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Appendix A

Organisation and Arrangement of the Two-Site

Shared Environmental Health Service

Introduction

1.1.

1.2.

1.3.

1.4.

1.5.

The Cabinet approval that in principle a shared Environmental Health Service be created
between Maidstone, Swale and Tunbridge Wells Borough Councils was made on 12 June
2013. The decision also stipulated that a two site model, located at Swale and Tunbridge
Wells with a single shared Environmental Health manager be developed as the preferred
model.

The interim Shared Environmental Health manager was asked to develop the organisational
and operational arrangements for the shared service that included the stipulation that
Maidstone be treated as a single territory for food and commercial premises inspections.
The Interim Manager was also to review the service delivery arrangements for food
inspections and environmental permitting to achieve consistency in delivery, improve
quality and the financial implications for the model for the shared service.

Overview and Scrutiny have been invited to comment on the proposed operational model
for the shared service before final Portfolio Holder approval.

The sponsoring Director, Jonathan MacDonald, Director of Development and Environment,
and the Interim Shared Service Environmental Health Manager have held individual and
joint meetings with the Portfolio Holders at Maidstone, Swale and Tunbridge Wells to brief
them about the outcomes of the Project Board findings.

Summary

2.1.

2.2.

2.3.

2.4.

Financial modelling and a review of the organisational arrangements for the shared service
have concluded that the proposed two site delivery model is able to provide the improved
resilience and quality of service within the current budget, as required by the Cabinet
decision in June. The model will provide savings within year 2 and a return on the
investment within year 4. Further discussion of the financial implications are detailed in
section 3

The culture of the shared service can only be developed once it is established. It will be
based on the principles of good regulation outlined in the Regulators Code’. The shared
service will seek to improve the delivery of regulation.

The proposed organisation does reduce the overall staffing level by 1.0FTE at management
level. Resilience is provided through increasing the number of frontline posts to enable less
experienced but professionally qualified officer’s opportunities in the Shared Service while
retaining the existing officers. This will provide a greater range of experience, flexibility and
ensure that there is a continuation of local knowledge shared between staff. The outline
staff structure is provided in Appendix 3.

Consistency of service delivery will be achieved through implementing standard procedures
for work functions across environmental health and through effective management.
Individual authorities will still be able to vary policy and strategy to meet local needs where
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2.5.

2.6.

2.7.

2.8.

appropriate and members maintain contact with officers in relation to issues relevant to
their residents. Where an authority has corporate objectives that need environmental
health support, this will be provided by the specialist officers.

Flexible working is at the core of the Shared Service, to maximise efficiencies in time and
resources. Officers will be able to work across the Mid Kent area utilising remote working
technology and hot desking from the two main sites as well as Maidstone House for
meetings and service delivery needs. The management and administrative support will be
based at Swale and Tunbridge Wells sites.

A review of the Environmental Permitting arrangements has proposed that low and
medium risk permits across the three authority areas are delivered by officers, whilst the
complex processes are contracted out. Soft market testing suggests that this will present
economy of scale for the service. Quotes of 80 - 85% of DEFRA fees have been provided for
a three authority rather than the current 85-87% of fees currently charged for the individual
contracts. The recommended option ensures that the service controls the risks associated
with this regulatory function rather than de-skilling its professional staff while utilising the
services of a specialist contractor to deliver the more complex or sensitive permits.

A Food inspections review has shown that collectively the three authorities would have in
the region of 1,400 risk rated B, C and D premises per year that could be out sourced to a
contractor on the same basis as the Swale contract. The cost, including monitoring of the
contract would be between £75,796 and £88,000. This would have to be off set against
establishment posts in Maidstone and Tunbridge Wells, bearing in mind that Swale
currently funds the contract from a contract budget.

As resilience and quality are the critical success criteria for this shared service the Project
Board recommendation is to bring the service back in house for Swale subject to the
funding of the post being covered by the cost of the existing contract.

Recommendation of Project Board on the Pollution Prevention Contract

3.1.

3.2.

3.3.

A review of the delivery options available to the Shared Service are contained in a summary
report at Appendix 1. The preferred option chosen is to adopt Option 3 delivery model.
This retains some service delivery, in house and the use of a contractor across all three
districts. It is proposed that the shared service officers will initially permit processes in the
lower risk and less complex premises gradually taking on the more complex processes in a
graduated approach. This allows officers to build up their expertise and skills in more
complex and higher risk processes over a two to three year period.

The contractor will be used to permit businesses where there are potential conflicts of
interest (Crematoria) or where the complexity of the processes does not make the level of
required training in the team viable. Contractors who have a wider scope of experience and
service provision could in these circumstances provide businesses with a more informed
expertise which would be beneficial to specialist businesses. The financial model proposed
would enable this work to be self funding. The fee received from the processes would
cover the increase in hours required to deliver the inspection programme.

This option enables staff to develop a broader skills base and supports staff development
and retention. It should be noted that if the service were completely contract out it would
still be necessary to retain a high level of specialist knowledge to support ‘Smart Clienting’



3.4.

arrangements. In such a situation the Shared Service would require at least two officers to
maintain such skills to provide resilience.
The recommendation of the Project Board is to adopt Option 3 as described in Appendix 1.

4. Programmed Food Inspection Work

4.1.

4.2.

4.3.

4.4.

4.5.

4.6.

4.7.

The review of the food inspections contract has considered the benefits provided to the
authorities of delivering the service through its own officers compared to out sourcing over
1,400 medium risk business inspections a year in terms of financial costs and outcomes,
quality and service delivery. An approximate cost of food inspections in the three local
authorities is also made to compare relative costs of using contractors and the ‘back office’
support required to ensure that the local authority manage the regulatory risk in relation to
its responsibility under legislation. Details of the food service delivery options are provided
in Appendix 2.

To enable a broad comparison of the cost of the food services within each authority officers
were asked to carry out an estimation of the time they spent on food inspection work,
Activity Based Costing (ABC). This is translated into FTE and cost.

Red Snapper Swale’s current contractor provides an effective service using two experienced
EHOs to deliver the work which in 2012/13 cost £30,000. In addition to this contract
officers in Swale carry out a significant amount of food inspection work. Using ABC this has
been estimated to be in the region of £14,000. In total the food inspection work at Swale
costs in the region of £60,000, this figure includes £8,000 un-productive costs and the
monitoring costs required for the contract of £8,000.

Maidstone and Tunbridge Wells deliver food inspections within their Food & Commercial
services absorbing the impact of staff vacancies and absences through managing resources
flexibly. This also includes the use of contractors to cover vacant posts but used differently.
Based on the same ABC comparable food inspection costs at Tunbridge Wells are £60,200
and Maidstone £76,000 these figures also include the un-productive costs apportioned to
the function.

