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1.    General Comments

(a) It is important that candidates answer all the questions as set.

(b) Where illustrative figures or information are asked for in a question, or their use is implied in the data, then they must be shown in the candidate’s answer.

(c) Evasion of the terms of the question on the grounds that the situation depicted in the Case Study is unlikely to have arisen or occurred, or is improbable in concept, should be penalised.

(d) Working papers submitted with answers should be scrutinised and used to test the candidate’s line of argument in unfinished work and as a guide to the method by which the candidates have utilised their acquired knowledge to deal with the various aspects of the Case Study.

(e) Detailed calculations are set out in the appropriate attached appendices. It must be emphasised that these are not ‘model answer’ figures but are based upon what are judged to be the ‘best’ assumptions made in answering the question.  Candidates should not therefore be judged on whether they got the figures ‘right’, but on how they reached their figures and how reasonable are their assumptions and arguments.

2.    Synopsis of case

The case is set in Wheelingham District Council (WDC).   Wheelingham is a market town in the centre of the Binbyshire County Council (BCC) in the south of Wasteland, an island republic off the north-west coast of Europe.  Binbyshire has a two-tier system of local government, with services provided by WDC and BCC.  WDC is responsible for housing, leisure, planning and environmental services, which include refuse collection and street cleansing.  Council Tax levels are a concern in Wasteland.   WDC has raised its Council Tax level well ahead of inflation in 2004/05, but still within Government limits, and is very sensitive to criticism from residents.

 Among the issues facing WDC are the introduction of wheelie bins in place of plastic sacks for the collection of domestic waste, compliance with new environmental protection standards, including targets for recycling, and restricting the level of Council Tax.  The introduction of wheelie bins, recently approved by Cabinet, is to be phased in over three years.  The Director of Environmental Services (DES) anticipates that wheelie bins will reduce the costs of refuse collection, but the Director of Finance (DF), who was appointed after the DES’s estimates had been approved by his predecessor, is concerned about the accuracy of the estimates.  The DF has recently introduced a devolved role for service accountants.  The candidate takes the role of the Environmental Services Accountant, whose first main task is to carry out an exercise aimed at establishing and evaluating the likely refuse collection budget changes from the phased introduction of wheelie bins against the Medium Term Financial Plans already established.

The new environmental standards include the requirement to recycle 10% of all domestic waste by 1 April 2008, with sever financial penalties if this target is not met, and the Cabinet has agreed to start at least one scheme in 2004.  There are a number of recycling options available and the candidate is required to evaluate these and produce appropriate recommendations date.

The case material also affords candidates full opportunity to demonstrate their understanding of the case material, as well as their technical, statistical and management skills, and their ability to communicate relevant information clearly and tactfully.

3.    Question 1
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1.  Overall Increase in Council Tax 2003/04 - 2004/05

Wheelingham

Binbyshire

£

£

£

Council tax 2004/05

203.54

1,077.27

1,280.81

6

Increase from 2003/04

6.5%

7.5%

6

Council tax in 2003/04 (2004/05 figure ÷ (Increase + 100))

191.12

1,002.11

1,193.23

Overall increase from 2003/04 to 2004/05 =

7.3%

1 mark

2.  Increase in Pay Related Expenses

 2003/04 rate 

 2004/05 rate 

 Increase in 

percentage 

points 

 Rate of 

increase 

NICs

8%

9%

1

12.5%

iv

Pension contributions

13%

15%

2

15.4%

iv

1 mark
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1.  Potential Central Government Grant Loss at Current Penalty Level

Amount of waste collected by Wheelingham

17,000

Tonnes

14

Target for recycling =

10%

=

1,700

Tonnes

(ii)

Loss of grant for every tonne under target

£150

(ii)

Maximum amount that could be lost

£255,000

½ mark

2.  Effect of Failing to Meet Recycling Targets on Council Tax Levels

 Band 

 Current 

Charge 

 No of 

houses 

 Yield 

 Increase to 

cover loss of 

grant 

 Increase per 

household 

 Revised 

council tax 

 Increase 

£

£

£

£

£

%

1

111.02

11,500

1,276,730

91,690

 

7.97

118.99

7.18

6

2

129.52

8,300

1,075,016

77,204

 

9.30

138.82

7.18

6

3

148.02

5,000

740,100

53,151

 

10.63

158.65

7.18

6

4

166.53

1,000

166,530

11,960

 

11.96

178.49

7.18

6

5

203.54

600

122,124

8,770

 

14.62

218.16

7.18

6

2½ marks

6

240.54

200

48,108

3,455

 

17.27

257.81

7.18

6

7

277.55

200

55,510

3,986

 

19.93

297.48

7.18

6

8

333.06

200

66,612

4,784

 

23.92

356.98

7.18

6

27,000

3,550,730

255,000

APPENDIX 1A

APPENDIX 1B

Aims

(a)
To test candidates’ understanding of the issues raised by the letter from Mrs Bynne;

(b)
To test candidates’ ability under severe time pressure to recognise and analyse the facts and figures relevant to the issues raised;

(c)
To test candidates’ skill in presenting this information in a clear, concise and relevant briefing note format for the Chief Executive.

