmed in early February 
2018. The Settlement Funding Assessment (made up of Revenue Support Grant 
and Business Rates funding) is £0.308m lower than expected in 2018-19 due to 
changes in the baseline funding level.  
 

5.10. The Settlement Funding Assessment for 2017-18 is £222.693m, for 2018-19 the 
Settlement Funding Assessment reduced by £15.542m to £207.151m. This was 
already included in the Council’s budget planning.  
 

5.11. The publication of the settlement represented the start of the consultation period 
for the 2018-19 Draft Local Government Finance Report. The deadline for the 
submission of responses to the consultation was 16 January 2018. 

 
5.12. In spite of the welcome additional clarity from the four year settlement, significant 

uncertainty remains about the implications of the Government’s latest plans for 
business rates localisation, intended to be in place for 2020-21. Announcements 
of funding for social care have not represented new or permanent allocations of 
funding but rather temporary monies. As such the underlying funding crisis for 
social care remains unaddressed and as a result the County Council continues to 
face major financial challenges and considerable planning uncertainty. 
Nonetheless, taken together, the Autumn Budget and Provisional Settlement 
represent a key input for the Council’s budget and service planning over the next 

                                            
3 https://www.norfolk.gov.uk/-/media/norfolk/downloads/what-we-do-and-how-we-work/budget-and-
council-tax/efficiency-plan.pdf?la=en  
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four years, and will be one of the many elements that the Council will need to take 
into account in determining its savings proposals and budget for 2018-19, and its 
financial plans up to 2021-22. 

 

6. The Council’s budget planning assumptions 2018-19 
 

6.1. The Council’s budget planning assumes: 
 

• A CPI (2.99%) increase in council tax above the 3.00% Adult Social Care 
precept, based on the updated assumptions used by the Government in the 
provisional 2018-19 local government finance settlement. Any reduction in this 
increase will require additional savings to be found. It should be noted that 
currently CPI is running at 3.0%4. The assumed council tax increases are 
subject to Full Council’s decisions on the levels of council tax, which will be 
made before the start of each financial year. In addition to an annual increase 
in the level of council tax (but with no increase in council tax in 2021-22), the 
budget assumes modest annual tax base increases of 0.5%;  

• That Revenue Support Grant will entirely disappear in 2020-21. This 
equates to a pressure of around £39m, but significant uncertainty is 
attached to this and clearly the level of savings required in year three 
could be materially lower should this loss of funding not take place; 

• 2017-18 Budget and savings will be delivered in line with current plans (no 
overspend); 

• Use of additional Adult Social Care funding during 2017-18 and future years as 
agreed by Adult Social Care Committee 10 July 2017, with no changes to the 
overall funding allocations in 2018-19; 

• 2017-18 growth in Children's Services is included as an ongoing pressure and 
additional investment is included within Children’s Services budgets to reflect 
2017-18 pressures;  

• Ongoing annual pressures will exist in waste budgets from 2019-20;  

• Pressures in Minimum Revenue Provision (MRP) budgets will be felt from 
2020-21; and 

• That undeliverable savings have been removed as set out elsewhere in this 
report, and that all the remaining savings proposed and included for 2018-19 
can be successfully achieved. 

 
6.2. The Executive Director of Finance and Commercial Services’ judgement on 

the robustness of the 2018-19 Budget is substantially based upon these 
assumptions.  

 
7. Investing in Norfolk’s priorities 

 
7.1. At a time of significant and sustained financial pressure, the Council has continued 

to invest in infrastructure through significant capital projects; it has invested to 
support and sustain a strong care market through funding for pressures such as 

                                            
4 UK consumer price inflation: December 2017, published by the Office for National Statistics: 
https://www.ons.gov.uk/economy/inflationandpriceindices/bulletins/consumerpriceinflation/december2017 
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the living wage, and has protected children’s services as it continues on its 
improvement journey.  
 

7.2. Protection for social care services in the 2018-19 Budget includes:   
 

Within Adult Social Care budgets:  

• Improved Better Care Fund: The improved better care fund includes both 
recurrent funding and use of the one-off additional social care grant announced 
within the Spring Budget 2017. The three year plan covering the period 2017-
2020 setting out the use of this funding was agreed by the County Council and 
health partners in July 2017. The budget proposals for 2018-19 incorporate the 
agreed use of this funding and where plans will not be implemented in full in 
2017-18, it includes the use of one-off funding carried forward from 2017-18.  
Not including any carried forward of funding, the planned use of the improved 
better care fund in 2018-19 will total £27.726m. This includes £11.885m for 
protection of social care, which has minimised the need for the service to 
identify further savings as part of the corporate budget planning process; 
£10.8m to help sustain the care system, through increasing prices, 
implementing the home support framework, managing additional costs from 
national living wage legislation and purchase of care; and continued investment 
in social work capacity and interventions to reduce delayed transfers of care 
from hospital. 

• Adult Social Care Precept: The County Council Medium Term Financial 
Strategy (MTFS) includes increasing the adult social care precept by 3%. It is 
estimated based on current projections that this will provide funding of £10.8m, 
this figure will be revised prior to County Council to reflect final district council 
figures. This funding will support adult social care services. Predominately, the 
funding helps support the additional pressures faced by adult social services 
including additional inflation to reflect care market costs that are above 
inflation, totalling £5.709m and demographic growth pressures totalling 
£6.134m. 

• Pressures: The budget plans set out in the Adults Service Committee report, 
include cost pressures facing the service in 2018-19. Demographic pressures 
total £6.134m and reflect rising demand for services as people live longer and 
transition of service users from children’s services to adult social care. The 
implementation of the national living wage is supported by the council. As well 
as meeting legislation for the Council’s staff and council owned companies, the 
increase in pay costs is reflected in the assessment of fee uplifts to providers 
and within the rate of direct payments for service users. The budget plans 
support new cost pressures for the service, totalling £42.015m. Including 
reversal of some pressures relating to 2017/18 and planned usage of iBCF 
funding from reserves, the net pressures for 2018/19 total £30.934m. These 
include: 

o Staff pay – 2% (£0.847m) 
o Price inflation – 2.2% (£5.854m) 
o Additional inflation to support market pressures (£5.921m) 
o Demographic growth including transitions from children to adult services 

(£6.134m) 
o Legislative impact of national living wage on sleep in care provision 

(£2.8m) 
o Purchase of care including cost of care and care framework (£10.473m) 
o Deprivation of Liberty Safeguarding service (£0.225m) 
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o Pressures to manage capacity and improve delayed transfers of care – 
predominately invest to save across the health and social care system 
(£9.323m) 

 
Within Children’s Services budgets: 
 

• £18.550m to support the Children’s Services budget: 
o £9.000m on an on-going basis to address existing budget overspend 

pressures (continuing the funding provided as a one-off in 2017-18). 
This was based on the additional pressures identified on the 2016-17 
base budget (mainly Looked After Children (LAC) and Leaving Care 
costs) and reflected in the 2016-17 outturn figures for Children’s 
Services; 

o £6.000m to address 2017-18 budget pressures which have emerged 
including increased numbers of LAC. This is again to fund the additional 
number and additional cost of LAC and Leaving Care costs;  

o £2.000m held within Finance General budgets to fund the already 
agreed one-off £12.000m Children’s Services investment over the next 
few years in line with the proposals set out in the “Demand Management 
& Prevention Strategy: Children’s Services” report to Children’s Services 
Committee in October 20175; and 

o £1.550m for the costs of COMPASS and PIMHS.  
PIMHS (Peri-natal Infant Mental Health Services) aims to work with 
families of 0-2 year olds to intervene with edge of care cases where 
there are significant safeguarding concerns alongside attachment 
problems in the parent-infant relationship and an identified parental 
mental health problem. Families are able to access the service if there 
was a Child Protection Plan in place or a Children In Need referral, 
where there is significant risk of further deterioration. Interventions are 
individually tailored and aimed to facilitate the development of secure 
primary attachment relationship between parent and infant to treat 
parental mental health. Often these cases are where previous children 
have been removed.  
The aim of the COMPASS outreach programme is to build upon the 
success of the current therapeutic Education service, (i.e. COMPASS 
School), through a bespoke multi-disciplinary package of care that 
supports young people who are looked after (LAC) or are at risk of being 
taken into care to ensure that they remain with the family wherever 
possible and be reunified at the earliest opportunity. This allows the 
family to receive individualised care designed around their needs. The 
primary outcome for the COMPASS service is reducing costs associated 
with the varying levels of intervention and LAC placement breakdown. 

 
7.3. Budget planning for 2018-19 has also included extensive work to review the 

deliverability of savings and understand service pressures. As a result, the 2018-
19 Budget sees a significant investment in Service Committee budgets 
through both the removal of previously planned savings and recognition of budget 
overspend pressures. The changes to previously agreed savings proposed in this 
report reflect a considerable effort to ensure that the 2018-19 Budget will be both 

                                            
5 Item 8: 
http://norfolkcc.cmis.uk.com/norfolkcc/Meetings/tabid/70/ctl/ViewMeetingPublic/mid/397/Meeting/616/Co
mmittee/8/SelectedTab/Documents/Default.aspx  
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robust and deliverable. It represents the removal or delay of £7.174m of savings 
planned for 2018-19 in previous budget rounds, as set out in the “Delivering 
Financial Savings 2017-18” report elsewhere on the agenda.  

 

8. Council Tax 
 

8.1. In determining the level of the council tax / precept, consideration needs to be 
given to restrictions or requirements imposed by Government. The Localism Act 
includes the requirement that any council tax increase in excess of a limit 
determined by the Secretary of State for Housing, Communities and Local 
Government and approved by the House of Commons, will be decided by local 
voters, who, through a local referendum, will be able to approve or veto the 
proposed increase. The threshold for 2018-19 and 2019-20 has been 
provisionally announced as 3%. This is usually finalised alongside the 
publication of the Final Local Government Finance Settlement. The increased 
threshold level is in part intended to reflect the current higher rate of inflation.   

  
8.2. The Government will examine council tax / precept increases and budget 

increases when final decisions have been made throughout the country. County 
Councils are required by Government Regulation to declare their level of council 
tax / precept by the end of February. 
 

8.3. The Council is required to state its council tax / precept as an amount for an 
average Band D property, together with information on the other valuation bands 
i.e. Bands A to H. Band D properties had a value in April 1991 of over £68,000 and 
up to £88,000. 
 

8.4. To calculate the level of the County Council’s council tax / precept, District Councils 
supply information on the number of properties in each of their areas. This 
information also includes estimated losses in council tax / precept collection and 
any deficits or surpluses on District Council collection funds. 
 

8.5. As has been previously reported to Members, the Government introduced a 
flexibility in 2016-17 for those authorities with Adult Social Care responsibilities to 
increase their council tax by up to 2% more than the core referendum principle, 
provided that the additional precept raised is allocated to Adult Social Care. In 
December 2016, the Secretary of State for Housing, Communities and Local 
Government confirmed that this flexibility would be increased to 3% in both 
2017-18 and 2018-19, but at the expense of losing the discretion to increase the 
precept in the final year of the settlement 2019-20. This means the precept 
increase, however it is applied within these criteria, is limited to a maximum of 6% 
over the three year period 2017-18 to 2019-20 (8% in total for 2016-17 to 2019-
20). The County Council’s budget is based on a proposed increase of 3% in 2018-
19 for the Adult Social Care Precept.   

 
8.6. Under the Local Government Finance Act 1992, the Section 151 Officer is required 

to provide information demonstrating that an amount equivalent to the additional 
council tax raised through this flexibility has been allocated to Adult Social Care. 
This must be done within seven days of the Council setting its budget and council 
tax for 2018-19. 
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8.7. Following these latest changes, it is anticipated that the referendum principle for 
County Councils will therefore be set at 6% in 2018-19, consisting of a 3% core 
referendum principle, plus 3% additional flexibility for Adult Social Care. 

 
8.8. In 2016-17, the Government changed the methodology for distributing reductions 

in funding to local authorities, and that has been maintained for 2018-19. The 
method of apportionment assumes that councils will increase council tax at the 
referendum limit (in line with CPI inflation), make use of the flexibility to raise a 
social care precept where available, and will benefit from ongoing levels of council 
tax base growth. Failure to raise council tax in line with the Government’s 
assumptions will result in progressively greater levels of underfunding 
through the Spending Review period and would lead to the Council 
experiencing a greater reduction in spending power than the Government 
forecasts. In particular an increase in core council tax of less than 3% (i.e. below 
CPI) would result in a real-terms reduction in the core element of council tax.   
 

8.9. The Council originally based its budget planning assumptions on an increase in 
general council tax of 1.9%, and 3% for the Adult Social Care precept in 2018-19. 
However, following the announcement of the increased referendum threshold, 
taking into account the Government’s wider assumptions about  council tax, 
and the Council’s overall financial position, Service Committees in January 
were presented with budget plans based on an increase in general council 
tax of 2.99%, and the maximum Adult Social Care precept increase of 3%. 
 

8.10. Service Committees’ views on the proposed levels of council tax increase will be 
reported to Policy and Resources Committee alongside the draft unconfirmed 
minutes of all Service Committee meetings to inform decisions about budget 
recommendations to County Council (see Appendix G). 
 

Summary of the public consultation process on council tax and service proposals 
 
8.11. The public consultation on council tax and service proposals ran from 6 November 

2017 to 2 January 2018. 
 

8.12. Consultations were published and consulted on via the Council’s consultation hub 
Citizen Space at https://norfolk.citizenspace.com/consultation/budget2018/ 
 

8.13. We promoted the consultation through Your Norfolk residents’ magazine, online 
publications, social media and our website. 
 

8.14. People were able to respond online and in writing.  We also received responses 
by email to HaveYourSay@norfolk.gov.uk and accepted responses in other 
formats, for example, petitions. 
 

8.15. Consultation documents were available in hard copy, large print and easy read as 
standard and other formats on request.  
 

8.16. Every response has been read in detail and analysed to identify the range of 
people’s opinions, any repeated or consistently expressed views, and the 
anticipated impact of proposals on people’s lives. 

 
Consultation findings on council tax  
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8.17. Initially we sought views on proposals to increase council tax in 2018-19 by 4.9% 
(including 3% Adult Social Care Precept). Following the late announcement of the 
Local Government Finance Settlement 2018-19 on the 19 December 2017, which 
extended powers to increase council tax by a further 1%, we also sought views on 
whether or not the council should increase council tax by 5.99%.  
 

8.18. There were 314 responses received for this proposal. Of these, 221 were received 
before the Government’s announcement and 93 afterwards. The majority (70%) 
replied as individuals. Four respondents told us they were responding on behalf of 
a statutory organisation. We did not receive any petitions. Norfolk County Council 
Labour Group undertook a separate consultation and submitted the responses 
they received which contained 75 comments relating to council tax. 
 

8.19. There was no consensus on the proposed increase.  Where people stated they 
were supportive, they generally felt that increasing council tax would help to protect 
and maintain key services and support the most vulnerable. Others felt that they 
would like to see a higher level proposed to improve services. Some stated their 
support despite their concerns about the financial impact of the proposal.  
 

8.20. Those that were against an increase expressed a great deal of concern about the 
affordability of the proposed increase. Where people expressed concern for 
themselves and others this generally related to the impact on living standards and 
concern about people’s ability to pay, especially those on low or fixed incomes.  
 

8.21. Several were concerned about an increase set above the level of inflation. Some 
stated that affording the proposed increase at a time of stagnant salaries and rising 
prices made the increase more problematic. Others were concerned about partner 
organisations, such as Norfolk Constabulary, also increasing their precept, which 
they felt could push the overall level of council tax increase beyond 4.9%.   
 

8.22. People took the opportunity to suggest ideas to reduce costs and generate income. 
These ideas included increasing council tax for second homes and holiday homes, 
improving the council’s efficiency, reducing staff costs and layers of management 
and controlling costs on large infrastructure projects. Others outlined specific 
changes and spending priorities they would need to see put in place before 
agreeing to an increase.  
 

8.23. Many felt that the council should be advocating more strongly on behalf of Norfolk 
residents. In particular, people stated that decisions made by central government 
have had an impact on local services and therefore additional funding should come 
from central government rather than council tax payers.  
 

8.24. Comments relating to increasing council tax by 5.99% showed no significant 
differences to the comments we received relating to increasing council tax by 4.9%. 
 

8.25. A full summary of the consultation feedback on the proposals above can be seen 
at Appendix J. 

 
Implications of council tax proposals 
 
8.26. Policy and Resources Committee is therefore asked to consider and confirm, or 

otherwise, the assumption that the Council’s 2018-19 budget will include a 
council tax increase of 5.99% made up of a 3.00% precept for Adult Social 
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Care and a general council tax increase of 2.99% as recommended by the 
Executive Director of Finance and Commercial Services (Section 151 
Officer). This will need to be considered at the County Council meeting on 12 
February 2018. 
 

8.27. Set out in Appendix D is the calculation of total payments of £388.799m due to 
be collected from District Councils in 2018-19 based on a council tax increase of 
5.99%, together with the instalment dates and the council tax level for each 
valuation band A to H. 
 

8.28. The Council is also required to authorise the Executive Director of Finance and 
Commercial Services to transfer from the County Fund to the Salaries and General 
Accounts, all sums necessary in respect of revenue and capital expenditure 
provided in the 2018-19 budget in order that he can make payments, raise and 
repay loans, and invest funds. 

 
Second homes Council Tax 

 
8.29. The Local Government Act 2003 required that additional monies from reducing the 

council tax discount on second homes should be shared by the District Councils 
with the precepting Councils i.e. the County Council and the Office of the Police & 
Crime Commissioner for Norfolk. 
 

8.30. At the time of setting the 2017-18 Budget, the County Council confirmed that 25% 
of the County’s share of second homes monies would be distributed to Districts in 
2017-18, and proposed that this would reduce to 12.5% in 2018-19. The Budget 
report further set out that the County would consult with Districts about these 
proposals in 2017-18 and would keep the payment under annual review after 2018-
19.  
 

8.31. In October 2017 the Council therefore wrote to District Chief Financial Officers to 
consult with them on a proposal that the County’s share of second homes council 
tax income:  

 

• be split in 2017-18 in line with agreed payment schedules (75:25 
County:District split);  

• be split in 2018-19 in line with the 2017-18 budget report (87.5:12.5 
County:District); and 

• be retained in full by the County from 2019-20 (100:0 County:District). 
 
8.32. Based on our current forecasts this arrangement will see approximately £0.892m 

returned to District Councils in 2018-19. At the time of preparing papers for Policy 
and Resources Committee, no concerns or alternative proposals had been raised 
by District Councils. On 22 January the Council received a joint response from 
King’s Lynn and West Norfolk Borough Council and North Norfolk District Council 
which proposed that the arrangements for 2019-20 and 2020-21 be as follows: 
 

• 2019-20 90:10 County:District  

• 2020-21 90:10 County:District  
 

8.33. The 2018-19 Budget papers have been prepared on the basis of the County’s 
proposed allocations in 8.31 above. The proposal for 2018-19 onwards is subject 

75



ANNEXE 1 

18 

 

to approval by the County Council as part of its overall budget setting in February 
2018.   

 
9. Revenue Budget 
 
9.1. The table below sets out a summary of the savings proposals for 2018-19 to 2021-

22. The Council has identified £19.891m of new savings proposals in this budget 
round to help enable the Council to set a balanced budget for 2018-19. 
 

Table 4: Summary of recurring net budget savings by Committee 
 

Committee 2018-19  
Saving  

£m 

2019-20  
Saving 

£m 

2020-21  
Saving 

£m 

2021-22  
Saving 

£m 

Total  
Saving 

£m 

Adult Social Care -27.290 -9.351 -13.700 -3.900 -54.241 

Children's Services -2.641 -4.342 -2.000 -2.000 -10.983 

Environment, Development and 
Transport 

-1.440 -0.310 -0.350 -1.850 -3.950 

Communities -1.803 -0.435 -2.786 -1.500 -6.524 

Business and Property -1.051 -2.075 -2.050 -1.150 -6.326 

Digital Innovation and Efficiency -0.726 -1.000 -0.700 0.000 -2.426 

Policy and Resources 4.952 1.356 -0.387 0.000 5.921 

Grand Total -29.999 -16.157 -21.973 -10.400 -78.529 

 
9.2. The net savings position for Policy and Resources Committee reflects the reversal 

of a number of significant one-off savings from 2017-18, such as the use of the 
Insurance Fund and the use of Capital Receipts totalling £11.299m. The gross 
savings to be delivered by Policy and Resources Committee budgets in 2018-19 
are £6.347m. 
 

9.3. Details of the key elements of the Council’s proposed revenue budget are set out 
here.  
 

Income 
 
9.4. The Council has four main funding streams: 

 

• Business Rates Retention Scheme 

• Council Tax 

• Specific Grants 

• Fees and Charges 
 

9.5. The main issues to consider are: 
 

a) Business Rates Retention Scheme – the provisional Local Government 
Funding Settlement included information on the Settlement Funding 
Assessment, which includes the authority’s Revenue Support Grant (RSG) 
and business rates baseline funding level uprated annually in line with CPI 
(this is a change from RPI which was used in 2017-18). In order to ensure 
that local government spending is within the national departmental 
expenditure limits, after taking into account the business rates baseline 
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funding, the Revenue Support Grant is a balancing figure and subsequently 
is reducing year on year in line with the Government’s deficit reduction plan. 

In 2016-17 the Government changed the methodology for distributing 
reductions in funding to reflect an authority’s “core spending power” which 
in 2018-19 includes Settlement Funding Assessment (RSG and Baseline 
Funding), Section 31 compensation grant for changes in the uprating of the 
business rate multiplier from RPI to CPI, council tax (the product of the 
maximum council tax precept that the local authority can raise with the 
maximum Adult Social Care precept of 3%), Improved Better Care Fund, 
New Homes Bonus (including returned funding), and Rural Services 
Delivery Grant. The assessment of core spending power was used in 2016-
17 as a mechanism to distribute reductions in Revenue Support Grant to 
ensure that within each tier of Local Government (upper-tier, lower-tier, fire 
and rescue, and GLA other services), authorities of the same type receive 
the same percentage change in settlement core funding. The inclusion of 
council tax in this calculation represented a significant change in 
Government policy. In 2016-17 the Government set out indicative four year 
allocations of funding, as detailed elsewhere in this report, which the 
Council accepted via the submission of an Efficiency Plan in October 2016. 

The tables below show the breakdown of the provisional 2018-19 
Settlement Funding Assessment compared to the 2017-18 allocations, the 
component elements of the Settlement Funding Assessment, and how the 
Council will receive this funding. In overall terms this shows a reduction of 
£15.542m or -7% to core government funding compared to the 2017-18 
actual amounts. 
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Table 5: Settlement Funding Assessment changes 

2017-18 
Actual 

2018-19 
Indicative 

2018-19 
Provisional 

% Change 
(2017-18 
actual to 
2018-19 

provisional) 

£m £m £m % 

Upper-tier funding within 
Baseline Funding Level 

137.404 141.825 141.532 3% 

Fire and Rescue within 
Baseline Funding Level 

7.363 7.600 7.584 3% 

Total Baseline Funding 
Level 

144.767 149.424 149.116 3% 

Upper-tier funding within 
RSG 

72.627 53.536 53.536 -26%

Fire and Rescue within 
RSG 

5.299 4.499 4.499 -15%

Total Revenue Support 
Grant 

77.926 58.035 58.035 -26%

Total Settlement 
Funding Assessment 

222.693 207.459 207.151 -7%

Table 6: Breakdown of Settlement Funding Assessment 

2017-18 
Actual 

2018-19 
Indicative 

2018-19 
Provisional 

Change 
(2017-18 
actual to 
2018-19 

provisional) 

Change 
(2018-19 

Indicative 
to 2018-19 

Provisional) 
£m £m £m £m £m 

Settlement 
Funding 
Assessment 

222.693 207.459 207.151 -15.542 -0.308

Received 
through: 

Revenue 
Support Grant 

77.926 58.035 58.035 -19.891 0.000 

Business Rates 
Baseline 

144.767 149.424 149.116 4.349 -0.308

Via: Top-up 119.351 123.191 123.109 3.758 -0.082
Retained Rates 25.416 26.233 26.007 0.591 -0.227

b) Council Tax –
The level of council tax remains a matter for local councils and the four
options open to the Council are to:

• Decrease council tax;

• Freeze council tax;
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• Increase council tax below the council tax referenda limits; or

• Increase council tax above the council tax referenda limits and
undertake a council tax referendum within Norfolk.

Irrespective of which of the options above is pursued with regard to general 
council tax, the Council must then also decide whether to exercise its 
discretion to:  

• Increase council tax by up to 3% in respect of the social care precept.

These budget papers have been prepared on the basis of a 3.00% 
increase in council tax for Adult Social Care and a 2.99% increase in 
general (basic) council tax. As a result of the Government’s assumptions 
about local authorities’ abilities to raise council tax, any decision to raise 
council tax by less than the government’s inflation assumptions, or a 
decision not to exercise the full discretion to raise a social care precept, will 
lead to a progressively greater underfunding of the Council through the 
Spending Review period.   

c) Other Income – a table on total government grant funding is included in
this report at Appendix A. Agreement with health partners has been reached
on the use of Improved Better Care Fund monies for 2017-18 to 2019-20.
Further details are provided in the Medium Term Financial Strategy
(Appendix I).

Expenditure – underlying trends 

9.6. The aim of the budget planning process is to deliver a robust budget that supports 
the Council’s priority areas but is affordable within the available levels of funding. 
The major areas of cost affecting Norfolk County Council that have been 
incorporated into the 2018-22 budget plans are: 

a) Price inflation – significant elements of the Council’s services continue to
be delivered externally to the County Council – through partners, private
sector contracts, and via the Council’s own company (Norse) – meaning
that contractual arrangements are a key driver of the Council’s cost
pressures. A significant proportion of the Council’s spend is via third party
contracts and the effective management of these contracts to ensure both
value for money and proper standards of service, is critical.

b) Demographics – demand for services continues to rise, both through the
age profile of the county and through changes to need. Preventative
strategies are in place, but are not always sufficient to stem the growth in
levels of demand. In areas such as supporting looked after children,
although new strategies have taken effect, numbers are continuing to
increase.

c) Pay award and the National Living Wage – the costs of implementing the
National Living Wage increase in 2018-19, for both the Council’s directly
employed staff and contracted services, along with the impact of the
proposed 2% pay award for 2018-19 and 2019-20, with additional increases
for those of lower pay points.
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d) Increased costs of borrowing are anticipated from 2018-19 in line with
expectations around interest rate growth, inflation and the potential need to
borrow for cash flow purposes.

9.7. In addition, the Capital Programme will be funded from external capital grants, 
prudential borrowing, revenue budgets and/or reserves. The majority of new 
schemes are funded from capital grants received from central government 
departments. The largest capital grants are from the Department for Transport and 
the Department for Education, and this is reflected in the balance of the 
programme. Capital receipts can only be used to fund capital expenditure (which 
in turn reduces the future revenue impact of borrowing), to repay debt, or (as a 
result of additional flexibilities from the 2015 Spending Review) to support the 
revenue costs of reform projects (invest to save and transformation). As set out in 
the Capital Programme report elsewhere on the agenda, the Council may consider 
using capital receipts to support transformation activity where there are sufficient 
unallocated capital receipts available to make use of the new freedoms provided 
by the 2015 Spending Review.  Subject to the timing of borrowing and the 
application of the MRP policy, the future annual revenue cost of prudential 
borrowing can be significant (as much as 10% of the amount borrowed). The 
amount and timing of these costs will be reflected in the revenue budgets where 
appropriate. A separate report to Policy and Resources Committee, elsewhere on 
this agenda, sets out the detail of the Capital Strategy including the 2018-22 
programme and funding plans. 

9.8. Financial planning assumptions for future years take account of the latest 
monitoring position for 2017-18, as reported to Policy and Resources Committee 
elsewhere on this agenda. Further details of the financial planning context are set 
out in the Medium Term Financial Strategy 2018-22. 

9.9. The report on the Robustness of Estimates 2018-22 sets out the Executive Director 
of Finance and Commercial Services’ (Section 151 Officer) report on the 
robustness of the estimates made for the purposes of the calculation of the precept 
and therefore in agreeing the County Council’s budget. The factors and budget 
assumptions used in developing the 2018-22 budget estimates are set out in that 
report. The level of reserves has been analysed in terms of risk and is reported 
separately to Policy and Resources Committee elsewhere on this agenda. The 
recommended level of general balances is £19.301m for 2018-19 and the Medium 
Term Financial Strategy 2018-22 assumes that general balances will remain at or 
above this level. 

Expenditure and savings – proposals 

9.10. The tables in Appendix C set out in detail the proposed cash limited budget for all 
Committees for 2018-19, and the medium term financial plans for 2019-20 to 2021-
22. These are based on the identified pressures and proposed budget savings
reported to this Committee in October, which have been updated in this report to
reflect changes to budget plans as shown in the table below. Cost neutral
adjustments are also reflected within the Appendices and, as usual, these have
been added following the Service Committee meetings.
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Budget changes since January 2018 Service Committee Meetings 

9.11. Since budget proposals were presented to Service Committees, the following 
changes have taken place and are reflected in the tables and appendices to this 
report: 

• EDT Committee has considered the savings proposals for 2018-19 and the
findings from public consultation. Following discussion, the Committee has
recommended to Policy and Resources that two savings be removed from
2018-19 budget plans as follows:

o EDT052 Review the operation of bus services supported by the County
Council (£0.500m saving)

o EDT053 Reduce the number of roads gritted in winter (£0.200m saving)
The removal of these savings can be funded within the overall budget model. 

In addition, EDT Committee noted that the proposed saving EDT055 Change 
the construction and demolition waste concession at all recycling centres was 
now forecast to deliver a greater level of saving than originally anticipated. It 
was therefore proposed that this saving be increased by £0.100m, to £0.280m, 
and the additional capacity released in the budget be used to reduce the saving 
EDT054 Reducing spend on non-safety critical highway maintenance to 
£0.200m.   

• Communities Committee published budget proposals included savings from
Public Health grant to support the delivery of public health activity in other areas
of the Council budget in 2019-20. Following the announcement of Public Health
grant reductions for 2019-20, this saving is not considered to be deliverable in
that year and has been removed. The savings from Public Health grant are
therefore proposed as £4.000m across the MTFS period (£1.000m in 2018-19
and £1.500m in both 2020-21 and 2021-22). Reductions in expenditure to meet
reductions in the available grant have also been reflected. There remains some
uncertainty about Public Health grant after 2019-20 when it is expected to be
rolled into the 75% Business Rate Retention System but will remain subject to
ongoing assurance processes regarding use of the funds. As such the
proposed savings for 2020-21 and 2021-22 will need to be kept under review.

9.12. Significant uncertainty remains around the following areas: 

• District council tax and Business Rate forecasts are not finalised, these remain
subject to change until final forecasts are received at the end of January.

• The Final Local Government Finance Settlement has not yet been published
and is expected in February 2018.

• On 18 January 2018, Government announced that the Valuation Office Agency
(VOA) has revised the data on the change in rateable value between rating
lists. As a consequence of the revised data published by the VOA, Government
will be amending the tariffs and top-ups published in the provisional Local
Government Finance Settlement. The amended tariffs and top-ups will be
included as part of the Final Settlement. The calculator issued alongside this
announcement indicates that for 2017-18 this adjustment would mean
additional funding of around £0.088m. The implications for 2018-19 will not be
known until the publication of the Final Settlement, but are likely to be a similar
amount. Due to the uncertainty about the impact, this has not been reflected in
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these papers for Policy and Resources Committee and any changes will be 
incorporated in final budget papers for Full Council following the announcement 
of the Final Settlement.   

9.13. Any changes arising as a result of these uncertainties will be reported to Full 
Council for decisions as appropriate. 

Table 7: Budget planning position 2018-19 to 2021-22 

2018-19 2019-20 2020-21 2021-22 
2018-22 

Total 

£m £m £m £m £m 

Medium Term Financial Strategy budget 
gap / (surplus) as at 20 February 2017 

16.125 18.890 0.000 0.000 35.015 

Reported to 3 July 2017 and 30 October 
2017 P&R: 

Total pressures 13.867 -4.806 20.784 21.377 51.222 

Total funding changes -11.612 5.998 42.343 0.000 36.729 

Total changes to agreed savings 5.263 0.100 0.000 -1.850 3.513 

Add ASC savings deferred in 2017-20 Budget 0.000 0.000 -10.000 0.000 -10.000

Council tax increase (1.99% 2020-21, 0% 
2021-22) 

0.000 0.000 -7.657 0.000 -7.657

Council tax base increase (0.5%) 0.000 0.000 -1.914 -1.962 -3.877

Spread 4 years over 3 so no savings required 
in year 4 

3.881 11.642 3.881 -19.404 0.000 

New savings proposals -19.718 -4.718 -10.288 -6.870 -41.594

Total changes -8.319 8.216 37.148 -8.709 28.336 

Revised Gap reported to 30 October 2017 
P&R 

7.806 27.106 37.148 -8.709 63.351 

Revised cost pressures 

Staff pay inflation (Reflecting latest offer by 
employers for 2018-19 and 2019-20) 

3.022 2.834 2.500 2.500 10.856 

PIMHS Children's Services pressures 0.650 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.650 

COMPASS Children's Services pressures 0.900 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.900 

Children's Services overspend pressures 6.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 6.000 

Reinstate MRP budget 0.000 0.000 7.500 13.000 20.500 

Other changes (Highways, NLW, council tax 
initiatives) 

0.423 0.927 -0.645 -0.844 -0.139

Reduction in Waste pressure -1.538 0.000 0.000 0.000 -1.538

Norfolk Futures transformation budget 0.500 0.500 -1.000 0.000 0.000 

Children's £12m investment (2018-19 element) 2.000 -2.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 

Pension pressure revision (downwards) -1.250 0.000 0.000 0.000 -1.250

Savings changes 

Reprofile planned property savings 1.300 0.000 -0.650 -0.650 0.000 

Delay of planned Public Health saving 1.000 1.000 -0.500 -0.500 1.000 
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2018-19 2019-20 2020-21 2021-22 
2018-22 

Total 

£m £m £m £m £m 

Adults capitalisation of equipment spend - 
remove reversals (budget pressure absorbed 
within Treasury budgets) 

0.000 -0.535 -0.535 -0.530 -1.600

Increased NORSE dividend -0.250 -0.750 0.000 0.000 -1.000

Second Homes - NIF contribution -0.438 0.000 0.000 0.000 -0.438

EDT053 Remove gritting saving (following EDT 
Committee) 

0.200 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.200 

EDT052 Remove bus subsidy saving (following 
EDT Committee) 

0.500 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.500 

EDT054 Reducing spend on non-safety critical 
highway maintenance – reduce saving 
following EDT Committee 

0.100 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.100 

EDT055 Change the construction and 
demolition waste concession at all recycling 
centres – increase saving following EDT 
Committee 

-0.100 0.000 0.000 0.000 -0.100

Remove ASC024 Home care commissioning 0.549 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.549 

ASC digital solutions (to part replace ASC024 
Home care commissioning) 

-0.049 0.049 0.000 0.000 0.000 

Increase capitalisation saving (ASC039) to part 
replace ASC024 Home care commissioning 

-0.500 0.000 0.000 0.000 -0.500

Funding 

Increase in council tax base -5.655 -0.141 -0.145 -0.030 -5.970

Additional 1.09% increase in council tax 2018-
19, 1% 2019-20 

-3.951 -3.949 -0.198 -0.040 -8.139

Collection Fund -5.658 5.658 0.000 0.000 0.000 

Revenue Support Grant 0.000 0.000 2.370 0.000 2.370 

Top-Up Provisional Settlement Figures -0.225 1.335 0.000 0.000 1.110 

New Homes Bonus Provisional Settlement 
Figures 

0.026 0.164 2.742 0.000 2.932 

Rural Services Grant Provisional Settlement 
Figures 

-0.737 0.737 3.195 0.000 3.195 

Section 31 Grant Business Rates (tbc) -0.772 0.000 0.000 0.000 -0.772

Extended Rights to Free Travel Grant 0.028 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.028 

Revised Gap 3.881 32.935 51.783 4.197 92.795 

Adjust year four savings requirement brought 
forward 

-3.881 0.159 7.920 -4.197 0.000 

Projected gap / (surplus) as at Policy and 
Resources 29 January 2018 

0.000 33.093 59.702 0.000 92.795 
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2018-19 2019-20 2020-21 2021-22 
2018-22 

Total 

£m £m £m £m £m 

Changes between Policy and Resources 
Committee and County Council 

Additional Business Rates income – based on 
final NNDR1 returns 

-0.923 0.218 0.000 0.000 -0.705

Revised allocation of Extended Rights to Free 
Travel Grant 

0.022 0.050 0.050 0.050 0.172 

Treasury Management 0.895 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.895 
Final inflation for County Council 0.006 0.528 0.501 0.502 1.537 

Adjust year four savings requirement brought 
forward 

0.000 0.276 0.276 -0.552 0.000 

Gap / (surplus) as at County Council 12 
February 2018 

0.000 34.165 60.530 0.000 94.695 

There may be small differences in the table above due to the rounding of figures. 

9.14. The Revenue Budget proposals set out in Appendix C form a suite of proposals 
which will enable the County Council to set a balanced Budget for 2018-19. As 
such, recommendations to add growth items, amend or remove proposed savings, 
or otherwise change the budget proposals will require the Committee to identify 
offsetting saving proposals or equivalent reductions in planned expenditure. 

9.15. The Executive Director of Finance and Commercial Services is required to 
comment on the robustness of budget proposals, and the estimates upon which 
the budget is based, as part of the annual budget-setting process. This assessment 
is set out in the Robustness of Estimates report elsewhere on the agenda. 

9.16. The overall net budget proposed for 2018-19 is £388.799m. This takes into account 
the Provisional Local Government Finance Settlement for 2018-19. Table 8 below 
summarises the overall proposed final budget for 2018-19. The table below also 
shows the cash limited budgets by service, and a detailed table of the proposed 
changes for each service is shown at Appendix C. The structure of the budget is 
based on the current organisational framework. 

9.17. The net budget reflects the council tax requirement only, that is, the amount to be 
funded by council taxpayers. All income from the Business Rates Retention 
Scheme is accounted for as council income. The net budget also includes current 
information received from the District Councils on their respective council tax base, 
Collection Funds and expected Business Rates. 

9.18. The 2021-22 savings requirement has been brought forward into 2019-20 and 
2020-21 in this year’s budget planning. Changes in budget planning between 
October and January mean that the amount of savings required in these two years 
has been adjusted. The total impact is to remove £24.153m of savings requirement 
from 2021-22, which has been spread equally across years two and three of the 
MTFS, increasing the gap to be closed in each of those years by £12.077m.    
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9.19. At the time of preparing this report in January 2018, estimates of business rates 
collection, and the impact of Districts’ council tax decisions are not fully known and 
therefore may change prior to reporting to County Council. At the time of drafting 
this report, the final Local Government Finance Settlement is also not known and 
the proposed 2018-19 net budget may need to be altered to reflect any changes 
to government funding amounts for 2018-19 following the final Settlement 
publication, due to be announced in early February 2018. Likewise final changes 
to the District Councils’ collection funds and the final Business Rates position will 
not be confirmed until the end of January and may alter the proposed 2018-19 net 
budget.  

9.20. In relation to council tax, if the County Council agrees to increase council tax by 
5.99%, this would generate £21.664m additional funding in 2018-19, of which 
£10.842m would relate to the Social Care precept. This brings the total council tax 
raised from the Adult Social Care precept to £27.822m in 2018-19. Further details 
about council tax are included within Appendix D.  

9.21. Service and budget planning for 2019-20 will be based on an expected reduction 
in core government funding of £15.918m (Settlement Funding Assessment 
incorporating Business Rates and Revenue Support Grant). 

9.22. The Policy and Resources Committee report setting out the policy and position of 
reserves and balances recommends that the minimum level of General Balances 
be maintained at £19.301m, reflecting budget risks and uncertainty around future 
government funding. The forecast position for General Balances at 31 March 2018 
is £19.301m. There is currently a forecast overspend on the 2017-18 budget of 
£2.790m (Period 8 as reported at January 2018), although it is anticipated that a 
balanced outturn position will be achieved at year-end. The non-delivery of savings 
in 2017-18 has been addressed as part of the 2018-19 budget process via the 
reversal of a significant number of savings as set out in this report. 

9.23. The Policy and Resources Committee is asked to recommend to County Council 
the 2018-19 budget proposals, as reported to Service Committees in January 
2018, taking into account the comments and changes from Service Committees. 
The proposed overall budget is shown in the table below and detailed in 
Appendices B and C. 

9.24. The unconfirmed draft minutes of the discussion of budget proposals for all Service 
Committees will be published to follow this report as Appendix G. At the time of 
preparing this paper, Adult Social Care, Children’s Services, Communities, 
Business and Property, and Environment, Development and Transport 
Committees had met. All committees agreed budget proposals (with the changes 
set out in paragraph 9.11) and supported the recommended council tax increase 
of 5.99% for 2018-19. Digital Innovation and Efficiency Committee have not yet 
met, and the outcomes of their discussions will be reported to the Policy and 
Resources meeting.    
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Table 8: Net 2017-18 Revenue Budget 

2017-18 Base 
Budget 

Budget 
increase incl. 

cost and 
funding 

decreases 

Budget 
decrease incl. 
savings and 

funding 
increases 

2018-19 
Recommended 

Budget 

£m £m £m £m 

Adult Social Care 261.453 44.706 -53.693 252.466 

Children's Services 177.351 15.315 -6.718 185.948 

Environment, 
Development and 
Transport 

134.236 6.900 -37.233 103.902 

Community Services 48.811 2.383 -4.327 46.868 

Business and Property 9.039 0.558 -1.556 8.041 

Digital Innovation and 
Efficiency 

16.048 0.454 -3.304 13.198 

Policy and Resources -288.125 67.679 -1.177 -221.623

TOTAL 358.812 137.995 -108.007 388.799 
There may be small differences in the table above due to the rounding of figures. 

Note: 

• The total budget decreases of £108.007m include £29.999m savings,
£26.401m funding increases (see Table 9 below) and £51.608m of cost
neutral changes (see Appendices B and C).

• Of the budget savings, £5.840m relate to one-off savings in 2018-19, which
will result in a pressure in 2019-20. These are detailed in Table 10 below.

• The change in the net revenue budget between 2017-18 and 2018-19 is
£29.987m. The breakdown of this is set out in Table 11 below.

Table 9: Funding increases included in budget decreases 

£m 

Improved Better Care Fund (iBCF) -13.943

War veterans -0.287

Additional ASC funding announced in March 2017 Budget -11.901

New funding for School Improvement (monitoring and brokering) -0.265

Lead Local Flood Authority Grant -0.005

Total increase in funding -26.401
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Table 10: One-off savings 

2018-19 
Committee Saving £m 

Adult Social 
Care 

One-off underspends in 2017-18 
to be used to part fund 2018-19 
growth pressures on a one-off 
basis 

-3.000

Policy and 
Resources 

Use of general capital receipts in 
18-19 to fund MRP

-2.000

Policy and 
Resources 

Use of airport deferred capital 
receipts in 18-19 to fund MRP 

-0.840

Total -5.840

 Note: 

• These figures exclude funding increases (base adjustments), such as from
the improved Better Care Fund, and cost neutral changes.

• A summary is provided within Appendix B and details provided within
Appendix C.

Table 11: Change in Net Revenue Budget 2017-18 to 2018-19 

£m 

Budgeted council tax 2017-18 358.812 

Increase due to: 

Tax base change (increase 5,739 Band D 
equivalent) 

7.162 

General council tax increase (2.99%) 10.822 

Adult Social Care Precept increase (3.00%) 10.842 

Forecast increase in Collection Fund 1.161 

Budgeted council tax 2018-19 388.799 

Schools funding 

9.25. Schools funding is provided through the Dedicated Schools Grant (DSG) and Pupil 
Premium, which is paid to the County Council and passed on to schools in 
accordance with the agreed formula allocation. The Department of Education 
announced on the 14 September 2017 that it would be going ahead with the 
Schools and High Needs National Funding Formula. Local Authorities will receive 
their Dedicated Schools Grant allocations for 2018-19 and 2019-20 based on the 
new national funding formula. Pupil premium will continue as a separate ring-
fenced grant. 

9.26. The total DSG allocation received for 2018-19 was confirmed in December 2017 
and totals £599.457m before academy recoupment. This compares to a DSG 
allocation of £581.240m in 2017-18. The DSG is split into four funding blocks: The 
Schools block, the High Needs block, the Early Years block and the new Central 
Services School Block. Movement from the schools block to the other blocks has 
to be agreed upon by Norfolk Schools Forum. 

9.27. The table below shows the movement in DSG between 2017-18 and 2018-19. 
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Table 12: Breakdown of Schools Funding 

Funding element 2017-18 
(£m) 

2018-19 
(£m) 

Change 
(£m) 

Explanation for change 

Early Years Block 

Early Years 3 & 4 year 
old funding 

29.594 28.960 (0.634) Lower participation rate than 
2017/18 

Early Years 3 & 4 year 
olds – increase to 30 
hours  

4.756 8.459 3.703 2017/18 allocation was for 7 
months only 

Early Years 2 year old 
funding 

5.959 6.156 0.197 Slightly higher participation 
than 2017/18 

Early Years Pupil 
Premium 

0.451 0.501 0.050 Higher number of eligible 
pupils 

Nursery Schools Grant 0.420 0.319 (0.101) The hourly rate has increased 
for nursery schools by 30p per 
hour and lower participation. 

Early Years Disability 
Access Fund 

0.172 0.170 (0.002) 

Schools Block 461.473 473.043 11.570 Increase in 1,071 pupil 
numbers (£4.538m) and the 
new national funding formula. 
£7.032m from the National 
Funding Formula. Movement 
of central funds  to create the 
new Central Services Block 

Central Services 
School Block 

3.167 3.272 0.105 New block. Central items were 
previously within the schools 
block 

High Needs block 75.248 78.577 3.329 Re-baselining of £1.8m 
expenditure from 2016/17 
schools block.  Additional 
£1.529m of funding as a result 
of the new national funding 
formula.  

Total 581.240 599.457 18.217 

Pupil Premium 

9.28. In 2018-19, primary Free School Meals (FSM) ‘Ever 6’ pupils will attract £1,320, 
which is aimed to help primary schools raise attainment and ensure that every child 
is ready for the move to secondary school. £935 will be allocated for secondary 
FSM ‘Ever 6’ pupils. FSM ‘Ever 6’ allocations are unchanged from 2017-18. FSM 
‘Ever 6’ pupils are those who have been registered for free school meals at any 
point in the last six years. 

9.29. The pupil premium plus (for looked after children) will increase to £2,300 per pupil 
in 2018-19 (from £1,900 per pupil in 2017-18). The eligibility was expanded in 
2014-15 to include those who have been looked after for one day or more, and 
from 2015-16 was widened further to include children who have been adopted from 
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care or have left care under a special guardianship, residence or child arrangement 
order. Schools will receive £2,300 for each eligible pupil adopted from care who 
has been registered on the school census and the additional funding will enable 
schools to offer pastoral care as well as raising pupil attainment. 

9.30. Children with parents in the armed forces will continue to be supported through the 
service child premium. In 2018-19, the service child premium will be set at £300 
per pupil, unchanged since 2015-16. 

9.31. Additional demand for SEND places will put additional pressure on the High Needs 
block spend, which would also have an effect on the DSG budget recovery plan as 
described in the “Dedicated Schools Grant (DSG)” report to Children’s Services 
Committee in January. A review will be made in-year of any impact, with a 
possibility at looking to request from the Secretary of State for Education a transfer 
of additional funds, (above the 0.5% limit), from the schools block to the high needs 
block of the Dedicated Schools Grant in 2019-20. 

10. Medium Term Financial Strategy – Budget Implications for 2018-
19 to 2021-22

10.1. The Local Government Act 2003 requires the Council to take into consideration 
the implications for revenue spending in future years arising from decisions taken 
in respect of the 2018-19 budget. A four-year revenue projection has been 
prepared and this has been considered as part of forward service and financial 
planning. Accordingly, Service Committees have considered their budgets for the 
next four years, within the Council’s normal budget planning framework. This is 
informed by the Council’s Medium Term Financial Strategy, which is set out at 
Appendix I.  

10.2. Reports to Service Committees in January 2018 included projected additional 
costs and savings proposals for 2018-19 to 2021-22 in accordance with the 
planning assumptions agreed. This is to ensure that decisions taken in respect of 
the 2018-22 budget are sustainable and deliverable in the medium term from both 
a service and financial perspective and that they are considered to be affordable 
to the taxpayer. In addition, many of the savings needed for future years require 
actions to be taken in previous financial years and therefore County Council 
approval is sought on future year’s savings to enable Chief Officers to put in place 
the necessary programmes of work required to deliver these. 

10.3. The report to Policy and Resources Committee in October 2017 projected potential 
shortfalls of £7.806m in 2018-19, £27.106m in 2019-20 and £37.148m in 2020-21, 
with a surplus of £8.709m in 2021-22, (a total shortfall of £63.351m) based on the 
savings proposals and pressures identified at that time. The forecast for the period 
2019-20 to 2021-22 has now been developed and revised following Government 
funding announcements, and further review and challenge of cost pressures. 
Together with identified savings and taking into consideration the proposed 2018-
19 Revenue Budget, it is now estimated that the County Council has a remaining 
budget gap of £94.695m for the years 2019-20 to 2021-22. 

10.4. The projected additional costs, including inflation, and forecast reduction in 
Government grant funding for the following three years, 2019-20 to 2021-22, are 
set out in the table below. 
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Table 13: Provisional medium term financial forecast 

2019-20 2020-21 2021-22 

£m £m £m 

Additional cost pressures and forecast reduction in 
Government grant funding 

58.565 80.340 36.586 

Forecast increase in council tax -7.770 -9.914 -2.032

Identified saving proposals and funding increases -28.706 -21.973 -10.400
Bring forward 2021-22 savings requirement 12.076 12.077 -24.153

Budget shortfall / (surplus) 34.165 60.530 0.000 

10.5. It is the view of the Section 151 officer, that whilst the Council can balance the 
2018-19 budget, the shortfall for future years continues to represent a significant 
risk. There is in particular considerable uncertainty about funding beyond 2019-20 
as the implications of the Government’s plans for 75% Business Rates 
Localisation, and implementing the Fair Funding Review, remain unclear. The 
delivery of planned savings and the identification of further savings to close the 
remaining budget gaps are therefore essential to ensure that robust budgets can 
be delivered over the life of the Medium Term Financial Strategy. 

10.6. Reports setting out the changing planning context for both service delivery and the 
Council’s finances will be presented to future committee meetings, along with 
additional savings plans, and will form part of the detailed planning approach for 
reviewing and recommending final budgets for 2019-20 to 2022-23, and the level 
of council tax. 

10.7. As part of ongoing financial planning, services will keep under review all aspects 
of future cost pressures and inflation. The Executive Director of Finance and 
Commercial Services also keeps under ongoing review all aspects of financial 
planning, and the financial standing of the Council, including levels of reserves and 
provisions, and reports regularly to Policy and Resources Committee on financial 
management performance. A proposed budget and service planning timetable for 
2019-20 is set out in Appendix E. 

11. Capital Budget

11.1. A summary of the Capital Programme and schemes relevant to this committee are 
set out in the separate Capital Programme report elsewhere on the agenda. 

12. Consultation findings for Policy and Resources proposals

12.1. We sought the views of two organisations affected by our proposal to reduce the 
budget for the Equality and Diversity Team that is spent on supporting community 
events by £25,000 in 2018/19. We also sought views from Norfolk Constabulary 
who are our strategic partner on related projects.  

12.2. Bridge Plus+ commented that the equality budget has enabled them to work 
collaboratively with the County Council to address unfair discrimination and 
promote racial equality in Norfolk. The funding has helped identify the key racial 
inequalities in Norfolk, enabled the implementation of the BAME Action Plan, a 
community group mapping exercise and production of the B-Me Voices magazine. 
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12.3. Bridge Plus+ stated their strong belief that without funding such as the county 
equality budget to support equality work in Norfolk, the County will be worse placed 
in identifying and communicating with its resident BAME communities, and could 
risk failing in meeting its public sector duty under the Equality Act 2010, in particular 
to eliminate discrimination, harassment, and victimisation which are particularly 
relevant to BAME communities. 

12.4. The Chair of Norfolk’s Black History Month fed back that the County Council’s 
support through the bursary scheme was critical, having a significant impact on 
positive community cohesion in the county, the provision of positive Black role 
models for young BAME people, and racial equality. He welcomed the aspiration 
for the Equality Team to become more commercial and offered support for this 
work.  If the proposal goes ahead the Chair would monitor the impact and report 
any emerging issues to the County Council. 

12.5. Norfolk Constabulary is supportive of the proposal’s aim to take a more commercial 
approach to trading to specifically create an operational budget. 

13. Consultation findings for service proposals

Information about the consultation proposals and equality and rural impact 
assessments 

13.1. Savings proposals to bridge the shortfall for 2018-19 were put forward by 
committees, the majority of which did not require consultation because they could 
be achieved without affecting service users.   

13.2. We consulted on six service proposals: 

• Change the way we work out how much people pay towards the cost of their non-
residential care services by taking into account people's actual disability related
expenses;

• Remodel the children's centre service offer to provide a more targeted response
to families through working more closely with our other services and partners, for
example by sharing buildings, and by focusing their work on the families that need
them most;

• Reducing spend on non-safety critical highway maintenance;

• Reduce the number of roads gritted in winter;

• Change the construction and demolition waste concession at recycling centres;
and

• Review the operation of bus services supported by the County Council.

13.3. These consultations were conducted within a legal context.  Under Section 3(2) of 
the Local Government Act 1999, authorities are under a duty to consult 
representatives of a wide range of local people when making decisions relating to 
local services.  This includes council tax payers, those who use, or are likely to 
use, services provided by the authority, and other stakeholders or interested 
parties. There is also a common law duty of fairness which requires that 
consultation should take place at a formative stage; should be based on sufficient 
information to allow those consulted to give intelligent consideration of options; 
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should give adequate time for consideration and response and that consultation 
responses should be conscientiously taken into account in the final decision. 

13.4. For information about the consultation process, see paragraph 8.11 above. 

Consultation findings, and the outcome of equality and rural assessments for 
service proposals 

13.5. This section summarises the key elements of feedback on service proposals. 

Change the way we work out how much people pay towards the cost of their non-
residential care services by taking into account people's actual disability related 
expenses  

13.6. In addition to the steps the council has taken to promote the consultation listed 
above we have also written to all 3,868 people who are potentially affected by this 
proposal and included a consultation feedback form with pre-paid postage.  We 
provided a consultation hotline that people could call if they had any questions. 

13.7. In total we received 906 responses, including 754 feedback forms.  This means 
that at least 19.5% of those directly affected responded. Eight respondents told us 
that they were responding on behalf of organisations.  We did not receive any 
petitions. Norfolk County Council Labour Group undertook a separate consultation 
and submitted the responses they received which contained 71 comments relating 
to this proposal. 

13.8. Key issues and concerns were: 

a) A large number of respondents commented on the additional costs faced by
disabled people and expressed their concern that disabled people are already
struggling with these costs and could not afford to pay more.  Some respondents
referred to potential negative effects on people’s wellbeing if their access to
existing or future care was limited by the proposed change.

b) There were concerns about the forms and information / evidence that we would
ask people to provide in order for us to work out their disability related expenditure.
People felt that the process should be clear and easy to follow with support
provided.

c) Where people generally agreed with the proposal they offered a range of reasons
including that the proposal was reasonable and ‘fair’, people should only be
reimbursed for what they used, no-one needing the allowance would lose out and
that they felt some people could afford to pay more.

d) Some respondents expressed their concern that the proposal was an additional
cut on top of previous cuts.  People stated that they faced rising costs with no
additional way of increasing income.

e) There were also concerns that some people may be more affected by this
proposal than others, including self-funders, people in shared accommodation
and those least able to pay more, including people who have additional carer
costs.

f) Reasons respondents gave for generally disagreeing with the proposal included
a feeling that disabled or older people should not have to pay for their care, that
disabled people should not be asked to justify their spend and that money for
these services should not be cut but invested in.
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g) Respondents were worried about the effect of the proposals on carers, including
the impact on household finances and the extra burden on carers to provide
evidence of the disability related expenditure of the person they care for.

13.9. In addition, some respondents challenged the thinking behind the proposal, stating 
that it would not save money and that the finances had not been thought through. 
Others reported that the consultation document was too long, hard to understand 
and not user friendly. 

Remodel the children's centre service offer to provide a more targeted response to 
families through working more closely with our other services and partners, for 
example by sharing buildings, and by focusing their work on the families that need 
them most 

13.10. In addition to the steps the council has taken to promote the consultation, we have 
also had meetings with all the organisations who run our children’s centres to 
discuss our proposals with them and we asked the organisations to promote the 
consultation on our behalf. We have also promoted the consultation on the Family 
Information Service social media.  

13.11. We received 335 responses to this consultation. Of these, just over half (172 
people or 51%) replied as individuals. Twenty respondents told us they were 
responding on behalf of a group, organisation or business but not all gave the 
names of their organisations; some were employees whose response did not 
necessarily represent the organisational view. Of the respondents who described 
their relationship to the service, most were people who use the library service (197) 
and/or parents/carers of a child (or children) aged 0-5 (139).  

13.12. We received a petition with 5,792 signatures. Norfolk County Council Labour 
Group undertook a separate consultation and submitted the responses they 
received which contained 81 comments relating to this proposal. 

13.13. Key issues and concerns were: 

a) Children’s centre services are valued, and some respondents said they regard
them as essential or a priority.

b) Several people said they think that children’s centre services should be reviewed,
for example because it is good practice to review any service periodically and
because children’s centre services need to adapt to changes in the way people
live their lives.

c) Several respondents said that they think our proposals would have a negative
effect on the health and wellbeing of families, and they are worried that families
would become more isolated.

d) A majority of people said that there need to be some children’s centre services
which all families can use, although some of these respondents said that there
could be fewer universal services than there currently are.

e) Several respondents said that having fewer universal services would make it
harder for families to get help early on and before problems escalate, so families
would end-up needing more intensive and costly support because they would end-
up in crisis.

f) Several respondents said it is difficult to identify which families need support – it
is not just families on low incomes – the needs of families change over time and
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it is easier to provide support if families have built up a trusting relationship with 
children’s centre staff from having attended universal groups. 

g) Some people said that children’s centre services should be focused on the
families that need them most, because the County Council has less money and
so it is right or sensible that we should target our resources.

h) Some people said they are worried that families living in rural areas would be
negatively affected by the proposed changes to children’s centre services, in
particular some respondents said they are worried about having to travel further
to get to services.

i) Several people expressed support for children’s centres and libraries sharing
buildings, for example because it would help to get children reading or because it
would help to make both services viable – although some people added caveats
or said that each area would need to be looked at on a case-by-case basis
because co-location would not be suitable in every area.

j) Many respondents said it would be difficult for our existing buildings to
accommodate children’s centre and library services because there would not be
enough space for both services, the buildings would not have the right facilities
and there would not be enough parking for everyone.

k) Many people said it would not be appropriate for children’s centres and libraries
to share buildings because they offer very different services, in particular people
raised concerns about offering sensitive and confidential support to families in
libraries which are public buildings.

Reducing spend on non-safety critical highway maintenance 

13.14. There were 102 responses received for this proposal.  Of these, a majority (76 
people or 74%) replied as individuals.  Norfolk County Council Labour Group 
undertook a separate consultation and submitted the responses they received 
which contained 62 comments relating to this proposal. 

13.15. Key issues and concerns were: 

a) There was concern that our proposal would make roads more hazardous and
therefore not safe to drive on, particularly if signs were not visible to drivers and if
overgrown verges obstructed visibility.

b) Some felt that our roads were already in a poor state and this proposal could make
road conditions worse or we could be storing up more road maintenance problems
and emergency repairs.  Others stated this was a short term cost saving, or a false
economy and costs would have to be met in the future.

c) People took this opportunity to suggest that parish councils could become
involved in some of the cosmetic work or be responsible for reporting maintenance
problems. One parish council wanted Norfolk County Council to acknowledge the
maintenance work they provided and requested further support in this matter.

d) Where people supported the proposal some also stated they wanted to make sure
there would be no impact on public safety.

e) Some felt that rural locations would be more affected by this proposal, particularly
because they felt that the only way to get around rural Norfolk was by car.

Reduce the number of roads gritted in winter 

13.16. There were 638 responses received for this proposal.  Of these, a majority (444 
people or 70%) replied as individuals.   Norfolk County Council Labour Group 
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undertook a separate consultation and submitted the responses they received 
which contained 56 comments relating to this proposal. 

13.17. Key issues and concerns were: 

a) There was a great deal of concern that if roads were not gritted during winter they
would not be safe to drive on.  People also thought there could be more accidents
and lives lost.  Many comments related to safety were raised during the cold snap
experienced between 11 and 13 December.

b) Some respondents expressed their view that road gritting should be a priority for
funding over increasing members’ expenses.

c) It was felt that those living in villages and rural locations would be most affected
and this proposal could force some people to become more isolated; some
expressed concern at the prospect of not being able to reach their local shops,
school or work. They also felt that by not gritting minor roads people would not be
able to get to their nearest main road and this would be make life in rural
communities more difficult during the winter months.

d) There were concerns that roads were already in poor condition so a reduction in
gritting would make roads even more hazardous.  People also took the opportunity
to feedback their views on how and when we grit suggesting that we could make
the service more effective.

e) People wanted to know more about how the review of the gritting route would be
conducted and which roads may be affected.

f) A few people suggested that drivers should take it upon themselves to drive more
carefully during icy weather conditions.

g) There was some concern about costs being passed onto other public services
such as the NHS as a result of more road accidents and potential hospital
admissions.

h) Some people suggested ideas as to how this proposal could be supported such
as advertising which roads were not gritted and others suggested this service
could be paid for from the council tax raised from new homes.

Change the construction and demolition waste concession at recycling centres 

13.18. In addition to the steps the council has taken to promote the consultation listed 
above we have also promoted the consultation by a poster at all recycling centres. 

13.19. There were 231 responses received for this proposal.  Of these, 204 people (89%) 
replied as individuals. Eight respondents told us they were responding on behalf 
of a group, organisation or business but not all gave the names of their 
organisations. 

13.20. Key issues and concerns were: 

a) There was a great deal of concern that our proposal would increase the illegal
dumping of waste, especially in rural areas, even amongst those who felt that
charging for the disposal of construction and demolition waste was reasonable.

b) Many felt that the proposal would lead to additional costs in respect of cleaning
up any illegally dumped waste and disposing of any additional waste coming
through the household waste stream. Some were concerned that this cost may be
passed onto other organisations such as district councils and / or that costs
relating to clearing up illegally dumped waste might outweigh any savings made.
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c) Other environmental impacts mentioned included concerns that people would
burn, bury or store waste in their own gardens, the proposal would lead to more
journeys or that people would put construction waste into their black bins.

d) Where people stated that they would be affected by the proposals this generally
related to the additional costs they would have to pay. Others stated they felt they
had already paid for this service as part of their council tax so would effectively be
being charged twice. Some respondents were also concerned that the proposal
would particularly affect those on a low income who were more likely in their
opinion to undertake DIY work themselves, rather than employ a builder.

e) People took this opportunity to suggest alternatives to charging, such as providing
council skips or a range of permit schemes, including a residents’ loyalty card
scheme. Other alternatives to charging included increasing council tax, reducing
opening hours and cracking down on trade waste abuses and those illegally
dumping waste.

Review the operation of bus services supported by the County Council 

13.21. In addition to the steps the council has taken to promote the consultation listed 
above, we informed all the providers of subsidised bus services and the community 
transport schemes we fund. We also asked the bus companies to put a poster 
promoting the consultation on all the bus services that we subsidise. The 
consultation was also raised at the Norfolk Bus Forum.  

13.22. There were 1,184 responses received to this consultation. Of these, two thirds (799 
people or 67%) replied as individuals. Forty-nine respondents told us they were 
responding on behalf of a group, organisation or business. Out of all respondents, 
945 said that they use bus services we subsidise and 242 said that they use the 
community transport schemes we grant fund.  

13.23. We received six petitions with a combined total of 926 signatures. Surlingham 
Parish drafted a letter and asked residents to sign it and return it to us. We received 
67 copies of the letter. Norfolk County Council Labour Group undertook a separate 
consultation and submitted the responses they received which contained 76 
comments relating to this proposal.  

13.24. Key issues and concerns were: 

a) Bus services are viewed as vital, essential or a lifeline by quite a lot of the people
who responded – particularly for older people, disabled people, people with
disabilities and people living in rural communities.

b) Some respondents agreed that the County Council should review which bus
services we support, because it is good practice to review all services every now
and then to see if they can be improved or if we can get better value for money.

c) Our proposal includes prioritising support for bus services which help people get
to and from work and essential services, such as healthcare appointments and
food shopping. However, many people said they are worried that our proposal
would make it more difficult to get to healthcare appointments. Several people are
worried it would make commuting, going food shopping and getting to cultural or
leisure activities more difficult.

d) Several people said that our proposal would increase loneliness and social
isolation – particularly for vulnerable, older and disabled people, people with
learning disabilities, and people who live in rural areas.
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e) Many respondents said that our proposal is not fair on people who live in rural
communities and that it would affect the quality of life of people who live in rural
communities.

f) Some people said that our proposal would result in more people driving, increased
congestion and additional pressure on car parking, which would be bad for the
environment.

g) Some respondents said they are worried about the financial implications of the
proposals on them personally and that our proposal would make them financially
worse off.

h) Several people agreed with our proposal to prioritise supporting bus services
which help people get to and from work and essential services, and that help
people who live in areas where there are no other transport options available.

i) Some people said they agreed with our proposal to prioritise particular bus
services, but then added a proviso, for example that we should also support bus
services which help people get to leisure activities or education.

j) Some people said they have concerns about the bus services we are proposing
to support in future, in particular they were concerned that our proposal would
make it harder for people to see their family or friends, or to go to cultural or leisure
activities. They were worried that this would increase loneliness and social
isolation, and be bad for people’s health and wellbeing. Some people said that we
should also prioritise bus services which children and young people use to get to
school and college.

13.25. In addition to our public consultation on the above proposals we carried out more 
local consultation on some proposals by engaging directly with relevant 
organisations/groups. In particular we consulted with Healthwatch on our proposal 
to reduce the grant we give them by £189,000.   

13.26. Healthwatch raised their concern that our proposal would adversely affect their 
ability to make sure that the views and experiences of local people inform how 
health and social care services are delivered, particular affecting their ability to 
capture the views of people from underrepresented groups.  

13.27. They also stated that the proposed reduction in funding would not guarantee their 
ability to be represented on a range of different bodies/attendance at meetings 
which enabled both health and social care commissioners and providers, and 
would affect their ability to contribute to the Sustainability and Transformation 
Partnership. 

13.28. Healthwatch asked that this committee considers an alternative approach for the 
reduction in funding to be implemented as follows, to enable them to look at 
securing some alternative funding: 25% in year one i.e. £30,000 cut, 50% in year 
two i.e. £60,000 cut, 75% in year three i.e. £90,000 cut. 

13.29. Thirty one (31) residents contacted the council during the consultation period 
asking this committee to consider Healthwatch’s alternative approach.  Many also 
took the opportunity to express their support for Healthwatch and tell us how 
invaluable they found their work. 
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14. Equality and rural impact assessments

14.1. When making decisions the Council must give due regard to the need to promote 
equality of opportunity and eliminate unlawful discrimination. 

14.2. Equality and rural impact assessments have been carried out on all 626 of the 
Council’s budget proposals for 2018-19, to identify whether there may be any 
detrimental impact on people with protected characteristics or in rural areas. This 
includes the proposal to increase council tax. 

14.3. Only six of the 62 budget proposals are deemed likely to have a potential 
detrimental impact on people with protected characteristics or in rural areas – this 
includes disabled and older people; Black, Asian and minority ethnic people; 
children and families and women: 

(i) Review charging policy to align to actual disability related expenses
(Adults)

(ii) Remodel children’s centre services (Children’s)
(iii) Reduction in Healthwatch funding (Communities)
(iv) Norfolk Community Learning Services – remodelling the staff

structure, including staffing reduction (Communities)
(v) Review the operation of bus services supported by the County

Council (Environment, Development & Transport)
(vi) Reduce the number of roads gritted in winter (Environment,

Development and Transport)

14.4. It is critical to note that there is no risk to the Council that agreeing the proposal to 
remodel children’s centre services may lead to detrimental impacts on children, 
families, parents or women going undetected. This is because if any options 
emerge as a result of this proposal to change children’s centre services, public 
consultation and an equality and rural assessment will be undertaken. Any 
detrimental impact will be reported to Children’s Services Committee for 
consideration before a final decision is made.  

14.5. The full assessment findings for each proposal are attached for consideration at 
Appendix H(ii). Clear reasons are provided for each proposal to show why, or why 
not, detrimental impact has been identified, and the nature of this impact. 

14.6. 18 mitigating actions have been proposed to address detrimental impact or other 
issues and build accessibility for service users into service design. These are set 
out at Appendix H(i). 

More information on consultation findings and the outcome of equality and rural 
assessments 

14.7. The detailed findings of the consultation and equality and rural assessments of the 
budget proposals are available online at: 
https://norfolk.citizenspace.com/consultation/budget2018/. 

6 The 62 proposals reviewed included two EDT proposals recommended for removal by the Committee as 
detailed in paragraph 9.11. These proposals, relating to Bus Services supported by the Council and 
winter gritting are also identified as having a potential detrimental impact as set out in paragraph 14.3.  
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14.8. The findings of Appendix H(ii) have been made available electronically due to the 
size of the document. They are available here:  
https://norfolkcc.cmis.uk.com/norfolkcc/Meetings/tabid/70/ctl/ViewMeeti
ngPublic/mid/397/Meeting/640/Committee/21/Default.aspx. 