Food work is not just programmed inspection work, officers’ deal with reactive work such
as requests for advice from businesses, as well as food sampling, complaints, investigations
and infectious disease work. The changes in regulatory agenda mean that food services
have to provide a competent and professional number of officers able to provide flexibility.
The Project Board consider that in house service delivery will provide resilience, flexibility
and quality for the authorities in this regulatory area compared to the use of contractors.
Service resilience is necessary not only for the programmed and reactive work such as food
poisoning outbreaks, but also of use for wider corporate needs to assist emergency
situations. If there are adequate numbers of officers the resilience can be sustained for
longer term emergency responses. As one shared service this will be a resource that each
individual organisation can call on.



5. Two Site Model Critical Success Factors
5.1. Resilience

The delivery of the Maidstone food and safety function from the Sittingbourne site meets
the recommendation of the tri Cabinet meeting on 12 June there will be a critical number of
officers working from this site to ensure that the delivery of the service is maintained and
improved across both districts. Particularly if the establishment is increased to bring all food
inspections back in house. Peer training and consistency monitoring between the Tunbridge
Wells and Sittingbourne sites will provide close professional links and develop consistent
standards across the whole service.

Drawing the current food and environmental permitting contracts back into a Shared Service
will provide the critical mass of professional talent that can be called on across the three
districts within these functional areas. The new structure improves the number of frontline
staff able to respond to service demands. Resilience will be improved through standardised
procedures to enable officers and administration staff an understanding of how to process
service needs where ever they originate.

A flexible working model will also support resilience in providing officers with the ability to
organise their working day to suite the demands of their work rather than a need to appear
in the office. They will be expected to use time efficiently, utilise remote working, IT and
communications systems and take responsibility for meeting service needs.

The model will require careful management to ensure that our organisational obligations are
met in full and that we also balance this with the need to develop a new organisational
culture for the service.

5.2. Culture

The service culture will aim to protect public health through the regulatory powers, to assist
businesses to comply with the law and support growth.

The objective will be to:

e Develop one culture across the service through strong leadership and management

e encourage officers to develop areas of specialism, with more than one specialist for a
functional area

e provide mutual peer support and learning to all officers

® achieve consistency of approach and quality standards across the whole service

It is suggested that the proposed service will be called Mid Kent Environmental Health and
letter heads will carry the logos of all three local authorities.

The service will establish standard operating procedures for all functions across the Shared
Service. Exceptions will exist where local policy and member requirements influence
expectations of service deliver, for example, contaminated land and air quality.



The service will review job descriptions to make them consistent, reflect competencies and
behavioural attitudes that underpin service delivery.

5.3. Quality

The quality of the service will be reflected in the professional standard of the services’
officers. The service will follow the principles outlined in the Regulators Code to ensure that
the service;

e Supports businesses to comply and grow

® Engage with regulated activities in a clear and straight forward way
e  Activities will be based risk based

® Ensure our information is accurate and shared with other regulators
® Provide clear information, guidance and advice

e Conduct regulatory activities in a transparent manner

5.4. Cost of the Two site

5.4.1. The costs of the two site model are not within the current budgets for the three
authorities. This is taking into consideration possible redundancy, additional travel
costs, potential impact on team organisational arrangements and the delivery of
service. Inyear 4 the implementation budget will deliver savings.

5.4.2.Relocating the Maidstone Food & Safety Officers to the Sittingbourne offices and

flexible working will enable the professional staff to retain most of their operational
practices within the service costs.

5.4.3.Locating both the Maidstone administration officers to the Sittingbourne site has been
considered the least disruptive option bearing in mind the relative distances of the
Maidstone and Sittingbourne offices and the nature of their work activities. There will
be additional travel costs for the administration staff relocated to Sittingbourne which
will be in line with Maidstone’s terms and conditions.

5.4.4.Additional travel costs are associated with the relocation of three Maidstone
Environmental Pollution officers to the Tunbridge Wells site. This will be mitigated
through remote working and organising work to reduce the need to work from the
Tunbridge Wells office every day. However, to ensure that the officers are able to
benefit from the support of the management being part of a larger team some working
from Tunbridge Wells will be expected. The nature of the roles in this function is
peripatetic involving site visits, off site meetings as well as office base activities.

5.4.5.The overall FTE for the service is reduced by 0.8FTE (Appendix 5). Although the
number of frontline officers is increased by 1.0FTE. The model includes new 0.5 FTE in
Food and new 0.5 FTE in Environmental Protection as stated in paragraphs 8.4 & 8.7.

5.4.6.In house delivery for food inspections will enable the contract cost to be diverted to
provide an additional post at Swale to deliver food inspections.

5.4.7.The cost of delivering some Environmental Permits in service will be met through the
permit fees and provision of additional hours for existing staff (Appendix 1).



6. Communication

6.1.

6.2.

6.3.

As this is the first frontline service to enter a shared service an overall communications
strategy will be developed to ensure that each local authority key service areas are aware of
changes and can continue to communicate effectively with officers.

Maintaining strong communication links with members across each local authority will be
essential to the process of the shared service. Once the proposed structure is operational it
is proposed that there will be member briefing/training sessions on the operational model
of the service. Structure charts and contact details will be provided to members. Current
arrangements for officers to attend Portfolio Holder briefings will continue, as appropriate,
at each authority. Update briefings on significant changes will be arranged when required.
Communication between service areas (for example, planning, building control, community
safety or environmental enforcement teams) could be supported through regular meetings,
teleconferences, email and phone systems. Underpinning good communication is attitude,
understanding and knowledge of services. Over time officers from Maidstone, Swale and
Tunbridge Wells should be able to gain an understanding of the dynamics of how each
authority works.

7. Office Accommodation

7.1.

7.2.

New office accommodation within the two current sites at Sittingbourne and Tunbridge
Wells is being sort to enable Environmental Protection, Food & Safety and admin support to
be in one room. The principles of hot desks will be adopted; with the exception the Admin
Officers who will have dedicated desks as they are office based.

During the working day officers covering the Maidstone area may need to access services
such as photocopying and IT or to arrange meetings with other services located within
Maidstone Council for specific issues. Resources will be available to all staff through the
proposed shared service including hot-desking.

8. Staff Structural Arrangements

8.1.

8.2.
8.3.

8.4.

8.5.

Detailed costs of the structure are provided in Appendix 5 Environmental Health Updated
Model based over Two Sites

The outline of the existing and proposed structures is provided in Appendix 3

There will be four team leaders in the service, reducing the current number of posts by two.
The two teams at each site will be managed by a Team Leader for Food & Safety and the
Environmental Protection. Team leaders will work across sites providing resilience to
management and assistance to officers within the same functional area at all sites during
sickness or annual leave absences. All Team Leaders will be authorised for financial and HR
purposes (i.e. signing mileage or training claim forms) across all three authorities.

