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PRESENT 
 
Committee members: Councillors PJ Murphy (Chair), Guy Vincent, Michael Adam, 
Lucy Ivimy and Vivienne Lukey 
 
Co-opted members: Tony Boys, Erik Hohenstein and Chris Littmoden 
 
Other Councillors:  
Councillor Max Schmid (Cabinet Member for Finance). 
 
Officers:  
Camilla Black (Corporate Projects Director), Kim Dero (Interim Chief Excutive), 
Mark Grimley (Director of HR), Emily Hill (Head of Corporate Finance), Hitesh 
Jolapara (Strategic Finance Director), Ian Kerns (Head of Business Continuity), 
Denise Pretio (Head of Emegency Planning) and Charles Francis (Committee 
Services) 
 

 
1. NOMINATIONS OF VICE-CHAIR AND CO-OPTED MEMBERS  

 
That Cllr Michael Adam be appointed as Vice-Chair of the Committee for the 
2017/18 municipal year 
 
That the following co-opted members be reappointed for the 2017/18 
municipal year:  

 Tony Boys 

 Erik Hohenstein  

 Chris Littmoden  

 Judith Worthy  
 
 

2. APOLOGIES FOR ABSENCE  
 
Judith Worthy provided apologies for absence. 
 

3. DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST  
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There were no declarations of interest. 
 

4. BUDGET UPDATE  
 
Hitesh Jolapara, Strategic Finance Director, introduced the report which 
provided an update on the 2016/17 Revenue Outturn and how this compared 
to the 2017/18 Budget. 
 
He explained that all PACs received a budget report and one of the 
challenges made at Finance PAC had been that the previous budget update 
report had not provided high level comparative data in relation to the previous 
year’s budget data and the forecast for this year’s budget.  
 
Chris Littmoden thanked officers for the report but explained it was difficult to 
understand. While comparative data, ratios and trend analysis were 
important, he suggested this information did not set out clearly what the 
position was. Councill Vincent reiterated this view and explained a more 
interesting starting point would have been for officers to outline how they were 
currently doing on the budget so the Committee could hold officers to 
account. 
 
Hitesh provided an overview of the budget setting process and the various 
challenge mechanisms this went through and agreed there was scope to 
improve how this information was presented in future. In terms of this year, he 
explained revenue financial performance was reported every month at  senior 
officer level as well as at Cabinet. Based on month 2 figures, there was a 
forecast overspend of £2.8 million and this was manifesting itself in a couple 
of areas which were Children’s Services and Temporary Accommodation. 
 
Hitesh agreed to circulate the Cabinet report and at the next meeting to 
provide a single sheet summary of the main financial highlights. The Chair 
asked for this to show the budget the Council was working to, progress to 
date, last year’s position, quarter to quarter figures and the rationale for the 
variance. He also requested that the data was presented so the layman could 
understand it.  
 
Councillor Vincent suggested that Cabinet reports could be included in all 
future Finance PAC agendas to negate the need for a bespoke report. He 
suggested that Officers should use existing data sets and only produce  
further reports where the information was not available. 
 
Councillor Ivimy expressed concern about the lack of prior comparators and 
the movement in the reserves. She noted that these had reduced from £90 
million to £82.7 million and the usable reserves were down from £258 million 
to £239 million and asked for officers comments. In response, the Chair 
asked that a one page summary on reserves be provided to Councillor Ivimy.  
 
Councillor Schmid confirmed reserves had been used to fund a number of 
invest to save initiates including the successful ICT transition, the move to 
LED street lighting, the parking machine update and MSP. Chris Littmoden 
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commented on the  overspend and suggested it should be expressed as 
such. 
 
Tony Boys expressed concern about the style of the report. In future, he 
suggested it could focus on value for money as well as the Council spend per 
resident. Emily Hill provided an explanation of the challenges associated with 
generating high level reports and ensuring it had the correct balance between 
oversight and granular detail. To move matters forward, the Chair suggested  
a meeting should be arranged between himself, Hitesh and Emily to discuss 
the format and contents of future reports. 
 