15. Representatives of non-domestic ratepayers

15.1. The Council has a statutory duty under Section 65 of the Local Government 
Finance Act 1992 to consult with representatives of non-domestic ratepayers. A 
meeting with representatives of the business sector is scheduled for 23 January 
2018. Representatives were provided with a summary of the financial challenges 
facing the Council in 2018-22, and proposals for budgets. 

16. Evidence

16.1. The proposals in this report are informed by the Council’s constitution, local 
government legislation, best practice recommendations for financial and strategic 
planning, and feedback from residents and stakeholders via the targeted 
consultation on specific new savings proposals for 2018-19 as detailed within this 
report. 

17. Financial Implications

17.1. Financial implications of the County Council’s budget proposals are set out 
throughout this paper. 

17.2. Service Committees in January have considered the full budget proposals for their 
individual service areas, prior to Policy and Resources Committee considering the 
consolidated budget position at this meeting to recommend to Full Council in 
February. Changes following Service Committees consideration of budget 
proposals are set out in paragraph 9.11, and the unconfirmed draft minutes of 
Service Committee discussions will be available to Policy and Resources 
Committee (see Appendix G).   

18. Issues, risks and innovation

18.1. Legal implications – Statutory requirements relating to individual proposals have 
been reported to Service Committees in January 2018. Legal requirements in 
relation to setting the budget and level of council tax have been set out within this 
report and are considered to be met. 

18.2. Risks – Specific financial risks in this area are identified in the Corporate Risk 
Register, including the risk of failure to manage significant reductions in local and 
national income streams (RM002), and the risk of failure to effectively plan how 
the Council will deliver services over the next 3 years commencing 2018-19 to 
2021 (RM006). 

18.3. The risks associated with these budget proposals were reported to Service 
Committees in January 2018 and to this Committee in the separate report on the 
Robustness of Estimates. Reports on the Robustness of Estimates and the 

99



ANNEXE 1 

42 

Statement on the Adequacy of Provisions and Reserves also set out financial risks 
that have been identified as part of the assessment of the level of reserves and 
provisions in order to evaluate the minimum level of General Balances. 

18.4. There are no further significant risks or implications beyond those set out in the 
financial implications section, and identified throughout the report. 

19. Summary

19.1. The information included in both this report and other reports to Policy and 
Resources Committee needs to be considered when Policy and Resources 
Committee recommends a budget to County Council. Issues that need to be 
considered and where decisions are required are: 

• Additional costs and savings options

• Level of General Balances

• Level of Reserves and Provisions

• Robustness of Estimates

• Overall level of the 2018-19 Revenue Budget and proposals for 2019-20 to
2021-22

• Overall level of the 2018-19 to 2021-22 Capital Programme

• Prudential Code Indicators for 2018-19

• Level of the council tax / precept for 2018-19 and for the period 2019-20 to
2021-22

• Implications of the Revenue Budget for 2019-20 to 2021-22

• Responses to savings proposals from the Budget Consultation

• Outcome of equality and rural impact assessment

20. Background Papers

Norfolk County Council Efficiency Plan: 
https://www.norfolk.gov.uk/-/media/norfolk/downloads/what-we-do-and-how-we-
work/budget-and-council-tax/efficiency-plan.pdf?la=en 

Norfolk County Council Revenue and Capital Budget 2017-20, County Council, 20 
February 2017, Item 4: 
http://norfolkcc.cmis.uk.com/norfolkcc/Meetings/tabid/70/ctl/ViewMeetingPublic/mid/397/
Meeting/444/Committee/2/SelectedTab/Documents/Default.aspx 

Demand Management & Prevention Strategy: Children’s Services, Children’s Services 
Committee, 17 October 2017, Item 8: 
http://norfolkcc.cmis.uk.com/norfolkcc/Meetings/tabid/70/ctl/ViewMeetingPublic/mid/397/
Meeting/616/Committee/8/SelectedTab/Documents/Default.aspx 

Strategic and Financial Planning 2018/19 - 2021/22, Policy and Resources Committee, 
30 October 2017, Item 7: 
http://norfolkcc.cmis.uk.com/norfolkcc/Meetings/tabid/70/ctl/ViewMeetingPublic/mid/397/
Meeting/638/Committee/21/SelectedTab/Documents/Default.aspx 

Chancellor’s Autumn Budget and Fair Funding Review, Policy and Resources 
Committee, 27 November 2017, Item 7: 

100



ANNEXE 1 

43 

http://norfolkcc.cmis.uk.com/norfolkcc/Meetings/tabid/70/ctl/ViewMeetingPublic/mid/397/
Meeting/639/Committee/21/SelectedTab/Documents/Default.aspx  

Service Committee Strategic and Financial Planning Reports, January 2018: 
http://norfolkcc.cmis.uk.com/norfolkcc/Meetings.aspx  

Dedicated Schools Grant (DSG), Children’s Services Committee, 16 January 2018, Item 
10: 
http://norfolkcc.cmis.uk.com/norfolkcc/Meetings/tabid/70/ctl/ViewMeetingPublic/mid/397/
Meeting/618/Committee/8/SelectedTab/Documents/Default.aspx   

Officer Contact 
If you have any questions about matters contained in this paper please get in touch with: 

Officer Name: Tel No: Email address: 
Simon George 01603 222400 simon.george@norfolk.gov.uk 
Harvey Bullen 01603 223330 harvey.bullen@norfolk.gov.uk 
Titus Adam  01603 222806 titus.adam@norfolk.gov.uk  

If you need this report in large print, audio, Braille, 
alternative format or in a different language please 
contact 0344 800 8020 or 0344 800 8011 (textphone) 
and we will do our best to help. 
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Grant 

2018-19 2019-20 2020-21 2021-22 

Provisional 
Settlement 

Estimated Estimated Estimated 

£m £m £m £m 

Un-ring-fenced 

Revenue Support Grant 58.035 38.810 0.000 0.000 

Top-Up Grant (Business Rates Retention 
Scheme) 

123.115 125.756 125.756 125.756 

Section 31 Grant (compensation for 
Government business rate initiatives) 

3.107 4.666 4.666 4.666 

New Homes Bonus 3.030 2.742 0.000 0.000 

School Improvement Monitoring and 
Brokering Grant 

0.635 0.635 0.635 0.635 

Fire Revenue 1.200 1.200 1.200 1.200 

Inshore Fisheries 0.152 0.152 0.152 0.152 

Local reform and community voices 0.580 0.580 0.580 0.580 

Extended rights to free travel (Local 
Services Support Grant) 

0.647 0.647 0.647 0.647 

PFI Revenue Grant (street lights; salt 
barns and schools) 

8.046 8.046 8.046 8.046 

Social Care in Prisons 0.372 0.372 0.372 0.372 

Rural Services Delivery Grant 3.195 3.195 0.000 0.000 

Independent Living Fund Grant 1.518 1.518 1.518 1.518 

Lead Local Flood Authority Grant 0.082 0.087 0.087 0.087 

Improved Better Care Fund 27.730 34.275 28.372 28.372 

New: War Pensions Scheme Disregard 0.287 0.287 0.287 0.287 

Ring-fenced 

Public Health 39.062 38.031 38.031 38.031 

Dedicated Schools Grant* (DSG) 599.457 599.457 599.457 599.457 

Pupil Premium Grant 31.842 31.842 31.842 31.842 

Locally collected tax (forecasts) 

Council tax (assuming Adult Social Care precept 

3.00% in 2018-19 and general increase 2.99% 
2018-19, 2.99% 2019-20, 1.99% 2020-21 and 
0.00% 2021-22) 

388.799 396.569 406.483 408.516 

Business Rates 26.083 26.605 26.605 26.605 

Pooled funding 

NHS Funding (incl. Better Care Fund) 59.336 59.336 59.336 59.336 
Shaded figures remain to be confirmed. 
*DSG is before Academy recoupment.
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Summary of proposed Revenue Budget 2018-19 

Adult Social 
Care 

Children's 
Services 

Environment 
Development 

and 
Transport 

Communities 
Business 

and Property 

Digital 
Innovation 

and 
Efficiency 

Policy and 
Resources 

Total 

£m £m £m £m £m £m £m £m 

Base Budget 2017-18 261.453 177.351 134.236 48.811 9.039 16.048 -288.125 358.812 

Growth 

Economic / Inflationary 6.701 3.445 2.617 1.229 0.092 0.318 0.964 15.366 

Legislative Requirements 9.186 2.036 0.050 -0.817 -0.039 0.000 1.574 11.990 

Demand / Demographic 14.967 6.000 0.414 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.080 21.461 

NCC Policy 3.080 1.550 0.005 0.000 0.000 0.000 10.216 14.851 

Funding Reductions 4.197 0.576 0.000 1.031 0.000 0.000 16.914 22.718 

Cost Neutral Transfers 6.575 1.708 3.813 0.940 0.505 0.136 37.932 51.608 

Total budget increase 44.706 15.315 6.900 2.383 0.558 0.454 67.679 137.995 

Savings 

Total savings -27.290 -2.641 -1.440 -1.803 -1.051 -0.726 4.952 -29.999

Funding Increases -26.131 -0.265 -0.005 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 -26.401

Cost Neutral Transfers -0.272 -3.812 -35.787 -2.524 -0.505 -2.578 -6.130 -51.608

Total budget decrease -53.693 -6.718 -37.233 -4.327 -1.556 -3.304 -1.177 -108.007

Base Budget 2018-19 252.466 185.948 103.902 46.868 8.041 13.198 -221.623 388.799 
There may be small differences in the table above due to the rounding of figures. 

Funded by: Council Tax -383.141
Collection Fund Surplus -5.658

-388.799

2018-19 Budget Gap 0.000 
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Summary of proposed Revenue Budget 2019-20 

Adult Social 
Care 

Children's 
Services 

Environment 
Development 

and 
Transport 

Communities 
Business 

and Property 

Digital 
Innovation 

and 
Efficiency 

Policy and 
Resources 

Total 

£m £m £m £m £m £m £m £m 

Base Budget 2018-19 252.466 185.948 103.902 46.868 8.041 13.198 -221.623 388.799 

Growth 

Economic / Inflationary 6.195 3.175 2.019 0.926 0.008 0.297 1.799 14.420 

Legislative Requirements 11.498 0.000 0.022 -1.031 0.000 0.000 3.157 13.646 

Demand / Demographic 3.000 0.000 1.838 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.080 4.918 

NCC Policy -1.433 0.000 0.005 0.000 0.000 0.000 3.579 2.151 

Funding Reductions 5.998 0.000 0.000 1.031 0.000 0.000 16.401 23.430 

Cost Neutral Transfers 0.000 0.000 0.037 0.197 0.000 0.000 0.879 1.113 

Total budget increase 25.258 3.175 3.921 1.123 0.008 0.297 25.896 59.678 

Savings 

Total savings -9.351 -4.342 -0.310 -0.435 -2.075 -1.000 1.356 -16.157

Funding Increases -12.544 0.000 -0.005 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 -12.549

Cost Neutral Transfers -0.879 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 -0.234 -1.113

Total budget decrease -22.774 -4.342 -0.315 -0.435 -2.075 -1.000 1.122 -29.819

Base Budget 2019-20 254.950 184.781 107.508 47.556 5.974 12.495 -194.606 418.658 
There may be small differences in the table above due to the rounding of figures. 

Funded by: Council Tax -396.569
Collection Fund Surplus 0.000 

-396.569

2018-19 Budget Gap 0.000 
2019-20 Budget Gap 22.089 
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Summary of proposed Revenue Budget 2020-21 

Adult Social 
Care 

Children's 
Services 

Environment 
Development 

and 
Transport 

Communities 
Business 

and Property 

Digital 
Innovation 

and 
Efficiency 

Policy and 
Resources 

Total 

£m £m £m £m £m £m £m £m 

Base Budget 2019-20 254.950 184.781 107.508 47.556 5.974 12.495 -194.606 418.658 

Growth 

Economic / Inflationary 6.259 3.156 2.097 0.942 0.005 0.303 0.832 13.594 

Legislative Requirements -0.642 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 2.332 1.690 

Demand / Demographic 8.100 0.000 1.700 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.080 9.880 

NCC Policy -2.024 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 6.500 4.476 

Funding Reductions 5.903 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 44.797 50.700 

Cost Neutral Transfers 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 

Total budget increase 17.596 3.156 3.797 0.942 0.005 0.303 54.541 80.340 

Savings 

Total savings -13.700 -2.000 -0.350 -2.786 -2.050 -0.700 -0.387 -21.973

Funding Increases 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 

Cost Neutral Transfers 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 

Total budget decrease -13.700 -2.000 -0.350 -2.786 -2.050 -0.700 -0.387 -21.973

Base Budget 2020-21 258.845 185.937 110.955 45.712 3.929 12.097 -140.451 477.026 
There may be small differences in the table above due to the rounding of figures. 

Funded by: Council Tax -406.483
Collection Fund Surplus 0.000 

-406.483

2018-19 Budget Gap 0.000 
2019-20 Budget Gap 22.089 
2020-21 Budget Gap 48.453 
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Summary of proposed Revenue Budget 2021-22 

Adult Social 
Care 

Children's 
Services 

Environment 
Development 

and 
Transport 

Communities 
Business 

and Property 

Digital 
Innovation 

and 
Efficiency 

Policy and 
Resources 

Total 

£m £m £m £m £m £m £m £m 

Base Budget 2020-21 258.845 185.937 110.955 45.712 3.929 12.097 -140.451 477.026 

Growth 

Economic / Inflationary 6.259 3.156 2.097 0.942 0.005 0.303 0.833 13.595 

Legislative Requirements 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 2.061 2.061 

Demand / Demographic 4.764 0.000 1.700 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.080 6.544 

NCC Policy 1.336 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 13.000 14.336 

Funding Reductions 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.050 0.050 

Cost Neutral Transfers 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 

Total budget increase 12.359 3.156 3.797 0.942 0.005 0.303 16.024 36.586 

Savings 

Total savings -3.900 -2.000 -1.850 -1.500 -1.150 0.000 0.000 -10.400

Funding Increases 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 

Cost Neutral Transfers 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 

Total budget decrease -3.900 -2.000 -1.850 -1.500 -1.150 0.000 0.000 -10.400

Base Budget 2021-22 267.304 187.094 112.902 45.154 2.785 12.400 -124.427 503.211 
There may be small differences in the table above due to the rounding of figures. 

Funded by: Council Tax -408.516
Collection Fund Surplus 0.000 

-408.516

2018-19 Budget Gap 0.000 
2019-20 Budget Gap 22.089 
2020-21 Budget Gap 48.453 
2021-22 Budget Gap 24.153 
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Annex A details by Committee 

Budget Changes Forecast for 2018-22 

Adult Social Care Committee 

2018-19 2019-20 2020-21 2021-22 

£m £m £m £m 

Cash Limited Base Budget 261.453 252.466 254.950 258.845 

Growth 

Economic / Inflationary 6.701 6.195 6.259 6.259 

Legislative Requirements 9.186 11.498 -0.642 0.000 

Demand / Demographic 14.967 3.000 8.100 4.764 

NCC Policy 3.080 -1.433 -2.024 1.336 

Total Growth 33.934 19.260 11.693 12.359 

Savings 

Savings brought forward from previous budget round -18.716 -10.000 -10.000 0.000 

Changes to previous savings -1.098 -0.200 0.000 0.000 

New Savings 2018-19 Budget Round -7.476 0.849 -3.700 -3.900

Total Savings -27.290 -9.351 -13.700 -3.900

Base Adjustments -21.934 -6.546 5.903 0.000 

Cost Neutral Adjustments 6.303 -0.879 0.000 0.000 

CASH LIMITED BASE BUDGET 252.466 254.950 258.845 267.304 

Budget change forecasts for 2018-22 
Adult Social Care 

Reference 
2018-19 2019-20 2020-21 2021-22 

£m £m £m £m 
OPENING BUDGET 261.453 252.466 254.950 258.845 

ADDITIONAL COSTS 
Inflationary 

Basic Inflation - Pay (2% for 18-22) 0.847 0.976 0.899 0.899 
Basic Inflation - Prices 5.854 5.219 5.359 5.359 
Demand / Demographic 

Demographic growth 6.134 6.000 6.100 6.100 
iBCF - Social Care Purchase of 
Care 

7.833 -3.000 2.000 -1.336

iBCF - Managing market pressures 2.000 
Remove 2017-18 growth for ASC 
2016-17 overspend lower than 
forecast 

-1.000

Legislative Requirements 

Pay and Price Market Pressures 5.921 5.741 
iBCF - Impact of the National Living 
Wage - Sleep in care provision 

2.800 

iBCF - Deprivation of Liberty 
Safeguarding Service (DOLS) 

0.225 

iBCF - Mental health support to 
reduce Delayed Transfer of Care 
(DTOC) 

0.240 0.657 -0.642
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Budget change forecasts for 2018-22 
Adult Social Care 

Reference 
2018-19 2019-20 2020-21 2021-22 

£m £m £m £m 

iBCF - Pressure from ending of 
Section 75 protection of social care 
funding agreement 

5.100 

NCC Policy 

Adult Social Care 2016-17 
Overspend 

-4.197

Vulnerable Persons Resettlement 
Scheme 

-0.101 -0.043

iBCF - Securing supply in home 
support 

0.500 

iBCF - Community models (micro 
commissioning) 

0.100 -0.100

iBCF - Social Care staff capacity 
enhancement 

3.912 -3.912

iBCF - Investment in social 
prescribing 

0.750 -0.300 -0.450

iBCF - Trusted assessors model 0.165 0.146 -0.146
iBCF - Enhanced Home Support 
service 

1.207 -0.212 -0.517 -0.478

iBCF - Accommodation based 
Reablement Service 

2.169 -1.715 -0.454

iBCF - Continuing Health Care 
discharge to assess social workers 

0.245 -0.037 -0.208

iBCF - Commissioning capacity and 
flow post 

0.035 -0.035

Planned carry forward of iBCF in 
reserves to fund future projects 

3.479 -1.665 -1.814

Planned usage of iBCF funds from 
reserves 

-9.819 6.340 1.665 1.814 

Capacity to deliver service strategy 
and social and health care 
integration 

0.288 

Increase Adult Social Care provision 
for bad debt write-offs 

0.150 

Pressure from removal of one-off 
Adult Social Care grant 

4.197 

33.934 19.260 11.693 12.359 
SAVINGS 
Brought forward from 2017-20 
budget round 

ASC003 
Service users to pay for transport 
out of personal budgets, reducing 
any subsidy paid by the Council 

-0.900 -0.800

ASC006 
/ASC011 
/ASC015 

Promoting Independence for 
Younger Adults - Customer 
Pathway - where the focus will be 
on connecting people with ways to 
maintain their wellbeing and 
independence thereby reducing the 
numbers of service users receiving 
care in a residential setting 

-5.630 -5.307 -5.000
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Budget change forecasts for 2018-22 
Adult Social Care 

Reference 
2018-19 2019-20 2020-21 2021-22 

£m £m £m £m 

ASC006 
/ASC011 
/ASC015 

Promoting Independence for Older 
Adults - Customer Pathway - where 
the focus will be on connecting 
people with ways to maintain their 
wellbeing and independence 
thereby reducing the numbers of 
service users receiving care in a 
residential setting 

-1.632 -3.393 -5.000

ASC007 

Promoting Independence - 
Reablement - net reduction - 
expand Reablement Service to deal 
with 100% of demand and develop 
service for working age adults 

-0.500

ASC008 
Promoting Independence - Housing 
with Care - develop non-residential 
community based care solutions 

-0.500 -0.500

ASC009 

Promoting Independence - 
Integrated Community Equipment 
Service - expand service so through 
increased availability and access to 
equipment care costs will be 
reduced 

-0.250

ASC013 Radical review of daycare services -2.500

ASC016-019 

Building resilient lives: reshaping 
our work with people of all ages 
requiring housing related support to 
keep them independent 

-3.400

ASC020 
Remodel contracts for support to 
mental health recovery 

-0.275

ASC021 
Recommissioning of information 
advice and advocacy services 

-0.250

ASC024 
Home care commissioning - an 
improved framework for procuring 
home care services in Norfolk 

-0.549

ASC029 

Align charging policy to more 
closely reflect actual disability 
related expenditure incurred by 
service users 

-0.230

COM040 

Delay to 14-15, 15-16 and 16-17 
saving: Reduce the number of 
service users we provide transport 
for 

-2.100

-18.716 -10.000 -10.000 0.000 
Changes to 2017-20 budget round 
savings 

ASC021 
Recommissioning of information 
advice and advocacy services 

0.250 

COM040 
/ASC003 

Delay and reversal of transport 
savings 

2.300 -0.200

ASC024 
Home care commissioning - an 
improved framework for procuring 
home care services in Norfolk 

0.549 
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Budget change forecasts for 2018-22 
Adult Social Care 

Reference 
2018-19 2019-20 2020-21 2021-22 

£m £m £m £m 

ASC006 
/ASC011 
/ASC015 

Promoting Independence for 
Younger Adults - Customer 
Pathway - where the focus will be 
on connecting people with ways to 
maintain their wellbeing and 
independence thereby reducing the 
numbers of service users receiving 
care in a residential setting - 
savings required from reversal of 
one-off funding in 2017-18 

-1.164

ASC006 
/ASC011 
/ASC015 

Promoting Independence for Older 
Adults - Customer Pathway - where 
the focus will be on connecting 
people with ways to maintain their 
wellbeing and independence 
thereby reducing the numbers of 
service users receiving care in a 
residential setting - savings required 
from reversal of one-off funding in 
2017-18 

-3.033

-1.098 -0.200 0.000 0.000 
New 2018-22 budget round 
savings 

ASC032 
Review charging policy to align to 
actual disability related expenses 

-0.400

ASC033 Accommodation based reablement -0.550

ASC034 
Prevent carer breakdown by better 
targeted respite 

-0.686

ASC035 
Investment and development of 
Assistive Technology approaches 

-0.300 -0.500 -0.700

ASC036 
Maximising potential through digital 
solutions 

-0.049 -0.951 -2.000 -3.000

ASC037 
Strengthened contract management 
function 

-0.300 -0.300 -0.200 -0.200

ASC038 
Procurement of current capacity 
through NorseCare at market value 

-0.600 -1.000

ASC039 Capitalisation of equipment spend -2.300

ASC040 
Reduction in funding for invest to 
save 

-0.191

ASC041 
One-off underspends in 2017-18 to 
be used to part fund 2018-19 growth 
pressures on a one-off basis 

-3.000 3.000 

-7.476 0.849 -3.700 -3.900

TOTAL SAVINGS -27.290 -9.351 -13.700 -3.900

BASE ADJUSTMENTS 

Improved Better Care Fund (iBCF) -13.943 -12.544
Adult Social Care Grant 4.197 

War veterans -0.287
Additional ASC funding announced 
in March 2017 Budget 

-11.901 -5.903
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Budget change forecasts for 2018-22 
Adult Social Care 

Reference 
2018-19 2019-20 2020-21 2021-22 

£m £m £m £m 

Reversal of one-off Adult Social 
Care funding 

11.901 5.903 

-21.934 -6.546 5.903 0.000 

COST NEUTRAL ADJUSTMENTS 

Social Care System -0.035 -0.879
Adults Rehabilitation Public Health 
agreed cross cutting savings 2017-
18 

-0.140

Adult business support post to 
Customer Service Centre 

-0.020

Blue Badge Scheme budget from 
Adults to Communities 

-0.007

Depreciation transfer 0.075 
Debt management transfer 0.000 

REFCUS transfer 6.500 
Information Advice & Guidance 
Directory to Public Health 

-0.070

6.303 -0.879 0.000 0.000 

NET BUDGET 252.466 254.950 258.845 267.304 

There may be small differences in the tables above due to the rounding of figures. 
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Budget Changes Forecast for 2018-22 

Children's Services Committee 

2018-19 2019-20 2020-21 2021-22 

£m £m £m £m 

Cash Limited Base Budget 177.351 185.948 184.781 185.937 

Growth 

Economic / Inflationary 3.445 3.175 3.156 3.156 

Legislative Requirements 2.036 0.000 0.000 0.000 

Demand / Demographic 6.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 

NCC Policy 1.550 0.000 0.000 0.000 

Total Growth 13.031 3.175 3.156 3.156 

Savings 

Savings brought forward from previous budget round -0.859 -0.535 0.000 0.000 

Changes to previous savings 0.450 0.535 0.000 0.000 

New Savings 2018-19 Budget Round -2.232 -4.342 -2.000 -2.000

Total Savings -2.641 -4.342 -2.000 -2.000

Base Adjustments 0.311 0.000 0.000 0.000 

Cost Neutral Adjustments -2.104 0.000 0.000 0.000 

CASH LIMITED BASE BUDGET 185.948 184.781 185.937 187.094 

Budget change forecasts for 2018-22 
Children's Services 

Reference 
2018-19 2019-20 2020-21 2021-22 

£m £m £m £m 

OPENING BUDGET 177.351 185.948 184.781 185.937 

ADDITIONAL COSTS 

Inflationary 

Basic Inflation - Pay (2% for 18-22) 1.389 1.230 1.250 1.250 

Basic Inflation - Prices 2.056 1.945 1.906 1.906 
Demand / Demographic 

Additional Children's Services pressures 6.000 
Legislative Requirements 

Education Services Grant 1.401 
New funding School Improvement 
(monitoring and brokering) may come with 
additional responsibilities 

0.635 

NCC Policy 

PIMS 0.650 
COMPASS 0.900 

13.031 3.175 3.156 3.156 

SAVINGS 

CHL013 

Update our budget for retirement costs for 
teachers to reflect how much we are now 
spending on this - we are not responsible for 
paying redundancy and retirements costs for 
teachers that work for the growing number of 
academy schools 

-0.100

CHL026 
Keep all children's centres open and focus 
their work on supporting the families that 
need them most 

-0.309
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Budget change forecasts for 2018-22 
Children's Services 

Reference 
2018-19 2019-20 2020-21 2021-22 

£m £m £m £m 

CHL041 Remodel the children's centre service offer -2.000 -3.000

CHL042 Reduction in legal expenses -0.142 -0.142

CHL043 
Reduce the reliance on agency social 
workers through the improved permanent 
recruitment and retention 

-0.200

CHL044 

Reduced Looked After Children's costs 
through implementation of the Demand 
Management and Prevention Strategy 
transformation programme 

-1.000 -2.000 -2.000

CHL045 
Increased income received for Early Years 
training 

-0.090

-2.641 -4.342 -2.000 -2.000

BASE ADJUSTMENTS 

New funding for School Improvement 
(monitoring and brokering) 

-0.265

Troubled Families Grant less than expected 0.576 
0.311 0.000 0.000 0.000 

COST NEUTRAL ADJUSTMENTS 

Educator Solutions transfer to HR -0.120
Schools Appeals Panel from Democratic 
Services to Children's Services 

0.101 

Depreciation transfer -3.477
Debt management transfer -0.010

REFCUS transfer 1.607 
Family Nurse Partnership to Public Health -0.205

-2.104 0.000 0.000 0.000 

NET BUDGET 185.948 184.781 185.937 187.094 

There may be small differences in the table above due to the rounding of figures. 
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Budget Changes Forecast for 2018-22 

Environment Development and Transport Committee 

2018-19 2019-20 2020-21 2021-22 

£m £m £m £m 

Cash Limited Base Budget 134.236 103.902 107.508 110.955 

Growth 

Economic / Inflationary 2.617 2.019 2.097 2.097 

Legislative Requirements 0.050 0.022 0.000 0.000 

Demand / Demographic 0.414 1.838 1.700 1.700 

NCC Policy 0.005 0.005 0.000 0.000 

Total Growth 3.087 3.884 3.797 3.797 

Savings 

Savings brought forward from previous budget round -0.605 0.000 0.000 0.000 

Changes to previous savings 1.850 0.000 0.000 -1.850

New Savings 2018-19 Budget Round -2.685 -0.310 -0.350 0.000 

Total Savings -1.440 -0.310 -0.350 -1.850

Base Adjustments -0.005 -0.005 0.000 0.000 

Cost Neutral Adjustments -31.975 0.037 0.000 0.000 

CASH LIMITED BASE BUDGET 103.902 107.508 110.955 112.902 

Budget change forecasts for 2018-22 
Environment, Development and Transport 

Reference 
2018-19 2019-20 2020-21 2021-22 

£m £m £m £m 
OPENING BUDGET 134.236 103.902 107.508 110.955 

ADDITIONAL COSTS 
Inflationary 

Basic Inflation - Pay (2% for 
18-22)

0.621 0.504 0.514 0.514 

Basic Inflation - Prices 1.997 1.515 1.583 1.583 
Demand / Demographic 

Waste pressure 0.162 1.700 1.700 1.700 
Highways maintenance NDR 0.125 0.111 
Rural grass cutting 0.050 

Highways new developments 0.027 0.027 
Additional street lights new 
developments 

0.050 

Legislative Requirements 

Ash Die Back 0.050 0.022 
NCC Policy 

Additional flood funding 0.005 0.005 
3.087 3.884 3.797 3.797 

SAVINGS 

EDT027 

Environment service - 
redesign the environment 
service so that it operates at 
75% of current budget and 
increases use of volunteers 
and interns 

-0.200
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Budget change forecasts for 2018-22 
Environment, Development and Transport 

Reference 
2018-19 2019-20 2020-21 2021-22 

£m £m £m £m 

EDT028 

Intelligent transport systems - 
put new technology and 
models in place for delivery 
of the intelligent transport 
systems approaching the end 
of their economic life, 
including replacing rising 
bollard technologies at bus 
gates with camera 
enforcement and co-locating 
the control room with another 
public service provider 

-0.085

EDT032 

Waste strategy - 
implementing a new waste 
strategy focussed on waste 
reduction and minimisation 
with a target to reduce the 
residual waste each 
household produces by at 
least one kilogram per week 

-1.850

EDT040 

Waste – efficiency savings 
through robust management 
of costs through open-book 
accounting 

0.030 

EDT045 

One off saving - further 
capitalisation of highways 
maintenance activities in 
2016-17, to release a 
revenue saving to carry 
forward to 2017-18 

1.500 

EDT049 
Succession of milder winters 
justifies a reduction in the 
winter maintenance budget 

-0.400

EDT050 
Improved management of on-
street car parking 

-0.150 -0.350

EDT051 
Re-profiling the public 
transport budget 

-0.250

EDT054 
Reducing spend on non-
safety critical highway 
maintenance 

-0.200

EDT055 
Change the construction and 
demolition waste concession 
at all recycling centres 

-0.280

EDT056 
Reduce waste reduction 
activity 

-0.150

EDT057 
Further roll-out of street 
lighting LEDs 

-0.160 -0.160

EDT059 
Changing back office 
processes and efficiency 

-0.085

CMM049 

Vacancy management and 
streamlined management 
arrangements – museums 
and historic environment 

-0.095
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Budget change forecasts for 2018-22 
Environment, Development and Transport 

Reference 
2018-19 2019-20 2020-21 2021-22 

£m £m £m £m 

EDT060 
Capitalisation of activities to 
release a revenue saving 

-1.065

-1.440 -0.310 -0.350 -1.850

BASE ADJUSTMENTS 

Lead Local Flood Authority 
Grant 

-0.005 -0.005

-0.005 -0.005 0.000 0.000 
COST NEUTRAL 
ADJUSTMENTS 

Leases 0.037 
Transfer of CES admin 
budgets 

0.028 

Budget to Communities 
Committee 

0.000 

Budget from Business and 
Property Committee 

0.358 

Depreciation for Highways 
network asset 

-35.692

Transfer to landfill provision 
(Edgefield) 

-0.094

Depreciation transfer 2.670 
Debt management transfer 0.002 

Budget to P&R Committee -0.001
Transfer between EDT, 
CMM, B&P, DIE and P&R 
Committees 

0.754 

-31.975 0.037 0.000 0.000 

NET BUDGET 103.902 107.508 110.955 112.902 

There may be small differences in the table above due to the rounding of figures. 
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Budget Changes Forecast for 2018-22 

Communities Committee 

2018-19 2019-20 2020-21 2021-22 

£m £m £m £m 

Cash Limited Base Budget 48.811 46.868 47.556 45.712 

Growth 

Economic / Inflationary 1.229 0.926 0.942 0.942 

Legislative Requirements -0.817 -1.031 0.000 0.000 

Demand / Demographic 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 

NCC Policy 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 

Total Growth 0.412 -0.105 0.942 0.942 

Savings 

Savings brought forward from previous budget round -0.102 0.000 0.000 0.000 

Changes to previous savings 0.235 -0.235 0.000 0.000 

New Savings 2018-19 Budget Round -1.936 -0.200 -2.786 -1.500

Total Savings -1.803 -0.435 -2.786 -1.500

Base Adjustments 1.031 1.031 0.000 0.000 

Cost Neutral Adjustments -1.584 0.197 0.000 0.000 

CASH LIMITED BASE BUDGET 46.868 47.556 45.712 45.154 

Budget change forecasts for 2018-22 
Communities 

Reference 
2018-19 2019-20 2020-21 2021-22 

£m £m £m £m 

OPENING BUDGET 48.811 46.868 47.556 45.712 

ADDITIONAL COSTS 
Inflationary 

Basic Inflation - Pay (2% for 18-
22) 

1.111 0.898 0.916 0.916 

Basic Inflation - Prices 0.118 0.028 0.027 0.027 
Legislative Requirements 

Reduced Public Health 
expenditure 

-1.031 -1.031

Business rates revaluation 0.214 
0.412 -0.105 0.942 0.942 

SAVINGS 

CMM022 
Libraries and Information 
Service - re-model of service 
and income generation 

-0.387 -0.235

CMM023 

Fire and Rescue Service - 
sharing headquarters and 
control room at Police HQ and 
capitalisation of activities to 
release a revenue saving 

-0.490

CMM036 

Registration service income 
generation - develop business 
opportunities within the service 
to generate additional income 

-0.080
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Budget change forecasts for 2018-22 
Communities 

Reference 
2018-19 2019-20 2020-21 2021-22 

£m £m £m £m 

CMM039 
One-off saving through re-
setting budgets for leased 
equipment 

0.090 

CMM040 
Capitalisation of library books 
16-17 resulting in a one-off
saving

1.000 

CMM042 
Providing a joined up Library 
and Children’s Centre Services 

-0.500

CMM043 
Income generation – Norfolk 
Museums Service 

-0.070 -0.400

CMM044 
Income generation – Norfolk 
Records Office 

-0.030

CMM045 
Income generation – Norfolk 
Community Learning Services 

-0.125

CMM046 
Income generation – Library and 
Information Service 

-0.020 -0.111

CMM047 
Registrars Service – external 
income 

-0.120 -0.100 -0.150

CMM048 
Changing back office processes 
and efficiency 

-0.043

CMM049 

Vacancy management and 
streamlined management 
arrangements – Museums and 
Historic Environment 

-0.025

CMM050 
Vacancy management – 
Customer Services 

-0.120 -0.030

CMM051 

Norfolk Community Learning 
Services – remodelling the staff 
structure, including staffing 
reduction 

-0.150 -0.050

EDT058 
Vacancy management and 
streamlined management 
arrangements 

-0.159

CMM052 
Capitalisation of activities to 
release a revenue saving 

-0.030

CMM053 Reduction in Healthwatch grant -0.189

CMM054 

Using Public Health grant 
funding to support the delivery 
of Public Health activity 
throughout the Authority 

-1.000 -1.500 -1.500

-1.803 -0.435 -2.786 -1.500
BASE ADJUSTMENTS 

Reduced Public Health grant 1.031 1.031 
1.031 1.031 0.000 0.000 

COST NEUTRAL 
ADJUSTMENTS 

Leases 0.164 0.197 

Transfer of CES admin budgets -0.028
Adults Rehabilitation Public 
Health agreed cross cutting 
savings 2017-18 

0.140 
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Budget change forecasts for 2018-22 
Communities 

Reference 
2018-19 2019-20 2020-21 2021-22 

£m £m £m £m 

BIPS Public Health agreed 
cross cutting savings 2017-18 

0.180 

Budget from Digital Innovation 
and Efficiency Committee 

0.065 

Budget for Customer Services 
reception 

0.010 

Budget to EDT Committee 0.000 
Additional CPP staff budget 
from Managing Director's 
Department 

0.079 

Print recharge 0.000 
Transfer of Complaints Service 
to Democratic Services 

-0.341

Budget for Equality and 
Diversity Team to P&R 
Committee 

-0.222

Adult business support post to 
Customer Service Centre 

0.020 

Blue Badge Scheme budget 
from Adults to Communities 

0.007 

Depreciation transfer -1.106

Debt management transfer -0.003
REFCUS transfer -0.539
Information Advice & Guidance 
Directory from Adults 

0.070 

Family Nurse Partnership from 
Children's Services 

0.205 

Transfer between EDT, CMM, 
B&P, DIE and P&R Committees 

-0.283

-1.584 0.197 0.000 0.000 

NET BUDGET 46.868 47.556 45.712 45.154 

There may be small differences in the table above due to the rounding of figures. 
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Budget Changes Forecast for 2018-22 

Business and Property Committee 

2018-19 2019-20 2020-21 2021-22 

£m £m £m £m 

Cash Limited Base Budget 9.039 8.041 5.974 3.929 

Growth 

Economic / Inflationary 0.092 0.008 0.005 0.005 

Legislative Requirements -0.039 0.000 0.000 0.000 

Demand / Demographic 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 

NCC Policy 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 

Total Growth 0.053 0.008 0.005 0.005 

Savings 

Savings brought forward from previous budget round -1.751 -1.000 0.000 0.000 

Changes to previous savings 1.300 0.000 -0.650 -0.650

New Savings 2018-19 Budget Round -0.600 -1.075 -1.400 -0.500

Total Savings -1.051 -2.075 -2.050 -1.150

Base Adjustments 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 

Cost Neutral Adjustments 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 

CASH LIMITED BASE BUDGET 8.041 5.974 3.929 2.785 

Budget change forecasts for 2018-22 
Business and Property 

Reference 
2018-19 2019-20 2020-21 2021-22 

£m £m £m £m 

OPENING BUDGET 9.039 8.041 5.974 3.929 

ADDITIONAL COSTS 
Inflationary 

Basic Inflation - Pay (2% for 
18-22)

0.043 0.041 0.042 0.042 

Basic Inflation - Prices 0.049 -0.033 -0.037 -0.037
Legislative Requirements 

Carbon Reduction 
Commitment increased 
price per tonne 

0.045 

Business rates revaluation -0.084
0.053 0.008 0.005 0.005 

SAVINGS 

EDT020 

Economic development 
match funding - cease 
providing match funding to 
Hethel Innovation for 
European funding bids and 
seek alternative match 
funding opportunities 

-0.051

P&R027 
/P&R058 
/P&R060 

Property savings -0.400 -1.000 -0.650 -0.650

B&P001 
Return from property 
development company – 

-0.500 -1.000 -0.500
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Budget change forecasts for 2018-22 
Business and Property 

Reference 
  2018-19 2019-20 2020-21 2021-22 

  £m £m £m £m 

Repton Property 
Developments Ltd 

B&P002 

Property further 
centralisation of existing 
property budgets in services 
will allow maximisation of 
savings opportunities – 
savings estimated at 5% of 
current budget each year 

-0.400 -0.400 -0.400   

B&P003 
Property seeking 
opportunities to reduce fees 
paid to NPS 

-0.100 -0.100     

B&P004 
Property reducing facilities 
management costs 

-0.075 -0.075     

B&P005 

Economic Development - 
closer/joint working with 
New Anglia Local 
Enterprise Partnership 

-0.025       

    -1.051 -2.075 -2.050 -1.150 

  
COST NEUTRAL 
ADJUSTMENTS 

        

  Transfer to EDT Committee -0.358       

  Print recharge 0.000       
  Depreciation transfer 0.295       

  Debt management transfer 0.000       
  REFCUS transfer 0.200       

 
Transfer of 0.4fte post from 
Finance 

0.010    

 
Transfer between EDT, 
CMM, B&P, DIE & P&R 
Committees 

-0.147    

    0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 

            

  NET BUDGET 8.041 5.974 3.929 2.785 
 
There may be small differences in the table above due to the rounding of figures. 
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Budget Changes Forecast for 2018-22 

Digital Innovation and Efficiency Committee 

2018-19 2019-20 2020-21 2021-22 

£m £m £m £m 

Cash Limited Base Budget 16.048 13.198 12.495 12.097 

Growth 

Economic / Inflationary 0.318 0.297 0.303 0.303 

Legislative Requirements 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 

Demand / Demographic 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 

NCC Policy 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 

Total Growth 0.318 0.297 0.303 0.303 

Savings 

Savings brought forward from previous budget round -0.726 -0.059 0.000 0.000 

Changes to previous savings 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 

New Savings 2018-19 Budget Round 0.000 -0.941 -0.700 0.000 

Total Savings -0.726 -1.000 -0.700 0.000 

Base Adjustments 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 

Cost Neutral Adjustments -2.442 0.000 0.000 0.000 

CASH LIMITED BASE BUDGET 13.198 12.495 12.097 12.400 

Budget change forecasts for 2018-22 
Digital Innovation and Efficiency 

Reference 
2018-19 2019-20 2020-21 2021-22 

£m £m £m £m 

OPENING BUDGET 16.048 13.198 12.495 12.097 

ADDITIONAL COSTS 
Inflationary 

Basic Inflation - Pay (2% for 18-22) 0.174 0.158 0.161 0.161 
Basic Inflation - Prices 0.144 0.139 0.142 0.142 

0.318 0.297 0.303 0.303 
SAVINGS 

EDT048 Use of Better Broadband reserves 0.500 

P&R050 

Cutting costs through efficiencies 
by a zero based review of our 
services - working with services to 
establish the base requirement and 
shape of resources to support the 
future needs of the organisation 

-0.339

P&R062 

Raising revenue through 
recharging the full costs of our 
services to external customers - 
ensuring that ICT services to 
schools, and other external clients, 
fully reflect both the direct and 
indirect costs incurred 

-0.302

P&R063 

Cutting costs through efficiencies 
by menu based pricing - the 
services provided have evolved 
since the formation of Shared 
Services in 2010, services have 

-0.264
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Budget change forecasts for 2018-22 
Digital Innovation and Efficiency 

Reference 
2018-19 2019-20 2020-21 2021-22 

£m £m £m £m 

had little visibility of costs or the 
ability to control them. A full review 
of the prices of services and 
equipment would offer visibility and 
choice to services - alternatives 
may include self service 

P&R064 

Cutting costs through efficiencies 
by reducing unit costs - the menu 
based proposition above offers the 
opportunity to reduce costs by 
reduced demand, this proposition 
offers the opportunity to reduce 
unit costs, e.g. by benchmarking 
and taking any appropriate 
resulting actions  

-0.321

P&R082 
Release ICT lease budget no 
longer required 

-0.059

DIE001 

IMT – various savings within IMT 
including: 
· Exit from the HPE contract
· Restructuring and headcount
reduction (management and
technical support costs)
· Income generation, particularly
services for schools

-0.941 -0.700

-0.726 -1.000 -0.700 0.000 
COST NEUTRAL ADJUSTMENTS 

Budget moved to Customer 
Services 

-0.065

Print recharge -0.008

Depreciation transfer 0.136 
Debt management transfer 0.000 

REFCUS transfer -2.215
Transfer between EDT, CMM, 
B&P, DIE & P&R Committees 

-0.290

-2.442 0.000 0.000 0.000 

NET BUDGET 13.198 12.495 12.097 12.400 

There may be small differences in the table above due to the rounding of figures. 
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Budget Changes Forecast for 2018-22 

Policy and Resources Committee 

2018-19 2019-20 2020-21 2021-22 

£m £m £m £m 

Cash Limited Base Budget -288.125 -221.623 -194.606 -140.451

Growth 

Economic / Inflationary 0.964 1.799 0.832 0.833 

Legislative Requirements 1.574 3.157 2.332 2.061 

Demand / Demographic 0.080 0.080 0.080 0.080 

NCC Policy 10.216 3.579 6.500 13.000 

Total Growth 12.834 8.615 9.744 15.974 

Savings 

Savings brought forward from previous budget round 9.100 0.290 0.000 0.000 

Changes to previous savings 0.814 0.000 0.000 0.000 

New Savings 2018-19 Budget Round -4.962 1.066 -0.387 0.000 

Total Savings 4.952 1.356 -0.387 0.000 

Base Adjustments 16.914 16.401 44.797 0.050 

Cost Neutral Adjustments 31.802 0.645 0.000 0.000 

CASH LIMITED BASE BUDGET -221.623 -194.606 -140.451 -124.427

Budget change forecasts for 2018-22 
Policy and Resources 

Reference 
2018-19 2019-20 2020-21 2021-22 

£m £m £m £m 
OPENING BUDGET -288.125 -221.623 -194.606 -140.451

ADDITIONAL COSTS 
Inflationary 

Basic Inflation - Pay (2% for 18-
22) 

0.984 1.915 0.953 0.953 

Basic Inflation - Prices -0.021 -0.116 -0.121 -0.121
Demand / Demographic 

Coroners - additional cost for 
storing bodies 

0.080 0.080 0.080 0.080 

Legislative Requirements 

Pension revaluation 1.000 2.250 2.000 2.000 
Election May 2017 -1.000

Use of reserves to fund election 1.275 
National Living Wage - NCC staff 0.766 0.271 
Environment Agency levy 
increase 

0.050 0.050 0.050 0.050 

IR35 personal service companies 
additional Employers NI liability 

0.138 

Increased IFCA Precept 0.011 0.091 0.011 0.011 
Coroners pay review 0.050 
Apprenticeship levy 0.050 
NCC Policy 

Treasury management costs 2.505 3.079 
Remove transitional funding one-
off from 2016-17 reserve 

4.561 

Cost of Members ICT refresh -0.050
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Budget change forecasts for 2018-22 
Policy and Resources 

Reference 
2018-19 2019-20 2020-21 2021-22 

£m £m £m £m 

Educator Solutions cost pressure 0.380 
Increase contribution to elections 
reserve for actual 2017 costs 

0.050 

Investment in Children’s Services 
demand management and 
prevention strategy 

2.000 

Maximising council tax initiatives 0.200 
Minimum Revenue Provision 
(MRP) 

7.500 13.000 

Norfolk Futures transformation 
budget 

0.500 0.500 -1.000

Review and realignment of 
Finance General budgets for new 
pressures identified in 2018-19 
budget round 

0.070 

12.834 8.615 9.744 15.974 

SAVINGS 

P&R050 
/P&R062 
/P&R063 
/P&R064 

2017-20 budget round savings 
relating to Procurement (Finance 
and Commercial Services) 

-0.063

P&R051 

Raising revenue by an increased 
ESPO dividend - ESPO is a Joint 
Committee of which Norfolk is the 
largest member, buying on behalf 
of schools, councils and others. 
ESPO plans to reduce its costs 
and increase its market presence 
outside of its traditional operating 
area, resulting in an increased 
dividend 

-0.100

P&R052 

Cutting costs through efficiencies: 
staffing - the proposal is to work 
across teams to deliver 
reductions in cost and headcount 
over two years via various work 
streams - delayering, critical 
review of all activities to ensure 
either we are helping to deliver 
council outcomes or we are 
working at a statutory minimum, 
reduce failure demand, and 
introduce automation wherever 
possible 

-0.500

P&R066 
Second Homes council tax 
income 

-0.722

P&R076 Insurance fund contribution 1.350 
P&R077 Implementation of MRP policy 0.136 0.290 

P&R078 
Remove use of capital receipts in 
17-18 to fund MRP

4.000 

P&R081 
Remove one-off use of reserves 
identified in June 2017 (to support 

5.813 
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Budget change forecasts for 2018-22 
Policy and Resources 

Reference 
2018-19 2019-20 2020-21 2021-22 

£m £m £m £m 
2017-18 investment in Children's 
Services) 

P&R083 NPLaw services - external income -0.100 -0.100 -0.150
P&R084 Internal Audit - income generation -0.010

P&R085 
Finance service - income 
generation 

-0.050

P&R086 
Coroners relocation to County 
Hall 

-0.042 -0.050

P&R096 Increased ESPO dividend -0.200
P&R098 Increased NORSE dividend -0.250 -0.750

P&R087 

Reduce the budget for the 
Equality and Diversity Team 
which is spent on supporting 
community events 

-0.025

P&R088 Coroners mortuary facilities -0.025 -0.025

P&R090 
Finance Exchequer Services 
savings 

-0.300 -0.060

P&R091 Procurement - capitalisation -0.050
P&R092 Finance service - vacancy review -0.100

P&R093 
Use of general capital receipts in 
18-19 to fund MRP

-2.000 2.000 

P&R094 
Use of airport deferred capital 
receipts in 18-19 to fund MRP 

-0.840 0.840 

P&R095 
Second Homes council tax 
income 

-0.722

P&R099 

Realignment of budgets to reflect 
new departmental structures and 
revised plans for savings delivery 
including use of one-off reserves 
in 2018-19 

-0.574 -0.075 -0.187

P&R100 
Second Homes contribution to 
Norfolk Infrastructure Fund 

-0.438

4.952 1.356 -0.387 0.000 
BASE ADJUSTMENTS 

Funding reductions 15.434 15.848 38.810 
New Homes Bonus grant 1.321 0.288 2.742 
Rural Services grant 3.195 

Transition grant 1.657 
Business rates forecast 0.298 0.215 

Business rates Section 31 grant -1.847
Extended Rights to Free Travel 
Grant 

0.050 0.050 0.050 0.050 

16.914 16.401 44.797 0.050 
COST NEUTRAL 
ADJUSTMENTS 

Leases -0.164 -0.234

Social Care system to Adults 0.035 0.879 
BIPS Public Health agreed cross 
cutting savings 2017-18 

-0.180

Budget for Customer Services 
reception 

-0.010
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Budget change forecasts for 2018-22 
Policy and Resources 

Reference 
2018-19 2019-20 2020-21 2021-22 

£m £m £m £m 

Depreciation for Highways 
network asset 

35.692 

Print recharge 0.000 
Transfer to landfill provision 
(Edgefield) 

0.094 

Additional CPP staff budget from 
Managing Director's Department 

-0.079

Transfer of Complaints Service to 
Democratic Services 

0.341 

Budget for Equality and Diversity 
Team from Communities 
Committee 

0.222 

Educator Solutions transfer to HR 0.120 
Schools Appeals Panel from 
Democratic Services to Children's 
Services 

-0.101

Print recharge 0.008 
Depreciation transfer 1.408 

Debt management transfer 0.010 
REFCUS transfer -5.552
Transfer of 0.4fte post to 
Corporate Property Team 

-0.010

Budget from EDT Committee 0.001 
Transfer between EDT, CMM, 
B&P, DIE & P&R Committees 

-0.034

31.802 0.645 0.000 0.000 

NET BUDGET -221.623 -194.606 -140.451 -124.427

There may be small differences in the table above due to the rounding of figures. 
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The number of properties, in each council tax band and in each district is converted into 
‘Band D’ equivalent properties and this gives us our council tax base. The number of 
properties in each district is shown below. 

The council tax base is then multiplied by the ‘Band D’ amount to calculate our council 
tax income (the precept). The precept generated in each district is shown below. 

£m 

2018-19 Council Tax Requirement 388.799 

Less: 

Estimated Surplus on District Council Collection Funds etc. 5.658 

Precept Charge on District Councils 383.141 

Council Tax for an average Band "D" Property in 2018-19 
1,322.73 
(+5.99%) 

Council Tax for an average Band “B” Property in 2018-19 
1,028.79 
(+5.99%) 

Total payments to be collected from District Councils in 2018-19 

District Council Tax Base Collection 
Fund 

Surplus / 
(Deficit) 

Precept Total 
Payments 

Due 

(a) (b) (c) (d) 
£ £ £ 

Breckland 42,806 925,696 56,620,780 57,546,476 

Broadland 45,735 -94,186 60,495,057 60,400,871 
Great Yarmouth 28,064 750,000 37,121,095 37,871,095 
King’s Lynn and West Norfolk 49,466 1,176,230 65,430,030 66,606,260 
North Norfolk 39,844 1,162,084 52,702,854 53,864,938 
Norwich 35,485 1,580,699 46,937,074 48,517,773 
South Norfolk 48,259 157,932 63,833,627 63,991,559 

Total 289,659 5,658,455 383,140,517 388,798,972 
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Council Tax Collection 

The precept (column (c) above) for 2018-19 will be collected in 12 instalments from the 
District Council Collection Funds, as follows: 

Payment Date % 

1 30 April 2018 8% 

2 21 May 2018 9% 
3 19 June 2018 9% 
4 19 July 2018 9% 
5 20 August 2018 9% 
6 19 September 2018 9% 
7 22 October 2018 9% 
8 19 November 2018 9% 

9 19 December 2018 9% 
10 21 January 2019 9% 
11 19 February 2019 3% 
12 19 March 2019 8% 

100% 

Where a surplus on collection of 2017-18 council tax (column (b) above) has been 
estimated, the District Council concerned will pay to the County Council its proportion of 
the sum by ten equal instalments, as an addition to the May 2018 to February 2019 
precept payments. 

Where a deficit on collection of 2017-18 council tax (column (b) above) has been 
estimated, the District Council concerned will receive from the County Council its 
proportion of the sum by ten equal instalments, as a reduction to the May 2018 to 
February 2019 precept payments. 

2018-19 Council Tax Bands 

In accordance with Section 40 of the Local Government Finance Act 1992, the County 
Council amount of the council tax for each valuation band be as follows: 

Band £ 

A 881.82 

B 1,028.79 

C 1,175.76 

D 1,322.73 

E 1,616.67 

F 1,910.61 

G 2,204.55 

H 2,645.46 
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Activity/Milestone Time frame 
County Council agree recommendations for 
2018-22 including that further plans to meet the 
shortfall for 2019-20 to 2021-22 are brought 
back to Members during 2018-19 

12 February 2018 

Spring Statement 2018 announced 13 March 2018 

Consider implications of service and financial 
guidance and context, and review / develop 
service planning options for 2019-23 

February – June 2018 

Member review of the latest financial position on 
the financial planning for 2019-23 

July 2018 

Member review of budget planning position 
including early savings proposals 

September – October 
2018 

Consultation on new planning proposals and 
council tax 2019-23 

Late October to 
December 2018 / 
January 2019 

Service reporting to Members of service and 
budget planning – review of progress against 
MTFS and planning options 

November 2018 

Chancellor’s Autumn Budget 2018 November / December 
2018 

Provisional Local Government Finance 
Settlement 

December 2018 

Service reporting to Members of service and 
financial planning and consultation feedback 

January 2019 

Committees agree revenue budget and capital 
programme recommendations to Policy and 
Resources Committee 

Late January 2019 

Confirmation of District council tax base and 
Business Rate forecasts 

31 January 2019 

Final Local Government Finance Settlement February 2019 
Policy and Resources Committee agree 
revenue budget and capital programme 
recommendations to County Council 

Late January /  
Early February 2019 

County Council agree Medium Term Financial 
Strategy 2019-20 to 2022-23, revenue budget, 
capital programme and level of council tax for 
2019-20 

Mid-February 2019 
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1. Summary of saving proposals by Directorates reporting to Policy and

Resources Committee

The table below sets out a summary of the savings proposals for services within the 
Directorates reporting to the Policy and Resources Committee. 

Committee 2018-19 
Saving 

£m 

2019-20 
Saving 

£m 

2020-21 
Saving 

£m 

2021-22 
Saving 

£m 

Total 
Saving 

£m 
Community and Environmental 
Services 

-0.025 0.000 0.000 0.000 -0.025

Managing Director’s Department -0.699 -0.242 -0.387 0.000 -1.328

Finance and Commercial 
Services 

-1.073 -0.060 0.000 0.000 -1.133

Finance General 6.749 1.658 0.000 0.000 8.407 
Total Savings 4.952 1.356 -0.387 0.000 5.921 

The analysis of savings between Community and Environmental Services, the Managing 
Director’s Department, Finance and Commercial Services, and Finance General is for 
indicative purposes only. The split of these savings may be subject to minor adjustment 
as part of the preparation of the 2018-22 Budget Book. There are also savings to be 
delivered by these Directorates which relate to services reporting to other Committees, in 
particular Business and Property and Digital Innovation and Efficiency Committees. 

The detail of individual savings proposed for Policy and Resources Committee are set 
out in Appendix C. Consultation findings in respect of the proposal to reduce the budget 
for the Equality and Diversity Team are set out in Section 12 of the Revenue Budget 
report.  

The net savings position for Finance General (and as a result, Policy and Resources 
Committee as a whole) reflects the reversal of a number of one-off savings from 2017-
18, such as the use of the Insurance Fund, one-off use of reserves to support the 
Children’s Services budget, and the use of Capital Receipts totalling £11.299m. The gross 
savings to be delivered by Policy and Resources Committee budgets in 2018-19 are 
£6.347m.    

2. Implications and risks for budget planning 2018-19

2.1 There are no specific implications of the provisional Local Government Finance 

Settlement that are relevant to the budgets reporting to the Policy and Resources 

Committee beyond those set out in the Revenue Budget report. 

2.2 There are no specific planning assumptions relevant to the budgets reporting to the 

Policy and Resources Committee beyond those set out in the Revenue Budget report. 
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Due to the timing of Committee meetings, and the publication date for papers, 
unconfirmed draft Service Committee minutes were originally provided to follow 
at the following site: 

http://norfolkcc.cmis.uk.com/norfolkcc/Meetings/tabid/70/ctl/ViewMeetingPublic/mid/397/
Meeting/640/Committee/21/SelectedTab/Documents/Default.aspx  

The unconfirmed draft Service Committee minutes are reproduced below for 
County Council:  

Unconfirmed draft Service Committee minutes 

Adult Social Care Committee 

Extract from the draft Minutes of the meeting held on Monday, 15 January 2018: 

13. Strategic and Financial Planning 2018-19 to 2021-22 & Revenue Budget 2018-19

13.1.1 The Committee received the report outlining proposals to inform Norfolk County Council’s 
(NCC) decisions on council tax and contribute towards the Council setting a legal budget for 
2018-19. 

13.1.2 The Executive Director of Adult Social Services introduced the report which set out policy 
context and the 7 County Council priorities, and Council-wide funding gap in context of 
which the Committee would make their decision.  He highlighted some national 
uncertainties such as ending of the non-recurrent improved Better Care Fund (BCF) grant at 
the end of 2020 and uncertainty around funding for social care, noting publication of the 
associated social care green paper later in the year.   

13.2.1 

13.2.2 

Concerns were raised and discussed about proposed changes to disability related 
expenditure discussed in the report related to disability disregards when calculating the 
amount an individual can afford to contribute towards their care payments.  The impact on 
service users was queried. The Executive Director of Adult Social Services reported it was 
proposed that a standard disregard would no longer be applied to those without eligible 
disability related expenditure, and that where people have disability related expenditure 
service users would need to apply for this. Through consultation, service users had been 
contacted and over 900 responses received.   

The Executive Director outlined that the Council funded a range of advice agencies to 
provide support and advice for people in the social care assessment process. There was no 
planned reduction in funding to advice agencies to support service users, and in fact 
following the improved Better Care Fund proposals a £1m increase due to increased advice 
and support funding through social prescribing in GP surgeries on top of existing specialist 
advice contracts.   Service user support would include ensuring clear and simple processes 
and enabling providing advocacy services to get the right information to support people to 
apply for disregards and benefits they were eligible for.   

13.2.3 Concern was raised that some service users affected by the proposed changes may not be 
able to respond by letter or have internet access, and that the 20% response from letters 
sent to service users did not give a clear or full picture.   
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13.2.4 Concern was raised that the proposed increase in Council tax precept would cover the 
proposed decrease in disability related expenditure. 

13.2.5 

13.2.6 

13.2.7 

It was confirmed that disability related expenditure disregard could cover expenditure such 
as community alarms, increased bill costs such as excessive laundry or fuel costs caused 
by disability conditions, or privately arranged care services among others; the main area 
where the disregard did not cover items was those that  could be obtained through the NHS 
services, such as incontinence pads.   
The Finance Business Partner (Adult Social Services) confirmed annual reviews and 
assessments were carried out with service users by phone, or with representatives were 
appropriate or via face to face meetings.  Work was being planned with user representative 
organisations to improve and simplify forms, improve easy read text and it make as easy as 
possible to identify what people needed. 

Concern was raised that some service users may “fall through the cracks” if they were 
unable to complete the forms or did not know they were eligible for the funding.   

13.2.8 The Chairman clarified that the proposed changes would mean disability disregard was no 
longer paid to people who were not eligible to receive it; those who qualified would still be 
paid, having applied for it, therefore the benefit was available to all those who needed it.   

13.3 a) With 8 votes for and 5 abstentions, the Committee NOTED the new corporate priorities –
Norfolk Futures – to focus on demand management, prevention and early help, and a
locality focus to service provision as set out in section 2 of this report;

b) With 13 votes in favour the Committee CONSIDERED the service specific budgeting
issues for 2018-19 as set out in section 5;

c) With 13 votes in favour, the Committee CONSIDERED and COMMENTED on the
Committee’s specific budget proposals for 2018-19 to 2021-22, including the findings of
public consultation in respect of the budget proposals set out in Appendix 2 of the
report;

d) With 13 votes in favour the Committee CONSIDERED the findings of equality and rural 
impact assessments, attached at Appendix 3 to this report, and in doing so, NOTED
the Council’s duty under the Equality Act 2010 to have due regard to the need to:

i. Eliminate discrimination, harassment, victimisation and any other conduct that is
prohibited by or under the Act;

ii. Advance equality of opportunity between persons who share a relevant protected
characteristic and persons who do not share it;

iii. Foster good relations between persons who share a relevant protected
characteristic and persons who do not share it;

e) With 13 votes in favour, the Committee CONSIDERED and AGREED any mitigating
actions proposed in the equality and rural impact assessments;

f) With 8 votes for and 5 abstentions, the Committee CONSIDERED the
recommendations of the Executive Director of Finance and Commercial Services, and:
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i. RECOMMENDED to Policy and Resources Committee that the Council’s budget
includes an inflationary increase of 2.99% in council tax in 2018-19, within the
council tax referendum limit of 3.0% for 2018-19

ii. RECOMMENDED to Policy and Resources Committee that the Council’s budget
planning includes an increase in council tax of 3.0% for the Adult Social Care
precept in 2018-19, meaning that no increase in the Adult Social Care precept
would be levied in 2019-20

g) With 8 votes for and 5 against, the Committee AGREED and RECOMMENDED to
Policy and Resources Committee the draft Committee Revenue Budget as set out in
Appendix 4 including all of the savings for 2018-19 to 2021-22 as set out;

For consideration by Policy and Resources Committee on 29 January 2018, to enable 
Policy and Resources Committee to recommend a sound, whole-Council budget to Full 
Council on 12 February 2018. 

h) With 13 votes in favour the Committee AGREED and RECOMMENDED the Capital
Programmes and schemes relevant to this Committee as set out in Appendix 5 to
Policy and Resources Committee for consideration on 29 January 2018, to enable
Policy and Resources Committee to recommend a Capital Programme to Full Council
on 12 February 2018

13.4 Cllr Sands clarified that the inflationary increase of 2.99% was not part of the consultation 
and was put in afterwards. 

Mr Bill Borrett, Chairman, 

Adult Social Care Committee 
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Children’s Services Committee: 

Extract from the draft minute of the Children’s Services Committee meeting held on 
Tuesday 16 January 2018.   

9. Strategic and Financial Planning 2018-19 to 2021-22 and Revenue Budget 2018-19

9.1 The Committee received the report by the Executive Director of Children’s Services
which set out the proposals which informed the decisions on council tax and contributed
towards the Council setting a legal budget for 2018-19. The report set out details of the
County Council’s strategy which would set out the future direction, vision and objectives
for the Council across all its services. It also provided an overview of the financial issues
for the Council.

9.2 The Committee recognised that nationally Children’s Services had a £2billion public
funding gap and were hoping for Fairer funding for Norfolk.

9.3 The Committee queried the potential impact of increasing the cost of early years training
given the pressure that early years providers were under, Officers confirmed a
competitive rate could still be offered which would help to make the service more
commercialised and exist in a more traded manner.

9.4 With regards to the savings associated with demand management Officers were
confident that the timescales could be achieved.

9.5 There was concern express that the saving associated with implementing the Demand
Management and Prevention Strategy transformation programme was a considerably
large amount and based on themes which were predominantly out of the control of
Norfolk County Council. It was suggested that if changes and savings could be
accelerated in others areas, this might mitigate the savings in this area if they were not
to be realised. Officers explained that the initial focus of the savings would be on
placements which would realise the larger savings. The savings were based on what
could be done by NCC and the preventative work that could be carried out.

9.6 Some members of the Committee were concerned that the savings proposal regarding
the Children’s Centre’s services was front loaded.  However the rationale was
understood and the need for transparency. It was explained that the current contract
would continue for another year with a £3m saving from a re-modelled service from
2019-2020. There would be more consultation to redesign the service and conversations
had been started early enough so that the service could fit the need. The important role
of health visitors and other professionals providing Children Centres services was
recognised and would continue.

9.7 Officers reassured the Committee that buildings which would jeopardise families in any
way such as safety, confidentiality or accessibility would not be considered for any
Children’s Centre services.

9.8 Some services offered by Children’s Centres could also be offered by other
organisations and therefore it was important to ensure that services were not be
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duplicated. Services by Children’s Centre would still be available informed by business 
intelligence and evidence. There had to be progress with meeting demands and the 
same services cannot be offered in the same way.   

9.9 Communities change but it was necessary to retain services that were part of a 
communication channel between NCC and communities and to maintain a rapport with 
those that used and relied upon those services. 

9.10 Some Members expressed grave concern over the lack of details in the savings 
proposal for Children’s Centres. It was too difficult to agree to something without 
knowing to what extent the Children’s Centre would be affected. Halving the budget 
would dramatically alter the services provided and impact users. The hardship fund was 
used to enable users to access the services when they were isolated in rural areas, and 
this could be a lifeline for some users. It was confirmed by Officers that the hardship 
fund was ringfenced and would continue for the next financial year. Generally, there had 
been underspend of the fund, and therefore it was unconfirmed if it would continue after 
that.  

9.11 In response to some Members frustration, Officers acknowledge the importance of a 
children’s centre services offer to help isolation and loneliness and, although the model 
would look different, it would continue to provide this support.  

9.12 The re-model of Children’s services would be brought back to Committee when the 
detail had been considered. It would be work which would be carried out imminently with 
the intention of finalising at the end of Autumn. The Committee were reassured that any 
evidence of detrimental impact on any groups of the community would be brought to the 
Committee’s attention.  

9.13 The Committee RESOLVED to; 
a) Note the new corporate priorities – Norfolk Futures – to focus on demand

management, prevention and early help, and a locality focus to service provision
as set out in section 2 of the report.

b) Agree the service-specific budgeting issues for 2018-19 as set out in section 5 of
the report.

c) Note the Committee’s specific budget proposals for 2018-19 to 2021-22 including
the findings of public consultation in respect of the budget proposals as set out in
Appendix 2 of the report.

d) Note the findings of equality and rural impact assessments, as set out in
Appendix 3 of the report, and in doing so, note the Council’s duty under the
Equality Act 2010 to have due regard to the need to;

a) Eliminate discrimination, harassment, victimisation and any other conduct
that is prohibited by or under the Act;

b) Advance equality of opportunity between persons who share a relevant
protected characteristic and persons who do not share it;

c) Foster good relations between persons who share a relevant protected
characteristic and person who do not share it.

e) Note and agree any mitigating actions proposed in the equality and rural impact
assessments;

f) Note the recommendations of the Executive Director of Finance and Commercial
Services, and;
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a) Recommend to Policy and Resources Committee that the Council’s budget
includes an inflationary increase of 2.99% in council tax in 2018-19, within the
council tax referendum limit of 3.0% for 2018-19;

b) Note that the Council’s budget planning includes an increase in council tax of
3.0% for the Adult Social Care precept in 2018-19, meaning that no increase
in the Adult Social Care precept would be levied in 2018-20.

g) Agree and recommend to Policy and Resources Committee the draft Committee
Revenue Budget as set out in Appendix 4 of the report, including all of the
savings for 2018-19 to 2021-22 as set out for consideration by Policy and
Resources Committee on 29 January 2018, to enable Policy and Resources
Committee to recommend a sound, whole-Council budget to Full Council on 12
February 2018.

h) Agree and recommend the Capital Programmes and schemes relevant to this
Committee as set out in Appendix 5 to Policy and Resources Committee for
consideration on 29 January 2018, to enable Policy and Resources Committee to
recommend a Capital Programme to Full Council on 12 February 2018.

Mr Stuart Dark, Chairman 

Children’s Services Committee 

137



ANNEXE 1: APPENDIX G 
Unconfirmed Draft Service Committee Minutes 

80 

Communities Committee: 

Extract from the draft minute of the Communities Committee meeting held on Wednesday 
17 January 2018.   

9 Strategic and Financial Planning 2018-19 to 2021-22 

9.1 The Committee received the report by the Executive Director of Community and 
Environmental Services setting out details of the County Council’s strategy which 
would set out the future direction, vision and objectives for the Council across all 
its services.  The report provided an overview of the financial issues for the 
Council, including the latest details of the Autumn Budget 2017 and the Local 
Government Finance Settlement for 2018-19.  It summarised the Committee’s 
saving proposals for 2018-19, identified budget pressures and funding changes, 
and set out the proposed cash-limited revenue budget as a result of them.  The 
report also provided details of the proposed capital programme.   

