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PRESENT 
 
Committee members: Councillors Ali Hashem, PJ Murphy (Chair), Guy Vincent 
and Greg Smith 
 
  
Co-opted members: Tony Boys and Erik Hohenstein 
 
Other Councillors:  
Councillors Ben Coleman (Cabinet Member for Commercial Revenue and Resident 
Satisfaction) and Max Schmid (Cabinet Member for Finance). 
 
Officers:  
Mark Brayford, Camilla Black, Michael Hainge, Hitesh Jolapara, Mark Jones, 
Debbie Morris, Nigel Pallace, Mahmood Siddiqi and Charles Francis 
 
Others: 
Andrew Campling - BT 

 
12. MINUTES  

 
RESOLVED 
The minutes of the meeting held on 1 February 2017 were approved and 
signed by the Chair subject to the following amendment to Item 4 
 -  2017 MEDIUM TERM FINANCIAL STRATEGY (MTFS). That: 
 

“Members reiterated the need for benchmark data and the Strategic Finance 
Director agreed that the last years’ out turn, the current out turn and proposed 
budget for next year could be circulated”. Be amended to: 

“It is the job of accountants to present numbers to non-accountants in a 
manner which is user friendly, easily understood and, most of all, makes it 
easy to make the right decisions. 
 
Members find it difficult to understand and therefore comment on the current 
numbers as a result of the way in which they are presented. In order to turn 
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current data into useful information it is essential that better and more 
extensive use should be made of trend analysis, ratios and comparatives” 
 
 

13. APOLOGIES FOR ABSENCE  
 
Councillor Michael Adam, Chris Littmoden and Judith Worthy provided 
apologies for absence. 
 
 
 

14. DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST  
 
There were no declarations of interest. 
 
BT OPENREACH ROLL OUT OF FIBRE OPTIC BROADBAND IN 
HAMMERSMITH AND FULHAM 
 
Mark Brayford, Head of Development and Regeneration, provided an 
overview of the broadband coverage in Hammersmith and Fulham along with 
details of BT Openreach proposals to roll out fibre optic broadband across the 
Borough. Members learnt that Openreach, BT’s local network business, had 
stated it would make fibre available to an additional 6,600 local homes and 
businesses in the next two years, taking the company’s total coverage for 
fibre in the borough to over 77,000 premises. The focus of the agenda item 
was to discuss the delays to the roll out programme which had led to deficient 
broadband coverage in parts of the borough.  
  
Andrew Campling from BT attended Committee. Summarising BT’s position, 
he explained that until recently, street works related to the deployment of fibre 
optic broadband in the borough were usually categorised as “standard works”, 
with the categorisation reflecting the complexity and duration of the works. 
However, the borough’s Highways Officers recently decided that all new 
activity should be classified as “major works”, irrespective of the nature of the 
works at any particular location. BT’s view was this change in policy was 
inconsistent with the approach taken by highways authorities across the UK. 
From a pan-London perspective, only 5 other London boroughs (including 
Kensington and Chelsea, which shared the same Highways team) had 
insisted that all fibre broadband deployment activities should be classified as 
major works. 
 
The Chair asked why the classification of works had become such a sticking 
point? In response, Mr Campling explained that only a few Authorities within 
London had applied the major works classification to all broadband roll-out 
work, which BT felt was incorrect. If BT accepted the Council’s position, BT 
would become liable for additional administration costs as well as going 
against its corporate principles. The Chair asked why BT had not progressed 
the roll-out given the major works classification? Members were informed that 
from an efficiency point of view, it made sense for BT to be able to sequence 
works rather than adopt a piece-meal approach which took longer and 
incurred additional costs. 
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The Chair suggested that BT should consider doing the most important 
aspects of the work so that the roll out could be progressed. Mr Campling 
agreed to take this proposal back to senior colleagues. 
 
Mahmood Siddiqi, Director of Transport and Highways attended Committee 
and explained the Council’s stance. Contrary to the BT view, he explained 
that the Council had not changed its policy on how it expected BT to classify 
the works. Members were informed that more recently, the Council may have 
inadvertently granted a small number of standard permits due to the fact that 
the Council had not realised they formed part of BT’s broadband project as 
they were singular isolated works. He explained that Mr Pegrum’s team only 
began to fully appreciate this when they started to engage with BT’s 
operational team and realised the works were being rolled out as part of their 
‘London Extension Programme’. It was at this point the Council reiterated the 
same view regarding work classification as the Authority had when these 
works first came to light. 
 