Assessment

(a)
Explanation of the increase in Council Tax.  (5 Marks - C–2, A–3).

· Mrs Bynne’s property is in Council Tax band 5.

· The Council Tax bill sent to Mrs Bynne covers services provided by both Wheelingham DC and Binbyshire CC.

· Most of the Council Tax paid to Wheelingham DC is collected for and passed on to Binbyshire County Council.   

· For someone in band 5, the tax charged for Wheelingham DC is actually £203.54.   The balance of £1,077.27 is the charge collected on behalf of Binbyshire County Council.

· The increases are 6.5% (Wheelingham DC) and 7.5% (Binbyshire CC), producing an overall increase of 7.3%.

· A note that Binbyshire CC sets its own Council Tax levels and Wheelingham DC cannot comment on the reasons for the increase in their Council Tax levels.

· The increases are below the maximum increase permitted by the Government of Wasteland for 2004/05 (10%).

· The main reasons why Wheelingham District Council has had to increase its Council Tax are inflation (3%) and increases in employers’ National Insurance and pension contributions - 

· National Insurance Contribution rates are set by the Government of Wasteland and increased by 12½% in 2004/05;

· Pension contributions, set by the Fund’s actuary, increased by 15.4% in 2004/05;

· Both affect pay costs, which are normally the largest area of expenditure for councils. 

· Wheelingham DC takes these matters very seriously and has recently taken steps to improve its financial management through introducing a medium term financial planning exercise.

NOTE 
For suggested calculations see Appendix 1A, but note comments in 1(e) above 
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APPENDIX 1A

APPENDIX 1B

(b)
Background to the recycling initiatives, the effect on Council Tax of not meeting the recycling target, and an explanation of how recycling credits work.  (6 marks - C–3, A–3)

· Recycling is a way of protecting the environment, which is a high priority in Wasteland.   

· The government of Wasteland expects local councils to be involved in protecting the environment.

· Under the Environmental Protection Act 2003, the Council is required to meet a target of recycling 10% of domestic waste by 2008.   This is a statutory duty.

· Wheelingham DC plans to introduce at least one recycling scheme in 2004, but not with Binbyshire CC.

· A description of the arrangements for recycling credits.

· A note that they do not affect Council Tax levels, as the recycling credits are paid in lieu of Waste Disposal Tax that would otherwise be paid to Central Government.

· Recycling credits keep money in the local economy that would otherwise be spent by Central Government, most likely not in Wheelingham.

· Recycling credits reduce the net cost to District Councils of recycling schemes.

· Failure to meet the target set will lead to a loss of Central Government grant, which will in turn force Councils to either cut services or increase the Council Tax.

· A note of the rate at which grant is lost if the recycling target is not met, noting that the actual rate will be adjusted upwards for inflation between now and 2008.

· A note of the current volume of domestic waste in Wheelingham.

· An estimate of what 2004/05 Council Tax levels would have been if the council had had to increase Council Tax levels to cover this loss of grant.

NOTE 
For suggested calculations see Appendix 1B, but note comments in 1(e) above 

(c)
The reasons for the introduction of wheelie bins and the consultation that took place beforehand.  (Marks 4 - A–4)

· Many residents find sacks cumbersome to store and officers frequently receive complaints about over-filled sacks splitting and spilling rubbish.

· Residents have expressed concern about the vulnerability of their properties when they have to allow access for refuse sacks to be collected.

· A questionnaire was delivered to a large sample of houses in the District in January this year, seeking views on wheelie bins.  Over 70% of respondents supported the introduction of wheelie bins (Note - no information available on sample size or response rate).

· A survey by the Wasteland Association of District Councils for 12 Districts using wheelie bins indicates that 85% of residents prefer them. 

· Bins are available in several sizes and residents would be able to request a bin large enough to hold their weekly volume of waste.

· For most residents, it will be relatively easy to wheel bins to the edge of their properties and this will allow them to make their properties more secure against unauthorised access.

· Upon request, special arrangements will be made for refuse collectors to collect bins where residents have problems in moving them.