Councillor Schmid explained another tool that was used for the budget setting 
process was the budget summary which was provided to Children’s and 
Adults PAC and it was suggested this could be provided to all PACs in the 
future. 
 
RESOLVED 
 

1. That the report be noted 
 

2. That Cabinet Budget reports be appended to all future Finance 
and Delivery PAC agendas for information. 

 
3. That officers provide Councillor Ivimy with a one page summary 

on Budgetary reserves. 
 

4. That officers arrange a meeting between the Chair, Hitesh 
Jolapara and Emily Hill to discuss the format of future budget 
reports. 

 
5. REVIEW OF THE 2016/17 SENIOR MANAGEMENT PERFORMANCE 

RELATED PAY (PRP) SCHEME  
 
The Chair introduced Mark Grimley, the new Director of HR to his first 
Finance and Delivery PAC meeting. Mark provided an overview of a review of 
the operation of the 2016/2017 Senior Management Performance Related 
Pay (PRP) Scheme. He stated the key aim of the paper was to assess 
whether the organisation had the correct correlation between PRP and the 
outcomes the Council was looking for. 
 
It was noted that there were two elements to the new senior manager PRP 
scheme arrangements. These were a non-consolidated annual bonus award 
based on achievement of all targets and consolidated increase in base pay 
based on performance. Mark provided details about how lateral moderation 
worked and the challenge process to pay awards. An explanation was 
provided on the performance and behaviours which were needed to attain 
PRP, the use of stretch targets and the role of midyear reviews. It was noted 
that revisions to the PRP scheme meant the achievement of targets now 
affected both elements and consolidated pay increases would only be paid to 
those who scored at least a 3 on their targets.  
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Mark explained that HR would be looking at a sample of the mid year reviews 
to assess the direction of travel. At this stage, it was anticipated the final year 
outturns, compared to the mid-year review, would show a greater focus on 
performance and delivery against key targets linked to the performance 
scheme. It was noted that cultural change was harder to demonstrate and 
following the outcomes of the mid year review, there was a possibility 
additional targets might be added to ensure the scheme met its objective to 
deliver positive cultural change.  
 
Councillor Adam asked what the final amount paid out under the scheme was 
and whether an independent person should oversee PRP. Mark confirmed 
this was about £345k and he was confident the current process had sufficient 
oversight and challenge.  
 
Councillor Vincent asked what steps were being taken to ensure the 
objectives were being met and value for money was being achived. Kim 
explained two factors were of importance. It was noted that LBHF were 
benchmarking themselves against other London Boroughs. LBHF used a 
bonus to reward and recognise excellence as opposed to larger flat salaries 
elsewhere. In addition, Directors and Head of Service targets provided 
mechanisms to measure performance against budgets, as well as a series of 
behavioural targets were met. 
 
Developing this theme, Councillor Vincent, asked how the bonus scheme had 
delivered high performance and how it was underpinning business needs.  
Kim explained the bonus scheme would not deliver this as it did not drive the 
Management Team. Incentification was not a key driver for senior officers at 
the Council, as the culture attracted officers who had a keen interest in their 
work areas rather than purely financial remuneration. It was noted that the 
Council paid lower salaries than neighbouring Boroughs and the bonus 
scheme was a way of squeezing more value from Directors and the Directors 
pool. 
 
Councillor Ivimy asked about how labour intensive the scheme was to 
administer and whether this outweighed its advantages. Mark explained that 
PRP only affected 66 people within the organisation so would not monopolise 
officer time and data was gathered through 1:1’s and everyday conversations.  
 
Tony Boys asked about the £345K allotted to 66 people and what the mean 
salary was? Mark asked for this information to be circulated through 
Committee Services. Tony Boys suggested PRP was a way of managing 
organisational attrition and a means of addressing a high turnover of staff. In 
response, Kim provided an overview of the management structure and those 
layers of executive directors which had been removed. Kim offered to provide 
benchmarking data of senior management salaries across London, including 
the use of the supplement.  
 