There will be two administration teams, one at each site to support the delivery of the
service and provide support to officers working remotely.

One of the two vacant Senior EHO posts currently in the Maidstone structure will be
become an EHO post. This will provide career opportunity for a newly qualified EHO to
develop experience as an enforcement officer, strengthen resilience through widening the
range of experience levels within the professional posts in the service and provide
continuity for the service in the long term. This post will be based at the Sittingbourne site.
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8.6. The Tunbridge Wells Team will have a new 0.5FTE Food & Safety Officer post created to
compensate for the reduction in operational delivery by the Team Leader posts being
reduced from six posts to four.

8.7. A new post of Senior Scientific Officer will be created within the Tunbridge Wells
Environmental Protection Team. This post will lead on Air Quality at a strategic level for
both Tunbridge Wells and Maidstone. Liaising with statutory agencies, planning policy
services and other organizations that influence air quality in terms of public health,
economic development and infrastructure. The post will also have other environmental
protection responsibilities including monitoring of the Environmental Permitting System
across Maidstone and Tunbridge Wells and retain the lead for contaminated land for
Maidstone. The post will work closely with the other professional staff to develop
resilience and knowledge across the two districts.

8.8. A new 0.5 FTE post of Scientific Officer that could support a possible student EHO

placement. This post will be on a fixed term basis for 2 years, which allows the post holder

to develop their professional portfolio. Any training courses associated with their

qualification will not be funded through the local authorities. They will also be expected to

perform certain Scientific Officer tasks whilst with the teams, commensurate with their

experience and the supervision provided by other team members. The post holder will gain

experience at Swale, Maidstone and Tunbridge Wells. Provision of additional capacity in
this team will support the transfer of the Private Water Supply (PWS) function from the
Swale Food & Safety team to Environmental Protection, providing consistency of delivery
across the Shared Service.

8.9. Adopting Option 3 for the Environmental Permitting Process will provide additional finance

from the permit fees to fund extra hours for officers within the service. Currently the

additional time required is estimated at no more than 0.5FTE across the three districts. This

will provide further resilience for the service making it less reliant on contractors and
provide professional development for existing officers.

8.10. With the food contract for Swale brought into the Service an increase in 1.0 FTE
within contract costs is possible at the Sittingbourne site to cover the additional food
interventions.

Functional Arrangements and Service Delivery

9.1. Management
The Environmental Health Manager will be based at both sites. There will be two Team
Leaders based at each site with functional responsibility for a Food & Safety or
Environmental Protection team.
The management team will be responsible for developing strategy, policy and procedures,
monitoring performance and delivery of the service. Team Leaders will be responsible for
the day to day management of the teams and service delivery needs.

9.2. Administration Support Staff
9.2.1.Administration Officers will be based at both sites, provide cross service support to

both Environmental Protection and Food & Safety. Training and support for new team

needs will be supplied in a phased approach during the formation of the service. IT



and database standardisation will enable the admin staff to support officers across the
whole service, there by providing increased resilience at this level.

9.2.2.Tunbridge Wells Admin will retain the first point of contact for Service Request and
Complaints. Swale and Maidstone contacts will continue through respective Contact
Centres. The delivery costs have been proportioned accordingly.

9.2.3.The Senior Admin Officer role will have supervision responsibilities for the 4.5 FTE
administration officer posts. This role will ensure the operational running of the two
admin teams, liaising with both teams on a regular basis and ensuring that absence
cover (sickness and annual leave) is provided at both sites, either within or across the
sites by electronic functional cover. This post will need to be re-graded to reflect the
supervisory nature of the role and potential impact of occasional between site visits to
the teams.

9.3. Food and Safety

9.3.1.Revising the number of senior posts within the Food & Safety team will improve the
long term resilience of the staff and provide development opportunities for new or
recently trained officers currently in the existing staff structure. This also provides for
business continuity in the medium term. This does not impact on the number of senior
officers currently in post across the service. The opportunity has arisen through the
vacant posts in the current establishment. In addition, bringing the Swale food
inspections in house for delivery will mean that there will be additional funds for
1.0FTE at a professional entry level.

9.3.2.At present qualified staff at Swale and Tunbridge Wells have a generic remit whereas
Maidstone officers currently specialise in either food safety or health & safety. By
combining both disciplines across the whole service this will provide additional
resilience for the teams and professional development for the officers concerned. A
programme of training and work shadowing will be implemented to ensure that
national codes of practice or regulatory compliance requirements are met.

9.3.3.The current arrangement for Private Water Supply (PWS) delivered within Swale’s
Food & Safety team will transfer to the Swale Environmental Protection team.
Knowledge and skill for this functional transfer will be provided from within the service
together with appropriate training to officers. PWS will benefit from having this
function delivered consistently across the whole service. The transfer of PWS allows
an experienced EHO to focus this time on food law enforcement.

9.3.4.For Tunbridge Wells the current animal welfare service delivery will remain within the
Food & Safety team. This is funded by Tunbridge Wells and does not form part of the
shared service costs.

9.3.5.lt is anticipated that officers will continue to inspect premises within their current local
authority areas during the early phase of transition to the shared service. However to
enable and nurture resilience officers will commence working in other districts to
facilitate knowledge building, capacity and consistency.

9.3.6.If sickness absence impacts on the inspection of high risk premises or the interventions
programme for the teams, officers will be required to inspect these higher risk
businesses over lower risk issues within their current local authority area. Where
complaints and service requests indicate a high risk to public health, these matters will
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take priority over other programmed work, to provide flexibility of resources and
resilience to the whole team. For example, emergency planning responses that
requires professional assistance or Incident Liaison Officers to act within a community
or food poisoning outbreak investigations. The decision to prioritise will be made by
the Team Leaders or Environmental Health Manager who will also assess the impact on
individual officer’s workloads. Any impact on service delivery will be raised at the
appropriate joint Management meetings. Over all staff will be provided with a greater
opportunity to inspect a wider range of establishments, expanding their experience
and competence within the Shared Service area.

9.3.7.Project working will also occur across boundaries for both food and health and safety.
It is envisaged that this will operate in line with the same principles as the HSE's
projects under flexible warranting. This can be used to deliver projects identified
under the Regulator’s National Enforcement Code and LAC 67/2 (rev 4) Targeting Local
Authority Interventions. Projects will be focused on improving business understanding
of compliance with legislation, risk based and proportionate.