· There are no plans to get rid of refuse collectors, but some redeployment might be necessary (to street cleansing to improve standards)

· Bins will also be of benefit to refuse collectors as they frequently suffer bad backs from having to lift heavy sacks and sometimes suffer injuries as a result of sharp objects piercing the side of sacks.   

(d)
Conclusions, presentation, format, tact and general readability.  (Marks 5 - R–2, P–3)



4.    Question 2

Aims

(a)
To test candidates’ ability to locate, analyse and process financial and related data in the context of a budget change and comparison exercise;

(b)
To test candidates’ ability to calculate changes in employee numbers arising from the introduction of wheelie bins;

(c)
To test candidates’ ability to estimate changes in costs arising from the phased introduction of wheelie bins over three years;

(d) 
To test candidates’ ability to compare the resultant estimated costs and savings with the target savings produced by the Director of Environmental Services; 

(e) 
To test candidates’ ability to analyse the savings that could be made by rationalising the refuse collection teams;

(f)
To test candidates’ ability to critically appraise the financial results of these exercises in drawing conclusions and making recommendations for further action;

(g)
To test candidates’ competence in drafting a confidential report to the Directors of Finance and Environmental Services.

Assessment

(a)
Introduction and background.  (Marks - A–3)

· A note that this report contains detailed estimates of changes in costs arising from the introduction of wheelie bins over the three years of the Medium Term Financial Plan (MTFP).

· A description of the MTFP process, the reasons for this and the way in which budgets are adjusted.

· A statement that base MTFP budgets for 2005/06 to 2007/08 have recently been notified to services and a note of the net expenditure totals for the Refuse Collection Service.

· Comment that these totals do not take account of the savings expected from the introduction of wheelie bins, together with a note of the estimated savings agreed by Cabinet and the revised net expenditure totals.

· A note that any further adjustments changing the net expenditure totals must be approved by Cabinet.

· A note that the adjustments are in total only and that one aim of this report is to provide estimates of changes in costs at a more detailed level.

· No mention of the doubts of the Director of Finance and the Refuse Collection Manager about the credibility of Ben Bag’s estimates of savings.

· Comments upon the broad implications the policy of introducing wheelie bins, its phased introduction and its impact, together with comments that the introduction of wheelie bins – 

· Reduces the number of refuse collection teams and the employees per team, but also reduces the productivity of each team;

· Requires that each refuse collection vehicle be fitted with a Humpa unit, which incurs both running costs and capital charges;

· Means purchasing wheelie bins with their consequential capital charges;

· Produces revenue savings on refuse sacks

(b)
Calculation of changes in employee numbers arising from the introduction of wheelie bins. (Marks 4 - C–4)

· Calculation of the number of teams required in each of the three years 2005/06, 2006/07 and 2007/08 and consequently the number of staff required.

· A note that there is a temporary increase in employee numbers during the transition to wheelie bins and that this will be met by employing additional employees on short term contracts.

· Comment that surplus employees are likely to be redeployed to the street cleansing service without the need for redundancy or early retirement.

NOTE 
For suggested calculations see Appendix 2A, but note comments in 1(e) above 

(c)
Estimated changes in costs arising from the introduction of wheelie bins in 2005/06, 2006/07 and 2007/08.  (Marks 12 - C–12)

· Calculation of the changes in costs over the years 2005/06, 2006/07 and 2007/08 from changing to wheelie bins in respect of – 

· Employees (refuse collection staff);

· Transport (additional vehicles bought or hired)

· Refuse sacks (being phased out);

· Capital charges (depreciation and interest for the additional vehicles, Humpa units and the new wheelie bins).

NOTE 
For suggested calculations see Appendix 2B, but note comments in 1(e) above 

 (d)
Production of a revised summary statement for the years 2005/06, 2006/07 and 2007/08 and a comparison of costs/savings identified from the exercise with the savings agreed by Cabinet on the basis of the overall figures produced by the Director of Environmental Services for refuse collection, together with a critical appraisal and explanation of the results.  (Marks 5 - C–2, A‑3)

· A summary statement of the costs and savings calculated in respect of the years 2005/06, 2006/07 and 2007/08.

· A comparison of the net results with the savings agreed by Cabinet on the basis of the overall figures produced by the Director of Environmental Services.

· A note that there is a significant difference between the calculated changes in costs and the budget adjustments agreed by Cabinet.

· Comment that, once all dwellings are using wheelie bins, the change in employee costs is relatively close to the budget adjustment, but that the phasing of the budget adjustments does not take account of transitional costs, particularly in 2005/06 when the employee costs actually increase compared with 2004/05 costs.