Mr Siddiqi explained that the Council’s view also differed on the number of 
Local Authorities which had applied a major works classification to roll out 
work. Officers had informed him that there were more than five London 
boroughs who shared the same view as Hammersmith and Fulham and at 
least eight other north London boroughs who shared the same view.  
 
Looking at the cost implications of the roll out, the Council estimated these 
would be negligible given the size and scale of the project and would only 
amount to several thousands of pounds in the context of a multi-million multi-
million project. Members heard the Council’s concern was that if it made an 
exception regarding the street works permit fee, it would set a precedent for 
other utility companies. The result of which would impact upon the cost 
recovery from administering street works permits (around £400k per year) 
and the Council’s ability to plan and coordinate roadworks in the borough.  
 
Concluding his remarks, Mr Siddiqi confirmed the Council was not treating BT 
any differently to other utility companies or other inner London boroughs and 
had advised BT that the Council were happy to entertain shorter notice 
periods where possible so as not to delay the deployment of their service, 
which appeared to be BT’s main concern.  
  
Councillor Loveday attended as a ward Councillor and was invited to address 
the meeting by the Chair. He explained he had received a number of 
complaints from residents about the lack of fibre optic broadband provision in 
Parsons Green and Walham. This was especially galling, given the number of 
BT Openreach vans in circulation along with the extensive mail shots from 
various internet providers. He stated it was a disgrace that residents did not 
have fibre optic broadband access so close to central London especially 
given the prevalence of home working and the impact this had on the 
economy.  
 
Mr Campling was asked about the number and location of BT cabinets in 
those areas affected by deficient coverage. In response, Members were 
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informed this information could not be provided as it was commercially 
sensitive. Councillor Loveday noted the figures which had been provided in 
the report, the cost differential between major and standard works and 
concluded these were a very small financial consideration for BT. These 
figures suggested that the roll-out was effectively being blocked due to the 
Authority and BT being at loggerheads over an estimated £2k charge. 
 
The Chair asked about precedent given the small sums involved and asked if 
a way could be found to move matters forward. From the Council’s 
perspective it appeared as though the Council had simply applied the Law 
and the Joint Authorisation Group instructions about major works. Members 
asked whether broadband could be delivered by a different provider to 
resolve the issue. In response, Members were informed that BT Openreach 
installations provided the infrastructure which other providers needed to use 
so this did not solve the problem. 
 
The Chair reiterated the technology blight suffered by residents and the 
damage the rollout issue was doing to the BT brand. The Chair asked Mr 
Campling to discuss the ramifications of the delayed broadband roll-out with 
colleagues within BT to see what action might be taken to move matters 
forward. If a stalemate had been reached, the Chair asked both Mr Campling 
and Mr Siddiqi to consider entering into independent mediation to resolve the 
issue.  
 

Action: For Officers to contact BT about the status of the broadband 
roll-out and to provide an update when information became available. 

 
 
WESTERN RIVERSIDE WASTE AUTHORITY – OPEN REPORT 
 
Mark Jones, Director for Finance, Environmental Services provided an update 
on current financial matters in the waste disposal service provided by 
Western Riverside Waste Authority (WRWA). 
 

 
DATES OF FUTURE MEETINGS 
The date of the next meeting is Wednesday 25 April 2017. 
 
 

18. EXCLUSION OF THE PRESS AND PUBLIC  
 
RESOLVED 
That the Committee agreed, 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. 
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19. EXEMPT MINUTES OF THE PREVIOUS MEETING 

 
 

20. WESTERN RIVERSIDE WASTE AUTHORITY – (EXEMPT) 
 
Mark Jones, Director for Finance, Environmental Services provided an update 
on current financial matters in the waste disposal service provided by 
Western Riverside Waste Authority (WRWA). 

 
 
21. MANAGED SERVICE PROGRAMME REPORT – PERFORMANCE 

UPDATE (EXEMPT) 
 
The Committee considered the performance update on the Managed Service 
Programme. 
 

22. COMMERCIAL DIRECTOR’S UPDATE (EXEMPT) 
 
The Committee considered an update report from the Commercial Director. 
 
 
 
 
  
 
 

 
Meeting started: 7.00 pm 
Meeting ended: 9:52 pm 

 
Chair   

 
Contact officer: Charles Francis 

Committee Co-ordinator 
Governance and Scrutiny 

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