9.3.8.Infectious Disease investigations will be carried out by officers in the Food & Safety
team, as their work involves not only investigating individual cases referred to the
service by Public Health England but outbreaks of food poisoning associated with food
businesses. To ensure resilience and experience an officer will be the lead for the
function, for each authority, providing guidance and advice to the teams during
absences or vacancies. This will provide resilience across the service and mutual
support for outbreak investigations. Other officers will be provided with opportunities
to investigate cases to ensure professional development and business continuity.

9.3.9.Special beauty treatments and tattooing registration procedures and interventions will
be standardised across the service to enable officers to provide a consistent approach
to standards of enforcement. This will also enable officers to support the work in
other district areas providing resilience to the Shared Service. The fees and charges for
registrations will be standardised and reflect the amount of officer time spent dealing
with the process.

9.3.10. Regular training events will be planned and provided through cascading external
training to peers and research and updates on specialist areas, these events will be
held at both sites for all officers, focusing on key issues to the service of; consistency,
quality and performance.

9.4. Maidstone Safety Advisory Group Responsibilities

The current arrangements for the delivery of this corporate function supported and coordinated
by EH admin officers will continue. SAG meetings will continue to be held at Maidstone House
when required and coordinated by the Chairman. This work is included in the shared service and
will be charged direct to Maidstone.

9.5. Environmental Protection
9.5.1. Private Water Supplies
Private water supply (PWS) will be delivered by both Environmental Protection teams
at Sittingbourne and Tunbridge Wells. The officers with knowledge PWS within the
original teams will provide guidance to those taking on this specialism and work



towards integrating policy and implementation of the legislation (sampling, risk
assessing and monitoring the supplies). The increase in Scientific Officer post (0.5FTE)
will provide capacity to deliver this work for Swale. Working as one service together
will ensure a consistent adoption of policy, sampling, risk assessment and monitoring
to provide greater resilience within the service, knowledge between officers and
opportunities to assist in each district.

9.5.2. Contaminated Land

9.5.2.1. Contaminated land will continue to reflect the individual needs of each local
area. The sovereignty of local authority strategies will still be determined and
approved by their members. However the approach taken to each situation will
benefit from increased professional knowledge and experience being applied to
specific sites. As well as continuing to participate in the Kent wide forum relating
to contaminated land, there will be a process of mutual exchange of technical
knowledge crossing between teams and learning opportunities driven by the
team leaders to enhance resilience and professional expertise. Shared access to
professional knowledge and equipment will benefit both teams.

9.5.2.2. The fees and charges for the service will be standardised in collaboration
with Mid Kent Legal Partnership and in line with the Environmental Information
Regulation and reported to respective Finance Committees at the appropriate
times over the 2014-15 financial cycle.

9.5.2.3. Contaminated land is such a specialist area of environmental health that
working together will provide increased resilience and resources as a shared
service..

9.5.3. Planning Applications, Licensing Reviews and Commercial Noise Complaints

Current service standards will not be changed by the shared service. There with a
bigger pool of professional officer’s resilience will be provided through standardising
processes and allow for individual service tolerance within the new single database.
Management of capacity and the prioritisation of work across the whole service will be
management by team leaders.

9.5.4.Domestic Noise and Nuisance Requests
This service will only relate to Tunbridge Wells. The service although delivered within
the Shared Service will not be funded by the Shared Service.

9.5.5.Air Quality
9.5.5.1. Air Quality is delivered at two levels, strategically and through the

monitoring work of the air quality stations. The strategic and policy delivery
involves working with partner agencies to improve the Air Quality in our districts,
each having their own unique features. But the ability to engage and work with
government agencies and internal services in each local authority requires
leadership and communication to make an impact on the situation. The Shared
Service will provide a pool of highly skilled expertise that will combine to drive
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improvements for all districts. The skills of officers in engaging in the public
health agenda, working with transport agencies, businesses and policy makers
can be coordinated to provide a more cohesive approach to air quality across a
wider geographical area. There will be benefits to coordinating funding bids and
working with partners to deliver improvements to transport. There will be a
greater pool of specialist expertise to advise on planning consultations and major
developments.

9.5.5.2. Drawing this function into the Shared Service also provides professional
development opportunities for skilled officers to work across the districts.
9.5.5.3. There are efficiencies of scale in providing a larger pool of competent

officers to support the air quality monitoring stations in terms of the routine
tasks like the monthly tube collections, responding to system failure alerts.
There will be more resilience across the whole service to ensure these regular
and important sites are checked and all officers working in this functional area
will be able to support each other across the Shared Service.

9.5.5.4. Delivery of the air quality functions for Maidstone and Tunbridge Wells from
one site will provide for improved efficiencies and opportunities for efficiencies.

9.5.5.5. Maidstone’s sustainability responsibilities will remain with the current
officers

10. Overview and Scrutiny Comments

Comments from the respective Overview and Scrutiny Committees have been considered and

their concerns addressed where possible.

10.1. Tunbridge Wells commented on the additional travelling time for staff, which
would impact on productivity and performance.

The figures quoted in the report Appendix 4 refer to a cost of £10,000 per year to absorb
additional traveling costs between the authorities for training or meeting purposes. This
figure is an estimated maximum. Management of officer’s workload, productivity and
performance will be made by monitoring outputs and outcomes within the service using the
normal management processes to address under performance. Officers will be expected to
rationalise their planned inspection programmes, coordinate transport for meetings or
training where possible. These are practices that are currently demonstrated by officers
across the three authorities. Managers can monitor travel and mileage costs and feedback
to officers if unnecessary costs occur.

10.2. Tunbridge Wells sought reassurance that the shared service will be able to
respond adequately to a food safety scare or health issue on a regional or national scale.
The new structure will increase the number of frontline staff able to respond to food
poisoning or other national food alerts. There can be a more coordinated response to
national emergencies with more officers engaging with businesses in a prioritised manner.
There will be a total increase in 1.5 FTE in food and safety officers in the service.

10.3. The organisational structure lacked sufficient control and the opportunity to
reduce the priority given to some functions — e.g. monitoring air quality — had been lost
Technology and new ways of working can improve performance and productivity. Managers
will use appraisals and performance management to ensure that officers are clear of their
responsibilities and deliver on outputs and outcomes. For most areas of environmental
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health there are government statutory monitoring systems. The performance of each local
authority is open and transparent. Reducing delivery of functions such as Air Quality is not
possible due to regulatory duties placed on the local authority. Improving the efficiency of
the service is possible.

10.4. The actual cashable benefits of the shared service were felt to be very small in
quantity.
The basis for the shared service has been resilience not cashable savings. Although
efficiencies will be delivered over time through stream lining processes and taking
opportunities to reassess the model when opportunity arises.