9.2.1 The Committee sought reassurance that any cuts in the grant awarded to 
Healthwatch would enable it to continue with its excellent work.  The Director of 
Public Health explained that Healthwatch in Norfolk had received significant 
funding in the past and the proposals put forward would mean they would not only 
receive the statutory funding but would also receive an additional £100k from the 
Public Health budget.  The additional funding would allow Public Health to work 
closely with Healthwatch in carrying out evaluation and research work.   

9.2.2 The Executive Director of Community & Environmental Services explained that the 
£622k saving from the Library and Information Service had already been agreed 
and was built into the budget proposals for the previous financial year, including an 
element of remodelling of the mobile library service. The Committee had 
previously asked officers to reconsider the proposed savings to ensure they did 
not weaken frontline provision. The Committee was reassured that any proposed 
changes to the mobile library service would be considered and agreed by the 
Communities Committee before any changes were made to the service. 

9.2.3 The Chairman also reassured the Committee that the remodelling of the mobile 
library service was being carried out so the County Council could ensure the best 
use of the available funding was maintained. 

9.2.4 

9.2.5 

It was clarified that proposal CMM042 (Providing a joined up Library and 
Children’s Centre Service) referred to fixed library provision and how the assets 
could be most effectively used.   

The Executive Director of Community & Environmental Services reassured the 
Committee that the proposals with staff changes in branch libraries referred to in 
the report resulted in a reduction in the number of managers within libraries and an 
increase in the number of front-line staff.  The Committee was advised that, in 
recognition of the significant role front-line staff undertook within libraries, the 
Personnel Committee had considered the job specifications and agreed to 
upgrade those roles. 
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9.3 Each recommendation was separately voted on as follows: 

1) Note the new corporate priorities – Norfolk Futures – to focus on demand
management, prevention and early help, and a locality focus to service
provision as set out in section 2 of this report.  This recommendation was
unanimously agreed.

2) Consider and agree the service-specific budgeting issues for 2018-19 as set
out in section 5.  This recommendation was unanimously agreed.

3) Consider and comment on the Committee’s specific budget proposals for
2018-19 to 2021-22 set out in Appendix 2, including the findings of public
consultation in respect of the budget proposals set out in Appendix.  This
recommendation was agreed.

4) Consider the findings of equality and rural impact assessments, attached at
Appendix 4 to this report, and in doing so, note the Council’s duty under the
Equality Act 2010 to have due regard to the need to:
• Eliminate discrimination, harassment, victimisation and any other

conduct that is prohibited by or under the Act;
• Advance equality of opportunity between persons who share a

relevant protected characteristic and persons who do not share it;
• Foster good relations between persons who share a relevant

protected characteristic and persons who do not share it.

This recommendation was agreed. 

5) Consider and agree any mitigating actions proposed in the equality and rural
impact assessments. With 9 votes in favour, 4 votes against and 0
abstentions, this recommendation was agreed.

6) Consider the recommendations of the Executive Director of Finance and
Commercial Services, and:

a. Recommend to Policy and Resources Committee that the Council’s
budget includes an inflationary increase of 2.99% in council tax in 2018-
19, within the council tax referendum limit of 3.0% for 2018-19;

b. Note that the Council’s budget planning includes an increase in council
tax of 3.0% for the Adult Social Care precept in 2018-19, meaning that no
increase in the Adult Social Care precept would be levied in 2019-20.
This recommendation was agreed.

7) Agree and recommend to Policy and Resources Committee the draft
Committee Revenue Budget as set out in Appendix 5 including all of the
savings for 2018-19 to 2021-22 as set out for consideration by Policy and
Resources Committee on 29 January 2018, to enable Policy and Resources
Committee to recommend a sound, whole-Council budget to Full Council on
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12 February 2018. 

With 9 votes in favour, 4 votes against and 0 abstentions, this 
recommendation was agreed. 

8) Agree and recommend the Capital Programmes and schemes relevant to this
Committee as set out in Appendix 6 to Policy and Resources Committee for
consideration on 29 January 2018, to enable Policy and Resources
Committee to recommend a Capital Programme to Full Council on 12
February 2018.  This recommendation was agreed.

Mrs Margaret Dewsbury, Chairman 

Communities Committee 
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Business and Property Committee: 

Extract from the draft minute of the Business and Property Committee meeting held on 
Thursday 18 January 2018.   

16. Strategic and Financial Planning 2018-19 to 2021-22 and Revenue Budget 2018-19

16.1.1 The Committee received the report setting out proposals to inform Norfolk County 
Council’s decisions on council tax and contribute towards the Council setting a legal 
budget for 2018-19 

16.1.2 The Executive Director of Finance and Commercial Services highlighted to Members 
proposals B&P001 “Return from property development company – Repton Property 
Developments Ltd”, B&P002 “Property further centralisation of existing property budgets 
in services will allow maximisation of savings opportunities” and 
P&R027/P&R058/P&R060 “property savings”.   

16.2.1 Mrs C Walker had reservations about taking money from the investments and projects 
as proposed in the report, and asked for it to be noted that she agreed the 
recommendations with these reservations. 

16.3 The Committee duly: 
1) NOTED the new corporate priorities – Norfolk Futures – to focus on demand
management, prevention and early help, and a locality focus to service provision as set
out in section 2 of this report.

2) CONSIDERED and AGREED the service-specific budgeting issues for 2018-19 as set
out in section 5 of this report.

3) CONSIDERED and COMMENTED on the Committee’s specific budget proposals for
2018-19 to 2021-22, NOTING the findings of public consultation in respect of the budget
proposals set out in section 8 of this report.

4) CONSIDERED the findings of equality and rural impact assessments detailed in
section 9 of this report and in doing so, NOTED the Council’s duty under the
Equality Act 2010 to have due regard to the need to:

• Eliminate discrimination, harassment, victimisation and any other conduct that is
prohibited by or under the Act;
• Advance equality of opportunity between persons who share a relevant
protected characteristic and persons who do not share it;
• Foster good relations between persons who share a relevant protected
characteristic and persons who do not share it.

5) CONSIDERED and AGREED any mitigating actions proposed in the equality and
rural impact assessments;

6) CONSIDERED the recommendations of the Executive Director of Finance and
Commercial Services, and:

a. RECOMMENDED to Policy and Resources Committee that the Council’s
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budget includes an inflationary increase of 2.99% in council tax in 2018-19, within the 
council tax referendum limit of 3.0% for 2018-19; 
b. NOTED that the Council’s budget planning includes an increase in council tax of
3.0% for the Adult Social Care precept in 2018-19, meaning that no increase in the
Adult Social Care precept would be levied in 2019-20.

7) AGREED and RECOMMENDED to Policy and Resources Committee the draft
Committee Revenue Budget as set out in Appendix 4 including all of the savings for
2018-19 to 2021-22 as set out.

For consideration by Policy and Resources Committee on 29 January 2018, to enable 
Policy and Resources Committee to recommend a sound, whole-Council budget to Full 
Council on 12 February 2018. 

8) AGREED and RECOMMENDED the Capital Programmes and schemes relevant to
this Committee as set out in Appendix 5 to Policy and Resources Committee for
consideration on 29 January 2018, to enable Policy and Resources Committee to
recommend a Capital Programme to Full Council on 12 February 2018.

Mr Keith Kiddie, Chairman, 
Business and Property Committee 
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10. Strategic and Financial Planning 2018-19 to 2021- 22 and Revenue Budget 2018-19

10.1.1 The Committee received the report outlining proposals to inform Norfolk County Council’s 
decisions on council tax and contributing towards the Council setting a legal budget for 2018-19 

10.1.2 The Chairman proposed that the Committee recommended to Policy and Resources Committee
to remove the £500,000 saving for bus subsidies and the £200,000 saving on gritting routes to be
offset by the increase in Council Tax, having listened to the feedback received from the public on
these proposed cuts.  He thanked all who had responded to the consultation.  This proposal was 
seconded by the Vice-Chairman and AGREED by the Committee. 

10.2.1 Members spoke in support of the proposal, but recognised the impact of the cuts which would 
still have to be made. 

10.2.2 Mr Jermy reported to the Committee that Labour had encouraged members of the public to take 
part in the consultation and had carried out their own consultation, having felt that the public 
found some questions in the consultation unclear.   

10.2.3 It was suggested that a needs led review of services may be more appropriate for identifying 
future budget proposals, and that proposals put to the Committee outlined not just the cut to be 
made, but also the wider impact of the proposals.  The Executive Director of Community and 
Environmental Services clarified that it was necessary for Officers to set a legal budget with the 
resources available and therefore money was allocated to the highest priority services through 
reallocation of resources. 

10.2.4 An extra saving of £100,000 had been identified from waste services; the Chairman proposed 
reallocating this to reduce the proposed saving on non-safety critical highways maintenance 
budgets by the same amount.  The Committee AGREED this proposal.  

10.3 When the proposals were taken together, with 12 votes in favour and 1 abstention the 
Committee:  

1) Noted the new corporate priorities – Norfolk Futures – to focus on demand management,
prevention and early help, and a locality focus to service provision as set out in section 2 of this
report.

2) Considered and agreed the service-specific budgeting issues for 2018-19 as set out in
section 5;

3) Considered and commented on the Committee’s specific budget proposals for 2018- 19 to
2021-22 set out in Appendix 2, including the findings of public consultation in respect of the
budget proposals set out in Appendices 3a-d;

4) Considered the findings of equality and rural impact assessments, attached at Appendix 4 to
this report, and in doing so, noted the Council’s duty under the Equality Act 2010 to have due
regard to the need to:

• Eliminate discrimination, harassment, victimisation and any other conduct that is
prohibited by or under the Act;

Environment Development and Transport Committee 

Extract from the draft Minute of the meeting held on Friday, 19 January 2018: 
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• Advance equality of opportunity between persons who share a relevant protected
characteristic and persons who do not share it;

• Foster good relations between persons who share a relevant protected characteristic and
persons who do not share it.

5) Considered and agreed any mitigating actions proposed in the equality and rural impact
assessments;

6) Considered the recommendations of the Executive Director of Finance and Commercial
Services, and:

a. Recommended to Policy and Resources Committee that the Council’s budget includes an
inflationary increase of 2.99% in council tax in 2018-19, within the council tax referendum
limit of 3.0% for 2018-19;

b. Noted that the Council’s budget planning includes an increase in council tax of 3.0% for
the Adult Social Care precept in 2018-19, meaning that no increase in the Adult Social Care
precept would be levied in 2019-20.

7) Agreed and recommended to Policy and Resources Committee the draft Committee Revenue
Budget as set out in Appendix 5, but removing the £500,000 saving for bus subsidies and the
£200,000 saving on gritting routes, and using the additional potential saving of £100,000
identified within the proposed DIY waste saving to reduce the proposed saving on non-safety
critical highways maintenance budgets by the same amount.

For consideration by Policy and Resources Committee on 29 January 2018, to enable Policy 
and Resources Committee to recommend a sound, whole-Council budget to Full Council on 12 
February 2018. 

8) Agreed and recommended the Capital Programmes and schemes relevant to this
Committee as set out in Appendix 6 to Policy and Resources Committee for consideration on 29 
January 2018, to enable Policy and Resources Committee to recommend a Capital Programme t
Full Council on 12 February 2018.

Mr Martin Wilby, Chairman, 
Environment Development and Transport Committee 
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Digital Innovation and Efficiency Committee: 

Extract from the draft minute of the Digital Innovation and Efficiency Committee meeting 
held on Monday 22 January 2018.   

8 Strategic and Financial Planning 2018-19 to 2021- 22 and Revenue Budget 2018-19 

8.1 The annexed report (8) by the Executive Director of Community and Environmental Services 
and Executive Director of Finance and Commercial Services was received. 

8.2 The Committee was informed that the proposals in the report would inform Norfolk County 
Council’s decisions on council tax and contribute towards the Council setting a legal budget 
for 2018-19 which set its total resources targeted at meeting the needs of residents. 

8.3 The Committee was informed about IMT savings that arose arisen from exiting the HPE 
contract and about the saving that might be available in future from a potential restructuring 
and headcount reduction (management and technical support costs).  

8.4 The Committee discussed how the digital transformation agenda would drive efficiency 
savings throughout the County Council. Reference was made to the income generation that 
would result from ensuring IMT services to schools, and other external clients, fully reflected 
both the direct and indirect costs incurred by the County Council. It was noted that the use of 
new digital technology did not imply the withdrawal of other forms of communication with the 
Council. 

8.5 The Committee noted that the Government had given an undertaking to introduce a standard 
level of achievement in the use of digital technology for all children and that further details 
about this Government initiative would be shared with Members of the Committee when they 
became available. 

8.6 RESOLVED 

That the Committee: 

1) Note the new corporate priorities – Norfolk Futures – to focus on demand
management, prevention and early help, and a locality focus to service provision as
set out in section 2 of the report.

2) Agree the service-specific budgeting issues for 2018-19 as set out in section 5 of the
report.

3) Note the Committee’s specific budget proposals for 2018-19 to 2021-22, noting the
findings of public consultation in respect of the budget proposals set out in section 8
of the report.

4) Note the findings of equality and rural impact assessments detailed in section 9 of
this report and in doing so, note the Council’s duty under the Equality Act 2010 to
have due regard to the need to:

• Eliminate discrimination, harassment, victimisation and any other
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conduct that is prohibited by or under the Act; 
• Advance equality of opportunity between persons who share a relevant protected
characteristic and persons who do not share it;
• Foster good relations between persons who share a relevant protected characteristic
and persons who do not share it.

5) Agree to any mitigating actions proposed in the equality and rural impact
assessments;

6) Note the recommendations of the Executive Director of Finance and Commercial
Services, and:

a. Recommend to Policy and Resources Committee that the Council’s
budget includes an inflationary increase of 2.99% in council tax in
2018-19, within the council tax referendum limit of 3.0% for 2018-19;
b. Note that the Council’s budget planning includes an increase in
council tax of 3.0% for the Adult Social Care precept in 2018-19, meaning that no
increase in the Adult Social Care precept would be levied in 2019-20.

7) Agree and recommend to Policy and Resources Committee the draft
Committee Revenue Budget as set out in Appendix 4 of the report including all of the
savings for 2018-19 to 2021-22 as set out for consideration by Policy and Resources
Committee on 29 January 2018, to enable Policy and Resources Committee to
recommend a sound, whole- Council budget to Full Council on 12 February 2018.

8) Agree and recommend the Capital Programmes and schemes relevant to this
Committee as set out in Appendix 5 to Policy and Resources Committee for
consideration on 29 January 2018, to enable Policy and Resources Committee to
recommend a Capital Programme to Full Council on 12 February 2018.

Mr Tom Garrod, Chairman  
Digital Innovation and Efficiency Committee 
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Mitigating Actions for equality & rural impact assessments of 
budget proposals 2018-2019 

Policy & Resources Committee: 

Action/s Lead Date 
1. 

Note the potential impact of the proposal to 
increase Council Tax. 

Policy & 
Resources 
Committee 

29 
January 
2018 

2. If the proposal to reduce the budget for the 
Equality and Diversity Team goes ahead, the 
team to work with the Chair of Norfolk’s Black 
History Month Steering Group to monitor the 
impact and report back to Policy & Resources 
Committee if any detrimental impact is identified. 

Equality & 
Diversity 
Manager 

By 31 
January 
2019 

Adult Social Care Committee: 

Action/s Lead Date 
1. If the proposal to review charging policy to align 

to actual disability related expenses goes ahead: 

(i) Continue to review whether different groups
of service users (for example people with
learning difficulties) face barriers to claiming
and evidencing spending (noting that a range
of approaches are already available to
provide appropriate support). If so, develop
actions for addressing any barriers.

(ii) Contact all service users affected, to offer
guidance and advice on any steps they need
to take – taking into account the needs of
different groups of service users, such as
people with learning difficulties. This will
include how to complete the forms and the
evidence that is required. It will also include
how to ask for help to complete the forms
and who to talk to if they are worried about
how they will manage the impact.

(iii) Work with relevant stakeholders to ensure
that the guidance provided is simple, clear
and accessible, particularly for people with
learning difficulties and people with mental
health issues, and that it addresses the fact
that some service users may be fearful of
seeking information and advice as they may

Executive 
Director of Adult 
Social Care 

From 1 
April 2018 
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Action/s Lead Date 
worry that current entitlements may lessen or 
be withdrawn. 

(iv) If a service user expresses concern about
financial austerity, offer appropriate budget
planning or other relevant support to make
sure people are spending as effectively as
possible, and ensure transition plans are
established.

Children’s Services Committee: 

Action Lead Date 

1. If the proposal to remodel children’s centre 
services goes ahead, at an appropriate stage 
when the review has taken place, equality/rural 
impact assessments to be carried out on any 
options to cease, stop or change a service, to 
identify any potential impacts on service users or 
communities. These assessments to include a 
risk assessment of access planning of potential 
sites, and a cost impact assessment on users. 

If any detrimental impacts are identified, they 
should be reported to Children’s Services 
Committee, along with any proposed mitigating 
actions that could be carried out, for consideration 
before a final decision is made. 

Acting 
Assistant 
Director (Early 
Help and 
Prevention) 

From 1 
April 2018 

2. Where service remodelling impacts on Norfolk 
County Council staff working patterns, line 
managers to consult with staff about any 
proposed changes, prior to them being agreed. 
This will enable any access issues to be 
highlighted. Where issues are identified, 
appropriate solutions should be sought e.g. 
reasonable adjustments. 

Lead HR and 
OD Business 
Partner 
supporting 
Children’s 
Services to 
ensure line 
managers are 
aware of their 
responsibilities 

From 1 
April 2018 

3. HR Shared Service to continue to monitor 
whether staff with protected characteristics are 
disproportionately represented in redundancy or 
redeployment figures, and if so, take appropriate 
action. 

Senior HR 
Consultant 
(Workforce 
Insight)) 

From 1 
April 2018 
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Communities Committee: 

Action Lead Date 

1. If the proposal to reduce Healthwatch grant goes 
ahead, offer assistance to Healthwatch to help 
prioritise activity in line with the areas of highest 
need for people with protected characteristics, and 
highlight alternative sources of funding or 
opportunities that may be available to Healthwatch.

Assistant 
Director, 
Community, 
Information 
and Learning 

From 1 
April 2018 

2. If the proposal to remodel the staff structure of 
Norfolk Community Learning Services goes ahead, 
support learners who currently use the childcare 
service to access alternative provision, including 
ensuring staff are trained to be able to inform them 
of their entitlement to alternatives. 

Assistant 
Director, 
Community, 
Information 
and Learning 

From 1 
April 2018 

3. If the proposal to provide a joined up Library and 
Children’s Centre service goes ahead, at an 
appropriate stage when the review has taken 
place, equality/rural impact assessments to be 
carried out, to identify any potential impacts on 
service users. This to include a risk assessment of 
access planning of potential sites, and a cost 
impact assessment on users. 

If any detrimental impacts are identified, they 
should be reported to the relevant committee, 
along with any proposed mitigating actions that 
could be carried out, for consideration before a 
final decision is made. 

Acting 
Assistant 
Director (Early 
Help and 
Prevention) 

From 1 
April 2018 

4. HR Shared Service to continue to monitor 
whether staff with protected characteristics are 
disproportionately represented in redundancy or 
redeployment figures, and if so, take appropriate 
action. 

Senior HR 
Consultant 
(Workforce 
Insight)) 

From 1 
April 2018 

Environment, Development & Transport Committee: 

Action Lead Date 

1. If the proposal to improve management of on-
street car parking goes ahead, equality impact 
assessments to be undertaken on any local 
schemes being proposed as a result of the review. 
In the event that an assessment identifies any 
detrimental impact on disabled people or in rural 
areas, this to be reported to EDT Committee for 
consideration before a decision is made. 

Assistant 
Director 
Planning and 
Economy 

From 1 
April 2018 
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Action Lead Date 

2. If the proposal to review the operation of bus 
services supported by the County Council goes 
ahead, at an appropriate stage when the review 
has taken place, equality/rural impact assessments 
to be carried out on any options to cease, stop or 
change a service, to identify any potential impacts 
on service users. 

If any detrimental impacts are identified, they 
should be reported to EDT Committee, along with 
any proposed mitigating actions that could be 
carried out, for consideration before a final 
decision is made. 

Assistant 
Director 
Planning and 
Economy) 

From 1 
April 2018 

3. If the proposal to reduce the number of roads 
being gritted goes ahead, the assessment 
methodology to take into account data on rural 
communities and proximity of older or disabled 
people (e.g. sheltered housing). The Council to 
make sure all relevant community groups including 
parish and district councils are informed of any 
changes to the policy, so that they can continue to 
help vulnerable communities within the county 
during times of severe weather. 

Assistant 
Director- 
Highways) 

From 1 
April 2018 

4. If the proposal to reduce how much the Council 
spends on non-safety critical highway maintenance
goes ahead, closely monitor the impact of this, and 
if at any stage it appears that there may be an 
impact on safety, a report to be brought to EDT 
Committee setting out the specific issues and 
seeking a decision on next steps. 

Assistant 
Director- 
Highways) 

From 1 
April 2018 

5. HR Shared Service to continue to monitor 
whether staff with protected characteristics are 
disproportionately represented in redundancy or 
redeployment figures, and if so, take appropriate 
action. 

Senior HR 
Consultant 
(Workforce 
Insight) 

From 1 
April 2018 

APPENDIX H(ii) 
Equality Impact Assessment 

The full assessment findings of all budget proposals are set out in Appendix H(ii) 
which is available electronically via this hyperlink. Clear reasons are provided for 
each proposal to show why, or why not, adverse impact has been identified, and the 
nature of this impact. 

The findings have been made available electronically due to the size of the document. 

Appendix H(i) and H(ii) produced by Equality & Diversity Team 
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Norfolk County Council: 
Medium Term Financial Strategy 2018-22 

1. Introduction

1.1. The Medium Term Financial Strategy (MTFS) 2018-22 replaces the Medium 
Term Financial Strategy 2017-20. 

1.2. The four-year funding allocations announced following the Spending Review 
and Autumn Statement 2015 provided a clear outline of the challenging financial 
future for local government. In November 2016 the Government confirmed that 
Norfolk County Council’s Efficiency Plan1 had been accepted, providing the 
Council with access to the funding allocations published as part of the 2016-17 
settlement for the period up to 2019-20.  

1.3. These allocations meant greater certainty in budget planning, but nonetheless 
the County Council faces significant reductions in Government funding in the 
remaining two years of the offer to 2019-20. The funding allocations for the 
second half of the Medium Term Financial Strategy 2020-22 are unknown.  

1.4. The MTFS sets out the latest information about national and local factors which 
impact upon budget planning decisions. It details funding reductions and shows 
how the Council intends to manage these reductions, to make transformative 
changes and plan new initiatives, while continuing to meet its statutory 
responsibilities. 

1.5. As detailed more fully in the Revenue Budget report, the funding of social care 
remains a major issue for the County Council. Pressures in key areas such as 
Adult Social Care and Children’s Services, alongside the ongoing impact from 
changes such as the National Living Wage, have given rise to significant 
additional costs for the organisation. These costs have contributed to a budget 
deficit forecast in the later years of this financial strategy, and as a result the 
Council will need to develop responses, including further savings plans, during 
future budget planning rounds. Details of the County Council’s vision and 
strategy, including the transformation programme Norfolk Futures, are set out 
in separate reports to Policy and Resources Committee 29 January 2018. 

2. National Factors

2.1. In the Autumn Budget 2017, the Chancellor of the Exchequer, Philip Hammond, 
outlined a “balanced approach” being adopted in the Budget, characterised as 
preparing for the exit from the EU, maintaining fiscal responsibility, investing in 
skills and infrastructure, supporting housebuilding and home ownership, and 
helping families with the rising cost of living.  

1 https://www.norfolk.gov.uk/-/media/norfolk/downloads/what-we-do-and-how-we-work/budget-and-
council-tax/efficiency-plan.pdf?la=en  
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2.2. In its Economic and Fiscal Outlook2 published November 2017, the Office for 
Budget Responsibility (OBR) reported that GDP growth has been weaker than 
expected but that they were surprised “by the strength of employment growth 
and the corresponding weakness of productivity growth. The persistence of 
weak productivity growth does not bode well for the UK’s growth potential in the 
years ahead.” In spite of this, public finances have performed better than the 
OBR expected. The combination of a better position now, but weaker forecasts, 
have led to revisions of the OBR’s estimates over the next five years which have 
absorbed roughly half the “headroom” forecast to be available to the 
Government in 2020-21 when compared to the previous (March 2017) position. 
This means that unless there is an upturn in the economy, there is very little that 
the Chancellor can do to provide extra funding for local government, as there is 
less money available in the system. 

2.3. The OBR forecast in the Economic and Fiscal Outlook for GDP growth for the 
UK is 1.5% in 2017, 1.4% in 2018, 1.3% in 2019 and 2020, 1.5% in 2021 and 
1.6% in 2022. These economic forecasts have been produced in the context of 
significant economic uncertainty about the implications of the UK’s decision to 
leave the European Union, however further cuts to public spending (as a share 
of GDP) are predicted in 2022-233. 

European programmes that Norfolk County Council is involved in 

2.4. The decision to leave the European Union taken in June 2016 will have a long 
term impact on the European funding available to the county. Norfolk County 
Council and “Norfolk plc” has historically benefited from European programmes 
and we have built up substantial expertise in designing, managing and 
delivering European projects and programmes. However, the referendum 
decision also provides an opportunity to influence alternative future funding 
schemes to benefit our local area. 

2.5. European funding in Norfolk has been spent on a variety of activity such as: 

• Economic growth and regeneration (for example supporting small
businesses to start and grow);

• Skills, worklessness and employment support (for example, supporting
unemployed people back into work);

• Environmental protection (for example, support for landowners to create
wildlife habitats);

• Research and development (for example, support for universities to

• undertake research); and

• Agricultural support via the common agricultural policy (for example,
subsidies for farmers, and grants for rural economic growth).

2.6. In the immediate period following the EU referendum, activity across the range 
of EU funded programmes available to Norfolk stalled, awaiting advice from 
central government on how to proceed. Some development time was lost as 

2 Economic and Fiscal Outlook, November 2017, Office for Budget Responsibility:  
http://budgetresponsibility.org.uk/download/economic-and-fiscal-outlook-november-2017/  
3 http://budgetresponsibility.org.uk/download/november-2017-economic-fiscal-outlook-press-notice/ 
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applicants waited for further news before taking the decision to apply for EU 
funds. 

2.7. In October 2016, the Chancellor announced that all EU funded projects 
contracted before we leave the EU will be honoured in full. This guarantee 
includes honouring funding for projects which are due to complete in the years 
following the UK departure from the EU. The guarantee is subject to projects 
meeting two criteria: 1) value for money and 2) fit with national priorities; both 
of which are tested when projects are assessed. 

2.8. This commitment from the Chancellor has provided welcome assurance that 
businesses and organisations can continue to benefit from European funded 
schemes available in our local area until funding contracts expire. The 
Economic Programmes team have been promoting the EU funding 
opportunities to potential applicants to maximise drawdown and benefit in 
Norfolk before we leave the EU (‘use it or lose it’). 

Government policy and economy forecasts 

2.9. The approach to negotiations about the UK’s future relationship with Europe, 
alongside other policies and decisions by the Government have a significant 
impact on the Council’s planning, for example through reductions to local 
government funding.  

2.10. Alongside the provisional settlement, in December 2017, the Ministry for 
Housing, Communities and Local Government (MHCLG, formerly the 
Department for Communities and Local Government (DCLG)) published an 
update to its preferred measure of illustrative core spending power4, which 
suggests that Norfolk’s spending power will increase by 2.4% in cash terms in 
2018-19, largely relating to the Government’s forecast of increased revenues 
associated with the maximum 5.99% increase to local council tax. This 
represents a real terms reduction of around 0.7% when the OBR’s latest 
inflation forecasts are taken into account. 

2.11. The Bank of England’s Monetary Policy Committee (MPC), increased Bank 
Base Rate from 0.25% to 0.50% on 2 November 20175. The minutes from the 
MPC’s meeting indicate that the central bank is in “no hurry to raise interest 
rates again and that further increases will be limited”. Both investment earnings 
rates and new borrowing rates remain low by historical standards. 

2.12. The Council’s investment objectives remain safeguarding the timely repayment 
of principle and interest, whilst ensuring liquidity for cash flow and the 
generation of investment yield. The Council works closely with its external 
treasury advisors to determine the criteria for high quality institutions, including 
high quality banks and financial institutions, and local authorities. The Council 
applies a minimum acceptable credit rating criteria in order to generate a pool 

4 Core Spending Power 2018-19, December 2017, MHCLG 
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/core-spending-power-provisional-local-government-
finance-settlement-2018-to-2019  
5 Bank Base Rate increase, 2 November 2017, Monetary Policy Committee 
http://www.bankofengland.co.uk/boeapps/iadb/Repo.asp  
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of highly creditworthy UK and non-UK counterparties which provides 
diversification and avoids concentration risk. These are detailed further in the 
Annual Investment and Treasury Strategy 2018-19. 

2.13. The level of commissioning undertaken by the Council sees a wide range of 
services being delivered by partners and through private sector contracts. 
Contractual obligations are often linked with the Consumer Price Index (CPI), 
meaning these rates will impact on the Council’s budget setting activity and 
medium term planning. CPI6 is currently running at 3% (December 2017 data, 
published 16 January 2018). It reached its highest in November (3.1%) and was 
at its lowest in January (1.8%). Details regarding how inflationary increases 
within identified cost pressures have been calculated are included within the 
Robustness of Estimates report. 

2.14. The Government continues to prioritise the integration of the National Health 
Service and social care in order to improve services for patients and deliver 
efficiencies. Plans for integration are set out in local Sustainability and 
Transformation Programme (STP), which detail the challenges facing health 
and social care services over the next five years. By 2021 the Norfolk and 
Waveney STP7 is intended to drive high quality care through integrated delivery, 
making significant progress towards financial sustainability. Further details 
about the STP are provided in the “Organisational Factors” section below. 

2.15. After the County Council had agreed its Budget for 2017-18 in February, the 
Chancellor’s Spring Budget in March 2017 announced £2bn of additional non-
recurrent funding for social care, of which Norfolk will receive £18m in 2017-18, 
followed by £11m in 2018-19 and £6m in 2019-20. The funding will be paid as 
a direct grant to councils by the Ministry for Housing, Communities and Local 
Government (MHCLG). As a condition of the grant, councils will be required to 
pool the funding into their Better Care Fund (BCF). This fund is governed by the 
Health and Wellbeing Board and signed off by NHS England and MHCLG 
through national and local assurance. 

2.16. The Government is providing funding to Local Government via an “Improved 
Better Care Fund” which includes both recurrent funding and the use of the one-
off additional social care grant announced within the Spring Budget 2017 (see 
above). The three year plan covering the period 2017-2020 setting out the use 
of this funding was agreed by the County Council and health partners in July 
2017. The budget proposals for 2018-19 incorporate the agreed use of this 
funding and where plans will not be implemented in full in 2017-18, it includes 
the use of one-off funding carried forward from 2017-18. Not including any 
carried forward of funding, the planned use of the improved better care fund in 
2018-19 will total £27.726m. This includes £11.885m for protection of social 
care, which has minimised the need for the service to identify further savings as 
part of the corporate budget planning process; £10.800m to help sustain the 
care system, through increasing prices, implementing the home support 
framework, managing additional costs from national living wage legislation and 

6 Historic CPI indices, 16 January 2018, Office for National Statistics 
https://www.ons.gov.uk/economy/inflationandpriceindices  
7 Norfolk and Waveney STP http://www.healthwatchnorfolk.co.uk/ingoodhealth/ 
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purchase of care; and continued investment in social work capacity and 
interventions to reduce delayed transfers of care from hospital. 

3. The Government’s deficit reduction programme

Deficit reduction 2010-11 to 2015-16 

3.1. From October 2010, the Government implemented significant spending 
reductions with the aim of reducing the national deficit, which fell more heavily 
on local government than many other parts of the public sector. Norfolk County 
Council has absorbed a reduction of £123.791m in core funding from 
Government between 2010-11 and 2015-16. 

Deficit reduction plans 2016-17 to 2019-20 

3.2. In November 2015, the Government announced the outcomes of the Spending 
Review 2015. This set out plans for departmental budgets for the following four 
years, up to 2020.  

3.3. The Autumn Budget 2017 confirmed that the government would continue to 
follow the spending plans set out in the 2015 Spending Review, and aims to 
achieve a budget surplus in the next parliament. The Government’s continued 
commitment to achieving a balanced budget means that the current period of 
fiscal consolidation is likely to continue well into the 2020s, so there is little 
prospect of an end to the financial challenges facing local government in the 
medium term. The Government has however previously signalled that 
Departmental Expenditure Limits will increase in line with inflation from 2020-
21. 

3.4. The Provisional Local Government Finance Settlement 2016-17 set out an offer 
of a four-year funding settlement. As a pre-requisite to access these allocations, 
the council submitted an Efficiency Plan to Government, which has been 
accepted. This means that the council is now formally on the multi-year 
settlement and can expect to receive the allocations published as part of the 
2016-17 settlement for the period to 2019-20 (subject to future events such as 
transfers of functions and barring exceptional circumstances). From 2015-16 to 
2017-18 these allocations saw the council lose £64.814m from the Settlement 
Funding Assessment (SFA). Over the period 2018-19 to 2019-20 they reflect 
further planned reductions in SFA totalling £31.460m. 

3.5. This will mean that over the ten-year period 2010-11 to 2019-20, the council will 
have received reductions in core funding from Government of some £220.065m. 

4. Local factors

4.1. In responding to these national pressures, Norfolk County Council is operating 
in the context of significant change in both the scope and scale of public 
services, and absorbing the government’s associated sustained reductions in 
levels of funding. This pressure on resources has come at a time of increasing 
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levels of demand, and complexity of needs, for many of the services the council 
provides. 

4.2. The Council remains focussed on meeting the twin challenges of increasing 
demand and reducing central government funding, whilst minimising the impact 
on the front line delivery of services.  

4.3. This Medium Term Financial Strategy has been developed to support work to 
ensure that the Council’s gross budget of £1.4bn is spent to best effect for 
Norfolk people. 

4.4. There are a number of local factors that impact upon services provided or 
commissioned by Norfolk County Council and therefore affect the budget, yet 
are (at least in part) outside of the Council’s control. The most significant of 
these relate to demographics, the local economy, and ecological pressures. 

Demographics 

4.5. Norfolk’s population is an estimated 892,900 in mid-2016 – an increase of 
around 7,900 on the previous year. 

4.6. Over the decade from 2007, Norfolk’s population has increased by 6.9%, 
compared with an increase of 8.4% in the East of England region and 7.6% in 
England. 

4.7. Over the decade from 2007, in terms of broad age groups, numbers of children 
and young people in the county (aged 0-17) increased by around 5,600 (3.4%); 
numbers of working age adults (aged 18-64) increased by around 11,000 
(2.2%); and numbers of older people (aged 65 and over) increased by around 
41,400 (24.1%). 

4.8. The estimates for mid-2016 confirm that Norfolk’s population has a much older 
age profile than England as a whole, with 23.9% of Norfolk’s population aged 
65 and over, compared with 17.9% in England. 

4.9. The ONS 2014-based population projections are trend-based, and on this basis 
over the next decade there is projected growth of around 60,600 people in 
Norfolk – this is an increase of 6.9% which is below both the national projected 
increase of 7.5% and the East of England projected increase of 8.9%. Norfolk’s 
oldest age groups are projected to grow the quickest in the next decade – with 
the 75-84 year olds projected to increase by around 38% and the 85 and overs 
projected to increase by around 34%, which is above the England rate of 31%. 
This age group is the most likely to require social care, so increases in the size 
of this older group are likely to have a high impact on the demand for social care 
services. Numbers of children aged under 15 are also projected to increase, 
and there is variation across the other age groups. Of course, the age structure 
of the population varies across Norfolk’s local authority areas, but in the main, 
Norfolk has an ageing population. 

4.10. Looking further ahead to 2039, there is projected growth of around 137,800 
people in Norfolk – this is an increase of 15.7% which is below both the national 
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projected increase of 16.5% and the East of England projected increase of 
20.3%. 

4.11. For both timescales, the largest increase in numbers is projected to be in South 
Norfolk, and the smallest increase in numbers is projected to be in Great 
Yarmouth. Norfolk’s population is projected to exceed one million by 2036. 

4.12. Further demographic information is provided below. 

Adults Demographic Information 

Children’s Demographic Information 
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Population data from mid-2016 ONS estimates, service data all 31/03/17. 

Local Economy 

4.13. Promoting the development and expansion of the local economy will become 
ever more significant as the Government implements plans for localisation of 
business rates. Already, the Council’s priorities place the people of Norfolk at 
the forefront of our plans and investments. Through the Economic Development 
and Strategy team, the Council aims to promote, secure and manage funding 
to support Norfolk’s economic growth. The County Council supports the 
implementation of a wide range of initiatives intended to deliver growth, 
including working closely with the Local Enterprise Partnership (New Anglia 
LEP) on a number of projects such as the development of Enterprise Zone sites 
across the County. The Council is part of the Greater Norwich Growth Board 
which oversees the delivery of the Greater Norwich City Deal and supports 
infrastructure improvements which will drive growth. 

4.14. In spite of these interventions it is however important to recognise the potential 
impact of decisions outside the Council’s control. For example, the decision to 
leave the European Union is likely to have an impact on growth in the local 
economy. It is also important to note that since the introduction of the Business 
Rates Retention Scheme in 2013-14, Norfolk has not seen any significant 
growth or decline in the amount of business rates collected. This is a significant 
concern for Norfolk for future years, when considering the increasing levels of 
demand, the move towards Business Rates localisation and the reductions to 
Revenue Support Grant. 

4.15. The development of the Norfolk and Suffolk Economic Strategy (NSES)8 led by 
the New Anglia Local Enterprise Partnership (LEP) for Norfolk and Suffolk 
takes into account the national drivers such as the Industrial Strategy. Delivering 
the priorities for Norfolk set out in the new strategy will be the primary Economic 
Development priority for the council. 

Ecology: Waste 

4.16. The County Council is responsible for dealing with the left over rubbish (residual 
waste) collected by all local authorities in Norfolk. Increases in households and 
the effects of economic growth mean that the amount of left over rubbish and 
the cost of dealing with it will increase significantly unless measures are put in 
place to reduce the amount of waste, improve recycling, or reduce unit costs. 

4.17. The amount of residual waste in 2017-18 is currently projected to be around 
216,000 tonnes, which is similar to the previous year and in line with volumes 
observed outside Norfolk. 

4.18. The long term trends for household numbers in Norfolk as well as effects of the 
general economy, consumer confidence and weather patterns remain 

8 New Anglia Strategic Economic Plan http://www.newanglia.co.uk/wp-content/uploads/2014/03/New-
Anglia-Strategic-Economic-Plan-V2.pdf  
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uncertain. These variables, as well as things such as service changes by other 
authorities and changes in legislation, can all have a major effect on the cost of 
this service, meaning that the suitable approach to managing budgets for this 
service is to make justifiable and evidence based allowances in medium and 
longer term plans that are continually subject to review. 

4.19. To help mitigate these effects, the aim of the waste service is to reduce the 
amount of waste that is left over and to reduce the cost of providing services to 
deal with left over rubbish. The objective is that by 2018-19: 

• Residual waste will be reduced to less than 9.4kg per household per
week. This can be achieved by a combination of improved recycling
performance and waste reduction initiatives.

4.20. This objective requires additional measures to be put in place by all local 
authorities in Norfolk to reduce the amount of waste and improve recycling 
performance, and they are actively looking at this together as the Norfolk Waste 
Partnership. 

Ecology: Flooding 

4.21. Norfolk is identified as the area 10th most at risk of local flooding. The county 
has approximately 34,000 properties at flood risk from local sources during a 
rainfall event with a 1 in 100 annual chance of occurring. These local sources 
include flooding from surface runoff, groundwater and from the 7,500 km of 
watercourses within Norfolk. The County Council’s two core aims as Lead Local 
Flood Authority are to reduce the existing local flood risk for communities and 
to prevent new development from increasing flood risk. Whilst not directly the 
authority’s responsibility, the county also has nearly 100 miles of coastline and 
is vulnerable to tidal inundation and surges. 

4.22. In the event of a major flooding incident, it is likely that the council would have 
recourse to the Bellwin scheme of emergency financial assistance to Local 
Authorities9. This would enable the council to be reimbursed for 100% of eligible 
expenditure above a threshold set by the government. The threshold for Norfolk 
was £1.164m in 2017-18 (i.e. this is the maximum liability for the County Council 
in the event of a major incident eligible for support under the Bellwin rules). 

5. Organisational factors

Organisational structure and governance changes 

5.1. The County Council structure is based on four Executive Directors alongside 
the Chief Legal Officer and a Strategy Director, all reporting to the Managing 
Director, and includes the following departments: Children’s Services; Adult’s 
Services; Community and Environmental Services; Finance and Commercial 
Services; and the Managing Director’s Department. The Managing Director’s 
Department encompasses Legal and Democratic Services and Strategic 

9 Bellwin Scheme thresholds published October 2017 
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/bellwin-scheme-guidance-notes-for-claims 
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Services. This structure is intended to secure improvements in both strategic 
and transactional services required to meet the changing needs of different 
customer groups across the council. Statutory officer roles report to the 
Managing Director in fulfilling their statutory responsibilities. 

5.2. The result of the full County Council elections in May 2017 saw the Authority 
moving from an authority where no party had overall control to a Conservative 
controlled authority.  

5.3. The National Employers recently announced a local government pay offer for 
2018-19 and 2019-20 of 2% in each year, with higher increases (from 3.734% 
to 9.191%) for those earning less that £19,430 to take into account the National 
Living Wage (NLW) which will be £7.83 per hour from April 2018. The new 
bottom rate within this offer would be £8.50 per hour, rising to £9.00 per hour in 
2019-20. The first year represents an estimated increase to the national pay bill 
of 2.7%. 

5.4. A new pay spine has been proposed within the offer for implementation in April 
2019, with fewer spinal points at lower grades, which will have implications for 
local authorities’ pay structures. At the time of drafting the Medium Term 
Financial Strategy, the implications of the new pay structure for Norfolk are not 
known. 

The Sustainability and Transformation Programme (STP) 

5.5. The Sustainability and Transformation Programme (STP) covers the Norfolk 
and Waveney area and involves all health and social care organisations. It is a 
programme to collectively address the demands facing the NHS and social care 
system, setting out collective change to services to address the challenges from 
tighter financial constraints, people living longer and with more complex health 
and care needs, changes to the type of care people want, as well as new 
opportunities for treatment and workforce challenges. 

5.6. The wider system has a total budget of £1.6bn to spend on health and social 
care each year. However spend is more than this and if no changes are made 
within the system by 2020-21 there would be a collective £415m funding gap. 

5.7. To address this the STP is focussing on three main areas of work: 

• Supporting people to keep themselves healthy and well;

• Enabling more people to live independently; and

• Reducing the pressure on hospitals.

5.8. The Council’s 2016-21 budget plans for adult and children’s social care and 
public health are reflected in the STP plan ‘In Good Health’, which will continue 
to be updated to reflect new contracts across health organisations and the 
Council’s revised budget plans. The Better Care Fund also reflects the STP 
plans. 

5.9. Plans within the STP include significant involvement from council services 
including public health, with focus on preventative work to reduce demand for 
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services, and social care including integrated teams, with focus on out of 
hospital solutions and improved pathways for people with learning disability and 
with mental health conditions. The STP includes some funding for 
transformation and funding has been secured to support joint programmes of 
work such as Transforming Care Plans. 

Children’s Services response to Ofsted assessments 

5.10. Following an Ofsted report in 2015 which found Norfolk Children's services to 
be inadequate, a commissioner was identified to review services and report 
recommendations. Within the report of the commissioner, it was recommended 
that a strategic partnership with a voluntary agency to cover the areas of Looked 
After Children and Leaving Care be developed. A second Ofsted monitoring visit 
was undertaken in October 2016 and concluded that while there had been 
positive movement in some areas of Children’s Services, the overall pace of 
change was slow. Key areas for development included edge of care and care 
leavers’ independent living skills development. In addition there was an 
identified need to better develop strategic planning and performance 
management across the department. To this end Norfolk Children's Services 
looked to put in place a strategic and operational partnership to secure service 
improvement for Norfolk's children and young people. Children’s Services’ 
Committee originally agreed such a strategic partnership in July 2016 and a 
further paper was submitted to Committee on 15 November 2016. Discussions 
were held between Barnardo’s and the County Council, and in June 2017 this 
partnership was launched to create the “New Directions” service which provides 
targeted support to families and children at risk of coming into care. The aim of 
the new service is:  

• to ensure more children and adolescents can live safely with their
families; and

• to reunify children with their families, where it is safe and to reduce the
numbers coming back into care.

5.11. In January 2016 Children’s Services Committee approved the OFSTED 
Improvement Plan following the OFSTED Inspection Report of October 2015. 
That plan has guided the strategic direction over the course of the last year. In 
July 2016 Children’s Services received the findings of OFSTED’s first HMI 
Monitoring Visit. This noted progress on the issues that had led to the judgement 
that services for Looked After Children and Care Leavers were inadequate. In 
light of this Children’s Services began development of a new improvement plan. 
The need for this was confirmed in July 2016 when the Department for 
Education (DfE) issued a revised Directions Notice to Norfolk County Council, 
which also required the County Council to develop a new improvement plan for 
Children’s Services. 

5.12. An Ofsted report highlighting findings relating to the most recent monitoring visit 
in November 2017 is due to be released 19 January 2018. 
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Consultation with citizens and equality and rural impact assessments 

5.13. The Council undertakes public consultation on budget proposals which have 
the potential to impact on service users. In 2018-19 councillors agreed to 
formally consult on six budget savings proposals relating to service areas: 

• Change the way we work out how much people pay towards the cost of
their non-residential care services by taking into account people's actual
disability related expenses

• Remodel the children's centre service offer to provide a more targeted
response to families through working more closely with our other services
and partners, for example by sharing buildings, and by focusing their work
on the families that need them most

• Reducing spend on non-safety critical highway maintenance
• Reduce the number of roads gritted in winter
• Change the construction and demolition waste concession at recycling

centres

• Review the operation of bus services supported by the County Council

5.14. Initially we sought views on proposals to increase council tax in 2018-19 by 
4.9% (including 3% Adult Social Care Precept). Following the late 
announcement of the Local Government Finance Settlement 2018-19 on 19 
December 2017, which extended powers to increase council tax by a further 
1%, we also sought views on whether or not the Council should increase council 
tax by 5.99%. Details of the consultation process, and the responses to the 
consultation, are set out in the Revenue Budget report. 

5.15. The Council undertakes equality and rural impact assessments for all budget 
proposals. This informs the Policy and Resources Committee in making 
recommendations to Full Council about the budget, and ensures that due regard 
is given to eliminating unlawful discrimination, promoting equality of opportunity, 
and fostering good relations between people with protected characteristics and 
the rest of the population. Detailed information about the findings of equality 
impact assessments, and the recommended mitigating actions, are included in 
the Revenue Budget report. 

Resource plans, funding, service pressures and savings 

5.16. The plans and assumptions in the Council’s budget and Medium Term Financial 
Strategy have been reviewed as part of the preparation of the 2018-19 budget 
to ensure that they are robust and deliverable. The Executive Director of 
Finance and Commercial Services’ recommendation of a 5.99% council tax 
increase is made on the basis that this will enable a substantially more robust 
budget for 2018-19 and for future years. 

5.17. Experience of the implementation of savings plans, along with the findings of a 
review of Adult Social Care saving proposals completed in 2016-17, has 
identified that in some cases the cost, complexity and time required to deliver 
transformational change is likely to be greater than that originally allowed. As a 
result, the removal or delay of a significant number of previously agreed savings 
has been proposed over the life of the MTFS. 
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5.18. As set out elsewhere, the Provisional Local Government Finance Settlement 
(LGFS) has provided a greater degree of certainty about future funding levels 
for local authorities through the offer of four-year settlement allocations covering 
the period 2016-17 to 2019-20. However, there remains considerable 
uncertainty around the final two years of the Medium Term Financial Strategy 
(2020-21 and 2021-22).  

5.19. The reductions in the Council’s Settlement Funding Assessment set out in the 
four year settlement remain extremely challenging, with the most significant 
reductions having occurred in the first two years (2016-17 and 2017-18), as 
shown in  Table 1 below. The table reflects figures published in the 2018-19 
provisional LGFS and includes changes to the Business Rates baseline which 
are outside the certainty funding allocations. Therefore while the four-year 
settlement offered a degree of additional certainty for Council budget planning, 
the significant pressures across all budgets will mean that further savings and 
efficiencies need to be identified to produce a balanced budget for future years. 

MTFS Table 1: Reductions in Settlement Funding Assessment 

2015-16 
Adjusted 

2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 2019-20 

Settlement Funding 
Assessment 

287.507 250.382 222.693 207.151 191.233 

Percentage 
reduction on 
previous year 

-12.91% -11.06% -6.98% -7.68%

5.20. Savings are being delivered through a range of approaches. The table provides 
a summary of the savings within current budget planning which were subject to 
consultation as part of the development of the 2018-19 budget. Efficiency 
related savings continue to be targeted as a priority. 

5.21. Savings targets will be profiled to require savings towards the beginning of the 
budget period in order to seek to ensure that no savings are necessary in the 
final year of the Medium Term Financial Strategy (2021-22). 

MTFS Table 2: Categorisation of savings 

2018-19 2019-20 2020-21 2021-22 Total 
£m £m £m £m £m 

Savings in current 
budget planning 
subject to consultation 
in 2018-19 

-2.880 -3.000 -0.500 0.000 -6.380

Other savings -27.119 -13.157 -21.473 -10.400 -72.149
Total savings -29.999 -16.157 -21.973 -10.400 -78.529
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General and Earmarked Reserves and provisions 

5.22. General reserves are an essential part of good financial management and are 
held to ensure that the Council can meet unforeseen expenditure and respond 
to risks and opportunities. The level of reserves held has been set at a limit 
consistent with the Council’s risk profile and with the aim that council tax payer’s 
contributions are not unnecessarily held in provisions or reserves. 

5.23. Earmarked Reserves support the Council’s planning for future spending 
commitments. In the current climate of limited resources, the planned use of 
Earmarked Reserves allows the Council to smooth the impact of funding 
reductions and provides time for the implementation of savings plans. As part 
of the year-end closure of accounts, a detailed review of the reserves and 
provisions held by the Council will be undertaken. The Medium Term Financial 
Strategy assumes an overall reduction in the level of Earmarked Reserves. 
Further details of the anticipated use of Earmarked Reserves are included in 
the Statement on the Adequacy of Provisions and Reserves 2018-22. 

5.24. When taking decisions on utilising reserves, it is important to acknowledge that 
reserves are a one-off source of funding. Once spent, reserves can only be 
replenished from other sources of funding or reductions in spending. Therefore 
reserves do not represent a long term solution to the continued funding 
reductions facing the Council.  

6. Local Government Funding

6.1. Local Government funding has three major components: 

• money received through council tax;

• money received through partial retention of locally generated Business
Rates; and

• money redistributed by Government in the form of Revenue Support
Grant (RSG) and specific grants.

6.2. Councils also generate income through sales, fees and charges. The 
breakdown of this funding in 2017-18 is shown in the pie chart below. 
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Business Rates (10%) 

6.3. Since April 2013, Councils have no longer received Formula Grant, but instead 
received funding from a mix of locally retained business rates and government 
grants that are allocated from centrally retained business rates. 

6.4. The introduction of the business rates retention scheme has resulted in a direct 
link between local business rates growth and the amount of money councils 
have to spend on local people and local services. The scheme provides 
incentives for local authorities to increase economic growth, through retention 
of a share of the revenue generated from locally collected business rates. The 
new scheme does not alter the way that business rates are set, and they 
continue to be set nationally by central government. 

6.5. Local authorities benefit from 50% of business rates growth (or indeed suffer 
the consequences of business rates decline) in their area. The scheme is 
complex, involving a system of tariffs, top-ups and levies, however, at its 
simplest, for every £100 change in rates in Norfolk, £50 would go to central 
government, £40 to the district councils and £10 to Norfolk County Council. 

6.6. Baselines are fixed in-between reset periods and only adjusted for inflationary 
increases to allow local authorities to retain generated growth for a period of 
time. The next reset is expected following a review of relative needs and 
resources, intended to deliver an updated and responsive distribution 
methodology to be implemented in 2020-21, MHCLG are consulting on this 
during 2018. Until then, upper tier authorities are restricted in gains but also 
protected from reductions somewhat, as a large proportion of income is 
received through index linked top-ups. 

Schools

27%

Council Tax

26%7nterest Receipts and 

Other 7ncome

12%

Business 

Rates

10%

Sales, Fees, Charges

8%

Revenue Support 

Grant

6%

Government Grants

6%

Other Grants, Reimbursements & Contributions

5%

Where the money comes from 2017-18: £1.383bn
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6.7. Local authorities in Norfolk have agreed to establish a Norfolk Business Rates 
Pool. The Pool allows Norfolk to retain additional business rates funding in the 
county through retaining levy payments which otherwise would have been paid 
over to central government. MHCLG have accepted Norfolk’s application to add 
Great Yarmouth to the Pool for 2018-19. All Norfolk local authorities are now 
included in the Pool. 

6.8. The Pool allocates the retained levy to a Joint Investment Fund shared by the 
Parties for joint allocation to support Norfolk’s economic growth strategy on the 
basis of the following principles: 

i) The purpose of the Norfolk business rates pool is to make strategic
investments designed to support Norfolk priorities within the Local
Enterprise Partnership’s Strategic Economic Plan to support Norfolk’s
economic growth strategy; and

ii) Priority will be given to schemes which:-

• Lever funding from LEP growth and European funds.

• Support projects which will lead to:

o Job creation
o Further business rates growth
o Housing growth
o Improved skills and qualifications
o New business creation/expansion

• Ready to start on site and have all relevant permissions, licences, land
ownership arrangements in place.

6.9. If a member of the Pool decided it no longer wished to be designated as part of 
the Pool for 2018-19 it was required to notify MHCLG by 16 January 2018. If 
any council in the Pool requested a revocation of the designation before this 
date, the rest of the Pool cannot continue. The Secretary of State would then 
revoke the designation and all local authorities identified as part of the Pool 
would revert to their individual settlement figures.  

6.10. The primary challenge within the current Business Rates scheme is the level of 
financial risk that councils face due to appeals and business rate avoidance, 
with little scope for these risks to be managed under the current arrangements. 
Some councils are of the view that the risks outweigh the rewards available to 
councils through incentives to grow the local economy. The Government has 
implemented a new three-stage approach to business rates appeals: “Check, 
Challenge, Appeal,” aimed at providing a system which is easier to navigate, 
with an emphasis on early engagement to reach a swift resolution of cases. The 
new system came into force on 1 April 2017, to coincide with the national 
revaluation of rateable values.  

6.11. In respect of the 2018-19 budget, District Council forecasts are being collated 
and the level of income the council will receive is not yet confirmed. Potential 
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business rate appeals and requests for relief such those submitted by NHS 
Trusts continue to add uncertainty to future rates income.  

6.12. The Chancellor announced a number of measures relating to business rates in 
the Autumn Budget 2017, including: 

• Further changes to the business rates system to support businesses and
improve fairness:

o The switch in indexation of business rates from RPI to CPI will be
brought forward to 2018-19. This means business rates will go up by
3.0% rather than 3.9%.

o Revaluations will be undertaken on a three-yearly cycle after the next
five year revaluation is completed.

o Measures to address the “staircase tax” and to extend the £1,000
discount support to public houses with a rateable value below
£100,000.

• Local government will be compensated for the impact of these business rate
changes.

Changes to the Business Rates Retention Scheme 

6.13. The 2018-19 Settlement represents the third year of the four year certainty offer 
which began in 2016-17, and was described by the Government as providing a 
path to a new system which will build on the current 50% retention scheme and 
will see councils retain an increased proportion of locally collected business 
rates.   

6.14. Following the General Election in 2017 and the absence of the Local 
Government Finance Bill 201710 in the Queen’s speech, the Ministry for 
Housing, Communities and Local Government plans to implement the latest 
phase of the Business Rates Retention Scheme (BRRS) in 2020-21, which will 
see 75% of business rates retained by local government. At present it is not 
known how this will be split within two-tier areas. 

6.15. 75% retention is to be achieved by rolling in existing grants including Public 
Health Grant and Revenue Support Grant. The incentive to grow business rates 
locally will be strengthened as it is anticipated that the system will allow for 75% 
growth to be retained locally from the 2020-21 reset onwards. The Government 
intends to make these changes as part of a move towards financial self-
sufficiency for local government. 

6.16. It is expected that the new system will continue to incorporate an element of 
redistribution of rates nationally to ensure that all authorities are funded to 
deliver their statutory duties and to mitigate the impact of variation in the level 
of business rates income across the country. 

6.17. MHCLG confirmed that existing 100% rate pilots will continue and were 
originally planning for five further pilots in 2018-19 – but due to the level of 

10 Local Government Finance Bill 2017, http://services.parliament.uk/bills/2016-
17/localgovernmentfinance/documents.html  
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interest (27 applications were received) this was increased to ten. Norfolk’s 
application was not successful, although there may be a further opportunity to 
apply to participate in 2019-20.  

6.18. MHCLG published a formal consultation on a review of relative needs and 
resources in December 2017, intended to deliver an updated and more 
responsive distribution methodology to be implemented from 2020-21. 

6.19. Further consultations on the changes are anticipated, and there remains 
considerable uncertainty at this point about the detailed plans for 
implementation of the proposals. A key issue for the County Council will be to 
ensure that the review of funding needs accurately captures the pressures faced 
by Norfolk, particularly in respect of social care, demographic issues, and the 
specific local pressures arising from sparsity and rurality.  

Revenue Support Grant (RSG) (6%) 

6.20. As the local share of business rates has been fixed until 2020, in order to 
manage reduction in the overall Local Government Departmental Expenditure 
Limits, any changes to the Settlement Funding Assessment are addressed 
through changes to the RSG amount. 

6.21. The amount of funding the Council receives is published as the Settlement 
Funding Assessment. As shown in the table below, the Council remains heavily 
reliant on RSG and therefore cuts to this funding stream have a significant 
impact on the budget. Our budget planning assumes that all the remaining 
Revenue Support Grant (£38.810m) will be removed in year three of the 
Medium Term Financial Strategy (2020-21), however there is considerable 
uncertainty about this, including whether any element of RSG would be offset 
within the 75% Business Rates Retention.  

6.22. The table below shows Norfolk’s Settlement Funding Assessment, which 
reflects the four-year funding allocations as set out in the Provisional Settlement 
2016-17 and updated for information included within the 2018-19 provisional 
settlement. It shows the reducing proportion of funding provided by Revenue 
Support Grant (RSG). 
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MTFS Table 3: Settlement Funding Assessment 

2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 2019-20 

£m % £m % £m % £m % 

Settlement 
Funding 
Assessment 

250.382 100.0% 222.693 100.0% 207.151 100.0% 191.233 100.0% 

Received 
through: 
Revenue 
Support Grant 

108.511 43.3% 77.926 35.0% 58.035 28.0% 38.810 20.3% 

Baseline 
Funding Level 

141.870 56.7% 144.767 65.0% 149.116 72.0% 152.423 79.7% 

Via Top-Up 115.685 119.351 123.109 125.753 

Retained Rates 26.185 25.416 26.007 26.670 

Specific grants (6%) and schools funding (27%) 

6.23. The table below summarises the amount of specific grants expected to be 
received in 2018-19, along with indicative figures for 2019-20. In most cases the 
allocations for the years beyond 2018-19 have not yet been confirmed by the 
Government. Ring-fenced funding below includes funding to schools. 

MTFS Table 4: Grants and Council Tax 

2018-19 
Provisional 

£m 

2019-20 
Indicative 

£m 
Un-ring-fenced 231.730 222.967 
Ring-fenced 670.361 669.330 

Council tax  
(assuming council tax increased 
annually in line with OBR forecast of 
CPI and 3% Adult Social Care precept 
in 2018-19) 

388.799 396.569 

Local Business Rates 26.083 26.605 

6.24. Details of significant specific grants are set out below: 

Ring-fenced grants 

6.25. Public Health – Public Health grant continues to be ring-fenced grant in 2018-
19 for public health services. The Government has indicated that Public Health 
funding may be included within the Business Rates Retention Scheme from 
2020-21. Public Health covers a wide range of services that may be provided 
directly to communities or to other organisations that deliver services supporting 
the health and wellbeing of our population.  

6.26. Public Health grant allocations for 2018-19 have been announced with Norfolk 
due to receive £39.062m in 2018-19. Indicative allocations for 2019-20 have 
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also been announced, with Norfolk due to receive £38.031m. This is a reduction 
of over £1m in 2019-20. Ring fencing remains in place until 31 March 2020. 

6.27. Dedicated Schools Grant (DSG) – The Minister of State for School Standard, 
Nick Gibb, announced school and early years funding allocations for 2018-1911 
in a written statement covering Dedicated Schools Grant (DSG), Education 
Services Grant (ESG) protections for academies (following the ceasing of ESG), 
Pupil Premium and the additional £1.3bn over the next two years to phase in 
the National Funding Formula (NFF). 

6.28. In July 2017 the Education Secretary Justine Greening announced £1.3bn 
(£416m in 2018-19 and £884m in 2019-20) to phase in the NFF in 2020-21. 
During the two year transition period a “soft formula” will be implemented 
whereby schools allocations will be indicative allowing LAs discretion over how 
it can be spent. From 2020-21 the “hard formula” will allocate funding directly to 
schools. 

6.29. The Government has announced DSG for 2018-19 totalling £599.457m, this 
compares to a total DSG allocation of £581.240m in 2017-18. The DSG is 
before academy recoupment. 

6.30. Pupil Premium Grant (PPG)12 – In 2018-19, disadvantaged pupils: primary will 
attract £1,320, which is aimed to help primary schools raise attainment and 
ensure that every child is ready for the move to secondary school. £935 will be 
allocated for disadvantaged pupils: secondary, allocations remain unchanged 
from 2017-18. Disadvantaged pupils are those who have been registered for 
free school meals at any point in the last six years. 

6.31. The pupil premium plus (for looked after children) increase to £2,300 per pupil 
in 2018-19 (£1,900 2017-18). The eligibility for this includes those who have 
been looked after for one day or more, and (from 2015-16) children who have 
been adopted from care or have left care under a special guardianship or child 
arrangement order. Schools will receive £2,300 for each eligible pupil adopted 
from care who has been registered on the school census and the additional 
funding will enable schools to offer pastoral care as well as raising pupil 
attainment.  

6.32. Children with parents in the armed forces will continue to be supported through 
the service child premium. In 2018-19, the service child premium will continue 
to be set at £300 per pupil. 

Un-ring-fenced grants 

6.33. NHS funding (Better Care Fund) – the County Council and Clinical 
Commissioning Groups (CCGs) are partway through a three year agreement to 
the better care fund covering 2016-17 to 2018-19.  This gives a revenue 

11  Dedicated Schools Grant allocations 2018-19 
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/dedicated-schools-grant-dsg-2018-to-2019  
12 Pupil Premium Grant allocations 2018-19 https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/pupil-
premium-conditions-of-grant-2018-to-2019/pupil-premium-2018-to-2019-conditions-of-grant  
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contribution to NCC of £29.288m in 2018-19. The savings and efficiencies 
linked to this programme are currently expected to be delivered. 

6.34. The BCF funding through the NHS is distinct from the improved Better Care 
Fund which is detailed below. 

6.35. Integration is a priority for Norfolk where it is recognised that current health and 
social care services will become unsustainable given increasing demand and 
financial imperatives. The BCF programme is a key mechanism for the delivery 
of integration in Norfolk. Funding has been pooled for Health and Social Care 
services to promote closer joint working in local areas in line with Better Care 
Fund plans agreed between the NHS and local authorities, which are intended 
to align to and support the large scale change required by the local 
Sustainability and Transformation Plan. This funding is used to commission 
services for local health and social care needs, as determined by the Health 
and Wellbeing Boards.  

6.36. Disabled Facilities Grant (DFG) allocations are transferred to District Councils 
through the BCF. This enables Housing Authorities to meet their statutory duty 
to provide adaptations to the homes of people with disabilities to help them live 
independently for longer. From 2016-17 the DFG allocations have included 
amounts to offset the discontinuation of the Social Care Capital Grant. The full 
allocation for 2018-19 is expected to be £7.480m. 

6.37. Improved Better Care Fund – From 2017-18 the County Council will receive 
additional funding for Adult Social Care via Improved Better Care Fund 
allocations. Nationally this will be worth £1.5bn by 2019-20, and has been 
funded from changes to the New Homes Bonus grant. The three year plan 
covering the period 2017-2020 setting out the use of this funding was agreed 
by the County Council and health partners in July 2017 and is set out in greater 
detail in paragraph 2.16. 

6.38. Supplementary funding to the improved better care fund – The Chancellor 
of the Exchequer announced the Government’s Spring 2017 Budget on 
Wednesday 8 March 2017, which was after the County Council’s budget setting 
decisions in February. This announcement included an additional £2bn of one-
off funding to councils in England over the next three years to spend on adult 
social care services. £1 billion of this funding will be provided in 2017-18, and 
is intended to ensure that “councils can take immediate action to fund care 
packages for more people, support social care providers, and relieve pressure 
on the NHS locally.” Norfolk will receive £18m in 2017-18, followed by £11m in 
2018-19 and £6m in 2019-20. The use of this funding has been agreed locally 
with health partners. 

6.39. Local Reform and Community Voices grant – allocations for this grant, which 
consists of three funding streams (Deprivation of Liberty Safeguards in 
Hospitals; local Healthwatch funding; and funding for the transfer of 
Independent NHS Complaints Advocacy Service to local authorities) have not 
been announced. It may be that the grant has been reduced or removed, but in 
the past allocations have not been published until after the start of the financial 
year and it is therefore assumed that this funding continues in 2018-19. 
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6.40. Independent Living Fund (ILF) – the ILF provides support for disabled people 
with high support needs, to enable them to live in the community rather than in 
residential care settings. From 1 July 2015 responsibility for supporting ILF 
users in England passed to local authorities, with associated grant funding being 
provided. Provisional allocations have been published through to 2019-20, and 
no changes are currently expected. 

6.41. Social Care in Prisons grant – the Social Care Act establishes that local 
authorities are responsible for assessing and meeting the care and support 
needs of offenders residing in any prison, approved premise or bail 
accommodation within its area.  This grant is to provide additional funding to 
undertake this new burden. Allocations have not yet been announced for 2018-
19 but it is assumed that the funding continues.  

6.42. New Homes Bonus Funding – New Homes Bonus (NHB) is a grant paid by 
central government to local councils for increasing the number of homes and 
their use. The New Homes Bonus is paid for each new home, linked to the 
national average of the council tax band, originally for a period of six years. As 
part of the Provisional Settlement, the Government has confirmed that the 
national baseline for housing growth will continue to be 0.4%, effectively 
reducing the number of eligible properties in the calculation of the grant. In 
2018-19 NHB payments will be made for four, rather than five years. No 
changes were announced within the 2018-19 Local Government Finance 
Settlement. 

6.43. Rural Services Delivery Grant – 2018-19 allocations had been expected to fall 
by £15m from £65m 2017-18, however this reduction has been cancelled and 
allocations remain at £65m. For Norfolk, this means an additional (one-off) 
£0.737m funding for the County Council in 2018-19. 

Council Tax (26%) 

6.44. Council tax is a key source of locally raised income for many local authorities. 
This helps make up the difference between the amount a local authority needs 
to spend and the amount it receives from other sources, such as business rates, 
government grants, and fees and charges. 

6.45. The core council tax referendum limit of 2% has been increased by 1% to allow 
a maximum increase of 3% before a local referendum is required (in line with 
inflation – CPI) in both 2018-19 and 2019-20. 

6.46. In 2016-17 the Government introduced a new discretion for local authorities 
providing adult social care to raise additional council tax as an Adult Social Care 
precept. This gave authorities the option to raise an additional precept of 2%, 
on top of their existing discretion to raise council tax within the referendum limit 
(at the time also 2%). In 2017-18, the Government further extended the flexibility 
around the Adult Social Care precept, allowing councils to raise it by 3% in 2017-
18 and 2018-19, but in this event having no rise permitted in 2019-20. The 
Council’s Medium Term Financial Strategy is based on the following council tax 
assumptions (subject to Member decisions in each year). 
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MTFS Table 5: Council Tax assumptions 

2017-18 2018-19 2019-20 2020-21 2021-22 
Assumed increase in 
general council tax 
(based on CPI) 

1.80% 2.99% 2.99% 1.99% 0.00% 

Assumed increase in 
Adult Social Care precept 

3.00% 3.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 

Total assumed council 
tax increase 

4.80% 5.99% 2.99% 1.99% 0.00% 

6.47. Further background information about council tax is provided below. 

Council Tax Freeze Grants 2011-12 to 2015-16 

6.48. Between 2011-12 and 2015-16, the Government offered Council Tax Freeze 
Grant (CTFG) to encourage councils not to increase council tax. The 
arrangements for CTFG differed from year to year (in 2012-13 for example 
CTFG allocations were not ongoing) but generally amounts have been added 
into the Local Government Departmental Expenditure Limit (LG DEL). Whilst 
this provides some certainty about the continuity of this level of funding, once 
specific grants are transferred into the LG DEL, there is no guarantee that we 
will receive the same amount, as the grants are no longer ring-fenced and we 
are no longer able to identify the funding as a separate amount. In reality, once 
RSG is removed as part of the localisation of business rates, any notional 
amounts of CTFG will also cease to be received. From 2016-17, the 
Government stopped offering Council Tax Freeze Grant.     