· A note that there is a large increase in capital charges (nearly double), reflecting the increased use of capitalised items (vehicles, Humpa units and wheelie bins);

· An explanation that this increase in vehicles and the introduction of Humpa units also increases running costs.

· A note that the savings on plastic sacks goes some way towards offsetting the additional costs, but there is still a significant budget shortfall.

 NOTE 
For suggested calculations see Appendix 2C, but note comments in 1(e) above 

(e)
Analysis of the savings that could be made by rationalising the refuse collection teams. (Marks 3 - C–2, A–1)

· A note that dwellings are allocated to one of three density categories - high, medium or low density and that density affects the productivity of the teams in terms of the number of dwellings able to be services per round.

· No team is allocated a round that exceeds its Union-agreed productivity capacity and each round is organised on the basis of covering just one housing density category.

· Comment that there are currently no mixed rounds and that this limits the ability of the council to maximise the efficiency of the service.

· Calculation of the impact of operating mixed density rounds and a note of the potential savings.

NOTE 
For suggested calculations see Appendix 2D, but note comments in 1(e) above 

(f)
Conclusions & recommendations.  (Marks 3 - R–3)

· The expected level of savings cannot be achieved on the current basis.

· The main reason for this is that the savings estimated by the Director of Environmental Services do not appear to take account of additional vehicle costs, capital charges for wheelie bins and transitional costs.

· Conclusion that if mixed rounds were used, the amount of spare capacity in teams would be significantly reduced, leading to savings in the number of teams required, and consequently in the cost of the service.

· A note that, if realised, the potential savings amount to over £78,000 or about 78% of the amount by which the calculated revised budget exceeds the MTFP net expenditure total for 2007/08.

· A note of the need to approach this sensitively, as it would involve a further reduction in the size of the workforce.

· Other potential savings might be made by reviewing the expected life of wheelie bins used in calculating capital charges and the insurance premiums, which should reduce when all dwellings are using bins.

· The Director of Environmental Services and Director of Finance need to report back to Cabinet on the shortfall and request additional funding to cover the shortfall up to and including 2007/08, after allowing for potential savings in the existing budget.

 (g)
Presentation, format, tact and general readability.  (Marks 3 - P–3)

5.    Question 3

Aims

(a)
To test the candidates’ ability to locate, analyse and process financial and related data in the context of a comparative exercise on recycling schemes;

(b)
To test the candidates’ ability to produce a financial and operational appraisal of three alternative schemes against the decision criteria, including the risks involved in such schemes;

(c)
To test the candidates’ ability to draw conclusions and make recommendation as to which scheme(s) should be implemented in 2004;

(d)
To test candidates’ competence in drafting a report to the Cabinet of Wheelingham District Council.

Assessment

(a)
Introduction and background.  (Marks 2 - A–2)

· A brief note and description of the recycling target and its timetable.

· A note of the financial penalty for not achieving the target.

· A reminder of the Cabinet discussion of 2 June and of their preference for a single scheme and the limit on the cost of whatever scheme(s) are recommended.

· A note of the three schemes under consideration.

· A description of the criteria to be used in assessing the schemes (weight of materials recycled, overall affordability and net cost per tonne).

NOTE 
For suggested calculations see Appendix 3A, but note comments in 1(e) above 

(b)
On home composting, calculation of the annual weight of material likely to be composted and the resultant recycling credit income, on the basis of the best, worst and mid case scenarios for take-up.  (Marks 2 – C-2)

· Calculation of the annual weight of material likely to be composted on the basis of the best, worst and mid case scenarios for take-up.

· Calculation of the resultant recycling credits and overall net saving.

NOTE 
For suggested calculations see Appendix 3B, but note comments in 1(e) above 

(c)
On glass recycling, calculation of the probability weighted price per tonne, together with estimates of income from glass sales and recycling credits offset by the calculated costs of collection, all on the basis of the best, worst and mid case scenarios for the volume of glass collected.  (Marks 4 – C-4)

· Calculation of the probability weighted price per tonne for glass.

· Calculation of the expected volumes of glass collected on the basis of the best, worst and mid case scenarios.

· Calculation of the potential income from the sale of glass on the basis of the best, worst and mid case scenarios.

· Calculation of recycling credits and thence total income on the basis of the best, worst and mid case scenarios.  

· Calculation of the costs of collection, storage and transportation on the basis of the best, worst and mid case scenarios. 

· Calculation of the net costs of the glass recycling proposal and the net cost per tonne on the basis of the best, worst and mid case scenarios.