10.5. Comments from Maidstone and Swale
Comments from Maidstone and Swale Overview and Scrutiny were dealt with satisfactorily
at the meeting, and they made no substantive comments that would affect the design of
the model.

11. Initiation and Implementation Process
11.1. Communication

Since the appointment of the Interim Shared Service Environmental Health manager in
September staff receive monthly communications through email, one to one meetings or
joint meetings. And since December an informal group of officers (other than managers)
attend a lunch time meeting with the Interim Manager and the Human Resources to discuss
issues relating to the shared service.
Officers have been encouraged to participate in functional working groups to develop
consistent procedures, improve communication and develop professional relationships
across each authority.

11.2. Consultation with Staff
Once the Portfolio Holder decision and Call In have been made the Director of Development
and Environment will hold meetings with the Unison representative at each authority and
share the consultation document with them. Staff meetings will be held at each site with
the Interim Environmental Health Manager and the Head of Service to introduce the
Consultation document, explaining the process and the opportunity staff have to make
representations.
Following the 30 day consultation period a review period of at least 2 weeks will follow
when all the representations will be considered and responded to. If no significant changes
have been made to the decision made by the Portfolio Holders the recommended shared
service model will be implemented.
This process will take at least 6 weeks, followed by officers slotting into their new posts or
appointments made to vacant posts or promotional opportunities. The new service will be
operational from the 1 June and officers in their new locations.

11.3. Database Implementation

An implementation team have been established to ensure that the data from each
authority is transferred to the new Mid Kent IT database. These officers have been trained
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by IDOX on the new system and have been co-ordinating the process codes and system to
make the new database work effectively across the three local authority areas.
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Appendix 1

Environmental Permitting Regime and the Shared Service

Introduction

The opportunity to deliver a consistent service across the three districts is one of the key actions
required by the Tri Cabinet report of 12 June. The Project Board recognise that this provides an
opportunity to consider a number of options for the delivery of this service in order to meet the
criteria for the Shared Service of resilience, quality, culture, and cost.

The permitting inspection regime is a statutory function delivered through local authorities and
the Environment Agency to regulate emissions from certain types of industrial processes.

There are currently 145 permitted processes across the three local authority areas with the
majority being in Swale. They range from processes that are considered to be lower risk (dry
cleaners, petrol stations, waste oil burners) to more complex processes such as galvanising
plants and crematoria.

Swale and Tunbridge Wells both contract out their permitting function and have to monitor the
contracts closely for permit and schedule accuracy. Maidstone delivers their function within
their service but supplement this through the use of a contractor to inspect Maidstone
Crematorium or to support staffing absences.

Background

Environmental permitting is a statutory system that acknowledges that some businesses
processes cannot occur without some pollution of the environment; the air, land and water, but
seeks to encourage the reduction in pollutants through effective controls and management of
the processes. Permit charges are set by DEFRA and fees are reduced for good management and
efficient pollution prevention measures. Inspection frequency can also be affected by
compliance, with increases in time between inspections for high standards.

The permitting regime is a complex area and consultants and officers require in depth
knowledge of the processes, the legislation and the ever changing guidance associated with this
function.

A small number of officers in each authority are currently involved with either inspecting
premises or monitoring current contracts. These officers also demonstrate a high level of
competency either to carry out inspections or to provide a ‘smart client’ role. The current
contractors used by Maidstone, Swale and Tunbridge Wells both demonstrate high levels of
professionalism.

The specialist officers from the three authorities assisted the Interim Shared Environmental
Health Manager to review the approach to delivering this service. From their work the three
options presented are:

Option 1 In-House Service - provided and supervised by trained officers from the
MKIP Environmental Health Shared Service
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Option 2 Fully Contract Out - supervision and administration role is carried out by the
MKIP Environmental Health Shared Service, reducing from the current two contract
monitoring officers and expertise of the in house delivery at Maidstone, to two contract
monitoring officers across the shared service.

Option 3 Combined in house delivery and partial contract out. A three year planned
programme to bring the majority of the service in house. Gradually increasing officer skills
and expertise to deliver a defined number of process types but maintaining a contractor for
a small number of | high risk premises.

4. Option 1-InHouse

An honest evaluation of the level of expertise currently in the service across each of the
three teams and the level of knowledge required to deliver some of the more technically
challenging permitting inspections in the Swale area meant that the officer group and
Project Board concluded that this was not a viable option at this time.

5. Option 2 — Contracting Out all the Permitting Processes

The fees charged by contractors are generally quoted as a percentage of the DEFRA fee, this
fee is set annually by the government. The fee can vary, generally either reducing or
remaining at non-inflationary levels. An approach to the current Swale contractor to explore
potential delivery costs resulted in a significant reduction in the percentage fee the
contractors are likely to charge for the combined outsourced service. The charge quoted
was80-85% of the fee, this better than the fee currently charged to Tunbridge Wells (87%).
The level of service provided for the 80% fee reflects the current service level delivered to
Swale (at 5% reduction) and the service provided quoted for 85% would include
administration and issuing of the permit (currently done by officers in Swale and Tunbridge
Wells). In this highly specialised area of environmental work contracting out will require
‘smart client’ monitoring which brings a significant investment in professional development
through external and national organisations. Each authority currently has to provide this
training for officers dependent on the number and type of processes it has. Contract
monitoring could be done by two officers across the shared service and still provide
resilience for the statutory function.

6. Option 3 — A Combined Approach

6.1.

6.2.

Using contractors on a diminishing scale will allow funding of officer time, training and
additional staff hours to be funded from the saved contractor fees. In 2013/14 the permit
fees generate ££46,159 and the contracted out works cost ££31,682. Financial modelling
has indicated that the permit fees across the whole service for 2014/15 will be between
£38,658 and £33,613. The variation for 2014/15 is due to premises and business changes
through potential rescinding of current permits, changes in risk rating under the DEFRA
scheme and anticipated DEFRA fee changes.

Based on DEFRA’s estimation of the time permit inspections should take an estimate of
between 876 and 1431 hours are required to deliver the permitting system fully in house
equating to approximately 0.5 - 1.0FTE.
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6.3. As Maidstone currently deliver the permitting mainly through the current staffing levels,
the increase in officer time will only be needed for Tunbridge Wells and Swale, this will not
to the upper level of 1.0FTE.

6.4. There is potential to increase current officer’s hours to meet this need, rather than
increasing establishment posts. Officers have expressed an interest in increasing their
working hours and could be approached to deliver this function from within the shared
service.

Conclusion

The preferred option chosen is to adopt the Option 3 delivery model which brings the majority

of the service delivery in house and employs the use of a contractor across all three districts. It

is proposed that in the shared service officers will permit processes in the lower risk and less
complex premises gradually taking on the more complex processes in a graduated approach.