Council Tax assumptions within Core Spending Power for 2016-17 onwards 

6.49. In 2016-17 the Government introduced a measure of “core spending power”, 
which was amended in 2018-1913 to consist of: 

• Settlement Funding Assessment (Business Rates Baseline Funding and
RSG);

• Compensation for under-indexing the business rates multiplier

• New Homes Bonus;

• The local government element of the Improved Better Care Fund;

• Rural Services Delivery Grant; and

• Council Tax Requirement

6.50. Core spending power is thus intended to reflect the resources over which 
councils have discretion. 

6.51. The assessment of core spending power was used in 2016-17 as a mechanism 
to distribute reductions in Revenue Support Grant for the period up to 2019-20 
to ensure that within each tier of Local Government (upper-tier, lower-tier, fire 

13 Core Spending Power 2018-19 https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/core-spending-power-
provisional-local-government-finance-settlement-2018-to-2019  
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and rescue, and GLA other services), authorities of the same type received the 
same percentage change in settlement core funding. The inclusion of council 
tax in this calculation represents a significant change in Government policy. The 
Spending Review document stated that this was intended to “rebalance support 
including to those authorities with social care responsibilities by taking into 
account the main resources available to councils, including council tax and 
business rates.”14 

6.52. Nonetheless, by using core funding as a mechanism for the distribution of 
funding in the four year settlement, the Government has effectively assumed 
that: 

• Councils will raise council tax at least in line with the Office for Budget
Responsibility’s (OBR) November 2015 forecast for CPI inflation, an
annual average of 1.75% over the period, however it peaked at 3.1%
November 2017. The Government have recognised this by increasing the
core council tax referendum limit by 1% to allow a maximum of 3% before
a local referendum is required in both 2018-19 and 2019-20.

• Relevant councils will raise the Adult Social Care precept in each year.

• Average annual growth rates in the council tax base between 2013-14 and
2015-16 will recur for the period to 2019-20.

6.53. As a result, any decision to raise council tax by less than the Government’s 
inflation assumptions, or a decision not to exercise the full discretion to raise a 
social care precept, will lead to an underfunding of councils through the 
Spending Review period, when compared to the Government’s expectations. 
Within the 2016-17 provisional settlement, for Norfolk County Council, an 
increase in council tax of £83.667m is forecast in the Government’s 
assumptions by 2019-20 compared to the 2015-16 baseline – amounting to an 
overall 26.9% increase in the funding from council tax across the period. The 
achievability of such significant increases is not certain.  

14 Spending Review and Autumn Statement 2015, para 1.242, p59, 
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/479749/52229_Blue_B
ook_PU1865_Web_Accessible.pdf 
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7. Revenue strategy and budget

7.1. The primary objective of the Medium Term Financial Strategy 2018-22 is to 
show a balanced four year budget. At present further savings or additional 
revenue funding need to be identified to meet the shortfall shown in 2019-20 
2020-21 and 2021-22 below: 

MTFS Table 6: Provisional medium term financial forecast budget shortfall 

2019-20 
£m 

2020-21 
£m 

2021-22 
£m 

Additional cost pressures and 
forecast reduction in Government 
grant funding 

58.565 80.340 36.586 

Forecast council tax increase -7.770 -9.914 -2.032
Identified saving proposals and 
funding increases 

-28.706 -21.973 -10.400

Bring forward 2021-22 savings 
requirement 

12.077 12.077 -24.153

Budget shortfall / (surplus) 34.165 60.530 0.000 

7.2. The Council’s revenue budget plans deliver a balanced budget for 2018-19, but 
a shortfall remains of £34.2m in 2019-20 and £60.5m in 2020-21 (an overall 
deficit in the Medium Term Financial Strategy of £94.7m). The Medium Term 
Financial Strategy (MTFS) is intended to aid forward planning and help mitigate 
financial risk. The detailed timetable for the identification of the required savings 
and future year budget setting is set out in the Revenue Budget report.  

7.3. Uncertainty remains around a number of key areas which could impact on the 
MTFS in future years: 

• further integration of health and social care;

• the impact of the decision to leave the EU on local government funding
and the wider local economy;

• the potential impact of any transfer of responsibilities for the Fire Service
to the Police and Crime Commissioner;

• the achievability of growth assumptions for council tax included in the
Government’s methodology for the distribution of funding reductions;

• whether the financial demands of ongoing austerity will necessitate
changes in the way local services are delivered and organisations are
configured as demonstrated by the wider debates about reorganisation
taking place across local government; and

• the implementation of 75% Retention of Business Rates and the fair
funding review by 2020-21, whether there will be any additional
responsibilities transferred to Local Government as part of this process,
and the level of further funding reductions.
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8. Capital strategy and budget

8.1. The Capital Strategy provides a framework for the allocation of resources to 
support the Council’s objectives. The key aims of the Capital Strategy are to: 

• To identify capital projects and programmes;

• To prioritise capital requirements and proposals;

• To provide a clear context within which proposals are evaluated to
ensure that all capital investment is targeted at meeting the Council’s
priorities;

• To consider options available to maximise funding for capital
expenditure whilst minimising the impact on future revenue budgets;

• To identify resources available for capital investment over the medium
term planning period.

8.2. A proposed capital programme for 2018-22 of £428.910m is included elsewhere 
on the agenda. 

8.3. The bar charts below show the split of capital spend and how it is funded. 
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8.4. The main use of capital receipts over the next three years will be to apply them 
directly to the re-payment of debt as it falls due, and to support the costs of 
maintaining the farms estate. Any surplus will either be retained to support 
future demands and reduce borrowing or to fund transformation projects as 
permitted under the flexible use of capital receipts strategy. The amount and 
timing of capital receipts is subject to a great deal of uncertainty, particularly in 
respect of development land. The programme of potential sales is regularly 
updated and the latest forecasts suggest that general capital receipts of over 
£11m are anticipated over the next three years, of which £8.8m is forecast to 
be directly applied to debt repayments. 

County Farms 

8.5. The County Farms Estate is managed in accordance with the policy approved 
by Full Council in October 2014. The size of the estate has been maintained in 
excess of 16,000 acres. The Farms Estate generates circa £2.100m annual rent 
income for the Council and this is projected to rise to £2.200m. After deducting 
direct landlord’s expenditure in maintaining and improving the Estate, and the 
cost of management, a net contribution of £0.476m is made to the Council’s 
revenue budgets. 

8.6. A programme of planned improvements is continuing to be implemented, 
funded both from the Capital Programme for larger schemes and from the 
trading account for revenue improvement schemes. In 2017-18 the estimated 
expenditure of capital and revenue improvements amounts to just over 
£0.720m. 

Summary 

8.7. The Medium Term Financial Strategy sets out details of the high level national 
and local factors which are likely to impact upon the Council’s budget planning 
over the next four years. It provides information about how the Council intends 
to respond to these challenges and needs to be considered when the County 
Council makes decisions about the Budget. The Medium Term Financial 
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Strategy in particular provides an overview of the likely implications of 2018-19 
budget decisions for the future years 2019-20 to 2021-22, and outlines the 
potential longer term issues facing the Council, such as (for example) the 
localisation of business rates.  

8.8. The overarching purpose of the Medium Term Financial Strategy is to support 
the Council in developing balanced budget plans over the four year period, and 
to support this objective a proposed planning timetable for setting a balanced 
budget for 2019-20 is included within the 2018-19 Revenue Budget report. 
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Your Views on council tax 

Respondent information 

Respondent Numbers 

There were 314 responses received for this proposal. Of these the majority (219 people or 70%) 
replied as individuals.   

Responding as: 

An individual / member of the public 219 70% 90% 

A family 64 20% 

On behalf of a voluntary or community 
group 

0 0% 1% 

On behalf of a statutory organisation 4 1% 

On behalf of a business 0 0% 

A Norfolk County Councillor 0 0% 7% 

A district or borough councillor 2 1% 

A town or parish councillor 11 4% 

A Norfolk County Council employee 6 2% 

Not Answered 8 3% 3% 

Total 314 101%* 101%* 

How we received the response 
Email 19 6% 
Letter 1 0% 
Consultation paper feedback form 1 0% 
Online submission 293 93% 
Total 314 99%* 

*Please note: Due to rounding, percentages may not always appear to add up to 100%

Responses by groups, organisations and businesses 

Broadland Older People’s Partnership responded but did not identify as a voluntary or 
community group. The partnership were broadly supportive of the proposal to increase council 
tax provided the 3% social care precept is ring fenced for Adult Social Care.  

Four respondents told us they were responding on behalf of a statutory organisation. The 
respondents are: Costessey Town Council, Shipdham Parish Council, Snettisham Parish 
Council and South Norfolk Council. The statutory organisations expressed the following views: 

• Councils were worried that the proposal could push demand and costs onto other public
sector partners.

• Councils were concerned about the affordability of the proposal for local residents.
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• Councils should continue to work in collaboration to tackle issues and seize opportunities
rooted in the principle of what will make a difference for people rather than what works
best for organisational structures.

• Others took the opportunity to express their views on the decision to increase County
Councillors’ allowances.

Two respondents told us they were district or borough councillors but didn’t name the 
council. District and borough councillors were concerned about the affordability of the proposal, 
an above inflationary increase during a period when people’s incomes are not keeping pace and 
the decision to increase councillors allowances.   

Eleven respondents told us they were town or parish councillors although eight did not name 
the council. The named councils are: Redenhall with Harleston Town Council, Rollesby Parish 
Council and Warham Parish council. Town and parish councillors were concerned about the 
affordability of the proposal, an above inflationary increase during a period when people’s 
incomes are not keeping pace and suggested that efficiencies should be realised before 
proposing an increase in council tax.  

A response from Brandon Lewis MP was also received which noted the importance of 
protecting services for local residents while continuing to find further efficiencies and generate 
income, for example by increased returns from property assets. Brandon Lewis also asked the 
council to take the effect of our proposals on other local authorities and partners into account 
and consider savings in administrative functions before making changes to frontline services. He 
also expressed his regret that the Council had decided to increase councillors’ allowances, 
rather than use the funding to mitigate the impact of some of the budget proposals. 
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What do you think about our proposal to increase council tax by 4.9% in 2018/19? How, if at all, do you think that the 
proposal might impact on you? Please write in below: 

Overall theme Issues raised Number of 
times 
mentioned 

Quotes 

Proposal would be 
difficult for people to 
afford 

• There was a great deal of concern
about the affordability of the proposal,
even amongst those that felt
increasing council tax was reasonable.

• Some people were particularly
concerned about pensioners’ ability to
afford the increase (21).

131 “I don’t agree with the council increase of 4.9% as 
times are getting harder for families and we are 
struggling at the moment”. 

“It is a big increase and will cause difficulties for 
many people, but it must be done I guess.” 

“It's the only way to support people who live in 
Norfolk. It won't be easy to pay the increase 
however more cuts would impact too much.” 

“We simply can’t afford it!! We currently don’t turn 
our heating on unless we really have to as can’t 
afford the oil” 

“This comes on top of an increase last year. 
Increasing council tax two years in a row is bad 
news and my families council tax bill is the single 
biggest bill we face every month!” 

“I understand the need to raise funds etc, but it 
hits us at the bottom of the ladder the hardest. I 
struggle to make ends meet as it is! Every time I 
get the annual "living wage" pay rise (for which I 
am grateful) it ends up being swallowed up by the 
increase in my council tax, so I am no better off”. 
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Overall theme Issues raised Number of 
times 
mentioned 

Quotes 

Proposal would directly 
affect people’s lives  

• Several respondents commented that
they would be directly affected by an
increase to council tax.

87 “It will have a direct effect on my income/ 
standard of living as I am retired and therefore on 
a fixed income”.  

“I think this is excessive and it would impact on 
my monthly family budget.” 

“I can not believe you are even thinking of doing 
this, we are struggling with our bills and having to 
make ends meet” 

Impact of above 
inflationary rise in council 
tax 

• Several respondents were worried
about being able to afford an above
inflationary increase in council tax
during a period when they felt people’s
incomes are not increasing.

83 “Wages are stagnant and most people see less 
than inflation pay “rises” meaning in real terms a 
pay cut”.  

“Salaries have not increased at a comparable rate 
to the cost of living while council tax and other 
costs continue to rise at a rate beyond any salary 
increase.” 

“Haven't had a pay rise for years, so how can I 
afford more?” 

“My (public sector pay) has only increased by 1% 
in the last 7 years and inflation is higher than 
this”.   

Support for increasing 
council tax by 4.9% 

• Several respondents felt the proposed
increase was reasonable to protect
services for Norfolk residents.

77 “I am in full agreement that council tax should be 
increased. It is necessary to maintain vital and 
valued services for the people of Norfolk that 
affect us all, whether directly or indirectly. On the 
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Overall theme Issues raised Number of 
times 
mentioned 

Quotes 

whole, council tax is a fair tax based on ability to 
pay.” 

“It will be hard but we need to do it. The 
alternative of paring back services yet further is 
unthinkable. I support the County Council on this.” 

“Yes increase the council tax. I pay all of my 
council tax although I'm a very variable low 
income of a few hundred pounds a month but this 
is what we have to do to maintain services so go 
ahead” 

“I think that increasing level of council tax is 
crucial. I will be impacted as a council tax payer 
but cannot see how vital services can be 
protected without additional income.” 

General opposition to 
proposal   

• Several respondents did not want to
see any increase in council tax.

72 “I can not believe you are even thinking of doing 
this, we are struggling with our bills and having 
make ends meet”  

“This comes on top of an increase last year. 
Increasing council tax two years in a row is bad 
news and my families council tax bill is the single 
biggest bill we face every month!” 

“I don’t agree with the council increase of 4.9% as 
times are getting harder for families and we are 
struggling at the moment.” 
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Overall theme Issues raised Number of 
times 
mentioned 

Quotes 

“I don't agree with this large increase in tax. It will 
affect me because I am a pensioner and each 
year find it more and more difficult to make ends 
meet. There is a limit to how much I can reduce 
my food intake and lower the thermostat on my 
heater.” 

“This increase should NOT happen, we are 
struggling with bills everyday”. 

Support for raising council 
tax but by less than 4.9%  

• Others commented that although they
recognised the need for an increase in
council tax they thought that this
should be a smaller increase. For
example, some respondents were
happy to pay the 3% social care
precept but not the 1.9% increase in
general council tax.

23 “I don't mind paying towards the social care bill 
but disagree with a rise due to inflation. My 
husband and I are both public service workers 
and have had our pay capped at 1% for years and 
inflation has meant we have had a significant pay 
cut over the years.” 

“It is a disgrace. We should have regular smaller 
increases” 

Proposed increase not 
high enough  

• Some respondents thought that the
council should go further and increase
the council tax by the full amount
available to them.

15 “I do not think this is enough. I would rather pay 
substantially more to receive IMPROVED 
services.” 

“I don't think it's enough. Council tax needs to 
levied at a rate which preserves services.” 

“I fully support an increase in Council Tax. Indeed 
I would go further and support a more substantial 
increase if it were legally possible and in order to 
avoid any cuts in services”. 
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Overall theme Issues raised Number of 
times 
mentioned 

Quotes 

Concerns about partners 
raising precepts 

• Some respondents were worried that
the overall council tax bill will increase
by over 4.9% if partners also choose
to increase their precept.

19 “If the County Council increases its Council Tax 
bill, the others (district councils, police and parish 
councils) all follow suit which means that a 4.9% 
increase becomes more like a 9% increase” 

“I disagree with this increase.  What happens is 
each time NCC increase the Council Tax is that 
the Parish Councils and District Councils also do 
the same.  This means that the Council Tax rise 
in real terms will be greater than 4.9%” 

“I simply cannot afford it.  Especially if the pcc 
puts his precept up by 1.99% or even higher if the 
cap isn’t lifted!!!” 

Meeting individual 
priorities and changes 
before agreeing to 
proposal 

• Some respondents commented that
they would like the tax revenue to be
spent on specific services and for the
council to be more transparent and
efficient before agreeing to an
increase in council tax.

28 “Be more efficient in these areas first and ask tax 
payers for more money only when this has been 
done.” 

“I agree with the increase, but only if some of the 
income can be spent on maintaining those 
services that improve the quality of life in Norfolk, 
eg libraries, mudeums, arts provision.” 

“The priority should be NHS, mental health and 
Education” 

Central government 
responsibility  

• Some respondents expressed strong
opinions about national government
decisions impacting on council tax
locally and that Norfolk County Council
should be doing more to advocate on
behalf of its residents.

44 “The government must be made to realise that the 
councils need help, we are still paying the same 
amount of tax to the government to help the 
councils, the councils are continually increasing 
the council tax and we are getting far less for that” 
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Overall theme Issues raised Number of 
times 
mentioned 

Quotes 

 “I think this proposal is essential. The government 
has cut money for councils drastically and we 
must do our best to continue to fund public 
services which we all use.” 
“Members need to put pressure on MPs to 
redress the whole Council Tax.” 
 
“It is regrettable that Council Tax has to increase, 
this is mainly due to the fact that central 
Government is no longer taking its responsibilities 
to support local services seriously, but in the 
current situation an increase in tax is preferable to 
an even further reduction in services.” 
 

Proposal would have an 
impact on caring 
responsibilities   

• A small number of respondents were 
worried about council tax increases 
having a detrimental effect on their 
caring responsibilities at a time when 
support services have been cut.    

 8 “My son has a life long disability and cannot 
always work full time, so we have the added 
pressure of supporting him financially, 
medications, keeping the house warm and hot 
baths. Adding this increase will only put further 
financial pressures on myself and my husband.” 
 
“I think this is a high increase and will certainly 
make families like mine struggle more than we 
already are despite working all the hours that we 
physically can whilst supporting two children with 
additional needs.” 
 
“As a parent of 2 disabled young adults who have 
had their services slashed because of cuts you 
will have to excuse my cynasim.” 
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Overall theme Issues raised Number of 
times 
mentioned 

Quotes 

Concerns over council’s 
efficiency    

• Some respondents were concerned
that the council would be unable to
spend revenue raised by council tax
efficiently or effectively.

44 “It is difficult as I appreciate the need for improved 
social care by raising the precept, but have little 
faith the money would be spent effectively. When 
you look at some of the pointless spending by 
NCC, and the waste in other areas, it can make 
you resent paying extra money to be frittered 
away.” 

“…The council need to get priorities in check and 
stop wasting masses of cash on NDR, and other 
meaningless road projects” 

“…It also seems that it cannot control costs for 
publicy awarded contracts and that the local tax 
payer is always left to pick up overrun costs. Be 
more efficient in these areas first and ask tax 
payers for more money only when this has been 
done.” 

…” Get your own house in order before expecting 
everyone else to pay for your wastage.” 

Disagree with banding • Some respondents questioned the
banding system and the overall
fairness of council tax.

13 “…What we need is for Council tax bands to go 
beyond the current scale so that people with large 
expensive house pay more than they do now.” 

“…A fairer way would be to have a graduated 
council tax so if you received all the amenities you 
paid a slightly higher rate.” 

No alternative to the 
proposal  

• Some respondents felt there was no
alternative to increasing council tax.

12 “It is too high but I understand you have no other 
choice.” 
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Overall theme Issues raised Number of 
times 
mentioned 

Quotes 

“It will be hard but we need to do it. The 
alternative of paring back services yet further is 
unthinkable.”  

Explain how council tax is 
spent 

• A few respondents asked for more
clarity over how council tax is being
spent.

12 “…If I could see where that spending was going I 
would feel happier.” 

“…I want to know you will not use the extra to pay 
off failing managers or those you’ve recruited 
Who don’t work out, or to give people a send off 
with a nice wad to go with their very early 
retirement. This is unfair when basic services are 
being cut.” 

Lack of services / people 
not using council services 

• Some respondents felt they did not
use council services so should not be
asked to pay any increase. Of these,
two responses highlighted that they
felt lack of services was particularly
evident in rural villages.

15 “I live in a rural village where we have very few 
amenities, hardly any street lights, no pavements 
and the roads are not gritted or even relaid very 
often. I cannot see what we age getting for our 
council tax.” 

“This is why I find it laughable that you want to put 
the council tax up. We get nothing from it now 
anyways, and now it gets more expensive???” 

Evidence of spending on 
the adult social care 
precept 

• A few respondents commented that
they wanted evidence that the 3%
social care precept would be ring-
fenced.

8 “I, for one, would not want to pay any more than 
the 1.9% increase for inflation as, despite the 'ring 
fence' claim this money would simply disappear 
into the 'pot'” 

“You say 3% is for adult social services, yet you 
as a council have the audacity to close Prior's 
Mead, Thetford.” 
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Overall theme Issues raised Number of 
times 
mentioned 

Quotes 

Proposal will protect and 
maintain services   

• Some residents felt that increasing
council tax would mean that current
services could be protected and
maintained at their current levels.

41 “I think that increasing level of council tax is 
crucial. I will be impacted as a council tax payer 
but cannot see how vital services can be 
protected without additional income. 

“It is important to maintain services and therefore 
I would accept a raise in council tax as 
necessary.” 

“I am in full agreement that council tax should be 
increased. It is necessary to maintain vital and 
valued services for the people of Norfolk that 
affect us all, whether directly or indirectly. On the 
whole, council tax is a fair tax based on ability to 
pay.” 

Reduce council costs • A small number of people
commented that the council could do
more to reduce costs by cutting
services that they felt were non-
essential.

9 “You have not cut out non essentials like the 
monthly news magazine, arts and entrtainment 
have far too much. There is so much more you 
can cut before making us pay even more. Is it 
needed or just desirable.the latter should be cut 
totaly.” 

Priorities for spending 
revenue generated by 
council tax increase 

• A small number of respondents
prioritised key service areas they
would like to see council tax spent
on.

5 “I would prefer to have an increase in council tax 
than have a reduction in services particularly in 
the area of education, s=Social services and the 
the environment.” 

Ideas to help the council • Some respondents put forward their
own ideas about how the council
should be run or changed.

28 “At the same time as these cutbacks I would like 
to see that the council offices are limiting their 
wastage by setting an example and not using 
water coolers, single use plastic : cutlery or cups 
and are generally doing their best to ensure that 
our council tax is spent wisely.” 
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Overall theme Issues raised Number of 
times 
mentioned 

Quotes 

“I would welcome more of an effort to charge 
individuals who have 2nd homes in Norfolk paying 
more council tax to support the community.” 

“…perhaps the higher earners within the council 
should not receive a pay rise to cover it instead.” 

Reduce staff, pay and 
conditions and councillor 
expenses  

• Some people took the opportunity to
express their concern about the
council’s decision to increase
member allowances. Others said that
they did not want council tax to be
raised in order to pay for an increase
in councillors’ allowances. (51)

• Some respondents felt that the
council should cut the number of staff
and reduce pay and conditions,
particularly of senior officers. (14)

65 “Just do the right thing. Reverse the 11% for 
councillors. What a kick in the teeth for the people 
of Norfolk. You should be so ashamed. 
I don't know how you can hold your heads up.  
Disgusting.” 

“…I also disagree with the proposal to raise the 
allowance for councillors above the rate agreed 
for Loacal Authority staff. That is wrong”.  

“I am not happy with paying extra council tax to 
increase your allowances. If the money was going 
to support local Sure Start centres or other vital 
services, it would be a different matter”. 

“Out of order! Norfolk counsellors give themselves 
a 11% increase that they were advised not to do. 
And now they want to charge us more to cover 
social care plans that could have been paid for 
twice over without their raise”. 

“Why also do we need so many heads of service 
and assistant heads of service and then the 
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Overall theme Issues raised Number of 
times 
mentioned 

Quotes 

managers directly under them these need 
trimming down not given a regrade of salary.” 

“Cut back on the number of managers and their 
huge salaries and exorbitant pensions to make 
some savings.” 

Comments about the 
consultation or proposal 

• Some people raised concerns about
the consultation process. For example,
respondents were worried that
consultation responses would be
ignored and there was not enough
information supplied to respond fully.

16 “Thank-you for putting this out for consultation. 
Having served on a committee a few years ago I 
know that this is done to make everyone feel that 
they are involved, whereas their comments and 
suggestions are, in most cases, ignored.” 

“This is one of those areas where we are asked to 
comment on a proposal without a great deal of 
information being supplied.” 
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A second question was added to the consultation on 20 December 2017. 

The Government has now said that councils can increase general council tax next year by an additional 1% without 
the need for a referendum. Although this is not our proposal we could now increase council tax by 5.99% in 2018/19. 
If you have any comments about whether or not the council should increase council tax by 5.99% please write these 
in below.  

Overall theme Issues raised Number of 
times 
mentioned 

Quotes 

Comments relating to 
increasing council tax by 
5.99% in 2018/19  

Comments relating to increasing council 
tax by 5.99% showed no significant 
differences to the comments we 
received relating to increasing council 
tax by 4.9%. 

• There was a great deal of
concern about the affordability of
the proposal, even amongst
those that felt increasing council
tax by another 1% was
reasonable (18 mentions).

• Some respondents were worried
about being able to afford an
above inflationary increase in
council tax during a period when

77 “The government don’t have my bills to pay how 
can you justify this amount of a rise I can not 
afford to have my heating on now.” 

 “6% (or just under) is a huge increase for much 
less services. If you were increasing services it 
may be worth looking at but some of us have 
fixed incomes and some of us have none at all 
and live off our savings.” 

“With inflation and pension increases at 3% this 
would not be justified.” 

“No increase in council tax, my income hasn't 
changed yet all my outgoings have.” 

“Again, I am happy to pay this to protect essential 
front line services such as social care. This will 
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Overall theme Issues raised Number of 
times 
mentioned 

Quotes 

they felt people’s incomes are not 
increasing (14 mentions). 

• Some respondents felt an
increase of 5.99% was
reasonable (15 mentions). Of
these, a few (8 mentions)
commented that they wanted to
see services maintained or
protected.

• Some respondents did not want
to see a 5.99% increase in
council tax (24 mentions).

• Others took the chance to
express their feelings about
increasing councillors’
allowances (13 mentions).

have a financial impact for on my family but it’s 
worth it for the common good.” 

“I would support an increase of this level, so long 
as services are maintained and the poorest 
receive full rebates” 

“That's ridiculous, you should be looking to cut 
taxes not raise them. Shame on you” 

“I think that NCC shouldn’t be bandying these 
figures about to see if anyone notices or cares! 
Council tax should not be increased just because 
it can be - only when proper value can no longer 
be provided without a measured and rational 
increase, which should be properly justified!” 

“…Whilst I appreciate that the council has to 
make savings, taking the money from my bank 
account when the councilors have just awarded 
themselves a ridiculous back dated pay rise is 
insulting. In summary, I'll grit my teeth over the 
3% for adult social care, but until the Councilors 
can show a level of fiscal responsibility to all their 
staff and constituents rather than just themselves 
I do not want to pay anymore.” 

“You can't make cuts, pay yourselves more and 
ask us to pay more!” 
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Additional responses 

List responses received in addition to the standard format (eg. petitions, postcard campaigns, letters) and summarise 
main points 

Norfolk County Council Labour Group organised and promoted their own separate consultation. They described this consultation 
proposal as: “Increase Norfolk County Council council tax by 4.9% on top of last year’s 4.9% increase – you will be paying far 
more for far worse services.” 

Seventy five of the responses contained comments relating to the proposal. Respondents took the opportunity to express their 
concerns about the decision to raise councillors’ allowances (19 mentions) particularly at a time when salaries are not keeping 
pace with wider inflationary costs (18 mentions). Some respondents said they felt decisions made by central government have 
had a direct impact on a local level (22). Overall there was no consensus on the proposed increase. Where people stated they 
were supportive (14 mentions) they generally felt that increasing council tax would help to maintain and improve services. Where 
people felt they couldn’t support the proposal (19 mentions) they generally felt concerned about reduced levels of services.  

Appendix J produced by Stakeholder and Consultation Team 
ConsultationTeam@norfolk.gov.uk 
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ANNEXE 1: Appendix H (ii) 

Budget proposals 2018/2019 

Overall Summary  
Equality & rural impact assessment report 

For further information about this report please contact Jo Richardson, Equality & 
Diversity Manager: 

Telephone: 01603 223816 
Email: jo.richardson@norfolk.gov.uk 
Text relay: 18001 0344 800 8020 
Fax: 0344 800 8012 

If you need this document in large 
print, audio, Braille, alternative format 
or in a different language please 
contact Neil Howard on 0344 800 
8020 or 18001 0344 800 8020 (Text 
relay). 
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Introduction 

1. This report summarises the findings of equality and rural impact assessments of
Norfolk County Council’s 62 budget proposals for 2018/19.

2. This includes all budget proposals made by Policy & Resources Committee and the
Council’s six service committees. It also includes the proposal to increase Council
Tax.

The purpose of equality and rural impact assessments 

3. The purpose of equality and rural assessments is to enable elected members to
consider the potential impact of decisions on different people and communities prior
to decisions being taken. Mitigating actions are developed if detrimental impact is
identified.

4. It is not always possible to adopt the course of action that will best promote the needs
of people with protected characteristics or in rural areas. However, assessments
enable informed decisions to be made, that take into account every opportunity to
minimise disadvantage.

The legal context 

5. Public authorities have a duty under the Equality Act 2010 to consider the
implications of proposals on people with protected characteristics. The Act states that
public bodies must pay due regard to the need to:

• Eliminate discrimination, harassment, victimisation and any other conduct that is
prohibited by or under the Act1;

• Advance equality of opportunity between people who share a protected
characteristic2 and people who do not share it3;

• Foster good relations between people who share a protected characteristic and
people who do not share it4.

6. The full Act is available here.

The assessment process 

7. The assessment process comprises three phases:

• Phase 1 – evidence is gathered on each proposal, to examine who might be
affected and how. This includes reviewing the findings of related assessments
and public consultation, contextual information about local populations and other
relevant data. Where appropriate, public consultation takes place.

• Phase 2 – the results are analysed. The assessments are drafted, making sure
that any potential impacts are fully assessed. If the evidence indicates that a
proposal may have a detrimental impact on people with protected characteristics
or in rural communities, mitigating actions are considered.
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• Phase 3 – Policy & Resources Committee considers the findings of the
assessments and mitigating actions at its meeting on 29 January 2018. The
Committee takes any impacts into account before making a decision about which
proposals to recommend to Full Council on 12 February 2018, which is when a
final decision on the budget proposals will be made.

Overview of findings for 2018/19 

8. The core aim of the Council’s budget proposals for 2018/19 is to work better and
more efficiently, to maximise technological solutions and invest the authority’s total
budget of £1.4b in services to meet the needs of residents, particularly the most
vulnerable. This will impact positively on all protected groups, particularly disabled
and older people, as well as children and families in need.

9. This year, as in previous years, every effort has been made to find savings from
efficiencies and new ways of working, to avoid impacting on residents, businesses
and visitors in Norfolk.

10. Many of the proposals will have a positive impact. There are some that will enhance
services, by exploiting emerging technology to keep people independent for longer;
making services simpler to access and providing better information about the choices
people have.

11. Only six of the Council’s 62 budget proposals may have a detrimental impact on
people with protected characteristics or in rural areas - this includes disabled and
older people; Black, Asian and minority ethnic people; children and families and
women:

(i) Review charging policy to align to actual disability related expenses (Adults)
(ii) Remodel children’s centre services (Children’s)
(iii) Reduction in Healthwatch funding (Communities)
(iv) Norfolk Community Learning Services – remodelling the staff structure,

including staffing reduction (Communities)
(v) Review the operation of bus services supported by the County Council

(Environment, Development & Transport)
(vi) Reduce the number of roads gritted in winter (Environment, Development and

Transport).

12. It is critical to note that there is no risk to the Council that agreeing the proposal to
remodel children’s centre services may lead to detrimental impacts on children,
families, parents or women going undetected. This is because if any options emerge
as a result of this proposal to change children’s centre services, public consultation
and equality and rural assessments will be undertaken. Any detrimental impact will
be reported to Children’s Services Committee for consideration before a final
decision is made.

13. When considering the impact of its budget proposals, the Council is required to take
into account other factors which may be impacting on residents – for example,
Norfolk’s rural geography; the rising cost of living; changes to welfare reform and
social issues, such as the priority of disabled and older residents to remain
independent for as long as possible.
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14. The impact on rural areas – detailed in each assessment - is important to note as
around a third of Norfolk residents live in small, isolated communities. Getting around
Norfolk, and accessing services, can be more difficult in rural areas, and can limit
opportunities and outcomes, particularly for vulnerable people.

15. The impact of changes to welfare reform on residents is covered in more detail later
in this document, relating to the proposal to increase Council Tax.

16. It is important to note that this report only considers the impact of the Council’s
budget proposals for this year. For obvious reasons, it does not detail the various
positive impacts of the Council’s day-to-day services on people with protected
characteristics and in rural areas - such as promoting independence for disabled and
older people; supporting children and families to achieve the best possible outcomes;
keeping vulnerable adults and children safe, and lobbying nationally on the big issues
for residents and businesses – such as transport and better broadband for Norfolk.

17. In view of this, the task for Policy & Resources Committee is to consider the various
impacts set out in this report, and balance them alongside the many other factors to
be taken into account, covered elsewhere on the agenda, to achieve a balanced
budget that focuses the Council’s resources of £1.4billion where it is most needed.
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Policy & Resources Committee 
budget proposals 2018-2019 

Equality and rural 
assessments – findings and 
recommendations 
January 2018 

Lead officer – Jo Richardson, Equality & Diversity Manager, in 
consultation with Titus Adam, Financial Projects and Planning 
Manager 

This assessment helps you to consider the impact of service changes on people 
with protected characteristics and in rural areas. The assessment can be 
updated at any time to inform service planning and commissioning. 

For more information please contact Equality & Diversity team, email: 
equality@norfolk.gov.uk or tel: 01603 223816. 
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Policy & Resources budget proposals 2018-2019 

1. Policy and Resources Committee has made 17 budget proposals for 2018-2019:

Title of proposal Description 
1. Increase in Council Tax 

of 3% for Adult Social 
Care precept, and 
inflationary increase of 
2.99% in 2018-19 

The Council is proposing to increase council tax by 
5.99% in 2018/19.

Of this proposed increase, 2.99% is for 
inflation.  When we developed this proposal the 
maximum amount we could increase council tax by 
was 1.99% without triggering a local 
referendum. Subsequently, on 19 December 2017, 
the Government announced the provisional local 
government finance settlement, which gave us the 
discretion to increase by an additional 1% (a total of 
3% before a referendum is required). 

The other 3% is money ring-fenced for adult social 
care.  In 2016 the Government gave us the 
opportunity to raise council tax to help pay for adult 
social care services – this is called the adult social 
care precept.  Adult social care services are those 
that support older people, disabled people and 
people with mental health problems.  These services 
help people to stay safe in their own homes and 
continue to be independent.  Where this is not 
possible adult social care can support people in 
residential care.     

The Government has allowed us to increase the 
social care precept by 6% over a three year 
period.  Last year we increased it by 3% and this 
year we are proposing to do the same to help protect 
vulnerable people.  As the money generated from 
this increase is ring-fenced we can only spend it on 
adult social care services. 

We have based our budget proposals for 2018/19 on 
the assumption that council tax will increase overall 
by 5.99%.  If we do not increase council tax, then we 
would have to find a further £21.664m in savings.  

A 5.99% council tax increase would mean a typical 
Band D home would see an annual increase of 
£74.79, which is about £1.43 per week. 

2. Reduce the budget for 
the Equality and 
Diversity Team which is 
spent on supporting 
community events.  

There is a small (£30k) budget held by the Equality 
and Diversity Team in Community and Environmental 
Services.  This has previously been used to support 
some community events or equality-related projects. 

It is proposed to reduce this budget from £30k to £5k, 
which would result in a saving of £25k. There will be 
no impact on staffing levels. 
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Title of proposal Description 
3. Nplaw services - 

external income 
This proposal relates to increasing our income by 
expanding the range and variety of services for which 
we charge. 

4. Coroners mortuary 
facilities 

Update our mortuary facilities and improve efficiency 
so that we can save more money in the future by 
streamlining our processes.  

5. Coroners relocation to 
County Hall 

Reduce the cost of our buildings by relocating some 
Coroners Courts and offices to County Hall to make 
full use of our current facilities. 

6. Finance Exchequer 
Services savings 

Further savings in how Finance Exchequer Services 
operates, including implementing new and more 
efficient ways of working.  

7. Internal Audit - income 
generation 

Generate more income from our internal audit 
service. 

8. Procurement - 
capitalisation 

Identify opportunities to transfer some procurement 
costs from revenue to our capital budget where 
appropriate.  

9. Finance service - 
vacancy review 

Review current staff vacancy levels. 

10. Finance service - 
income generation 

Generate further income from finance and 
commercial services.   

11. Use of general capital 
receipts in 18-19 to 
fund MRP 

Use capital receipts to fund our Minimum Revenue 
Provision (MRP) rather than setting aside funds from 
our revenue budget.  

12. Use of airport deferred 
capital receipts in 18-19 
to fund MRP 

Use one-off funds from our airport deferred payment 
to fund MRP. 

13. Second homes council 
tax 

Cease the payment of a share of the County 
Council's second homes council tax to district 
councils. 

14. Second Homes Norfolk 
Infrastructure Fund 

Ceasing the Council’s contribution of second homes 
council tax income to the Norfolk Infrastructure fund, 
which has been wound up. 

15. Increased Eastern 
Shires Purchasing 
Organisation dividend 

Additional income from the Eastern Shires Purchasing 
Organisation 

16. Increased NORSE 
dividend 

Additional income from NORSE 

17. Realignment of budgets 
to reflect new 
departmental structures 
and revised plans for 
savings delivery, 
including use of one-off 
reserves in 2018-2019 

Realignment of budgets to reflect new departmental 
structures and revised plans for savings delivery 
including use of one-off reserves in 2018-2019 

203



10

Potential impact 

2. The proposal to increase Council Tax is the only proposal which will impact directly
on residents. An assessment of this proposal is dealt with below

3. The other 16 proposals are unlikely to have any detrimental impact on people with
protected characteristics or in rural areas. The reasons for this are provided below:

Title of proposal Impact 
1. Increase in Council Tax 

of 3% for Adult Social 
Care precept, and 
inflationary increase of 
2.99% in 2018-19 

This proposal will affect all residents eligible to pay 
Council Tax, including people with protected 
characteristics and in rural areas. 

At October 2017 there were 408,776 Council Tax 
‘chargeable dwellings’ in Norfolk.  Any County Council 
increase in Council Tax would be applied equally and 
proportionally to each household, meaning that higher-
banded properties would pay a higher cash amount.   

Concessions for people eligible for support, 
reductions or exemption 

Whilst the impact of a Council Tax increase would affect 
almost all dwellings, concessions are in place that mean 
that people who are older, live on their own or who have 
a disability may be eligible for Council Tax support, 
reductions or exemption.  

The table at Annex 1 presents the proportion of people 
subject to some kind of reduction in each district. 
Demographic factors, and variations in council tax 
reduction schemes, will mean that the proportion of 
people exempt or receiving a reduction in each of 
Norfolk’s districts differs. 

In addition to these exemptions, district councils are 
responsible for local arrangements to provide help with 
Council Tax.  These responsibilities cover what was 
known prior to 2013 as Council Tax Benefit, and mean 
that reductions are in place to support vulnerable 
working age and older people.   

A range of factors may enable a household to quality for 
discounts or exemptions. These include: 

• Someone’s disability status, entitlement to certain
benefits and presence of accessible features in
their home;

• If someone is a carer who, for at least 35 hours a
week, is looking after someone in the same
household (not including a spouse or child) who is
entitled to certain benefits;
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Title of proposal Impact 

• Households which consist only of students; and

• Properties which are unoccupied for various
reasons including residence in care provision.

These reliefs can help to alleviate Council Tax liabilities 
for certain households. 

Whilst the local arrangements are at the discretion of 
each district, and so cannot be collated simply, the 
number of equivalent dwellings receiving this kind of 
support for working age people in Norfolk last year was 
23,737, and for older people was 23,063. 

District councils also have powers to reduce the amount 
of Council Tax payable for certain classes of dwelling 
including second homes, empty properties and 
properties undergoing major structural work, with 
legislation prescribing the level of discount the district 
council can offer. An increase in Council Tax may 
therefore have a reduced impact on properties within 
these categories, depending on the scheme adopted 
locally. These discounts are time limited except in the 
case of second homes. 

A Council Tax premium may be charged on certain 
empty properties, if they have been vacant for a period 
of more than two years. An increase in Council Tax may 
therefore have a greater impact on these properties.  

Other issues to take into account 

In considering an increase in Council Tax, it is pertinent 
to take other social factors into account, such as the 
impact of welfare reform. Although there is no major role 
for local authorities in much of the policy development 
and delivery of welfare reform, it continues to have a 
significant impact on Norfolk service users, residents 
and communities. Some examples include the 
introduction of Universal Credit and the move from 
Disability Living Allowance (DLA) to Personal 
Independence Payment. Disabled people and their 
carers are particularly likely to be affected, and many 
have reported increased financial hardship. 

The impact varies according to the circumstances of 
each individual, but there are obvious implications for 
those who are already in receipt of benefits such as 
DLA or Employment and Support Allowance (the benefit 
which has replaced incapacity benefit) and have lost 
their entitlement; and those who may need to move 
house.  
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Title of proposal Impact 
Another issue to take into account is the potential 
impact on people in rural areas. Rural housing may be 
more expensive than urban properties, and may 
therefore tend to be in higher tax bands. However, 
people in rural areas would argue that being asset rich 
does not mean income rich, and in cash terms, rural 
areas may shoulder a larger percentage of the total 
Council Tax return. 

Conclusions 

It is likely that the financial impact of an increase in 
Council Tax would be reduced for some vulnerable 
people and those on low incomes by existing Council 
Tax exemption mechanisms.  It is important to note, 
however, that these provisions vary from district to 
district depending on the Council Tax support scheme 
provided, and will depend on people’s individual 
circumstances.   

Overall, the impact is likely to be greatest for 
households on a low, fixed income, but which are not 
eligible for Council Tax support. This may include 
disabled people who are in work, and this is important to 
note, given that disabled people are more likely to be 
earning less than their non-disabled counterparts, even 
when they share the same qualifications and other 
relevant characteristics5. The main reason cited for this 
is unconscious bias or unfair discrimination in 
recruitment and selection processes. 

On balance, probably the greatest factor to take into 
account is that an increase in Council Tax will primarily 
benefit Norfolk’s most vulnerable disabled and older 
people and their carers. This is because it will enable 
the Council to continue to protect essential adult social 
care services for disabled and older people in the 
county. 

2. Reduce the budget for 
the Equality and 
Diversity Team which is 
spent on supporting 
community events.  

Currently, there is no evidence to indicate that reducing 
this budget will limit the Council’s capacity to address 
equality issues or deliver agreed actions set out in the 
Council’s Equality, Diversity & Inclusion Objectives. 

This is because the equality team is seeking to mitigate 
this proposed reduction by trading its services, to bring 
in additional income. A target was set to begin trading 
by 1 April 2018, but this has already been 
achieved.  There will be no impact on staffing levels. 

In addition, the Council will retain a £5k budget for any 
key/unexpected activities and will support organisations 
to bid for alternative sources of funding.  
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Title of proposal Impact 
To explore the potential impact of this proposal 
objectively, discussions took place with the chair of 
Norfolk’s Black History Month Steering Group, and the 
Executive Coordinator of The Bridge Plus+, a Norwich-
based Black, Asian and Minority Ethnic-led 
organisation, which in the past have benefited from the 
funding. The chair of Black History Month has agreed 
to work with the equality team to monitor the impact of 
this proposal, if it goes ahead. Any impacts will be 
reported to Policy & Resources Committee. 

The formal responses are attached at Annex 2. 
3. Nplaw services - 

external income 
There is no evidence to indicate that this proposal 
would have any detrimental impact on people with 
protected characteristics or in rural areas. This is 
because no changes are proposed to service 
standards, quality or delivery. 

4. Coroners mortuary 
facilities 

There is no evidence to indicate that this proposal 
would have any detrimental impact on people with 
protected characteristics or in rural areas. This is 
because no changes are proposed to service 
standards, quality or delivery. 

Any updates to coroner facilities will take full account of 
accessibility for disabled staff and service users. 

5. Coroners relocation to 
County Hall 

There is no evidence to indicate that this proposal 
would have any detrimental impact on people with 
protected characteristics or in rural areas. This is 
because: 

• No changes are proposed to service standards,
quality or delivery.

• Employees’ terms and conditions will be unaffected,
and where employees have reasonable adjustments
in place these will be unaffected.

• Any new locations will be accessible for disabled
staff.

• Where any barriers to access emerge that it was not
possible to identify at this stage, managers will
discuss with the staff member options to address
this through a reasonable adjustment.

6. Finance Exchequer 
Services savings 

There is no evidence to indicate that this proposal 
would have any detrimental impact on people with 
protected characteristics or in rural areas. This is 
because no changes are proposed to service 
standards, quality or delivery. 

7. Internal Audit - income 
generation 

There is no evidence to indicate that this proposal 
would have any detrimental impact on people with 
protected characteristics or in rural areas. This is 
because no changes are proposed to service 
standards, quality or delivery. 
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Title of proposal Impact 
8. Procurement - 

capitalisation 
There is no evidence to indicate that this proposal 
would have any detrimental impact on people with 
protected characteristics or in rural areas. This is 
because no changes are proposed to service 
standards, quality or delivery. 

9. Finance service - 
vacancy review 

There is no evidence to indicate that this proposal 
would have any detrimental impact on people with 
protected characteristics or in rural areas.  Posts will 
be reviewed as they become vacant and the deletion of 
these posts will not lead to changes to service 
standards, quality or delivery. 

10. Finance service - 
income generation 

There is no evidence to indicate that this proposal 
would have any detrimental impact on people with 
protected characteristics or in rural areas. This is 
because no changes are proposed to service 
standards, quality or delivery. 

11. Use of general capital 
receipts in 18-19 to fund 
MRP 

There is no evidence to indicate that this proposal 
would have any detrimental impact on people with 
protected characteristics or in rural areas. This is 
because no changes are proposed to service 
standards, quality or delivery. 

12. Use of airport deferred 
capital receipts in 18-19 
to fund MRP 

There is no evidence to indicate that this proposal 
would have any detrimental impact on people with 
protected characteristics or in rural areas. This is 
because no changes are proposed to service 
standards, quality or delivery. 

13. Second homes council 
tax 

There is no evidence to indicate that this proposal 
would have any detrimental impact on people with 
protected characteristics or in rural areas. This is 
because in October 2017 the Council wrote to District 
Chief Financial Officers to consult with them on this 
proposal. No concerns have been raised by district 
councils. 

14. Second Homes Norfolk 
Infrastructure Fund 

There is no evidence to indicate that this proposal 
would have any detrimental impact on people with 
protected characteristics or in rural areas. This is 
because no changes are proposed to service 
standards, quality or delivery. 

15. Increased Eastern 
Shires Purchasing 
Organisation dividend 

There is no evidence to indicate that this proposal 
would have any detrimental impact on people with 
protected characteristics or in rural areas. This is 
because no changes are proposed to service 
standards, quality or delivery. 

16. Increased NORSE 
dividend 

There is no evidence to indicate that this proposal 
would have any detrimental impact on people with 
protected characteristics or in rural areas. This is 
because no changes are proposed to service 
standards, quality or delivery. 

17. Realignment of budgets 
to reflect new 
departmental structures 
and revised plans for 
savings delivery, 

There is no evidence to indicate that this proposal would 
have any detrimental impact on people with protected 
characteristics or in rural areas. This is because no 
changes are proposed to service standards, quality or 
delivery. There will be no impact on staffing levels. 
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Title of proposal Impact 
including use of one-off 
reserves in 2018-2019 

Mitigating actions 

Action/s Lead Date 

1. 
Note the potential impact of the proposal to 
increase council tax, set out above. 

Policy & 
Resources 
Committee 

29 January 
2018 

2. If the proposal to reduce the budget for the 
Equality and Diversity Team goes ahead, the 
team to work with the Chair of Norfolk’s Black 
History Month Steering Group to monitor the 
impact and report back to Policy & Resources 
Committee if any detrimental impact is identified. 

Equality & 
Diversity 
Manager 

By 31 
January 
2019 
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Adult Social Care budget 
proposals 2018-2019 

Equality and rural 
assessments – findings and 
recommendations 

January 2018 

Lead officer – Jo Richardson, Equality & Diversity Manager, in 
consultation with Carol Rake, Client Services Exchequer Manager; 
Susanne Baldwin, Finance Business Partner; Adult Social 
Services; and Debbie Bartlett, Assistant Director - Strategy & 
Transformation 

This assessment helps you to consider the impact of service changes on people 
with protected characteristics and in rural areas. You can update this 
assessment at any time to inform service planning and commissioning. 

For more information please contact Equality & Diversity team, email: 
equality@norfolk.gov.uk or tel: 01603 222611. 
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Adult Social Care Services budget proposals 2018-2019 

1. Adult Social Care Committee has put forward nine budget proposals for 2018-2019:

Title of proposal Description 
1. Capitalisation of 

equipment spend 
Currently all assets to deliver equipment and assistive 
technology are purchased on an annual basis from 
revenue. These assets have a lifespan of a number of 
years and therefore it is proposed that these are accounted 
for and financed as capital, with a five year lifespan, which 
would deliver a short-term saving. 

2. Accommodation 
based reablement 

Reablement is central to promoting independence. The 
Council already has a good track record in supporting 
people in their own homes, but has identified the need for a 
further type of reablement. This is for people who are able 
to leave hospital, but not quite ready to go home. 

The new service helps regain and learn practical skills so 
that people can build up confidence and carry out basic 
day to day tasks when they return home. Without this sort 
of service, there is a risk that people with the potential to 
regain independence move into residential care and lose 
the opportunity to stay in their own homes. 

This is an ‘invest to save’ proposal. Through a mix of 
internal and commissioned provision, the service will 
create additional bed capacity for a new reablement 
service. The savings will be delivered through reducing or 
delaying the demand for long term formal care by offering 
an alternative discharge from hospital pathway. 

The introduction of the new service is being funded through 
the additional monies from the Government for adults as 
part of the improved Better Care Fund. This saving is 
based on increasing the likelihood of more people being 
able to remain in their home long term and decrease the 
number of people who have no choice but to be cared for 
within a residential setting, which can lead to long term 
placement. 

3. Reduction in 
funding for invest 
to save 

Following the introduction of the Care Act, funding was 
made available to support implementation. Adults chose to 
plan for some of this on a recurrent basis in order to 
support ongoing development and enable investment 
where needed. This was in addition to the budget identified 
to support the Promoting Independence programme. A 
review shows that this budget can be reduced without 
jeopardising the service’s plans. 

This would require a reduction to the budget. The 
assessment of investment needs indicates that this will not 
have a negative impact on the service’s planned 
programme of work. 
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Title of proposal Description 
4. Prevent carer 

breakdown by 
better targeted 
respite  

The Council has already changed its approach to 
supporting carers, and a new service has been 
commissioned which began on 1st October 2017. 
Alongside this, the Council plans to strengthen its 
approach to respite, targeting it in a timely and effective 
way to prevent carer breakdown. 

Current practice is variable with some significant 
differences between client groups on provision of respite. 
The Council is proposing to implement an approach across 
all adult client groups which is fair and transparent and 
ensures equitable and consistent provision of respite for 
carers. 

Respite care can help to sustain caring relationships, 
promote good health and wellbeing, prevent a crisis 
situation, and reduce the likelihood of neglect and family 
breakdown. This proposal will help improve and sustain the 
wellbeing of carers and those they care for, and reduce or 
delay the need for formal care, including long term 
residential care. 

5. Review charging 
policy to align to 
actual disability 
related expenses 

Norfolk County Council carries out a financial assessment 
to work out how much, if anything, people have to pay 
towards the cost of their care. In 2017-18 the Council 
agreed to change the charging policy to better reflect what 
people actually spend on disability related expenses.  

Disability related expenses are the additional expenses 
people face because of their disability. The Council 
changed the standard amount it takes into account for 
disability related expenditure from £15.00 a week to £7.50 
a week last year. It is now proposing to consult on a further 
change to stop using a standard amount and instead take 
people’s actual disability related expenses into account. 

6. Strengthened 
contract 
management 
function 

Adult Social Services currently commissions some £260m 
of care, outside of contracts with NorseCare and 
Independence Matters. The commissioning and 
procurement teams support the development of the 
market, retendering and providing commissioning support 
for the Promoting Independence programme of work. The 
services have less capacity for daily contract management, 
which can mean that teams and providers are not 
supported to maximise value for money and outcomes. 
The proposal is an invest to save to spend more on 
managing contracts in order to get the most out of them 
and therefore save more in the long run. 

The proposal is for additional posts to support the 
commissioning and procurement teams to improve value 
for money. 

The expectation is that the new posts would target key 
contracts to maximise utilisation and avoid duplication, 
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Title of proposal Description 
resulting in a focus on areas where contracts need to be 
renegotiated or alerting teams to areas where performance 
could be improved. Savings arising from the posts would 
be tracked to monitor the benefits and viability of this level 
of investment. 

7. Procurement of 
current capacity 
through NorseCare 
at market value 

The Council has a contract with NorseCare for the 
provision of residential, dementia and housing with care 
services. The contract was put in place in 2011 when the 
company was set up and contained legacy costs due to 
TUPE (transfer of undertakings protection of employment) 
of staff and the transfer of older properties, which required 
investment that would otherwise have been costs to the 
Council. These legacy costs mean that it has not been 
possible to buy services from NorseCare at the same price 
as some of the market. However, the Council is committed 
to working with NorseCare to enable a model that will 
mean that the Council can buy services at market value, 
whilst recognising the legacy costs placed on the company 
and the work that is ongoing to reduce these. Work is 
continuing to set out detailed proposals, which will mean 
revision to the profile and value of savings estimated at this 
stage. 

8. Investment and 
development of 
Assistive 
Technology 
approaches 

Whilst the Council already provides equipment and 
assistive technologies, there remains opportunities to bring 
about a step change in the use of assistive technology, and 
make it quicker and easier for people to make the most of 
new developments. The savings are based on early 
studies completed by the Local Government Association 
and indicative benefits from a study by the London School 
of Economics. Further work is needed as part of the 
Norfolk Futures programme to explore the opportunities 
available to Norfolk and the extent that people could be 
supported further through making better use of technology. 

9. Maximising 
potential through 
digital solutions 

In November, the Council will be implementing a new 
social care and finance system. This provides further 
opportunities for developing more efficient ways to work 
with the provider market to share care requirements, 
purchase care and undertake contact management, as well 
as being able to provide better information to the wider 
population about available care across Norfolk. The 
potential is being explored across a number of Norfolk 
Futures workstreams including Smarter information and 
advice, Promoting Independence and Digital 
Norfolk. 

Who is affected? 

2. These proposals will affect disabled and older people and their carers, including
disabled and older people with other protected characteristics and in rural areas.
Staff will also be affected:

People of all ages (particularly older people) YES 
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Disability (all disabilities and long-term health conditions, including but not 
limited to people with, for example, reduced mobility; Blind and visually 
impaired people; Deaf and hearing impaired people; people with mental 
health issues; people on the Autism spectrum; people with learning 
difficulties and people with dementia) 

YES 

Gender reassignment (e.g. people who identify as transgender) YES 

Marriage/civil partnerships YES 

Pregnancy & Maternity YES 

Race (different ethnic groups, including Gypsies, Roma and Travellers) YES 

Religion/belief (different faiths, including people with no religion or belief) YES 

Sex (i.e. men/women/people who identify as intersex) YES 

Sexual orientation (e.g. lesbian, gay and bisexual people) YES 

Potential impact 

3. Adults budget proposals for 2018/19 will impact primarily on disabled and older
people and their carers – which is inevitable, because disabled and older people
constitute the majority of adult social care users.

4. The proposal to ‘review charging policy to align to actual disability related expenses’
may have a significant detrimental impact on some disabled and older people and
people in rural areas. The reasons for this are set out later in this document.

5. The other eight proposals are unlikely to have any detrimental impact on people with
protected characteristics or in rural areas. The reasons for this are provided below:

Title of proposal Impact 
1. Capitalisation of equipment 

spend  
There is no evidence to indicate that this proposal 
would have any detrimental impact on people with 
protected characteristics or in rural areas. This is 
because no changes are proposed to assessment 
processes, eligibility of needs, service standards, 
quality or delivery. 

2. Accommodation based 
reablement  

There is no evidence to indicate that this proposal 
would have any detrimental impact on people with 
protected characteristics or in rural areas. This is 
because: 

• No changes are proposed to assessment
processes, eligibility of needs, service quality or
standards. Service users will continue to receive
support relative to their needs. The proposal will not
lead to new or increased costs for service users.

• The principles of promoting Independence strategy
will guide the design and delivery of this proposal.
Promoting independence strategy prioritises the
independence, dignity and safety of disabled and
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Title of proposal Impact 
older people, and draws directly on the voices of 
disabled and older service users to guide service 
design. Disabled and older people consistently 
report that these are critical factors in supporting 
well-being. 

• People in rural and urban areas will receive the
same standards and quality of services.

• Opportunities for building greater levels of
accessibility for disabled and older people into the
design of services will be considered as part of the
commissioning process.

3. Reduction in funding for 
invest to save 

There is no evidence to indicate that this proposal 
would have any detrimental impact on people with 
protected characteristics or in rural areas. This is 
because no changes are proposed to assessment 
processes, eligibility of needs, service standards, 
quality or delivery. 

4. Prevent carer breakdown 
by better targeted respite 

There is no evidence to indicate that this proposal 
would have any detrimental impact on people with 
protected characteristics or in rural areas. This is 
because: 

• The proposal seeks to address current significant
differences between client groups in receipt of
respite services. It is intended to implement a new
approach which is fair and transparent for all adults
to ensure equitable and consistent provision of
respite for carers, including carers in rural areas.

• The proposal may lead to some changes in how
carer respite services are delivered, or who delivers
them, but these are not anticipated to have any
significant impact on service users. This means that
service users, including service users from rural
areas, will not experience any changes in the quality
or standards of the services they currently receive
or be disadvantaged. They will continue to receive
support relative to their needs. No changes are
proposed to the assessment process or eligibility of
needs.

• The proposal will not lead to new or increased costs
for service users.

• The principles guiding design and delivery of the
proposal will be Promoting Independence strategy,
which prioritises the independence, dignity and
safety of disabled and older people, and draws
directly on the voices of disabled and older service
users and their carers to guide service design.

• Opportunities for building greater levels of
accessibility for disabled and older people into the
design of services will be considered as part of the
commissioning process.
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Title of proposal Impact 
5. Strengthened contract 

management function 
There is no evidence to indicate that this proposal 
would have any detrimental impact on people with 
protected characteristics or in rural areas. This is 
because: 

• Service users will continue to receive support
relative to their needs. No changes are proposed to
service standards or quality, assessment processes
or to eligibility of needs.

6. Procurement of current 
capacity through 
NorseCare at market value 

There is no evidence to indicate that this proposal 
would have any detrimental impact on people with 
protected characteristics or in rural areas. This is 
because service users will continue to receive support 
relative to their needs. No changes are proposed to 
service standards and quality, assessment processes 
or to eligibility of needs. 

7. Investment and 
development of Assistive 
Technology approaches 

This proposal should impact positively on disabled and 
older people, because it will look to continue to 
maximise the potential of technology to keep people 
independent for as long as possible. 

Norfolk Futures will see the Council make much 
greater use of technology to serve people in their 
homes, at a time and place that suits them. 
Increasingly, digital inclusion will be a critical factor in 
the ability of disabled residents to live independently, 
access services and combat social isolation.  Badly 
designed and implemented web technology can make 
it difficult or impossible for disabled people using 
assistive technologies like text-to-speech screen 
readers or magnification software to access web 
information and self-service. 

In March 2018, the Council’s Digital Innovation and 
Efficiency Committee will receive a paper on digital 
inclusion in Norfolk, which will set out principles for 
ensuring that accessibility for disabled people and 
other vulnerable groups is 'built in' to digital inclusion 
strategy, rather than regarded as an extra layer of 
usability for a minority of users. 

There is no evidence to indicate that the proposal 
would have any detrimental impact on people with 
protected characteristics or in rural areas. This is 
because service users will continue to receive support 
relative to their needs. No changes are proposed to 
service standards and quality, assessment processes 
or to eligibility of needs. 

8. Maximising potential 
through digital solutions 

There is no evidence to indicate that the proposal 
would have any detrimental impact on people with 
protected characteristics or in rural areas. This is 
because service users will continue to receive support 
relative to their needs. No changes are proposed to 
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Title of proposal Impact 
service standards and quality, assessment processes 
or to eligibility of needs. 

See also 7 above. 
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Title of proposal: Review charging policy to align to actual 
disability related expenses 

Analysis of proposal 

Overview 

1. This proposal is to stop allowing a standard amount of £7.50 for disability related
expenditure for people in their own home, and instead take people’s actual disability
related expenses into account.

2. This follows a similar proposal last year, where Adult Social Care Committee agreed
to change the amount the Council automatically allows for disability related
expenditure for people in their own home from £15 a week to £7.50 a week.

3. If the proposal goes ahead, the amount that people may need to pay towards their
care will change from April 2018.

4. The proposal could save £400,000 in 2018/19.

Background

5. Being disabled is expensive. Many disabled people have to pay for help with things
that others take for granted. This is called ‘disability related expenditure’. Disability
related expenditure must be directly related to a person’s disability or illness, and be
greater than the average cost a person without a disability or illness spends on the
same item.

6. The Council takes the amount people spend on their disability into account when it
assesses them to identify how much they can afford to contribute towards their non-
residential adult social care.  Disability related expenditure reduces the amount that
people are asked to pay towards their non-residential care. Some people do not have
to pay anything towards their non-residential care, because their assessment shows
that they cannot afford to do so.

7. At the moment, the Council automatically allows all service users receiving non-
residential care £7.50 per week for disability related expenditure. This means that the
Council automatically reduces the amount that people have to pay towards their care
by £7.50 per week. This reduction is referred to as an ‘allowance’ or ‘disregard’.

8. If people spend more than £7.50 per week, then they have to provide evidence of this
(such as receipts) so that the Council can ensure that this is reflected in what they
pay towards their care.

9. For many years prior to April 2017 the Council allowed a standard amount of £15.00
a week for disability related expenditure for people in their own home. However,
during 2016, research was conducted that indicated that the average amount that
people tended to spend on disability related costs was around £5.50 a week. In
addition, more sophisticated software meant that it was easier for the Council to
account for disability related expenditure. Because of this, the Council decided in
February 2017 to change the amount it automatically allows for disability related
expenditure from £15 a week to £7.50 a week. This sought to avoid a situation
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whereby some service users were receiving an ‘allowance’ towards their care that 
they did not need.  

What would happen if the proposal goes ahead? 

10. If the proposal goes ahead, there would be no change to the policy that service users
can off-set their disability related expenditure against the cost of their adult social
care. The main change is that if a service user has any disability expenditure, they
will need to provide evidence of this, whereas from 1 April 2017, they did not need to
show evidence until their disability related expenditure reached £7.50 per week.

11. If people currently don’t have any disability related expenditure, then the proposal
means they might have to start paying more towards the cost of their care – up to
£9.99 per week. If people receive a direct payment to purchase their own non-
residential care they may need to contribute up to an additional £7.50 to their
personal direct payments account.

12. If the proposal goes ahead, the Council would have to work out how much to ask
people to pay towards their care costs.  To do this the Council would write to
everyone affected and ask them to fill in a form to state how much they spend on
disability related expenditure.  Service users would be asked to provide evidence of
how much they spend – this could include receipts, bills, invoices or bank
statements.

13. To apply for disability related expenditure, people can telephone and ask for an
application form.  The Council can also complete this over the phone on their behalf.
However, they will need to send in the evidence (by post or email) prior to an amount
to be agreed.

14. If people’s financial circumstances change at any time, they can contact the Council
and ask for a review of the amount they have to pay towards their care.

15. In future, whenever someone asks for financial help, the Council will ask them about
their exact disability related expenditure in their financial assessment to get it right
from the start – people can then ask for a review if their disability related expenditure
increases.

Who is affected? 

16. The proposal will primarily affect disabled and older service users who live in their
own home. This includes people with the following protected characteristics:

Adults of all ages YES 

Disability (all disabilities and long-term health conditions, including but not 
limited to people with reduced mobility; Blind and visually impaired people; 
Deaf and hearing impaired people; people with mental health issues; people 
with learning difficulties; people with dementia; people on the Autism 
spectrum. 

YES 

Gender reassignment (e.g. people who identify as transgender) YES 

Marriage/civil partnerships YES 

Pregnancy & Maternity YES 

220



27

Race (different ethnic groups, including Gypsies, Roma and Travellers) YES 

Religion/belief (different faiths, including people with no religion or belief) YES 

Sex (i.e. men/women/people who identify as intersex) YES 

Sexual orientation (e.g. lesbian, gay and bisexual people) YES 

17. Service users in rural areas will be affected.

18. The proposal does not affect people who live in residential or nursing care. People
with savings over £23,250 will still need to pay the full cost of their care.

Analysis of the people affected 

19. This proposal affects people who receive non-residential adult social care services
that are fully funded or part funded by Norfolk County Council.  It also affects people
who receive direct payments in order to buy services.

20. Non-residential services help meet people’s social care needs in the community.
These include things like help at home, getting meals, activities such as accessing
local groups, help with education, and going to a day centre.

How many people would be affected if this proposal went ahead?

21. The Council currently provides non-residential adult social care services to
approximately 8,200 people.

22. Currently, around 3,740 people contribute something towards the cost of their non-
residential care. Around 3,760 service users don't have to make any financial
contribution to their care.  Around 700 people pay the full cost.

23. If the proposal goes ahead, many of the 3,760 people who currently don't have to
make any financial contribution to their care may continue in this way, if their income
is below the minimum amount for living expenses that the Council has to take into
account, which is £189.00 a week.

24. Overall, it is estimated that around 3,872 people would be affected by the proposal
and around 130 might have to start paying something towards their social care for the
first time.

Potential impact 

25. In considering the potential impact of this proposal, it is important to note that there
will be no change to the policy that service users can off-set their disability related
expenditure against the cost of their adult social care. The main change is that if
service users spend anything at all on disability related expenditure, they will need to
show evidence of this, whereas previously, they did not need to show evidence until
their disability expenditure reached £7.50 per week.

26. On this basis, it is difficult to make a case for detrimental impact, because the Council
will continue to reduce the amount that people are asked to pay towards their care

221



28

based on their disability related expenditure. In view of this, the proposal should not 
have a significant detrimental impact on people who are using the allowance for 
disability related expenditure. They will continue to be able to claim expenses to 
cover their costs.  

27. However, it is critical to take into account that this group of users may face barriers
relating to the need to evidence spending and fill in forms. This may be particularly
the case for people with learning difficulties, who, without the right support, may be
unable to complete paperwork. This could put them at a high risk of not claiming
benefits to which they are entitled, or getting in a muddle and making incorrect claims
which they then have to pay back. These barriers also apply to people who struggle
with fatigue, mobility issues, confusion or other disabilities who may need additional
help to fill in forms and evidence spending correctly. It will be important to
continuously review the barriers to claiming for these people. A range of approaches
are already available to provide appropriate support.

28. There will be a detrimental impact for people who have received the disability related
allowance and used it for general living expenses, rather than for expenses incurred
because of their disability. Their base allowance will change which will mean they
could have to contribute more to the cost of their care – anything up to  £9.99 a week
out of their current income – equivalent to £39.96 every four weeks, or £519.48 a
year.

29. Not all service users will have to pay this – it will depend on whether or not they are
using their allowance for its intended purpose. However, given that most service
users are likely to be living on a low income, this may cause financial hardship for
those people who suddenly find themselves having to contribute more towards their
care than they have done previously.

30. The impact of this would need to be balanced against the fact that:

• Service users will only be asked to pay based on what the Government says they
can afford.

• The purpose of the allowance is to help people who are disabled with extra costs
associated with their disability. The proposed change will mean that resources
are better targeted to people who have disability related expenditure.

• Demand for services is increasing, and the current model is not financially
sustainable. There is an imperative to design a new model, in order to continue to
be able to provide essential services to the most vulnerable service users.

31. If the proposal goes ahead, it will mean that service users who are using their £7.50
allowance to supplement living expenses and not for disability expenditure will have
to adjust their spending, which could lead to the following impacts:

• A reduction in standard of living, quality of life, physical wellbeing and
independence because people have less money available to pay for day-to-day
expenses because they have to pay more towards their care.

• An increase in anxiety and stress (with a concomitant impact on people’s
emotional and mental health) due to having to live on a lower income, and deal
with new expenses and tighter budgeting, alongside the need to evidence
spending, fill in forms and undergo review to determine need. Many service
users may be unprepared for the change in their costs, both practically and
emotionally.
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• Reducing people’s access to services – because they have less money to
spend on transport or the services themselves.

• Making people more socially isolated – because they have less money to spend
on social or leisure activities.

• Increasing pressure on carers who may have to provide additional help at
home.

32. These impacts may be exacerbated for disabled and older people living in rural
areas, where there may be a higher cost of living, and less access to services and
carer support.

Action to address any negative impact 

Action/s Lead Date 
1. Continue to review whether different groups of 

service users (for example people with learning 
difficulties) face barriers to claiming and 
evidencing spending (noting that a range of 
approaches are already available to provide 
appropriate support). If so, develop actions for 
addressing any barriers. 

Executive 
Director of Adult 
Social Care 

From 1 
April 2018 

2. If the proposal goes ahead, contact all service 
users affected, to offer guidance and advice on 
any steps they need to take – taking into 
account the needs of different groups of service 
users, such as people with learning difficulties. 
This will include how to complete the forms and 
the evidence that is required. It will also include 
how to ask for help to complete the forms and 
who to talk to if they are worried about how they 
will manage the impact. 