NOTE 
For suggested calculations see Appendix 3C, but note comments in 1(e) above

(d)
On kerbside collection, a test establishing whether number of dwellings or population size is better correlated to the amount of waste produced, the use of the results to predict the amount of waste likely to be collected and calculation of the resulting net credits offset by the contract charge.  (Marks 9 – C-8, A-1)

· A correlation exercise to determine the correlation coefficients for number of dwellings against waste collected and housing population against waste collected.

· Interpretation of the results and a note that population correlates better with recyclable volumes and is therefore a better predictor of recyclable material volumes.

· 86% of the recyclable material volume can be explained by the size of the population.

· The use of the better predictor to establish a regression line and estimate the likely amount of waste to be collected.

· Calculation of the resultant recycling credits.

· Calculation of the net cost after taking account of the contract cost and the net cost per tonne recycled.

NOTE 
For suggested calculations see Appendix 3D, but note comments in 1(e) above

(e)
A summary and critical review of the results achieved, including an appraisal of the relative risks of these schemes.  (Marks 10 – C-3,A-7)

· A summary of the results achieved and a comparison based upon the selection criteria set – volume of waste, affordability and cost per tonne all on the basis of the best, worst and mid case scenarios.  

· A note of the differences between the best and worst scenarios (potential volatility).

· A critical review of the results achieved and relative risks of the three schemes.

· On home composting, comments that -

· The estimate of the amount recycled is small relative to the recycling target and is subject to considerable variation;

· There are no additional costs involved in running the scheme and so the full value of the recycling credits is income to the Council;

· The main risks are that take-up of composters will be lower than expected and that the sampling exercise in 2007 will find that less than 18% is being recycled;

· Both would have a direct financial impact on the Council, reducing the value of recycling credits received and reducing the contribution of home composting to achieving the recycling target;

· There is some expectation, however, that the amount being recycled will increase as a result of the 2007 exercise;

· The income expected is not large and its loss is unlikely to be significant;

· The effect on achieving the recycling target depends upon the extent to which the Council has to rely on home composting to meet its target.

· On glass recycling, comments that -

· The estimated amount of recycled waste is significant relative to the target and it is considered likely that potential variations will be relatively small (+/-5%);
· The market for glass is particularly volatile and this potentially affects the income that might be earned by such a scheme from sales;

· It is planned that the District Council will operate the glass recycling scheme and this brings with it the usual risks associated with an in-house operation (liability to claims from third parties or employees, and the need to divert management resources to managing the scheme and resolving problems);

· The demand for glass has been steady, but if it were to fall, the Council could be left with unsold glass and would not benefit from the recycling credits;

· Winding up the scheme in these circumstances would involve redeployment or possible redundancy payments to the scheme’s employees etc.

· On kerbside collection, comments that – 
· The amount of waste that might be recycled in Wheelingham has been predicted using population size as the predictor;

· This has been found to have a closer correlation to the amount of waste recycled than the number of dwellings in a District;

· The estimate is lower than that provided by Magpye Recycling, but it is still a significant amount relative to the target;

· This indicative proposal for kerbside collection produced by Magpye brings with it other concerns – 

· The contract price is fixed and does not vary with the amount of waste collected, thus reducing the contractor’s incentive to maximise the amount of waste collected;

· There is, therefore, a risk that the council could find itself paying significant sums for the next three years for a scheme that does not meet its expectations in terms of recycling;

· There appears to be no way for the council to influence the contractor once a contract has been signed;

· The contractor would be issuing publicity material containing the name of the Council without the Council having any say in the content of the material;

· However, this proposal is merely indicative at present and could not go ahead without inviting tenders in accordance with standing orders;

· A note that using an external contractor would be a concern to the refuse collectors and their union.

NOTE 
For suggested calculations see Appendix 3E, but note comments in 1(e) above

(f)
A Summary conclusions and recommendations as to which scheme(s) should be implemented in 2004/05.  (Marks 3 – R-3)

· Summary conclusions – 

· Despite its low volumes, home composting does not incur a cost, is low risk and would allow the Council to receive recycling credits.   On this basis the scheme should go ahead in 2004, whether or not any other scheme is also to be  implemented;

· Glass recycling is the scheme likely to recycle the most waste and is significantly cheaper than kerbside collection, measured in cost per tonne;

· Both glass recycling and kerbside collection have risks, but those on glass recycling are more manageable, as the Council would control its operation.

· It would be necessary to implement all three schemes to achieve the EPA target.   

· A comment that the council’s aim is to achieve the recycling target on a phased basis starting in 2004/05, not immediately.

· A note that there may be unforeseen problems in implementing any of the schemes, so it would be prudent to implement the scheme likely to make the biggest contribution to achieving the target as early as possible.

