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Thursday 28 January 2021 
 

 

 
 
 

PRESENT 
 
Members of Finance and Commercial Revenue Policy and Accountability 
Committee (Finance Pac) 
 
Committee members: Councillors Helen Rowbottom (Co-Chair), Patricia Quigley, 
David Morton, Guy Vincent and Donald Johnson 
 
Co-opted members: Tony Boys (Community), Erik Hohenstein (Community), Chris 
Littmoden (Community) and Judith Worthy (Community) 
 
Public Services Reform Policy and Accountability Committee (PSRPAC) 
 
Committee members: Councillors Rowan Ree (Co-Chair), Christabel Cooper, Guy 
Vincent, Zarar Qayyum and Dominic Stanton 
 
Other councillors: Councillor Adam Connell 
 
Officers and guests: Tony Burton, Head of Finance (CHS and Education), 
Corporate Finance, Resources;  Prakash Daryanani, Head of Finance, Social Care; 
Christopher Harris, Emily Hill, Director of Finance, Resources; Andrew Lord, Head 
of strategic planning and monitoring; Corporate Finance, Resources; Cliff Parker, 
Assistant Director of Housing; Andre Mark, Finance Business Partner and 
Corporate Finance; Daniel Rochford, Head of Finance, Corporate Finance; and 
Kalsi Sukvinder, Head of Finance, Environment 

 
 

1. APOLOGIES FOR ABSENCE  
 
There were no apologies for absence. 
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2. ROLL CALL AND DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST  
 
The Chair noted the attendance of members and no declarations of interest 
were reported.  
 

3. 2021 MEDIUM TERM FINANCIAL STRATEGY  
 
Emily Hill provided an overview of the planned medium term financial strategy 
(MTFS) within the context of continued financial uncertainty regarding public 
expenditure.  Prior to Covid, there had been an indication that an uplift of 
4.5% in core spending power signalled a possible end to austerity.  However 
historic deep cuts had resulted in trying to deliver more services with less 
money.  Locally this reflected a need to balance demand led social care 
services within a restricted financial structure.  Council tax remained the third 
lowest nationally and significantly below the London average.  Council 
expenditure on social care equated to about half of the total expenditure of 
£86 million.  An inflationary increase of 4.1% reflected the fragility of the 
social care market and, within a tightening financial context, a deficit was 
expected this year with two thirds attributed to Covid.  A third lockdown had 
made it harder to deliver savings whilst supporting a Covid response. The 
allocated Covid grant had been received but not yet spent and held in grant 
for future years.  
 
Departmental budget proposals 
 
It was noted that for 2020/21 in terms of Covid implications, a fees and 
charges compensation scheme would partly fund council tax and business 
rate losses.  Local authorities would have to meet the first 5% followed by 75p 
in the pound there after.  The remainder would be met by the council and 
council tax losses would be spread over a three year period.  There had been 
a devasting impact on business rates reflecting the economic impact of Covid 
on local businesses and any shortfall in government funding would need to be 
met in reserves or from savings. There would be an increased budget gap in 
2021/22 and a reduced rate of business and household council tax collection 
was anticipated. Contingency funding for homeless had also been 
anticipated.  
 
It was important to recognise that financial uncertainty would continue. The 
increase in council tax reflected the government expectation to raise funds 
locally but the long term economic impact of Covid required further evaluation 
and linked to a corresponding reduction in local services.  The loss of the new 
homes grants as part of the national levelling up agenda redirecting funding 
away from urban areas represented a further reduction.  
 
Co-optee Tony Boys commented that despite the projections for economic 
recovery being cautious there was a possibility of a substantial recovery 
predicted for 2021.  He asked if this outcome had been including in the 
financial modelling and what the impact of a more positive recovery might 
look like in the MTFS.  Emily Hill explained that the MTFS took into account 
low interest rates which were likely to remain low even with recovery.  The 
social care market remained fragile and it was accepted that demand was set 
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to increase.  Any substantial recovery was not expected to impact and the 
MTFS also considered the impact of recovery on the short term support 
needed for families and there was no reliance on the revenue from business 
rates.  
 
Questions from the Committee 
 
With reference to the council’s Annual Report 2021/22 Tony Boys highlighted 
the £685 million secured from developers and asked what residents could 
expect in return for their council tax payments. Emily explained that more 
funding was available in growth or return on investment items, but this year 
was difficult and there were additional demands to consider in demand led 
services such as children’s service and social care.  Visible examples of 
council spending included wardens, CCTV, street cleaning and maintenance. 
There had been significant areas of community investment. In planning terms, 
section 106 funding had been negotiated by the Council, but this might be 
impacted by future planning reforms and developer contributions.  
 
Councillor Vincent welcomed the report and thanked officers for their 
presentation.  In terms of savings he asked if these might be achieved 
through job losses, what the extent of this might be and which areas of the 
council might they arise.  Emily Hill explained that this had been referenced in 
the MTFS in relation to staffing and productivity and included in the appendix 
detailing savings. Emily briefly outlined some of the restructuring that had 
been undertaken including within the finance teams and any vacant posts 
across the organisation had been removed.  Any further losses would be 
preceded by consultation, but potential job losses were not expected to be 
significant and redeployment support would be available to staff. 
 