Executive 
Director of Adult 
Social Care 

From 1 
April 2018 

3. Work with relevant stakeholders to ensure that the 
guidance provided is simple, clear and accessible, 
particularly for people with learning difficulties and 
people with mental health issues, and that it 
addresses the fact that some service users may 
be fearful of seeking information and advice as 
they may worry that current entitlements may 
lessen or be withdrawn.  

Executive 
Director of Adult 
Social Care 

From 1 
April 2018 

4. If a service user expresses concern about 
financial austerity, offer appropriate budget 
planning or other relevant support to make sure 
people are spending as effectively as possible, 
and ensure transition plans are established. 

Executive 
Director of Adult 
Social Care 

From 1 
April 2018 
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Children’s Services budget 
proposals 2018 - 2019 

Equality and rural 
assessments – findings and 
recommendations 

January 2018 

Lead officer: Equality & Diversity Manager (Jo Richardson), in 
consultation with Acting Assistant Director Early Help 
and Prevention (Sarah Jones), and Senior Accountant 
- Children's Services (Bruce Connors)

This assessment helps you to consider the impact of service changes on people 
with protected characteristics and in rural areas. The assessment can be 
updated at any time to inform service planning and commissioning. 

For help or more information please contact Equality & Diversity team, email: 
equality@norfolk.gov.uk or tel: 01603 223816. 
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Children’s Services 2018-2019 budget proposals 

1. Children’s Services Committee has put forward five budget proposals for 2018-2019:

Title of proposal Description 
1. Reduction in legal 

expenses  
Improvements are being made to the robustness of 
social work decision making, and it is expected that this 
will lead to social workers only engaging legal services 
at the most appropriate time. 

Guidance to social workers will be updated to provide 
clarity as to when legal advice about cases should be 
sought to ensure that we are getting legal advice only 
when we need to. Additionally, through work with legal 
services, Children’s Services will ensure that when legal 
advice is needed, it is provided by a legal professional at 
the right level so that the 
Council is not paying more than needed to for legal 
advice. 

The cost of legal advice for the department should 
reduce whilst ensuring that appropriate advice is sought 
at the right time and provided by a legal professional at 
the right level. 

2. Increased income 
received for Early 
years training  

Early years training provision has previously been 
reviewed with changes made to the charges for training 
courses that the Council sells to nurseries, pre-schools 
and other early years providers. The Council has the 
power to offer training for all early years providers and is 
able to impose reasonable charges when securing such 
services. The Council is required to secure appropriate 
training provision for specific groups (such as those 
judged less than ‘good’ by OFSTED) and to ensure that 
providers are able to access training around the Early 
Years Foundation Stage, SEND/Vulnerable groups and 
Safeguarding. The Council should enable providers to 
choose where and how they take up training or quality 
improvement. 

A review would be undertaken of the training courses 
that we currently sell to nurseries, pre-schools and other 
early year’s providers, alongside a review of the 
charges. 

Children’s Services early years training offer will be a 
more traded and commercialised programme. This will 
mean that those early years settings that choose to 
access the training offer will be charged more for the 
provision than they are currently charged, thus 
increasing the income received and reducing the net 
cost of the service to the Council. 

3. Reduce the 
reliance on agency 

Children's Services currently relies significantly upon 
agency social workers and managers whilst work is 
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Title of proposal Description 
social workers 
through improved 
permanent 
recruitment and 
retention  

undertaken to improve recruitment and retention of 
permanent staff. 
Additional funding has previously been allocated to 
offset the additional costs of agency workers. 

Actions to improve rates of recruitment and retention are 
already being taken, and these actions have been 
effective. This activity includes recruiting, inducting and 
supporting newly qualified social workers through the 
Norfolk Institute of Professional Excellence; in effect 
“growing our own”. These roles are supernumerary and 
the programme provides newly qualified social workers 
with additional support whilst they build up workloads 
and gain hands-on experience. This programme is key 
to the department being able to recruit and retain staff, 
and needs to be funded on a recurrent basis. 

As the permanent workforce increases there will be less 
need to use agency workers, which will reduce the 
additional costs currently being incurred that are over 
and above the normal establishment costs for social 
workers. This proposal is expected to make savings in 
2018-19, but this initial release of funding will be utilised 
to provide recurrent funding for the supernumerary 
Norfolk Institute of Professional Excellence posts, which 
will ensure sustainable long-term recruitment. The 
remainder of the saving will be released in 2019-20. 

4. Reduced Looked 
After Children's 
costs through 
implementation of 
the Demand 
Management and 
Prevention 
Strategy 
transformation 
programme  

The numbers of children who are looked after has 
significantly increased in recent years, along with the 
cost of providing appropriate care and support. We want 
to ensure that the right care and support is being offered 
at the right time to the right people. As part of the Norfolk 
Futures programme, Policy and Resources Committee 
has agreed significant one-off investment to develop 
earlier targeted help where needed and to re-balance 
the placement mix available to meet the needs of 
children and young people who do require care, which 
should result in a more sustainable system that provides 
better outcomes for children and families 

Investment in the Demand Management and Prevention 
Strategy transformation programme will be required. 
This will include improving support to families to prevent 
children and young people from coming into care, and 
increasing the numbers of children who are fostered, 
particularly by foster carers who work directly for Norfolk 
County Council 

Over the life of the transformation programme, it is 
expected that the department will see a reduction in the 
number of children and young people who are looked 
after. This will be due to families being better supported 
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Title of proposal Description 
to stay together and, where this not possible, there will 
be an increase in permanence arrangements. 

Additionally, it is expected that the placement mix for 
those children who do need to be looked after will 
change to see a shift towards foster care, particularly in-
house foster care, and away from expensive, residential 
placements. This should lead to a reduced unit cost per 
child looked after. 
The reduction in numbers of children who are looked 
after and the reduction in unit cost will generate savings. 

5. Remodel the 
children's centre 
service offer 

The current delivery model provides access to Children’s 
Centre services to all families in Norfolk and is delivered 
from both dedicated buildings and via a number of 
outreach locations. There is an opportunity to consider 
how improved integration and collaboration between 
both universal and targeted support services to ensure 
that the appropriate response is provided to the right 
family at the right time. 

Remodelling of the Children’s Centre service for Norfolk 
is part of the Local Services Strategy corporate priority 
work, and will look at how other properties within the 
public estate can be utilised to support effective delivery 
of the service whilst making better use of available 
resources.  

It is envisaged the result would be services being 
provided more flexibly through effective joint working, 
including closer alignment with the library service and 
Public Health commissioned Healthy Child Programme. 
Ensuring that appropriate provision is made available to 
the most vulnerable families and communities will 
remain the key priority of the Children’s Centre Service. 

Who is affected? 

2. The proposals will affect all children and young people and their families in Norfolk,
including those with protected characteristics; it will also affect staff:

People of all ages YES 

Disability (all disabilities and long-term health conditions, including but not 
limited to people with, for example, reduced mobility; Blind and visually 
impaired people; Deaf and hearing impaired people; people with mental 
health issues; people on the Autism spectrum; people with learning 
difficulties and people with dementia). 

YES 

Gender reassignment (e.g. people who identify as transgender) YES 

Marriage/civil partnerships YES 

Pregnancy & Maternity YES 
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Race (different ethnic groups, including Gypsies and Travellers) YES 

Religion/belief (different faiths, including people with no religion or belief) YES 

Sex (i.e. men/women/intersex) YES 

Sexual orientation (e.g. lesbian, gay and bisexual people) YES 

3. The proposals will also affect people in rural areas.

Potential impact 

4. Overall, as in previous years, Children’s Services budget proposals for 2018/19 will
impact primarily on children and families – which is inevitable, because children and
families constitute the majority of service users.

5. However, there is no evidence at this stage to indicate that the four proposals below
will have any detrimental impact on children and families, or families in rural areas.
The reasons why are explained below.

6. The one exception is the proposal to remodel the children's centre service offer. This
is dealt with separately later in this document.

Title of proposal Impact 
1. Reduction in legal 

expenses  
There is no evidence to indicate that this proposal would 
have any detrimental impact on people with protected 
characteristics or in rural areas. This is because there is no 
change to service standards, quality or delivery. 

2. Increased income 
received for Early 
years training  

There is no evidence to indicate that this proposal would 
have any detrimental impact on people with protected 
characteristics or in rural areas. This is because: 

• There is no change to service standards, quality or
delivery.

• The new approach will apply equally to settings in both
rural and urban areas.

• The reduced level of funding will not inadvertently lead
to higher costs for settings in rural areas.

3. Reduce the reliance 
on agency social 
workers through 
improved permanent 
recruitment and 
retention  

There is no evidence to indicate that this proposal would 
have any detrimental impact on people with protected 
characteristics or in rural areas. This is because: 

• There is no change to service standards, quality or
delivery.

• The new approach will apply equally to operational
delivery in rural and urban areas.

4. Reduced Looked 
After Children's costs 
through 
implementation of 
the Demand 
Management and 
Prevention Strategy 

There is no evidence to indicate that this proposal would 
have any detrimental impact on people with protected 
characteristics or in rural areas. This is because: 

• There is no change to service standards, quality or
delivery.
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Title of proposal Impact 
transformation 
programme  

• The new approach will apply equally to rural and urban
areas.

• The new approach will apply equally to operational
delivery in rural and urban areas.
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Title of proposal: Remodel the children's centre service offer 

Analysis of proposal 

Overview 

1. This proposal seeks to remodel children’s centre services in Norfolk. The aim of the
proposal is to take account of demographic changes which are impacting on how
children’s centres are being used by families with children under five, and explore
new ways of continuing to provide support and information to families at a reduced
cost.

2. There are three elements to the proposal:

• Review how children’s centre services are provided in each area of Norfolk

• Focus children’s centre services on the families that need them most

• More children’s centre services and libraries to share buildings.

3. More details about these elements of the proposal are set out in the consultation
document: https://norfolk.citizenspace.com/consultation/budget2018/

4. The proposals would save £5.5 million over the next three years.

More information about the proposal

5. If the proposal goes ahead, parents and children accessing children's centre services
will continue to be able to access information, advice, guidance and support,
including an increased offer from on-line support. For those in need of face to face
support, this would be provided on a targeted outreach basis, as well as support
being available via phone and on-line. This would apply to vulnerable families and
communities living in both rural and urban areas.

6. The main change is that there may be a scaling back of the ‘universal offer’ from
2018/19 onwards. The ‘universal offer’ relates to services for all families/children, as
opposed to families in need.

7. Children's centre providers already undertake a needs analysis to identify families in
need, to inform the types of services which will be provided to the local community
each year. The remodelled children’s centre service will be more focussed on these
target groups identified through the needs analysis.

8. The provision of targeted support will be determined in collaboration with the Healthy
Child Programme and social care teams to ensure that each family in need receives
an appropriate and effective response.

The role of Norfolk’s children’s centres

9. Children’s centres offer all families with children under five in Norfolk a range of
services, information and support in their local community. They also help some
children aged 5-8 with the transition to school.
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10. Most children’s centres offer advice about pregnancy, parenting support, play
sessions, information about children’s health, training courses for adults, as well as
support finding specialist groups and services. However, generally speaking, the
support offered is based on the needs of the local community.

11. Some children’s centre services are available to all families, such as play and stay
sessions, and information, advice and guidance about parenting and other topics
such as health services, training and jobs. Children’s centres send information to all
families registered with them about activities and services on offer locally, and this
can include information about activities being run by other organisations, such as
local charities and community groups.

12. Children’s centres also provide some services which are for specific groups, for
example sessions for new parents / carers or activities for children with disabilities.
Children’s centre staff plan these activities to help the families that they are working
with at the time. So these activities are different depending on where people live and
they change over time as the needs of families change.

13. Children’s centre staff also work directly with families on a one-to-one basis. This
might involve meeting with families in the children’s centre or home visits. One-to-one
sessions tend to be offered to families that need the most support. Sometimes this
one-to-one support is used to coordinate the work of different organisations who are
all supporting the same family, for example children’s centres, social care teams and
health visitors.

Number and location of Norfolk’s children’s centres 

14. There are 53 children’s centres in Norfolk, provided from a range of different
buildings and locations. The size of the buildings and how they are used varies
considerably.

15. In some areas all services are based in one children’s centre building. Whilst some
children’s centres are in purpose built venues (there are 37 of these in total), others
are on school sites and some are in buildings shared with other organisations. Most
children’s centres in urban areas have a dedicated building, due to their proximity to
numerous families living nearby and regularly attending activities.

16. In other areas of Norfolk, children’s centres have a base that they use to run
activities, but they also offer services in village halls and community buildings. This
approach is used to provide services to families living in some of Norfolk’s market
towns and their surrounding villages.

17. In some areas there is no children’s centre building, instead services are offered in
different community buildings, such as village halls and community buildings. This
approach is used in urban and rural areas. It works well for rural communities, where
families are more spread out in different villages and there isn’t one obvious place to
have a children’s centre building that all families could easily get to.
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Analysis of the people affected by the proposal 

18. The proposal will primarily impact on families with children aged 0-5 in Norfolk. This
is because the majority of children in Norfolk (over 93%) aged 0-5 in are currently
registered with their local children’s centre. This represents over 41,000 children and
over 33,000 families across the county.

19. However, although most young people in Norfolk are registered with their local
children’s centre, usage rates vary significantly. Some families regularly go to their
children’s centre and use numerous services, and other families don’t use children’s
centre services at all. Typically, three quarters of the children who are registered with
their local children’s centre use services on at least three different occasions.

Potential impact 

20. This proposal may have some detrimental impact on families with children aged 0-5.
This could include an impact on women, because women frequently (but not always)
have primary responsibility for care of younger children.

21. This is because if the proposal goes ahead, some universal services for families with
children 0-5 may be stopped, or some activities currently offered to parents and
carers for free may be charged for. However, this detrimental impact is likely to be
limited, as if the proposal goes ahead, children’s centre services will continue to be
provided across Norfolk. In addition, children’s centre services will continue to be
targeted at parents and families who need it most, which will include families with
disabled children, specific needs or other vulnerabilities.

22. Because of this, there is no evidence that the proposal may have a detrimental
impact on children and families who are disabled, Black, Asian or minority ethnic, or
who have a religion or belief or other protected characteristic.

23. At this stage, it is not possible to identify which specific services may be stopped or
charged for, or which service users may be affected, because this is not yet known. If
the proposal goes ahead, work will take place to review the needs of families in each
area, and as a result of the review, options will be developed on how and where
services should be delivered. It is at this point that proposals could emerge to change
or stop services that some service users may currently be receiving.

24. There is no risk to elected members that giving approval for the review to go ahead
may lead to detrimental impacts on families, parents, women or children going
undetected. This is because the review methodology is clear that at the point that any
options emerge to change or stop services currently being received by service users,
public consultation with those affected will take place, and a detailed equality and
rural impact assessment will be undertaken. In the event that an impact assessment
identifies any detrimental impact on people with protected characteristics or in rural
areas, this will be reported to Children’s Services Committee for consideration before
a decision is made.

25. Looking ahead, in a worst case scenario, if a children’s centre service was changed,
stopped, or delivered from a different location, the main detrimental impact this could
have is:
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• The family has to find an alternative, which they may have to pay for, which
would have a financial impact. In some cases, an alternative may not be
available.

• Some families may decide not to find an alternative, and therefore may no longer
benefit from the support they were previously receiving. However, as mentioned
previously, it is important to remember that the review methodology is clear that
the services affected will be universal services, not services for families in need.

• If operations in rural centres are closed and consolidated into market towns, this
may transfer the cost for travel etc. onto the user, and also assumes that there is
the ‘technical’ ability to access the site i.e. people have a car or access to a bus
route. This may not always be the case for people in rural areas, particularly
disabled people. This could have an unintended consequence of preventing
people accessing services. To address this, it will be important to fully risk assess
access planning of potential sites, and conduct cost impact assessments on
users.

• Childrens Service’s capacity to deliver on social mobility priorities may be more
limited, which in turn, could put greater pressure on schools or voluntary
organisations in the area. In urban areas, this may be less of an issue, but in
rural areas, where there is less choice or service provision, it could create a
challenge.

26. It is possible that the proposal may result in fewer dedicated children’s centres and
more services might be provided in community buildings. Any options to relocate
services to different buildings, or to share buildings between libraries and children’s
centres would need to take into account the accessibility of these buildings for
disabled parents/carers and children, and access to public transport and disabled
parking. Where there may be greater constraints on space, it will be important to
ensure that there is still sufficient space for disabled children, adults and staff to
easily access all areas (for instance, when using motorised wheelchairs), and
appropriate accessible toilet/changing facilities. It will also be important to ensure that
consideration is given to managing noise levels – to address the needs of people
who are hearing impaired or deaf.

27. Another issue to take into account is that the proposal mentions that families will able
to access more services ‘on-line’. It will be important to take into account that many
families in rural areas do not have good broadband access, may not be ICT literate or
may require a minimum level of web accessibility in order to access ICT (eg for
disabled parents). Also, families on low incomes may lack the necessary hardware
and software at home to connect to online services. Online services will also have
certain limits – for example, they may be limited in their potential to bring parents into
contact with one another for emotional support and learning through role modelling.

28. Looking ahead, proposals to locate children centres and libraries into one location,
where this is feasible and meets local need, are likely to have a positive impact on
community cohesion, and could present long term opportunities to promote equality.
For example, Norfolk libraries are highly regarded by diverse communities, and have
a great deal of expertise in promoting accessibility and inclusion. Children’s centre
staff have expertise in very specialised areas, such as being ambitious for disabled
young people to help them develop their full potential. Locating both teams in one
building will create opportunities for pooling this wealth of ideas, knowledge and
expertise, to benefit all.

29. In some cases, support for families may be better coordinated across different
agencies – e.g. children’s centre staff, health visitors and social care teams.
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Recommended actions 

Action Lead Date 

1. If the proposal to remodel children’s centre 
services goes ahead, at an appropriate stage 
when the review has taken place, equality/rural 
impact assessments to be carried out on any 
options to cease, stop or change a service, to 
identify any potential impacts on service users or 
communities. These assessments to include a 
risk assessment of access planning of potential 
sites, and a cost impact assessment on users. 

If any detrimental impacts are identified, they 
should be reported to Children’s Services 
Committee, along with any proposed mitigating 
actions that could be carried out, for 
consideration before a final decision is made. 

Acting 
Assistant 
Director (Early 
Help and 
Prevention) 

From 1 
April 2018 

2. Where service remodelling impacts on Norfolk 
County Council staff working patterns, line 
managers to consult with staff about any 
proposed changes, prior to them being agreed. 
This will enable any access issues to be 
highlighted. Where issues are identified, 
appropriate solutions should be sought e.g. 
reasonable adjustments. 

Lead HR and 
OD Business 
Partner 
supporting 
Children’s 
Services to 
ensure line 
managers are 
aware of their 
responsibilities 

From 1 
April 2018 

3. HR Shared Service to continue to monitor 
whether staff with protected characteristics are 
disproportionately represented in redundancy or 
redeployment figures, and if so, take appropriate 
action. 

Senior HR 
Consultant 
(Workforce 
Insight)) 

From 1 
April 2018 
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Communities Committee budget 
proposals 2018-2019 

Equality and rural 
assessments – findings and 
recommendations 
January 2018 

Lead officer – Jo Richardson, Equality & Diversity Manager, in 
consultation with Ceri Sumner, Assistant Director, Community, 
Information and Learning, and Sarah Rhoden, Head of Support and 
Development 

236



43

Contents

1. Communities budget proposals 2018 – 2019

• Capitalisation of activities to release a revenue saving

• Changing back office processes and efficiency

• Vacancy management and streamlined management arrangements

– museums and historic environment

• Vacancy management – customer services

• Income generation – Norfolk Museums Service

• Income generation – Norfolk Records Office

• Income generation – Norfolk Community Learning Services

• Income generation – Library and Information Service

• Reduction in Healthwatch grant

• Using Public Health Grant funding to support the delivery of Public

Health activity throughout the Authority

• Norfolk Community Learning Services – remodelling the staff

structure, including staffing reduction

• Providing a joined up Library and Children’s Centre Services

• Registrars Service – external income

2. Recommended mitigating actions

3. Accessibility considerations

4. Human rights implications

5. Evidence used to inform this assessment

6. Further information and contact details

237



44

Communities budget proposals 2018-2019 

1. Communities Committee has put forward 13 budget proposals for 2018-2019:

Title of proposal Description 

1. Capitalisation of 
activities to release a 
revenue saving 

The ICT equipment used by the fire and rescue service is 
currently leased and the lease is due to expire. Rather 
than lease new equipment, we will purchase it, which is 
the approach already taken for the rest of the Council. 
The purchase of new equipment is a capital cost, which 
means we can free up our revenue budget for the lease 
costs as a saving. It will not reduce the amount of 
equipment that we have. We have separate 
arrangements in place for our control room, which is not 
affected by this proposal. 

2. Changing back office 
processes and 
efficiency 

This relates to the high volume print service in 
Customer Services. The lease for the high volume 
printers came to an end during 2017 and new 
arrangements have been procured. These are cheaper 
and so we can deliver a saving. 

3. Vacancy 
management and 
streamlined 
management 
arrangements – 
museums and 
historic environment 

There are some vacancies in the Culture and 
Heritage portfolio. Rather than recruit to these, we are 
looking at how we could change arrangements to enable 
these posts to be deleted. They relate to the historic 
environment service where, for example, we are looking 
at closer working with the museums archaeology service. 

4. Vacancy 
management – 
customer services 

This relates to the Customer Service Centre - reducing 
the number of posts by deleting some vacancies. The 
vacancies have arisen (and will continue to arise) 
because of efficiencies we have been able to make due 
to increased digitisation. This will not impact on service 
standards. 

5. Income generation – 
Norfolk Museums 
Service 

This saving aligns to the programme/timetable for the 
Castle Keep development project. In addition, work is 
underway to identify other ways to increase income 
generation e.g. through other improvements to the 
customer offer. 

6. Income generation – 
Norfolk Records 
Office 

Work is proposed to consider ways to generate income. 

7. Income generation – 
Norfolk Community 
Learning Services 
(NCLS) 

The 2019/20 amount is about positioning NCLS so that it 
is able to support the delivery of apprenticeships, which 
will be additional funded activity. The 2010/21 amount 
relates to property exploitation and utilisation e.g. using 
fewer or cheaper buildings, improving the catering offer. 

8. Income generation – 
Library and 
Information Service 

We are exploring other ways to generate income for the 
library service. Some existing income generation streams 
are already at risk and doing more of the same will not 
deliver a saving. We need to develop new ways to 
generate income. 

9. Reduction in 
Healthwatch grant 

Healthwatch is a statutory body that works with health 
and social care services in Norfolk to make sure that the 
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Title of proposal Description 

views and experiences of local people can inform how 
services are delivered. This particularly includes people 
from underrepresented groups. 

The Healthwatch grant provided by the County Council is 
above the statutory minimum. This proposal means 
reducing the Healthwatch grant to the statutory minimum. 
Note that the statutory minimum amount of funding has 
been reduced by Government this year, and so there is a 
real-time reduction for Healthwatch of around £200k. 

10. Using Public Health 
Grant funding to 
support the delivery 
of Public Health 
activity throughout 
the Authority  

We are currently looking for opportunities throughout the 
Authority that contribute to delivery of Public Health 
outcomes. 

11. Norfolk Community 
Learning Services – 
remodelling the staff 
structure, including 
staffing reduction  

This involves a detailed review of the staffing structure for 
Norfolk Community Learning Services so that resources 
can be better targeted to delivery of outcomes. It is 
anticipated that we can reduce overall numbers without 
any significant impact on service delivery. 

12. Providing a joined up 
Library and 
Children’s Centre 
Services  

This will seek opportunities to align activity and buildings 
across Children's Centres and libraries - discussions with 
Children's Services are underway on this. This is a model 
already in place in other councils. 

13. Registrars Service – 
external income 

Increase our income by expanding the range and 

variety of services we charge for 

Who is affected? 

2. The proposals will affect residents, visitors and businesses in Norfolk, including
people with protected characteristics and in rural areas, and our staff:

People of all ages YES 

Disability (all disabilities and long-term health conditions, including but not 
limited to people with, for example, reduced mobility; Blind and visually 
impaired people; Deaf and hearing impaired people; people with mental 
health issues; people on the Autism spectrum; people with learning 
difficulties and people with dementia). 

YES 

Gender reassignment (e.g. people who identify as transgender) YES 

Marriage/civil partnerships YES 

Pregnancy & Maternity YES 

Race (different ethnic groups, including Gypsies and Travellers) YES 

Religion/belief (different faiths, including people with no religion or belief) YES 

Sex (i.e. men/women/intersex) YES 
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Sexual orientation (e.g. lesbian, gay and bisexual people) YES 

Potential impact 

3. The proposal to remodel the staff structure of Norfolk Community Learning Services
may have a detrimental impact on some parents of young children aged 0-3 years
old. This is because the proposal will see the deletion of 2.166 full time equivalent
posts, which currently provide a childcare service for adult learners. More information
about this is set out later in this document.

4. The proposal to reduce the Healthwatch grant may have a disproportionate and
detrimental impact on people with protected characteristics, because Healthwatch
particularly works with these groups. More information about this is set out later in
this document.

5. The other 11 proposals are unlikely to have a detrimental impact on people with
protected characteristics or in rural areas. The reasons for this are provided below:

Title of proposal Impact 

1. Capitalisation of 
activities to release a 
revenue saving 

There is no evidence to indicate that this proposal would 
have any detrimental impact on people with protected 
characteristics or in rural areas. This is because there is 
no change to service standards, quality or delivery. 

2. Changing back office 
processes and 
efficiency 

There is no evidence to indicate that this proposal would 
have any detrimental impact on people with protected 
characteristics or in rural areas. This is because there is 
no change to service standards, quality or delivery. 

3. Vacancy management 
and streamlined 
management 
arrangements – 
museums and historic 
environment 

There is no evidence to indicate that this proposal would 
have any detrimental impact on people with protected 
characteristics or in rural areas.  This is because the 
deletion of these posts will not lead to changes to 
service standards, quality or delivery. Staff with 
protected characteristics will not be disproportionately 
affected compared to other staff. 

4. Vacancy management 
– customer services

There is no evidence to indicate that this proposal would 
have any detrimental impact on people with protected 
characteristics or in rural areas.  This is because any 
posts affected are already vacant, and the deletion of 
these posts will not lead to changes to service 
standards, quality or delivery. 

There is a risk that customer waiting times could 
increase slightly, but calls relating to vulnerable adults 
and children will continue to be prioritised. 

5. Income generation – 
Norfolk Museums 
Service 

There is no evidence to indicate that this proposal would 
have any detrimental impact on people with protected 
characteristics or in rural areas. This is because there is 
no change to service standards, quality or delivery. 

6. Income generation – 
Norfolk Records Office 

There is no evidence to indicate that this proposal would 
have any detrimental impact on people with protected 
characteristics or in rural areas. This is because there is 
no change to service standards, quality or delivery. 
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Title of proposal Impact 

7. Income generation – 
Norfolk Community 
Learning Services 

There is no evidence to indicate that this proposal would 
have any detrimental impact on people with protected 
characteristics or in rural areas. This is because: 

• There is no change to service standards, quality or
delivery.

• The proposal will create an opportunity to consider
whether accessibility of the existing premises for
disabled people can be enhanced.

8. Income generation – 
Library and 
Information Service 

There is no evidence to indicate that this proposal would 
have any detrimental impact on people with protected 
characteristics or in rural areas. This is because there is 
no change to service standards, quality or delivery. 

10. Using Public Health 
Grant funding to 
support the delivery of 
Public Health activity 
throughout the 
Authority  

There is no evidence to indicate that this proposal would 
have any detrimental impact on people with protected 
characteristics or in rural areas. This is because there is 
no change to service standards, quality or delivery. 

11. Norfolk Community 
Learning Services – 
remodelling the staff 
structure, including 
staffing reduction  

The proposal to remodel the staff structure of Norfolk 
Community Learning Services may have a detrimental 
impact on some parents of very young children, 0-3 years 
old. This is because the proposal will see the deletion of 
2.166 full time equivalent posts, which currently provide a 
childcare service for adult learners.  

This should not have a major impact on adult learners 
with children over three years of age, because these 
learners will be able to access free provision in the 
immediate area (all three to four year olds in Norfolk can 
get free early education or childcare – as well as some 
two year olds).  

However, learners with children under three will not 
have the same entitlement. However, where courses 
include skills and qualifications such as functional skills, 
learners will be able to access Discretionary Learner 
Support Funding to pay for childcare. There is also the 
option that when learning takes place at locations such 
as children’s centres, the centre will be asked to 
contribute in kind to the provision of childcare.  

The Council’s customer services staff will be able to 
advise learners of their entitlement to free childcare 
provision and where it can be accessed in Norfolk. 

It is possible that the greatest impact may be on parents 
of 0-3 year olds in rural areas, as they may have the 
least access to alternative provision, and have to travel 
further to find a suitable replacement. Some of these 
parents may not be able to find a suitable alternative, or 
may not be able to afford it. 
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Title of proposal Impact 

It should be noted that a survey of other local authorities 
has shown that few local authorities provide childcare 
(crèche or similar) facilities, for financial reasons, and 
NCLS is one of the last remaining providers to do so.  

Other than the issues highlighted above, the deletion of 
these posts will not lead to changes to service 
standards, quality or delivery. It could improve service 
quality, by creating a more efficient model. 

There is no reason to expect that staff with protected 
characteristics would be disproportionately represented 
in any redundancy or redeployment figures. Current HR 
monitoring data confirms that the profile of 
redundancies remains in line with the overall workforce 
profile of the organisation. 

12. Providing a joined up 
Library and Children’s 
Centre Services  

There is no evidence to indicate that this proposal would 
have any significant detrimental impact on people with 
protected characteristics or in rural areas. This is 
because there is no change to service standards, quality 
or delivery. 

One possible issue to take into account however is that 
if operations in rural centres are closed and consolidated 
into market towns, this may transfer the cost for travel 
etc. onto the user. This also assumes that users have 
the ‘technical’ ability to access a site i.e. people have a 
car or access to a bus route. This may not always be the 
case for people in rural areas, particularly disabled or 
older people. This could have an unintended 
consequence of preventing people accessing services. 
To address this, it will be important to fully risk assess 
access planning of potential sites, and conduct cost 
impact assessments on users. 

Another issue to take into account is that the proposal 
mentions that people will able to access more services 
‘on-line’. It will be important to take into account that 
many people in rural areas do not have good broadband 
access, may not be ICT literate or may require a 
minimum level of web accessibility in order to access ICT 
(e.g. for disabled users). Also, people on low incomes 
may lack the necessary hardware and software at home 
to connect to online services. This issue of digital 
inclusion is being considered by the Council’s new Digital 
Innovations Committee. 

The proposal may result in children’s centre and library 
services being provided in the same or community 
buildings. Any options to relocate services to different 
buildings, or to share buildings between libraries and 
children’s centres would need to take into account the 
accessibility of these buildings for disabled people, and 
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Title of proposal Impact 

access to public transport and disabled parking. Where 
there may be greater constraints on space, it will be 
important to ensure that there is still sufficient space for 
disabled children, adults and staff to easily access all 
areas (for instance, when using motorised wheelchairs), 
and appropriate accessible toilet/changing facilities. It will 
also be important to ensure that consideration is given to 
managing noise levels – to address the needs of people 
who are hearing impaired or deaf.  

Looking ahead, the proposal to locate children centres 
and libraries into one location is likely to have a positive 
impact on community cohesion, and could present long 
term opportunities to promote equality. For example, 
Norfolk libraries are highly regarded by diverse 
communities, and have a great deal of expertise in 
promoting accessibility and inclusion. Children’s centre 
staff have expertise in specialised areas, such as being 
ambitious for disabled young people to help them develop
their full potential. Locating both teams in one building will 
create opportunities for pooling this wealth of ideas, 
knowledge and expertise, to benefit all communities. 

It is possible to confirm that overall, there are now more 
front-line staff in libraries available to assist service users 
than in 2016/2017. 

It should be noted that last year, Communities Committee 
requested that an additional equality impact assessment 
be carried out on the budget proposal relating to Library 
services, to ensure that every possible opportunity was 
being taken to minimise impact on service users. This 
assessment did not identify any new issues that had not 
previously been considered. 

13. Registrars Service – 
external income 

There is no evidence to indicate that this proposal would 
have any detrimental impact on people with protected 
characteristics or in rural areas. This is because there is 
no change to service standards, quality or delivery. 
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Title of proposal: Reduction in Healthwatch grant 

Potential impact 

6. There is evidence that the proposal to reduce the Healthwatch Grant could have a
disproportionate and detrimental impact on people with protected characteristics.

7. This is because the Healthwatch grant is used to fund work to make sure that the
views and experiences of local people can inform how health and social care
services are delivered. This particularly includes people from underrepresented
groups – such as Black, Asian and minority ethnic people, migrant workers, people
with mental health issues, people on the Autism spectrum, people with other
disabilities, older people, and people with long term health conditions such as
cardiovascular disease - many of whom live in rural areas.

8. It should be noted that under-represented groups in health and social care may be
particularly vulnerable to marginalisation because of the nuanced characteristics
surrounding their circumstances. For example, Healthwatch would/could be
advocating for a group of young women with breast cancer who are trying to look
after their families with little support provided in terms of appropriateness of
appointment times, childcare arrangements, access etc. Similarly, as is currently the
case, Healthwatch is working with a range of families who have children with very
special needs in relation to the autistic spectrum.

9. This highly nuanced work by Healthwatch regularly leads to improvements in social
and healthcare services for people with protected characteristics. For example,
recommendations in Healthwatch’s Looked After Children Report led to changes in
service delivery and commissioning at a national, regional and local level. There is a
clear risk that this would be lost if the proposal goes ahead.

11. If the proposal goes ahead, Healthwatch’s capacity to undertake this work will be
significantly reduced. This means it will have less resources to engage with people
from these groups. It will still be able to work with these groups, but not to the extent
that it currently does. In particular, Healthwatch would no longer be able to be
represented on a range of different bodies or attend meetings.

12. To mitigate this impact, the Council could offer assistance to Healthwatch to help
determine how best to continue to engage with underrepresented groups to ensure
that their views inform health and social care services, in line with reduced funding.
Where possible, the Council will also highlight alternative sources of funding or
opportunities that may be available to Healthwatch.

Recommended actions 

Action Lead Date 

1. If the proposal to reduce Healthwatch grant goes 
ahead, offer assistance to Healthwatch to help 
prioritise activity in line with the areas of highest 
need for people with protected characteristics, and 
highlight alternative sources of funding or 
opportunities that may be available to Healthwatch.

Assistant 
Director, 
Community, 
Information 
and Learning 

From 1 
April 
2018 
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Action Lead Date 

2. If the proposal to remodel the staff structure of 
Norfolk Community Learning Services goes ahead, 
support learners who currently use the childcare 
service to access alternative provision, including 
ensuring staff are trained to be able to inform them 
of their entitlement to alternatives. 

Assistant 
Director, 
Community, 
Information 
and Learning 

From 1 
April 
2018 

3. If the proposal to provide a joined up Library and 
Children’s Centre service goes ahead, at an 
appropriate stage when the review has taken 
place, equality/rural impact assessments to be 
carried out, to identify any potential impacts on 
service users. This to include a risk assessment of 
access planning of potential sites, and a cost 
impact assessment on users. 

If any detrimental impacts are identified, they 
should be reported to Children’s Services 
Committee, along with any proposed mitigating 
actions that could be carried out, for consideration 
before a final decision is made. 

Acting 
Assistant 
Director (Early 
Help and 
Prevention) 

From 1 
April 
2018 

4. HR Shared Service to continue to monitor 
whether staff with protected characteristics are 
disproportionately represented in redundancy or 
redeployment figures, and if so, take appropriate 
action. 

Senior HR 
Consultant 
(Workforce 
Insight)) 

From 1 
April 
2018 
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Environment, Development and 
Transport Committee budget 
proposals 2018-2019 

Equality and rural 
assessments – findings and 
recommendations 
January 2018 

Lead officer – Jo Richardson, Equality & Diversity Manager, in 
consultation with Niki Park, Commissioning & Client Services 
Manager, and Sarah Rhoden, Head of Support and Development 
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EDT Committee’s budget proposals 2018-2019 

1. EDT Committee has put forward 12 budget proposals for 2018-2019:

Title of proposal Description 

1. Vacancy 
management and 
streamlined 
management 
arrangements 

This relates to the Planning and Economy and 
Support and Development service groupings. We are 
reviewing vacancies and looking at better ways for 
services to be managed. Support and Development, in 
particular, has a relatively high turnover compared to 
other areas, as it is entry point into the organisation for 
many people. This gives us the opportunity to regularly 
review staffing levels, particularly as we start to benefit 
from efficiencies in processes etc, and delete vacancies. 

2. Capitalisation of 
activities to 
release a revenue 
saving 

Capitalisation of some activity that is currently revenue 
funded, within the financial rules. Switching to this type of 
funding means that the revenue budget is available for 
saving, without the need to make any changes to the 
level and type of activity. This proposal relates to various 
elements of capitalisation in the highways service. 

3. Changing back 
office processes 
and efficiency  

We are reviewing our back office spend across the whole 
of CES and looking to harvest all of the savings 
available. This proposal relates to a number of small 
savings including savings from telephone and printing 
(where new, cheaper, contracts are in place) and 
premises costs for the previous highways depot at 
Watton (where savings from the closure were higher 
than expected). 

4. Further roll-out of 
street lighting 
LEDs  

Roll-out of more LED street lights, which enables an 
energy saving. This proposal is to implement on 
residential streets. As with previous LED rollouts, there is 
a need for investment to enable this to progress, on an 
invest to save basis, and this has been agreed. 

5. Succession of 
milder winters 
justifies a 
reduction in the 
winter 
maintenance 
budget 

The budget for winter maintenance is based on the 
number of actions in the last five years. The recent mild 
winters mean the average number of actions is now 
lower than the budget provision, providing an opportunity 
to make a saving. There is a risk of overspend if there is 
a harsh winter, but there continues to be a £0.5m 
reserve that could be used if needed. 

6. Improved 
management of 
on-street car 
parking 

In many locations around Norfolk there is not sufficient 
on-street parking to meet local need. There can be 
conflicts between residents, businesses, tourists and 
visitors. In addition we receive various requests for 
yellow lines to stop dangerous or inconsiderate parking. 
We will consider the full range of residents parking, 
payment for on-street parking and waiting restrictions. 
There will be a significant lead in time and some 
investment (e.g. to fund a project team) needed to 
develop and implement a suitable scheme. Any local 
schemes would be subject to a statutory consultation 
with local residents before being implemented. 
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Title of proposal Description 

7. Re-profiling the 
public transport 
budget  

There is an opportunity to change the way that we 
account for our public transport grant allocations which 
can deliver a saving. This will not impact on front-line 
services or reduce the amount we currently use to 
support local bus services. 

8. Review the 
operation of bus 
services supported 
by the County 
Council 

The County Council supports a range of local bus 
services through either providing a subsidy (£1.3m 
in 2017/18) or through grants to community 
Transport Operators. We will review this to ensure that 
support is targeted to delivering the most effective 
service. 

9. Reduce the 
number of roads 
gritted in winter 

Currently 34% of the road network is on the gritting 
routes. This proposal will take the equivalent of two 
whole routes out and reduce the overall network gritted 
to around 30%. There will continue to be a gritted route 
into each town. The new NDR route will be gritted, once 
opened, and will not be affected by this proposal. This 
proposal, if implemented, would come into effect for the 
2018/19 winter season. 

10. Reducing spend 
on non-safety 
critical highway 
maintenance 

We will assess and programme the work that is carried 
out based on a number of factors, and high 
risk/emergency work will continue. Local Members will 
be able to use their annual budget to top-up activities in 
their local areas. The proposal relates to a reduction in 
non-safety critical spend on road signs, verges, hedges 
and trees, bridge maintenance and gully emptying. 

11. Change the 
construction and 
demolition waste 
concession at 
recycling centres 

Change the policy on concessions for construction and 
demolition waste accepted at recycling centres so that it 
is only accepted at main sites on a pay as you throw 
basis. 

12. Reduce waste 
reduction activity 

We currently undertake a number of waste reduction and 
minimisation activities. There is a risk that reducing this 
activity will negatively impact on waste volumes. 
However, we will continue to work with district colleagues 
through the Norfolk Waste Partnership to identify ways to 
reduce volumes. In 2015/16 the Partnership achieved 

Norfolk’s highest ever recycling rate of 45.8%. 

Who is affected? 

2. The proposals will affect staff, residents, visitors and businesses in Norfolk, including
people with protected characteristics and in rural areas:

People of all ages YES 

Disability (all disabilities and long-term health conditions, including but not 
limited to people with, for example, reduced mobility; Blind and visually 
impaired people; Deaf and hearing impaired people; people with mental 
health issues; people on the Autism spectrum; people with learning 
difficulties and people with dementia). 

YES 
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Gender reassignment (e.g. people who identify as transgender) YES 

Marriage/civil partnerships YES 

Pregnancy & Maternity YES 

Race (different ethnic groups, including Gypsies and Travellers) YES 

Religion/belief (different faiths, including people with no religion or belief) YES 

Sex (i.e. men/women/intersex) YES 

Sexual orientation (e.g. lesbian, gay and bisexual people) YES 

Potential impact 

3. The two proposals below may have a detrimental impact on people with protected
characteristics (particularly older and disabled people and people in rural areas, and
parents with young children). Full details are set out later in this document:

• Review the operation of bus services supported by the County Council

• Reduce the number of roads gritted in winter

4. The proposal to change the construction and demolition waste concession at
recycling centres will have a financial impact on residents who use this service, but
this should not impact disproportionately on vulnerable people.

5. At this stage, there is no evidence to indicate that the proposal to reduce spend on
non-safety critical highway maintenance will have a detrimental impact on people
with protected characteristics or in rural areas. However, this will be monitored, for
reasons set out in the detailed assessment later in this document.

6. The other eight proposals are unlikely to have a detrimental impact on people with
protected characteristics or in rural areas. The reasons for this are provided below:

Title of proposal Impact 

1. Vacancy 
management and 
streamlined 
management 
arrangements 

There is no evidence to indicate that this proposal 
would have any detrimental impact on people with 
protected characteristics or in rural areas.  This is 
because any posts affected are already vacant, and the 
deletion of these posts will not lead to changes to 
service standards, quality or delivery. 

2. Capitalisation of 
activities to release a 
revenue saving 

There is no evidence to indicate that this proposal 
would have any detrimental impact on people with 
protected characteristics or in rural areas. This is 
because there is no change to service standards, 
quality or delivery. 

3. Changing back office 
processes and 
efficiency  

There is no evidence to indicate that this proposal 
would have any detrimental impact on people with 
protected characteristics or in rural areas.  This is 
because the back office spend reductions will not lead 
to changes to service standards, quality or delivery. 

4. Further roll-out of 
street lighting LEDs 

There is no evidence to indicate that this proposal 
would have any detrimental impact on people with 
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Title of proposal Impact 

protected characteristics or in rural areas. This is 
because there is no change to service standards, 
quality or delivery. 

It is likely that this proposal would have a positive 
impact on older and disabled people, including people 
who are visually impaired, as LED lights provide a 
better quality of lighting. 

5. Succession of milder 
winters justifies a 
reduction in the 
winter maintenance 
budget 

There is no evidence to indicate that this proposal 
would have any detrimental impact on people with 
protected characteristics or in rural areas. This is 
because there is no change to service standards, 
quality or delivery. In the event of severe winter 
weather, the Council could utilise reserves to manage 
winter maintenance effectively and to agreed 
standards.  

6. Improved 
management of on-
street car parking 

At this stage, there is no evidence to indicate that this 
proposal would have any detrimental impact on people 
with protected characteristics or in rural areas. This is 
because there is no change to service standards, 
quality or delivery.  

It is recognised that disabled residents need good 
access to disabled parking, in the right locations, to 
enable them to fully access Norfolk’s city and town 
centres. Provision of disabled parking and its 
enforcement will be one of many factors informing the 
review. 

To ensure that all relevant issues for disabled people 
are fully considered as part of the review, equality 
impact assessments will be undertaken on any local 
schemes being proposed as a result of this budget 
proposal. In the event that an equality impact 
assessment identifies any detrimental impact on 
disabled people or people in rural areas, this will be 
reported to EDT Committee for consideration before a 
decision is made.  

The review may improve service delivery by allowing 
enhanced Civil Parking Enforcement (CPE) operations 
to occur across the county further increasing Blue 
Badge fraud investigations, ultimately benefiting all 
Blue Badge holders.  

7. Re-profiling the public 
transport budget  

There is no evidence to indicate that this proposal 
would have any detrimental impact on people with 
protected characteristics or in rural areas. This is 
because there is no change to service standards, 
quality or delivery. 

8. Reduce waste 
reduction activity 

There is no evidence to indicate that this proposal 
would have any detrimental impact on people with 
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Title of proposal Impact 

protected characteristics or in rural areas. This is 
because there is no change to service standards, 
quality or delivery. 
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Title of proposal: Proposal to review bus services supported by 
the County Council 

Analysis of proposal 

Overview 

1. This proposal is to review the money Norfolk County Council spends on bus
subsidies and community transport grants.

2. The Council currently spends £3.1 million every year on bus subsidies and
community transport grants.  If the proposal goes ahead, the Council will review how
this money is spent with a view to saving £0.5 million in 2018/19.

3. The review would look at whether the Council is getting the best value for money and
how it could spend this money more effectively, without there being a noticeable
impact on passengers.  It is not anticipated that significant savings would be made
from grants given to community transport operators. However in order to save £0.5
million, the Council will need to prioritise which services it continues to support.  This
means it is likely that some bus services may need to change or stop.

4. More information about subsidised bus services and community transport in Norfolk
is set out in Annex 1, along with a list of all subsidised bus and community transport
services which will be considered as part of the review.

More information about the proposal

5. If the Council goes ahead with the review, it would prioritise bus services which help
people get to and from work and to essential services, such as to healthcare
appointments and to go food shopping, and where there are no other transport
options available.

6. In addition, the following factors would be considered:

• The number of people using each service

• At what times and how often people use each service

• Whether there are other transport options available to people

• Whether the Council could provide a transport service in another way

• Whether there are any particular local needs that are specific to the areas served
by each service

• How much it costs the Council to subsidise each trip made by a passenger (the
unit cost) and whether this represents value for money.

Which bus services would be affected, if the proposal goes ahead? 

7. Without carrying out the review, it is not possible at this stage to say exactly which
services could be affected.  However, the proposal is clear that at the point that any
options emerge to change or stop a service currently being received by service
users, formal public consultation and a detailed equality impact assessment would be
undertaken on the option. Where any detrimental impact is identified by this process,
the findings will be reported to EDT Committee to ensure that elected members can
fully take this into account before making a final decision.
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Analysis of the people affected by the proposal 

8. The Council subsidises about 100 bus services, which is approximately 20% of bus
services in Norfolk. Alongside this, it funds 19 community transport schemes, which
pick people up and drop people off at their house, or the nearest safest place.

9. The Council’s monitoring data on the people who use subsidised bus services and
community transport shows that:

• The primary users of subsided bus services are older and disabled people,
parents with young children, and younger people who have no access to a car.

• Around 88% of subsidised bus services operate within rural areas, but as they
usually also serve an urban environment (e.g. coming into Norwich) some
passengers will be from an urban area and may rely on the service to access
services or visit family or friends in rural communities.

• The majority of people who use community transport are disabled and older
people who cannot access services by conventional public transport. These
people tend to be particularly dependant on community transport to enable them
to access essential services, as they may have no other viable alternative.

• People use subsidised bus services and community transport to access food
shopping, medical appointments, get to and from respite care, to colleges and
educational establishments, employment, day/leisure activities, local services
and places of worship.

Potential impact 

10. This proposal is likely to have a disproportionate impact on older and disabled
people, parents with young children and younger people with no access to a car. It
will also impact on people in rural areas. This is because subsidised bus services and
community transport are primarily used by people from these groups.

11. At this stage, it is not possible to quantify the extent of any detrimental impact on
older and disabled people and those in rural areas. This is because it is not yet
known which services may change or stop. If the proposal goes ahead, work will take
place to review subsidised bus services and community transport, and as a result of
the review, options will be developed on how and where services should operate. It is
at this point that proposals could emerge to change or stop services that some
service users may currently be receiving.

12. However, there is no risk to elected members that giving approval for the review to go
ahead may lead to detrimental impacts on people in rural areas or with protected
characteristics going undetected. This is because the review methodology is clear
that at the point that any options emerge to change or stop services currently being
received by service users, public consultation with those affected will take place, and
a detailed equality impact assessment will be undertaken. In the event that an
equality impact assessment identifies any detrimental impact on people with
protected characteristics or in rural areas, this will be reported to EDT Committee for
consideration before a decision is made.
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13. Looking ahead, in a worst case scenario, if a subsidised bus or community transport
service was changed, stopped, or delivered from a different location, the detrimental
impacts could include:

• Some disabled and older people, parents with young children, younger people
with no access to a car or people in rural areas may no longer be able to
access subsidised bus or community transport services. This might mean they
can no longer access key local services, including health appointments, food
shopping, employment, educational, leisure or social opportunities. It could
increase people’s dependence on families and carers and contribute to
loneliness and social isolation.

• It could increase costs for people, as people would be forced to find alternative
ways to travel. For some people in rural areas who are disabled or older, they
may be no viable alternatives.

• Disabled and older people in rural areas may be the most affected, as disabled
and older people in rural areas are more likely to have complex transport
needs than people living in urban areas. They are likely to need to travel
further or pay more to get to services than those living in urban areas. They
may have limited alternative public transport options, and the public transport
options available may not be fully accessible or too costly to afford.

• Changes to service frequency may result in buses being more crowded at
peak journey times, which may cause difficulties for people with learning
difficulties, people with mental health issues, wheelchair users and parents
with pushchairs. Some people may be very fearful that they will wait for a bus
but not be able to get on it, or that crowding on a bus may increase the chance
of them being bullied.

• People may need to make changes to their patterns of travel. This might be
difficult for people with learning difficulties or who are on the autism spectrum.
There may be practical difficulties for people who are restricted to use buses at
certain times, such as people with concessionary bus passes.

• Consultation with disabled and older people in Norfolk consistently highlights
access to transport as a major enabling factor and doorway to participation in
education, employment and social opportunities. Disabled people are less
likely to achieve in education or gain employment than non-disabled people
and are at greater risk of social isolation. They are more likely to experience
barriers to the built environment and transport and fall into low income groups.

14. One important consideration is that the service is already targeted to assist people in
rural areas and disabled and older people. In order to continue to be able to provide
this essential service, there is an imperative to review the current model, to maximise
the resource available to operate the service.

15. In recognition of the issues highlighted in this assessment, the review methodology
can consider:

• Seeking to protect the most critical journeys being made, particularly where they
impact on more vulnerable groups who are more reliant on bus services.

• Initially considering reducing services or withdrawing journeys where alternative
services continue to operate at different times or on other days of the week.
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Title of proposal: Proposal to reduce the number of roads 
gritted in winter 

Analysis of proposal 

Overview 

1. This proposal is to reduce the number of roads gritted by Norfolk County Council in
winter, in order to save £200,000.

2. The Council currently grits 34% of Norfolk’s road network of 5,965 miles. If the
proposal goes ahead, this would be reduced to 30% of roads, which would mean that
less minor roads are gritted. There would however continue to be a gritted route, as
far as possible, into towns and villages currently in receipt of the service.

3. If the proposal goes ahead, the Council would carry out an in-depth assessment of
the road network in Norfolk in order to re-prioritise which roads should still be gritted.
The changes would not be implemented until gritting routes are re-deigned ready for
the winter gritting season starting in October 2018. The Norwich Northern Distributor
Road would be added to the gritting schedule as sections become open for general
use.

4. The proposal would mean that any requests received from communities to add roads
to the Council’s gritting list would be unlikely to be included in the future. This
proposal could result in people deciding to change their journeys to use alternative
routes along treated roads.

More information about the proposal

5. The provision of a gritting service ensures the maximum possible road access is
provided in Norfolk to allow people and road users to move about, across and in/out
of the county to carry out their private, leisure and business related activities. By
ensuring there is a clear gritting policy, that it is well publicised and operated, then
the county is doing all it can with the funds it has available to ensure access to as
much of the transport network as possible.

6. The Council has a legal duty for ensuring safe travel along the highway is not
endangered by ice and snow.  The Council cannot grit all of Norfolk’s 5,965 mile road
network because of the time it would take and the cost involved.

7. The Council therefore has a policy, reviewed annually, which sets out which types of
road are a priority for gritting. Roads that are a priority have been identified based on
their level of use and importance in the overall highways network. The Council
decides where and when to grit based on this policy, and on the latest weather data.

8. The policy is available here: https://www.norfolk.gov.uk/what-we-do-and-how-we-
work/policy-performance-and-partnerships/policies-and-strategies/roads-and-travel-
policies/winter-maintenance-policy

9. A map of the roads that are currently gritted is available here:

https://norfolkcc.maps.arcgis.com/apps/Viewer/index.html?appid=d16d38b40a7e44

b4a835d8ce168410f9
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10. The main roads are gritted before other routes.  The three hour gritting runs cover a
total of 2,081 miles on A, B and some C class roads - commuter and major bus
routes and, as far as is possible, one route into all villages.

11. Some footways in the pedestrian areas of central King’s Lynn, central Great
Yarmouth and central Norwich are also treated as priority. Highways England treats
143 miles of trunk roads including the A11and A47.

Analysis of the people affected by the proposal 

12. This proposal affects all road users and the majority of pedestrians, cyclists, public
transport users and vehicle drivers in both private life, employment and business.
This includes residents with protected characteristics and people in rural areas.

13. The proposal may particularly affect people in some rural areas, as fewer minor
roads will be gritted.

Potential impact 

14. There is some evidence to indicate that this proposal may have a disproportionate
and detrimental impact on people in rural areas. This is because people in some rural
areas may see a reduction in gritting on minor roads. People in rural areas may be
more dependant than others on a good transport network, as they have the furthest
to travel to access services. They may also be more at risk than others of fuel, food
or medical shortages if the road network becomes snow bound during prolonged
winter conditions. However, Norfolk’s recent mild winters should be taken into
account when considering this.

15. Depending on the types of weather conditions and other factors at play, rural areas
may also be impacted upon if individuals change their routes in icy conditions,
causing rat running/congestion in smaller villages.

16. There is some evidence to indicate that the proposal may have a detrimental impact
on disabled and older people, and parents with young children. This is because these
people are at higher risk of slip, trips and falls if roads are slippy. Older and disabled
people may be more fearful of driving on a non-gritted surface, which could reduce
access to essential services or increase the risk of social isolation. However, it is
worth emphasising that this proposal deals only with roads, not footways, so the risk
of slip, trips and falls is marginal and not a strong possibility, as in order to walk on
the road, people will have been required to traverse a footway, path or forecourt that
would not have been subject to gritting by the Council.

17. Overall therefore, the greatest impact may be on people in rural areas, including
disabled and older people and parents with young children who live in rural areas.

18. There are some mitigating actions that the Council can take to minimise the impact
on these groups. Firstly, when carrying out the in-depth assessment of the road
network to re-prioritise which roads should still be gritted (see Paragraph 3 above),
the assessment methodology can factor in data on rural communities and proximity
of older or disabled people populations (e.g. sheltered housing). Whilst the Council
may not necessarily take a decision to continue gritting these areas, it can make sure
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that these groups are informed of the changes. In addition, grit bins and rock salt will 
continue to be deployed around the county. The Council can ensure that parish and 
district councils are informed of any changes to the existing policy, so that they can 
continue to help vulnerable communities within the county during times of severe 
weather. 

19. Weather conditions are highly variable and some winter periods are more severe
than others. There is always a learning exercise following each winter as to what
could have been done more efficiently and better to keep the county moving.
Norfolk’s winter maintenance policy is reviewed annually, so any learning regarding
the needs of rural communities and people with protected characteristics following
the winter of 2018/2019 can be taken into account to inform gritting policy in
subsequent years.
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Title of proposal: Proposal to reduce how much we spend on 
non-safety critical highway maintenance 

Analysis of proposal 

Overview 

1. The Council is proposing to reduce how much it spends on non-safety critical
highways maintenance to save £300,000.  If the proposal goes ahead it would mean
that during 2018/19 the amount of non-safety critical highway maintenance carried
out across Norfolk is reduced.

2. The Council would continue to carry out all urgent works and any works that are high
risk.  For instance, if branches were to block roads, footways, cycle-ways and road
signs, these would be dealt with.   Road signs would continue to receive
maintenance when damaged.

3. However, the Council would not be able to fund some ‘cosmetic’ (lower category)
work it has done in the past. This could mean:

• It may take longer for some damaged verges and vegetation to be repaired;
these damages would be considered ‘cosmetic’ such as churning-up of a verge
caused by the tyres of a large vehicle, although it will not affect scheduled grass
and verge cutting.

• Some bridge maintenance work such as making good damaged paintwork may
be postponed.

• It may take longer to clean road signs.

4. The Council is also looking at reducing the frequency of gully emptying in non-critical
areas, for example, when cleaning gullies there may be areas when there is little
material being removed and in these circumstances gully emptying could be reduced.

More information about the proposal 

5. The Council has a legal duty to maintain the highway and this includes roads,
footpaths and verges, making them safe for road users.  This duty is met through a
range of activities. Highway maintenance work is prioritised by looking at the strategic
importance of a road and how severe the maintenance problem is.  This process is
set out in the Norfolk’s Transport Asset Management Plan, approved by elected
members and updated every year. The Plan is available here:

www.norfolk.gov.uk/what-we-do-and-how-we-work/policy-performance-and-

partnerships/policies-and-strategies/roads-and-travel-policies/transport-asset-

management-plan.  
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Analysis of the people affected by the proposal 

6. The highways network is a universal service. Therefore this proposal affects all road
users and the majority of residents as pedestrians, cyclists, public transport users
and vehicle drivers in both private life, employment and business. This includes
residents with protected characteristics and in rural areas.

Potential impact 

7. At this stage, there is no evidence to indicate that this proposal would have a
disproportionate or detrimental impact on people with protected characteristics or in
rural areas.

8. This is because although there would be some visual impact around verge aesthetics
in local communities, there would not be any physical impact on paths or walkways
that could restrict access for disabled people, older people or parents with prams.
The impact will be the same for both rural and urban areas. Safety work will continue
to be carried out to agreed standards.

9. It is also worth noting that flexibility will remain for visual impacts to be addressed in
local communities. For example, the Rangers service will continue to operate, and
parish councils can influence the type of work that rangers carry out in their area. In
addition, local members have access to their local member budget, and could use
this to address issues in the local community if this was felt to be a priority.

10. However, it should be noted that this is a considerable sum to remove from the
highways maintenance budget. Although at this stage, management data indicates
that it should be possible to make this saving without impacting on safety-critical
works, this will have to be closely monitored.

11. There is a high level of officer confidence that the £200k saving proposed to
Committee in October will not have an impact.  The Committee decided in October to
increase this amount to £300k.  There is a lower level of officer confidence in the
additional £100k as there has been less opportunity work through the associated
data in as much detail.

12. If at any stage it appears that there is an impact on safety, a report will be brought to
EDT Committee setting out the specific issues and seeking a decision on next steps.
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Title of proposal: Proposal to change the construction and 
demolition waste concession at recycling 
centres 

Analysis of proposal 

Overview 

1. This proposal seeks to change the Council’s construction and demolition waste policy
so that from 1 April 2018, people will no longer be able to dispose of DIY type
construction and demolition waste free of charge.

2. At the moment, each household in Norfolk can dispose of one large item or the
equivalent of an 80 litre sack amount of construction and demolition waste a week for
free.  If the proposal goes ahead people would have to pay to dispose of this waste.

3. If the proposal goes ahead, the Council would publicise the date of the change widely
and give clear information about what recycling centres will accept for free, what the
Council will charge for and how much the charges would be.

More about the proposal

4. Currently, householders can dispose of the equivalent of one 80 litre sack (the size of
a standard black bin bag) or one large item of DIY type construction and demolition
waste per household every week for free.  For example one door, a bath tub, a toilet
or one fence panel, or the equivalent of one 80 litre sack of tiles, bricks, or soil/turf.

5. People can dispose of any larger amounts using the Council’s Pay As You Throw
service available at any of the eight main ‘plus’ sites across the county at Caister,
Dereham, Hempton, Ketteringham, King’s Lynn, Mayton Wood, Mile Cross and
Thetford. If the proposal goes ahead, the Council will look at the option of extending
this Pay As You Throw service to all recycling centres, ensuring that the charges for
any roll out would cover the costs across all sites.

6. The Council calculates prices based on the costs of dealing with the material and the
amount of waste people bring. Householders pay less if they separate their waste –
this is because separated materials are charged at a lower rate than mixed loads as
they cost less to deal with.  Each load is assessed by site staff and rates are non-
negotiable.

7. Currently the costs of disposing of a large item or the equivalent of an 80 litre sack
using the Pay As You Throw service are:

• Unsorted/non-recyclable DIY type construction and demolition waste - £7.20

• Flat glass - £5.20 (not recyclable at Mile Cross Recycling Centre)

• Rubble - £4.70

• Plasterboard - £7.60 (£12.60 at Mile Cross Recycling Centre)

• Timber - £6.40

• Scrap metal - £6.00.
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8. The Council does not accept asbestos construction and demolition waste at any of its
recycling centres, for example asbestos sheets from a shed roof.  This is because it
is hazardous waste.

Analysis of the people affected by the proposal 

9. Waste and recycling centres are a universal service used by all residents. Therefore
this proposal potentially affects all residents in Norfolk.

10. A map and further details of Norfolk County Council’s 20 waste and recycling centres
is available here.

Potential impact 

11. There is no evidence to indicate that this proposal would have any disproportionate
or detrimental impact on people with protected characteristics or in rural areas.

12. This is because if the proposal goes ahead, it will not result in the closure of any
recycling centres, and recycling centres will maintain the same opening hours.
Residents will continue to be able to dispose of household waste. Disabled and older
residents, who may need help disposing of waste, will continue to be able to access
the same support that they currently get to assist with this. The main impact is that
people will no longer be able to dispose of DIY type construction and demolition
waste free of charge.

13. There is no evidence to suggest that the proposal may lead to an increase in fly
tipping. The Council has analysed local statistics and spoken to other authorities
about their experiences on fly tipping. It is evident from this that the majority of
incidents of illegally dumped waste relate to household waste that either local
councils would collect for free or a fee or that the County Council accepts from
householders for free at our Recycling Centres in unlimited quantities, such as sofas,
white goods and other electrical items and garden waste or bags of waste. In terms
of the data the Council has on public land, less than 5% of incidents of illegally
dumped waste relate to construction or demolition waste such as rubble, and
previous changes to the Recycling Centre service, such as making sites part time,
has not shown an increase in illegal dumping of waste.

14. It could be argued that some people with protected characteristics, particularly
disabled and older people, as well as Black, Asian and minority ethnic people, tend to
be in lower income groups. This could mean that there is a slightly greater financial
impact on people from these groups. However, this has to be balanced alongside the
fact that the proposal only seeks to charge for DIY-related construction waste, not for
normal waste collection services.

Recommended actions 

Action Lead Date 

1. If the proposal to improve management of on-
street car parking goes ahead, equality impact 
assessments to be undertaken on any local 
schemes being proposed as a result of the review. 
In the event that an assessment identifies any 

Assistant 
Director 
Planning and 
Economy 

From 1 
April 2018 
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Action Lead Date 

detrimental impact on disabled people or in rural 
areas, this to be reported to EDT Committee for 
consideration before a decision is made. 

2. If the proposal to review the operation of bus 
services supported by the County Council goes 
ahead, at an appropriate stage when the review 
has taken place, equality/rural impact assessments 
to be carried out on any options to cease, stop or 
change a service, to identify any potential impacts 
on service users. 

If any detrimental impacts are identified, they 
should be reported to EDT Committee, along with 
any proposed mitigating actions that could be 
carried out, for consideration before a final decision
is made. 

Assistant 
Director 
Planning and 
Economy) 

From 1 
April 2018 

3. If the proposal to reduce the number of roads 
being gritted goes ahead, the assessment 
methodology to take into account data on rural 
communities and proximity of older or disabled 
people (e.g. sheltered housing). The Council to 
make sure all relevant community groups including 
parish and district councils are informed of any 
changes to the policy, so that they can continue to 
help vulnerable communities within the county 
during times of severe weather. 

Assistant 
Director- 
Highways) 

From 1 
April 2018 

4. If the proposal to reduce how much the Council 
spends on non-safety critical highway maintenance 
goes ahead, closely monitor the impact of this, and 
if at any stage it appears that there may be an 
impact on safety, a report to be brought to EDT 
Committee setting out the specific issues and 
seeking a decision on next steps. 

Assistant 
Director- 
Highways) 

From 1 
April 2018 

5. HR Shared Service to continue to monitor 
whether staff with protected characteristics are 
disproportionately represented in redundancy or 
redeployment figures, and if so, take appropriate 
action. 

Senior HR 
Consultant 
(Workforce 
Insight)) 

From 1 
April 2018 
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Business & Property Committee 
budget proposals 2018-2019 

Equality and rural 
assessments – findings and 
recommendations 
January 2018 

Lead officer – Bev Herron, Equality Officer 

This assessment helps you to consider the impact of service changes on people 
with protected characteristics and in rural areas. The assessment can be 
updated at any time to inform service planning and commissioning. 

For help or more information please contact Equality & Diversity team, email: 
equality@norfolk.gov.uk or tel: 01603 222611. 
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Business & Property Committee’s budget proposals 2018-2019 

1. Business & Property Committee has put forward five budget proposals for 2018-
2019:

Title of proposal Description 

1. Property – centralisation of 
budgets – further centralisation 
of existing property budgets in 
Services will allow maximisation 
of savings opportunities – 
savings estimated at 5% of 
current budget each year 

The proposal will continue existing work to 
ensure that costs associated with property 
are managed in an efficient and consistent 
manner. This allows us to make the most of 
economies of scale and to ensure that our 
estate is managed in the most efficient way. 

2. Property – reducing fees – 
seeking opportunities to reduce 
fees paid to NPS 

Money is currently paid to NPS property 
design and management consultants to 
assist with property related issues on the 
NCC estate. This proposal will seek ways in 
which this can be reduced, linking to work 
being carried out to rationalise the NCC 
estate by reducing the number of buildings 
owned and maximising potential income 
generation. 

3. Property – reducing facilities 
management costs 

The ongoing programme to rationalise the 
NCC estate will continue to see a reduction 
of facilities management costs through a) 
reduction in physical number of buildings 
and b) more efficient use of the remainder of 
the estate – this includes refurbishment 
where necessary in order to maximise 
building efficiency 

4. Property – return from property 
development company – Repton 
Property Developments Ltd 

In June 2017 it was agreed to set up a 
wholly-owned Limited Company that would 
undertake property development using land 
identified as surplus to County Council use 
with the aim of taking profits that 
would otherwise be taken by a private 
developer and others involved in the 

process, including financiers. This proposal 
is in reference to the return from this 
Company once established. 

5. Economic Development - 
Closer/joint working with New 
Anglia Local Enterprise 
Partnership 

The proposal will identify areas where the 
Economic Development team and New 
Anglia can work closely on projects in order 
to work more efficiently. 

Potential impact 

2. There is no evidence to suggest that Business & Property Committee’s budget
proposals for 2018/19 will have any detrimental or disproportionate impact on people
with protected characteristics or in rural areas.
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3. A summary is provided here:

Title of proposal Impact 

1. Property – centralisation of 
budgets – further centralisation 
of existing property budgets in 
Services will allow maximisation 
of savings opportunities – 
savings estimated at 5% of 
current budget each year 

There is no evidence to indicate that this 
proposal would have any detrimental impact on 
people with protected characteristics or in rural 
areas. This is because there is no change to 
service standards, quality or delivery. 

2. Property – reducing fees – 
seeking opportunities to reduce 
fees paid to NPS 

There is no evidence to indicate that this 
proposal would have any detrimental impact on 
people with protected characteristics or in rural 
areas. This is because there is no change to 
service standards, quality or delivery. 

3. Property – reducing facilities 
management costs 

There is no evidence to indicate that this 
proposal would have any detrimental impact on 
people with protected characteristics or in rural 
areas. This is because there is no change to 
service standards, quality or delivery. 

As part of ongoing work to review property, 
consideration will continue be given to 
enhancing accessibility for disabled people. 
There is no risk that a reduction in the number 
of premises will have a detrimental impact on 
disabled people in any way, e.g. by increasing 
pressure on disabled parking spaces, or by 
limiting the physical space available in offices, 
which could cause difficulties for people who 
need more room to move around, e.g. users of 
large electric wheelchairs.  

4. Property – return from property 
development company – Repton 
Property Developments Ltd 

There is no evidence to indicate that this 
proposal would have any detrimental impact on 
people with protected characteristics or in rural 
areas. This is because there is no change to 
service standards, quality or delivery. 

5. Economic Development - 
Closer/joint working with New 
Anglia Local Enterprise 
Partnership 

There is no evidence to indicate that this 
proposal would have any detrimental impact on 
people with protected characteristics or in rural 
areas. This is because there is no change to 
service standards, quality or delivery. 
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Digital Innovations Committee 
budget proposals 2018-2019 

Equality and rural 
assessments – findings and 
recommendations 
January 2018 

Lead officer – Bev Herron, Equality Officer 

This assessment helps you to consider the impact of service changes on people 
with protected characteristics and in rural areas. The assessment can be 
updated at any time to inform service planning and commissioning. 