· The implication of this is that whilst home composting produces the best financial results, the Council should also implement glass recycling in 2004/05.

· A recommendation that the Council introduces both home composting and glass recycling in 2004/05;

· A note that these two schemes are unlikely to be sufficient to meet the EPA target, and a recommendation that the Council undertakes further appraisal of the possibilities of kerbside collection and seeks to identify other options for recycling.

(g)
Presentation, format, tact and general readability.  (Marks 3 - P–3)

6.    Question 4

Aims

(a)
To test the candidates’ understanding of the issues raised in a letter received by the Director of Environmental Services from W.A.S.T.E., a trade union representing refuse collection and street cleansing employees;

(b)
To test the candidates’ ability to locate, analyse and process financial and related data in responding to the points raised in the letter, taking into account the specific requirements of the Director of Environmental Services;

(c)
To test the candidates’ competence in drafting an appropriate response, bearing in mind the sensitivity of the issues raised.

Assessment

(a)
Response to concern over street cleansing workload. (Marks 2 - A–2)

· A note that this initiative does not come from the Council, but that the Council does support improvements to the environment

· Comment that it emanates from the EPA, which contains measures aimed at setting national standards of street cleansing and a timetable for achieving these.

· A rebuttal of the suggestion that the Council has decided not to increase the size of the workforce.

· An acknowledgement that the workload will probably have to increase.

· A statement that the Cabinet has made a commitment to meeting the EPA standards and accepted that that this will require the service to have sufficient employees to achieve this.

· A note that details of the new standards are not yet available and are not expected until the autumn.

· Comment that, once details are available, the Director will assess the effect on the workload of the service and will consider the implications of this for the size of the workforce.

· A statement that the Union will be kept informed of developments in this area.

 (b)
A response to the concerns expressed about the current working capacities of the teams, the introduction of wheelie bins and the introduction of recycling.  (Marks 4 - C–1, A–3)

· A reminder that the maximum capacity of teams in terms of weekly workload is based on housing densities and that these capacities are nationally agreed by the Union.

· Calculation of the current position of the refuse collection teams in terms of round workloads against these maximums, with particular reference to Team 9.

· Statement that, whilst Team 9 is operating at the maximum capacity and most are close to this, no rounds exceed the maximums.

· On the introduction of wheelie bins, notes that – 

· Although the number of employees per team will be reduced, the capacity of each team, in terms of the number of dwellings per round, will also be reduced;

· The change in the size of the workforce will not, therefore, be a straight reduction in proportion to the change in the size of the teams;

· As wheelie bins are being phased in, reductions in refuse collection employees are not imminent at present; 

· In view of future street cleansing standards and the comments made on this and subject to consultation in advance, there is the possibility of redeployment within the Department for any staff who are ultimately no longer required on refuse collection.

· On recycling, notes that – 

· A number of schemes are being considered, but no decision has yet been made;

· All represent work in addition to the current refuse collection service and will not affect the number of employees on this service;

· All options are currently open, including the possible use of external contractors and the appointment of additional in-house staff;

· Whilst the Cabinet has historically favoured keeping services in-house, all options will need to be considered on their merits in terms of value for money and minimising of impact upon the overall budget.

 NOTE 
For suggested calculations see Appendix 4A, but note comments in 1(e) above

(c)
Comments upon the lack of consultation to date, together with an outline action plan to address the various changes in the pipeline.  (Marks 6 –  R6)

· An acknowledgement of the value of the goodwill of the workforce and the importance of maintaining this.

· A note that many of the changes affecting Environmental Services are at a comparatively early stage, but an acknowledgement that the Department has not undertaken sufficient consultation to date.

· A note of possible actions (as an appendix to the letter) aimed at addressing the current shortcomings – 

· Immediate discussions with the Human Resources Manager (and Chief Executive) to develop a communication and implementation action plan for the various potential changes;  

· A firm commitment from the Director that communication will   improve and a promise of regular employee briefings from managers, covering new issues affecting the service and updates on ongoing issues of concern;

· A forward looking manpower budgeting exercise as soon as all the information is available to establish future needs in the Environmental Services operational area;

· Early discussions and ongoing meetings with the staff, their representatives and union officials (including those from W.A.S.T.E.) about the potential changes and the staff implications resulting from this exercise including – 

· Staff redeployments

· Early retirements

· Redundancies (very unlikely at this stage);

· A review of current staffing within Environmental Services operations to identify any posts filled on a temporary basis, early retirement possibilities, redeployment options;

· Adoption of a policy of not making any further permanent appointments in the Environmental Services area pending clarification of staffing implications of the changes;

· An early review of the appropriateness of any early retirement possibilities and an estimate of the costs involved;

· If there is a need for redundancies, determination of an appropriate strategy in consultation with interest parties;

· Ultimately the offer of one to one staff meetings to review individual employees’ options;

· The offer of staff counselling, if required;

· The offer retraining, if required; 

· To avoid too great an effect on staff morale, regular ongoing communication throughout the reorganisation and early determination of how the changes will be achieved.