The increase in staff resources under option 3 would be funded from the fee income and a

reallocation of time from contract monitoring to carrying out inspections. This allows officers to

build up their expertise and skills in more complex and higher risk processes over a two to three
year period. This option provides increased professional development for officers.

Recommendation

To support Option 3 to predominately deliver the Environmental Permitting in house across the
three local authority areas and supplement it with the use of a contractor.
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Appendix 2
Food Inspections Contract

1. Introduction

1.1. The 12 June Tri-Cabinet report requested that a review of the food inspection contract to
enable a consistent delivery of the service across all authorities. Currently Swale’s food
contract costs £30,000 to carry out food inspections for premises risk rated as B, C and D,
where as Maidstone and Tunbridge Wells deliver this within their Food and Safety teams.

1.2. The critical success factors for this Shared Service are to improved resilience that meets
financial and functional flexibility, improve quality, create a culture of high professional
standards and is self funding through achieving service efficiencies and potential savings.

1.3. One of the main benefits of delivering food interventions in the Shared service is the
flexibility this provides the authorities; professional officers have an interest in supporting
businesses to better standards. They have a sense of responsibility to the organisation and
accountability to members and the community.

1.4. A contractor is only as robust as the contract procured and standards specified. Discussions
with the Swale contract manager at Red Snapper have explored potential improvements to
a contract that would include a more qualitative interventions arrangement that could
deliver improved quality for businesses.

1.5. The recommendation of the Project Board is that the food inspection programme be
brought within the service and a more focused and targeted approach is taken to
implementing the interventions to support businesses in comply with the law.

2. Background

2.1. The purpose of food regulation is to ensure that the public can consume and purchase food
in our districts which is safe. To this end the Food Standards Agency closely control the
discharge of food enforcement through the national Food Law Code of Practice and through
monitoring outputs (interventions, sampling levels) and outcomes (broad compliance by
food businesses with food safety standards in the local authority areas).

2.2. The introduction of the Food Hygiene Rating Scheme has had a significant influence on
hygiene standards in recent years. Businesses are more accountable to the public through
the publication of the ratings on the Food Standards Agency website and the ability of good
businesses to promote their high standards at their premises by displaying the stickers and
certificates. It is not compulsory for businesses to display their ratings in the premises.

2.3. Regulatory enforcement is moving more towards outcomes, for example the percentage of
improved FHRS scores or broadly compliant businesses within a district (table 1) rather than
outputs i.e. inspections and audits. This does not mean that formal enforcement actions
should not be considered when appropriate. Rather an acknowledgement that regulators
need to carry out their activities in a way that supports those they regulate to comply and
grow.

3. Current Food Contract
3.1. The Swale contract with Red Snapper that will run until May 2014, with budget costs of

£30,000 for food inspections with B, C and D risk profiles being carried out to a standard to
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comply with the Food Law Code of Practice. This includes carrying out the inspections in
the identified time frame, completion of paperwork, completion of letters and revisit to
business to check on compliance with contraventions.

3.2. The contract does not include enforcement action such as serving improvement notices,
evidence preparation for prosecution. If the contractor finds conditions that require the
service of a notice this will involve the Commercial Team duplicating the visit and then
serving the notice.

3.3. The contract is supported by administration officers in the Commercial team of at Swale.
They collate the last inspection information for the contract, input data and administer the
upload of inspection information to the FHRS website for the contractor inspections. The
contract is monitored by the Commercial Manager to ensure that standards for inspection,
documentation and scoring are accurate. This level of monitoring needs to be carried out
to ensure that Swale’s legal responsibilities under food legislation is being met as Swale is
audited on its service delivery by the Food Standards Agency.

3.4. One shortcoming of the contract arrangement is that returned reports are frequently not
returned to the admin officers within two weeks of the inspection, which means there is an
unnecessary time delay in uploading these scores onto the FHRS website which means that
these inspection details do not meet the Food Standard Agency Brand Standard for
publishing the information. Delays are inevitable as the contractors are not responsible for
uploading information into the FHRS website.

3.5. There is still a substantial amount of food inspection or intervention work carried out by
officers at Swale. Category A risk rated premises inspections, reactive food investigations
(complaints, food safety alert, food poisoning), inspections of approved premises as well as
new business visits and delivering an alternative enforcement programme for low risk
businesses. In summary a significant amount of intervention and inspection work is still
delivered through the Commercial Team.

3.6. Since the contract has been made (in 2012) there has been a significant change in
government guidance. Under the new Regulator’s Code brought out in July 2013 and in
force in April 2014. Authorities will have to demonstrate that we communicate clearly with
businesses, providing information, guidance and advice to enable them to meet their
responsibilities to comply with the law. The inspection frequency for broadly compliant
food businesses is likely to be reduced, from eighteen months to every two years for a
significant number of businesses in the three authorities.

3.7. Any new contract will have to be more outcomes focused, rather than output based, to
reflect these proposed changes in responsibility being placed on regulators and to reflect
the critical success criteria for the project.

4. In House Delivery Food Interventions
4.1. At Maidstone and Tunbridge Wells all the food inspections and interventions are carried out
by the officers within the service. Inspection rates are consistently good with over 90% of
all due interventions being achieved during the year, also true for Swale, compared with the
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4.2.

4.3.

4.4.

4.5.

4.6.

4.7.

4.8.

England average of 82% (see table 1). . Due to database inaccuracies and business
closures 100% is not realistically viable.

Officers are committed to improving the hygiene of businesses in their districts and year on
year returns to the Local Authority Enforcement Monitoring System (LAEMS) show an
improvement in risk profiles of food businesses. This demonstrates the effectiveness of the
officer’s interventions with businesses and their ability to provide advice and guidance on
complying with the law.

Officers are able to identify other matters of evident concern when inspecting premises,
whether health and safety hazards or breaches of other legislation (planning, housing,
environmental). They act as the eyes and ears for the authority and provide an integrated
approach for front line services having a greater awareness of corporate needs than
contractors. This provides the organisation with resilience. It is likely that contractors who
are paid per inspection are not likely to provide the corporate approach.

In house delivery can be more responsive and flexible to emerging issues, delivering project
based interventions such as inspections and microbiological sampling of vacuum packing
machines in food businesses in response to the South Wales E.coli outbreak, or assisting
businesses in product recalls for unfit imported food.

Visits to food businesses by officers can support public health outcomes through the
implementation of schemes such as the Tunbridge Wells Healthy Food Choices Award, or
through officers’ signposting food business operators to appropriate government
information on healthy eating.