For help or more information please contact Equality & Diversity team, email: 
equality@norfolk.gov.uk or tel: 01603 222611. 
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Digital Innovations budget proposal 2018-2019 

1. Digital Innovations Committee has put forward one budget proposal for 2018-2019:

Title of proposal Description 

1. Information Management Team 
(IMT)– various savings within IMT 
including: 

• Exit from the HPE contract

• Restructuring and headcount
reduction (management and
technical support costs

• Income generation, particularly
services for schools

The exit from the HPE (Hewlett Packard) 
contract will allow savings opportunities in 
a number of ways including provision of 
more efficient data storage facilities, a 
rolling programme of more efficient device 
replacement, and the continued 
development of in house data analysis 
capabilities. 

Restructuring and headcount reduction 
will be carried out with staff consultation 
where necessary and where possible will 
be delivered through vacancy 
management. 

Additional income generation particularly 
in relation to fully costed services 
provision to schools will build upon 
services already delivered and will 
continue to seek the most cost effective 
form of delivery. 

Potential impact 

2. There is no evidence to indicate that this budget proposal will have any detrimental or
disproportionate impact on people with protected characteristics or in rural areas.
This is because:

• There will be no change to service standards, quality or delivery.

• Deletion of any posts will not disproportionately impact on staff with protected
characteristics or in rural areas.
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Accessibility considerations for the budget proposals 2018/19 

1. Accessibility is a priority for Norfolk County Council. Norfolk has a higher than
average number of disabled and older residents compared to other areas of the UK,
and a growing number of disabled young people.

2. Proposals relating to business process re-engineering will take full opportunity to
build accessibility considerations into service planning and design.

3. Proposals relating to contract review will take full opportunity to build accessibility
considerations into service design.

4. Accessibility considerations are taken into account as part of day-to-day processes
and working. Because of the importance of ensuring that accessibility is integrated
into ongoing service planning and commissioning of public services, consideration
will continue to be given to opportunities for maximizing this in 2018.

Human rights implications 

5. Public authorities in the UK are required to act compatibly with the Human Rights Act
1998.  There are no human rights issues arising from the proposals.

Evidence used to inform these assessments 

• Norfolk budget proposals 2018/19 – consultation documents and background
papers: https://norfolk.citizenspace.com/consultation/budget2018/

• Equality Act 2010

• Public Sector Equality Duty

• Business intelligence and management data, as quoted in this report.

• In 2013, 2014 and 2015, the Council considered proposals to reduce spend on
highways and gritting. Further details, including the views of residents consulted
on the proposal, are covered in the consultation documents available here.

• In 2015, the Council reviewed waste and recycling services. Further details,
including the views of residents consulted on the proposal, are covered in the
consultation documents available here.

• Consultation documents regarding the Council’s consultation in 2016 to reduce
disability related expenditure.

Further information 

6. For further information about this equality impact assessment please contact Jo
Richardson, Equality & Diversity Manager, Email jo.richardson@norfolk.gov.uk
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Annex 1 (Proposal to increase Council Tax) 

Table: The number of dwellings on the Council Tax valuation list, and 
percentages of Council Tax exemptions, by Norfolk district (October 2017) 

Total 
chargeable 

dwellings on 
valuation list 

% Dwellings 
paying full 

Council Tax 

% Dwellings 
subject to 

some kind of 
reduction in 
Council Tax 

Breckland 59,117 68.54% 31.46% 

Broadland 56,515 69.19% 30.81% 

Great Yarmouth 47,104 59.96% 40.04% 

Kings Lynn & West Norfolk 70,179 67.87% 32.13% 

North Norfolk 53,512 58.48% 41.52% 

Norwich 63,187 55.57% 44.43% 

South Norfolk 59,162 67.08% 32.92% 

Norfolk Total 408,776 63.99% 36.01% 
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Annex 2 

Response from: The Bridge Plus+, a BAME led Community organisation’s 
response to proposed changes to the Council’s equality budget.  

Since Norfolk & Norwich Race Equality Council (NNREC) was dissolved in 2011, 
there was serious concern amongst BAME communities in Norfolk that race equality 
would no longer be a priority area of work in Norfolk. That for many, was perceived 
to mean that there will be an increase in hate crime and discrimination without the 
presence of a BAME led community based champion for race equality work. 
The county equality budget has however enable The Bridge Plus+ to work 
collaboratively with the County council equality team to continue to make race 
equality work relevant in Norfolk.  

In 2012, The Bridge Plus+ led on the implementation of a BAME Action Plan work 
(through the Norfolk Race Equality Pilot Project), co-produced with Norfolk County 
Council to identify the priority needs of BAME residents. 26 BAME resident 
participated in the project and their finding were reproduced in a report that was 
used to inform the count’s equality strategy for the 5 years ending 2017. 

The equality budget has also enabled us to work with the County Council to identify 
BAME community groups active in Norfolk, which saw us lead on a mapping 
exercise which identified over 46 BAME community groups based in Norfolk. The 
findings were published in the B-Me Voices magazine which in itself has been part 
funded through the equality budget. 

The B-Me Voices magazine has helped to promote knowledge and understanding of 
culture in Norfolk, reduce barriers that prevent people participating fully in 
community life and accessing information about local services and/or the services 
and has provided opportunities for BME community members’ views to be heard on 
issues that affect them directly.  

We strongly believe that without source funding such as the county equality budget 
to support equality work in Norfolk, the County will be worst placed in identifying and 
communicating with its resident BME communities, and could risk failing in meeting 
its public sector duty under the Equality Act 2010, in particular to eliminate 
discrimination, harassment, and victimisation which are particularly relevant to 
BAME communities. 

One other example of how BAME communities have been supported by this fund is 
through the annual Black History Month (BHM) events funding which gives BAME 
community groups an opportunity to celebrate their culture and diversity around 
Norfolk. Through this project work, Norfolk has been recognised as presenting some 
of the best BHM events nationally. 

By Pa Musa Jobarteh 
Executive Coordinator 
The Bridge Plus+  

21 December 2017 
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Response from: The Chair of Norfolk’s Black History Month Steering Group 

Norfolk County Council’s support to Black History Month in Norfolk through the 
bursary scheme is critical in Norfolk. This small equality budget has been very 
successful in supporting different generations across the county to come together to 
learn more about Norfolk’s unique Black history and celebrate the contribution of 
Black men and women. Norfolk’s Black history is interwoven into the county’s 
history, spanning hundreds of years and both world wars.  

The bursary scheme has not only had a significant impact on positive community 
cohesion in the county, it has also made sure that Black young people in Norfolk 
have ready access to local inspiring Black role models across science, education, 
the arts, culture, politics and sport. The fact that the County Council puts its name to 
Black History Month also gives credibility to the local programme of events, and 
makes it easier for our volunteers to engage with organisations that don’t yet 
understand the value or importance of celebrating Black History Month. Norfolk is a 
vibrant and diverse county, but many Black, Asian and minority ethnic residents 
experience day-to-day discrimination, and it is critical that public bodies recognise 
this, and play their part in working with all their communities to make equality a 
given for everyone.  

We welcome the Equality Team’s aspiration to become more commercial, and to 
offset the reduction of this budget by trading its services to bring in income to 
support equality initiatives. We are aware that they have already achieved success 
in doing this, and are also happy to volunteer our services to support this work, 
where appropriate opportunities arise.  

We have agreed to work closely with the team over the course of the year and in 
relation to this year’s Black History Month in October, and will review the impact of 
this proposal at the end of the year, to monitor any impact or emerging issues. If we 
identify any issues, we will highlight these to the Council before it considers its 
budget for 1 April 2019, so that this can be fully taken into account by the County 
Council’s elected members. 

Danny Keen 
Chair of Norfolk’s Black History Month 
5 January 2018 
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Annex 3 

Subsidised bus routes 

1. Most bus routes in Norfolk operate on a commercial basis. This means that they have
enough passengers to run the service. The County Council has no say over the
routes, timetables or fares of these bus services.

2. However some bus services with fewer passengers, such as many of those that
operate at the weekend, during the evenings or on quieter roads, do not raise
enough money from the tickets they sell to cover the costs of running the bus. The
bus companies can’t afford to run these services at a loss and so the Council gives
them some money so that the services continue to run.

3. The Council funds these bus services because they are important to the communities
and passengers who use them, to get:

• to and from work

• to and from doctors, hospital and other healthcare appointments

• to do essential food shopping

• to and from leisure and social activities.

4. The Council currently gives £2.7 million every year to bus companies to subsidise
specific bus routes. This money subsidises about 100 services, which is
approximately 20% of bus services in Norfolk. Normal practice is to review how each
service is operating every five years. We look at each service individually, rather than
review all the services in one go.

Community transport

5. The Council also gives £400,000 to community transport operators. We currently
fund 19 community transport schemes, which pick people up at their house, or the
nearest safest place and provide a door-to-door service.

6. They are set up for a variety of reasons. The majority of people who use this type of
service are either disabled or they are older people, but they can be used by anyone
who otherwise would not be able to get to services by conventional public transport.

7. Community transport schemes are run on a not for profit basis, often involving
volunteers to manage and run the service, for example volunteer driver schemes.

8. Here are the criteria we use when deciding whether or not to fund a community
transport scheme:

• There has to be a benefit to the community

• The scheme must help people where there are no other transport options

available

• Residents would find it difficult to access services using conventional public

transport.

9. A list of the bus services the Council subsidises and the community transport
schemes grant funded is set out below.
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List of bus services subsidised by Norfolk County Council 

N.B. We updated this list on 21 November 2017 to add Konect 4, Konect 11 and 
Konect 21 services.  

Operator Service 

Anglian/Konect Service 50 and 50A, Norwich Eaton Park - City Centre - 
Gertrude Road   

Anglian Service 83, Harleston - The Pulhams - Norwich 

Anglian Service 84, Harleston via Topcroft to Norwich 

Anglian Service 85, Rockland to Norwich 

Anglian Service 87, Norwich to Poringland and Bungay, 
evenings 

Anglian Service 87, Norwich to Bungay, Sundays and bank 
holidays  

Borderbus Service 580, Great Yarmouth to Beccles, 17.15 
departure 

Breckland Taxis Lyng and Elsing, transport you have to pre-book for mid 
Norfolk Villages to Costessey and Dereham 

Beccles and Bungay 
Community Transport 

Service 581, village feeder to Beccles and Bungay 

Carters of Litcham Service 1, Mileham to Dereham, Service 2, Mileham to 
Dereham, and Service 10, Sporle to Dereham,  

Carters of Litcham Services 8 and 9, Tittleshall and Litcham to Norwich, 
Wednesdays only 

Lynx/Coastal Red Service 39, Marham to King's Lynn 

Lynx/Coastal Red Service 67, Three Holes to King's Lynn 

Lynx/Coastal Red Service 37, Southery - Downham Market - King's Lynn 

Lynx/Coastal Red Service 48, King's Lynn - Grimston circular 

Coach Services Service 12, Foulden to Kings Lynn Tuesdays only 

Coach Services Services 25 and 26, Feltwell - Brandon - Shropham – 
Norwich, 1st and 3rd Wednesdays of each month 

Coach Services Service T1, Thetford Town 

Coach Services Service T2, Thetford Town 

Coach Services Service 40, Thetford - Brandon - Methwold - King's Lynn 

BorderHoppa Rushall - Dickleburgh - Pulham Market surgery feeder, 
which helps people to get to GP appointments 

Eagles Services 52 and 53, Downham Market to Marham and 
Methwold 

Eagles Service 18, Swaffham to King's Lynn 

First Norfolk and 
Suffolk 

Services 30A and 30B, Hercules Road and Mill Corner 
to Norwich 

First Norfolk and 
Suffolk 

Services 11/13A, City Centre and Colney – Norfolk and 
Norwich University Hospital, Sundays and bank holidays 

First Norfolk and 
Suffolk 

Service 30, Drayton - Taverham - Norwich (parts of the 
service)  

First Norfolk and 
Suffolk 

Service 2, Great Yarmouth to Barrack Estate, Sundays 
and bank holidays  

First Norfolk and 
Suffolk 

Service X2/X22, Beccles - Loddon - Norwich, Sundays, 
bank holidays and evenings  

First Norfolk and 
Suffolk 

Great Yarmouth area, Services 1/1A/6/7, evenings 
Sundays and bank holidays  
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Operator Service 

First Norfolk and 
Suffolk 

Service 15, Acle and Broadland Business Park via 
Brundall to Norwich 

First Norfolk and 
Suffolk 

Service 36, Norwich - Horsford Sunday 

First Norfolk and 
Suffolk 

Service 21/22, Monday to Saturday evenings 

Fenland Taxis Marshland St James to Wisbech Taxibus 

Fenland Taxis The Walpoles to Wisbech Taxibus 

Konect Service 9 Silfield, Wymondham - Hethersett - Norfolk 
and Norwich University Hospital  

Konect Service 5C, Little Plumstead to Norwich 

Konect Service 5B, Wroxham - Norwich, Sundays and bank 
holidays  

Konect Service 12, Dereham Town Service 

Konect Service 17, Bradenham - Hingham - Dereham 

Konect Service 3, Watton – Norfolk and Norwich University 
Hospital – Norwich, Monday to Friday in the school 
holidays, Saturdays and Sundays  

Konect Service 5A, Norwich to Blofield and Brundall, Sundays 
and bank holidays 

Konect Service 5B, Norwich to Stalham - Sundays and bank 
holidays 

Konect Service 21, Dereham - North  Elmham – Fakenham, 
Saturdays only 

Konect Service 21, Dereham - North Elmham - Fakenham 
Monday – Friday, school holidays only  

Konect Service 4,  Swanton Morley - Dereham - Mattishall - 
Norwich  

Konect Service 11, Watton to Dereham, Monday to Saturday 

Konect Service 11, Watton to Dereham, Sundays and bank 
holidays  

Norfolk Coachways Service 1, Old Buckenham to Diss, Saturdays only 

Norse Foulsham Village and Beetley shuttle feeder to X29 and 
21 bus services 

Stagecoach in Norfolk Service 46, Kings Lynn - Wisbech college, in the school 
holidays  

Stagecoach in Norfolk Service 60, Three Holes - Wisbech 

Stagecoach in Norfolk Service X8, 17.45 Kings Lynn - Fakenham 

Stagecoach in Norfolk Service X8, King's Lynn – Fakenham, off-peak journeys 
(we provide funding so that the service runs throughout 
day, not just at peak times)  

Stagecoach in Norfolk Service X29,  Holt - King's Lynn 

Stagecoach in Norfolk Service 4 and 5, Kings Lynn to Pandora Meadows and 
Gaywood Park  

Stagecoach in Norfolk King's Lynn town services evenings and Sundays 

Stagecoach in Norfolk Service 55, Wisbech to King’s Lynn 

Stagecoach in Norfolk Service 29, Fakenham to Wells 

North Norfolk 
Community Transport 

Various - North Norfolk and Broadland local bus services 

Our Bus Acle Flexibus 
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Operator Service 

Our Bus Service 291, Wroxham-Reepham to Wroxham, 
Thursdays only  

Our Bus Service 292, Reedham-Brundall to Wroxham, Tuesdays 
only  

Our Bus Service 293, Beighton-Filby-Scratby to Wroxham, 
Mondays only, excluding bank holidays 

Our Bus Service 294, Ormesby to Norwich, Fridays only, 
excluding bank holidays  

Our Bus Service 730, Reedham-Filby to Yarmouth, Wednesdays 
and Saturdays 

Our Bus Service 32, Sprowston to Norwich via Thorpe Hamlet, 
and Service 157 - Bishopgate  

Our Bus Service 86, Beccles-Loddon-Poringland 

Our Bus Service 271, Hemsby to Great Yarmouth and Beccles 
Road Bradwell to Great Yarmouth   

Our Bus Service 33 and 33A, Cromer - Southrepps - North 
Walsham and North Walsham town service  

Peelings Service 1, Tittleshall - Castle Acre - Leziate - Kings Lynn, 
Tuesdays and Fridays only 

Sanders Service 210, North Walsham - Frettenham - Norwich, 
Saturdays only 

Sanders Service 210, Norwich - North Walsham, in the school 
holidays 

Sanders Service 80, Aylsham - Reepham – Dereham, Fridays 
only   

Sanders Service 98, Cawston - Reepham – Fakenham, 
Thursdays only  

Sanders Service 6, North Walsham - Stalham - Great Yarmouth, 
in the school holidays and on Saturdays 

Sanders Services 5 & 5A, Cromer - North Walsham – Norwich, 
Sundays & bank holidays  

Sanders Service 44, Sheringham - Cromer – Norwich, Monday to 
Saturday evenings, and Hainford & St Faiths diversion  

Sanders Service 9, Fakenham – Holt, Monday to Saturday in the 
school holidays 

Sanders Service 9, Fakenham – Holt, Sundays and bank holidays 

Sanders Service 24, Fakenham – Norwich, Tuesdays only 

Sanders Service 25, Fakenham to Dereham, Fridays and service 
26, Fakenham to Kings Lynn, Tuesdays  

Sanders Service 34, North Walsham – Bacton - Stalham 

Sanders North Norfolk Local bus services - Services 16, 17, 18, 
18A, 19, 20, 65 and 79   

Sanders Service 27, Fakenham - The Creakes, and 28 
Fakenham Town  

Sanders Service 45, Holt to Norwich 

Sanders Service 46, Blakeney Circular - Holt 

H Semmence and Co. Service 10A, East Harling - The Buckenhams - Norwich 

H Semmence and Co. Service 584, Pulham Market to Diss, and Service 17 
Diss Town Service  

H Semmence and Co. Services 805 and 806 Wymondham Circulars, Fridays 
only  
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Operator Service 

H Semmence and Co. Service 15, Shipdham to Norwich, Wednesdays only 

H Semmence and Co. Service L1, Longwater Feeder Service 

Simonds Service 581, Diss to Beccles 

Simonds Service 1 Diss - Long Stratton – Norwich, Monday to 
Saturday   

Simonds Service 40, Fressingfield - Harleston - The Pulhams - 
Norwich  

Simonds Service 118, Long Stratton to Norwich, Sundays and 
bank holidays  

West Norfolk 
Community Transport 

Services 10, 12, 31 Swaffham Town Service and local 
services  

West Norfolk 
Community Transport 

Services 61, 62 and 47 Downham Market area services 

West Norfolk 
Community Transport 

Service 22, Harpley and Massingham 

West Norfolk 
Community Transport 

Swaffham Area Flexibus 

West Norfolk 
Community Transport 

Service 3, Emneth Hungate & Marshland St James to 
King's Lynn 

West Norfolk 
Community Transport 

Service 22, Kiptons and West Raynham to Fakenham 

West Norfolk 
Community Transport 

Flexibus, South Norfolk and Breckland Flexibus service 

West Norfolk 
Community Transport 

Service W471, Wimbotsham to Downham Market 

West Norfolk 
Community Transport 

Service 38, Fair Green to King's Lynn 

List of community transport schemes we grant fund 

Scheme name 

Bawburgh Community Car Scheme 

Beccles and Bungay Community Transport 

Burnham Market Community Car Scheme 

Castle Acre Community Car Scheme 

Centre 81 - Community Transport in the Greater Yarmouth Area 

BorderHoppa / Diss and District Community Transport 

Gt Ryburgh Taxi Scheme 

Heacham & District Car Scheme 
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Scheme name 

Hingham Community Car Scheme 

Holt Area Caring Society - Volunteer Car Scheme 

Kickstart Norfolk - Moped Loan scheme 

Great Massingham Area Community Car Scheme 

Necton Community Car Scheme 

Norwich Door to Door 

North Norfolk Community Transport 

Sporle Community Car Scheme. 

Surlingham Parish Transport Scheme  (Taxi voucher Scheme) 

West Norfolk Community Transport 

Thetford Dial-a-Ride  - Operated by West Norfolk Community Transport 

1 Prohibited conduct: 

Direct discrimination occurs when someone is treated less favourably than another person 
because of a protected characteristic they have or are thought to have, or because they 
associate with someone who has a protected characteristic. 

Indirect discrimination occurs when a condition, rule, policy or practice in your organisation that 
applies to everyone disadvantages people who share a protected characteristic.  

Harassment is “unwanted conduct related to a relevant protected characteristic, which has the 
purpose or effect of violating an individual’s dignity or creating an intimidating, hostile, degrading, 
humiliating or offensive environment for that individual”. 

Victimisation occurs when an employee is treated badly because they have made or supported a 
complaint or raised a grievance under the Equality Act; or because they are suspected of doing 
so. An employee is not protected from victimisation if they have maliciously made or supported 
an untrue complaint.  

2 The protected characteristics are: 

Age – e.g. a person belonging to a particular age or a range of ages (for example 18 to 30 
year olds). 
Disability - a person has a disability if she or he has a physical or mental impairment which 
has a substantial and long-term adverse effect on that person's ability to carry out normal 
day-to-day activities. 
Gender reassignment - the process of transitioning from one gender to another. 
Marriage and civil partnership 
Pregnancy and maternity 
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Race - refers to a group of people defined by their race, colour, and nationality (including 
citizenship) ethnic or national origins. 
Religion and belief - has the meaning usually given to it but belief includes religious and 
philosophical beliefs including lack of belief (such as Atheism).  
Sex - a man or a woman. 
Sexual orientation - whether a person's sexual attraction is towards their own sex, the 
opposite sex or to both sexes. 

3 The Act specifies that having due regard to the need to advance equality of opportunity 
might mean: 

• Removing or minimizing disadvantages suffered by people who share a relevant protected
characteristic that are connected to that characteristic;

• Taking steps to meet the needs of people who share a relevant protected characteristic that
are different from the needs of others;

• Encouraging people who share a relevant protected characteristic to participate in public life or
in any other activity in which participation by such people is disproportionately low.

4 Having due regard to the need to foster good relations between people and communities 
involves having due regard, in particular, to the need to (a) tackle prejudice, and (b) 
promote understanding. 

5 The same is also true for women, and some Black, Asian and minority ethnic (BAME) 
people– particularly BAME women. 
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ANNEXE 2 – REPORT AMENDED FROM: 

Policy and Resources Committee 
AS SET OUT IN THE BRIEFING FOR COUNCILLORS FROM 

THE EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR OF FINANCE AND 
COMMERCIAL SERVICES

Item No 12 

Report title: County Council Budget 2018-19 to 2021-22: 
Statement on the Adequacy of Provisions and 
Reserves 2018-22 

Date of meeting: 29 January 2018 
Responsible Chief 
Officer: 

Executive Director of Finance and Commercial 
Services – Simon George 

Strategic impact 

This report sets out the Executive Director of Finance and Commercial Services’ statement 
on the adequacy of provisions and reserves used in the preparation of the County Council’s 
budget, which is reported elsewhere on this agenda. As part of budget reporting to Policy 
and Resources Committee and the County Council, the Executive Director of Finance and 
Commercial Services is required under the Local Government Act 2003 to comment on the 
adequacy of the proposed financial reserves. Members must consider the level and use of 
reserves and balances to inform decisions when recommending the revenue budget and 
capital programme. This paper is one of a suite of reports that support Policy and Resources 
Committee’s recommendations to County Council about the budget. 

Executive summary 

This report details the County Council’s reserves and provisions, including an assessment 
of their purpose and expected usage during 2018-22. It includes an assessment of the 
Council’s financial risks that should be taken into consideration in agreeing the minimum 
level of General Balances held by the Council. 

This paper is one of a suite of reports that support the County Council’s 2018-19 budget 
decisions. 

Policy and Resources Committee is recommended to: 

1) Agree to recommend to County Council:

a) Note the planned reduction in non-schools earmarked and general reserves of
36.5% over four years, from £74.169m (March 2017) to £47.112m (March 2022)
(paragraph 5.2);

b) Note the policy on reserves and provisions in Appendix C;
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c) Agree, based on current planning assumptions and risk forecasts set out in
Appendix B:

i. for 2018-19, a minimum level of General Balances of £19.301m, and
ii. a forecast minimum level for planning purposes of

• 2019-20,  £22.738m; and 

• 2020-21,  £23.578m; and 

• 2021-22,  £23.791m. 

as part of the consideration of the budget plans for 2018-22, reflecting the 
transfer of risk from Central to Local Government, and supporting 
recommendations; 

d) Agree the use of non-school Earmarked Reserves, as set out in Appendix E.

1. Introduction

1.1. As part of budget reporting to Policy and Resources Committee and the County 
Council, the Executive Director of Finance and Commercial Services is required 
under the Local Government Act 2003 to comment on the adequacy of the 
proposed financial reserves. 

1.2. Reserves are an essential part of good financial management and are held to 
ensure the Council can meet unforeseen expenditure and to smooth 
expenditure across financial years. They enable councils to manage 
unexpected financial pressures and plan for their future spending commitments. 
While there is no universally defined level for councils’ reserves, the reserves a 
Council holds should be proportionate to the scale of its future spending plans 
and the risks it faces as a consequence of these. Norfolk County Council’s 
policy has been to set limits consistent with the Council’s risk profile and with 
the aim that Council Taxpayer’s contributions are not unnecessarily held in 
provisions or reserves. 

1.3. This paper sets out the County Council policy for reserves and balances and 
details the approach for setting a risk assessed framework for reaching a 
recommended level of general balances. Appendices A and B explicitly identify 
the risks, over ten categories, and the quantification of those risks, in arriving at 
the recommended level. 

1.4. Taking into account the overall position, it is considered that the current level of 
General Balances is adequate and the minimum level is therefore proposed at 
£19.301m. 

2. Purpose of holding provisions and reserves

2.1. The Council holds both provisions and reserves. 
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2.2. Provisions are made for liabilities or losses that are likely or certain to be 
incurred, but where it is uncertain as to the amounts or the dates on which they 
will arise. The Council complies with the definition of provisions contained within 
CIPFA’s Accounting Code of Practice. 

2.3. Reserves (or Earmarked Reserves) are held in one of three main categories: 

• Reserves for special purposes or to fund expenditure that has been
delayed – reserves can be held for a specific purpose, for example
where money is set aside to replace equipment or undertake repairs on
a rolling cycle, which can help smooth the impact of funding.

• Local Management of Schools (LMS) reserves that are held on behalf of
schools – the LMS reserve is only for schools and reflects balances held
by individual schools. The balances are not available to support other
County Council expenditure.

• General Balances – reserves that are not earmarked for a specific
purpose. The General Balances reserve is held to enable the County
Council to manage unplanned or unforeseen events. The Executive
Director of Finance and Commercial Services is required to form a
judgement on the level of the reserve and to advise Policy and
Resources Committee accordingly.

2.4. Reserves are held for revenue and capital purposes. However some are specific 
e.g. Usable Capital Receipts can only be used for capital purposes.

3. Current Context

3.1. In respect of General Balances, their minimum level is presently recommended 
at £19.301m for 2018-19. The projected actual level at 31 March 2018 is 
£19.301m, prior to allowing for the revenue budget year end position, which is 
currently forecasting an overspend of £2.790m (as per the monitoring report to 
Policy and Resources Committee 29 January 2018). However, Chief Officers 
are taking action to reduce the level of overspend and it is anticipated that a 
balanced outturn position will be achieved as a result. The budget proposals 
reported on this agenda do not include any use of General Balances. The level 
of minimum balance is informed by an assessment of the financial risk to which 
the Council is exposed, whilst also taking account of the level of financial 
controls within the Council. Financial management and reporting arrangements 
are considered to be effective and this has been commented on by the external 
auditors. 

3.2. Norfolk County Council’s provisions and reserves are reported to Policy and 
Resources Committee on a monthly basis and are subject to continual review. 
They are also reported to the relevant Service Committee. In comparison with 
other County Councils, the Council holds a lower than average percentage of 
general balances. Latest Revenue Account Budget information from the 
Ministry of Housing, Communities and Local Government indicates that as a 
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proportion of the 2017-18 net budget the Council’s general reserves are 
presently 5.4%, while the average for shire counties is 6.4%. 

3.3. In setting the annual budget, a review of the level of reserves is undertaken, 
alongside any under or overspend in the current year, to determine whether it 
is possible to release funding to support the following year’s budget or whether 
additional funding is required to increase the level of reserves. That review is 
informed principally by an assessment of the level of financial risk to which the 
council is exposed and an assessment of the role of reserves in supporting 
future spending plans. 

3.4. The overall level of General Balances needs to be seen also in the context of 
the earmarked amounts set aside and the Council’s risk profile. Whilst it is 
recognised that all county councils carry different financial risk profiles, the 
position in Norfolk is that the level of its General Balances is below that of most 
other counties. 

4. Assessment of the level of General Balances

4.1. The framework for assessing the level of General Balances, detailed at 
Appendix A, is based on considering all risk areas and then quantifying the risk 
using the related budget and applying a percentage factor, which will vary 
according to the assessed level of risk. The total value against each risk 
provides an estimate of the level of balances required to cover the identified risk 
and overall provides an assessment of the level of general balances for the 
County Council. It takes into consideration the most significant risks and issues 
including the following: 

• Level of savings and transformation. One of the most significant risks
continues to be the level of transformation that has to take place across
the Council to deliver the required budget savings. Risk has been
considered as part of our assessment of the robustness of the budget
proposals, and reflected in the reprofiling and removal of some savings.
The remaining risks will be monitored within and across services as part
of the Council’s ongoing risk management process and mitigating
actions will be identified and monitored. Robust financial monitoring
controls are in place and additional monitoring of the transformation
programme is being undertaken.

• Managing the cost of change. The Council will need to budget for the
cost of any redundancies necessary to achieve the required budget
savings and service restructuring to the extent they are not contained in
the budget proposals. The Council has a separate redundancy reserve
for this purpose.

• The effect of economic and demand changes. There is always some
degree of uncertainty over whether the full effects of any economy
measures and / or service reductions will be achieved. Whilst the budget
process has been prudent in these assumptions and those assumptions,
particularly about demand led budgets, should hold true in changing
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circumstances, an adequate level of general contingency provides extra 
reassurance the budget will be delivered on target. Changes in the 
economic climate may also influence certain levels of income to be 
received at a lower level than previous years. 

• Cost of disasters. The Bellwin Scheme of Emergency Financial
Assistance to Local Authorities provides assistance in the event of an
emergency. In a disaster situation, the Council can claim assistance from
the Government using the Bellwin rules. Thresholds were set for 2017-
18 and mean the Council would have to fund emergency costs below
£1.164m. Central Government would then provide 100% grant funding
for any eligible expenditure incurred above this amount. Examples of
natural disasters eligible for the scheme would include severe flooding
and hurricane damage.

• Uncertainty arising from the introduction of new legislation or funding
arrangements such as the moves towards retention of Business Rates.

• Risk of changes to the levels of grant funding and factors affecting key
income streams such as Council Tax and Business Rates.

• Unplanned volume increases in major demand led budgets, particularly
in the context of high and accelerating growth.

• The risk of major litigation, both currently and in the future.

• The need to retain a general contingency to provide for any unforeseen
circumstances which may arise.

• The need to retain reserves for general day to day cash flow needs.

4.2. The ten areas of risk considered in the general contingency are detailed in 
Appendix A with an explanation of the potential risks faced by the Council. 
Appendix B details the calculation of the General Balances. 

Table 1: Recommended and forecast level of General Balances 2017-22 

2017-18 
(31/03/2018 
Forecast) 

2018-19 2019-20 2020-21 2021-22 

£m £m £m £m £m 

19.301 
Assessment of the level 
of General Balances 

19.301 22.738 23.578 23.791 
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4.3. It is essential in setting a balanced budget that the Council has money available 
in the event of unexpected spending pressures. The “balances” need to reflect 
spending experience and risks to which the Council is exposed. 

4.4. The latest budget monitoring position reported to Policy and Resources 
Committee forecasts general balances at 31 March 2018 of £19.301m, prior to 
allowing for the revenue budget end of year position, which is currently 
forecasting an overspend of £2.790m. Work is being undertaken by Executive 
Directors to reduce the overspend position reported in period 8. It is expected 
that these actions will enable a balanced outturn position to be achieved for 
2017-18. 

4.5. The increase in the minimum level of risk-based balances needed in the 
following four years reflects the increased level of risk around budget 
assumptions, such as pay awards, where the longer forecasting horizon 
increases the level of uncertainty. 

5. Review of Earmarked Reserves and Provisions

5.1. As part of the 2018-19 budget planning process, a detailed review has been 
undertaken in respect of each of the reserves and provisions held by the 
Council. In general, the earmarked reserves and provisions are considered by 
the Executive Director of Finance and Commercial Services to be adequate and 
appropriate to reflect the risks they are intended to cover. However, it is 
considered that changes could be made to some reserves, due to changing 
circumstances. Table 2 summarises the earmarked reserves for each 
Committee. The detailed balances for individual reserves are shown at 
Appendix E. 

Table 2: Summary of Earmarked Reserves and Provisions 2017-22 

Committee 

Balance 
at 

31/03/17 
£m 

Forecast 
at 

31/03/18 
£m 

Forecast 
at 

31/03/19 
£m 

Forecast 
at 

31/03/20 
£m 

Forecast 
at 

31/03/21 
£m 

Forecast 
at 

31/03/22 
£m 

Adult Social Care 6.230 17.316 8.294 6.229 4.415 4.415 

Children’s Services 2.170 1.194 0.554 0.517 0.510 0.510 

Communities 9.634 5.521 4.236 3.616 3.120 3.120 

Environment Development 
and Transport 

26.829 25.235 24.596 24.043 23.493 23.493 

Business and Property 5.985 2.762 2.318 2.105 1.985 1.985 

Digital Innovation and 
Efficiency 

0.825 0.261 0.261 0.261 0.261 0.261 

Policy and Resources 30.059 17.044 16.491 16.491 16.491 15.516 

Total (excluding schools) 81.732 69.332 56.750 53.263 50.275 49.300 

Reserves for capital use 4.703 0.232 4.020 1.610 1.000 1.000 

Schools 6.380 3.939 3.687 3.435 3.185 3.185 

School - LMS 14.000 0.000 0.000 2.000 4.000 6.000 
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5.2. The planned change in total non-schools reserves is a reduction of 36.5% over 
four years: 

Table 3: Change in Reserves 2017-22 

March 31, 2017 March 31, 2022 Reduction % 
£m £m 

General Balances 19.301 23.791 

Earmarked Reserves 54.868 23.321 

Total 74.169 47.112 36.5% 

The comparative figures for last year were: 

March 31, 2016 March 31, 2020 Reduction % 
General Balances 19.252 23.568 
Earmarked Reserves 68.317 22.959 
Total 87.569 46.527 46.9% 

5.3. When taking decisions on utilising reserves or not it is important that it is 
acknowledged that reserves are a one-off source of funding and once spent, 
can only be replenished from other sources of funding or reductions in spending. 
The practice has been to replenish reserves as part of the closure of accounts, 
however this can be difficult to predict, and these contributions are therefore not 
reflected in the figures shown. 

5.4. The forecast use of reserves shown in Table 2 includes the full use of LMS 
balances in 2017-18. This is because the 2017-18 overspend on the Dedicated 
Schools Grant High Needs Block is being funded from a loan from Locally 
Maintained Schools balances that will need to be repaid in future years. A plan 
to reduce the under-lying overspend and to repay the loan, whilst meeting the 
needs of Children and Young People, is being developed and proposals have 
been discussed and agreed at the Schools’ Forum, following a consultation with 
schools. This use of the reserve was agreed at January’s Children’s Services 
Committee. 

5.5. Attached at Appendix C is the policy on reserves and provisions used to provide 
guidance in assessing their level. Attached at Appendix D and E is a full list of 
the reserves and provisions held by the Council including their purpose, and the 
expected usage over the medium term period. The forecast year end position 
of all reserves and provisions is reported to each meeting of the Policy and 
Resources Committee. 

6. Equality Impact Assessment

6.1. In making decisions about the budget, the County Council must give due regard 
to eliminating unlawful discrimination, promoting equality of opportunity and 
fostering good relations between people with protected characteristics and the 
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rest of the population. Details of the equality and rural impact assessment of the 
budget proposals are included in the Revenue Budget report. 

7. Issues, risks and innovation

7.1. Legal implications – Statutory requirements relating to individual proposals 
have been reported to Service Committees in January 2018. Legal 
requirements in relation to setting the budget and level of Council Tax have 
been set out within this and other reports on the agenda and are considered to 
be met. 

7.2. Risks – The risks associated with the budget proposals were reported to 
Service Committees in January 2018 and to Council in the separate report on 
the Robustness of Estimates. Reports on the Robustness of Estimates and the 
Statement on the Adequacy of Provisions and Reserves also set out financial 
risks that have been identified as part of the assessment of the level of reserves 
and provisions in order to evaluate the minimum level of General Balances. 

8. Summary

8.1. Members could choose to agree different levels of reserves and balances, 
which could increase or decrease the level of risk in setting the revenue and 
capital budget. This would change both the risk assessment for the budget and 
the recommended level of balances. 

8.2. The proposed level of reserves and balances set out in this report is considered 
to provide a prudent and robust basis for the Revenue Budget 2018-19, and will 
ensure the Council has adequate financial reserves to manage the delivery of 
services and the proposed savings in the financial years covered by the 
associated Medium Term Financial Strategy. 

Background Papers 

Provisional Local Government Finance Settlement 2018-19: 
https://www.gov.uk/government/collections/provisional-local-government-finance-
settlement-england-2018-to-2019  

Officer Contact 

If you have any questions about matters contained in this paper please get in touch 
with:  

Officer Name: Tel No: Email address: 

Simon George 01603 222400 simon.george@norfolk.gov.uk 
Harvey Bullen 01603 223330 harvey.bullen@norfolk.gov.uk 
Titus Adam  01603 222806 titus.adam@norfolk.gov.uk 
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If you need this report in large print, audio, Braille, 
alternative format or in a different language please 
contact 0344 800 8020 or 0344 800 8011 (textphone) 
and we will do our best to help. 
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Area of risk Explanation of risk 

1) Legislative
changes

Key government policy and legislative changes will impact on 
the Council’s budget plans. Forecasts have been based on the 
latest information available but there is risk of variation and 
there is greater risk in future years, where estimates cannot be 
fully based on firm government announcements. Key elements 
include: 

- Government grant – based on provisional government
funding announcements. Although Settlement Funding
allocations up to 2019-20 have been announced, future
changes in grant level may still occur.

- Business Rates. Councils’ funding is affected by the level of
business rates collected. The Council is affected by the
combined rates across all Norfolk councils, which helps
smooth out any specific peaks and troughs, however
significant appeals and applications for relief such as Power
Stations, GPs surgeries and NHS Foundation Trusts could
result in significant volatility. There is also considerable
uncertainty about the Government’s plans for localisation of
Business Rates, initially intended to be completed during the
life of the current parliament. This may result in a further
transfer of risk to Local Authorities, and may also see a
transfer of responsibilities.

- Council Tax base and collection fund. The council funding is
affected if there is a reduction in the tax base or in the
amount collected by the billing authorities. The budget is
based on a prudent forecast, which minimises the financial
risk to budgeted income.

- NHS/Social Care Funding – Agreement has been reached
around how much additional social care funding will be
available to NCC from CCGs up to 2018-19. The
Government is providing funding to Local Government via an
“Improved Better Care Fund” which includes both recurrent
funding and use of the one-off additional social care grant
announced within the Spring Budget 2017.  A three year
plan covering the period 2017-2020 setting out the use of
this funding was agreed by the County Council and health
partners in July 2017.

- The National Living Wage was introduced from 2016-17,
starting at £7.20 and the Government target is for it to rise to
£9 by 2020. The exact level at which the National Living
Wage will be set in future years has not been confirmed and
the latest OBR projections published alongside the Autumn
Budget in November 2017 suggest the rate will be £8.56 by
2020.

2) Inflation
Pay inflation has been assumed at 2% for 2018-19 to 2021-22. 
Allowances have been made for differential increases for those 
staff affected by the implementation of the National Living Wage. 
However the County Council is currently part of the national 
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Area of risk Explanation of risk 
agreement and therefore pay awards will be impacted by any 
agreements reached. There is a risk that pay awards could vary 
from this assumption over the planning period. 

Price inflation has been included based on contractual need. 
There is a risk that inflation will be required during the planning 
period, even where there is no current contractual element. In 
addition many contracts are negotiated post budget agreement 
and therefore forecast inflation levels may be different in 
practice. 

Inflation on fees and charges is set by NCC – a 2.2% increase 
has been assumed for 2018-19 and 2% in the following years. 
However, there is a risk that market forces may require this to 
be varied during the planning period. 

3) Interest rates
on borrowing
and
investment

Budgeted interest earnings on investments are based on 
guaranteed fixed deposit returns, available instant liquidity 
rates and market forecasts provided by our Treasury Advisors. 
Reference is also made to the London Intra Bank Bid rate for 
money market trades. Current rates are at historically low 
levels and are not forecast to increase at any significant pace 
over the next couple of years. 

The revenue cost of borrowing is based on the rates of interest 
payable on the Council’s existing debt and assumptions in 
respect of capital expenditure to be funded from borrowing 
which has yet to be borrowed. 

4) Government
funding

In 2016-17, the Government provided indicative four year 
funding allocations up to 2019-20. While the grant 
announcements remain subject to Government changes, which 
can also arise ‘in-year’, the Council has a much higher degree 
of certainty than has historically been the case. However, there 
remain a number of issues which may impact on future funding 
levels: 

• The drive to deliver deficit reduction targets means that the
Government may place further reductions on government
departments that may affect local government, particularly if
there are changes in the wider economy.

• On occasion general issues arise on funding which place
the Council at risk of clawback.

• Key funding for integrated health and social care is via the
Department of Health and is dependent on the agreement
of plans and further information regarding payment by
results.

• There is considerable uncertainty about the Government’s
plans to reform local government funding including the 75%
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Area of risk Explanation of risk 
retention of Business Rates (which will mean the phasing 
out of Revenue Support Grant and Public Health grant).  

5) Employee
related risks

Staffing implications of budget planning proposals have been 
evaluated and reflected within the financial plans, including the 
cost of redundancy. However, variations could occur as 
detailed implementation plans are developed. 

6) Volume and
demand
changes

Many of our largest budgets are demand led and these present 
long standing areas of risk. Forecasts for social care are based 
on current outturn predictions and applied to population 
forecasts. Costs could vary if the population varies or if the 
proportion of people either requiring or eligible for care is 
different to the forecast.  

Budgets for Looked After Children take into account the County 
Council’s strategy for minimising the number of children in 
care. Financial risks include delivery of the strategy and 
external factors that can lead to an increase in the number of 
Looked After Children. 

Waste forecasts are based on the latest available information. 
If tonnage levels increase, this will lead to an increased 
pressure. 

7) Budget
savings

The Medium Term Financial Strategy includes £79m budget 
savings to be delivered across four years. A full assessment of 
all proposals has tested the robustness of each saving to 
minimise the financial risk, however a risk remains that the 
programme is delivered at a slower rate, or that some savings 
are not achievable at the planned level. 

In addition, further savings need to be identified to close the 
£95m funding shortfall between 2019-20 and 2021-22. 

8) Insurance and
emergency
planning
provision

Unforeseen events and natural disasters can increase the level 
of insurance claims faced by the Council.  

The council’s insurance arrangements, including actuarial 
review of the fund, additional provisions for unforeseen and 
unreported claims, service risk management and emergency 
planning procedures minimise this risk.  

9) Energy,
security and
resilience

Were a disaster to occur, we must have a reserve in place to 
pick up costs that will fall to the Council. 

Norfolk includes flood risk areas and emergency procedures 
are in place to manage this. 

Resilience of ICT can create a risk that might have financial 
implications for the Council. 
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Area of risk Explanation of risk 

10) Financial
guarantees
/legal
exposure

The contracts containing obligations that, if not fulfilled, would 
attract a penalty. 
The Council has PFI Schemes for street lighting, salt barns and 
schools. However there is no risk to the financing of these 
schemes at present. 
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Area of Risk 

2017-18 2018-19 2019-20 2020-21 2021-22 

Budget 
Risk 
Level 

Value Budget 
Risk 
Level 

Value Budget 
Risk 
Level 

Value Budget 
Risk 
Level 

Value Budget 
Risk 
Level 

Value 

£m % £m £m % £m £m % £m £m % £m £m % £m 

Legislative Changes 

Government Grant / Business Rates 
Top-up 

197.277 0.00% 0.000 181.150 0.00% 0.000 164.566 0.00% 0.000 125.756 0.50% 0.629 125.756 0.50% 0.629 

Business Rates – County share 25.688 1.00% 0.256 26.083 0.00% 0.000 26.605 0.50% 0.133 26.605 0.50% 0.133 26.605 0.50% 0.133 

Council Tax Variation to 
Base/Collection 

358.812 0.00% 0.000 388.799 0.00% 0.000 396.569 0.25% 0.991 406.483 0.25% 1.016 408.516 0.25% 1.021 

NHS/Social Care Funding 60.120 0.00% 0.000 87.066 1.00% 0.871 93.611 1.00% 0.936 87.708 1.00% 0.877 87.708 2.00% 1.754 

Apprenticeship Levy 0.806 1.00% 0.008 0.856 1.00% 0.009 0.856 1.00% 0.009 0.856 1.00% 0.009 0.856 1.00% 0.009 

Landfill Tax - waste recycling (price) 23.694 1.00% 0.236 24.280 1.00% 0.243 26.582 1.00% 0.266 28.934 1.00% 0.289 29.513 1.00% 0.295 

666.398 0.499 708.385 1.122 708.789 2.335 676.342 2.953 678.954 3.841 

Inflation 

Employees 235.737 0.00% 0.000 252.663 0.00% 0.000 253.765 0.50% 1.269 258.576 0.50% 1.293 263.747 0.50% 1.319 

Premises 20.832 0.50% 0.103 23.421 0.50% 0.117 23.435 0.75% 0.176 23.472 0.75% 0.176 23.941 0.75% 0.180 

Transport 59.839 0.50% 0.296 58.290 0.50% 0.291 58.565 0.75% 0.439 59.444 0.75% 0.446 60.633 0.75% 0.455 

Supplies and Services 97.629 0.50% 0.483 117.867 0.50% 0.589 116.847 0.75% 0.876 110.299 0.75% 0.827 112.505 0.75% 0.844 

Agency and Contracted 415.318 0.50% 2.056 421.543 0.50% 2.108 432.073 0.75% 3.241 441.000 0.75% 3.308 449.820 0.75% 3.374 

Income (Fees and Charges) 107.567 0.00% 0.000 106.533 0.50% 0.533 109.434 0.75% 0.821 112.085 0.75% 0.841 114.326 0.75% 0.857 

936.923 2.938 980.317 3.638 994.120 6.821 1,004.876 6.890 1,024.973 7.028 

Interest Rates 

Borrowing 25.085 0.25% 0.061 26.402 0.25% 0.066 29.481 0.25% 0.074 29.481 0.25% 0.074 29.481 0.25% 0.074 

Investment 1.029 0.25% 0.003 0.400 0.25% 0.001 0.400 0.25% 0.001 0.400 0.25% 0.001 0.400 0.25% 0.001 

26.114 0.064 26.802 0.067 29.881 0.075 29.881 0.075 29.881 0.075 

Grants 

Public Health Grant funding 40.093 0.00% 0.000 39.062 0.00% 0.000 38.031 0.00% 0.000 0.000 0.00% 0.000 0.000 0.00% 0.000 

Other General Fund Grants 25.715 0.50% 0.127 22.850 0.25% 0.057 24.126 0.25% 0.060 18.189 0.25% 0.045 18.189 0.25% 0.045 

65.808 0.127 61.933 0.057 62.157 0.060 18.189 0.045 18.189 0.045 
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Area of Risk 

2017-18 2018-19 2019-20 2020-21 2021-22 

Budget 
Risk 
Level 

Value Budget 
Risk 
Level 

Value Budget 
Risk 
Level 

Value Budget 
Risk 
Level 

Value Budget 
Risk 
Level 

Value 

£m % £m £m % £m £m % £m £m % £m £m % £m 

Employee Related Risks 

Pensions actuarial evaluation 12.313 0.00% 0.000 14.184 0.00% 0.000 16.718 0.00% 0.000 17.052 0.00% 0.000 17.052 0.00% 0.000 

12.313 0.000 14.184 0.000 16.718 0.000 17.052 0.000 17.052 0.000 

Volume / Demand Changes 

Capital Receipts 9.140 8.00% 0.731 4.840 7.50% 0.363 2.000 7.50% 0.150 2.000 7.50% 0.150 2.000 7.50% 0.150 

Customer and Client Receipts 107.567 0.75% 0.801 106.533 0.75% 0.799 109.434 0.75% 0.821 112.085 0.75% 0.841 114.326 0.75% 0.857 

Demand Led Budgets (Adult Social 
Care third party and transfer payments) 

313.976 0.75% 2.339 320.044 1.00% 3.200 329.595 1.00% 3.296 334.607 1.00% 3.346 341.299 1.00% 3.413 

Demand Led Budgets (Looked after 
Children) 

79.748 0.75% 0.594 87.675 1.00% 0.877 89.013 1.00% 0.890 90.522 1.00% 0.905 92.332 1.00% 0.923 

Winter Pressures 3.323 25% 0.824 2.647 10% 0.265 2.664 10% 0.269 2.682 10% 0.271 2.735 10% 0.276 

Landfill Tax - waste recycling (volume) 23.694 1.20% 0.283 24.280 1.00% 0.243 26.582 1.00% 0.266 28.934 1.00% 0.289 29.513 1.00% 0.295 

Public Health third party spend 37.506 1.00% 0.373 34.836 1.00% 0.348 34.837 1.00% 0.348 0.000 1.00% 0.000 0.000 1.00% 0.000 

Better Care Fund Spend 60.120 1.00% 0.598 87.066 1.00% 0.871 93.611 1.00% 0.936 87.708 1.00% 0.877 87.708 1.00% 0.877 

635.074 6.543 667.921 6.966 687.736 6.976 658.537 6.679 669.914 6.792 

Budget Savings 

Budget Reductions 47.775 8% 3.820 29.999 8% 2.273 16.157 8% 1.293 21.973 8% 1.758 10.400 8% 0.832 

47.775 3.820 29.999 2.273 16.157 1.293 21.973 1.758 10.400 0.832 

Insurance/Public Liability Third Party 
Claims 

Uninsured Liabilities 0.000 0.00% 4.000 0.000 0.00% 4.000 0.000 0.00% 4.000 0.000 0.00% 4.000 0.000 0.00% 4.000 

Bellwin rules 1,245.534 0.10% 1.246 1,163.554 0.10% 1.164 1,163.554 0.10% 1.164 1,163.554 0.10% 1.164 1,163.554 0.10% 1.164 

1,245.534 5.246 1,163.554 5.164 1,163.554 5.164 1,163.554 5.164 1,163.554 5.164 

Energy Security and Resilience 

Carbon Tax Legislation 0.286 5.00% 0.014 0.286 5.00% 0.014 0.286 5.00% 0.014 0.286 5.00% 0.014 0.286 5.00% 0.014 

0.286 0.014 0.286 0.014 0.286 0.014 0.286 0.014 0.286 0.014 

TOTAL 19.252 19.301 22.738 23.578 23.791 
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Objective 

The objective of holding provisions, reserves, and general balances is to ensure the 
Council can meet unforeseen or uncertain expenditure, and to meet specific future 
commitments as they fall due. 

The level of provisions and reserves are continually reviewed to ensure that the 
amounts held are within reasonable limits. Those limits should be consistent with the 
Council’s risk profile and should ensure that Council Taxpayers’ contributions are not 
unnecessarily held in provisions or reserves.   

Provisions 

Provisions are made for liabilities or losses that are likely to be incurred, or certain to 
be incurred, but uncertain as to the amounts or the dates on which they will arise. The 
Council complies with the definition of provisions contained within CIPFA’s Accounting 
Code of Practice. 

The provision amounts are reported to Service Committees and Policy and Resources 
Committee on a regular basis and are continually reviewed to ensure that they are still 
needed and that they are at the appropriate amount. If necessary, the amount is 
increased or decreased as circumstances change to ensure that the provisions are 
not over or understated. 

Reserves 

The Council’s reserves consist of the following main categories: 

• Reserves for special purposes or to fund expenditure that has been delayed

• Local Management of Schools (LMS) reserve

• General Balances (Reserves that are not earmarked for a specific purpose)

Further details of these categories is set out below. The Council complies with the 
definition of reserves contained within CIPFA’s Accounting Code of Practice.  

Similar to provisions, reserves are reported to Policy and Resources Committee on a 
regular basis and are continually reviewed in the context of service specific issues and 
the Council’s financing strategy. Reserves are held for revenue and capital purposes. 
Some reserves, such as General Balances, could be used for either capital or revenue 
purposes, whilst others may be specific e.g. Usable Capital Receipts can only be used 
for capital purposes. 

Reserves for special purposes or to fund expenditure that has been delayed. 
Reserves can be held for a specific purpose. An example of a reserve is repairs and 
renewals. Money is set aside to replace equipment on a rolling cycle. This effectively 
spreads the impact of funding the replacement equipment when the existing 
equipment is no longer fit for purpose. 
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LMS reserve 
The LMS reserve is only for schools and reflects balances held by individual schools. 
These balances are not available to support other County Council expenditure. 

General Balances 
The General Balances reserve is held to enable the County Council to manage 
unplanned or unforeseen events. The Executive Director of Finance and Commercial 
Services is required to form a judgment on the level of this reserve and to advise the 
Policy and Resources Committee and County Council accordingly. 

In forming a view on the level of General Balances, the Executive Director of Finance 
and Commercial Services takes into account the following: 

• Provision for Unforeseen Expenditure

• Uninsured risks

• Comparisons with other similar organisations

• Level of financial control within the Council

Provision for Unforeseen Expenditure  

Unforeseen expenditure can be divided into two categories: 

• Disasters

• Departmental Overspends

In a disaster situation, the Council can have recourse to the Government using the 
Bellwin rules under which the Council would have to fund the first £1.164m of costs 
(2017-18 threshold). Central government would provide grant funding of 100% for 
eligible expenditure incurred above this amount. Examples of natural disasters are 
severe flooding and hurricane damage. 

The Council also needs to be able to fund a Departmental overspend, should one 
occur. 

Uninsured risks 

A combination of external insurance cover and the Council’s insurance provision 
provides adequate cover for most of the Council’s needs. Considerable emphasis has 
been placed upon risk management arrangements within the Council in order to 
minimise financial risks. 

However, there are some potential liabilities, such as closed landfill sites, some 
terrorism cover, and some asbestos cover, where it is not economical or practical to 
purchase external insurance cover. The County Council needs to have some provision 
in the event of such a liability arising. 

Comparisons with similar organisations 

As part of assessing the minimum level of General Balances to be held, comparisons 
are made with other County Councils. Based on the latest Policy and Resources 
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Committee monitoring report, the forecast level of General Balances at 31 March 2018 
is £19.301m, prior to allowing for the revenue budget year end position. The County 
Council holds balances of 5.4% as a percentage of its net 2017-18 budget (Council 
Tax Requirement). This percentage can only be used as a guide as each Council’s 
circumstances are different. However, the percentage of General Balances compared 
to the net revenue expenditure is below average in comparison to other County 
Councils, which is 6.4%. 

Level of financial control within the Council 

Factors that are taken into account in assessing the level of financial control are: 

• The state of financial control of the Revenue Budget and the Capital
Programme;

• The adequacy of financial reporting arrangements within the Council;

• Adequate financial staffing support within the Council, including internal audit
coverage;

• Working relationships with Members and Chief Officers;

• The state of financial control of partnerships with other bodies; and

• Any financial risks associated with Companies where the Council is a
shareholder.

In evaluating the level of General Balances, as part of producing the 2018-19 Budget, 
the Executive Director of Finance and Commercial Services has used a framework 
based on considering all risk areas and then quantifying the risk using the related 
budget and applying a percentage factor, which will vary according to the assessed 
level of risk. The total value against each risk provides an estimate of the level of 
balances required to cover the identified risk and overall provides an assessment of 
the level of general balances for the County Council. 

The ten areas of risk considered in the general contingency are set out in a report to 
the Policy and Resources Committee budget meeting, including an explanation of the 
potential risks faced by the Council. The report also details the calculation of the 
General Balances. The balances reflect spending experience and risks to which the 
Council is exposed. 

Minimum Level of General Balances 

Taking all of the above factors into account the Executive Director of Finance and 
Commercial Services currently advises that the Council holds the following minimum 
level of General Balances for 2018-19 and indicative minimum levels for planning 
purposes for 2019-20, 2020-21 and 2021-22.  

2018-19 
£m 

2019-20 
£m 

2020-21 
£m 

2021-22 
£m 

Assessment of the level of 
General Balances 

19.301 22.738 23.578 23.791 
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Chief Officers are expected to comply with financial regulations and deliver their 
services within the budget approved by the County Council and therefore departments 
are not expected to draw upon the £19.301m above. 

If the level of General Balances is reduced to below the minimum balance, currently 
£19.301m, the shortfall will be replenished as soon as possible or as part of the 
following year’s budget. 
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Purpose Future use 

PROVISIONS 

Children’s Services Doubtful Debts 
A provision to cover bad debts. This provision will change as bad debts are 

reviewed during the year, although the timing of 
this use cannot be predicted. 

Adult Social Services Doubtful Debts 
A provision to cover bad debts. This provision will change as bad debts are 

reviewed during the year, although the timing of 
this use cannot be predicted. A significant 
proportion is for specific debts with an element for 
general service-user related debts. 

EDT Doubtful Debts 

A provision to cover bad debts. No current specific requirement, the provision 
will be used in the event of bad debts being 
written off. The timing of this use cannot be 
predicted. 

Insurance 

Provision for insurance claims. Contractual commitment based on reported 
claims and provision for incurred but unreported 
claims. 

Pension liability re: Norfolk and Waveney Mental Health Trust 
Provision for the potential pension liability 
arising from the transfer of staff to the Norfolk 
and Waveney Mental Health NHS 
Foundation Trust. 

The liability has been settled in 2017-18. 

Redundancy 

A provision to meet redundancy and pension 
strain costs. 

This provision is forecast to be used in full in 
2017-18. 

Fire Service Level Salaries 
This provision is held to meet variations on 
Fire Service staffing costs. 

There is no current planned use of this reserve. 

Closed landfill long term impairment provision 
Provision created to fund long term 
impairment costs arising from Closed Landfill 
sites, as per Government legislation and 
External Audit recommendation. 

This is required to cover the legal requirements, 
but there is currently no specific call on the 
provision identified. A fixed amount from revenue 
is released each year to cover impairment costs. 

EARMARKED RESERVES 

Adult Education Income Reserve 

The County Council is required to approve a 
budget for the Adult Education service five to 
six months in advance of the funding 
announcement by the Skills Funding Agency. 

There are currently no plans for use of this 
reserve. 
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Purpose Future use 

In addition, the Skills Funding Agency can 
also impose penalties on the service in the 
event that targets are not met and these are 
dependent on results assessed at year end. 
This reserve enables the Council to manage 
risks associated with potential changes in 
Skills Funding Agency working. 

Archive Centre Sinking Fund 

This reserve is to maintain the Archive 
Centre in accordance with a lease 
agreement between the County Council and 
the University of East Anglia. 

The Archive Centre is required to provide 
environmental conditions that comply with BS 
5454 and there is significant cooling and air 
conditioning plant to maintain satisfactory levels. 
Forward provision is required for the 
replacement of plant, boilers and lifts. 

Building Maintenance 

This reserve is to ensure that the capital 
value of the Council’s building stock is 
maintained and facilitates the rolling 
programme of building maintenance. It also 
allows NPS Property Consultants Ltd to 
respond to emergencies by carrying out 
repairs from day to day and as the need 
arises. 

A rolling programme of work and annual budget 
contribution. The underlying reserve is to meet 
the risk of unidentified and emergency repairs. 

Business Risk Reserve 

This reserve was established to manage the 
key risks in social care budgets.  

Reserve will be used in full in 2017-18. 

Economic Development and Tourism 

This is primarily the Apprenticeship Scheme 
balance and committed EU project funding. 

Funding for apprenticeships and EU Projects are 
mainly committed. 

Election Reserve 

This is to cover the cost of holding County 
Council elections. 

Regular ongoing contributions to the reserve are 
planned each year. The reserve will be used in 
2021-22 for the next election and will then be 
built up again. 

Fire Operational/PPE Clothing 

This reserve is to meet variable demands for 
new operational equipment and personal 
protective equipment. 

The reserve is for items such as hazmat suits 
and training in dealing with chemicals. 

Fire Retained Turnout Payments 

This reserve is to meet variable demands 
from larger incidents and higher than 
expected turnouts. 

Reserve is held for larger than anticipated actions 
during the year due to unforeseen circumstances 
such as the impact of the Downham Market 
rebuild. 

302



ANNEXE 2: APPENDIX D 
Narrative of purpose and future use of all Reserves and Provisions 

22 

Purpose Future use 

Fire Pensions Reserve 

This reserve is to smooth higher than 
anticipated costs due in respect of ill health 
retirements, injury retirements and retained 
fire fighters who qualify for the Whole Time 
Uniformed scheme. 

Incidence of ill health and injury retirements are 
not planned and when they occur can carry a 
high financial cost. This reserve is to allow for 
those possible financial variances. 

Highways Maintenance 

This reserve enables a wide range of 
maintenance schemes to be undertaken.  An 
annual amount is transferred to the works 
budget. The reserve is also used to carry 
forward balances on the Highways 
Maintenance Fund. 

The balance mainly relates to commuted sums 
to meet future liabilities. These sums are paid by 
Developers to cover the additional maintenance 
work arising from their developments. The profile 
of use of the reserves reflects the future liabilities 
and planned general Highways expenditure. 

Historic Buildings 

This is used to buy and restore historic 
buildings at risk of being demolished and to 
make grants towards the restoration of 
buildings. 

There is no specific call on the reserve identified, 
but it will be drawn upon as required during the 
period. 

Icelandic Banks Reserve 

This is to provide for potential additional 
Icelandic Bank losses. 

Forecast to be used in full during 2017-18. 

Information Technology Reserve 

The reserve is used by multiple services to 
set aside money for specific IT projects. 

New funding towards the reserve is not planned. 

Insurance 

This reserve reflects monies set aside for 
future potential insurance liabilities that are in 
excess of those provided for in the Insurance 
Provision. 

Some of this reserve was used to support the 
delivery of the 2017-18 budget. 

Museums Income Reserve 

This reserve is to assist with the budget 
management of fluctuations in income from 
visitors due to unpredictable seasonal 
variations.  

Full use of the reserve is planned in 2019-20 
with the planned closure of the Castle Keep due 
to re-development. 

Norfolk Infrastructure Fund 

This reserve is to support infrastructure 
projects across the county. 

Forecast to be used in full during 2017-18. 
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Purpose Future use 

Nplaw Operational Reserve 

This reserve has been created to support the 
development and increased activities of the 
business and smooth variations in trading. 

The reserve has been built up from Nplaw 
Trading and as such belongs to the Partners of 
the scheme. 

Organisational Change and Redundancy Reserve 

This reserve was created to provide one-off 
funding to support and invest in 
transformational change e.g. change 
initiatives such as Workstyle and to fund 
redundancy costs. 

The timing of when the reserve is used is 
dependent upon future events and it is expected 
it will be mainly used to fund redundancy costs. 

EDT Bus De-registration 

This is funding to meet costs associated with 
the commercial deregistration of bus 
services. 

There is no planned usage of the reserve, but 
will be drawn upon as required over the period. 

EDT Park & Ride 

The reserve is for future site works. There is currently no planned usage of the fund, 
but it is retained to meet potential necessary site 
works. 

EDT Road Safety Reserve 

This reserve reflects the surplus resulting 
from Speed Awareness Courses run by the 
council on behalf of the Police, to be 
reinvested within Road Safety. 

Half of this reserve is expected to be used to 
support the balancing of the 2017-18 budget. 

Ofsted Improvement Fund 

Funds held for the sustainable trading 
activities with schools to support schools 
improvement. 

Reserve expected to be used in full by the end of 
2019-20. 

Prevention Fund 

This includes the Living Well in the 
Community Fund, Prevention Fund and 
Strong and Well revenue funding as agreed 
by Members to support prevention work, 
mitigate the risks in delivering prevention 
savings and to help build capacity in the 
independent sector. 

Expected to be fully utilised by the end of 2018-
19. 
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Purpose Future use 

Public Transport Commuted Sums 

This includes a commuted sum from 
Developers to cover new bus routes and 
lump sums received from the Government for 
improvements to bus services. 

This is held for a specified use, although there is 
currently no planned draw on the funding. 

Repairs and Renewals Fund 

This fund is to meet the cost of purchasing 
and repairing specific equipment. 

The need for the reserve has changed over time 
as more equipment is procured via leases. Use 
of the reserve over the next four years is 
expected. 

Residual Insurance and Lottery Bids 

When a cash settlement was agreed with our 
insurers in respect of the library fire the 
proceeds were paid into an earmarked 
reserve. Subsequent costs have been 
funded from this source, and outstanding 
costs for buildings and books have been 
transferred to earmarked reserves. A few 
issues remain outstanding (e.g. Records 
conservation). 

The reserve incorporates externally funded 
grants earmarked towards projects. Included 
within this are sums required to complete the 
conservation of damaged documents. The 
timings for use of this reserve are not yet known. 

Adult Social Care Mental Health Reviews 

This reserve contains funds set aside to 
support delivery of Mental Health services 
within Adult Social Care. 

Reserve will be utilised in full to employ five 
Assistant Practitioners for Mental Health in 2018-
19. 

Strategic Ambitions Reserve 

This reserve supports the Council in 
achieving its aspirations and strategic 
ambitions for Norfolk. 

Some of this reserve is expected to be used to 
support the balancing of the 2017-18 budget. 

Street Lighting PFI Sinking Fund 

This reserve has been created as a result of 
the Street Lighting PFI scheme and reflects 
receipt of government PFI grant and 
contributions which will be needed in future 
financial years to meet contract payments. 

Reductions in the level of this reserve are 
expected over the next four years. 

Unspent Grants and Contributions 

This reserve contains the balances on the 
Council’s unconditional grants and 
contributions. 

Mostly grants and contributions which will be 
used to fund spend during the next four years. 

Usable Capital Receipts 

This reserve is for capital receipts to help 
support the capital programme and reduce 
borrowing requirement. 

The reserve includes general capital receipts 
and receipts in relation to the County Farms 
estate – the use of an element of which is ring-
fenced for county farm purposes. The balance of 
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Purpose Future use 

the reserve will be used to minimise borrowing 
for unfunded capital schemes. 

Waste Management Fund 

This reserve is for waste management 
initiatives. 

No significant use of this reserve currently 
planned. 

SCHOOLS’ PROVISIONS 

Children’s Services Provision for Holiday Pay 

The provision is held for the payment of 
frozen holiday pay to former education staff 
that are now part of NORSE, on their 
retirement. 

The balance of the provision reduces reflecting 
the expected conversion of schools to Academy 
status. 

SCHOOLS’ RESERVES 

Building Maintenance 

This is money put aside to spend on building 
maintenance of schools 

The future usage will be part of individual 
school’s financial plans. 

Children’s Services Equalisation 

To fund the variance in the number of Home 
to School/College Transport and School 
Catering days in a financial year as a result 
of the varying dates of Easter holidays. 

No use of this reserve currently planned. 

LMS Balances 

This reserve represents estimated surpluses 
and deficits against delegated budgets for 
locally managed schools. These funds are 
retained for schools in accordance with the 
LMS arrangements approved by the DfES 
and are not available to the Council for 
general use. 

2017-18 overspend on the Dedicated Schools 
Grant High Needs Block is being funded from a 
loan from Locally Maintained Schools balances 
that will need to be repaid in future years. A plan 
to reduce the under-lying overspend and to 
repay the loan, whilst meeting the needs of 
Children and Young People, is being developed 
and proposals have been discussed and agreed 
at the Schools’ Forum, following a consultation 
with schools. 

Norwich Schools PFI Sinking Fund 

This reserve has been created as a result of 
the Norwich Schools PFI scheme and 
reflects receipt of government PFI grant and 
schools contributions which will be needed in 
future financial years to meet contract 
payments. 

Use of this reserve has been agreed to reduce 
the level of the Children’s Services forecast 
2017/18 revenue overspend. 

Schools Playing Field Surface Sinking Fund 
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Purpose Future use 

This reserve is to maintain and replace the 
astro turf playing surface at schools in 
accordance with a lease agreement between 
the schools’ governing body and the County 
Council. 

In line with lease agreement. 

Schools Sickness Insurance Reserve 

This reserve is a mutual insurance scheme 
operated on behalf of schools. 

Forecast to be used in full in 2017-18. 

Schools Non-Teaching Activities 

This reserve is held on behalf of schools The future usage will be part of individual school’s 
financial plans. 