 (d)
Presentation, format, tact and general readability.  (Marks 2 - P–2)
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												Appendix A1

										Tonnes

		Amount of waste recycled by Wheelingham								16,600

		Target for recycling =				10%				1,660

										£

		Loss of grant for every tonne under target								150

		Maximum amount that could be lost								249,000

		Council tax

		Band		Current Charge		No of houses		Yield		Increase to cover loss of grant		Increase per household		Revised council tax				Yield to county				Total council tax for both councils				County council tax

				£				£		£		£						£

		1		111.02		11,500		1,276,730		89,529		7.79		118.81				6,757,400				698.62		111.02		587.60		698.62

		2		129.53		8,300		1,075,099		75,390		9.08		138.61				5,689,816				815.05		129.53		685.52		815.05

		3		148.03		5,000		740,150		51,902		10.38		158.41				3,917,300				931.49		148.03		783.46		931.49

		4		166.53		1,000		166,530		11,678		11.68		178.21				881,400				1,047.93		166.53		881.40		1,047.93

		5		203.54		600		122,124		8,564		14.27		217.81				646,356				1,280.80		203.54		1,077.26		1,280.80

		6		240.55		200		48,110		3,374		16.87		257.42				254,624				1,513.67		240.55		1,273.12		1,513.67

		7		277.56		200		55,512		3,893		19.47		297.03				293,798				1,746.55		277.56		1,468.99		1,746.55

		8		333.07		200		66,614		4,671		23.36		356.43				352,558				2,095.86		333.07		1,762.79		2,095.86

						27,000		3,550,869		249,001								18,793,252						4,303,563.00		22,776,911.22

		Band		Previous year		6.5%																				Previous year		7.5%

		1		104.24		6.5%																650.84		7.3%		546.60		7.5%

		2		121.62		6.5%																759.31		7.3%		637.69		7.5%

		3		139.00		6.5%																867.80		7.3%		728.80		7.5%

		4		156.37		6.5%																976.28		7.3%		819.91		7.5%

		5		191.12		6.5%																1,193.22		7.3%		1,002.10		7.5%

		6		225.87		6.5%																1,410.17		7.3%		1,184.30		7.5%

		7		260.62		6.5%																1,627.12		7.3%		1,366.50		7.5%

		8		312.74		6.5%																1,952.54		7.3%		1,639.80		7.5%
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Appendix A1

		APPENDIX 1A

		QUESTION 1

																		Page

		1.  Overall Increase in Council Tax 2003/04 - 2004/05

												Wheelingham		Binbyshire

												£		£		£

		Council tax 2004/05										203.54		1,077.27		1,280.81		6

		Increase from 2003/04										6.5%		7.5%				6

		Council tax in 2003/04 (2004/05 figure ÷ (Increase + 100))										191.12		1,002.11		1,193.23

		Overall increase from 2003/04 to 2004/05 =														7.3%				1 mark

		2.  Increase in Pay Related Expenses

								2003/04 rate		2004/05 rate		Increase in percentage points		Rate of increase

		NICs						8%		9%		1		12.5%				iv

		Pension contributions						13%		15%		2		15.4%				iv		1 mark

		APPENDIX 1B

		QUESTION 1

																		Page

		1.  Potential Central Government Grant Loss at Current Penalty Level

		Amount of waste collected by Wheelingham								17,000		Tonnes						14

		Target for recycling =				10%		=		1,700		Tonnes						(ii)

		Loss of grant for every tonne under target								$150								(ii)

		Maximum amount that could be lost								$255,000										½ mark

		2.  Effect of Failing to Meet Recycling Targets on Council Tax Levels

		Band		Current Charge		No of houses		Yield		Increase to cover loss of grant		Increase per household		Revised council tax		Increase