In house delivery provides resilience for the authority for emergency events such as food
poisoning outbreaks, providing assistance to flooded communities. If there are adequate
numbers of officers the resilience can be sustained for longer term emergency responses.
As one shared service this will be a resource that each individual organisation can call on.
Officers have a strong desire to bring the delivery of inspections within the shared service
for all the authorities, believing that this provides better control over service delivery and
provides flexibility to management in adapting the delivery to meet local needs. Officers
also have a professional will to improve service delivery.

One of the reasons that Swale initially opted to commission part of the service from an
external provider was due to problems in recruiting to a vacant post. This situation has
changed with the development of a Shared Service.

Table 1: Comparison of Broadly Compliance Standard in Food Businesses (2012/13 Data
from LAEMS)

Local Total No. % Broadly Compliant % B premises %C premises %

Authority Premises (excluding unrated) Broadly Compliant | Broadly Interventions
Compliant Achieved

Maidstone 1232 89.61 18.92 80.20 90.4

Swale 1259 92.34 50.75 87.10 95.3

Tunbridge 1106 98.06 69.23 95.81 93.8

Wells

> Annual Report on UK Local Authority Food Law Enforcement 1 April 2012 to 31 March 2013, FSA board paper
5 Nov 2013

19




Contract Costs

4.9. An approach to Swale’s current contract provider Red Snapper suggests that the same
contract quotes will be applied to a service covering three districts, the current rate being:
Per Premises inspections:

Risk Rated A £56
Risk Rated B £52
Risk Rated C  £45
Risk Rated D  £40
Void inspections £20 & Re-Visits £25

These costs cover the inspection time, completing the inspection records and any letters
sent to the businesses.

4.10. Using the average number of B, C and D risk profiles for the three local authorities
(based on last three year data) the contract costs would be in the region of £75,000 to
£88,000 for the three local authorities. This figure includes the cost of monitoring the food
inspection contract of £17,000 for the three authorities.

4.11. The impact on the Shared Service will mean the loss of up to 2.0 FTE (dependent on
the grades of the officers) from Maidstone and Tunbridge Wells, with no loss of posts at
Swale. The reduction is less than two posts due the significant level of smart client contract
monitoring required, in terms of inspection monitoring and document quality checks,
business feedback, database monitoring and controls.

Table 2: Averaged Premises Risk Inspections 2010 — 2013

Food Food Food Total contracted
Premises | Premises | Premises food inspections
Risk rated | Risk rated | Risk rated B,C&D
B C D
LA Data
averaged & 149 | 874 346 1369
combined
over 3 years

Shared Service Food Inspections In-House Delivery
The critical success criteria for the food inspections can be measured through:

4.12. Resilience
® Increasing the number of frontline officers delivering inspections by 1.0FTE funded
through the contract cost budget of £30,000
®* |mproved service standards through standardising inspection processes
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® Flexible provision of officers across the district to support project initiatives, for
example targeting resources to non-Broadly Compliant premises, or supporting sickness
absence, emergency situations such as food poisoning outbreak investigations

e  Flexibility to change service delivery in line with government guidelines

® Provide officer development and expertise through a wider range of food inspections

This will not be achieved through outsourcing the food inspections in the shared service as

the funding the contract will be provided through reducing the establishment posts in

Maidstone and Tunbridge Wells by up to 2.0FTE.

4.13. Quality
Measuring quality can be subjective, however using national reporting criteria as a basis can
provide some objectivity, in that the each authority has to report on food inspections in the
same way It is proposed that the shared service should use the data in Table 3 as a base
line from which to monitor service quality:

Table 3: Food Hygiene Rating Scheme Score (February 2014)
Scores 0 — 2 (poor hygiene)

Food Hygiene Rating Maidstone Swale Tunbridge Wells
Scheme Scores0 -2
As February 2014

0 3 2 1
1 39 64 9
2 18 14 6

In addition the service would:

e demonstrate that policies and procedures are in line with the Regulator’s Code

® improve outcome measures like Broadly Compliant percentages for high to medium risk
scored food premises by assisting businesses to comply with regulation or where
necessary follow the enforcement policy

® maintain the professional competence of officers through peer support and training
programmes

e providing accurate database information to inform targeting of resources

® review low risk food interventions policies to ensure that resources are targeted and
meet the needs of the businesses

e reduce the levels of unrated food businesses and make the initial contacts with the
service

4.14. Cost
To allow a comparison of in house food inspection delivery and the cost of the service
delivered using a contractor officers were asked to complete an activity based costing time
sheet. Officers in the Commercial and Food teams were asked to proportion their working
week across all the functions they delivered. This was to allow for a functional breakdown
of tasks. As the total number of tasks carried out by officers is variable and reactive to
service need it is acknowledged that this is not a completely accurate reflection of the
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officer’s time. But it provides a basis for analysing assumptions made on the cost of

delivering specific functions within the teams (Appendix 4) and those delivered for

individual authorities (for example the animal welfare function for Tunbridge Wells).

Importantly it provides a method of assessing the whole cost of food inspection service at

Swale, where part of the service is contracted out, compared to the service provided at

Maidstone and Tunbridge Wells.

Table 4: Activity Based Costing for Food Interventions and Service within the Food

& Commercial Teams

Description of Task Maidstone Swale Tunbridge
Wells
Programmed inspections £57,581 £43,438 £48,215
Monitoring external Food Contract £8,047
Admin of programmed inspection etc £39,098 £20,510 £32,000
Reactive work £17,198 £17,713 £18,302
Admin of reactive work £10,317 £15,364 £16,761
Meeting public at Gateway or office £1,066 £1,935 £1,487
FHRS appeals and safeguarding £1,842 £952 £2,234
Food sampling £1,112 0° £5,977
New business start ups, incl. advise £10,473 £14,594 £17,578
Total Internal Costs £138,687 £122,552 £142,555
Proportion of unproductive time £44,798 £34,440 £35,432
Total £183,485 £156,992 £177,987

Comparing the programmed inspection costs at the three authorities the costs are £57,581
(Maidstone), £55,106 including monitoring contract (Swale) and £48,215 (Tunbridge Wells).
If inspections and interventions are brought within the service the cost of the current

contract at Swale could support 1.0FTE for a cost of £30,000. This would not be equivalent

an EHO post at Swale (no technical posts exist in the Commercial Team) but would be

comparable to a Technical Officer post at Maidstone or Tunbridge Wells.

5. Conclusion

Evaluating the contract option against the provision of food inspections within the service has

concluded that inspections can be delivered by the service within the current budget set for the

shared service. The service can achieve efficiencies through standardising procedures and

working in a consistent way. Use of technology (remote and mobile working) can reduce

process time and improve quality of inspections.