Schools Non BMPP Building Maintenance Fund 

This reserve is held on behalf of schools for 
building maintenance activities 

The future usage will be part of individual school’s 
financial plans. 
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Opening Forecast Forecast Forecast Forecast Forecast 

Balances Balances Balances Balances Balances Balances 

31/03/2017 31/03/2018 31/03/2019 31/03/2020 31/03/2021 31/03/2022 

£m £m £m £m £m £m 

Earmarked Reserves 

All Services 

Building Maintenance 2.336 0.981 0.981 0.981 0.981 0.981 

Information Technology Reserve 3.954 2.706 1.887 1.883 1.883 1.883 

Repairs and Renewals Fund 4.037 2.665 2.314 2.245 2.203 2.203 

Unspent Grants and Contributions 10.454 17.586 7.903 5.334 3.008 3.008 

20.782 23.939 13.086 10.443 8.074 8.074 

Children's Services 

Ofsted Improvement Fund 0.108 0.046 0.015 0.000 0.000 0.000 

0.108 0.046 0.015 0.000 0.000 0.000 

Adult Social Care 

Prevention Fund 0.475 0.070 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 

Adult Social Care Mental Health Reviews 0.000 0.159 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 

0.475 0.229 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 

Communities 

Adult Education Income Reserve 0.053 0.053 0.053 0.053 0.053 0.053 

Museums Income Reserve 0.130 0.130 0.130 0.000 0.000 0.000 

Residual Insurance and Lottery Bids 0.205 0.208 0.208 0.208 0.208 0.208 

Fire Pensions Reserve 0.235 0.156 0.156 0.156 0.156 0.156 

Fire Retained Turnout Payments 0.395 0.031 0.030 0.030 0.030 0.030 

Fire Operational/PPE/Clothing 0.341 0.258 0.179 0.179 0.179 0.179 

1.359 0.836 0.755 0.625 0.625 0.625 

Environment Development and Transport 

Demand Responsive Transport 0.004 0.004 0.004 0.004 0.004 0.004 

Public Transport Commuted Sums 0.268 0.268 0.268 0.268 0.268 0.268 

Road Safety Reserve 0.150 0.077 0.077 0.077 0.077 0.077 

Highways Maintenance 5.520 5.486 5.194 4.961 4.717 4.717 

Historic Buildings 0.128 0.079 0.079 0.079 0.079 0.079 

Waste Management Partnership Fund 0.950 0.875 0.875 0.875 0.875 0.875 

P&T Park and Ride 0.012 0.012 0.012 0.012 0.012 0.012 

P&T Bus De-registration 0.039 0.031 0.031 0.031 0.031 0.031 

Street Lighting PFI Sinking Fund 5.322 4.807 4.622 4.437 4.252 4.252 

12.393 11.639 11.162 10.744 10.315 10.315 
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Opening Forecast Forecast Forecast Forecast Forecast 

Balances Balances Balances Balances Balances Balances 

31/03/2017 31/03/2018 31/03/2019 31/03/2020 31/03/2021 31/03/2022 

£m £m £m £m £m £m 

Business and Property 

Archive Centre Sinking Fund 0.297 0.287 0.297 0.307 0.307 0.307 

Economic Development and Tourism 2.553 1.458 0.975 0.752 0.632 0.632 

2.850 1.746 1.272 1.059 0.939 0.939 

Policy and Resources / Corporate 

Norfolk Infrastructure Fund 1.712 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 

NPLaw 0.178 0.112 0.112 0.112 0.112 0.112 

Insurance Reserve 3.380 0.780 0.780 0.780 0.780 0.780 

Icelandic Banks Reserve 0.178 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 

Business Risk Reserve 4.911 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 

Organisational Change and Redundancy Reserve 5.948 3.663 2.965 2.640 2.315 2.315 

Election Reserve 0.000 0.000 0.325 0.650 0.975 0.000 

Strategic Ambitions Reserve 0.595 0.160 0.160 0.160 0.160 0.160 

16.902 4.716 4.342 4.342 4.342 3.367 

Non – Schools Total 54.868 43.150 30.633 27.213 24.296 23.321 

Reserves for Capital Use 

Usable Capital Receipts 4.703 0.232 4.020 1.610 1.000 1.000 

Schools Reserves 

LMS Balances 14.000 0.000 0.000 2.000 4.000 6.000 

Children's Services Education Equalisation 0.101 0.494 0.494 0.494 0.494 0.494 

Norwich Schools PFI Sinking Fund 2.418 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 

School Sickness Insurance 0.102 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 

School playing surface sinking fund 0.106 0.045 0.045 0.045 0.045 0.045 

Building Maintenance 2.001 1.751 1.501 1.251 1.001 1.001 

Schools Non-Teaching Activities 0.733 0.733 0.733 0.733 0.733 0.733 

Schools Non BMPP Building Maintenance Fund 0.903 0.903 0.903 0.903 0.903 0.903 

Schools Total 20.364 3.925 3.675 5.425 7.175 9.175 

309



ANNEXE 2: APPENDIX E 
Reserves and Provisions 

Year End Projections 

29

Opening Forecast Forecast Forecast Forecast Forecast 

Balances Balances Balances Balances Balances Balances 

31/03/2017 31/03/2018 31/03/2019 31/03/2020 31/03/2021 31/03/2022 

£m £m £m £m £m £m 

Provisions 

Children's Services 

Provision for doubtful debts 0.059 0.059 0.059 0.059 0.059 0.059 

Adult Social Care 

Provision for doubtful debts 4.157 4.366 4.366 4.366 4.366 4.366 

Communities 

Fire Service 0.048 0.048 0.048 0.048 0.048 0.048 

Environment Development and Transport 

Provision for doubtful debts 0.042 0.037 0.037 0.037 0.037 0.037 

Closed landfill long term impairment provision 11.072 11.007 10.942 10.874 10.804 10.804 

Policy and Resources / Corporate 

Insurance 10.665 10.665 10.665 10.665 10.665 10.665 

Pensions 0.670 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 

Redundancy 0.151 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 

Schools Provisions 

Children’s Services Provision for Holiday Pay 0.015 0.013 0.011 0.009 0.009 0.009 
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ANNEXE 3 – REPORT AMENDED FROM: 

Policy and Resources Committee 
AS SET OUT IN THE BRIEFING FOR COUNCILLORS FROM 

THE EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR OF FINANCE AND 
COMMERCIAL SERVICES

Item No 13 

Report title: County Council Budget 2018-19 to 2021-22: 
Robustness of Estimates 

Date of meeting: 29 January 2018 
Responsible Chief 
Officer: 

Executive Director of Finance and Commercial 
Services – Simon George 

Strategic impact 

This report sets out the Executive Director of Finance and Commercial Services’ statement 
on the robustness of the estimates used in the preparation of the County Council’s budget, 
which is reported elsewhere on this agenda. This paper is one of a suite of reports that 
support Policy and Resources Committee’s recommendations to County Council about the 
budget. 

Executive summary 

The level of risk and budget assumptions underpin decisions when setting the revenue 
budget and capital decisions, and affect the recommended level of general balances held. 
Members must consider the level of risk and the assumptions set out in this report when 
recommending the revenue budget and capital programme. 

This report sets out the formal statement and provides more detailed information on risk, 
robustness of revenue estimates, and capital estimates. 

Policy and Resources Committee is recommended to: 

1) Agree to recommend to County Council the level of risk and set of assumptions
set out in this report, which underpin the revenue and capital budget decisions
and planning for 2018-22.

1. Introduction

1.1. As part of the budget setting process the Executive Director of Finance and 
Commercial Services (Section 151 Officer) is required under Section 25 of the 
Local Government Act 2003, to report on the robustness of the estimates made 
for the purposes of the calculation of the precept and therefore in agreeing the 
County Council’s budget. 
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2. Approach to providing assurance on robustness of estimates

2.1. The budget estimates are estimates of spending and income made at a point in 
time prior to the start of the next financial year. As such, this statement about 
the robustness of estimates does not provide a guaranteed assurance but does 
provide Members with reasonable assurances that the draft budget, which 
reflects the budget recommendations to Policy and Resources Committee, has 
been based on the best available information and assumptions and has been 
subject to scrutiny by relevant staff, Executive Directors, and Members. 

2.2. The requirement to report on the robustness of estimates has been met through 
key budget planning processes during 2017-18, including: 

• Departmental reviews of budgets including consideration of the
deliverability of planned savings to inform decision making, which has
led to the removal or delay of a number of savings to ensure that the
proposed budget is robust;

• Review by finance staff of all cost pressures and regular reports to
Executive Directors to provide challenge and inform approach;

• Issue of guidance to all services on budget preparation;

• Routine monitoring of current year budgets to inform future year
planning, with the result that further investment into social care
budgets is planned for 2018-19 to meet 2017-18 overspend and other
pressures;

• An organisational approach to planning with Policy and Resources
Committee providing guidance early on and throughout the process;

• Executive Director review and scrutiny of developing proposals through
County Leadership Team budget sessions which considered all services
in July and September 2017.

• Member review and challenge via Policy and Resources Committee in
the July, September, October, November and January meetings, and via
detailed consideration by Service Committees in October 2017 and
January 2018;

• Public review and challenge through budget consultation for specific
proposals where required via the Council’s consultation hub Citizen
Space, including impact assessment of proposals;

• Assurance from fellow Executive Directors that final budget proposals
considered by County Council are robust and are as certain as possible
of being delivered;

• Member and Executive Director peer review of all service growth and
savings throughout the budget planning process.

2.3. In addition, and as set out in the Scheme of Authority and Financial 
Responsibility, Executive Directors are responsible for the overall management 
of the approved budget and the appointment of Responsible Budget Officers 
(RBOs) who are responsible for ensuring that authorised budgets are managed 
in the most effective and efficient manner in accordance with agreed plans and 
financial controls. Therefore managers with RBO responsibilities also play a key 
part in monitoring the financial position, identifying variances and financial risks 
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and planning for service changes including forecast contractual, demographic, 
legislative and policy changes. In preparing estimates considerable reliance is 
placed on Executive Directors and RBOs carrying out these responsibilities 
effectively. 

3. Risk Assessment of Estimates

3.1. The organisation manages risk registers corporately, for each service and for 
key projects. These incorporate all types of risk, including financial. In addition, 
a formal risk assessment has been undertaken of the revenue budget estimates 
in order to support the recommendation of the level of General Balances. This 
risk assessment is detailed in the Statement on the Adequacy of Provisions and 
Reserves 2018-22 report elsewhere on this agenda. 

3.2. Detailed budget planning estimates have been reported to Service Committees 
in October and January, along with key risks associated with the budget 
proposals identified. This enables Members to assess the risk associated with 
achievability of the savings identified and the robustness of the budget plans. 

3.3. Early identification of risks enables Executive Directors to take mitigating action 
and to enable higher risk budgets to be more closely monitored during the year. 
The key corporate budget risks that will require ongoing attention are: 

• Income: Continuing reductions to key government grant funding are
occurring and there is significant uncertainty about Government plans
for 75% Business Rates Retention from 2020-21. A list of revenue grants
is included within the Revenue Budget 2018-19 report found elsewhere
on the agenda;

• General pay and prices: Inflationary pressures affecting the Council’s
contracted spend and uncertainty about the level of future pay awards;

• Adult Social Care: Managing increased demand for services and
complexity of need, and facilitating adequate investment to deliver
financially sustainable service provision;

• Looked after Children: Meeting the challenge of delivering
improvements within Children’s Services to deliver improvement to both
outcomes and financial sustainability within the service, whilst also
dealing with increased numbers of looked after children;

• Great Yarmouth Third River Crossing: Significant capital project
required to be met within planned capital funding; and

• Organisational Change: Managing significant transformation and
staffing changes.

3.4. The budget estimates span a four year period 2018-22 and whilst forecast using 
the best available information, the planning assumptions and forecasts for future 
years will necessarily be based on less robust data and known factors. As part 
of the ongoing budget planning and monitoring cycle, these assumptions and 
emerging state of affairs are reviewed allowing the development of more 
detailed planning for the next financial years and revised medium term financial 
plans. 
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4. Robustness of Revenue Estimates

4.1. Within the framework set by Norfolk Futures, the service and budget planning 
process has focussed on the key priorities for services, including those services 
that we are required to do by law, and involves a continuous review of the way 
that services are provided. Cost pressures to manage unavoidable inflationary, 
legislative and demand pressures have been included in the revenue budget 
estimates. 

4.2. During July and September, County Leadership Team undertook budget 
challenge sessions to consider budget plans and spending proposals. This 
provided an opportunity to evaluate initial proposals, risks arising from savings 
proposals and emerging planning issues for services. The most significant 
spending implications affecting the Council continue to relate to Adults and 
Children’s Services, and in particular:  

• Embedding new strategies for Adults service delivery, investing in early
intervention and targeted prevention to keep people independent for
longer, further developing integrated arrangements with Health (Better
Care Fund and the Sustainability and transformation plan (STP)),
including plans for the integration of health and social care services by
2020, whilst dealing with rising demographic pressures and the impact
of the National Living Wage; and

• Implementing the Children’s Services social care improvement plan,
working towards being rated ‘good’ (with outstanding features) as
defined by Ofsted and developing more permanence options for children
in our care. Demand continues to be high and effective management will
be key to managing within the budget.

4.3. As part of the budget process, Policy and Resources Committee, Service 
Committees, and Executive Directors have considered all the budget reductions 
and growth pressures and these are reflected in the proposed budget. In 
addition, some of the key risks identified, including risks relating to the 
achievability of savings, have been taken into consideration in the Policy and 
Resources Committee’s budget recommendations, which will enable some 
budget risks to be managed down and this is reflected in the risk assessment 
of the recommended level of general balances. 

4.4. Budget planning for 2018-19 has included extensive work to review the 

deliverability of savings and understand service pressures. As a result, the 

2018-19 Budget sees a significant investment in Service Committee budgets 

through both the removal of previously planned savings and recognition of 

budget overspend pressures, to provide assurance about the robustness of the 

revenue budget and the deliverability of savings. This represents the net 

removal or delay of £7.174m previous budget round savings from next year’s 

budget. 
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4.5. The Council’s budget planning assumes that any undeliverable savings have 

been removed in the exercise detailed above and therefore that all the 

remaining savings included for 2018-19 are deliverable. 

4.6. The table below shows the current budget position for the following four years 
based on the Policy and Resources Committee recommendations set out in the 
Revenue Budget report elsewhere on this agenda and the current budget 
forecast for 2017-18. The Medium Term Financial Strategy does not set out 
plans to fully meet the funding shortfall in 2019-20 to 2021-22. As part of 
delivering the Council’s Norfolk Futures programme, and in developing the 
budget process for future years, work will continue to identify further proposals 
for service provision in order to identify additional opportunities to address these 
deficits in future years. 

Table 1: Forecast Budget (Surplus) / Deficit 2017-18 to 2020-22 

2017-18 
(Period 8 
forecast) 

2018-19 
Budget 

2019-20 
Budget 

2020-21 
Budget 

2021-22 
Budget 

£m £m £m £m £m 
Forecast 
outturn budget 
(surplus)/deficit 

2.790 0.000 34.165 60.530 0.000 

4.7. Work is being undertaken by Executive Directors to reduce the overspend 
position reported in period 8 where it is forecast that the outturn position will be 
an overspend of £2.790m at year-end. It is expected that these actions will 
enable a balanced outturn position to be achieved for 2017-18. The non-delivery 
of unachievable future year savings from the 2017-20 budget round has been 
addressed as part of the 2018-19 budget process, however 2017-18 savings 
which have not been achieved in-year are assumed to be delivered in 2018-19. 

4.8. The factors and budget assumptions used in developing the 2018-22 budget 
estimates are detailed over sixteen headings, including drivers of growth, 
savings and other planning assumptions and set out at Appendix A. 

5. Robustness of capital estimates

5.1. As with the revenue budget, the capital programme is designed to address the 
authority’s key priorities, including schemes which will help transform the way 
in which services are provided. To this end, the programme is prepared on the 
basis of a number of factors, including previously agreed projects, spend to save 
proposals, and infrastructure and property requirements. 

5.2. Projects are costed using professional advice relative to the size and nature of 
the scheme. Where appropriate, a contingency allowance is included in cost 
estimates to cover unavoidable and unforeseeable costs. The programme is 
guided by a simple prioritisation model: schemes that score less than that 
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achieved by the repayment of debt represent bad value for money. In this way, 
the Council will achieve the most economic use of its scarce capital resources. 

5.3. The largest on-going capital programmes relate to transport infrastructure and 
schools. In both cases there is significant member involvement through Service 
Committees. For other large projects, appropriate oversight is put in place. 

5.4. An estimate of potential capital receipts is made each year.  The actual level of 
receipt in any one financial year can never be forecast in advance with any 
degree of certainty due to market conditions and interest from purchasers and 
reduced receipts may result in fewer capital projects going ahead or additional 
future revenue costs. 

5.5. The risks associated with having to fund large unforeseen programme variations 
are addressed mainly as a result of the Council being able to amend the timing 
of projects between years. The ability to re-profile projects between years does 
not result in a significant funding risk because the vast majority of funding is not 
time-bound, although there are inflationary risks which have to be considered. 

6. Equality Impact Assessment

6.1. In making decisions about the budget, the County Council must give due regard 
to eliminating unlawful discrimination, promoting equality of opportunity and 
fostering good relations between people with protected characteristics and the 
rest of the population. The assessment of equality impact of the budget 
proposals is included in the Revenue Budget report elsewhere on the agenda. 

6.2. Equality impact assessment of all relevant budget proposals has been set out 
in both the public consultation documentation and reports to service committees 
and Policy and Resources Committee. There is no further impact on equality 
arising from the statements within this report. 

7. Issues and risks

7.1. Legal implications – Statutory requirements relating to individual proposals 
have been reported to Service Committees in January 2018. Legal 
requirements in relation to setting the budget and level of council tax have been 
set out within this report and are considered to be met. 

7.2. Risks – The risks associated with the budget proposals are reported to Service 
Committees in January 2018. The Statement on the Adequacy of Provisions 
and Reserves also sets out financial risks that have been identified as part of 
the assessment of the level of reserves and provisions in order to evaluate the 
minimum level of General Balances. 

7.3. In setting the budget the Council can accept different level of risks, for example, 
minimising risk through investment in services, reducing higher risk savings, or 
putting in place additional reserves for specific risks. The robustness of the 
budget estimates is evaluated, setting out budget assumptions and areas of 
risk, to enable Members to consider the assumptions and risks that will underpin 
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further decisions for agreeing the budget and level of general balances. The 
assumptions set out in the report directly impact on the risk assessment of the 
level of general balances. 

8. Summary

8.1. The paper sets out details of the assessment of the robustness of the estimates 
used in preparing the proposed revenue and capital budget. There are no direct 
resource implications arising from this report, but it provides information and 
details of the assumptions used to support the Statement of the Executive 
Director of Finance and Commercial Services on the Robustness of the 
Estimates and provides assurances to Members prior to recommending and 
agreeing the revenue and capital budgets and plans for 2018-22. 

8.2. The information included in both this report and other reports should be 
considered when Policy and Resources Committee recommends the budget to 
County Council. Issues that need to be considered and where decisions are 
required are: 

• Additional Costs and Savings Options

• Level of General Balances

• Level of Reserves and Provisions

• Robustness of Estimates

• Overall level of the 2018-19 Revenue Budget and proposals for 2019-20
to 2021-22

• Overall level of the 2018-19 to 2021-22 Capital Programme

• Prudential Code Indicators for 2018-19

• Level of the Council Tax / Precept for 2018-19 and for the period 2019-20
to 2021-22

• Implications of the Revenue Budget for 2019-20 to 2021-22

• Responses to savings proposals from the Budget Consultation

• Outcome of equality and rural impact assessment

8.3. Members could choose to agree different assumptions and therefore increase 
or reduce the level of financial risk in setting the revenue and capital budgets. 
This would potentially change the risk assessment for the budget and the 
recommended level of general balances held. 

Background Papers 

Provisional Local Government Finance Settlement 2018-19 and future years: 
https://www.gov.uk/government/collections/provisional-local-government-finance-
settlement-england-2018-to-2019 

Officer Contact 

If you have any questions about matters contained in this paper please get in touch 
with:  
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Officer Name: Tel No: Email address: 

Simon George 01603 222400 simon.george@norfolk.gov.uk 
Harvey Bullen 01603 223330 harvey.bullen@norfolk.gov.uk 
Titus Adam  01603 222806 titus.adam@norfolk.gov.uk  

If you need this report in large print, audio, Braille, 
alternative format or in a different language please 
contact 0344 800 8020 or 0344 800 8011 (textphone) 
and we will do our best to help. 
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Budget Assumption Explanation of financial forecast and approach 
Growth Pressures 

1) Inflation

Pay inflation has been assumed at 2% for 2018-19, 2019-
20, 2020-21 and 2021-22, with higher increases (from 
3.734% to 9.191%) for those earning less that £19,430, 
in line with the 2018-19 and 2019-20 proposed pay 
award. Allowances have been made for differential 
increases for those staff affected by the implementation 
of the National Living Wage. The County Council is 
currently part of the national agreement and therefore pay 
awards for 2020-21 onwards will be influenced by any 
agreements reached. There is a risk that pay awards 
could vary from this assumption over the planning period. 

Pensions – The 2016 Actuarial Evaluation has set the 
employer contribution rates from 1 April 2017 at 15.5% 
for each of the three years 2017-20. 

Price Inflation is provided where a contractual increase is 
required. This is at the contractual rate where appropriate 
or at the forecast rate for CPI, 2.2% for 2018-19, and 2% 
in each of the following years based on the Office for 
Budget Responsibilities Economic and Fiscal Outlook 
forecasts. 

Inflation on income where appropriate has been included. 

2) Demand and
Demographics

There are two key areas where demand and 
demographic pressures have a significant impact on the 
council’s budget planning: 

• Demographic pressures in Adult Social Care totalling
£6.134m reflecting rising demand for services as
people live longer and transition of service users from
Children’s Services to adult social care.

• Demand pressures of £6.000m in Children’s Services
and non-reversal of £9.000m 2017-18 budget
pressures, reflecting the additional number and cost
of Looked after Children and Leaving Care costs.

3) Legislative changes

The budget estimates include the following assumptions 
with regard to current and future legislative changes 

• The Government implemented a National Living
Wage from 2016-17, starting at £7.20. In April
2018 it will go up to £7.83 and the Government
target is for it to rise to £9 by 2020. The exact level
at which the National Living Wage will be set in
future years has not been confirmed and the latest
OBR projections published alongside the Autumn
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Budget Assumption Explanation of financial forecast and approach 
Budget in November 2017 suggest the rate will be 
£8.56 by 2020. The costs of the National Living 
Wage have been included in budgets in respect of 
the Council’s directly employed staff. 

• Cost pressures assuming an increase above the core
price inflation for pay and price market pressures have
been included.

• Cost pressures have been included associated with
the increased income received for the Improved
Better Care Fund.

4) Policy decisions

The 2018-19 budget includes the financial impact of 
previous year’s budget decisions, including use of one-
off funding within the 2017-18 budget, and the removal of 
a number of savings which have been re-profiled to later 
years. Also included is £2.000m to support Members’ 
approved investment of £12.000m in Children’s Services 
demand management and prevention strategy over the 
next few years, and £1.000m over two years to support 
investment in Norfolk Futures. 

5) Interest Rates

Budgeted interest earnings on investments are based 
on guaranteed fixed deposit returns, available instant 
liquidity rates and market forecasts provided by the 
Council’s Treasury Advisors.

Savings 

6) Income

Inflationary increases to fees and charges have been 
included within the budget proposals. Changes to income 
either through expected reductions in income or 
initiatives to increase income generation are reported as 
individual budget proposals. 

7) Savings

Savings have been identified across all services and 
range from productivity efficiency savings to reductions in 
service provision. All managers are responsible for 
ensuring that proposed savings are robust and delivered 
in accordance with plans. Measures throughout the 
planning process have reviewed and challenged the 
deliverability of savings and where appropriate a number 
of savings have been removed and some have been re-
profiled to later years. 

Changes or delays in delivering savings will result in 
variance to the budget and as such savings will be closely 
tracked throughout the year as part of the budget 
monitoring process and reported to Policy and Resources 
Committee, with management actions identified as 
necessary. 
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Budget Assumption Explanation of financial forecast and approach 
Other Planning 
assumptions 

8) Funding changes

The budget reflects funding up to 2019-20 as announced 
within the 2018-19 Provisional Local Government 
Finance Settlement and plans for future years are based 
on the four-year settlement figures provided. Uncertainty 
remains about the cessation of Revenue Support Grant 
as part of 75% business rates localisation planned for 
implementation by 2020-21.  

The Revenue Budget report sets out the detail of key 
grants and highlights where any key areas of funding are 
yet to be announced. 

In relation to schools, funding is provided through the 
Dedicated Schools Grant (DSG) and Pupil Premium, 
which is paid to the County Council and passed on to 
schools in accordance with the agreed formula allocation. 
It is assumed that all school pay and prices inflationary 
pressures will be absorbed within the DSG allocation. 

9) Financial risks
inherent in any
significant new
funding
partnerships; major
contracts or major
capital
developments

Financial risks are included within the assessment of the 
level of general balances. The financial risks arising from 
major capital schemes such as the Norwich Northern 
Distributor Road and the Great Yarmouth Third River 
Crossing continue to be closely monitored and reflected 
within the County Council’s capital budget proposals. 

10) Availability of funds
to deal with major
contingencies

All provisions and earmarked reserves have been 
reviewed to test their adequacy and continued need. A 
risk assessment of the level of general balances has 
been undertaken and the budget reflects the assessed 
level of balances required. 

11) Overall financial
standing of the
authority

The Council’s treasury management activity manages 
both short term cash to provide security, liquidity and 
yield and the Council’s longer term borrowing needs to 
fund capital expenditure through either long term 
borrowing or the utilisation of temporary cash resources 
pending long term borrowing. In accordance with the 
approved strategy, the Council currently continues to 
postpone any new borrowing for capital purposes, using 
cash balances on a temporary basis to avoid the cost of 
‘carrying’ debt in the short term. 

At 31 December 2017, the Council’s outstanding debt 
totalled £514.4m. The Council continues to maintain its 
total gross borrowing level within its Authorised Limit of 
£769.001m (prudential indicators) for 2017-18. The 
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Budget Assumption Explanation of financial forecast and approach 
Authorised Limit being the affordable borrowing limit 
required by section 3 of the Local Government Act 2003. 

There are four treasury related indicators to restrict 
treasury activity within certain limits and manage risk. 
These are: variable interest rate exposure; fixed interest 
rate exposure; maturity profile of debt; and investments 
greater than 364 days. Monitoring is reported regularly to 
Policy and Resources Committee on an exception basis. 

The Council’s treasury management activities are 
regularly benchmarked against those of other local 
authorities. The County Council has upper quartile 
investment performance; is cost effective; pays 
comparable rates of interest on its debt; and is effective 
at managing risk. 

At the end of December 2017 (2017-18 Period 9), the 
Council’s cash balances stood at £90.3m.  

12) The authority’s track
record in budget and
financial
management

As at the end of November 2017 (Period 8) the 2017-18 
revenue budget is forecast to overspend by £2.790m on 
a net budget of £358.812m (gross £1.383bn). Executive 
Directors are undertaking further work to reduce the 
overspend in order to deliver a balanced outturn at year-
end. 

Ernst and Young, the Council’s external auditor, has 
issued an unqualified opinion on the 2016-17 accounts 
and concluded that the Council has made appropriate 
arrangements to secure economy, efficiency and 
effectiveness in its use of resources. 

13) The authority’s
capacity to manage
in-year budget
pressures

The level of general balances are assessed as part of the 
budget setting process, reviewed monthly and reported 
to Policy and Resources Committee as part of the regular 
monitoring process. Review and challenge improves the 
accuracy of budget estimates, which aims to support 
management and the early identification of budget 
issues. The regular reporting of risk and monitoring of 
mitigating actions supports in-year budget management. 

14) The strength of the
financial information
and reporting
arrangements

Information on budget and actual spend is reported 
publicly and monitoring reports are published regularly 
throughout the year. The reports are on a risk basis, so 
that attention is concentrated on what is most important. 

15) The end of year
procedures in
relation to budget
under/overspends at
authority and
departmental level

Guidance on end of year procedures is reported annually 
and arrangements are monitored. Detailed year-end 
financial information is reported alongside services’ 
performance monitoring. The proposed year end 
arrangements will be reported to Policy and Resources 
Committee for approval. 
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Budget Assumption Explanation of financial forecast and approach 

16) The authority’s
insurance
arrangements to
cover major
unforeseen risks

The County Council has a mix of self-insurance and 
tendered insurance arrangements. Premiums are set on 
an annual basis and reflected within the budget planning. 
Premiums are subject to annual variance due to external 
factors and internal performance, risk and claims 
management. 

General balances include assessment of financial risk 
from uninsured liabilities. 
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REPORT AS PRESENTED TO: 

Policy and Resources Committee
Item No 11 

Report title: Capital strategy and programme 2018-19 
Date of meeting: 29 January 2018 
Responsible Chief 
Officer: 

Executive Director of Finance and 
Commercial Services 

Strategic impact  
This report presents the proposed capital strategy and programme and includes 
information on the funding available to support the programme. 

Executive summary 
Summary 

The attached report presents the proposed capital strategy and programme for 
2018-22 and includes information on the funding available to support the 
programme.  

Members are recommended to: 

• agree the proposed 2018-22 capital programme of £428.910m

• refer the programme to the County Council for approval, including the
new and extended capital schemes outlined in Appendix B;

• agree the Capital Strategy at Appendix D as a framework for the
prioritisation and continued development of the Council’s capital
programme;

• note capital grant settlements summarised in Section 4;

• note the estimated capital receipts to be generated, subject to market
conditions, over the next three years to support schemes not funded
from other sources, as set out in Table 5;

• recommend to full Council adoption and publication of the Council's
Flexible Use of Capital Receipts Strategy for 2018-19 to 2022-23 as set
out in Section 5.

1. Introduction

1.1 The attached report introduces the proposed capital programme for 2018-22. 

1.2 The proposed programme consists of two elements – schemes included in the current 
programme and new schemes funded through borrowing, capital receipts or grants and 
other anticipated contributions from third parties. 

1.3 The programme is supported by a prioritisation model to guide the best use of 
resources.   
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1.4 The size of the capital programme reflects capital grant settlements, forecast capital 
receipts, other external and internal funding sources and proposed borrowing as set out 
in the attached Annex.  

1.5 The Council’s ability to prudentially borrow to fund future schemes is limited by the 
budgetary pressures which the Council continues to face. Information regarding the 
revenue implications of prudential borrowing is provided in Section 6.   

2. Evidence

The attached Annex summarises the development of the proposed capital programme, 
including proposed new schemes, and a summary of forecast capital receipts. 

3. Financial Implications

3.1. The financial impacts of the proposed capital programme including expenditure, funding, 
financing and the impact on future revenue budgets are dealt with in detail in Sections 3 to 6 of 
the attached Annex.  

4. Issues, risks and innovation

Risk implications 

4.1 There is a long term risk to the Council’s ability to deliver services without sufficient 
investment in maintaining its assets. To mitigate this, the capital programme is aligned to 
the Council’s asset management plans and property client function ensuring that assets 
are well-maintained or disposed of if surplus to requirements. 

4.2 The programme requires regular monitoring, management and budgetary control to 
deliver schemes on time and within budget. This is addressed through regular capital 
finance monitoring reports which are reported to Policy and Resources Committee. 

4.3 The capital programme is set on the basis of best estimates of cost. Through good 
procurement practice, the Council will continue where possible to manage down the 
costs of capital schemes, and to minimise the need to borrow. 

4.5 There is a risk that anticipated grants and other third party contributions will not be 
received for reasons out of the authority’s control.  In these circumstances, the 
programme will be amended to reflect the reduced funding. 

4.5 Apart from those listed in the report, there are no other implications to take into account. 
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5. Background

5.1 The Council needs to set a capital programme prior to the beginning of each financial 
year and to commit the revenue and capital resources required to deliver the 
programme. 

5.2 Most schemes are prioritised within the two major capital programme areas of transport 
and schools, with corporate property, IT and loans to subsidiary companies also 
important themes.   

5.3 Schemes are considered by the appropriate team to ensure that the capital programme 
integrates with business and service planning, with revenue implications taken into 
account.  Highways schemes are prioritised within CES and presented in detail to the 
EDT committee.  Schools schemes are prioritised through the Children’s Services 
Capital Priorities Group.   Property schemes are co-ordinated through the Council’s 
Corporate Property team are reported to the Business and Property Committee. 

5.4 Schemes not covered by the major headings above are developed by the relevant chief 
officer, and where corporate funding is required are considered by the Executive Director 
of Finance and Commercial Services, who considers the overall affordability of the 
programme. 

5.5 The Council’s overall year capital programme is formed by bringing the various capital 
programmes together, and ensuing that sufficient funding is available before seeking 
Council approval. 

5.6 This report sets out the proposed capital programme for 2018-22.  It is supported by a 
strategy aimed at securing a structured, affordable and prioritised approach for the 
development of future years’ capital programmes. 

Officer Contact 

If you have any questions about the matters contained in this paper please get in touch with: 

Name Telephone Number Email address 

Simon George 01603 222400 simon.george@norfolk.gov.uk 
Howard Jones 01603 222832 howard.jones@norfolk.gov.uk 

If you need this Agenda in large print, audio, Braille, 
alternative format or in a different language please 
contact 0344 800 8020 or 0344 800 8011 
(textphone) and we will do our best to help. 
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Annex 

Norfolk County Council 

Capital strategy and programme 2018-22 

Report by the Executive Director of Finance and Commercial Services 

1. Introduction

1.1. This report introduces the proposed overall capital programme for 2018-21 for 
consideration by Policy and Resources Committee and, subject to resulting 
recommendations or amendments, for approval to the County Council. 

1.2. The proposed programme consists of two elements – schemes included in the current 
programme and new schemes funded through borrowing, capital receipts when available, 
or grants and contributions from third parties. 

1.3. The size of the capital programme reflects capital grant settlements that have been 
announced by central government, forecast capital receipts, other external and internal 
funding sources and proposed borrowing as set out below.  

1.4 The Council pays from future revenue budgets the interest and repayment costs of the 
borrowing.  The Council’s ability to prudentially borrow to fund future schemes is limited by 
budgetary pressures.  

1.4. Autumn Budget 2017 

In the 2016 Autumn Statement it was announced that, following the 2017 Spring Budget, 
Budgets will be delivered in the Autumn rather than in March or April of each year The 
Autumn Budget 2017 published 22 November 2017 contained one item relating 
specifically to Norfolk: the Government announced that it will contribute £98m to support a 
new bridge in Great Yarmouth, alleviating congestion and stimulating growth in the 
Enterprise Zone. 

There are also a number of other announcements which may affect Norfolk:  Compared to 
the Spring Budget 2017, medium term government borrowing assumptions reflect “higher 
local authority self-financed capital expenditure”, which perhaps some indication of 
expectations.  Related to this, the budget announces a Local infrastructure rate – the 
Autumn Budget 2017 confirmed that the government will lend local authorities in England 
up to £1 billion at a new discounted interest rate of gilts + 60 basis points accessible for 
three years to support infrastructure projects that are high value for money. 

While overall capital expenditure is expected to increase, the DCLG Local Government 
capital Departmental Expenditure Limit (DEL) shows no increase over the period to 2020-
21. 

A £1.7 billion Transforming Cities Fund, will target intra-city transport projects which ”drive 
productivity by improving connectivity, reducing congestion and utilising new mobility 
services and technology”. Half will be allocated via competition for transport projects in 
cities (with the other half allocated to combined authorities).  In addition, the government is 
investing an additional £45 million in the current financial year to tackle around 900,000 
potholes across England. 

Finally, there are a number of proposals relating to housing, the planning process and 
developer which are likely to affect County Council’s directly and indirectly. 
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1.5. National Infrastructure Delivery Plan 2016 to 2021 

A National Infrastructure Delivery Plan was published in March 2016.  A key project 
included in the plan was the Northern Distributor Road which is nearing completion.  
Norfolk residents may also benefit from a new river crossing in Lowestoft, and improved 
improvements to the A14 between Cambridge and Huntingdon and a rail link between 
Cambridge and Oxford. 

1.6. Local joint working 

Norfolk County Council works with a number of other authorities and bodies in the 
development of capital and infrastructure projects and investments.  This will increase 
further with the development of the “One Public Estate” programme.  Examples of current 
joint working include: 

The Council works closely with the New Anglia LEP, which has resulted in the LEPs 
direct financial support for projects including the NDR and the Norwich International 
Aviation Academy, and joint working which has resulted in the recent announcement of 
£98m government support for the Great Yarmouth Third River Crossing.  

The Council is working with Norwich City Council to look at the significant opportunities 
which could arise from investment in the Norwich Airport Industrial Estate. 

The Norfolk Joint Museums Committee consists of representatives from district councils 
and the County Council.  The Norfolk Museums Service is run by Norfolk County Council 
with capital schemes managed and reported as part of the Council’s financial monitoring.  
The Norwich Caste Keep project is a nationally significant £13m scheme which will see 
the Keep reimagined and reinterpreted by 2020. 
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2. The Proposed Capital Programme 2018-22

2.1. Background 

2.1.1. A three year capital programme for 2017-20 was agreed by the County Council in 
February 2017. This was prepared using information from the Government on known 
and forecast funding levels available at that time. 

2.1.2. This proposed capital programme has been updated to include the latest estimates 
of funding available to the Council. Further information on these sources of funding is 
included in Section 4. 

2.1.3. The proposed capital programme includes all funding currently re-profiled from 2017-
18 to future years, as regularly reported to Policy and Resources Committee.  The 
2018-21 programme reflects all amounts re-profiled up to and including month 8 
(November) and significant changes made in month 9 (December).   

2.1.4. The new capital programme reflects known government grant settlements for 2017-
18 and beyond.  The programme also sets out borrowing to be approved. 

2.1.5. A schedule of existing schemes included in the on-going capital programme is 
attached at Appendix A to this Annex, with new schemes listed in Appendix B. 

2.1.6. Particular attention should be drawn to those schemes which are to be funded from 
borrowing and capital receipts.  The budget proposals provide for the direct use of 
capital receipts for the repayment of debt.  As a result, there will be very limited 
capital receipts available to support new capital expenditure.  An analysis of receipts 
and their proposed use is included in Section 4. 
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2.2. The Existing Programme 

The value of existing schemes brought forward into the new programme are shown in the 
table below.  These figures are based on period 8 financial monitoring (December 
monitoring based on the position as at 30 November 2016) and will vary through to 1 April 
2018 as schemes are accelerated or delayed. 

Table 1: Existing programme, excluding proposed new schemes 

Service 2018-19 
£m 

2019-20 
£m 

2020-21 
£m 

2021-22 
£m 

Total 
£m 

Adult Social Care 2.406 2.406 
Children's Services 5.004 108.893 113.897 
CES Highways 3.600 3.600 
CES Other 28.969 9.214 0.010 38.193 
Finance and Commercial Services 33.427 33.427 
Total 69.806 121.707 0.010 191.523 

2.3. New schemes 

Schemes not included in previous capital programmes will result in the following additions 
to the capital programme subject to approval: 

Table 2: Proposed investment in new schemes 

Service 2018-19 
£m 

2019-20 
£m 

2020-21 
£m 

2021-22 
£m 

Total 
£m 

Adult Social Care  2.334  2.380  2.428  2.476  9.618 

Children's Services  2.200  - -  -  2.200 
CES Highways  94.191  55.420  36.715  1.316  187.642 

CES Other  3.947  2.047  2.400  -  8.394 
Finance and Commercial Services  12.304  13.026  4.203  -  29.533 
Total 114.976  72.873  45.746  3.792  237.387 

2.4. The Total Proposed Capital Programme (existing and new) 

The full Capital Programme for 2018-22, combining existing and proposed schemes, is 
summarised in the following table.   

Table 3: Proposed Total Capital Programme 

Service 2018-19 
£m 

2019-20 
£m 

2020-21 
£m 

2021-22 
£m 

Total 
£m 

Adult Social Care  4.740  2.380  2.428  2.476  12.024 
Children's Services  7.204  108.893  - -  116.097 

CES Highways  94.191  59.020  36.715  1.316  191.242 
CES Other  32.916  11.261  2.410  -  46.587 

Finance and Commercial Services  45.731  13.026  4.203  -  62.960 
Total  184.782  194.580  45.756  3.792  428.910 

Note: tables on this page may be subject to small rounding differences 
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2.5. The existing programme includes: 

Major programmes and schemes, for example 

• Schools basic need and capital maintenance

• Transport new schemes and capital maintenance

• Completion of the Norwich Northern Distributor Road

• Better Broadband for Norfolk

Where additional funding for existing capital programmes have been received during 
the current financial year, they have been added to the programme, with all changes 
reported to Policy and Resources Committee through the year. 

Schemes and virements approved during 2017-18 include 

• Procurement of new sourcing, purchasing and payments system £0.450m

• Purchase of a farm at Marshland St James £3.130m

• £7.250m vired from the Norfolk Energy Futures Investment Fund to the NDR

• Re-allocation of capital funding no longer required for the purchase of library
books to libraries capital maintenance

• Exchequer Services improvement to County Hall Annexe - £0.100m.

The full summary of schemes in the existing programme can be found in Appendix A.  

2.6. The major new schemes proposed for addition to the capital programmes comprise: 

Capitalisation of works previously funded from revenue budgets: 

• Capitalisation of community equipment and assistive technology

• Capitalisation of highways works, including road markings and stud
work

Examples of new projects requiring borrowing or unallocated capital 
receipts: 

• Various Fire schemes, including the red fleet replacement programme.

• A leachate treatment pilot on closed landfill sites.

• IT server infrastructure and other IT transformation investment

• NDR additional costs

• Property maintenance and improvements, including a major
refurbishment of the Basement and Lower Ground floors at County
Hall.

New schemes (grant funded) not requiring additional borrowing 

• Highways new DfT grants not already included in the programme

Details of all the new schemes above are given in Appendix B. 
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2.7.  The prioritisation system used to rank schemes in accordance with good practice, and to 
provide a firm basis for including unfunded/unsupported schemes, is summarised in 
Appendix C.   

3. Financing The Programme

3.1. The capital programme is financed through a number of sources – grants and 
contributions from third parties; contributions from revenue budgets and reserves; and 
external borrowing and capital receipts. 

3.2. For the purpose of the table below, it is assumed that future capital receipts will be applied 
to the direct re-payment of debt, rather than funding the capital programme. 

3.3. Proposed new schemes will result in an additional £73m of new borrowing over 4 years, 
subject to alternative sources of funding becoming available.  This amounts to a 
considerable investment, and is a reflection on the decreasing levels of central 
government capital grant, combined with increasing pressures on the revenue budget. 

3.4. The funding of the proposed programme is set out in the table below: 

Table 4: Funding of the Proposed Capital Programme £m 

Funding Source 2018-19 
£m 

2019-20 
£m 

2020-21 
£m 

2021-22 
£m 

Total 
£m 

External Grants and 
Contributions including 
Government grants 

150.558 103.243 32.450 0.000 286.251 

Revenue and Reserves 0.011 0.011 

Capital receipts 0 0 
Borrowing 87.528 37.114 14.214 3.792 142.648 
Total 238.097 140.357 46.664 3.792 428.910 

Note: this table may be subject to small rounding differences 

3.5. Grants and contributions funding the 2018+ programme include grants received or 
announced in previous years, not yet spent.  Non-government external funding is primarily 
from developer contributions relating to highways and schools schemes around new 
developments. Most external grants are received from the government Departments for 
Transport and Education.   

3.6. The provisional 2018-19 local government finance settlement published in December 
2017 makes no direct reference to capital funding. 

3.7. The Department for Education has confirmed the method for calculating school condition 
funding in 2018-19 will be the same method used for 2015-18, while the methodology for 
2019-20 onwards is reviewed.  This includes Devolved Formula Capital and School 
Condition Allocations. 

3.8. Norfolk’s Basic Need allocation for 2018-19 is already incorporated into the capital 
programme.  As reported in the Schools’ Capital Programme 2017-2020 report to the 14 
November Children’s Services Committee, a 2019-20 allocation of £25.732m for Norfolk 
has been confirmed by the Education and Skills Funding Agency.  This allocation has 
been added to the future year’s Children’s Services capital programme. 

3.9. As reported in the Highways Capital Programme and Transport Asset Management Plan 
report to the 19 January 2018 Environment, Development and Transport Committee, 
funding from the Department for Transport (DfT) for both Structural Maintenance and 

332



ANNEXE 4 

10 

Integrated Transport Block grants is still broadly based upon the 6-year profile announced 
after the last spending review (£23.043m (indicative) and £4.141m respectively).  

3.10. The transport funding environment is becoming more complex and varied: the national 
LTP maintenance allocation was “top-sliced” to allow councils to bid into one-off 
“challenge” and “incentive” pots and the Council is looking more towards alternative 
sources of funding such as Local Growth Funding, City Cycling Ambition and developer 
funding.  The DfT established a “National Productivity Investment Fund” early in 2017, and 
in October Norfolk was successful in attracting £3.05m funding from the DfT, and the 
Council is pursuing competitive and other funding opportunities.   

3.11. In the Autumn Budget the Government, announced a £98m grant for the 3rd River 
Crossing as part of its Large Local Major Schemes Programme. 

3.12. A Disabled Facilities Grant (DFG) is received as part of the Better Care Fund.  This grant 
is forwarded to district housing authorities to administer. 

3.13. From 2016-17, the Local Government Financial Settlement has provided the majority of 
funding to Lead Local Flood Authorities to carry out their duties under the Flood and Water 
Management Act 2010, and for their role as statutory consultee on surface water for major 
development.  Allocations announced for 2018-19 and 2019-20 are £81.706m and 
86.628m respectively. 
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4. Capital Receipts forecast

4.1. Where capital receipts are generated through the sale of assets or repayments of loans by 
third parties, these may be: (a) used to reduce the borrowing requirement of the Council’s 
capital programme in that year, (b) held to offset against future capital borrowing 
requirements or (c) used to repay existing borrowing.  Capital receipts are a corporate 
asset and therefore not ring-fenced to any specific service or function.  Any requests to 
ring-fence Capital Receipts need to be made via the B&P committee and endorsed by 
P&R. 

4.2. The Council continues to review its assets seeking to ensure that their ongoing use 
supports the Council’s future priorities. Assets that do not meet this need have been 
identified and form the basis of a continually updated disposal schedule. 

4.3. The figures included in the schedule are currently the best estimate of the value of 
properties available for disposal, pending formal valuations, market appetite, planning 
decisions, timing of sales and delivery options, particularly in relation to housing schemes. 
As a result, there is scope for considerable variation.  More detailed valuations will 
become available as the properties are prepared for market and are reported through the 
Business and Property Committee. 

4.4. The schedule is also only an indication of the phasing of disposals.  Some sales will take 
place later than forecast, for example when planning or legal issues arise, whereas others 
may be accelerated as alternative sales and development opportunities are identified.  
These movements are tracked in capital monitoring reports reported to Policy and 
Resources Committee. 

Table 5: Draft property disposal schedule estimates £m 

Property sales potential 2018-19 2019-20 2020-21 

£m £m £m 

General 3.517 0.017 0.740 

Farms 0.946 1.885 1.460 

Major development sites 3.650 3.600 

8.113 5.502 2.200 

4.5. Forecast farms disposals are allocated separately, and this total is highly dependent on 
the sale of development land in Hopton and Acle and a number of other large sites which 
comprise the majority of total potential sales by value.  Under the constitution, some of the 
farms Capital Receipts are reinvested back into the Farms Estate.   

4.6. Due to the uncertainties involved as to the values and timing, the figures above are a 
guide and outcomes will be reported as properties are sold. 
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5. Flexible use of capital receipts

Introduction

5.1. DCLG Statutory Guidance on the Flexible Use of Capital Receipts (updated), dated March 
2016, has offered local authorities flexibility in the use of capital receipts.  Originally this 
covered receipts generated between April 2016 and March 2019.  However, the 
provisional Local Government Finance Settlement 2018/19 has extended this for an 
additional three years.   

5.2. Qualifying expenditure is expenditure on any project that is designed to generate ongoing 
revenue savings in the delivery of public services and/or transform service delivery to 
reduce costs and/or transform service delivery in a way that reduces costs or demand for 
services in future years for any of the public sector delivery partners. Within this definition, 
it is for individual local authorities to decide whether or not a project qualifies for the 
flexibility. 

5.3. Local authorities can only use capital receipts from the disposal of property, plant and 
equipment assets received in the years in which this flexibility is offered. Local Authorities 
may not use their existing stock of capital receipts to finance the revenue costs of reform. 

Background 

5.4. Regulation 23 of the Local Authorities (Capital Finance and Accounting) (England) 
Regulations 2003 made under section 11 of the Local Government Act 2003, specify the 
purposes for which capital receipts may be used. The main permitted purpose is to meet 
capital expenditure together with other specified types of payment. Permitted purposes do 
not include use to support revenue expenditure. 

5.5. Under section16(2)(b) of the 2003 Act the Secretary of State is empowered to issue 
directions providing that expenditure of local authorities shall be treated as capital 
expenditure for the purpose of Part 1 of the 2003 Act. Where such a direction is made the 
expenditure specified in the Direction is from that point on capital expenditure which can 
be met from capital receipts under the Regulations. 

Process 

5.6. For each financial year, a local authority should ensure it prepares and publishes at least 
one Flexible use of Capital Receipts Strategy prior to exercising the flexibilities allowed. 
The strategy must be presented to full Council, and this can be part of the annual budget 
setting documents.   

5.7. Ideally, the strategy will be prepared before the start of any financial year. Where the need 
or opportunity has not been anticipated, the strategy can be presented to full Council at 
the earliest opportunity. 

5.8. The DCLG gives examples of projects which would generate qualifying expenditure, 
including: 

• Sharing back office services

• Service reform pilot schemes

• Service reconfiguration, restructuring or rationalisation

• Driving a digital approach to the delivery

• Aggregating procurement

• Setting up commercial or alternative delivery models

• Integrating public facing services across two or more public sector bodies
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Strategy content 

5.9. As a minimum, the Strategy should list each project that plans to make use of the capital 
receipts flexibility and that on a project by project basis details of the expected 
savings/service transformation are provided.  

5.10. The Strategy should report the impact on the local authority’s Prudential Indicators for the 
forthcoming year and subsequent years. 

5.11. Each future year’s Strategy should contain details on projects approved in previous years, 
including a commentary on whether the planned savings or service transformation have 
been/are being realised in line with the initial analysis. 

Proposed strategy for the flexible use of capital receipts 

5.12. As stated in section 4 above, the value and timing of capital receipts is hard to predict and 
is not known at this stage.  In order to support the revenue budget, the first £4.840m of 
capital receipts in 2018-19 and £2m thereafter will be applied directly to the repayment of 
debt.  In addition, a proportion of capital receipts from the sale of farm land are ring-
fenced. 

5.13. Additional capital receipts, if available, will be used to fund transformation projects, 
including service restructuring and demand management: 

• which are in accordance with Statutory Guidance on the Flexible Use of Capital
Receipts (updated) issued by the DCLG, dated March 2016 and

• subject to scrutiny of proposals by the Executive Director of Finance and Commercial
Services.

5.14. Any changes to this strategy will be reported through the Policy and Resources 
Committee. 

Impact on Prudential Indicators 

5.15. From 2016-17 the Council's has applied its non-farms capital receipts directly to the 
repayment of debt.  Receipts not needed for this purposes are now carried forward to 
repay future debt instalments.  As a result, in the medium term, the flexible use will not 
have an impact on the majority of prudential indicators.  Reduce the capital receipts 
available for the future repayment of debt will instead have a direct impact on future 
revenue budgets if the medium terms budget long term aim of generating £2m pa of non-
farms capital receipts cannot be met.  Assuming £2m of capital receipts are used to fund 
transformation projects: 

Prudential indicator Impact of £2m flexible use compared to 
using capital receipts for the direct re-
payment of debt 

Capital expenditure payment 
forecast 

Expense classed as capital expenditure 
increases by £2m. 

Ratio of Capital Financing Costs to 
Net Revenue Stream 

No impact 

Incremental Impact of Capital No impact 
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Programme on Band D Council Tax 

Capital Financing Requirement 

Authorised Limit for External Debt No impact 

Operational Boundary Limit for 
External Debt 

No impact 
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6. Revenue Impact of the Proposed Capital Programme

6.1. Where the Council uses borrowing to support the capital programme, it must set aside 
revenue funds on an annual basis to repay the capital borrowed. This is required by 
statute and is known as Minimum Revenue Provision (MRP).  The cost of MRP depends 
on the life of the underlying asset.  

6.2. In addition to MRP, the Council will need to fund any additional interest costs through 
future revenue budgets. The Council has the capacity to borrow from the Public Works 
Loan Board (PWLB) with interest rates currently in the order of 2.5-3%.  However, apart 
from recent £40m borrowing in respect of the NDR, since 2008 the Council funded capital 
expenditure using its cash balances.  Where borrowing is not undertaken the interest cost 
to the revenue budget is the interest foregone, forecast to be approximately 1.0% in the 
short to medium term.   

6.3. The incremental revenue impact of schemes funded from borrowing is set out in the 
Treasury Management report to this committee. 

Officer Contact 

If you have any questions about matters in this paper please get in touch with: 

Name Telephone Number Email address 

Simon George 01603 222400 simon.george@norfolk.gov.uk 
Howard Jones 01603 222832 howard.jones@norfolk.gov.uk 

Appendices 

Appendix A: Capital programme 2018-21 – existing schemes 

Appendix B: New and extended capital schemes 

Appendix C: Capital bids prioritisation  

Appendix D: Capital strategy 2018-19 
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Appendix A 

Appendix A: Capital programme 2018-21 – existing schemes 

- see following pages (all figures £m)

- note: no existing schemes are currently programmed for 2021-22
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Borrowing

Revenue and 

Reserves

Grants and 

Contributions TOTAL Borrowing

Revenue and 

Reserves

Grants and 

Contributions TOTAL Borrowing

Revenue and 

Reserves

Grants and 

Contributions TOTAL

TOTAL 

PROGRAMM

E

£m £m £m £m £m £m £m £m £m £m £m £m £m

Department/Project

Children's Services 5.000 0.000 67.393 72.393 0.000 0.000 41.504 41.504 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 113.897
A1 - Major Growth 24.838 24.838 33.067 33.067 57.905
A2 - Master Planning 2.994 2.994 2.994

A3 - Area Growth & Reorganisation 9.229 9.229 7.237 7.237 16.466

A4 - Growth - Minor Adjustments 6.735 6.735 6.735

B1 - Special Educational Needs (SEN) 1.914 1.914 1.000 1.000 2.914

B2 - Additional Needs 5.000 0.602 5.602 5.602

B4 - Early years 0.356 0.356 0.356

C2 - Major Capital Maintenance 14.023 14.023 0.200 0.200 14.223

D - Other schemes 6.702 6.702 6.702

Adult Social Care 2.406 0.000 0.000 2.406 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 2.406

Social Care Information Systems 2.406 2.406 2.406

CES - Highways 0.000 0.000 1.900 1.900 0.000 0.000 1.700 1.700 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 3.600

NDR  1.900 1.900 1.700 1.700 3.600

CES - Other 13.256 0.010 2.147 15.413 14.975 0.000 7.160 22.135 0.644 0.000 0.000 0.644 38.193

Better Broadband 1.500 0.701 2.201 11.548 7.160 18.708 0.644 0.644 21.553

SEP 3.485 3.485 1.477 1.477 4.962

Replacement HWRC 2.750 2.750 2.750

Vehicle replacement - fire 0.950 0.950 0.950

Unallocated DLG grant 0.900 0.900 0.900

Portable generators - fire 0.189 0.189 0.189

Flood Rescue 0.093 0.093 0.093

Various fire improvements 0.693 0.010 0.037 0.740 0.200 0.200 0.940

Libraries Buildings/books/kiosk 1.800 0.163 1.963 1.000 1.000 2.963

Norwich Castle Keep Development 1.312 1.312 0.750 0.750 2.062

Norwich Castle critical M&E 0.750 0.750

Museums Other 0.016 0.065 0.081 0.081

2018/19 2019/20 2020/21
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Borrowing

Revenue and 

Reserves

Grants and 

Contributions TOTAL Borrowing

Revenue and 

Reserves

Grants and 

Contributions TOTAL Borrowing

Revenue and 

Reserves

Grants and 

Contributions TOTAL

TOTAL 

PROGRAMM

E

£m £m £m £m £m £m £m £m £m £m £m £m £m

Department/Project

2018/19 2019/20 2020/21

Finance & Commercial Services 31.008 0.000 0.000 31.008 2.145 0.000 0.000 2.145 0.274 0.000 0.000 0.274 33.427

Budget Manager Licences 0.022 0.022 0.023 0.023 0.024 0.024 0.069

Capital loans facility - NCC subsidiary companies 6.500 6.500 6.500

Capital Programme Management 0.300 0.300 0.300 0.300 0.600
Farms Various Schemes 1.678 1.678 0.572 0.572 2.250

Source to pay replacement system 0.121 0.121 0.121

5 year software licenses 0.600 0.600 0.600

ICT capital hardware 0.300 0.300 0.300

GNGB Supported borrowing 11.000 11.000 11.000

Minor Works inc equality 0.439 0.439 0.439

Norfolk One Public Estate 0.250 0.250 0.250 0.250 0.250 0.250 0.750
Corporate Offices Capital Maintenance 1.574 1.574 1.000 1.000 2.574
County Hall site continuing redevelopment 8.175 8.175 8.175

Room Booking System 0.050 0.050 0.050

TOTAL 51.670 0.010 71.440 123.120 17.120 0.000 50.364 67.484 0.918 0.000 0.000 0.918 191.522
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Appendix B 

Appendix B: New and extended capital schemes 

Proposed new schemes added to the capital programme are listed below: 

Service Area Title 2018-19 2019-20 2020-21 2021-22 Additional information 
£m £m £m £m 

ASC Community Equipment and Assistive 
Technology Capitalisation 

2.334 2.380 2.428 2.476 Capitalisation to the extent that community equipment and 
assistive technology form a class of “non-current assets” with a 
life of more than one year, to contribute to revenue savings.  

Children’s 
Services 

Capital projects to be funded from 
prudential borrowing  

2.200 An amount of £2.2m funding has been or is likely to be received 
from revenue sources currently or previously applied to capital 
purposes.  This proposal is to replace the revenue funding with 
prudential borrowing, such that the funding can be re-allocated 
back to revenue, and can therefore be used as a one-off source 
to support the 2017-18 Children’s Services revenue budget. 

CES - 
Highways 

Additional highway investment 
(total £20m) 

14.008 1.476 3.200 1.316 At the P&R Committee on 27 November 2017, Members noted 
that one of the priorities for the administration was a 
commitment to invest an extra £20m in Norfolk’s roads.  The 
funding would be allocated to delivery of major projects, 
junction improvements, market town schemes, footways and 
crossing improvements and a contribution to parish partnership 
local Member and PROW.  It is proposed that the Major 
schemes element would be used to support the permanent 
funding solution for the NDR, in accordance with the table 
below, and is subject to approval by the EDT Committee. 

Highways capitalisation 1.065 1.065 1.065 Capitalisation of costs previously charged to the revenue 
budget to deliver revenue savings, including capitalisation of 
area and ITS, programme team and other staff time and direct 
expenses, asset condition surveys, capitalisation of road 
markings and stud work, and capitalisation of design fees. 

Highways – new borrowing 15.073 2.541 4.265 1.316 
Highways – grants/external funded 
schemes 

79.118 52.879 32.450 - 

Grants/external funded schemes as presented in Highways 
Capital Programme Summary report to January EDT 
Committee – analysis below. 
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Service Area Title 2018-19 2019-20 2020-21 2021-22 Additional information 
£m £m £m £m 

Total highways 94.191 55.420 36.715 1.316 

CES - other Fire 

Fire ICT equipment 0.480 Purchase new ICT equipment rather than lease 

Fire Mobile Data Terminal replacement 0.250 

Fire Scottow Live Training upgrades 0.470 
Fire Retained Alter replacement 0.140 

Fire Hydrant/ Asset management 
system 

0.100 

Fire Red Fleet replacement 1.000 1.250 2.000 The £1m in 2018-19 is in addition to an existing £0.950m 
currently in the programme.  

Fire Critical Equipment replacements 0.150 Extension to existing programme 

Fire North Earlham Prince’s trust 0.035 
Total Fire requirement  2.475  1.250  2.150 
CES – other (excl Fire) 

 Better Broadband for Norfolk 0.250 0.250 0.250 Capitalisation of project management (previously charged to 
revenue)  

 On-street parking scheme 
development costs  

0.100 0.100 Development of schemes including staff time and development 
of TRO’s.    

 GRT – site Improvements 0.100 Improvements: Gypsy, Roma and Traveller sites 

 Museums access improvements 0.050 To develop new entrance for immediate use for wedding parties 
at the Castle. This will address some accessibility issues and 
support the generation of income.   

New Green infrastructure – 
development of the network 

0.350 Potential to draw down external funding with income generating 
opportunities   

Street Lighting LED 0.197 0.372 Subject to availability of PFI sinking fund 

Closed Landfill Sites – leachate 
treatment pilot plant 

0.425  0.075 Long term revenue budget savings are estimated at £100k. 
Leachate treatment should be expected for at least another 30 
years. 

Total CES other (excl Fire) 1.472 0.797 0.250 
Total CES non-highways  3.947  2.047  2.400  - 

Total CES Capital new schemes  19.020  4.588  6.665  1.316 

Finance and 
Comm Servs 

ICT 

Servers and devices 
4.230 5.630 3.130 

Inc Servers – hardware and licences 
 Devices - rolling replacement including tablets & smartphones 
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Service Area Title 2018-19 2019-20 2020-21 2021-22 Additional information 
£m £m £m £m 

 Licences – Skype & Microsoft 

Data Centres 1.503 New Comms/data Rooms at CH / Millennium Library 

Network 1.400 LAN & Wi-Fi refresh, Security tools 

Information management 0.555 0.555 0.555 Portal structure, GRID development 

Travel & Transport - ITS move 1.000 Networking costs in addition to property move costs 

Less existing capital budget -1.902 Capital funding previously approved 
Total ICT 6.786 6.185 3.685 

Property 

Capital grant contribution towards East 
Anglia’s Children’s Hospices (EACH) 
“nook” appeal. 

0.500 Contribution of £0.5m towards the £10m total cost of a new 
Childrens Hospice in the county; helping young people and their 
families face end-of-life situations closer to home. 

Hethersett Fire Station site remodelling 
including Whitegates relocation 

0.550 Changes and adaptations to two existing County Council owned 
fire stations (Wymondham and Hethersett) to enable offices, 
workshops and ancillary buildings to be vacated and exploited. 

County Hall North Wing Car Park 0.410 Creation of approx. 112-125 additional spaces on site around 
County Hall North Wing and Annexe 

County Hall Heating/Cooling systems 0.095 County Hall Heating and Cooling systems engineering review in 
advance of remedial works. 

Remedial works to County Hall 1.750 Remedial works to improve working environment and improve 
energy efficiency. 

County Hall Refurbishment Phase 2 6.323 Refurbishment of Basement and Lower Ground floors including 
fire compliance, North Wing leaking roof, new central storage 
facility, improving data centre resilience.  Works will enable 
release of off-site office space and potentially enable third party 
use/income. 

Vauxhall Centre Underground Car 
Park 

0.230 Norfolk County Council acquired the freehold to the Vauxhall 
Centre Underground Car Park in April 2016. The site offers 80 
parking spaces in a busy City centre location with a potential of 
generating income between £0.080m to £0.100m per annum 

Accommodation Rationalisation 0.025 0.025 0.025 Works where leases/licences are coming to an end, to facilitate 
staff relocation. 

Intelligent Transport System relocation 0.705 As a result of the North Wing refurbishment I.T.S are required 
to relocate all Office, Server Room and Control Room 
equipment. 

Fire Property Maintenance 1.053 0.493 0.493 On-going capital maintenance 

Jubilee Centre Norwich 0.200 Refurbishment of Jubilee Centre 
Total Property 5.518 6.841 0.518 
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Service Area Title 2018-19 2019-20 2020-21 2021-22 Additional information 
£m £m £m £m 

Total F&CS  12.209  13.026  4.203  - 

Summary Total proposed new bids - 
borrowing 

 35.858  19.994  13.296  3.792 

Total proposed new schemes – 
grants/external 

79.118 52.879 32.450 - 

Total new schemes to be approved 114.976 72.873 45.746 3.792 

Highways capital programme summary 

LTP funding 3.200 3.000 

Structural maintenance 31.885 32.465 33.515 

Other funding 46.998 20.179 
Highways total forward programme  82.083  55.644  33.515 

Less items already in programme 

NDR -1.900 -1.700

Less new borrowing to be approved in 
new programme (above) -1.065 -1.065 -1.065
Highways grant/external funded 
forward programme 

79.118 52.879 32.450 
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Additional Highways investment: proposed budget distribution 

Work Type Sub-type Total 2018-19 2019-20 2020-21 2021-22 

£ £ £ £ £ 

NDR 12,000,000 12,000,000 
County Councillor Member 
Fund 2,016,000 504,000 504,000 504,000 504,000 

Parish Partnerships 100,000 25,000 25,000 25,000 25,000 

Market Towns studies 400,000 175,000 100,000 100,000 25,000 

interventions 1,665,000 0 555,000 555,000 555,000 

PROW 200,000 119,000 81,000 

Footways and crossings works 727,500 151,000 190,000 200,000 186,500 

assessments 106,500 43500 21000 21000 21000 

Junction improvements works 2,695,000 900,000 0 1795000 0 

feasibility 90,000 90,000 

20,000,000 14,007,500 1,476,000 3,200,000 1,316,500 

Key 

= indicative 
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Schools projects (to be funded through existing grants and developer contributions, as available) 

Project Description Project Delivery (subject to 
minimising disruption to 

education provision) 

New primary school building for St 
Edmund’s Primary School, King’s 
Lynn on Lynnsport site  

Building for 2FE primary school building on Lynnsport land offered in lieu of S106 
contributions.  Scheme will assist delivery of alternative provision in King’s Lynn. 
 

2019/20 

Aylsham Primary growth and 
reorganisation  
 

Accommodation for St Michael’s CE VA Infant School to reorganise to 140 place 
primary.   
Expansion of John of Gaunt Infant school site to accommodate further 1 form of entry 
resulting from change to St Michael’s and growth in town. 
 

2017/18 

Bowthorpe organisation/New 
primary school building 

As part of the need for additional places in Bowthorpe, the organisation and 
expansion of primary places is being reviewed.  This is likely to include a new school 
building and site. 

2020/21 

Costessey Infant and Junior Amalgamation onto single site 3FE primary and second phase to expand to 4 forms 
of entry. 
  

2017/18 

Dersingham VA Infant and Junior Amalgamation onto single site. 
Funding to include disposal of infant school site.   
  

2017/18 onwards 

East Harling Primary to 1.5FE Expansion in response to pressure on school places. 
 

2018/19 

Mulbarton Infant and Junior 
expansion  

Expansion of infant and junior schools in response to pressure on school places in 
Mulbarton and the surrounding villages.  
 

2018/19 

Sprowston area growth Expansion of existing primary schools to west of Sprowston to absorb housing growth 
prior to new primary schools in Beeston Park 
 

2016/17 onwards 

Temporary Classrooms 2017/18 Placement of modular temporary accommodation at school sites experiencing either 
a bulge year of entry or the first year/continuing years of sustained pupil number 
growth. 
 

Target delivery by Sept  2017 
/ 2018 

 

Scarning CE VC Primary Additional classrooms to provide additional 0.5 form of entry for Dereham cluster. 
S106 developer contributions form part of funding. 
 

2017/18 

Downham Market Hillcrest Primary Expansion to 3 forms of entry in response to housing growth S106 developer 
contributions form part of funding. 

2017 /18 
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Project Description Project Delivery (subject to 
minimising disruption to 

education provision) 

Norwich North and South growth Expansion of existing schools in Norwich in response to pressure on school places. 2017/18 onwards 

Poringland Primary Project to expand school to 2 forms of entry. 2017 /18 

Watton Junior Academy New school building and site to address housing 2017/18 onwards 

Land costs for new schools Part funding required for land available through housing developments.  Funding 
through Basic Need grant. 

2016/17 onwards 

Capital Maintenance and Academy 
transfer funds 

Projects of approximately £500,000 not covered by schools’ devolved formula capital 
based on assessment by NPS surveyors, and liabilities for NCC properties on 
conversion to academies. 

2016/17 

Other projects in development include: 

• The Great Yarmouth Third River Crossing: feasibility and other work to date has been funded from grants. Following the recent
announcement of Dft Commitment in the form of £98m in government support, work is currently being undertaken to establish
options, funding requirements and sources, and the extent of NCC funding which might be required.

• Numerous other highways schemes outlined in the Highways Capital Programme and Transport Asset Management Plan report to
19 January 2018 EDT Committee.

• Sewell Barn Theatre site external works to car park on NCC retained property, subject to project development and funding
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Appendix C 

Appendix C: Capital bids prioritisation model 

The three main objectives in compiling an affordable capital programme are: 

• to provide an ambitious and deliverable programme

• to minimise unaffordable revenue costs, mainly by avoiding unsupported
expenditure.

Funding for capital schemes comes from a variety of sources.  Significant capital 
grants are received annually from the departments for Transport and Education, in 
the expectation that they will be spend on maintaining and improving the schools and 
highways estates.  Other funding, often relating to specific projects, comes from a 
variety of sources.  Capital receipts can be used to fund capital expenditure, but 
where there are no unallocated capital receipts borrowing might be necessary.   

Funding unsupported schemes puts additional pressure on what is already a very 
tight revenue budget, so it is important where possible that if borrowing is required, 
that a source of income is identified to fund the future borrowing costs.   

In developing the capital programme the following are taken into account: 

1. Existing schemes and funding sources: a large part of the capital programme
relates to schemes started in previous years or where funding has been
received in previous years and will be carried forward.

2. Additional capital schemes approved during the year.

3. Prioritising new and on-going schemes on a Council-wide basis to ensure the
best outcomes for residents.  The prioritisation model is based on the model
which has been used for a number of years.

4. If a limit has to be applied to the amount of funding available in any year, the
model may have to be developed to categorise schemes, for example into
those that are Essential, Priority (short term), Priority (longer term) and
Desirable, and to limit spend on scaleable projects or programmes funded
through prudential borrowing.