Eric Hohenstein asked what was budgeted for PRP and whether the current 
pay awards exceeded that figure. Hitesh explained that in terms of £345K, 
this was allocated to service areas and was an integral part of their budgets. 
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Tony Boys asked about the historic effectiveness of the management strata 
which had been removed. Kim provided an overview of the flatter structures 
now in place and explained that one of the roles of the new Director of HR 
would be to review this in the future. 
 
The Chair asked about what the impact might be on the removal of the 
Executive Director level might be on organisational succession? Kim stated 
that the Assistant Director level and progression was an area under 
consideration and HR would prepare a report to Cabinet on this in the future. 
 
The Chair expressed concerns about the figures which suggested everyone 
in the PRP scheme met or exceeded expectations. As a result he felt there 
was scope for further work to be conducted around the challenge sessions to 
ensure only the highest performers were awarded PRP. Mark said this would 
be looked at in future.  
 
RESOLVED 
 

1. That the report be noted 
 

2. That officers provide information on the mean salaries to be 
circulated outside the meeting. 

 
3. That officers provided benchmarking data on senior management 

salaries across London, including the use of the supplement 
 

6. EMERGENCY PLANNING LESSONS LEARNED AND REVIEW 
FOLLOWING THE GRENFELL TOWER TRAGEDY  
 
Kim Dero, Interim Chief Executive, introduced the report and explained this 
was the first of a series of reports which would be presented to PAC 
examining the emergency planning lessons arising from Grenfell and 
identifying those actions which needed to be taken to enhance the Councils’ 
response functions.  
 
Given the public enquiry, criminal investigation, and the direct ramifications 
for the Royal Borough of Kensington and Chelsea (RBKC), the Committee 
were informed that the report only considered Hammersmith and Fulham’s 
position. Kim explained that Hammersmith and Fulham’s emergency 
response had been excellent and because it already had strong systems in 
place, LBHF was able to offer assistance to RBKC in the immediate aftermath 
of the fire.  
 
Councillor Adam thanked officers for the report and their hard work in the 
aftermath but commented that he felt the report did not do justice to the 
lessons the Council had learnt. He stated the report did not provide a sense 
of what the Council could and should have done differently in light of RBKC’s 
experiences and did not address the important matter of crisis 
communications. In response, Kim explained that Officers had deliberately 
not made direct comparisons with RBKC because there was a public enquiry, 
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a criminal investigation and conduct issues which had arisen in the aftermath 
which were being actively investigated. 
 
In terms of assurance, Denise Preito, Emergency Planning Manager provided 
an overview of the Councils’ emergency response processes to illustrate how 
the Council was equipped to react. Denise explained the Council had 
developed an operational command and control structure which was based 
on Police structures. Officers had clear roles and responsibilities and knew 
who needed to be called to activate the emergency response arrangements. 
 
Information was provided on the role of Duty Silvers and how they facilitated 
the emergency response and their relationship with Welfare Bronze Officers. 
If the situation required council involvement, the duty silver would cascade the 
information down to a rota of welfare bronzes working within adult social care. 
Their role was to identify any vulnerable people within a given cordon and, 
using a system called Frameworki, to liaise with the emergency services to 
ensure information was shared efficiently and effectively.  
 
A detailed explanation was provided on rest centres and their role in housing 
up to 200 people overnight, as well as the protocols for requesting further 
assistance if the emergency escalated. The Committee noted that Grenfell 
was unprecedented, but Officers explained they were very confident that the 
borough’s initial emergency response was effective. Should a large scale 
tragedy arise in future, Officers recognised that a large scale response was 
needed and mutual aid requests would need to be made as quickly as 
possible. Details were provided on the information systems and the weekly 
information leaflets distributed to all Directors which provided details of those 
emergency response Officers on call that week. 
 