The Project Board consider that bringing food inspections within the shared service will support

the needs of the critical success criteria better than contracting out the inspection of medium

risk food businesses across the three districts. This is balanced against the critical success

factors identified by the MKIP Board.

* The cost of food sampling is not shown separately but within the costs identified in other activity lines
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6. Recommendation
That the Portfolio Holder supports the recommendation of the Project Board to bring food
inspections within the shared service.
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Environmental Health Team Structure

Appendix 3

Table 1: Existing Environmental Health Team Structures across the three authority areas

JCommercial Team

1.0 FTE Team leader

1.9 FTE EHO

2.0 FTE Admin Support
JEnvironmental Protection

1 FTE Team Leader

2.4 FTE EHO and Scientific Officer

10.7 FTE Pollution Officer

Total 9 FTE

Swale Environmental Health

Maidstone Environmental Health

JFood & Safety Team

1 FTE Team Leader

3 FTE Senior EHO (2 vacant posts)
3 FTE Technical Officers

1 FTE Admin Support (0.32 vacant)
JEnvironmental Pollution Team

1 FTE Team Leader

1. FTE Senior Pollution Officer
1.54 FTE Technical Officers

10.54 FTE Admin Support

Total 12.08 FTE

Tunbridge Wells Environmental Health

Environmental Health Manager
JFood & Commercial Team

1 FTE Team Leader (vacant)

2.5 Principal EHO

1 FTE EHO

1 Technical Officer

1 Admin Support
JEnvironmental Protection

1 FTE Team Leader

1 Principal EHO

1 EHO

1 Technical Officer

1 Admin Support (Vacant)

I[1 Air Quality Post currently outside the service]

Total 13.5 FTE

Total 34.5 FTE across the service areas

Note: The vacant post descriptions relate to substantive posts held open under the MKIP proposals. These may have been filled on temporary basis or by contractors.



Environmental Health Team Structure

Table 2: Proposed Structure for the Two Site Delivery Model

Environmental Health Manager
(Sittingbourne & Tunbridge Wells)

Appendix 3

Sittingbourne
Food & Safety Team

1 Team Leader, 7.9 FTE (includes a grading of 1 food post
from senior to EHO) Excludes 1.0 FTE for food inspections in
house

Environmental Protection Team

1 Team Leader, 3.6FTE (includes 0.5FTE increase in technical
officer post, excludes additional hours for Environmental
Permitting)

Senior Admin Officer
(Based at Sittingbourne)
2.5 FTE Admin at Sittingbourne
(both Maidstone Admin officers to relocate to Sittingbourne)
2 FTE at Tunbridge Wells

Total FTE 33.5 across the service

Tunbridge Wells
Food & Safety Team

1 Team Leader, 5.0 FTE (Includes increase in 0.5FTE technical
grade)

Environmental Protection Team
1 Team Leader, 6.5 FTE

(Including increase grade for Senior Scientific Officer & the
Air Quality post from Sustainability)

25



Appendix 4

Appendix 4 - as at 4 February 2014
Environmental Health - Summary of Costs & Savings
Based on 2 Sites SBC & TWBC

Years

Base 1 2 3 4
2013/2014 2014/2015 2015/2016 2016/2017 2017/2018

Assumes shared service is fully

operational from June 2014. In

year 2014/15 assumes 10
Savings - Employee costs -£33,608 -£40,330 -£40,330 -£40,330 months saving

Redundancy & Pension costs - one off £26,300

MBC do not have an agreed
policy, confirmed with HR this

Additional mileage - MBC Employees £13,000 £13,000 £13,000 would be payable for 3 years.
Other additional mileage between sites £10,000 £10,000 £10,000 £10,000 On going

Investment Training/ Development £7,000 £7,000 £6,000

Business Improvement / Business Delivery

sections £8,700 £2,000

HR Support £4,200 £2,000

Annual cost / Savings £39,200 £392 -£10,330 -£11,330 -£30,330

Cumulative Cost / Savings £39,200 £39,592 £29,262 £17,932 -£12,398

26



This table shows that the level of investment included for the shared service would be fully repaid at the end of year 4
of the service being fully operational and full savings delivered less on going mileage from year 4 onwards

Costs
MBC
SBC
TWBC

Savings
MBC

SBC

TWBC

£39,200 £34,000
£13,093 £11,356
£10,192 £8,840
£15,915 £13,804

0 £33,608
-£11,225
-£8,738
-£13,645

£30,000
£10,020
£7,800
£12,180

£40,330
-£13,470
-£10,486
-£16,374

£29,000
£9,686
£7,540
£11,774

£40,330
-£13,470
-£10,486
-£16,374

£10,000
£3,340
£2,600
£4,060

-£40,330
-£13,470
-£10,486
-£16,374

Appendix 4

Percentages based on the

proposed cost of service
33.40%
26.00%
40.60%

33.40%
26.00%
40.60%
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Environmental Health Updated Model based over two sites

Appendix 5
Existing Structure - Updated Structure -
2013/2014 Budgets Estimated Cost

Posts FTE £ FTE £
EH Manager - Reduced to 0.8, new
structure assummes 0.1 recharged
back to TWBC to cover corporate
functions 0.80 £51,872 1.00 £73,193
Team Leaders 6.00 £310,288 4.00 £210,878
Environmental Protection
Principal EHO 3.42 £159,694 4.42 £202,174
EHO Officers 3.00 £120,910 2.00 £80,607
Technical Officers - 0.5 new post 0.50 £17,144
Technical Officers 3.22 £111,219 3.22 £111,219
TOTAL ENVIRONMENTAL
HEALTH 9.64 £391,823 10.14 £411,144
Food & Commercial
Principal EHO 7.41 £338,531 6.41 £297,401
EHO - new post 1.00 £42,421
EHO 1.00 £44,390 1.00 £44,390
Technical officers - new post 0.50 £17,144
Technical Officers 4.00 £133,550 4.00 £133,550

12.41 £516,471 12.91 £534,907
Admin
Senior Admin assistant 1.00 £27,863 1.00 £27,863
Existing MBC back office -
DIP/Contact Centre/ Gateway 0.66 £10,582 0.66 £10,582
Admin 4.54 £101,486 4.54 £101,486
TOTAL ADMIN 6.20 £139,931 6.20 £139,931
Cost of Shared Service 35.05 £1,410,385 34.25 £1,370,053
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Environmental Health Updated Model based over two sites

Appendix 5

Cost of Existing Service ( excluding car costs, overtime, standby, market

supplements)
Basic Salary Costs excl car costs £1,170,124
NI £97,127
Superannuation £143,134
Total Existing Costs £1,410,385

Potential saving

-0.80

-£40,332
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