5. The prioritisation process gives a high weighting to schemes which have
funding secured.  Where non-ringfenced capital grants are received there is
an initial assumption that they will allocated to their natural home: for example
DfT grants to highways, DfE grants to the schools capital programme.

6. Where a scheme does not have a funding source, priority is given to schemes
which can provide their own funding.  Where revenue or reserves cannot be
identified, then it may be possible to identify future revenue savings or income
streams which can be used to re-pay borrowing costs;
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7. If there are unallocated capital receipts, these will be used to provide funding
for higher priority unfunded schemes.

A capital project marking guide is based on the suggestions made in previous years. 
Although the prioritisation model has been broadly applied, it is primarily applicable 
to new projects and projects requiring the use of borrowing and/or capital receipts to 
provide funding. 
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Capital programme 2018-22 – officer prioritisation scores 

Existing schemes 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Weighting 10 20 10 25 15 10 10 100 

Scheme Title Score Score Score Score Score Score Score

Highways Capital Improvements 3 5 2 5 5 2 5 84

Highways Structural Maintenance 4 4 2 5 2 2 5 73

Highways other DfT grants 4 4 2 5 2 2 5 73

City Deal Local infrastructure 2 3 4 4 4 4 3 70

Temporary Classrooms 4 4 1 5 0 3 5 67

Northern Distributor Road 3 5 3 2 4 1 5 66

Schools Capital Maintenance 3 4 1 5 0 3 5 65

Elm Road, Thetford – Community Hub 4 4 1 5 0 3 4 65

Better Broadband 0 5 3 4 4 0 3 64

School Basic Need 4 4 1 5 0 3 3 63

Delivery of CS Sufficiency Strategy 5 3 3 4 0 3 4 62

Replacement fire engines 4 4 0 3 0 4 5 57

Norfolk One Public Estate programme 3 2 4 1 5 5 2 56

Server infrastructure 2 2 3 3 2 3 5 55

Customer Service Strategy 2 4 4 2 0 3 5 54

DfT Challenge Fund 4 4 1 0 5 4 2 53

Technology and investment programme (transformation) 2 2 3 3 2 4 3 53

Fire Aerial Appliance 4 3 0 3 0 4 4 51

Fire Operational equipment 4 3 0 3 0 4 4 51

Scottow Enterprise Park capital 0 5 4 2 0 3 3 50

Flood Mitigation measures 3 4 1 1 3 3 3 50

Norse, additional loan facility 0 1 1 4 3 5 2 49

Norwich Castle Keep development match funding 2 4 1 1 5 2 1 48

Farm property capital maintenance 2 1 0 5 0 3 4 47

Libraries Open+ 2 2 1 3 0 4 5 47

Norwich Castle museum business critical M&E services 4 3 2 2 0 2 4 46

Corporate offices capital maint 2 2 5 1 0 5 4 45

ICT – Control systems relocation from Hethersett to Wymondha 3 1 3 3 0 2 5 45

Licencing and generic capital improvements 2 2 1 3 2 4 1 45

Voice and data contract – capital 2 2 4 1 2 2 4 43

Development of Ketteringham Site 2 2 3 1 3 3 2 42

Fire station fire detection systems 4 3 2 1 0 2 4 41

Replacement HWRC Norwich 3 4 0 1 0 1 5 39

Basement/Lower Ground 0 2 3 3 0 3 2 39

County Hall North Wing 0 2 3 3 0 3 2 39

Whitlingham capital repairs 1 2 3 2 0 2 4 38

Capitalisation of library books 2 3 0 2 0 3 3 38

Single Employee Portal 2 2 5 1 0 3 2 37

Live fire unit 2 3 0 1 0 4 4 37

Replacement room booking system 0 2 2 3 0 2 3 37

Capitalisation of corporate capital staff costs where applicable 2 2 1 3 0 3 1 37

Managing Asbestos Exposure 5 1 1 0 0 5 5 36

Replacement of Self Service Kiosks in Libraries 2 2 0 2 0 3 4 36

Repay Debt (Dummy reference bid) 0 0 0 5 0 5 0 35
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On-going schemes in the 2017-21 capital programme
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New schemes 

S
ta

t 
o
r 

R
e
g
u
la

to
ry

 

d
u
ty

C
C

 P
ri
o
ri
ti
e
s

C
ro

s
s
-s

e
rv

ic
e
 

W
o
rk

in
g

Im
p
a
c
t 

o
n
 

C
o
u
n
c
il 

b
o
rr

o
w

in
g

L
e
v
e
ra

g
e
 

V
a
lu

e
 

F
le

x
ib

ili
ty

 a
n
d
 

S
c
a
la

b
ili

ty

A
v
o
id

a
n
c
e
 o

f 

ri
s
k
 t

o
 s

e
rv

ic
e
 

d
e
liv

e
ry

Total 

Score 

Title 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

10 20 10 25 15 10 10 100

ASC

Community Equipment and Assistive 

Technology Capitalisation
3 3 0 3 0 2 5 47

Children's Services 

Children's Services capital projects to be 

funded from prudential borrowing 
3 4 1 3 0 2 5 53

Highways

Additional highway investment 3 5 2 3 1 2 5 62

Fire

Fire various equipment 4 4 0 3 0 2 5 53

CES other

 Better Broadband for Norfolk 0 5 3 4 4 0 3 64

 On-street parking scheme development 

costs 
4 2 0 2 0 2 3 36

 GRT – site Improvements 4 2 3 0 1 2 4 37

 Museums access improvements 4 4 2 2 1 1 1 45

New Green infrastructure – development of 

the network 
2 2 0 2 3 3 1 39

Street Lighting LED 2 3 3 3 0 4 1 47

Closed Landfill Sites – leachate treatment 

pilot plant
4 4 0 5 0 2 4 61

ICT

ICT servers, network, data centre 2 2 4 1 2 2 4 43

Travel & Transport - ITS move 0 2 3 3 0 3 4 43

Property

Contribution towards new hospice at 

Framingham Pigot – “Nook” appeal
1 4 3 0 5 0 0 39

Hethersett Fire Station site remodelling, 

including Whitegates relocation
0 1 2 5 0 3 0 39

County Hall works and improvements 0 2 3 3 0 3 4 43

Vauxhall Centre Underground Car Park 0 2 0 5 0 3 1 41

Fire Property Maintenance 2 2 5 1 0 5 4 45

Jubilee Centre Norwich 2 4 2 2 0 1 3 42

All schemes listed above meet the threshold. 
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Appendix D 

Appendix D: Capital strategy 2018-19 

1 Purpose and aims of the Capital Strategy 

1.1 The Capital Strategy has been developed as a key document that determines the 
council’s approach to capital. It is an integral aspect of the Council’s medium term 
service and financial planning process as reflected in the Medium Term Financial 
Strategy (MTFS). 

1.2 The Capital Strategy is concerned with, and sets the framework for: 

• all aspects of the Council’s capital expenditure for the period covered by the

Council’s medium term financial strategy

• planning, prioritisation, management and funding.

It is closely related to, and informed by 

• the Council’s priorities

• the Council’s Asset Management Plans and

• capital funding grants and debt facilities provided by central government and

other external funding sources.

1.3 The Capital Strategy is reviewed on an annual basis to ensure it continues to reflect 
the changing needs and priorities of the Council, and its partners throughout Norfolk 
and the region. 

1.4 The key aims of the Capital Strategy are: 

• to identify capital projects and programmes;

• to prioritise capital requirements and proposals;

• to provide a clear context within which proposals are evaluated to ensure that all

capital investment is targeted at meeting the Council’s priorities;

• to consider options available to maximise funding for capital expenditure whilst

minimising the impact on future revenue budgets;

• to identify the resources available for capital investment over the medium term

planning period.

1.5 The Capital Strategy provides a framework for the allocation of resources.  The 
approval of new capital schemes and the allocation of available funding is 
undertaken when the capital programme is approved as part of the wider budget 
setting process. 
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2 Influences on the capital strategy 

2.1 The Council continues to be faced with significant changes and challenges which 
affects all of the public sector and the following are some of the major influences on 
our Capital Strategy. 

2.2 For a number of years there have been stringent reductions in revenue and capital 
grant funding for public services, with a strong drive towards austerity and value for 
money. Local authorities are facing rising demand and expectations for Council 
services. The Council is seeking creative new ways of providing services which may 
require capital investment to deliver best value for our communities and taxpayers. 

2.3 The success of any Capital Programme is delivery to anticipated timescales and 
budgets.  Failure to achieve either results in increases in capital costs and 
additional revenue pressures.  

In a challenging financial environment, effective procurement, robust contract 
management and constant oversight are essential to manage costs and ensure all 
spend delivers the intended outcomes. 

2.4 Formation and delivery of asset management plans are vital to the implementation 
of the Capital Strategy and to the delivery of the Capital Programme.  The Council’s 
primary asset management plan is supplemented by its:  

• Transport Asset Management Plan, and

• Children’s Services Capital Priorities Group assessment of growth pressures.

2.5 In order to minimise the impact of additional borrowing on future revenue budgets, 
and to reduce the cost of maintaining under-used or inefficient properties, the 
Council has a programme of asset disposals.   The asset rationalisation and 
disposals policy is now a key element of delivering capital funding and for reducing 
property related costs. 

2.5 The relationship between the asset management plan and the capital programme is 
shown below: 
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The fit between the Capital Programme and the Asset Management 
Strategy 

Corporate 
Priorities 

Directorate 
Priorities 

Demand Supply 

Property 
Strategy 

Capital 
Receipts 

Needs 

Capital 
Programme 

Property 
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3 Capital Expenditure 

3.1 Capital expenditure and investment is vital for a number of reasons: 

• As a key component in the transformation of service delivery and flexible ways of

working

• A catalyst for economic growth

• To maintain or increase the life of existing assets

• To address the issues resulting from increasing numbers of service users

• As a lever to generate further government or regional capital investment in

Norfolk

3.2 With a challenging financial environment for the foreseeable future that is influenced 
by a variety of external factors, there will only ever be a limited amount of capital 
resources available. Therefore, it is vital that we target limited resources to 
maximum effect with a new focus on our strategic and financial priorities. 

3.3 Capital funding is limited.  External capital grants can only be spent on capital. 
Projects funded from revenue, revenue reserves or borrowing all affect revenue 
budgets.  Borrowing in particular has long term revenue consequences.   Two costs 
are incurred when a capital scheme is funded from borrowing: 

• A Minimum Revenue Provision (MRP) – the amount we have to set aside each

year to repay the loan and this is determined by the life of the asset associated

with the capital expenditure; and

• Interest costs for the period of the actual loan.

3.4 On present long term borrowing interest rates every £1 million of prudential 
borrowing costs as much as £0.080m pa in ongoing revenue financing costs for an 
asset with an assumed life of 25 years, or up to £0.230m pa for an asset with a 5 
year life.  This is in addition to any ongoing maintenance and running costs 
associated with the investment.   

3.5 The MRP policy which defines the method used each year to calculate MRP are set 
annually as part of the budget process. 

3.6 Given the revenue cost pressures shown in the Council’s Medium Term Financial 
Strategy the scope for unsupported capital expenditure (capital expenditure that 
generates net revenue costs in the short or medium term) may be limited. 

3.7 The budget planning process is designed to reflect both capital and revenue 
proposals such that the revenue consequence of capital decisions, particularly as a 
result of increased borrowing, are reflected in future revenue budgets such that any 
capital investments are prudent, affordable and sustainable for the Council. 
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4 Capital project prioritisation 

4.1 The Council has to manage demands for investment within the financial constraints 
which result from: 

• The limited availability of capital grants

• The potential impact on revenue budgets of additional borrowing and

• The level of capital receipts generated.

As a result, prioritisation criteria have been developed to assess any capital bids 
that ensure the Programme is targeted to Council priorities.  

The criteria are initially applied by a group of officers representing major service 
areas and appropriate support skills such as property management and finance.  
Results are moderated by Chief Officers before the capital programme is proposed 
through the Policy and Resources Committee to County Council.  

4.2 All capital bids that require support must be supported by a Business Case that 
demonstrates 

• Purpose and Nature of scheme

• Contribution to Council’s priorities & service objectives

• Other corporate/political/legal issues

• Options for addressing the problem/need

• Risks, risk mitigation, uncertainties & sensitivities

• Financial summary including amounts, funding and timing

4.3 The prioritisation criteria are reviewed annually to ensure they continue to reflect the 
changing needs and priorities of the Council. 

4.4 Development of the prioritisation model 

The corporate capital prioritisation model is based on the model first used for the 
2015-18 capital programme. 

The financial measure used in the model has been updated to be able to add weight 
to schemes which reduce immediate pressure on the Council’s revenue budget. 

This model operates at a corporate level which looks at capital programmes rather 
than individual schemes, except where schemes are not externally funded.  Most 
schemes are prioritised within the two major capital programme areas of transport 
and schools.   

Schemes are considered by the appropriate team to ensure that the capital 
programme integrates with business and service planning, with revenue 
implications taken into account.  Highways schemes are prioritised within ETD and 
presented in detail to the EDT committee.  Schools schemes are prioritised through 
the Children’s Services Capital Priorities Group.   Non-school property schemes are 
presented through the Council’s Corporate Property team.  Other schemes not 
covered by the major headings above are developed by the relevant chief officer, 
and where corporate funding is required are considered by the Executive Director of 
Finance and Commercial Services, who considers the overall affordability of the 
programme. 
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The Council’s three year capital programme is formed by bringing the various 
capital programmes together, and ensuing that sufficient funding is available before 
seeking Council approval. 
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4.5 Funding and the scoring threshold 
Irrespective of scores, schemes can only be included in the County Council 
approved capital budget up to the point that funding is available taking into account 
limitations associated with different funding sources.   

For schemes with no funding source, a benchmark of 35 has been applied, being 
the score for a dummy project of simply re-paying debt.  For funded schemes, this 
also provides a useful benchmark against which to ask the question as to whether 
the Council should be undertaking projects which do not, for example, fulfil the 
Council’s objectives.   

Although the prioritisation model has been broadly applied, it is primarily applicable 
to new projects and projects requiring the use of borrowing and/or capital receipts to 
provide funding. 

5 Capital Programme overview 

5.1 The Capital Programme should support the overall objectives of the Council and act 
as an enabler for transformation in order to address its priorities. 

5.2 Over the last three years Norfolk County Council’s capital expenditure has been as 
follows: 

Financial year 2014-15 2015-16 2016-17 

£m £m £m 

Capital expenditure 140.9 129.1 205.2 

The Council’s 2016-17 capital programme was split by funding type as follows: 

Funding type £m % 

Capital grants and contributions 171 83% 

Revenue and reserves 4 2% 

Capital receipts (applied to the direct 
repayment of debt in 2016-17) 

0 0% 

Borrowing 30 15% 

Total 205 100% 

6 Capital expenditure 

6.1 Capital expenditure is defined under the Financial Reporting Standard (FRS) 15 as 
expenditure which falls into one of two categories 

• The acquisition, creation or installation of a new tangible or intangible asset.

• Increasing the service potential of an asset for at least one year by:

• Lengthening substantially its life and/or market value or
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• Increasing substantially either the extent to which an asset can be used or the

quality of its output.

A de-minimis level is applied when accounting for a new asset as capital – for 
Norfolk County Council this is £40,000, although capital funding can be applied to 
assets with lower value. 

7 Capital Funding Sources 

7.1 There are a variety of different sources of capital funding, each having different 
advantages, opportunity costs and risks attached. 

Borrowing 

7.2 The Prudential Capital Finance system allows local authorities to borrow for capital 
expenditure without Government consent, provided it is affordable. Local Authorities 
must manage their debt responsibly and decisions about debt repayment should be 
made through the consideration of prudent treasury management practice. 

7.3 As a guide, borrowing incurs a revenue cost of approximately 7% of the loan each 
year for an asset with a life of 25 years, comprising interest charges and the 
repayment of the debt (known as the Minimum Revenue Provision or MRP). The 
Council needs to be satisfied that it can afford this annual future revenue cost. 

7.4 Local Authorities have to earmark sufficient revenue budget each year as provision 
for repaying debts incurred on capital projects, in accordance with the relevant MRP 
policy.  

Grants 

7.5 The challenging financial environment means that national government grants are 
reducing, or changing in nature. A large proportion of this funding is currently un-
ringfenced which means it is not tied to particular projects.  However, capital grants 
are allocated by Government departments which clearly intend that the grants 
should be certain area such as education or highways.  So although technically the 
grants are un-ringfenced, the political reality is not as clear cut. 

7.6 Sometimes grant funding is not sufficient to meet legislative obligations and other 
sources of funding will be sought to fund the gap. 

Capital Receipts 

7.7 Capital receipts are estimated and are based upon the likely sales of assets as 
identified under the developing Asset Management Plan. These include 
development sites, former school sites and other properties and land no longer 
needed for operational purposes. Receipts are critical to delivering our revenue 
budgets through the direct repayment of debt and potentially the flexible use of 
capital receipts.  Receipts not used for that purpose can be used to reduce the level 
of borrowing required. 

Revenue / Other Contributions 

7.8 The Prudential Code allows for the use of additional revenue resources within 
agreed parameters. Contributions are received from other organisations to support 
the delivery of schemes with the main area being within the education programme 
with contributions made by individual schools and by developers.
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8 Capital Programme Management 

8.1 The Capital Programme is kept under continual review during the year. 

Each scheme is allocated a project officer whose responsibility is to ensure the 
project is delivered on time, within budget and achieves the desired outcomes. 

8.2 Capital finance monitoring reports are prepared monthly, and Service Committees 
receive financial reports relevant to their area.    The Policy and Resources 
Committee takes an overview of the overall capital programme.  This includes 
recommendations to change the Programme to reflect movements in resources and 
variations from planned spending on schemes, and to introduce new schemes not 
anticipated at the time of setting the annual programme. 

8.3 Various Capital Working Groups oversee the co-ordination and management of the 
Capital Programmes.  These groups include: 

Group / Programme Role 

The Children’s 
Services Capital 
Priorities Group 

A member and officer group which oversees the 
development and delivery of the Schools capital programme. 

EDT Committee The Environment, Development and Transport Committee 
has responsibility for maintaining and developing the 
highway network, as well as other responsibilities including 
Waste Management and Recycling. 

Business and 
Property Committee 

The Business and Property Committee has responsibility for 
developing and monitoring property and asset management, 
including responsibility for the oversight and development of 
County Farms. 

The Council’s 
Corporate Property 
Team 

Responsible for managing the Council’s property portfolio 
and to maximise Capital Receipts from the sale of surplus 
property assets.   

Roles include 

- reviewing policies relating to property.

- co-ordinating the Council’s asset management plan

- corporate property scheme prioritisation

361



ANNEXE 5 

1

REPORT AS PRESENTED TO: 

Policy and Resources Committee 
Item No 14 

Report title: Annual Investment and Treasury Strategy 
2018-19 

Date of meeting: 29 January 2018 
Responsible Chief 
Officer: 

Executive Director of Finance and Commercial 
Services 

Strategic impact 
It is a regulatory requirement for local authorities to produce an Investment and Treasury 
Strategy for the year ahead. The Strategy forms an important part of the overall 
management of the Council’s financial affairs and details the criteria for choosing 
investment counterparties and managing the authority’s underlying need to borrow for 
capital purposes.  

Executive summary 

In accordance with regulatory requirements, this report presents the Council’s investment 
and borrowing strategies for 2018-19. 

Despite the recent 0.25% rise in bank rates, investment returns are likely to remain low 
during 2018-19.  Borrowing rates are also likely to remain historically low, and a flexible 
approach to borrowing for capital purposes will be maintained which avoids the ‘cost of 
carrying debt’ in the short-term but which will recognise the Council’s need to borrow in 
the medium term. 

The proposed investment strategy retains a diversified pool of high quality counterparties 
with a maximum deposit duration of three years.  It also adds a small number of 
alternative investment vehicles to give the opportunity for an element of diversification. 

The Council’s external debt is forecast to be £513m at 31 March 2018, with cash 
balances and investments forecast to be approximately £85m. 

Recommendation: 

It is recommended that the Policy and Resources Committee endorse and 
recommend to County Council the Annual Investment and Treasury Strategy for 
2018-19 at Appendix 1, including: 

• the capital prudential indicators included in the body of the report,

• the treasury management prudential indicators detailed in Annex 4 and

• the Minimum Revenue Provision Statement 2018-19 at section 5.

1. Introduction
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1.1 The Chartered Institute of Public Finance and Accountancy’s (CIPFA’s) 
Code of Practice for Treasury Management in the Public Services (the 
Code) requires local authorities to produce a treasury management 
strategy for the year ahead. The County Council is required to comply 
with the Code through regulations issued under the Local Government 
Act 2003 and has adopted specific clauses and policy statements from 
the Code as part of its Financial Regulations. 

1.2 Complementary to the CIPFA Code is the Department for Communities 
and Local Government’s (DCLG’s) Investment Guidance, which 
requires local authorities to produce an Annual Investment Strategy. 

1.3 This report combines the reporting requirements of both the CIPFA 
Code and DCLG’s Investment Guidance.  

2. Evidence

2.1 The primary objectives of the Council’s Investment and Treasury 
Strategy are to safeguard the timely repayment of principal and 
interest, whilst ensuring adequate liquidity for cash flow and the 
generation of investment yield. A flexible approach to borrowing for 
capital purposes will be maintained which avoids the ‘cost of carrying 
debt’ in the short term. This strategy is prudent while investment 
returns are low and the investment environment remains challenging. 

The Investment and Treasury Strategy summarises: 

• the Council’s capital plans (including prudential indicators);

• a minimum revenue provision (MRP) policy (how residual capital
expenditure is charged to revenue over time);

• the treasury management strategy (how the investments and
borrowings are to be organised) including treasury indicators; and

• an investment strategy (including parameters on how investments
are to be managed).

3. Financial Implications

Financial implications relating to this Strategy (budget forecasts for interest 
receivable from investment deposits and interest payable on borrowing) have 
been incorporated in the 2018-19 Revenue Budget and will be monitored and 
reported to Policy and Resources Committee throughout the year as part of 
the regular monitoring process.  

363



ANNEXE 5 

 

3 
 
 

 
4.  Issues, risks and innovation 
 

Risk implications 
 
4.1 The County Council’s treasury management activities provide for “the 

effective management of risk while pursuing optimum performance 
consistent with those risks.” The Annual Investment & Treasury 
Strategy describes the parameters for risk management.  
Operationally, a risk register is maintained to monitor risks and control 
measures. 

 

 
 

5.  Background 
 
5.1 The investment and borrowing strategy presented in this report for 

approval forms an important part of the overall financial management of 
the Council’s affairs. The strategy has been produced in accordance 
with best practice and guidance and in consultation with the Council’s 
external treasury advisors.   

 
5.2 CIPFA issued a revised Treasury Management Code of Practice and a 

revised Prudential Code on 21 December 2017.  In addition, DCLG 
consultation on both investment guidance closed on 22 December 
2017 and so we are currently waiting for the revised guidance to be 
issued. A lot of focus from both CIPFA and the DCLG has been on 
non-treasury investments, including the purchase of property with a 
view to generating income.  Due to the timing of the release of these 
revisions and consultations, and the Council’s limited exposure to any 
non-service related capital investments, the Strategy in this report is 
based on the previously existing guidance.     

 

 
 

Officer Contact 
If you have any questions about the matters contained in this paper please 
get in touch with: 
 
Name    Telephone Number Email address 
Simon George  01603 222400 
 simon.george@norfolk.gov.uk 
Howard Jones  01603 2228232 
 howard.jones@norfolk.gov.uk 
 

 

If you need this report in large print, audio, Braille, 
alternative format or in a different language please 
contact 0344 800 8020 or 18001 0344 800 8020 
(textphone) and we will do our best to help. 
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Appendix 1 
 

 

Annual Investment and Treasury Strategy 2018-19 
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1 Introduction 

1.1 Background 

The Council is required to operate a balanced budget, which broadly means 
that cash raised during the year will meet cash expenditure.  Part of the 
treasury management operation is to ensure that this cash flow is adequately 
planned, with cash being available when it is needed.  Surplus monies are 
invested in low risk counterparties or instruments commensurate with the 
Council’s low risk appetite, providing adequate liquidity initially before 
considering investment return. 
 
The second main function of the treasury management service is the funding 
of the Council’s capital plans.  These capital plans provide a guide to the 
borrowing need of the Council, essentially the longer-term cash flow planning, 
to ensure that the Council can meet its capital spending obligations.  This 
management of longer-term cash may involve arranging long or short-term 
loans, or using longer-term cash flow surpluses.   On occasion, when it is 
prudent and economic, any debt previously drawn may be restructured to 
meet Council risk or cost objectives.  
 
CIPFA defines treasury management as: 

 
“The management of the local authority’s investments and cash flows, its 
banking, money market and capital market transactions; the effective 
control of the risks associated with those activities; and the pursuit of 
optimum performance consistent with those risks.” 

1.2 Reporting requirements 

The Council is required to receive and approve, as a minimum, three main 
reports each year, which incorporate a variety of policies, estimates and 
actuals.   

Prudential and treasury indicators and treasury strategy (this report) - 
The first, and most important report covers: 

• the Council’s capital plans (including prudential indicators); 

• a minimum revenue provision (MRP) policy (how residual capital 
expenditure is charged to revenue over time); 

• the treasury management strategy (how the investments and borrowings 
are to be organised) including treasury indicators; and  

• an investment strategy (the parameters on how investments are to be 
managed). 

A mid-year treasury management report – This will update members with 
the progress of the capital position, amending prudential indicators as 
necessary, and whether any policies require revision.   

An annual treasury report – This provides details of a selection of actual 
prudential and treasury indicators and actual treasury operations compared to 
the estimates within the strategy. 
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Scrutiny 

The above reports are required to be adequately scrutinised before being 
recommended to the Council.  This role is undertaken by the Treasury 
Management Panel and Policy and Resources Committee. 

1.3 Treasury Management Strategy for 2018-19 

The strategy for 2018-19 covers two main areas: 

Capital spend 

• the capital plans and the prudential indicators; 

• the minimum revenue provision (MRP) policy. 

 

Treasury management  

• the current treasury position; 

• treasury indicators which limit the treasury risk and activities of the 
Council; 

• prospects for interest rates; 

• the borrowing strategy; 

• policy on borrowing in advance of need; 

• the investment strategy; 

• counterparties 

 

These elements cover the requirements of the Local Government Act 2003, 
the CIPFA Prudential Code, CLG MRP Guidance, the CIPFA Treasury 
Management Code and CLG Investment Guidance. 

1.4 Training 

The CIPFA Code requires the responsible officer to ensure that members with 
responsibility for treasury management receive adequate training in treasury 
management.  The current panel has received a briefing on general 
developments affecting the Council’s treasury management function at its 
November meeting, and a representative from the Council’s treasury advisors 
was present to add explanations and context throughout the meeting.  Further 
training will be arranged as required.   

The training needs of treasury management officers are periodically reviewed 
and training attended in accordance with those needs. Demonstration of 
adequate training has been an integral part of the treasury team’s successful 
“opting up” under MiFID II to enable the Council to continue to place money 
with approved counterparties from 3 January 2018. 

1.5 Treasury management consultants 

The Council uses Link Asset Services as its external treasury management 
advisors. 
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2 Capital Prudential Indicators 2018/19 – 2020/21 

The Council’s capital expenditure plans are the key driver of treasury 
management activity.  The output of the capital expenditure plans is reflected 
in the prudential indicators, which are designed to assist members’ overview 
and confirm capital expenditure plans. 

2.1 Capital expenditure 

This prudential indicator is a summary of the Council’s capital expenditure 
plans, both those agreed previously, and those forming part of this budget 
cycle: 
 
Capital expenditure 

£m 

2016/17 

Actual 

2017/18 

Estimate 

2018/19 

Estimate 

2019/20 

Estimate 

2020/21 

Estimate 

Total  205.163 253.841 238.097 140.357 46.664 

Other long-term liabilities. The above financing need excludes other long 
term liabilities, such as PFI and leasing arrangements which already include 
borrowing instruments.   

The table below summarises the above capital expenditure plans and how 
these plans are being financed by capital or revenue resources.  Any shortfall 
of resources results in a funding borrowing need.  

Financing of capital 
expenditure £m 

2016/17 

Actual 

2017/18 

Estimate 

2018/19 

Estimate 

2019/20 

Estimate 

2020/21 

Estimate 

Capital grants 170.692 193.343 150.558 103.243 32.450 

Revenue and reserves 4.192 4.393 0.011     

Capital receipts -   0     

Prudential borrowing 30.279 56.105 87.528 37.114 14.214 

Total capital 
expenditure 205.163 253.841 238.097 140.357 46.664 

2.2 The Council’s borrowing need (the Capital Financing Requirement) 

The second prudential indicator is the Council’s Capital Financing 
Requirement (CFR).  The CFR is simply the total historic outstanding capital 
expenditure which has not yet been paid for from either revenue or capital 
resources.  It is essentially a measure of the Council’s indebtedness and so its 
underlying borrowing need.  Any capital expenditure above, which has not 
immediately been paid for, will increase the CFR.   

The CFR does not increase indefinitely, as the minimum revenue provision 
(MRP) is a statutory annual revenue charge which broadly reduces the 
indebtedness in line with each assets life, and so charges the economic 
consumption of capital assets as they are used. 

The CFR includes any other long-term liabilities (e.g. PFI schemes, finance 
leases).  Whilst these increase the CFR, and therefore the Council’s 
borrowing requirement, these types of scheme include a borrowing facility by 

368



ANNEXE 5 

 

8 
 
 

the PFI, PPP lease provider and so the Council is not required to separately 
borrow for these schemes.  The Council has £57.355m of PFI and finance 
lease liabilities at 31 March 2017 (ref note 17 to Financial Statements). 

 

Capital Financing 
Requirement £m 

2016/17 

Actual 

2017/18 

Estimate 

2018/19 

Estimate 

2019/20 

Estimate 

2020/21 

Estimate 

Opening CFR 673.445 697.717 746.029 825.764 856.034 

Net financing need for 
the year (above) 30.279 56.105 87.528 37.114 14.214 

Less MRP and other 
financing movements (6.007) (7.793) (7.793) (6.844) (13.871) 

Movement in CFR 24.272 48.312 79.735 30.270 0.343 

Closing CFR 697.717 746.029 825.764 856.034 856.377 

2.3 Core funds and expected investment balances  

The application of resources (capital receipts, reserves etc.) to either finance 
capital expenditure or other budget decisions to support the revenue budget 
will have an ongoing impact on investments unless resources are 
supplemented each year from new sources (asset sales etc.).  Detailed below 
are estimates of the year-end balances for each resource and anticipated day-
to-day cash flow balances. 

 Year End Resources 

£m 

2016/17 

Actual 

2017/18 

Estimate 

2018/19 

Estimate 

2019/20 

Estimate 

2020/21 

Estimate 

Opening investments 178.489 157.201 86.189 (11.339) (48.453) 

Net (use) of reserves, 
capital grants, working 
capital etc  (bal) 

(31.009) (15.000) (10.000) 0.000 0.000 

Capital expenditure 
funded through 
prudential borrowing 

(30.279) (56.105) (87.528) (37.114) (14.214) 

New Borrowing 40.000         

Closing investments 157.201 86.096 (11.432) (48.546) (62.760) 

 
Actual cash balances at 31 December 2017 are approximately £90m.  The 
table above shows that based on the latest capital programme this balance is 
reducing rapidly and the Council will need to borrow in the short to medium 
term as shown in the following graph. 
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Actual cash flows and the need to borrow will depend largely on the speed at 
which the capital programme can be delivered, but also on the timing of, for 
example, government grant receipts. 
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3 Borrowing  

The capital expenditure plans set out in Section 2 provide details of the 
service activity of the Council.  The treasury management function ensures 
that the Council’s cash is organised in accordance with the relevant 
professional codes, so that sufficient cash is available to meet this service 
activity and the Council’s capital strategy.  This will involve both the 
organisation of the cash flow and, where capital plans require, the 
organisation of appropriate borrowing facilities.  The strategy covers the 
relevant treasury / prudential indicators, the current and projected debt 
positions and the annual investment strategy. 

3.1 Current portfolio position 

The Council’s treasury portfolio position at 31 March 2017, with forward 
projections are summarised below. The table shows the actual external debt 
(the treasury management operations), against the underlying capital 
borrowing need (the Capital Financing Requirement - CFR), highlighting any 
over or under borrowing.  

External Debt  

£m 

2016/17 

Actual 

2017/18 

Estimate 

2018/19 

Estimate 

2019/20 

Estimate 

2020/21 

Estimate 

Debt at 1 April  496.289 529.878 521.983 514.087 507.216 

Expected change 
in Debt - 
repayments 

(6.411) (7.895) (7.896) (6.871) (6.371) 

Expected change 
in Debt – new 
borrowing  

40.000         

Debt  529.878 521.983 514.087 507.216 500.845 

Other long-term 
liabilities (OLTL) 1 
April 

59.648 68.428 66.646 66.053 65.400 

Expected change 
in OLTL (2.293) (1.782) (0.593) (0.653) (1.009) 

Landfill provision 11.073         

OLTL forecast 68.428 66.646 66.053 65.400 64.391 

Gross debt at 31 
March  598.306 588.629 580.140 572.616 565.236 

The Capital 
Financing 
Requirement 

697.717 746.029 825.764 856.034 856.377 

Under / (over) 
borrowing 99.411 157.400 245.624 283.418 291.141 

 

Within the prudential indicators there are a number of key indicators to ensure 
that the Council operates its activities within well-defined limits.  One of these 
is that the Council needs to ensure that its gross debt does not, except in the 
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short term, exceed the total of the CFR in the preceding year plus the estimates of 
any additional CFR for 2018-19 and the following two financial years.  This allows 
some flexibility for limited early borrowing for future years, but ensures that 
borrowing is not undertaken for revenue or speculative purposes.       

The Executive Director of Finance and Commercial Services reports that the 
Council has complied with this prudential indicator in the current year and 
does not envisage difficulties for the future.  This view takes into account 
current commitments, existing plans, and the proposals in this budget report.   

3.2 Treasury Indicators: limits to borrowing activity 

The operational boundary.  This is the limit beyond which external debt is 
not normally expected to exceed.  In most cases, this would be a similar figure 
to the CFR, but may be lower or higher depending on the levels of actual debt 
and the ability to fund under-borrowing by other cash resources. 

Operational 
boundary £m 

2016-17 
Equivalent  

2017/18 

Estimate 

2018/19 

Estimate 

2019/20 

Estimate 

2020/21 

Estimate 

Debt (bal) 629.289 679.383 759.711 790.634 791.986 

Other long term 
liabilities 

68.428 66.646 66.053 65.400 64.391 

Total CFR 697.717 746.029 825.764 856.034 856.377 

 

The authorised limit for external debt. A further key prudential indicator 
represents a control on the maximum level of borrowing.  This represents a 
limit beyond which external debt is prohibited, and this limit needs to be set or 
revised by the full Council.  It reflects the level of external debt which, while 
not desired, could be afforded in the short term, but is not sustainable in the 
longer term.   

1. This is the statutory limit determined under section 3 (1) of the Local 
Government Act 2003. The Government retains an option to control either 
the total of all councils’ plans, or those of a specific council, although this 
power has not yet been exercised. 

2. The Council is asked to approve the following authorised limits, based on 
the reasonable possibility of unexpected capital expenditure or temporary 
overdrafts amounting to 5% of debt and/or 10% of long term liabilities: 

Authorised limit 
£m 

2016-17 
Equivalent  

2017/18 

Estimate 

2018/19 

Estimate 

2019/20 

Estimate 

2020/21 

Estimate 

Debt 660.753 713.352 797.697 830.166 831.585 

Other long term 
liabilities 

75.271 73.311 72.658 71.940 70.830 

Total 736.024 786.663 870.355 902.106 902.415 

3.3 Prospects for interest rates 

The Council has appointed Link Asset Services as its treasury advisor and 
part of their service is to assist the Council to formulate a view on interest 
rates.  The following table gives their central view. 
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Dec-17 Mar-18 Jun-18 Sep-18 Dec-18 Mar-19 Jun-19 Sep-19 Dec-19 Mar-20 Jun-20 Sep-20 Dec-20 Mar-21

Bank Rate 0.50% 0.50% 0.50% 0.50% 0.75% 0.75% 0.75% 0.75% 1.00% 1.00% 1.00% 1.25% 1.25% 1.25%

5yr PWLB Rate 1.50% 1.60% 1.60% 1.70% 1.80% 1.80% 1.90% 1.90% 2.00% 2.10% 2.10% 2.20% 2.30% 2.30%

10yr PWLB View 2.10% 2.20% 2.30% 2.40% 2.40% 2.50% 2.60% 2.60% 2.70% 2.70% 2.80% 2.90% 2.90% 3.00%

25yr PWLB View 2.80% 2.90% 3.00% 3.00% 3.10% 3.10% 3.20% 3.20% 3.30% 3.40% 3.50% 3.50% 3.60% 3.60%

50yr PWLB Rate 2.50% 2.60% 2.70% 2.80% 2.90% 2.90% 3.00% 3.00% 3.10% 3.20% 3.30% 3.30% 3.40% 3.40%  
 
 
 
 
As expected, the Monetary Policy Committee (MPC) delivered a 0.25% 
increase in Bank Rate at its meeting on 2 November.  This removed the 
emergency cut in August 2016 after the EU referendum.  The MPC also gave 
forward guidance that they expected to increase Bank rate only twice more by 
0.25% by 2020 to end at 1.00%.  The MPC also gave forward guidance that 
they expected to raise Bank Rate by 0.25% only twice more in the next two 
years to reach 1.0% by 2020.  This was very much in line with previous 
guidance that Bank Rate would only go up very gradually and to a limited 
extent. 
 
The overall longer run trend is for gilt yields and PWLB rates to rise, albeit 
gently.  It has long been expected, that at some point, there would be a more 
protracted move from bonds to equities after a historic long-term trend, over 
about the last 25 years, of falling bond yields.  The action of central banks 
since the financial crash of 2008, in implementing substantial Quantitative 
Easing, added further impetus to this downward trend in bond yields and 
rising bond prices.  Quantitative Easing has also directly led to a rise in equity 
values as investors searched for higher returns and took on riskier assets.  
The sharp rise in bond yields since the US Presidential election in November 
2016 has called into question whether the previous trend may go into reverse, 
especially now the Fed. has taken the lead in reversing monetary policy by 
starting, in October 2017, a policy of not fully reinvesting proceeds from bonds 
that it holds when they mature.   
 
Until 2015, monetary policy was focused on providing stimulus to economic 
growth but has since started to refocus on countering the threat of rising 
inflationary pressures as stronger economic growth becomes more firmly 
established. The Fed. has started raising interest rates and this trend is 
expected to continue during 2018 and 2019.  These increases will make 
holding US bonds much less attractive and cause their prices to fall, and 
therefore bond yields to rise. Rising bond yields in the US are likely to exert 
some upward pressure on bond yields in the UK and other developed 
economies.  However, the degree of that upward pressure is likely to be 
dampened by how strong or weak the prospects for economic growth and 
rising inflation are in each country, and on the degree of progress towards the 
reversal of monetary policy away from quantitative easing and other credit 
stimulus measures. 
 
From time to time, gilt yields – and therefore PWLB rates - can be subject to 
exceptional levels of volatility due to geo-political, sovereign debt crisis and 
emerging market developments. Such volatility could occur at any time during 
the forecast period. 
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Economic and interest rate forecasting remains difficult with so many external 
influences weighing on the UK. The above forecasts (and MPC decisions) will 
be liable to further amendment depending on how economic data and 
developments in financial markets transpire over the next year. Geopolitical 
developments, especially in the EU, could also have a major impact. 
Forecasts for average investment earnings beyond the three-year time 
horizon will be heavily dependent on economic and political developments.  
The overall balance of risks to economic recovery in the UK is probably to the 
downside, particularly with the current level of uncertainty over the final terms 
of Brexit.  
 
Downside risks to current forecasts for UK gilt yields and PWLB rates 
currently include:  

• Bank of England monetary policy takes action too quickly over the next 
three years to raise Bank Rate and causes UK economic growth, and 
increases in inflation, to be weaker than we currently anticipate.  

• Geopolitical risks, especially North Korea, but also in Europe and the 
Middle East, which could lead to increasing safe haven flows.  

• A resurgence of the Eurozone sovereign debt crisis, possibly Italy, due to 
its high level of government debt, low rate of economic growth and 
vulnerable banking system. 

• Weak capitalisation of some European banks. 

• The result of the October 2017 Austrian general election is likely to result 
in a strongly anti-immigrant coalition government.  In addition, the new 
Czech prime minister is expected to be Andrej Babis who is strongly 
against EU migrant quotas and refugee policies. Both developments could 
provide major impetus to other, particularly former Communist bloc 
countries, to coalesce to create a major block to progress on EU 
integration and centralisation of EU policy.  This, in turn, could spill over 
into impacting the Euro, EU financial policy and financial markets. 

• Rising protectionism under President Trump 

• A sharp Chinese downturn and its impact on emerging market countries 

The potential for upside risks to current forecasts for UK gilt yields and PWLB 
rates, especially for longer term PWLB rates include: - 

• The Bank of England is too slow in its pace and strength of increases in 
Bank Rate and, therefore, allows inflation pressures to build up too 
strongly within the UK economy, which then necessitates a later rapid 
series of increases in Bank Rate faster than we currently expect.  

• UK inflation returning to sustained significantly higher levels causing an 
increase in the inflation premium inherent to gilt yields.  

• The Fed causing a sudden shock in financial markets through misjudging 
the pace and strength of increases in its Fed. Funds Rate and in the pace 
and strength of reversal of Quantitative Easing, which then leads to a 
fundamental reassessment by investors of the relative risks of holding 
bonds, as opposed to equities.  This could lead to a major flight from 
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bonds to equities and a sharp increase in bond yields in the US, which 
could then spill over into impacting bond yields around the world. 

 
Investment and borrowing rates 
 

• Investment returns are likely to remain low during 2018-19 but to be 
on a gently rising trend over the next few years. 

• Borrowing interest rates increased sharply after the result of the 
general election in June and then also after the September MPC 
meeting when financial markets reacted by accelerating their 
expectations for the timing of Bank Rate increases.  Rates have since 
fallen back and there has been little general trend in rates during the 
current financial year. The policy of avoiding new borrowing by running 
down spare cash balances has served well over the last few years.  
However, this needs to be carefully reviewed to avoid incurring higher 
borrowing costs in the future when authorities may not be able to avoid 
new borrowing to finance capital expenditure and/or the refinancing of 
maturing debt; 

• There will remain a cost of carry to any new long-term borrowing that 
causes a temporary increase in cash balances as this position will, most 
likely, incur a revenue cost – the difference between borrowing costs 
and investment returns. 

3.4 Borrowing strategy  

The Council is currently maintaining an under-borrowed position.  This means 
that the capital borrowing need (the Capital Financing Requirement), has not 
been fully funded with loan debt as cash supporting the Council’s reserves, 
balances and cash flow has been used as a temporary measure.  This 
strategy is prudent as investment returns are low, and counterparty risk is still 
an issue that needs to be considered. 

Against this background and the risks within the economic forecast, caution 
will be adopted with the 2018-19 treasury operations.  The Executive Director 
of Finance and Commercial Services will monitor interest rates in financial 
markets and adopt a pragmatic approach to changing circumstances: 
 
o while forecasts indicate neither sharp rises or falls, then the decision to 

borrow will be based on a number of factors including: 
o borrowing rates at appropriate maturities 
o interest rates on cash balances 
o current and forecast levels of cash balances 
o budget provision for net additional borrowing costs 
o the impact of borrowing costs on the MTFS. 

3.5 Policy on borrowing in advance of need  

The Council will not borrow more than or in advance of its needs purely in 
order to profit from the investment of the extra sums borrowed. Any decision 
to borrow in advance will be within forward approved Capital Financing 
Requirement estimates, and will be considered carefully to ensure that value 
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for money can be demonstrated and that the Council can ensure the security 
of such funds. Such borrowing is currently not anticipated. 
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3.6 Municipal Bond Agency 

It is possible that the Municipal Bond Agency will be offering loans to local 
authorities in the future.  The Agency hopes that the borrowing rates will be 
lower than those offered by the Public Works Loan Board (PWLB).  The 
Council may make use of this new source of borrowing as and when 
appropriate. 
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4 Annual investment strategy 

4.1 Investment policy 

The Council’s investment policy has regard to the CLG’s Guidance on Local 
Government Investments (“the Guidance”) and the revised CIPFA Treasury 
Management in Public Services Code of Practice and Cross Sectoral 
Guidance Notes (“the CIPFA TM Code”).  The Council’s investment priorities 
will be security first, liquidity second, then return. 
  
In accordance with the above guidance from the CLG and CIPFA, and in 
order to minimise the risk to investments, the Council applies minimum 
acceptable credit criteria in order to generate a list of highly creditworthy 
counterparties which also enables diversification and thus avoidance of 
concentration risk. The key ratings used to monitor counterparties are the 
Short Term and Long Term ratings.   
 
Ratings will not be the sole determinant of the quality of an institution; it is 
important to continually assess and monitor the financial sector on both a 
micro and macro basis and in relation to the economic and political 
environments in which institutions operate. The assessment will also take 
account of information that reflects the opinion of the markets. To achieve this 
consideration the Council will engage with its advisors to maintain a monitor 
on market pricing and overlay that information on top of the credit ratings.  
 
Investment instruments identified for use in the financial year are listed in 
below.  

4.2 Investment strategy    

As determined by DCLG’s Investment Guidance, Specified Investments offer 
“high security and high liquidity”. They are Sterling denominated and have a 
maturity of less than one year.  Institutions of “high” credit quality are deemed 
to be Specified Investments. From the pool of high quality investment 
counterparties identified in Section 5, the following are deemed to be 
Specified Investments where the period of deposit is 364 days or less: 
 

• Banks: UK and Non-UK; 

• Part Nationalised UK Banks; 

• Building Societies (which meet the minimum ratings criteria for Banks); 

• Money Market Funds; 

• UK Government; 

• Local Authorities, Parish Councils etc. 
 

Non-Specified Investments are those investments that do not meet the criteria 
of Specified Investments. From the pool of counterparties identified in Section 
5, they include: 
 

• Any investment greater than 364/5 days (exact number of days pending 
outcome of on-going CIPFA consultation). 

• Any Euro deposits specifically related to the management of Euro cash 
balances held by the County Council 
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• Pooled investment vehicles (such as property and bond funds).  
 
The categorisation of ‘Non-Specified’ does not in any way detract from the 
credit quality of these institutions, but is merely a requirement of the 
Government’s guidance. 
 
The Council’s proposed Strategy therefore includes both Specified and Non-
Specified Investment institutions.  
 
Investment returns expectations.  
Bank Rate is forecast to stay flat at 0.50% until quarter 4 2018 and not to rise 
above 1.25% by quarter 1 2021.  Bank Rate forecasts for financial year ends 
(March) are:  
 

• 2017/18  0.50%   

• 2018/19  0.75% 

• 2019/20  1.00% 

• 2020/21  1.25%    

 
The suggested budgeted investment earnings rates for returns on investments 
placed for periods up to about three months during each financial year are as 
follows:  
 
 Current forecast  
2017/18  0.40%   
2018/19  0.60%   
2019/20  0.90%   
2020/21  1.25%   
2021/22  1.50%   
2022/23  1.75%   
2023/24  2.00%   
Later years  2.75%   

 

The overall balance of risks to these forecasts is currently skewed to the 
upside and are dependent on how strong GDP growth turns out, how quickly 
inflation pressures rise and how quickly the Brexit negotiations move forward 
positively.   

The 2018-19 County Council net budget provision (after adjusting for internal 
interest earning accounts) for interest receivable is approximately £1.0m. 
 

4.3 Counterparty criteria 

The Council works closely with its external treasury advisors to determine the 
criteria for high quality institutions. The Council applies a minimum acceptable 
credit rating criteria in order to generate a pool of highly creditworthy 
counterparties which provides diversification and avoids concentration risk. 
The key ratings used to monitor counterparties are Short Term and Long 
Term credit ratings. This is in compliance with the CIPFA Treasury 
Management Code of Practice. 

The criteria for providing a pool of high quality investment counterparties for 
inclusion on the Council’s ‘Approved Authorised Counterparty List’ is provided 
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below. A counterparty remains active as long as both the short and long term 
ratings issued by at least one of the three rating agencies (Fitch, S&P or 
Moodys) remains at or above the minimum credit rating criteria specified 
below for UK or Non-UK Banks. In addition, Non-UK Banks must be domiciled 
in a country which has a sovereign rating of AA+ assigned by one of the three 
credit rating agencies. The respective Fitch, Standard and Poors and Moody’s 
Short and Long term ratings are detailed in Annex 1. Credit rating information 
is supplied by Link Asset Services, our treasury advisors, on all active 
counterparties that comply with the criteria below.  Any counterparty failing to 
meet the criteria would be omitted from the counterparty (dealing) list.   

The criteria for providing a pool of high quality investment counterparties (both 
specified and non-specified investments) is: 

• Banks: 
 
(i) UK Banks requires both the short and long term ratings issued by at 

least one of the three rating agencies (Fitch, S&P or Moody’s) to remain 
at or above the minimum credit rating criteria. 

 
UK Banks Fitch Standard & 

Poors 
Moody’s 

Short Term Ratings 
 

F1 A-1 P-1 

Long Term Ratings 
 

A- A- A3 

 
(ii) Non-UK Banks requires both the short and long term ratings issued 

by at least one of the three rating agencies (Fitch, S&P or Moody’s) 
to remain at or above the minimum credit rating criteria and a 
sovereign rating of AA+ assigned by one of the three credit rating 
agencies. 

 
Non-UK Banks 
 

Fitch Standard & 
Poors 

Moody’s 

Short Term Ratings 
 

F1+ A-1+ P-1 

Long Term Ratings 
 

AA- AA- Aa3 

 

• Part Nationalised UK Bank: Royal Bank of Scotland Group. This bank is 
included while it continues to be part nationalised or it meets the ratings 
for UK Banks above. 
 

• The County Council’s Corporate Banker: for transactional purposes if 
the bank falls below the above criteria, although in this case balances will 
be minimised in both monetary size and time invested.  
 

• Building Societies: The County Council will use Building Societies which 
meet the ratings for UK Banks outlined above. 
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• Money Market Funds (MMFs): which are rated AAA by at least two of the 
three major rating agencies. MMF’s are ‘pooled funds’ investing in high-
quality, high-liquidity, short-term securities such as treasury bills, 
repurchase agreements and certificate of deposits. Funds offer a high 
degree of counterparty diversification that include both UK and Overseas 
Banks.  Following money market reforms, MMFs will be allocated to sub-
categories (CNAV, LNAV and VNAV) to meet more stringent liquidity 
regulations.  However, the Council will continue to apply the same 
minimum rating criteria.  
 

• UK Government: including the Debt Management Account Deposit 
Facility & Sterling Treasury Bills. Sterling Treasury Bills are short-term (up 
to six months) ‘paper’ issued by the UK Government. In the same way 
that the Government issues Gilts to meet long term funding requirements, 
Treasury Bills are used by Government to meet short term revenue 
obligations. They have the security of being issued by the UK 
Government. 

 

• Local Authorities, Parish Councils etc.: Includes those in England and 
Wales (as defined in Section 23 of the Local Government Act 2003) or a 
similar body in Scotland or Northern Ireland. 
 

• The Norse Group: short-term loan arrangements made in accordance 
with approved service level agreement and the monetary and duration 
limits detailed below. 

 

Proposed new classes of counterparty, subject to maximum limits and 
due diligence 
 
Where the funds/investments listed below do not meet the ratings for UK 
Banks outlined above, or are not rated, the Authority will seek guidance on the 
status of any fund it may consider using in the context of its overall portfolio 
and balance of risk and returns. Appropriate due diligence will also be 
undertaken before investment of these types is undertaken. 

 

• Property funds (where not classed as capital expenditure): these are 
long term, and relatively illiquid funds, expected to yield both rental 
income and capital gains. The use of certain property funds can be 
deemed capital expenditure, and as such would be an application 
(spending) of capital resources.  This Authority will seek guidance on the 
status of any fund it may consider using. Appropriate due diligence will 
also be undertaken before investment of this type is undertaken. 
 

• Ultra-Short Dated Bond Funds will use funds that are AAA rated and 
only after due diligence has been undertaken. 
 

• Corporate Bonds: These are bonds issued by companies to raise long 
term funding other than via issuing equity. Investing in corporate bonds 
offers a fixed stream of income, paid at half yearly intervals.   
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• Corporate bond funds: Pooled funds investing in a diversified portfolio of 
corporate bonds, so provide an alternative to investing directly in 
individual corporate bonds. Minimum long term rating of A- to be used 
consistent with criteria for UK banks. 
 

• UK Government Gilt funds: A gilt is a UK Government liability in sterling, 
issued by HM Treasury and listed on the London Stock Exchange. They 
can be either “conventional” or index linked.  Using a fund can mitigate 
some of the risk of potential large movements in value. 

 
The Executive Director of Finance and Commercial Services is responsible 
for maintaining an Approved Authorised Counterparty List in accordance with 
the above criteria. Credit rating information is supplied by our treasury 
advisors on all active counterparties that comply with the above criteria. Any 
rating changes, rating watches (notification of a likely change) and rating 
outlooks (notification of a possible longer term change) are provided by our 
treasury advisors immediately they occur. The Approved Authorised 
Counterparty List is actively managed on a day-to-day basis and when an 
institution no longer meets the Council approved counterparty criteria, it is 
immediately removed. The List is reviewed at least once a year for any 
possible additions. An indicative list, reflecting the ratings above is attached 
(Annex 2).  
 
All cash invested by the County Council will be either Sterling or Euro deposits 
(including Sterling certificates of deposit) or Sterling Treasury Bills invested 
with banks and other institutions in accordance with the Approved Authorised 
Counterparty List. The inclusion of Euro deposits enables the County Council 
to effectively manage (subject to European Central Bank deposit rates) Euro 
cash balances held for schemes such as the France-Channel-England 
Project.  
 
Annex 2 shows an Indicative List of Approved Counterparties for Lending, 
based on recent credit ratings.    
 
Time and monetary limits applying to investments are listed in Annex 3. 
 
The Code of Practice requires local authorities to supplement credit rating 
information. Whilst the above criteria relies primarily on the application of 
credit ratings to provide a pool of appropriate counterparties for use, additional 
market information will be used to inform investment decisions. This additional 
market information includes, for example, Credit Default Swap rates and 
equity prices in order to compare the relative security of counterparties. 

4.4 Treasury prudential indicators 

Treasury prudential indicators requiring approval are set out in Annex 4. 

4.5 Capital loans to group companies and third parties 

As well as the loans to Norse described above, the Council has lent to a 
number of third parties and group companies as part of its capital programme.  
These are approved through the capital programme, and repayments of 

382



ANNEXE 5 

 

22 
 
 

interest and principal monitored under the terms of each individual loan.  A 
summary of these loans is included at Annex 5. 
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5 Minimum Revenue Provision Statement 2018-19 

 
The statement below is unchanged from 2017-18, subject to the final part of 
paragraph A6 which clarifies the extent to which MRP is set aside when 
capital receipts are used directly to re-pay debt maturities.  
 
A1 Regulations issued by the Department of Communities and Local 

Government in 2008 require the Council to approve a Minimum 
Revenue Provision (MRP) statement in advance of each year.  

A2 Members are asked to approve the MRP statement annually to 
confirm that the means by which the Council plans to provide for 
repayment of debt are satisfactory.  Any revisions to the original 
statement must also be issued.  Proposals to vary the terms of the 
original statement during the year should also be approved. 

A3 MRP is the provision made in the Council’s revenue budget for the 
repayment of borrowing used to fund capital expenditure - the Council 
has a statutory duty to determine an amount of MRP which it 
considers to be prudent, having regard to guidance issued by the 
Secretary of State. 

A4 In 2018-19: 

• For capital expenditure incurred before 1 April 2008, and all 
capital expenditure since that date which is supported by 
Formula Grant (supported borrowing), the MRP policy will be 
provide a fixed annual sum of £10.158m, calculated as 2% of 
the 31 March 2015 pre-2008 Capital Financing Requirement 
balance. 

• For expenditure since 1 April 2008, the MRP policy for 
schemes funded through borrowing will be to base the 
minimum provision on the estimated life of the assets in 
accordance with the guidance issued by the Secretary of State.  

A5 Where loans are made to third parties for capital purposes, the capital 
receipt received as a result of each repayment of principal, under the 
terms of the loan, will be set aside in order to re-pay NCC borrowing 
and to reduce the Capital Financing Requirement accordingly.  MRP 
will only be accounted for if an accounting provision has been made 
for non-repayment of the loan or if there is a high degree of 
uncertainty regarding the repayment.  This arrangement will also be 
applied where a third party has committed to underwrite the debt 
costs of a specific project through amounts reserved for capital 
purposes. 

A6 The Council will continue to make provision at least equal to the 
amount required to ensure that each debt maturity is met, to the 
extent that this is not met through the use of capital receipts to repay 
debt. 
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         Annex 1  
Ratings comparative analysis 

       

Moody's S&P Fitch   

Long-
term 

Short-
term 

Long-
term 

Short-
term 

Long-
term 

Short-
term 

  

Aaa 

P-1 

AAA 

A-1+ 

AAA 

F1+ 

Prime 

Aa1 AA+ AA+ 

High grade Aa2 AA AA 

Aa3 AA- AA- 

A1 A+ 
A-1 

A+ 
F1 Upper 

medium 
grade 

A2 A A 

A3 
P-2 

A- 
A-2 

A- 
F2 

Baa1 BBB+ BBB+ Lower 
medium 
grade 

Baa2 
P-3 

BBB 
A-3 

BBB 
F3 

Baa3 BBB- BBB- 

Ba1 

Not 
prime 

BB+ 

B 

BB+ 

B 

Non-
investment 

grade 

Ba2 BB BB speculative 

Ba3 BB- BB-   

B1 B+ B+ 
Highly 

speculative 
B2 B B 

B3 B- B- 

Caa1 CCC+ 

C CCC C 

Substantial 
risks 

Caa2 CCC 
Extremely 

speculative 

Caa3 CCC- 
In default 
with little 

Ca 
CC 

prospect 
for 

recovery 

C   

C 

D / 

DDD 

/ In default / DD 

/ D 
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Annex 2 

Indicative List of Approved Counterparties for Lending    
  

UK Banks 

Barclays Bank    Santander UK 

Bank of Scotland Plc(*)   Lloyds TSB Bank(*) 
Close Brothers    HSBC Bank Group 
Goldman Sachs 
 

Non-UK Banks 

Australia: 

Australia & New Zealand Banking Group  

Commonwealth Bank of Australia 

National Australia Bank Limited 

Canada: 

Toronto-Dominion Bank 

Germany: 

DZ Bank AG 

Landesbank Baden-Wuerttemberg 

Landesbank Hessen-Thueringen Girozentrale 

Netherlands: 

Rabobank 

Singapore: 

DBS Bank Ltd 

Oversea-Chinese Banking Corp 

United Overseas Bank Limited 

Sweden: 

Svenska Handelsbanken 

 

Part Nationalised UK Banks 

Royal Bank of Scotland(#)   National Westminster(#) 

 

UK Building Societies 
Coventry BS    Nationwide BS 
Leeds BS     Yorkshire BS 
 
Money Market Funds 
Aberdeen Asset Management / Standard Life Investments 
Federated Investors  

 

UK Government 

Debt Management Account Deposit Facility          

Sterling Treasury Bills 

Local Authorities, Parish Councils 

 

Other  

The Norse Group 
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Note: (*) (#) A ‘Group Limit is operated whereby the collective investment 
exposure of individual banks within the same banking group is restricted to a 
group total.  

 
Annex 3 

Time and monetary limits applying to investments  

The time and monetary limits for institutions on the Council’s counterparty list 
are as follows (these will cover both specified and non-specified investments): 

COUNTERPARTY  NCC LENDING 
LIMIT (£m) 

OTHER BODIES  
LENDING LIMIT 
(£m)  

TIME LIMIT 

UK Banks £60m £30m Up to 3 Years 
(see notes below) 
 

Non-UK Banks £30m £20m 1 Year 

Royal Bank of Scotland / Nat. 
West. Group  

£60m £30m 2 Years 

Building Societies £30m £20m 1 Year 

MMFs £60m (per Fund) £30m (per Fund) Instant Access 

Debt Management Account 
Deposit Facility 

Unlimited Unlimited 6 Months (being 
max period 
available) 

Sterling Treasury Bills  Unlimited Unlimited 6 Months (being 
max  period 
available) 

Local Authorities  Unlimited 
(individual authority 
limit of £20m) 

Unlimited 
(individual authority 
limit of £10m) 

3 Years 

The Norse Group (short-term 
deposit) 

£15m Nil 1 Year 

The Norse Group (Long-term 
capital loans) 

£15m Nil Up to 7 years 
(see notes below) 

Property Funds £10m in total Nil Not fixed 

Ultra short dated bond funds £5m in total Nil 3 years 

Corporate bonds £5m in total Nil 3 years 

Corporate bond funds £5m in total Nil 3 years 

UK Government Gilts / Gilt 
Funds 

£5m in total Nil 3 years 
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Notes: 

• In addition to individual institutional lending limits, ‘Group Limits’ are 
used whereby the collective investment exposure of individual 
banks within the same banking group is restricted to a group total 
lending limit. For example, in the case of Lloyds and Bank of 
Scotland, the group lending limit for the Lloyds Banking Group is 
£60M. 

 

• The maximum deposit period for UK Banks is based on the 
following tiered credit rating structure: 

 
Long Term Credit Rating (Fitch or 
equivalent) assigned by at least one of 
the three credit rating agencies 

Maximum 
Duration 

AA- 
 

Up to 3 years 

A 
 

Up to 2 years 

A- 
 

Up to 1 year 

 
Deposits may be placed with the Royal Bank of Scotland as a UK 
Part Nationalised Bank and Local Authorities may be made for 
periods of 2 and 3 years respectively. 

 

• The Council will only use non-UK banks from countries with a 
minimum sovereign rating of AA+ The sovereign rating of AA+ must 
be assigned by one of the three credit rating agencies. No more 
than £30m will be placed with any individual non-UK country at any 
time.  

 

• For the Norse Group, Independence Matters and Norfolk Pension 
Fund there is a maximum monetary limit of £10m per counterparty. 
Operationally funds are diversified further as agreed with the 
individual bodies.  
 

• Long-term Norse loans are subject to appropriate due diligence and 
approval for inclusion in the County Council’s capital programme. 
While strictly capital loans, their impact on cash balances is 
monitored as part of the County Council’s treasury operations. 

 
• The use of property funds, bonds and bond funds, gilts and gilt 

funds will be subject to appropriate due diligence. 
 

• Property funds may be classed as a capital investment.  If this is 
the case then they will be approved via the capital programme.  If 
the fund is classed as revenue, then the IFRS 9 provisions coming 
in 2018-19 will be fully considered: unless the DCLG specifies 
otherwise, any surpluses or losses will be chargeable to the 
Council’s general fund on an annual basis. 
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Annex 4 

 

Treasury prudential indicators 

A3.1 Investment treasury indicator and limit 

These limits are set with regard to the Council’s liquidity requirements and to 
reduce the need for early sale of an investment, and are based on the 
availability of funds after each year-end, adjusted for an assumption that the 
Council will borrow in advance of known need. 

Total principal funds invested for greater than 364/365 days: 
 
Maximum principal sums invested > 364 / 365 days 

£m 2018/19 2019/20 2020/21 

Principal sums invested > 
364 / 365 days 

£100m £100m £100m 

 
This indicator assumes that borrowing will take place sufficient to maintain an 
efficient level of working capital, currently estimated to be between £60m and 
£70m.  The number of days taken into account for this indicator will depend on 
the outcome of an on-going CIPFA consultation. 

A3.2 Affordability prudential indicators 

 
These prudential indicators are required to assess the affordability of the 
capital investment plans.   These provide an indication of the impact of the 
capital investment plans on the Council’s overall finances.   

a. Ratio of financing costs to net revenue stream 

This indicator identifies the trend in the cost of capital (borrowing and other 
long term obligation costs net of investment income) against the net revenue 
stream. 

 
% 2016/17 

Actual 

2017/18 

Estimate 

2018/19 

Estimate 

2019/20 

Estimate 

2020/21 

Estimate 

 5.7% 3.9% 4.3% 5.1% 6.7% 

 
The estimates of financing costs include current commitments and the 
proposals in this budget report. 

b. Incremental impact of capital investment decisions on council tax 

This indicator identifies the revenue costs associated with proposed changes 
to the three year capital programme recommended in this budget report 
compared to the Council’s existing approved commitments and current plans.  
The assumptions are based on the budget, but will invariably include some 
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estimates, such as the level of Government support, which are not published 
over a three year period. 

£m 2016/17 

Actual 

2017/18 

Estimate 

2018/19 

Estimate 

2019/20 

Estimate 

2020/21 

Estimate 

Additional 
borrowing 

30.279 56.105 87.528 37.114 14.214 

Interest 
foregone1% 

0.303 0.561 0.875     

Interest cost 
new 
borrowing 3%    1.113 0.426 

MRP      

Incremental 
impact 

0.303 0.561 0.875 1.113 0.426 

 
Assumptions: 
Additional capital expenditure will be funded from cash balances to 2018-19.  
After that, additional borrowing is likely to be required and the marginal cost of 
interest increases.  Finally, due to the current application of the Councils MRP 
policy, no additional MRP charge is anticipated in the years listed in the table 
above. 

c. Incremental impact of capital investment decisions on the band D 
council tax 

£ 2016/17 

Actual 

2017/18 

Estimate 

2018/19 

Estimate 

2019/20 

Estimate 

2020/21 

Estimate 

Council tax - 
band D 

1.05 1.93 3.02 3.84 1.47 

  

The figures in this table the impact on Band D properties Council Tax is based 
on the latest forecasts of the impact on Council Tax of additional spending in 
2018-19.
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A3.3 Treasury indicators for debt 

There are three debt related treasury activity limits.  The purpose of these are 
to restrain the activity of the treasury function within certain limits, thereby 
managing risk and reducing the impact of any adverse movement in interest 
rates.  However, if these are set to be too restrictive they will impair the 
opportunities to reduce costs / improve performance.  The indicators are: 

• Upper limits on variable and fixed interest rate exposure. This identifies a 
maximum limits for variable and fixed interest rates based upon the debt 
position net of investments  

• Maturity structure of borrowing. These gross limits are set to reduce the 
Council’s exposure to large fixed rate sums falling due for refinancing, 
and are required for upper and lower limits.  

£m 2018/19 2019/20 2020/21 

Interest rate exposures 

 Upper Upper Upper 

Limits on fixed interest 
rates based on net debt 100% 100% 100% 

    

Limits on variable 
interest rates based on 
net debt 

30% 30% 30% 

Maturity structure of fixed interest rate borrowing 2018/19 

 Lower Upper 

Under 12 months 0% 15% 

12 months to 2 years 0% 15% 

2 years to 5 years 0% 45% 

5 years to 10 years 0% 75% 

10 years and above 0% 100% 

Maturity structure of variable interest rate borrowing 2018/19 

 Lower Upper 

Under 12 months 0% 15% 

12 months to 2 years 0% 15% 

2 years to 5 years 0% 45% 

5 years to 10 years 0% 75% 

10 years and above 0% 100% 
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Annex 5 

 

Capital loans 
 
Capital loans are not classed as a treasury management activity but have an 
impact on cash flows, and interest received.   Current capital loans are as 
follows: 
 
Capital loans Balance 

1 April 
2017 

Notes / status 

 £m  

Infrastructure 
related loans 

  

GNGB/CIL support 
for NDR 

39.728  This is loan repayment support rather than a loan, but 
treated as a long term debt in the financial statements. 

NDR Radar Loan   2.194  Repayments start 2023 when previous radar would have 
been replaced 

Local infrastructure 
Fund loan - Loddon 

 1.397   

LIF Loan - Little 
Plumstead  

0.669  First house sold & first repayment triggered December 
2017 

   

Loans to Norse 
Group 

  

Norse Energy 10.000  Repayment due on 7th anniversary of loan 

NPS Aviation 
Academy 

6.250  Annual repayments start 2018 

NEWS   0.636  Repayments up to date 

   

Other NCC wholly 
owned companies 

  

Norfolk Energy 
Futures Ltd 

 0.921  NEFL is being wound up: the loan will be settled before 
31 March 2018 

Hethel Innovations   3.113  Repayments up to date 

   

Other capital loans   

Mid Norfolk Railway 
Loan 

 0.007   

   

Total capital loans  64.915   

 
With the exception of Norfolk Energy Futures Ltd, interest and principal 
continues to be repaid in accordance with the individual loan agreements.  
The Council has agreed to wind up Norfolk Energy Futures Ltd during 2017-
18 and the Companies Assets will be transferred to settle the debt. 
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Annex 6 

Revenue Budget Capital Expenditure Balance Sheet Treasury Operations

Key

Prudential Indicators

*   In Medium Term

* 1 Headroom for unusual cash movements

DIAGRAMMATIC PRESENTATION OF PRUDENTIAL INDICATORS

Capital Expenditure Financed 
by Borrowing 

(Capital Financing 
Requirement)

Outstanding Debt 
(Borrowing)

Interest Payable on Borrowing

Financing Costs (shown as a 
% of  Net Revenue Budget)

Minimum Revenue Provision 
(Principal Repayment on 

Borrowing)

Impact of  Capital Programme 
on Band D Council Tax

Gross Borrowing

Must not exceed *

Other Long Term Liabilities

Authorised Limit

Operational Boundary

Less Headroom *1

Treasury Management 
Indicators

Plus

Estimated Capital Expenditure

Less

Expenditure Funded from 
Grants, Revenue etc.
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