Councillor Adam reiterated his concerns about crisis communications and 
referred to a historic request concerning London Fire Brigade 
recommendations and their incorporation into Planning guidance. In 
response, Kim explained that some research had been done on crisis 
communications and apologised for the slow response to the London Fire 
Brigade which was not acceptable. It was highlighted that in the last 5 months 
a different approach to fire safety and other health and safety issues had 
been taken and an update would be provided to the Audit, Pensions and 
Standards Committee. 
 
Councillor Lukey asked about what would happen if residents chose not to 
respond to local leadership and highlighted the need to work with local 
community networks. Other concerns included the intimidation of Council staff 
which worked across different Boroughs and the need for robust emergency 
planning scenarios in the future. Kim explained a second report would discuss 
community cohesion and provide details of the ongoing work on the White 
City and Edward Woods Estates. It was noted that on 19 September a 
community resilience meeting would be taking place with community leaders 
to discuss the role of community groups and how these could be best utilised 
in the future. In terms of the impact on Council staff and lessons learnt for 
staff, Kim made a number of points which included the complexity of staff 



_____________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
Minutes are subject to confirmation at the next meeting as a correct record of the proceedings and any amendments arising will 
be recorded in the minutes of that subsequent meeting. 

 

working across boroughs, the provision of counselling services, and excellent 
levels of commitment shown by LBHF staff. 
 
Kim explained she was confident that LBHFs’ immediate response would 
have been different to that of other boroughs and this area of work was a 
continuous improvement piece. She explained that one of the areas where 
more feedback would be provided was on the reassurance to communities for 
example those residents who were living in the Edward Woods Estate at the 
time of the fire and the amount of reassurance through weekend surgeries 
and Time to Talk. Other areas of support included work being conducted by 
the hotels team, Adult Social Care, and social workers from Children’s 
Services.  
 
The Chair highlighted that he did not want report writing to hinder action but 
asked when a further comprehensive report on lessons learnt could be 
produced. Kim explained that key conversations were still ongoing with the 
community but when these had occurred a report could be prepared including 
communications work, hotel work, reassurance, community resilience and 
housing for possibly the November PAC committee. On this basis, the Chair 
requested that a report be produced for the November or subsequent 
meeting. Kim confirmed that this report would be taken to all the PACs so the 
organisational learning was shared. 
 
Councillor Vincent commented that two further aspects were missing from the 
report. Firstly, a simple narrative of what the Council actually did, and 
secondly whether or not LBHF were peripheral to events and whether offers 
of assistance were accepted or rejected. 
 
In relation to RBKC, Kim confirmed that LBHF were bystanders until the 
London Gold was called in on the Friday afternoon and this was reported 
back to the Local Government Association, London Council’s and also the 
London Chief Executive’s meeting.  
 
It was noted that all 32 London Boroughs offered RBKC help. Kim explained 
LBHF had a codified emergency plan and a telephone cascade system which 
would enable the Council to respond quickly. LBHF also offered to set up a 
JustGiving.com page for monetary donations. Details were also provided on 
the work with the DCLG to establish what the situation was in LBHF and 
across London with regards to cladding, panels and how safe tower blocks 
were. An explanation was also provided on the work which was conducted 
with 90 families in the first few days and the contact work which was ongoing. 
 
In terms of business continuity, Ian Kerns explained that LBHF recognised the 
need for resources including: rest centre managers, parks police and estate 
wardens, the importance of these roles as well as the emerging lessons about 
command and control / communications. 
 
Councillor Lukey highlighted her concerns about staff working across 
boroughs. In response officers explained that to ensure LBHF was not 
exposed (with staff availability), the Council had looked at leave 
arrangements for staff across service departments and made sure all the 
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emergency responders were available. Over the summer, Kim chaired a 
Service Resilience Group every day for a week which brought together all the 
Directors and key officers so that everyone was fully briefed on what action to 
take if something similar happened in LBHF and how LBHF could assist the 
other boroughs. In going forward, this meeting also ensured there was clarity 
between the Council’s role and responsibilities and working with partner 
agencies. Kim highlighted the issues there had been with some LHBF 
employees working at RBKC and the intimidation staff had suffered while 
working on that site. It was acknowledged this was a tricky area which 
required more work. 
 