Councillor Vincent asked if there had been any revenue generated through 
the commercialisation of services such as advertising. Emily Hill outlined a 
shift in focus, moving away from commercialisation within this year’s MTFS as 
given the impact of Covid. There was an increased focus on fees and charges 
and commercialisation would be limited to the planning service.  Advertising 
income was over £2 million and had not been impacted by Covid to date but 
profit shares would be limited.  There was a concern that when leases 
expired, they would not be re-let with lower revenue generated as a result.  It 
was confirmed that the 2021/22 outturn at month 6 projected a shortfall of 
£5.7 million, which would be mitigated on appeal and anticipated to achieve a 
significant reduction to £1 million.    

 
Councillor Ree probed the uncertainty around funding and reported that the 
PSRPAC had considered the impact of Covid expenditure and losses of 
£38.5 million. Emily Hill estimated that that the impact of Covid could be £43 
million impact, with £21 million on expenditure and a similar amount on losses 
but the majority will be funded by government. The government had provided 
the main, un-ringfenced grant in four tranches which were unpredictable, but 
it was possible that another that there would be another funding phase. There 
was little expectation that the government would fully fund the council’s Covid 
linked loss.  The first 5% would been met by the council, thereafter funding 
75p in the pound. There were specific Covid grants with money to fund 
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testing, but an outlay was needed to support this. This was about £1-3 million, 
and not the £30 million anticipated.   
 
Councillor Ree asked what the impact of Brexit had been and whether this 
had been considered in the final MTFS modelling. Emily Hill confirmed that 
there was an inflationary impact which would have been included but not 
specifically focused on Brexit.  There would be some higher costs for goods 
and services which could impacted by inflationary increases and this might 
mean relying on contingency planning.   
 
Co-optee Chris Littmoden commented on the clarity of papers provided and 
whether this could be improved for the next financial year and noted that the 
papers did not reference zero based budgeting which he felt would have been 
helpful to have included in the papers.  He welcomed the cost and trend 
analysis which afforded a clear financial picture of each of the departments 
and highlighted problem areas.  Referencing page 70, appendix 5, he 
highlighted the point that costs were now incorporated in resident services 
which were not easily identifiable.  This was essentially the customer services 
contact centre (moved in-house, with associated salary costs), and revenue 
and housing benefit teams.  It was agreed that further clarification would be 
provided as a follow up action.  Emily Hill also acknowledged that it would be 
helpful to consider the jargon and terminology used in the papers to improve 
the clarity of the information provided.  
 
Co-optee Erik Hohenstein sought further information about innovative and 
aspirational changes within social care service delivery with the introduction 
of artificial intelligence utilised in assisted technology touched on in the 
papers but not fully explored.  Similarly, there had been references made to 
the commercialisation of services and the anticipated uncertainty around 
advertising, both of which had also been briefly highlighted.  He was also 
keen to further explore the longer term role and responsibilities of the council 
in respect of Covid which in some cases, had been provided swiftly and 
constituted unplanned expenditure.  On a final point and in reference to Brexit 
he asked that if there were to be increases in services, to what extent was the 
exposure to pricing fluctuations, an issue that might occur in the third financial 
quarter.    
 
Prakash Daryanani clarified that in the context of social care, the innovations 
were focused on digitisation and not the commercialisation of services. 
Assisted technology was intended to improve the quality of life for residents 
and which would also include an expansion of the Careline service.  Assisted 
technology with artificial intelligence was very much in the early stages of 
planning but would afford residents greater independence, for example, using 
tablet devices to speak with social workers.   Emily Hill confirmed that zero 
based budget had offered significant insights and that a summary had been 
included in the papers but acknowledged that this could have been more 
explicit.  Members of the committees could be provided with information about 
the cost of resident services in more detail illustrated with examples of case 
studies and the figures included in contingency planning particularly in 
respect of the civic campus regeneration in terms of identified risks and 
opportunities.  There was consensus that this be an area of focus for the 
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Finance and Commercial Revenue PAC.  In terms of Covid, the focus was as 
much on revenue as on savings, but a prudent approach was required to 
increasing revenue.  The strategy to increase council tax indicated that this 
was also a budget that was focused on protecting the most vulnerable 
residents.  
  
Councillor Cooper referenced the reserves graph in the report which indicated 
a decline until 2023 and asked if this was due to the expected receipt of 
revenues from civic campus.  Emily Hill explained the move and leasing costs 
in transferring to Shortlands and clockworks had used a large portion of 
reserve to cover the leases.  The intention was to reconfigure the staff and 
customer interface and there would be a profit redistribution from the joint 
venture that would be used to fund the leases, facilitated by a clear break 
clause in the contracts to allow this.  It was acknowledged that Covid had 
delayed work on the civic campus but this was still on track to be delivered 
within the framework of the initial plan, although with some reprofiling.  Emily 
Hill confirmed that there was an expectation that some savings would be 
achieved in 2023.  
 