				£				£		£		£		£		%

		1		111.02		11,500		1,276,730		91,690		7.97		118.99		7.18		6

		2		129.52		8,300		1,075,016		77,204		9.30		138.82		7.18		6

		3		148.02		5,000		740,100		53,151		10.63		158.65		7.18		6

		4		166.53		1,000		166,530		11,960		11.96		178.49		7.18		6

		5		203.54		600		122,124		8,770		14.62		218.16		7.18		6		2½ marks

		6		240.54		200		48,108		3,455		17.27		257.81		7.18		6

		7		277.55		200		55,510		3,986		19.93		297.48		7.18		6

		8		333.06		200		66,612		4,784		23.92		356.98		7.18		6

						27,000		3,550,730		255,000





WP (2)

		Band		No of houses		WBC Council Tax		Yield		County Council Tax		Yield		Total yield

						£		£		£		£		£								£		£		£		£								£		£		£		£												£												£

		1		11,500		111.02		1,276,730.00		587.60		6,757,400.00		8,034,130.00				Apr		30		2,234,412.10				2,234,412.10		5,509.51				Apr		30		1,862,010.08				1,862,010.08		4,591.26				Apr		30		128		(128)		(0.11)				Apr		30		107		(107)		(0.09)

		2		8,300		129.53		1,075,099.00		685.52		5,689,816.00		6,764,915.00				May		31		2,234,412.10		2,349,156.50		2,119,667.70		5,400.80				May		31		1,862,010.08		2,349,156.50		1,374,863.67		3,503.08				May		31		128		(256)		(0.22)				May		31		107		(213)		(0.18)

		3		5,000		148.03		740,150.00		783.46		3,917,300.00		4,657,450.00				Jun		30		2,234,412.10		2,349,156.50		2,004,923.30		4,943.65				Jun		30		1,862,010.08		2,349,156.50		887,717.25		2,188.89				Jun		30		128		(384)		(0.32)				Jun		30		107		(320)		(0.26)

		4		1,000		166.53		166,530.00		881.40		881,400.00		1,047,930.00				Jul		31		2,234,412.10		2,349,156.50		1,890,178.90		4,816.07				Jul		31		1,862,010.08		2,349,156.50		400,570.83		1,020.63				Jul		31		128		(512)		(0.44)				Jul		31		107		(427)		(0.36)

		5		600		203.54		122,124.00		1,077.26		646,356.00		768,480.00				Aug		31		2,234,412.10		2,349,156.50		1,775,434.50		4,523.71				Aug		31		1,862,010.08		2,349,156.50		(86,575.58)		(220.59)				Aug		31		128		(640)		(0.54)				Aug		31		107		(534)		(0.45)

		6		200		240.55		48,110.00		1,273.12		254,624.00		302,734.00				Sep		30		2,234,412.10		2,349,156.50		1,660,690.10		4,094.85				Sep		30		1,862,010.08		2,349,156.50		(573,722.00)		(1,414.66)				Sep		30		128		(768)		(0.63)				Sep		30		107		(640)		(0.53)

		7		200		277.56		55,512.00		1,468.99		293,798.00		349,310.00				Oct		31		2,234,412.10		2,349,156.50		1,545,945.70		3,938.98				Oct		31		1,862,010.08		2,349,156.50		(1,060,868.42)		(2,703.03)				Oct		31		128		(897)		(0.76)				Oct		31		107		(747)		(0.63)

		8		200		333.07		66,614.00		1,762.79		352,558.00		419,172.00				Nov		30		2,234,412.10		2,349,156.50		1,431,201.30		3,528.99				Nov		30		1,862,010.08		2,349,156.50		(1,548,014.83)		(3,817.02)				Nov		30		128		(1,025)		(0.84)				Nov		30		107		(854)		(0.70)

				27,000				3,550,869.00				18,793,252.00		22,344,121.00				Dec		31		2,234,412.10		2,349,156.50		1,316,456.90		3,354.26				Dec		31		1,862,010.08		2,349,156.50		(2,035,161.25)		(5,185.48)				Dec		31		128		(1,153)		(0.98)				Dec		31		107		(961)		(0.82)

																		Jan		31		2,234,412.10				3,550,869.00		9,047.42				Jan		31		1,862,010.08				(173,151.17)		(441.18)				Jan		31		128		(1,281)		(1.09)				Jan		31		107		(1,067)		(0.91)

																		Feb		28						3,550,869.00		8,171.86				Feb		28		1,862,010.08				1,688,858.92		3,886.69				Feb		28						-				Feb		28		107		(1,174)		(0.90)

																		Mar		31						3,550,869.00		9,047.42				Mar		31		1,862,010.08				3,550,869.00		9,047.42				Mar		31						-				Mar		31		107		(1,281)		(1.09)

																						22,344,121.00		18,793,252.00				66,377.52								22,344,121.00		18,793,252.00				10,456.01												(5.92)												(6.92)

				3%																																						55,921.51																								(1.00)

				1%
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