Councillor Ivimy highlighted it was vital there was a flexible command 
structure. She explained that tenants and residents were the first people to 
contact the Council at the time of the emergency. Kim agreed there was 
strong local resilience in the borough and it was appropriate to use this as a 
resource in the future. 
 
Tony Boys commented that the report omitted to mention how the Council 
might avoid such an event in the future and asked what level of emergency 
the Council was equipped to respond to. Kim explained that the London Gold 
team were looking at the role of the Red Cross, the charity sector, and a 
number of other agencies which RBKC could have called in. The DCLG were 
also looking more generally at fire safety across London. In terms of how 
equipped LBHF was to respond to emergencies, officers cited a number of 
recent incidents including the Charecroft fire, a number of evacuations of 
tower blocks, gas leaks, and flooding in the borough. Officers explained that 
plans were in place for all manner of scenarios – the most common being the 
Major Incident Plan.  
 
Under the Civil Contingencies Act, Denise confirmed that every borough had 
the requirement to re-house 200 people for 2 nights at dedicated rest 
centre(s). For any incident larger than this, emergency services would control 
the incident. If a major incident was declared, then a higher level of response 
would be provided. 
 
The Chair asked when it would be possible to tell residents a similar tragedy 
could not happen in LBHF? Kim explained that LBHF were already talking to 
communities and working with the Fire Brigade to provide a degree of 
reassurance. Other active steps included disseminating the Fire Safety Plus 
leaflet. However, as the cause of the fire was part of an ongoing investigation 
no further comments could be made. Kim offered to provide further 
information about when local emergencies escalate to national ones. 
 
Councillor Adams highlighted the issue of illegal sub-letting and the difficulty 
the authorities currently had of trying to establish who was resident in the 
building at the time of the fire. Kim confirmed there was an ongoing piece of 
work that pre-dated Grenfell about illegal sub-letting and illegal tenancies and 
the Council had a robust policy in place. 
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Councillor Schmid spoke on the work of the Business Intelligence Team to try 
and establish who was leasing accommodation in the borough. He explained 
it was a case of being smarter with the data and combining data resources.  
 
The Chair asked about the ability of front line staff to make decisions on the 
ground and how this reflected on the culture of the organisation and the 
development of staff to allow them to facilitate their decision making abilities. 
The Chair asked whether there would be an event to thank all the staff 
involved with Grenfell. Kim confirmed this would take place in October. 
 
RESOLVED 
 

1. That the report be noted. 
 

2. That a second report be provided to the November PAC or 
subsequent meeting addressing: communities, hotel work, 
reassurance, community resilience and Housing in relation to 
emergency planning. 

 
3. That Officers provide further information on when local 

emergencies escalate to national emergencies. 
 
 

7. DATES OF FUTURE MEETINGS  
 
The next meeting is scheduled for Wednesday 8th November 2017. 
 

8. EXCLUSION OF PRESS AND PUBLIC  
 

 
The Committee is invited to resolve, under Section 100A (4) of the Local 
Government Act 1972, that the public and press be excluded from the 
meeting during the consideration of the following items of business, on 
the grounds that they contain the likely disclosure of exempt information, 
as defined in paragraph 3 of Schedule 12A of the said Act, and that the 
public interest in maintaining the exemption currently outweighs the 
public interest in disclosing the information. 
 
 

9. MANAGED SERVICE PROGRAMME REPORT - PERFORMANCE UPDATE 
- (EXEMPT REPORT)  
 
The Committee considered the progress report on managed services. 
 

 
Meeting started: 7:00 pm 
Meeting ended: 9:52 pm 
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Chairman   

 
 
 
 

Contact officer: Charles Francis 
Committee Co-ordinator 
Governance and Scrutiny 

 : 020 8753 2062 
 E-mail: charles.francis@lbhf.gov.uk 
 