A follow up question from Councillor Stanton sought clarification about the 
long term impact of Covid on the leasehold of the Shortlands site and the 
extent of any reprofiling of the campus.  Emily Hill confirmed that the plans 
were unchanged but significant work had been undertaken on the return of 
staff to the civic campus.  Modelling had included the experience of Covid and 
the adjustment to work patterns could inform a wider accommodation review.  
Emily Hill stated that there were risks inherent with any large scale capital 
development included the possibility of incurring additional or increased costs 
which had been mitigated against, but contractual agreements meant that 
much of these will be met by the contractor.  Flexibility had been incorporated 
into the new layout of the building to afford greater adaptability to reflect 
future working patterns and access to the site.  Given the combined points 
around the staff consultation on the development of the campus and 
modelling, there was consensus to agree this as an area of focus. Councillor 
Vincent welcomed Emily Hill’s clarification that the £11 million of revenue 
generated through the joint venture would eventually go in to reserves in 
2023. The increased size of the reserves reflected a requirement of the 
auditors that the council implement a larger safety buffer.   
 
In response to a question from Councillor Vincent, Emily Hill confirmed that 
agency costs had significantly reduced from £25 million in 2019 but that the 
target of £12.5 million for the current year end would not be achieved this 
year due to the cost of employing agency staff in response to Covid.  Rhian 
Davis confirmed that the cost of agency staff to date was £13.4 million largely 
due to Covid but this was a substantial improvement on previous years. A 
policy of limiting agency costs would continue to help achieve a planned 
reduction.  Chris Littmoden observed that agency staff should be sought if 
their appointments represented good value for money.   
 
Councillor Quigley sought further information about the ongoing delivery of 
the civic campus work and whether staff would be engaged in the 
development of the campus.  Emily Hill confirmed the importance of an 
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inclusive approach to staff consultation.  Tony Clements added that the 
opportunities to lease space long term had been considered, which included 
an analysis of future workforce patterns, particularly in terms of how staff 
worked in relation to space and building structure. As indicated earlier, 
officers provided an assurance that they would support the committee’s 
further exploration of this issue. Judith Worthy commented that staff 
engagement was important and required the input of a representative and 
diverse workforce.  It was noted that PAC members should also have 
oversight of staff engagement work and that in addition this should also 
include members and residents.  
 
Erik Hohenstein advocated for a strategy to bridge the gap between austerity 
and raising council tax rates.  He referenced Council Leader Stephen 
Cowan’s comments, following years of austerity, supporting a freeze on 
council tax to protect the most vulnerable in the borough following years of. 
Emily Hill explained that the officer perspective on council tax was apolitical 
and that any increase beyond government expectation required a 
referendum.  Councillor Connell responded that he would not presume to 
speak on behalf of either Councillor Schmid or Councillor Cowan, however 
the current, difficult circumstances provoked a necessary increase in council 
tax to meet this challenge.  It was agreed that the Finance PAC invite the 
Leader to a future meeting to discuss council tax strategy given that the 
increase for 2021/22 reflected a departure from previous council tax policies.  
 
To conclude the discussion, the Chair, with the agreement of officers and 
members, summarised the actions as: 
 

1. Detailed summary of what is the “more” that residents can expect in 
terms of services that are recognisable to residents. 

2. Information about operational opportunities to generate revenue and 
the commercialisation of services, recognising that this might be 
challenging until the market begins to recover. 

3. The impact of Brexit on the goods and services market, how this will 
affect future business growth and how to generate opportunities within 
H&F within this climate.   

4. Simplify the language of local government finance and statistics into 
easy to understand language. 

5. A more explicit summary of the council’s zero-based budget focus. 
6. Information about the cost of “resident services” and what this referred 

to. 
7. A better understanding of the details of “contingency” planning about 

the civic campus redevelopment plan and the risks and opportunities 
within this.  This would be an area work that could be addressed by a 
small working group.  

8. Civic campus development – to ensure that detailed engagement is 
undertaken with staff about the new campus and its development.  

9. For the PAC to be provided with examples of case studies that will 
contextualise the impact of revenue and savings outlined in the report, 
with a view to better undertaking future scrutiny budget reviews.   

10. Linked to action 8, a key example would be the proposal to increase 
council tax for 21/22 and how this decision reflects the council’s 
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strategic position.  The PAC would like further insight into the policy 
drivers for administrations the decision to increase council tax in line 
with government expectation. The PAC would welcome a presentation 
at a future meeting of the committee from either the Leader or the 
Cabinet Member for Finance and Commercial about the change in 
policy.  

11. For the co-optees to be engaged in ongoing policy development, 
focusing on the funding of adult social care against the backdrop of 
Covid-19.  To explore the funding settlement in greater detail and to 
understand and respond to the future development of the governments 
green paper on adult social care provision (September 2019).   

12. For Finance PAC to receive a report on the experience of Croydon’s 
section 114 notice. 

 
 

 
Meeting started: 6.30pm 
Meeting ended: 8.32pm 

 
 

Chairman   

 
 
 
 

Contact officer: Bathsheba Mall 
Committee Co-ordinator 
Governance and Scrutiny 

 : 07776672816 
 E-mail: bathsheba.mall@lbhf.gov.uk 
 


